CMN Clerk™ ™

PUBLIC COMMENTS
November 14, 2023

Good morning, Claire Nybro, Burnet County voter & taxpayer.

[ spent at least 1 hour at the courthouse yesterday, trying to get a copy of the revised Public
Comments & Decorum policy since the links in the online Agenda don’t work. 1 still maintain that the
Commissioners Court has violated the 72 hour notice requirement under Chapter 551.043 of the
Gov't Code because the public has not had access to all the underlying documents to the Agenda.

According to paragraph 3 in the most recent version of the proposed public comments policy, Judge
Oakley now wants members of the public to be treated like children who must be seen but not heard,
unless we are requested to address the Commissioners Court. Subparagraph (a) states that citizens
may address the court at the beginning of an agenda item, but ONLY when recognized by the
presiding officer, which is Judge Oakley. So unless Judge Oakley deigns to recognize us, we peons
must sit in silence and be content to just observe. How about y’all just sell tickets to yot show?

Every time Judge Oakley edits his proposed public comments policy, the rules become more
draconian. It seems he has a predilection for authoritarianism: in 2015, when he was president of e
PEC Board of Directors, he was accused of unilaterally revising their public comments & decorum
policy, and had a PEC member removed from the room by a police officer when that man questioned
Judge Oakiey's ability to change the rules without a vote from the rest of the Board. There is video
evidence of this on YouTube.

A wise man would want to appease the public instead of continuing to show contempt for our free
speech civil rights. After 2 public reprimands and a suspension by the State judicial ethics
commission, | would think Judge Oakley would have the sense to conduct himself better.

My second issue concerns Agenda item 16, where it looks like Judge Oakley is vying for yet another
power grab, this time over the grants process. He wants to have blanket authority over that process.
Doesn’t the County already have a grant writer in the Auditor’s department? Isn’t there supposed to
be a checks & balances system regarding money? How much more power are the other 4
commissioners going to give Judge Oakley? When is enough enough?

[ want Burnet County to be run by 5 commissioners, not just ONE. And NO VOTE today onanyr v
public comments policy - there is so much wrong with Judge Oakley’s latest revision of that policy that

is unacceptable to anyone who holds our First Amendment right to free speech in high regard.

Thank you.
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mailing, no restrictions on content.

4. Initiated PEC officers non-noticed meetings, with

man: ‘:ment & staff for briefir ;, discussions on PEC business
matters as non-quorum meetings wherein there are no rules.
Abolished committees. Quasi executive committee function.
5. Has inherent conflicts of * terest and has blurred the lines
of fiduciary responsibilities between conflicting roles of PEC
director and a county judge. D« 3 not recognize the
“appearance” of conflict of interest even if no actual conflict
ex s.Never recused himself from any transactions.
Unilaterally reversed a board decision 1 the public media in
the Bertram decision.
https://pectruthwatch.com/2015/09/06/the-bertram-fiasco/
James Oakley has to go. Send Oakley home to spend 100% of
his time in Burnett County. Citizens are paying him amply to be
there. Vote instead for the highly able Carlos Palasciano.

Uncategor' 1

51101 3its on “One Juc Je Too Many”

1. Anonymous
MAY 23, 20~ AT 9:28 "™
Once again, readers of thisb g are routinely exposed to the
disgruntled “Lost my seat” Larry version of reality. He
paints and casts shadows within an imaginary world of his
own creation. There is no conflict in my serving as Judge
and as a Director. The PEC b 1ws are very clear what
constitutes a conflict. I could not be a qualified candidate if
there was a conflict. Outside legal council has provided a
written opinion that there is no conflict. Even Larry must
have thot 1t there was no conflict wt 1 he asked for my
endorsement for his re-election to the Board. If there is a
desire to change the rules, then let’s have that discussion.
Where would aatline be drawn ? Serving in an elected
capacity of a POA, school board, city council, ESD, Senator,
then be banned as being elected as well to serve on the co-
op board ?

So, one by one on your false points -

1. I never tried to shut down having member comments at
meetings, in fact I encourage it and have opened up agenda
item discussions to include members present to weigh in.
Larry, you know this as I have allowed you to do this. I
have, however, utilized the authority and responsibility of




the board chair to maintain decorum during the meeting.
That meant muting a member when comments turned into
personal attacks, unfounded accusations and innuendoes
unrelated to the coop.

