MINUTES
Town of New Gloucester
CHARTER COMMISSION
Public Hearing/Meeting
May 9, 2022, 7:00 p.m.
Meetinghouse
Approved at the August 2, 2022, Charter Commission Meeting

CHARTER COMMISSION MEMBERS PRESENT:
* Michael Arata
* Peter Bragdon (Secretary)
* Lucinda Brakey
* Linda Chase
» Stephen Hathorne (Vice-Chair)
* Penelope Hilton
* Donald Libby
» Steven Libby (Treasurer)
* Benjamin Tettlebaum (Chair)

CHARTER COMMISSION MEMBER ABSENT:
* Donald Libby

Commission Chair B. Tettlebaum called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. After
preliminary remarks, he opened the Public Hearing at 7:04 p.m.

IN-PERSON INPUT

George Colby
He expressed his disappointment in efforts he believed would change the history of the Town.
(Note: “A Brief History of New Gloucester” was omitted from the preliminary draft charter.)
Supports:
1. Requiring committee members to be registered voters of the town
2. Keeping the size of the select board at five members
3. Keeping Town Meeting
4. Sending all articles to Town Meeting for vote, even routine ones
Opposes:
1. Limiting the number of family members serving on the same committee at the same time
2. Ttems 1 (Gross neglect of fiduciary responsibility), 2 (Repeated or egregious violations of
this Charter), and using the phrase “relevant general” in Item 3 of the reasons for recall.
3. Term limits for selectmen or school board



Connie Justice
Supports:
1. Voting on warrant articles by referendum at the ballot box

2. Delegating more tasks and issues to the Town Manger and Town staff
3. Increasing authority to the Town Manager
4. Strengthening term limits by lengthening the break after three consecutive terms
5. Requiring the select board and committees to allow for interactive remote hybrid meeting
participation
Opposes:

1. The restriction that only registered voters can serve on boards and committees (change to
“any New Gloucester resident may serve on a board or committee”)

2. Permitting multiple immediate family members to serve on the same board or committee
at the same time

John Salisbury
He asserted that the preliminary charter draft is more restrictive than the state’s Town Manager
statute. He circulated a draft to the commissioners containing a copy of Title 30 that relates to
how our existing town government operates.
Supports:

+ Strengthening the role of the Town Manager
Opposes:

* Department heads being appointed by the select board (he favors such appointments to be

made by the Town Manager)

Greta Atchinson
Opposes:
* Limiting membership on boards and committees to registered voters

Julie Fralich
Supports:
1. Increasing the size of the select board to seven members
2. Lengthening the break after three consecutive terms for term limits
3. Adding more specificity and clarity to Section 14.3 Public Engagement and creating a
comprehensive policy on the topic.
4. Setting a minimum attendance requirement for Town Meeting and changing the format
5. Making the board and committee appointment process more open and inclusive
Opposes:
1. Requiring a proposed ordinance to go through a validation process at Town Meeting and
voting during referendum, which she regards to be too time-consuming.



2. Having more than one family members serve on a committee at the same time
3. Requiring the Town Manager to reside in New Gloucester

Cam Dufty
Supports:
* Allowing any resident to volunteer to be on a board or committee
Opposes:
* The restriction that only registered voters can serve on board and committees; shutting
out non-U.S. citizens who live in New Gloucester

Julie Tajonera
Supports:
1. The charter, as written
2. Town Meeting, since it gives an opportunity for discussion and debate on both sides of an
issue and a platform for differing perspectives

Beth Ellington
Supports:
* The requirement that only registered voters can serve on boards and committees because
she believes it is important to be a citizen of the United States in order to participate in
local government.

Adam Lee
Supports:
1. Giving the Town Manager and the select board the freedom to do the work they have
been appointed to do.
2. Giving residents of New Gloucester who are U.S. citizens eligibility to serve on boards
and committees and having each of them take the oath of office.
Opposes:
1. Town Meeting; he believes there should be a more democratic form of government.
2. The length of the charter; he said it’s way too long and may lead to bigger government.
3. The restrictions put on the Town Manager.

Joanne Cole

She said that she finds the budget process very confusing to follow as a citizen trying to
understand the intricacies. She would like more of an explanation as to how the budget process
would work under the charter. She said the Town Manager seems to take a passive role in the
development of CIP priorities.

