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Executive Session – Personnel Complaint 

The Executive Session (es) was part of the Wenham Board of Selectmen (BOS) November 3, 2020 posted meeting. 
Materials used in the preparation of such minutes and all documents and exhibits used at the session, may be withheld from  
disclosure to the public in their entirety under sub clause (a) of clause Twenty-sixth of Section 7 of Chapter 4, as long as  
publication may defeat the lawful purposes of the es, but no longer; provided, however, that the es was held in compliance with  
Section 21.   
These minutes will not be released until approved for release by the Selectmen and notice of such approval has been entered into  
the regular minutes. 

Selectmen present: Gary Cheeseman, Chair; Jack Wilhelm; John Clemenzi 
Also present: Anthony Ansaldi, Town Administrator; Lauren Goldberg, KP Law; Karen Skiba, Massachusetts Interlocal  
Insurance Association; and Nicole Roebuck, Recording Secretary 

In open session, at 12:00pm, Mr. Cheeseman moved to enter into  executive session under M.G.L. Ch. 30A, § 21 (a)(3) –  To discuss strategy with respect to  
litigation as an open meeting may have a detrimental effect on the litigating position of the public body as declared so by the chair and under M.G.L. Ch. 30A, § 21  
(a)(1) –  To discuss…complaints…against a public officer, employee, staff member or individual, not to reconvene in open session. 

The motion was seconded by Mr. Wilhelm and carried unanimously by roll call vote. 

At 12:01pm, members of the public were removed to the waiting room. 

Mr. Cheeseman asked for a brief introduction from Ms. Skiba representative from MIIA assigned to help the town to help bring  
resolution to the lawsuit. 

A recommendation was made by Ms. Goldberg that Mr. Clemenzi not participate in the first executive session in order to protect  
the position of the town in an effort to resolve the claim or prepare for potential litigation and to protect Mr. Clemenzi from  
conflict of interest claims as a result of his participation.   

Mr. Clemenzi requested further explanation from Ms. Goldberg as to the necessity of him being moved to the waiting room.  
Ms. Goldberg explained that in order to protect the town’s litigation position, and to the extent that the claim originates from  
action alleged to be taking by Mr. Clemenzi that it would be best for Mr. Cheeseman and Mr. Wilhelm have to opportunity to  
discuss the matter openly and without concern for any potential reaction Mr. Clemenzi may or may not have as a result.  Ms.  
Goldberg shared her opinion that in terms of finances to protect the position of the town relating to any potential conflicts  
resulting from Mr. Clemenzi’s participation in the discussion.  

Mr. Clemenzi agreed and was placed in the waiting room at 12:08pm. 

Ms. Skiba summarized the claims submitted and MIIA’s assessment of options for potential action on the part of the town. 

Ms. Goldberg clarified that for the purpose of the discussion, focus should shift from whether or not the alleged claims are  
believed to be true or not true to moving forward in the best possible direction for the town. She explained that a settlement  
agreement would offer an opportunity to not admit any fault.   She stated that the discovery and analysis of the personnel matter  
would not be favorable and would come at a cost to the town financial or otherwise.  Ms. Goldberg opined that if the claim were  
filed at MCAD, it would be moved to Superior Court resulting in depositions from potentially many different people.  Ms.  
Goldberg shared her opinion that one of the town’s best defenses, if the claim were to be defended in litation, would be to say  
that Mr. Clemenzi was acting outside of his official responsibilities when the original allegations were made.   She reiterated that  
MIIA has a duty to defend the town and to indemnify for damages, except for punitive damages.  Ms. Goldberg shared that if the 
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court found that Mr. Clemenzi was acting outside his official responsibilities for the town, MIIA would not cover, and Mr. 
Clemenzi could be personally responsible for any damages.   
 
Ms. Goldberg shared that if the complaint is filed with MCAD, the town would be required to submit a position statement which 
would be financially costly to the town due to the legal assistance required.  She stated that MCAD complaints typically take 3 
years to find resolution, and that the town, the Board of Selectmen and town staff would all be subject to additional retaliation 
complaints during that time if the complainant received retaliatory treatment.  
 