2.1did indeed vote to remove this restriction that was not
being respected anyway. Free speech is a constitutional
right. If a Director has an opinion on an issue or candidate,
they should have the right to express it.

3. Yes, I voted for allowing voting merbers to receive
information via post office mail. Only about 10% of the
approx. 230,000 members vote. There is also a very easy
way to opt out of that.

4. Yes, I do invite the 2 officers to participate in the draft
agenda build meeting. It is not a quorum of the board, not
against any policies and is a very productive component in
the process. The committee meetings you referred to is way
that you and other prior directors used to charge the coop
$500 for a gathering. Under my leadership, the Board only
meets once a month, as required in the bylaws. This saves
the coop thousands of dollars a month.

5. You are mistaken on the facts of the Bertram office. Read
the minu s, there was not a vote to close the office. So
when rumors swirled that it was closing, I clarified the
story to the press by word for word accounts of the minutes
of the meeting.

Also, you have cast a shadow on the construction of the
Marble Falls facility. You failed to mention that this is a
replacement facility. The existing facility sits on 10 acres,
but only three are usable because a flood prone creek
divides it. The build was found to have a severe mold issue,
and you voted to replace it and we’re on the board when
the scope of the new facility was developed. As for the other
service areas like Cedar Park as you mention, I can assure
you that there is a lot on the planning board for that area as
well as other parts of the footprint. However, at this stage,
particulars of these plans are protected as confidential
executive session material.

If anyone ever wants the real truth, just call me....

James Oakley
512-744-5205
REPLY
2. Les Carnes
MAY 24, 2016 AT 8:08 PM




Oakley, you don’t pass the mell test. Larry’s right and if you
can’t take the exposure then maybe you're in the wrong
profession.

“appearance” of conflict of i erest says it all.

LY
3.7 ryl
TTAY 27 7T U7 B:24 PM
Editor’s Note: I removed James Oakley’s most recent
comment, benign though it was. For the moment, Mr.
Oakley will not have access to the comment area of this site
for the following reason. I received several complaints from
followers of this blog that whenever they clicked on Mr.
Oakley’s most recent comment (in response to Les Carnes),
they received a pop-up page that says “Gravitar”. While
~ost people mig, :ignore this and 10ve on to something
else, they found themselves unable to do so-frozen (because
Gravitar is waiting for a response). They then had to exit
the page and open a new tab to continue. A test was run of
many other members on this blog and none were found to
have this issue. I cannot expose the integrity of this site to
any hint of cyber attack. If and when Mr. Oakley can fix
what appear to be an infecte IP address, then his commment
rights will be restored.

DTDT X7

4. billc1080
MAY 29, ""16 AT 9:51 PM
Change the title to Two judges Too Many.

Sounds like PEC is regressing to the good ol’ boys Bennie &
Bud days. Gee, Bud was a judge too... coincidence? Make
that three judges too many?

The only positive is that General Manager Hewa isn’t a
wennie, and that we have a chance to elect an alternative on
one of the judges. (Should be both. Where are our other
candidates?)

R_EI" x7
5. James Oakley
MAY 30,2016 AT &+ "M
I do not know what ‘gravitar’ is, I have posted to this site
with the same Apple :vices that I always have.

DEDLY

BLOG AT WORDPRESS.COM.
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Once Judge Oakley was done, _.nest Altgelt began his three-
minute comment, intending to comment at the outset on what
he had just heard from Judge Oakley. Then, on being abruptly
interrupted by Judge Oakley with the charge that he was
straying from agenda items, Ernest began his planned comment
on the on-going litigation involving Director Perry, only to be
told that he was not permitted to address that topic either,
presumably because it was also not on the agenda.

I say presumably because the video and audio feeds were cut
the moment Ernest mentioned that Emily Pataki and Judge
Oakley had been at the hearing Friday in Burnet, where Judge
Stubbs was considering Perry’s Motion for Summary Judgment.

If Judge Oakley did indeed cut Ernest off because he believed
that Ernest was addressing a topic that was not on the agenda,
Judge Oakley acted improperly.

The published agenda for today’s Board meeting contains the
following item:

12. Executive Session

A. Legal Matters [my emphasis]

1. Update on Litigation and Other Legal Matters [my emphasis]
2. Matters in Which the Board Seeks the Advice of Its Attorney
as Privileged

Communications in the Rendition of Professional Legal Services

And the case of Perry v PEC is very much a “legal matter.”
Judge Stubbs heard the summary judgment motion last Friday
and will render his decision Monday or Tuesday of next week,
having given the attorneys on both sides time this week to file
additional material for consideration. Judge Oakley was in the
courtroom in Burnet and would have heard the judge’s
announcement of his plans.