Supports:



1. Developing a vision for long-term goals affecting the planning of both capital
expenditures and the operating budget starting with the Town Manager working at the
department level and collaborating with the select board.

2. Offering a mechanism for community members to provide input at the outset of the
budget cycle and continuing throughout the process; nit just a public hearing at the end.

3. Reworking budget parameters to be more needs-based.

4. Putting the community’s interest first and creating a forward-looking document that will
stand the test of time

5. Employing the principles of integrity and transparency with the goal of inspiring public
confidence in the decisions and acts of their leaders.

She commented that she struggles with Town Meeting provisions as drafted in the charter.

Laura Fralich
She opened her comments with a request for commissioners to thoughtfully take into
consideration public feedback gathered from the survey and make revisions accordingly.
Supports:
1. Making Town Meeting a more democratic process for all.
2. Lengthening the break after three consecutive terms for term limits
3. Having seven members on the select board to distribute the workload and allow for more
voices
Opposes:
1. The restriction that only registered voter citizens can serve on board and committees;
rendering non-U.S. citizens, young people under 18, and others to be ineligible.
2. Multiple immediate family members serving on the same board because she asserts that
fewer open positions may potentially discourage new people who want to get involved.

Alyson Spencer Reed

Supports:

A seven-member select board

A longer break between three consecutive terms for the select board — a full term off

A minimum number of people for Town Meeting, i.e. a quorum, with a provision to go to ballot
if the quorum isn’t met

Allowing residents of the town to serve on a boards and committees without restrictions as to
voter or citizen status

Rachel Spencer Reed

Supports:

Allowing young people to serve on town boards and committees

She said that teenagers often have very nuanced and youthful perspective to add to the mix of a
conversation when it comes to town government and what our needs are. The registered voter



requirement excludes talented young people from serving. She suggested a compromise of
defining types of committees into those capable of making legally binding decisions versus those
that are advisory to the select board.

Adam Lee

Supports:

Allowing non-registered voters to serve on a town board or committee, as long as they are a
resident and citizen. Voter status shouldn’t matter.

Opposes:

Setting term limits. He said term limits can create instability. He said there are built-in term
limits in that an official can be voted out.

Prohibiting a limit on the number of family members on a committee; however, if non-family
members are also applying, they could take priority. If a vacant seat is available that no one else
wants to fill, a family member should be allowed to take it.

EMAIL SUBMISSIONS

Deborah Hall
She stated the most important charter provision to her is that Town Meeting provide an
opportunity for residents to express their views, ask questions, and validate items or not;
especially the budget. Any item not validated could be discussed further regarding increasing or
decreasing the amount. The select board could then adjust the item for residents to vote on.
Supports:

1. Voting on all warrant articles by ballot

2. A seven-member select board

3. More access to remote participation in meetings to conform to the Americans with

Disabilities Act of 1990.

She posed the question, “What happens if a budget item fails at a Special Town Meeting?”’

Sarah McDaniel

Opposes:

Only allowing registered voters to be eligible to serve on Town boards and committees

She added there is no valid reason for this discriminatory standard; being a town resident should
suffice.

Anne Maurice
Supports:
1. Clarifying the duties required for the select board to spend the majority of their time on
policies and ordinance development focusing on a longer horizon, e.g. five years, and a
plan for the future of the town.



2. Strengthening the Town Manager’s authority to develop and manage the budget to take
actions necessary for the day-to-day governance without select board approval on issues
under $25,000.

3. Based on the town’s Code of Ethics Policy section on “Avoidance of Appearance of
Improper Influence”, changing subsection f.3 to not allow more than one immediate
family member on a board or committee at the same time.

4. Better defining “accessible” to include a video conferencing platform for remote
participation.

Sarah Gusky Kemer
Supports:
« Term limits of three consecutive terms, period. New perspectives are needed.
Opposes:
+ Stipulating that only registered voters can serve on the select board and committees. She
asserts that we need more diverse voices on our committees

Megan Chase
Supports:
* To be on a board or committee, you have to be a registered voter.
Opposes:
1. Restrictions on the number of family members on boards and committees
2. Term limits; they should be determined at the ballot box not be set in the charter

Karen Gilles

She stated her opinion that the charter is very lengthy and cautions against adding material,
especially hastily.

She believes it micro-manages the select board’s role.

