

Minutes of the Board of Water/Sewer Commission
Wednesday, December 15, 2021, 4:00 pm
16C Perry Way, Newburyport, MA 01950
Present Commissioners: John Tomasz, Roger Jones, Owen Smith, Sandy Friede, William Creelman
Staff: 

Director, Anthony Furnari
Business Manager, Julie Spurr Knight

Sewer Chief Operator, Chris Pratt

Assistant Chief Operator, Jim Moore

Sewer Collection Superintendent, David Shaw

Water Superintendent, Thomas Cusick

Assistant Water Superintendent, Chris Hood

Water Distribution Superintendent, Jonathan Carey

City Engineer, Jon-Eric White

1. Mayor Holaday

Not in attendance.  
2. Appointments/Customer Issues
· Eric Kelley, Principal and Ryan Allgrove, Principal from Environmental Partners and Project Engineer Sabrina presented a power point outlining the Water and Sewer Rate Study Fiscal Years 2023-2026.  
· Background:

When we last got together in June we prepared some preliminary analysis and the Commission was in the process of going through the rate setting that was finalized this summer with council. We went back based on some feedback from that and looked beyond fiscal year 22 and we are here tonight to bring you up to speed on that additional work that we have done.  When we met with you all we focused on more on what was going to happen in FY 22.  There was a lot of good discussion about potential impacts from still dealing with COVID environment and other economic impacts so thinking that FY 22 was not an ideal year to address some rate adjustments to deal with the future capital planning.  We went back and looked at looking forward to FY23 through FY26 which is in the City’s current planning window which is based on the budgets submitted earlier this year so we are looking six months out.  The additional options we are looking at to give you a menu of options.  Scenario 1 is the rates to meet your current operating budget.  Then we added in small projects.  In the DPS budget this is your capital outlay purchases/projects.  We look at these as recurring year after year.  Equipment purchases, land acquisitions, other small projects that wouldn’t require capital borrowing.  It would be funded straight out of rates.  Generally speaking these are less than $1 million a year in total value.  Then we looked at your larger capital expenditures.  Those projects and expenditures are in excess of $1 million.  We were looking at what was in the capital plan that was submitted with the FY22 budget.  We worked with DPS staff to try and soften some of the larger projects that were in later years to try to level fund things through the years so there wasn’t any one particular year that was as big a shock as compared to the years preceding or succeeding it.  Then we looked at two different options for setting aside additional monies for retained earnings.  In scenarios 4 and 5 we looked at two different levels of retained earnings.
· Core Assumptions:

We evaluated five scenarios for each the water and sewer accounts.  We assumed conservatively the DPS operating budgets for both divisions would escalate at about 4% per year.  Each scenario builds upon its preceding one.  The smaller capital projects were those less than $1 million in value.  Those were already identified in the FY22-FY26 CIP.  We excluded any future transfers from retained earnings from the retained earnings balance.  Again this is being more conservative looking at using rates to recoup all of the expenditures.  For those large projects we assumed a 20 year 3% municipal bond.  That was funding your annual principal and interest payments through rates.  We only looked at those projects carried through the CIP in FY26 due to some of the large values of some of the projects predominately on the water side.  We did not try and have those hit their full value as in the CIP.  We knocked the top off of each of those to spread them out over a three year period instead of a two year period.  At the time we were doing this, a lot of the recent capital funding programs that have come through the federal and state sources have not been accounted for yet so there is an opportunity there for borrowing from those sources whether it be full on grants, principal forgiveness or zero percent loans.  That has not been taken into account.  Should it be included for any of these projects that could significantly reduce the operating expenses with those capital programs?  We also did not taken into account some of the things that DPS has already put into play in the last year.  That looks at the billing records reconciliation that Julie has been doing.  Any additional revenues found through that accounting and operations practice hasn’t had a chance to offset some of these expenses.  The future water meter replacement program could provide additional revenues through more accurate metering of your consumption.  We have not accounted for any future adjustments in your one time fees whether they are the system connection and demand fees.  Those are revenue streams outside of this analysis.  

