MINUTES
Approved by the Charter Commission at its September 27, 2021, regular meeting.
Town of New Gloucester
CHARTER COMMISSION
Fifth Regular Meeting
Sept. 13, 2021, 7:00 p.m.
Meetinghouse

CHARTER COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT:
* Michael Arata
* Peter Bragdon (Secretary)
* Linda Chase
» Stephen Hathorne
* Penelope Hilton
» John Salisbury (Vice Chair)
* Benjamin Tettlebaum (Chair)

CHARTER COMMISSION MEMBERS ABSENT:
* Donald Libby
» Steven Libby (Treasurer)

Additional agenda items: B. Tettlebaum called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. There were no
additional agenda items proposed.

Public comment: None

Approval of minutes: S. Hathorne moved and P. Hilton seconded a motion to approve the
minutes of the regular commission meeting held on Aug. 23, 2021. The motion carried on a
vote of 7-0.

Chair's report: B. Tettlebaum said he talked to the town about having a booth at the November
election. This was deemed possible, but it might be outside. For purposes of fact-finding, the
MSAD 15 superintendent may be invited to speak at an upcoming meeting. The prevailing
comment was that there would be value in hearing about the budget referendum and validation
process. Another possible speaker mentioned was Mitch Berkowitz. Ben said he would reach out
to both and report back.

Treasurer's report: None




Public Engagement Committee Report: P. Hilton said when the survey is finalized, the
committee plans to start publicizing it. She recognized writers from the NGXchange for
faithfully reporting on the commission's upcoming meeting agendas and activities.

Continue discussion of where legislative authority will be vested: B. Tettlebaum recapped the

pros and cons of giving legislative authority to a governing body such as a selectboard/town
council or Town Meeting as discussed at the Aug. 23 meeting. New points raised for the cons of
Town Meeting included dealing with emergent situations (P. Bragdon); the process is not
democratic unless a quorum is established (J. Salisbury); average voters are expected to
comprehend complex issues (J. Salisbury); people may not have the time to sit through a long
Town Meeting due to their busy schedules (M. Arata); if the turnout comprises only about 1-2%
of the town, essentially a few unelected representatives are making decisions for the entire town
(B. Tettlebaum).

P. Hilton asked J. Salisbury if there was a possibility of having citizens elect representatives to
vote at Town Meeting. He answered that he thought the Town of Sanford used this method. He
said this process could be outlined in a charter. He pointed out that nearly all towns of a similar
population have eliminated Town Meeting, and he would like to find out the reason. P. Bragdon
said he's not too concerned about attendance since most of the budget items are vetted by CIP,
selectmen, and the budget committee. He questioned the preparedness of voters at the polls to
decide on warrant articles by referendum.

S. Hathorne said he favors retaining Town Meeting because he contends that the voters there
tend to be more educated on the topics than voters who cast ballots at the polls. He added that a
big ticket item should go to referendum question to involve a much higher percentage of voters.
Methods of publicizing Town Meeting were discussed. M. Arata proposed the option of
discussing warrant articles at Town Meeting, then voting on them by referendum in ballot form.
A discussion ensued of limiting warrant articles to budget and ordinance-related items and
syphoning off some routine items to town officials.

Legal counsel: B. Tettlebaum said he would like to engage legal consel before next year. J.
Salisbury said the fees proposed ranged from $225-$275 per hour. P. Bragdon expressed a
preference for Mark Bower of Jensen Baird. B. Tettlebaum stated Bernstein Shur is the current
counsel for the town. He also said Drummond Woodsum explained a potential conflict that is
waived as they currently represent applicants before the planning board. He added Bernstein
Shur offered a proposal to set a fixed amount of $5,000 for the job.

P. Hilton moved and J. Salisbury seconded a motion to hire Mark Bower of Jensen Baird
as legal counsel. The motion failed on a vote of 4-3 because a consensus was not reached. B.



Tettlebaum explained the vote was just to put the decision off to the next meeting; the
commission was not casting a decision on a particular firm or attorney to be retained.

Public survey and direct mailer: B. Tettlebaum thanked D. Libby and J. Salisbury for drafting up
a brief sample survey for the public. He said he put it into a Google format to test out the

questions.

He went through the questions one by one. Question 1 pertains to residency. M. Arata suggested
rather than present it as a question, incorporate an opening statement specifying that the survey is
for New Gloucester residents only. Question 2 is a demographic question about age. Question 3
is asking how many regular and special town meetings have you attended in the last five years. It
was suggested to add why or why not. Question 4 asks about the adoption of town ordinances
and the budget. A button may be added. Question 5 asks, "Do you believe it is important that
Town Meeting be continued in some form?" Question 6 is "Should there be a minimum number
of voters required for attendance at either a regular or special Town Meeting?” Yes, No, Unsure
are the possible responses. B. Tettlebaum noted that D. Libby suggested respondents rank how
important this is, possibly on a 1-5 scale. Question 7 asks, "What should be the size of the
selectboard/town council?" Five members or 7 members are the possible responses with a
comment option. Question 8 is "How should the selectboard/town council be elected?" The
choices are at large, by district, or a combination of at large and by district, with a parenthetical
explanation provided. Question 9 - Should there be term limits for the selectboard/town council?
Responses are: Yes, No, Unsure with a 1-5 drop down box to rate importance. Question 10 -
Should New Gloucester have a town manager, mayor, or town administrator?

B. Tettlebaum offered to make revisions and bring the questions back to the next meeting. P.
Hilton said there should be a comments option for all of the questions.

Internal Charter Commission survey: B. Tettlebaum reported that all nine commissioners took

the survey of 26 questions written by J. Salisbury. The responses are available on the town
website; some were split and some were unanimous. B. Tettlebaum asserted the results will help
guide the process.

Draft schedule: B. Tettlebaum commented that his latest draft schedule would allow the
commission to take provisions in chunks, enabling the efficient drafting of each section in time
for the March 9 benchmark. He proposed assigning committees, each consisting of two
commissioners, to draft sections of the charter. It was decided that S. Libby and P. Bragdon
would draft the first section pertaining to powers of the town and legislative body and have it
ready for the Sept. 27 agenda packet. J. Salisbury and L. Chase will work on the topic of town
manager with a deadline of Oct. 4.




Set next meeting's agenda (Sept. 27): The agenda for the Sept. 27 meeting was set. It consists of
the usual items such as public comment and reports, discuss the draft sections, discuss the
upcoming section before it is drafted, finalize the public survey and mailer, other business, and

adjourn.

Other business: None

S. Hathorne moved and P. Bragdon seconded a motion to adjourn at 8:58 p.m. The motion
carried on a vote of 7-0.

Respectfully submitted,
Patti Mikkelsen
Notetaker-minute keeper

Reviewed by
Ben Tettlebaum
Chair