Ms. Skiba opined on MIIA’s position that is the claim if filed with MCAD assuming the complainant maintains the same 
allegations of sexual harassment and retaliation, MIIA would cover.  MIIA would also pay the defense costs that can range 
between $10,000 - $20,000, depending on how much work is necessary at that initial stage to provide a position statement. She 
stated that the amounts continue to accrue the more events take place such as an investigative conference and that if additional 
material is necessary, there is always a possibility that the complainant could just withdraw the charge from the MCAD and go 
straight to filing suit after a limited amount of time.  She stated that this is not the type of case where we could get out on a 
dispositive motion, such as summary judgment, because there will be, he-said, she-said, questions of fact that are going to 
preclude any type of decision on that basis. She stated the potential for significant costs.  
 
Ms. Skiba stated that if a suit is filed and new allegations are made by the complainant such as breach of contract, or the 
complainant seeks punitive damages, they would not be covered under the insurance coverage forms.  MIIA would have to 
reserve rights to that.  She stated the potential that the town may be responsible for indemnification costs that are outside of the 
policy, so the objective should be to resolve the claim prior to that point.  
 
Mr. Cheeseman confirmed the town’s $5,000 Public Officials Liability insurance deductible with Ms. Skiba.  
 
Ms. Goldberg stated that, the claimant is requesting $150,000 for emotional distress and $50,000 for punitive damages, and the 
goal of the executive session would be for Ms. Skiba to get a feel for what the claim might be worth in order for MIIA to get a 
feel for what the kind of long-term costs might be and then they will make an analysis of how much they're willing to contribute. 
 
Ms. Goldberg opined on the town’s starting position with regard to a potential settlement based on the $200,000 requested in the 
claim and the lack of proof of damages provided at this stage by the claimant.   
 
Ms. Skiba agreed that in her opinion the punitive damages claim appears to be unfounded.  She stated that from her perspective, 
the settlement may only involve emotional distress damages which would not require a contribution from the town. 
 
Ms. Goldberg agreed with Ms. Skiba that $150,000 would be a good starting point for settlement discussion and that rather than 
focusing on proving the validity of the claim, it’s important to focus on what saves the town money and the insurer money 
allowing some closure. 
   
Mr. Cheeseman expressed his support of pursuing a settlement in order to avoid the effects of a lengthy process for the town and 
town staff. 
 
Mr. Wilhelm questioned why the complaint was filed after a comprehensive agreement had previously been reached regarding the 
original complaint, with each requirement fulfilled and what the strategy of the complainant might be with regard to funding of 
legal expenses. 
 
Ms. Goldberg stated that the complainant’s primary initial request was for Mr. Clemenzi to resign, which Mr. Clemenzi stated he 
was not willing to do.  She also stated that since elected officials hold their office unless they are convicted and incarcerated for a 
felony and/or there's a recall, that they (the board and counsel) made the best out of a situation they weren't able to control in 
terms of the comprehensive agreement with the complainant.   
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Ms. Goldberg opined that looking back, retaliation was the biggest risk after the claim of sexual harassment was brought forward.   
 
Mr. Wilhelm also questioned the retaliatory claim that he and Mr. Clemenzi spoke with the Police Chief in an effort to disparage 
the complainant’s son and try to prevent him from getting a job in Wenham or otherwise. 

Ms. Goldberg discussed a scenario where MIIA would say the payment of this claim is worth $X to the insurer, with part of that 
payment and settlement of the claim including an end of the town's employment relationship with the complainant in order to 
reduce the potential of additional retaliatory claims.  She stated that option is off the table,  it is likely that the value of what the 
insurance company is willing to put in goes down somewhat and determining a way to insulate from the board for the 
time that these current board members are there would be necessary as a way to try and reduce the potential for liability. 

Ms. Goldberg stated that in order to accomplish this, due to the pandemic, the complainant can continue working from home. 
We can have her not work on anything related to the Board of Selectmen, minutes, or any other committee where a board is 
involved. She stressed that the board would need to commit to doing everything it could to creating a comfortable workplace for 
her. 