Commissioner Friede said EP talked about a straight budget increase of 4%.  Under revenue did you include anything for increases in the number of households or additional industry or increase or decrease in usage or did you assume that was all static?  Mr. Kelley responded that in looking at the past few years the actual demands on the water system have been decreasing over time.  We picked a certain amount of demand over the last few years and carried it forward assuming both conservation programs, more efficiency in homeowner behaviors plus potential regulatory impacts on conservation programs would mean that we kept your system demands at the same level.  Not seeing them grow but not seeing them shrink.  
· Retained Earnings Balance:

The last few years there have been transfers from the retained earnings balances.  Roughly speaking the accounts have just around $1 million to $1 million plus in their current balances.  To be conservative we assumed no additional transfers so you would be maintaining those balances under scenarios 1, 2 and 3.  No planned additional transfers to the retained earnings.  Then under scenarios 4 and 5 we looked at what rate impact would come if you were starting to do some more set asides to plan for future capital programs, ongoing repair and rehab programs, etc.  We separated them out to show their individual rate impact.  

· Evaluation- Water and Sewer Rate Adjustments (FY2023):
This table summarizes those scenarios and their potential impacts looking at FY23.  Ryan Allgrove will walk you through these and what the net impact is in FY23 based on the different scenarios we evaluated.  Ryan stated in scenarios 1 through 5 the further along you go the higher the impact is going to be as they build on each other.  In scenario 1 we are assuming a 4% operating cost increase annually.  To stay even with that you would increase the average annual customer increase would be 4%.  As you build on that scenario 2 with the smaller project you are up to an annual customer impact of 6%.  You can see between rate block 1 and 2 we increased the percentage of the rate on rate block 2 a little bit higher because there is more people in rate block 1 that are on fixed incomes.  We wanted to soften the blow on that rate block.  You add in scenario 3, the larger capital projects, you are up to a 12% overall cost impact for the average customer.  Scenarios 4 and 5 when you start setting aside some extra revenue for the enterprise funds you are up to 16% and that is for $250,000 a year set aside and for $500,000 you are up to 21% cost impact.  That is on water.  Similar on the sewer end it ranges from 6% up to 17%.  

· Evaluation-Annual Adjustments Required (FY2024-FY2026):
A 21% hike is pretty high.  This is further down the road- FY24 through FY26.  You see it is more of a consistent impact because like Eric said we took all those larger capital projects (such as the water main project) which have a major impact and we didn’t assume that all of that would hit in one year.  We spread it out across three years.  For those years 3% increase for both water and sewer were to stay even with the operating costs and then up to 11%-12% when you start adding in all the other capital projects.  In the scenario 3 example (FY2023-FY2026) is just a little bit more of the breakdown.  
· Summary-Revenue Required for Water & Sewer Rate Adjustment Scenarios (FY2023):

This is a good summary of where the hard costs come from.  What number we put in there to come up with these percentages.  You can see the water fund of $5.2 million a year reservoir project.  Once you start adding that in under scenario 3 is the number that sticks out a lot here.   Sewer’s larger capital projects are a little bit smaller--$1.2 million under scenario 3, 4 and 5.  