Supports:

Maintaining the five elected officials

Maintaining Town Meeting. Voting by referendum during the pandemic led to problems
Only allowing residents and registered voters appointed to boards and committees; others can
join in during public participation

Opposes:

Term limits. They should be defined by the voters at the ballot box.

Zoom meetings. She favors continuing in-person meetings without a hybrid option.
Restraints put on family members serving on boards and committees; the compromise of a non-
majority is acceptable but not so of any further restrictions

Caitlyn Davison
Supports:



1. Permitting all residents of the town to volunteer for town committees; the requirement to
be a registered voter excludes many residents including youth and permanent residents
who are not citizens

2. Increasing the number of select board members to seven

Commission Chair B. Tettlebaum closed the Public Hearing at 8:24 p.m.

Commission Chair B. Tettlebaum opened the Public Meeting with question and answer at
8:25 p.m. He explained the format which was to go through the preliminary draft charter
chronologically by article.

Laura Fralich

She asked if the charter were not to be approved in November, what would be the next step.

B. Tettlebaum explained that if it fails at the ballot box, the process can be initiated again. He
noted that barring an extension, once the commission submits the charter to the select board, this
commission disbands shortly thereafter.

P. Hilton added that if another charter initiative were to be launched, individuals would have to
get together, form a committee, and start from scratch.

S. Hathorne said the draft charter isn’t a perfect document, but he hopes it passes. He added that
it will be reviewed in five years and any ripples could be smoothed out then.

Rachel Spencer Reed

She requested a summary of steps that remain before the document goes to the select board.

B. Tettlebaum said commissioners would go back and re-examine the preliminary draft based on
comments and deliberations and the next step is to put out a final draft along with an
accompanying report.

P. Hilton added that it would go for legal counsel review prior to being given to the select board.
B. Tettlebaum expounded upon her comment by saying that the attorney would submit a report
verifying that the charter aligns with state law. The attorney’s commentary, final report and draft
charter will get submitted to the select board. The deadline for these submissions is July 25. The
charter will be voted on at the November election.

Julie Fralich

She asked what would happen if the commission could not reach a consensus on an issue.

B. Tettlebaum answered that the commission strives for consensus on all items; if it cannot be
obtained, then the item will have public input. After that, commissioners try for consensus again
at the following meeting. If unsuccessful then, the item can be brought back to pass with a
supermajority vote, defined as six out of nine. If the item still couldn’t garner a supermajority,
the item would fail and would remain as it currently reads in the charter.



Joanne Cole

She inquired as to what this year’s Town Meeting would have looked like under the charter.
Would there have been budget items discussed? She said she was unclear about how groupings
of budget items would work and the threshold dollar amount, etc.

S. Hathorne commented that all of the budgetary items would have passed at Town Meeting the
way the charter is set up. He said that the two zoning articles would have discussed at Town
Meeting. If attendees approved, the articles would be sent to ballot. For the final acceptance of
an ordinance, voters would cast their ballots at the next election.

Julie Fralich

She asked if the next election would be in November. A commissioner answered June 14.

Julie asked a follow up question of the case in which a special Town Meeting took place. Would
a special election be set? She was informed that if an item is validated at Town Meeting, it shall
be voted on within 75 days of the Town Meeting at the next general or special election.

S. Hathorne added that an item exceeding $625,000 goes through the same validation-
referendum process as an ordinance.

Rachel Spencer Reed

She asked who is responsible for deciding which articles are grouped together to get to that total.
It was clarified that it is not the budgetary total of an article; but rather a single gross capital
expenditure exceeding $625,000.

Joanne Cole

She asked why the capital budget seems to be imbedded in the text of the charter and not a
separate heading.

P. Bragdon explained there was a plan adopted for CIP that spells out the capital budget. There is
a whole separate CIP plan that is attached to the Comprehensive Plan. The Capital Improvement
process starts with the Town Manger who meets with department heads and goes over all of their
requests, setting priorities. Thus, the requests are already vetted by the Town Manager before
they go to the board. CIP rankings, determined by an independent committee, are part of the
budget process and are available to the public.

J. Cole said she doesn’t understand why the Town Manager and the board aren’t the ones
prioritizing and then turning it over to a citizen committee - ideally one that is already looking at
the operating budget.