Ms. Goldberg shared that since Mr. Ansaldi is leaving, the importance of the new Town Administrator impressing upon staff that 
the complaint is not a topic of public discussion.  She stated that looking back at earlier discussions, retaliation was the biggest 
concern.   

Mr. Cheeseman stated that perhaps finding a path forward that separates  from the Board of Selectmen and town 
employee would be best and asked if the town would likely need to indemnify her for future wages. 

Ms. Skiba stated that in resolving claims for sexual harassment, discrimination and retaliation, MIIA would pay for lost wages, and 
that things like severance and future benefits would be town's responsibility because they’re not covered by the policy. 

Ms. Goldberg opined that the number the complaint requested may not be what she anticipated getting and that to settle the 
claims for whatever amount the complainant is willing to take, assuming MIIA is comfortable with the amount, it might offer the 
opportunity for lost wages to be part of the settlement. 

Mr. Cheeseman stated that he didn’t see the complainant walking away or her supporters urging her to walk away unless there's 
some counterpart moving by John. That  would have to be predicated either on Mr. Clemenzi resigning on a fixed date, or at least 
a public statement with a letter held that says, I will not run again. 

Gary Cheeseman stated that if Mr. Clemenzi agrees to either resign at a fixed date or agrees not to run, it might offer the 
opportunity for the complainant to depart the scene as well, it shifts the weight back onto the monetary side of the discussion. 

Mr. Cheeseman stated that attempting to isolate the complainant from the rest of the staff or the Board of Selectmen might 
encourage or gain more retaliatory claims that she is being shut out.   

Ms. Goldberg opined on the potential for offering the complainant a choice of whether or not to continue as  
for the board.  She stated that a severance of some kind, and I don't mean a payment from the town. I mean a separation of 
employment as a way of resolving this claim is the most direct way to cut off potential retaliatory claims in the future. 

Mr. Cheeseman asked if they should make a motion authorizing MIIA to engage in a settlement.  

Ms. Skiba confirmed that she would just need something in writing offering consent to settle the matter. 

Ms. Skiba shared her opinion that Ms. Goldberg would continue to dialogue with the complainant’s counsel, as well as work with 
her to negotiate a package of monetary relief and non-monetary relief with the non-monetary relief requiring  authority and 
clarification from the board. 

Mr. Wilhelm asked for confirmation that all negotiation details would be brought to the Board of Selectmen for approval. 
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Ms. Skiba stated that if consent to settle is provided to MIIA, then at least the monetary side would not come back for approval. 
Probably Lauren is the best person to answer how the non-monetary parts would work. 

Ms. Goldberg stated that the board would have to approve the non-monetary items and when presented they would share the 
monetary side. 

Mr. Wilhelm stated that he was not willing to commit to the non-monetary side until he knew exactly what had been committed 
to. He also stated that he was not comfortable with her taking the minutes of the Board of Selectmen.  He opined that Mr. 
Clemenzi may be agreeable to not running as opposed to resigning now. 

Mr. Cheeseman agreed with Mr. Wilhelm on the resignation, stating that Mr. Clemenzi may only consider resigning if he is faced 
with significant financial costs of the lawsuit.  

Mr. Cheeseman reiterated the plan to discuss with Mr. Clemenzi the inclusion of him not running again and Mr. Wilhelm’s 
sentiment, shared by the board, that the matter has to come to an end.  

Ms. Goldberg stated that would be a parameter of negotiation to work from and that she did not know if it would be something 
they would agree to. She opined that the complainant could say the claim is worth $50,000, but I want $25,000 as a severance 
agreement of full year's pay. 

Ms. Skiba responded saying that MIIA might say they’d pay $50,000  but not the $25,000.  She opined that the complainant’s 
attorney would understand that if the complainant continues to work for the town, we open up ourselves over and over to 
potential retaliation claims.  

Ms. Skiba stated that she wouldn't be able to sign off on a settlement agreement or bring one, to even a designated representative 
to sign unless the board knew what the terms were. She stated the hope of using the non-monetary things to help control the 
monetary things. And so the two together come to a closure that's acceptable to the board and the complainant.  

Mr. Wilhelm asked Ms. Skiba to reiterate her opinion of the odds not being likely for punitive damages being awarded.  