Commissioner Smith said he wasn’t too clear on something.  EP talked about the pipeline project being spread over two years as opposed to three and causing the heightened cost.  Is that assuming we are paying the entire cost of the project off with revenue we are generating in that year?  I would think it would be bonded and be a longer term of cost that you would spread out.  Eric correctly if I’m wrong but I think we assumed that larger project would be a 20 year bond at 3%.  Eric said that would be yes.  The $5.2 million is the cost incurred in that year.  Whether that is engineering and construction actual costs out to something but you would only be on the hook for the funded principal and interest for that $5.2 million that year and again the following year.  That is stretching out into 20 years beyond.  That would be the cost incurred in that year.  Commissioner Smith said okay the cost incurred but that would be the total value of it so it would be $5 million divided by 20 is what we would be paying in plus interest so whatever that is.  Mr. Kelley said yes, in scenario 3 you would be looking at principal and interest for the $5.2 in FY23 assuming that project goes to construction.  Commissioner Smith said those rates would address the principal and interest you are paying quarterly each year and they go on for 20 years.  Mr. Kelley said the old debt is still there and is still being paid down under scenarios 1 and 2.  Scenario 3 is when we are talking about adding in new debt.  Commissioner Friede said you are showing just the new debt and Mr. Kelly said that is correct.  Mr. Kelley said the only addition of scenario 4 and 5 is giving you the idea if you wanted to do some set asides to grow your retained earnings balance that’s the only change in scenario 4.  Scenario 4 is assuming in each account your goal is to raise an additional $250,000 per year in retained earnings and under scenario 5 it’s $500,000 a year in retained earnings.  So those don’t include any additional borrowing.  The cost is explicitly just to use rates to raise additional retained earnings.  Commissioner Smith just looking at the numbers in scenario 5 we are borrowing $5.2 million plus everything proposed and we are looking at almost a 20% increase in the month rate.  How much debt service are we looking at in that year?  Mr. Cusick added the variance is a change in retained earnings.  It’s going from $250,000 a year to $500,000 a year.  I’m assuming that when you are going to incur that rate increase you are also putting money in the bank.  Commissioner Jones stated if I understand that right that $5 million each year by the second year by scenario 4 you’ve got $10 million.  Mr. Kelley said this is just looking at one fiscal year.  This is just in FY23.  All scenarios are in the same year it’s just the change from 3 to 4 is how much more rate revenue do we need to bring in to raise $250,000 in retained earnings to send to the water account and sewer account.  That is the only change in those two.  Your percent increase of say roughly 4% that is the additional rate impact in order to set aside $500,000 split evenly between the two accounts.  Commissioner Smith said his issue is the sticker shock that the debt service payment is being borne by the rate. The 11.89% increase in the rate to the customer.  Commissioner Friede said it looks like there is $17 million in large projects which is what we are talking about.  When I look at your table 1 you are $16 million in large projects plus $1.5 million which is $17.5 million.  To Owen’s point it looks like you are saying the debt service on that is $5 million a year roughly.  Commissioner Smith said the numbers seem perplexingly high.  Commissioner Friede said it doesn’t make mathematical sense when she looks at the paperwork.  She said she is looking at table 1 in the memo.  Mr. Kelley said $5 million is not what you are paying in principal and interest.  That is the amount of new bonded principal for that year.  So you are taking out $5.2 million in bonds that year.  I don’t want you to think that you have $5 million in principal and interest payments.  The value of the bonds is worth $5 million that year and that is bonded out for 20 years.  Commissioner Jones asked if the percent increase is from the current level.  Mr. Kelley said yes that is for the average customer based on your FY22 rates and consumption.  Commission Jones asked if the year or year would not be that high.  Mr. Kelley replied the average customer going from FY22 to FY23 under scenario 3 would see a total percent increase of near 12% so a total of $140.  Some of these larger capital projects like the Indian Hill were slated to hit in that plan in the later years of the current CIP so instead we are just spreading out the initial bond a little bit further.  Instead of two $7.5 million bond releases in two years we are spreading it out to lessen some of that impact.  We were being somewhat agnostic to the actual physical project whether it’s Indian Hill or a portion of it or if it something at the treatment plant or it’s something to do with the dams or the interconnection.  It was like taking the pot of prospective capital projects and saying if you had to go out and bond $5 million in capital projects whether they be some mix of that this is that impact.  Indian Hill isn’t the sole water system project.  It’s in the five year horizon.  Commissioner Friede said the reason we are analyzing this is because we got push back from raising the rates and what we are really trying to say is that we need to raise the rate because we don’t really have a choice if we want to keep water and sewer intact.  