I do not know for certain, of course, but having talked to Ernest
in Burnet, and having observed and heard what he saw and
heardth  Isuspect he would have asked the Board to end this
expensiv  fort to prevent rector Perry from obtaining
information about communications between PEC and its major
power provider, LCRA, whose charges largely determine our
cooperative’s rates for electric power.

In any event, Ernest was addressing a topic that was on the
agenda, and one that no doubt got plenty of discussion in the
Board’s Executive Session, away from the eyes and ears of us
mere owner-members.

hitps:/ipectruthwatch.wordpress.com/2015/  19/new-rules/ 5/10
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I don’t know what happened after the audio and video feeds
were cut, but I do know that Ernest wasn’t hauled off to jail, or
worse, for I heard him ask, as 1dge Oakley was breaking for
lunch, for an extension of time to address the Board. Judge
Oakley said “No.”

I guess doing away with owner-member comments is a step in a
logical progre. on for folks v o conduct much of the
cooperative’s business in secret and who kill microphones and
terminate live video feeds when their behavior is being called
into question.

Fear not: things can get worse, and probably will.
Milton Haw ns

PS: You can see the video (what was filmed, at least, and then
the blank screen) on the PEC web site.
LY

2. ]ames_ Oakley

UST 19,2015 AT *~ "~ "™M
Dearest Larry —

I hope you embrace the notion of free speech as it relates to my
rebuttal of your viewpoints since it is your blog and you own
the mute button. Once again we are entertained with your
embellished account of events without including all the facts. I
would challenge any readers to watch the video of the member
comment section of our last m: ting. It is about 2 hours into
recording. I disagree that I lect ‘ed members about declaring
new rules. I felt like I adequately articulated the existing
decorum policy, not’ * g new there except for an expectation in
the event of non-compliance.

You mentioned that Mr. Altgelt has previously ” gone too far in
having inappropriate interactions with staff — which had to be
stopped”. I would maintain th: yesterday’s remedy was a
parallel repeat of his inappropriate interaction during a PEC
meeting that, too, had to be stopped. The pre-existing policy was
explained and it was depicted on the sign-up sheet and the
consequences were printed and reinforced verbally as well. I
gave him a warning moments into his dialogue to which he
responded in a very disrespectful way. Then when he began a
personal attack on a sitting Director and a sitting District Judge,
at that point, I did indeed proceed to enact the remedy that was
in place. As General Counsel stated in the meeting, the PEC is a
private corporation and as such, there is no constitutional right
to free speech at the meeting. There is no member right that
allows for such either. Free speech is a constitutional right in
public places. When the errant speaker refused to remove

). lpress.com/2015/08/19/new-rules/
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hin If from the podium, I did indeed ask " esc ity 1 ' (
yes they are generally armed ) to assist. I hardly ordered him to
do so. I would mention this was not the first time that the
security officer has hi " tointeractw™' 1 Altgelt.

You categorized my handling of the situation as “authoritarian
rubbish ” even though I had verbally stated, and as was
included on the sign up sheet, that the majority of the board
could overrule the action of the Chairman. Please review the
recording, there was no motion to that effect. I can assure you I
fell in no trap as you infer. To the contrary, the events as they
played out proved to show my respect of fellow Directors, staff
and the membership. Since that moment, I have received
numerous texts, emails, calls and good old slaps on the back
applauding me for taking a definitive stance on what is really a
pitiful situation. To be clear, I do invite member comments at
the meeting, but, that platform is no way to be used as a no rules
apply opportunity to make personal attacks that in no way
corrolate to the business of the cooperative.

Your post seems to threaten me by stating you could simply
push a button and send your blog post to over 7,000 member
emails you have gathered over the years. In the last PEC
election, in which you handily lost your position, you received
1,632 votes. My take is that most of the folks on your digital
contact list might would rather not be.

Again, I hope you embrace the same expectation of others when

it come to free speech and post my comment.