Ms. Skiba confirmed that opinion but stated that you never know what a jury will do or what the complainant could still allege. 

Ms. Cheeseman confirmed that Ms. Skiba and Ms. Goldberg are fully understanding of our position and as a practical matter, 
there's not an agreement that's reachable unless we have, Mr. Clemenzi, on one end and the complainant, on the other agreeing 
on the non-monetary side.   

Ms. Skiba stated that you provide consent to settle the monetary piece, but that any non-monetary relief needs to be referred back 
to the board for approval.  

Mr. Wilhelm expressed concern that if the town agreed, even though MIIA paid the claim and awarded a sexual harassment 
claimplant against one of the selectmen for $50,000, that would be pretty devastating to all three selectmen, particularly Mr. 
Clemenzi and in some way to him. He asked if there was any way to keep that payment confidential? 

Ms. Goldberg shared that under the public records' law, the grandfather clause says that any agreement for more than $50 has to 
be subject to disclosure in its entirety. But, perhaps what we can have in there and again, in the confidentiality thing is very 
difficult because we can't agree that we won't disclose. But, we could agree to a non-disparagement. We could have you and John 
and  agree that you guys won't say anything bad about the others, that's a contract. And so if it was violated, that would 
be a violation of a contract.  She opined on saying it's over, and that it will mean that regardless of the allegations and whether 
there is any truth at all on them, the board has decided in the best interest of the town to move forward. And that means that 
when we refer this to our insurer, we relied on their math, and we tried to accomplish some of the goals that the board has had 
for a long time, which include ensuring a safe workplace and appropriate workplace for everyone and that the board doesn't agree 
that they did any of the things that are alleged. 

Ms. Skiba discussed the confidentiality issue saying that the option if we don't resolve this by a settlement agreement is that this 
goes to even more public forums such as court, then all of this discovery comes out. The settlement is very public or verdict 
results. 
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Mr. Wilhelm expressed his desire for a cap to be placed on the monetary value of a settlement at $20,000 or $15,000. and stated 
that he would not be comfortable with signing off for MIIA to negotiate the monetary piece without further approval by the 
board.  

Ms. Skiba shared that $50,000 was in the right range given the allegations of harassment. 

Mr. Wilhelm clarified that he said $15,000, not $50,000. 

Ms. Skiba reiterated that a range of $50,000 would be appropriate for this type of case. 

Ms. Goldberg pointed out that decision would be based on how much it would cost to defend the town. 

Mr. Wilhelm expressed concern that the case would play out in public that fact that the selectmen tolerated sexual harassment and 
settled a claim for $50,000.  

Mr. Cheeseman suggested that a motion be made for Ms. Skiba and Ms. Goldberg to re-engage with Mr. Davis to more closely 
define the parameters of a settlement. 

Mr. Cheeseman made a motion that the Wenham Board of Selectmen authorize Town Counsel and MIIA to engage the claimant’s attorney in more 
closely defining parameters for a settlement pre-lawsuit on this case. Mr. Wilhelm seconded the motion, and the motion carried unanimously.  

Ms. Goldberg asked if they were ready to meet with Mr. Clemenzi to talk about the non-monetary side, is there any action that 
he's willing to take, whether that's agreeing not to run again or something of that nature? 

Mr. Cheeseman agreed and stated that he would provide a synopsis that the negotiations are going to go on for one more round. 
What we need to know from John, what he's going to be able to put up on the table. 

Ms. Skiba expressed that at that point it would be an appropriate time for her to sign off. 

Ms. Goldberg reminded Mr. Cheeseman and Mr. Wilhelm not to discuss money once Mr. Clemenzi returned to the meeting, only 
the non-monetary issues and whether there's any willingness on John's behalf. I do think it's appropriate if he asks me, is there a 
personal liability or what could the repercussion be if he doesn't that I can explain as Karen explained to us today, and as we've 
told you prior to this, that if it was ultimately decided that he was acting outside the scope of his authority, then he would be 
responsible for any damages, including punitive damages and that the town would be very unlikely to be able to indemnify him, 
even if it wanted to. 