Ms. Knight said if you look at surrounding communities we are relatively low on the rates.  Commissioner Jones asked what do we use the retained earnings for.  Ms. Knight replied we use it for emergencies.  Commissioner Smith said to look at it like an insurance actuary for a potential catastrophe that we have to pay in short order and what number are we going to feel comfortable with maintaining to hedge against that.  This is what we are paying these guys for.  What should be a comfortable retained earnings level to have to hedge against an event?  Ms. Knight said Tony made a good point that we consistently funded the rate.  Commission Smith said it is perfectly reasonable to send it back as a dividend provided that we are managing/covering our risk.  If we are spending all this capital money it is reasonable to expect to keep lower retained earnings and when we are in a better state of repair because we aren’t exposed to the risk of failure as much as we are right now.  Mr. Kelley said that is a good way of framing it.  Sometimes we do see the water systems usually try to maintain a balance so that whatever residual comes in it goes straight into the miscellaneous repair and rehab on the distribution system.  The things you can’t package into a big capital project.  It’s every winter and fall when you are repairing breaks, when you are doing your flushing program or you are coming into the freeze/thaw cycles is where some systems will allocate that money.  Commissioner Friede said if we looked at the age of our equipment the capital projects aren’t addressing the needs of the age of the equipment that much.  It’s more the new pipeline, improving the dam.  Our potential for failure, which is really what we are talking about, is not going to be addressed by the new capital improvement project.  Everything is going to keep aging.  What we really should be talking about is how we increase retained earnings. Commissioner Friede asked if there was a benchmark that we should keep in retained earnings.  Ms. Knight said as an enterprise fund the department of revenue laws require “X” amount in retained earnings.  As a mark we have been retaining $500,000.  Mr. Kelley agreed with that amount.  Commissioner Tomasz stated that he feels $1 million is a nice amount to have for each account.  Commissioner Friede said do you think the amounts in scenario 4 and 5, $250,000 and $500,000 I each account is a good amount.  Commissioner Tomasz said if you look at the rate increase for those scenarios you are never going to sell that.  So it’s not even worth considering that.  Ms. Knight said she was surprised we were able to get our budget passed this year.  Commissioner Tomasz said that will be our battle.  We will make our recommendations of what our wants and needs are but it will fall to the new mayor and the city council.  There’s a lot of talk about roads and sidewalks but I don’t hear a lot about water and sewer.  Commissioner Smith said this report that we do end up publishing and finalizing let’s try to remember the audience and what we are selling.  I know the rate is going up let’s say 13% that looks significant on paper but it’s only $10 a month.  How can we convey this information that is digestible to somebody that doesn’t have the background knowledge that we do.  Mr. Furnari stated that Sandy is right in that we don’t have any needs for the plants involved in this either for their costs and the distribution system too.  Commissioner Smith asked where Phillips Drive was on the presentation list.  Mr. Kelley said if Phillips Drive is coming out of the ARPA funds it wouldn’t have an impact.  The rules and requirements coming with the batch of federal funding that’s about to hit the clean water trust in the new year which is about $1 million is being given to both the water and the waste water revolving funds.  The DEP is still waiting for guidance from the federal government as to how that money is going to be disbursed.  They are talking about something on the order of half of it is going to be loans and half of it is going to be grants or zero percent to get the money out into the system.  How they shake all that out spending about $200 million a year per system for five years that is the information that is coming.  The Mass Water Works Association is hosting the clean water trust at their January meeting to try and get some of that information to the public water systems.  It is also is a chance for the water systems to speak to concerns about how the money is handed out.  What priorities are they trying to solve.  The big ones at the forefront are the resilience; emerging contaminants like PFAS, CSOs and lead service line replacement are the four you hear talked about all the time.  How they structure their current programs to allow those monies to come out whether they are in full-fledged grants or zero percent principal forgiveness.  However they structure it hopefully there is a fair amount of carrots there to actually spur investment as opposed to just saying we have a bunch of money to loan out at two percent.  That doesn’t get a lot of people excited about borrowing money.  A lot of communities can borrow money at two percent or better right now.  Mr. Pratt asked if Mr. Kelley got any indication or notification that if these monies become available would they only be available for shovel ready projects or in a pre-design phase.  