REPLY

o Milton Hawkins
AUGUST 20, 2015 AT 9:07 PM
Having now watched Tom Roudebush’s video of the
meeting, covering the parts that were blacked out by PEC, I
can say with certainty 1at, contrary to Judge Oakley’s
assertion in his comment on this blog, Ernest never attacked
“a sitting Director” (Emily Pataki or Judge Oakley) or a
“sitting District Judge” (Judge Evan Stubbs).

Ernest got only the following out of his mouth before Judge
Oakley interrupted him and ordered the audio and video
feeds cut: “Ms. Pataki and you were at Burnet County before
Judge Stubbs.”

I also noticed that, contrary to his assertion in his posted
comment about Ernest’s having launched a “personal
attack,” Judge Oakley in the actual meeting resorted to the
new rules he had enacted and announced at the beginning of
the eting. =2accused Ernest of having strayed from topi
on the published agenda.

https://pectruthwatch.wordpress.com/2015/08/19/new-rules/ 7/10
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AsT've pc ed outearlier, the law: ‘tPerryv..._isalel
matter involving secret communications between officials of
PEC and LCRA, PEC’s major power supplier. Hardly a
matter that is irrelevant, and very much a “legal matter” that
would be “related” and included in the agenda item “Legal
Matters.”

I think it is clear, now, that Judge Oakley first manufactured
(“enacted”) a policy, with the aid of the outside counsel,
modifying the existing Board-approved Decorum Policy as
they saw fit, and then used that policy to silence Ernest,
acting on his assumption that Ernest was going to make
remarks critical of the Board’s handling of Director Perry’s
request for access to the communications he wants to
examit

Regards to all, and enjoy Tom’s video.

Milton
REPLY
3. Richard Golladay

AUGUST 20, 2015 AT 10:28 AM
In that same meeting, Judge Oakley voted in favor of striking an
article from the Directors Code of Conduct (Article B8), which
forbids sitting Directors from making political endorsements in
future Board elections. Now Mr. Oakley and other Board
members are presumably free to take swipes at sitting Board
members in the public forum, which, as we know, in politics can
be ad-hominem, divisive, and shallow. So while Mr. Oakley has
reserved for himself an authoritarian power to unilaterally mute
and stifle member comments, he has hypocritically helped
eliminate the Director Code of Conduct “decorum” rule that
previously set boundaries on his own conduct. This appears to
be an abuse of power, and the latest evidence of an orchestrated
attempt to turn PEC’s Board into a partisan political
organization, rather than a member-owned Electric Co-op
Board.

REPLY

4. James Oakley
ALU7TIST 20,775 A™ 12 PM
Mr. Golladay -

The chair of the meeting has always had the “power” to mute
the microphone and take other actions to maintain the decorum
as set forth by policy. I merely enacted that authority. As
mentioned prior, by democratic rule, a majority of the board ( 4
of the 7 members ) may override the presiding officer.

hitps://pectruthwatch.wordpress.com/2015/08/19/new-rutes/ 9/10
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As for the Director Code of Conduct mo¢ “cation, I proudly
claim that I embrace Constitutional rights. I do not believe the
PEC Board of Directors has tl  legal authority to “muffle”
potent candidate support when off of PEC property. I dispute
your claim that I am part of a “orchestrated attempt to turn the
PEC’s Board into a partisan organization...” . Respecting the
Constitution is a far cry from your assertion.
BEET AV

5. James Oakley
AUGUST 2¢ "5 AT 17" PM
Milton -

Thanks for your comment. W 1t you may not realize is that I
have already heard the story he was telling, and I knew what the
next sentence was going to be. Out of respect for the parties
envolved, I was not going to let that next sentiment occur. As
former Director Landacker pointed out, Ernest has a long
history of inappropriate actions during the meetings and with
female staff in the facility. While it may appear that I was a bit
quick on the trigger, and I get  at, it was based on ample
history. I maintain that pursu: :to section 2.6 of the Decorum
policy, his most recent actions are reminiscent of past and do not
adhere to the policy. I do take exception to your reference to a
dictator. Does your video indicate a motion and second to allow
continuance as allowed for? Maybe you could manufacture that.

Respectfully,
James Oakley
PTTLY

CI'™ *T"E A FRF" "WEBSI™ "R BL" AT WORDPRE® “OM. ™) NOT SELL ™" SHA ™™ MY
PERSONAL INFORMA TN

https://pectruthwatch.wordpress.com/2015/08/19/new-rules/ 10/10
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- The closest we get here to regulations regarding the content of the
speaker’s comments are the examples of “disruptive behavior,”
among them “[dlistracting, irrelevant or unrelated subject matter.”