P. Bragdon elaborated that the role of the CIP Committee is to prioritize on needs, goals,
Comprehensive Plan, cost, and then it goes to the Budget Committee which determines the level
of funding, along with the select board. The select board looks over the requests before they go
to CIP and have the authority of pulling any requests they so choose.

B. Tettlebaum said that an additional flowchart was going to be inserted that outlined the budget
process. His recollection was that M. Arata was going to create the flowchart.



Julie Fralich

If the goal of the charter is to codify the budget process, does the select board have the authority
to change it two years down the road?

B. Tettlebaum stated that part of the reason why the budget process and CIP process were not
listed very specifically in the charter is to allow for that flexibility.

J. Fralich asked if the commission came up with the plan for ordinances from another town. She
said that it seems as though added steps were made leading to things being less efficient.

S. Libby speculated on what caused the Ordinance article to grow. There were three needs that
needed to be met: the separation of non-land use ordinances, land use ordinances that have been
tweaked over the years, and an emergency ordinances section.

B. Tettlebaum noted that the new process of validation-ballot process adds a step but was the
result of a compromise.

Greta Atchinson

She asked why there was a change in language so late in the game regarding the eligibility of
those permitted to serve on a board or committee.

B. Tettlebaum said part of it was that they didn’t finalize the language for a while and the other
part of it was an evolutionary process.

L. Brakey said that it was talked about a long time ago; it was not a last-minute change. In fact it
was in our draft prior to the situation with the DEI Committee.

G. Atchinson also asked what happens to the membership status of someone who is not a
registered voter and is presently serving on a committee, if the charter is approved.

B. Tettlebaum said there is a miscellaneous provision about things continuing in existence. He
said he would have to check to account for current board and committee members, but he thinks
their membership continues.

Julie Fralich

She asked why the CIP and Budget Committees continued in the draft when all of the other
committees were taken out.

He reported that initially there was a lot of back and forth but the commission got to a place
when they didn’t spell out any boards and committees. As they got drafting, they realized that if
certain boards or committees were referenced in the articles, they should be codified in the
charter.

Adam Lee

He asked why the figure of five registered voters was determined in getting the recall process
going.

S. Libby said that typical charters have five; some vary, but the average is five.



John Salisbury

He was looking for conformation that the provisions surrounding charter review, revision, and
amendment followed a statutory process.

B. Tettlebaum said that originally more specificity was used; however, based on legal review and
discussion, it made sense to just reference state law for the revision and amendment process.
What the commission has the discretion over that is included in the article is providing for a
regular charter review process building flexibility.

J. Salisbury asked a follow-up question to find out whether or not there is some flexibility in
determining what is an amendment and what is a revision. He doesn’t see a difference.

B. Tettlebaum said the commission defined both terms in the charter, but the attorney urged them
to refer to state law instead. B. Tettlebaum noted that a revision requires a more substantive
change to an existing provision or a new provision that substantively changes something that
exists in the charter; whereas, an amendment is simply something that is additional to. He
contends that it is an easier process to amend than revise.

J. Salisbury said he encourages the commission to define an amendment as any change to the
charter.

Commission Chair B. Tettlebaum closed the Public Meeting at 8:59 p.m.
B. Tettlebaum proposed to commissioners to consider what they’ve heard for public comments
and hash out details at their next meeting. He announced the next meeting is slated for May 23 at

6:30 p.m.

S. Libby suggested they hold June 20 as a possible meeting date. Other dates to hold for possible
meetings are June 13, July 6 at 7 p.m., and July 11 at 7 p.m.

S. Libby summarized that the commission has conducted 23 regular meetings, two public
hearings, and three public informational sessions. These resulted in 550 hours of meeting time
and roughly 250 hours of prep; totaling 800+ hours.

M. Arata said he would take a stab at producing a budget process flowchart.

P. Bragdon asked where he could find survey results, and several sources were provided.

P. Hilton requested a clarification on the process of dealing with an inability to obtain consensus
on an item. It was explained that the public could comment in-person at the commission’s next

meeting, or they could submit comments via email in advance of the meeting.

Adjourn: S. Hathorne moved and P. Hilton seconded a motion to adjourn at 9:13 p.m. The
motion carried by a vote of 8-0.



Respectfully submitted,
Patti Mikkelsen
Notetaker-minute keeper

Reviewed by
Peter Bragdon
Secretary