Mr. Kelley said that is one of the concerns the associations are starting to express—how long of a tail is this money going to have.  Designing and permitting complicated projects like your Indian Hill does not happen in a short span of time.   I think the other problem they want the funding programs to understand is the current supply chain on certain types of products is getting so stretched out that even if you had a “shovel ready project” for FY23 some of those materials might not show up in time to be eligible to be installed.  There’s concern that a five year window might be too narrow.  You will see them trying to use this to prioritize things that are shovel ready initially but the five year window does give you time to get things designed and permitted.  The Governor did sign a bill that has about $100 million in water related funding which prioritizes PFAS, CSOs and lead service lines but they are sitting on another $2.5 billion of ARPA funds that they will figure out how to disburse those at a later date.  There are definitely more state funds coming.  The feds are coming with about $2 billion to Massachusetts of the clean water trust.  Commissioner Smith asked with the cost of construction inflation are you comfortable with the cost increases and the costs that we are presenting here or do you think we are going to have to consider higher outlays on these funds.  Mr. Kelley responded we check in with our professional cost estimators regularly because we have projects in different life stages all the time.  Their expectation was that we should start being on the back side of supply crunches in 23.  They were starting to see signs of it with certain materials as we got into the fall.  Projects that were wrapping up in early 21 probably just missed out on all the funds and then if anything was mid-stream in 21 you got an extension.  They are a little more optimistic on 23.  Unrelated to COVID there are still after effects of the winter freeze in Texas last year with all the manufacturers that make resins that go into all the various plastic products, pvc pipe conduit, etc. they are still dealing with delays due to starting those facilities back up.  They have COVID related things and the demand spikes plus the natural disaster it just keeps adding on.  We should start to see material prices in 23 coming back down to earth because the demand crunch won’t be as bad.  But you get a $1 billion worth of infrastructure funding coming there will be demand pressures.  The professional estimators will carry the contingencies a little deeper into the projects than they used to.  Much discussion took place as to what was included for projects in each of the capital improvement costs.  Commissioner Friede was having a hard time matching projects with costs with the documents she had.  Mr. Kelley said that there were projects that weren’t deem feasible within the list.  Commissioner Jones felt scenario 3 satisfied the projects but didn’t change retained earnings but still thought it would be hard to push through.  Commission Friede felt that it was not enough and was worried that the three or 4 percent increase would not cover inflation.  Commissioner Tomasz feels that you have to paint a worst case scenario for the powers that be if we do nothing we will have to deal with the consequences down the road.  It was determined that in order to justify the $12 a month increase to the rate payers you have to put it in simple terms and say what that $12 will get “X” and be specific.  To do that the list of projects needs to be cleaned up.  Then do a breakdown of each scenario showing what projects are being covered under the amount listed for small and large projects.  Mr. Kelley said that was possible because it is straight out of the existing council materials that were shared earlier 2021.  Prioritization was not in this study.  We are going on information that was available to us.  Mr. Furnari said we would sit down with Eric and Ryan and prioritize the projects.  Commission Tomasz agreed but stressed that DPS prioritize the needs and give reasons why they are priority 1, 2 and 3.  You have to provide the justification so we can convey it to everyone else.  Commissioner Tomasz asked the Commissioners if everyone is in agreement that we would like to look at scenario 3, 12% increase, $12 a month and focus on that and see where that takes us.  Commissioner Friede said it should be made clear that a decision has been made to keep retained earnings between $1-$2 million.  We looked at these two scenarios and we decided after looking at our retained earnings for the past few years we should need that $250,000 or $500,000.  We want to make this so people understand your decision making and I think that is where the council gets frustrated because they don’t always understand where our decisions come from.  Ms. Knight said she does not think this report includes the certified amounts from November that just came in from the Department of Revenue.  We are at $1.45 in Sewer and $1.3 in Water.  We exceed revenue collections by 11% from last year.  Ms. Knight said she would confirm those numbers for Mr. Kelley so he could update the charts.  Commissioner Smith said a joint meeting should be set up with the Public Utilities Committee to discuss our perceived capital needs and they can speak with their colleagues at City Council as opposed to us waiting until the last minute to get it through.  Mr. Furnari said the Water and Sewer Commission should step up and attend the budget meetings.  