As I've pointed out earlier, the lawsuit Perry v. PEC is a legal
matter involving secret communications between officials of PEC
and LCRA, PEC’s major power supplier. Hardly a matter that is
irrelevant, and very much a “legal matter” that would be “related”
and included in the agenda item “Legal Matters.”

I think it is clear, now, that Judge Oakley first manufactured
(“enacted”) a policy, with the aid of the outside counsel, modifying
the existing Board-approved Decorum Policy as they saw fit, and
then used that policy to silence Ernest, acting on his assumption
that Ernest was going to make remarks critical of the Board’s
handling of Director Perry’s request for access to the
communications he wants to examine.

Regards to all, and enjoy Tom’s video.
Milton

UPDATE: Additional comments have been submitted via email
distribution since this post. One if from member Carlos Higgins—in
its entirety below:

August 21, 2015

Fellow PEC member/owners:

After watching the video of the PEC meeting where Ernest Altgelt is
stripped of whatever rights or privileges any member/owner has to
address the Board, unnecessarily escorted out of the meeting by the
police, and scolded by an arrogant Board President in the bargain, I
don’t know how any fair and rational person could avoid drawing
conclusions much like these:

1. Our other elected Board members seemed surprised and puzzled
by the new edicts that were announced by the Board President and
defended by the PEC Attorney.

2. Other than tentative objections voiced very politely by one
Board Member, it seems obvious that our PEC Board is ignoring
the basic premise under which they were elected by the
member/owners. That is, under Section 10. of the PEC Bylaws, it is
the Board that has the power to make and adopt the rules. It is not
the prerogative of any one member of the Board, including a Board
member who serves as President of the ..oard, to unilaterally

hitps://pectruthwatch.wordpress.com/2015/08/20/a-tale-of-two-videos/

317
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concoct and interpret Rules for all other Board members to meekly
follow.

3. Our Board members seem to have forgotten that each one of
them shares equally in the obligations they have to conduct Board
meetings openly and fairly, and they are remiss when they sit
silently while one member of the Board, even though seemingly
with the support of the PEC Attor1 y, effectively reduces the role of
other Board membe to that of spectators.

4. Our Board members seem to have forgotten that when they
elected one Board member to sit as President of the Board, that the
authority they delegated to their President was limited, and could
be expanded only in two ways: By the Board duly considering the
expansion and voting on the change, or by timid inaction of the
oard as the President arrogates additional powers unto himself.

5. Our Board members seem unaware that they can easily replace
an errant President with the concurrence of only four Board
members. The Bylaws (Art. V, Sec. 3) make clear that the President
may be removed by “an affirmative vote of four (4) or more
Directors whenever in its judgment the best interests of the
Cooperative will be served.” Furtl rmore, (under Art IV, Sec 2, a
special meeting of the Board may be called by only four members.

Viewers of the video of that Board meeting may readily agree that
the best interests of the Cooperative would be served if this Board
takes action to restore the PEC Board to a Board of 7 instead of
becoming a Board of ONE. They will certainly agree such action is
needed if in their eyes, the actions of the current President amounts
to; 1 tyranny. And they will likely realize that, as thoughtful
historians have said, most tyrannies have been possible because
those wi  could have easily stopped the tyranny were simply too
tolerant for too long.”

Carlos Higgins Austin, TX 51> *° 3564 (tel:512" """78%203564)
CarlosTX@sbcglobal.y * ‘mailto:CarlosTX™-"-7lobal.net)
Un--*~7orized

| I ‘hwatch.wordpress.com/2015/08/20/a-tale-of-two-videos/

af7
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3 thoughts on “A Tale of Two Videos”

1. Milton Hawkins
ATTCUST 21,2015 AT 1:53 PM
Carlos,

You may now add as evidence for your suggested conclusions
this admission by Judge Oakley, that his cutting off Ernest’s
comment was an exercise in prior restraint, based on what he
thought Ernest might say:

[h__t_tpl[peétruthwatch.com/2015108/19/new—ru‘ [#co~ents ]
James Oakley commented on New Rules.
in response to Larry Landaker:

Milton -

Thanks for your comment. What you may not realize is that I
have already heard the story he was telling, and I knew what the
next sentence was going to be. Out of respect for the parties
envolved, I was not going to let that next sentiment occur. As
former Director Landacker pointed out, Ernest has a long
history of inappropriate actions during the meetings and with
female staff in the facility. While it may appear that I was a bit
quick on the trigger, and I get that, it was based on ample
history. I maintain that pursuant to section 2.6 of the Decorum
policy, his most recent actions are reminiscent of past and do not
adhere to the policy. I do take exception to your reference to a
dictator. Does your video indicate a motion and second to allow
continuance as allowed for? Maybe you could manufacture that.
Respectfully,

James Oakley

This is rank censorship, based on mere suspicion, and all owner-
members suffer when such power is exercised.