Mr. Cheeseman confirmed his understanding of this directive, no dollar figures at all in the next conversation. 
 
At 1:03pm Ms. Skiba left the meeting and Mr. Clemenzi returned to the meeting.  
 
Ms. Goldberg explained to Mr. Clemenzi that for the purposes of this conversation no discussion about any potential monetary 
settlement that MIIA may or may not be willing to do, or the size of it would occur. She stated that there were several things on 
that list that the complainant is looking for through her lawyer including them asking if you would resign as the first and most 
important question. She stated that the letter also acknowledges that the town cannot make Mr. Clemenzi resign. Ms. Goldberg 
asked Mr. Clemenzi if, without agreeing to any of the alleged wrongdoing, here's the settlement; would he potentially be willing to 
not run again considering that his term is up in May. 
 
John Clemenzi said he was not prepared to answer that question right now, that he’d thought about that possibility, but didn’t 
know the full ramifications yet. 

Ms. Goldberg shared that if the matter is able to be resolved pre-litigation, it's likely the costs are covered by the insurer. If it goes 
to litigation and there's a decision at some point that you acted outside of the scope of your official responsibilities, then they will 
not cover any damages that are awarded including punitive damages. 
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Ms. Goldberg asked if there was any room in the middle, short of resignation or agreeing not to run again, that Mr. Clemenzi 
might have, that we would be able to put on the table as part of these negotiations and say without admitting or denying any of 
the allegations, without even trying to, here's what we're thinking about. Our insurance company might pay some money. These 
non-tangible things we've agreed to as follows. And that would be the approach in terms of trying to get rid of these claims. 

Mr. Cheeseman mentioned several points the complainant brought up including confidentiality, a future condition of recall, and 
Mr. Clemenzi’s resignation the key request.  He stated that to move forward with an agreement they would not admit to any 
wrongdoing beyond what was previously agreed to last November, December, but also allow the town to have something to make 
sure that this doesn't default to a lawsuit. 

Mr Clemenzi stated that he thought they had a clear understanding a year ago that if certain responsibilities on his part were 
adhered to, that this was taken care of, and now we're back at it a year later with a whole list of wishes and particularly charged at 
him for something that was not even intended to be controversial at all. He asked what happened to all the other stuff on this 
wishlist that we were presented? 

Ms. Goldberg shared that one of the things we had talked about in the earlier meetings on this topic was the concern that even if 
we were able to resolve this one complaint, that there would be the potential for retaliation claims to be brought in the future and 
she recalled Ms. Ecker saying, that those are typically the bigger concerns.  She stated that for whatever reason, the complainant, 
at the beginning agreed to a resolution of the complaint that she had been sexually harassed. However, she didn't agree and she 
couldn't to not bring any retaliation claims in the future. Her perception of what's happened since then is that she's been treated 
differently and not as well as before she brought this claim, and that is what the court would be focused on. 

Mr. Clemenzi asked if the alleged treatment was on his behalf? 

Ms. Goldberg shared the likelihood that the claim would expand and that they would start to do whatever discovery they were 
allowed to do by law.  She pointed out the question of whether or not the board would be able to step out of this without having 
to go through the fact finding process. She reiterated that in 2020, we cannot count on the fact that a person didn't mean it to be 
in a certain way, actually being enough to protect them from a finding that it was in a certain way.  She stated that if the board 
wound up speaking to people outside the executive session it would take a lot more work to make it go away and that it would 
cost a lot more for the insurer, possibly for the town, depending on how it got resolved and possibly for Mr. Clemenzi. 

Mr. Clemenzi stated that he hadn’t spoken to anyone about any of this whatsoever.  

Ms. Goldberg went on to explain that if the case went to court, it would be up to the jury to decide based on the he-said, she-said 
evidence presented, and that is not something that's easy for us to predict. 

Mr. Clemenzi confirmed his understanding that the decisions were like a business decision. How do we get out of this as simply 
and inexpensively as possible with everybody's betterment intact? 