· Water System Connection Fees:

Environmental Partners used the Equity Method to calculate connection fees based on the City’s assets.  We looked at your water system’s total value of assets and then you look at the demand that is imposed on them by each individual connection.  The total is just under $50 million and you spread that across your almost $10,000 customer which are predominately residential services.  This is a very similar practice that the MWRA does when they are dealing with new member communities.  Your connection fee is based on your share of the value of that system and what you are now going to now impose a demand on.  Using that we looked at what connection fees are currently and what they would be under an equity based model.  Using this model it imposes a large change in the status quo of the fee structure particularly when you get to your larger connections.  A 6” connection should have a value of approximately $160,000 whereas the City is currently charging $10,000.  It’s an exercise to show how you can structure your connection fees, what costs you want to impose for those demand impacts.  It’s not as simple as tying on to an existing water main in front of a parcel.  It’s what impact does that have, what share of that demand is going to impose on these other assets we are investing in.
· Water System Connection Fee Comparison:
This slide illustrates how the City of Newburyport compares with other communities and also to show there is some connection fees that DPS could be missing out on as projects come forward and you’re eager to take a $10,000 connection fee and it’s not a real equitable share of what they are putting on the water and sewer system.

Commissioner Tomasz asked Mr. Kelley if he could add another column to the Service Connection Size table to show what type of development would need a specific size of service connection.  Mr. Kelley said he would do that.  Commissioner Friede said it would be interesting to get the Mayor and City Councilors perspective on encouraging development because these rates would determine that.
Mr. Kelley concluded the presentation by saying he would be in touch with Tony and staff to see how things can be finalized.

Commissioner Friede asked to put on the agenda for the next meeting to finalize discussion about if we want to move forward with connection fees and what is the Board’s role.  Do we have the right to set the rate and if we do how it disappear and how do we get it back.  Commissioner Tomasz asked Mr. Furnari to find out how it came to be that the Commission could not set the rate and get back to him.  
3.   Warrant and Contract Signing

Commissioner Jones made a motion to accept eight warrants from November 19, 2021 to December 10, 2021.  Commissioner Friede seconded the motion.  Commissioner Tomasz asked if there was any further discussion.  None.  All those in favor?

Vote: John Tomasz yes, Roger Jones yes, Sandy Friede yes, Owen Smith yes, William Creelman yes

4. Approval of Minutes

Commissioner Tomasz made a motion to approve the meeting minutes from November 17, 2021.  Commissioner Smith seconded the motion.  Commissioner Tomasz asked if there were any changes, questions, comments.  Jon-Eric White made the correction on page 6, first paragraph, fourth sentence.  Change “Fire Department” to “Planning Department”.
All those in favor of approving the meeting minutes from November 17, 2021?
Vote: John Tomasz yes, Roger Jones yes, Sandy Friede yes, Owen Smith yes, William Creelman yes
5. DPS Operations Report:

Tom Cusick noted the following on the Water Treatment report;
Reservoirs/GW sources:   
· Indian Hill is the biggest thing and prioritizing that.  Tony has just signed a proposal to have Doug Gove do the peer review of Indian Hill, the selection of the tasks.  Doug can come in and talk about that and there will be a lot of information shared through Engineering and Jon-Eric and the consultant to finalize topo and what that might look like.  Next step would be to get you a proposal.  Right now we are going to go over that internally with regards to the Water Treatment Plant might look like in the next ten plus years and the upgrades to the facility.  Mr. Cusick stated he wanted to clarify something.  He is not suggesting that we through water out the window when we talk about any kind of sacrifice to the Lower Artichoke.  That’s not my intent at all.  I think it’s more about looking at how projects feed into one another.  By that I mean if you spend $17 million for a pipeline, how does that protect the Lower Artichoke from an operational standpoint?  Obviously it is not going to keep the water out of there directly but it is going to give you an operating window around that.  Jon-Eric will get into what is involved with raising the dam.  That might be what you need to do.  It’s just one of many things.  
Jon-Eric White noted the following on the Engineering report;

· I asked Tighe & Bond to put together a fee proposal for the design of the dam.  We will take a look at that.  We can seek another RFP.  The only update I have is that they are working on it and they will get it to me in a couple of weeks.
Commissioner Smith said that he asked Tony for a tour of the embankment and the dam if anyone would like to join them.  Mr. Cusick said it is a good time to do that because we are going to be updating the ERP (emergency response plan) and a big part of that will be short term mitigation for any kind of backwater event.  That will be in writing.  There will be a few more things we have to purchase to make sure we have what we need if something like that were to happen.  At least visually you can look at it and understand what it means.
Chris Pratt noted the following on the Wastewater Treatment Facility Report;

· The generator arrived on site yesterday.  It is pretty much mechanically all put together as of today.  Right now we are scheduled to have Kraft who is a representative for Koehler on site Monday to do the programming, startup and load test.

· Effluent pump is 42 years old and failed.  We had it rigged out last Friday and sent up to BMI in New Hampshire.  We are hoping to rebuild it but again we can’t get drawings for it because it is old.  There are three pumps and we only use one at a time so we have redundancy.  One is fairly new and the other is the same age and is making similar noises.  The plan is to hopefully get this one repaired and not replaced.  Once that is back in place we will pull the second one.  Commissioner Smith asked why there were three pumps.  Mr. Pratt said at the normal average daily flow which is around 1.8 we only need one but once there’s high tide or a peak flow you would need two and the third is for back up.

· Resiliency – BSC started surveying today doing benchmarks and boundaries for the wing walls project.
6. Old/New Business
None

7. Next Meeting

· January 19, 2022 at 4:00 pm.

Respectfully Submitted By: Karen Bush
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