I always suspected that Judge Oakley had cut Ernest off because
he didn’t want to allow Ernest to address certain “legal matters,”
as the agenda puts it, but I never expected to see Judge Oakley
admit it in such a public way, especially after having said, so
publicly, that he had acted because Ernest (1) had strayed from
the agenda or (2) had attacked “a sitting Director” and a “sitting
District Judge.”

I'm surprised more people aren’t offended by what Judge
Oakley did to1  est (and to all of us) on Tuesday, for, without
strongly voiced objection and timely action by other directors,

https://ipectruthwatch.wordpress.com/2015/08/20/a-tale-of-two-videos/ 517
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he can do the same to them when their opportunity comes to
voice their e erns about the way the cooperative is being run.

Thank you for stating these c« clusions.
Milton

PS: The person who made the video added the description that
accompanied the video. He saw it all and chose a word,
“Dictator,” that he thought fit the action.

2. Joe Summy
TTTTUST 21 "5 AT 87 PM
Larry, the precedent for allowing the bad behaviors you
mentioned have occurred regt irly at board meetings and
allowed by every board president and every board member
since the reforms...even the outrageous and insulting comments
to women emj )yees of which you reference. I know of no
attempts to curb these bad behaviors except one time. That is
when the Board declared Mr. Altgelt could not attend the annual
meeting two years ago. And even here a sitting board member,
Perry, by prior agreement allowed Mr. Altgelt inside to attend
the meeting...and then the board even allowed him to speak.
The board blinked and the female employees were outraged.
The Board, since 2008, and this inclu s the whole time you
were on the board-and as its president-is responsible for what
happened at the last meeting. Either it should enforce the
decorum rules or do away with them.

I'haven’t talked to Judge Oakley. And I do not support limiting
members remarks to just what is on the agenda. Limitations
should be reasonable to anything the member wants to talk
about concerning the PEC. I do support appropriate decorum.
The rules are we posted outsi :the board room, but one
employee stated to me”...sadly they are not enforced”.

But what happened at the PEC meeting with Mr. Altgelt did not
come as a surprise and the precedent set by prior boards had fail
to curb serious decorum issues... like it or not it appears the
president was trying to enforce what previous presidents and
boards have failed to enforce.. And unfortunately it appears he
went way too far.

De Colores!.

e T -

3. Pingback: O  Tuds~ ™o Many | PEC TRUTHWATCH

n.wort 1/2015/08/20/a-tale-of-two-videos/ 6/7
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CREATE A FREE WEBSITE OR BLOG AT WOR™ "ELoS.COM. DONOT ¢ .L &S £/
PERSONAL INFORMAT™ N
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.Dnnnl_?r Maating Minutes August 18, 2015

4. . .ssolution (ID# 3197)) Ethics and Ct  )liance ' )orting Hlicy - D Ballard
B. Personnel Matters
1. Personnel Matters Update
C. Security Matters
1. Safety and Security Matters
14. Reconvene to Regular Meeting 4:40 pm
15. | Items from Executive Session

A. (Resolution 2015-74) Ethics and Compliance Reporting Policy - D Ballard
VP of Legal Services Don Ballard reported on the additional change in paragraph seven.

RESULT: ADOPTED [UNANIMOUS] %

MOVER: Emily Pataki, District 2 ~ rector i

SECONDER: Paul Graf, District 6 Director g

AYES: Clement, Pataki, Scanlon, Graf, SJ Akers, Oakley Q

ABSENT: Chris Perry ‘;
16. Adjourn

There being no further business to come before the Board of Directors, meeting was adjourned
at 4:40 pm.

Sl

Paul Graf, :creta

APPROVED:

” ﬂ, //
James[éakley, Presidery

Board of Directors Page 7 Revised 9/17/2015