Ms. Goldberg stated that while Mr. Clemenzi and Mr. Wilhelm are affected due to the allegations made on a personal level, the 
importance of doing what is best for the town, what can the town do to minimize the cost, minimize the drama, minimize the 
potential involvement of others and just to be able to move on.  She asked if there was something out there, leaving the money 
aside, is there something out there that with whatever money that MIIA’s willing to put up, we could arrive at an agreement 

Mr. Clemenzi asked how this goes away so that it doesn't raise its head again a year from now or two months from now or 
whenever? 

Ms. Goldberg stated that hypothetically, let's say you agree, you're not going to run again because you weren't going to anyway. 
We have money to put on the other side of the equation., and we want you to release all claims against the town and the board 
members related to this whole thing, that original text and everything that flowed from it.  The complainant would get a full 
release and we would negotiate that. She opined that they would try to encourage the complainant to also, if Mr. Clemenzi was 
going to make a compromise essentially and walk away, that perhaps the complainant makes a similar compromise and walks 
away.  She stated that is not a guarantee but worth the conversation. She opined that it would put an end to any of these claims 
because then the town couldn't be liable and the board and individually you would want to talk to your own lawyers, but 
essentially anything after that would be private. If the complainant alleges that you did something inappropriate, it wouldn't be 
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related to that claim of workplace harassment. Ms. Goldberg stated that's why we have to be able to give the complainant 
something in return.  

Mr. Clemenzi shared that the complainant made it clear that she was going to say stuff around town, and as far as he understands 
that has happened. He stated that when approached, he’d given them the cold shoulder so to say. 

Ms. Goldberg stated that one of the options would be to agree in the settlement to a non-disparagement clause that would say, 
you won't speak badly about her, and she won't badly about you.  

Mr. Clemenzi shared his opinion after re-reading the initial claim that he and the complainant had a good relationship, that he was 
out of context because he did not understand the injury situation. When he did, he responded positively saying, I'm sorry. How's 
your husband.. I understand he's got a health problem too, and what can I do for you? 

Ms. Goldberg shared with Mr. Clemenzi that one of the issues that faced is, even good intentions aren't a defense. And so one of 
the problems is it could just be that it was a momentary lapse in judgment. It could be that it was a misunderstanding of the 
situation. It could be any of those things, but what we'll be looking at is, because of that, and the fact that she brought forward 
this issue, was she treated any differently going forward? What were the implications on her well-being for this to have happened? 
And they're not going to just say, how did she feel on the day she met with the board to resolve this when it was right on top of 
it? 

Mr. Clemenzi reiterated his understanding that they are back to the same two decisions, two paths to choose. One is a business 
decision as I described, the other is the Pandora's box where you go into litigation and depositions happen and so on and so 
forth. 

Ms. Goldberg opined that from the town's perspective, we did all the things we should have done. We did an investigation, we 
conducted sexual harassment training. We came up with a strategy that would allow her to feel comfortable, and we did all those 
things in good faith. She stated that whether or not the text was inappropriate was not even the discussion. It was just that it 
happened and so we wanted to try and work around that.   

Ms. Goldberg stated that if this goes forward and it heads to court, there is no question that all of this becomes public., and then 
you are dealing with defending the, he-said, she-said.  Whether Mr. Clemenzi intended or didn't intend it to be hurtful, the 
complainant received the text and we know that she did, and so things kind of stem from there.  She stated that this isn't about 
what's best for Mr. Clemenzi, Mr. Wilhelm or Mr. Cheeseman. She represents the town as a whole, and her concerns and 
perspective are to say look at this big picture, and this big picture is a risk.  She stated that though members of the board may feel 
like fighting the claim, because they want to do what's right for the town and want to add value, the question is, is there a way to 
continue to serve for the long term, to run again, without all this following you. 

Mr. Clemenzi stated that he loves the town, loves the service he provides.  He shared that it has been a great ride and all of a 
sudden this thing comes up out of seemingly nowhere. He shared his frustration that because there was also a mention in that 
wishlist that he had to get off one of the boards, I think it was Affordable Housing , and that he  as spent years putting the history 
together to help better his performance as a town representative for the best interest of the town; not himself. 

Mr. Wilhelm stated that he was willing to offer, resigning from his  third year on the Board of Selectmen immediately following 
the May town meeting, number one. Number two, money keeps coming up.  He stated that he’d been in town for 46 years and 
his reputation if he leaves the town is worth more than money.  He stated his willingness to guarantee ,on behalf of the town and 
subject to some further discussion, up to $25,000 reimbursement to the town for this if it was necessary.  He stated that he was 
willing to go a lot further if needed and after 46 years in town, $25,000 is a drop in the bucket for his reputation. 

Mr. Ansaldi asked for clarification from Mr. Wilhelm on the timeframe of his resignation offer, before or after town meeting. 

Mr. Wilhelm confirmed that he would not be willing to resign until after town meeting. 

Ms. Goldberg confirmed that based on this scenario, the office would not appear on the ballot at this year's election and the town 
would hold a special election. 
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Mr. Wilhelm stated that he was not willing to let the complainant have $50,000 or $75,000 and that he would be willing to up the 
reimbursement offer. 

Mr. Clemenzi expressed his appreciation of Mr. Wilhelm’s offer and said he would think further about the resignation offer. 

Mr. Cheeseman asked Ms. Goldberg, based on these developments,  within what timeframe she would need to get back to 
Attorney Davis? 

Ms. Goldberg opined that the complainant’s attorney is calculating based on 300 days to file at MCAD. She opined that the best 
opportunity to get out of this is to do it before they file. If they do file, and let's just say MIIA decides that this claim is worth X 
dollars, and they spend a significant amount going into that, then that changes what they might be willing to put up in the end. 
She explained to Mr. Clemenzi that, if they do file, MIIA may say, everyone, including the town should get their own attorney, 
and then everyone’s interests aren't aligned in the way that they are right now, and that’s thinking about in terms of next steps.  

Mr. Clemenzi agreed to inform Ms. Goldberg of his decision regarding resignation or not running in a couple of days. 

Mr. Clemenzi asked Ms. Goldberg about the wishlist that has not been addressed with him whatsoever, including as I think Mr. 
Wilhelm mentioned a couple of times, the effect on her son's application to go into our police department, where do all these 
pieces come into play or not? 

Ms. Goldberg shared that if we are able to reach some sort of agreement on the non-monetary and the monetary, she would 
essentially waive and release all claims against the town as described here and in any way related to this, So it would be a wrapping 
up of the issues and she would agree to release.  She stated that with a settlement agreement, the norm is that the town neither 
admits nor denies. So we essentially just say from our perspective we’re looking for what action here resolves this in the best way 
and allows things to move forward?   

Mr. Cheeseman confirmed that the two caveats we've talked about extensively is that any agreement has to be everything settled 
and it has to be on the terms that this does not rear its head again. 

Mr Ansaldi clarified that after going over the list of things that Mr. Clemenzi agreed back in December, it keeps getting mentioned 
that the complainant agreed, but she actually never agreed.  She understood the decision, and she wasn't happy with it.  

Mr. Wilhelm stated that she didn't disagree or ask for anything else.  

Ms. Goldberg opined that the bottom line is if we were to go forward, either with a position statement or if it's removed to court, 
this is the kind of stuff we're going to have to deal with. And a jury would make a decision about what the facts are. And so that's 
really what we're talking about, is that the path we want to go down or do we want to say, "Everyone put down their swords, go 
to different corners and let's leave this and move on?" And I'm not saying that the complainant doesn't have a sword. This is a 
battle of sorts, and so we’re trying to decide how to best move on. One way is to continue to fight with the risks that we've 
discussed and one way is to say, "We don't agree with you, we think that this is wrong. But we are willing to do whatever it is 
we're going to agree to and our insurance company is willing to pay you money. So we're ready to move on." 

Mr. Wilhelm questioned the ten to eleven month span for the complainant to file the claim.  

Ms. Goldberg stated that we would have to argue that if that's our defense and then the complainant would try to counter that 
with evidence in discovery. 
 
The board agreed to meet again in Executive Session regarding the matter on Tuesday, November 10, 2020. 
 
Motion to adjourn was made by the Mr. Cheeseman, seconded by Mr. Clemenzi.  The motion carried unanimously by roll call vote.   
 
Adjourn 1:44pm 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted By 
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