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{hereare proposed changes
to 15 sections of the char-
i ter.Someareinsignificant.
Others take power away from
citizens, shifting these powers to
the Board of Selectmen.

Changestofoursectionsofthe
charter are of specific concern.

Section 305 deals with town
meetings, referenda, challenging
ordinances and resolutions. It is
the section that maintains the
traditional rights of the peoplein

thechartertochallenge actionsof
the selectmen.

The proposed change to Sec-
tion 305 eliminates the right of
citizens to challenge resolutions
of the board of selectmen by
petition. Citizens have used this
provision in the recent past to
challenge actions of the board
of selectmen.

Section 309B deals with who
can speak at aboard of selectmen
meeting. Nowitsays thatelectors,
property owners and residents
may speak. The proposed change
states that only residents may

speak. There are many who own |

property in town, pay taxes but
who do not legally reside here.
Section 906 is a scemingly in-
nocuous section that deals with
whathappens to capital improve-
ment appropriations not spent
at the end of the project cycle.
The proposed change removes
the authority of the town meet-
ing completely and substitutes
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the Board of Selectmen. Capital
improvements are usually done
through bonding that requires
a referendum vote for adop-
tion and for modification. The
town meeting has always been
the appropriating authority in
these matters (305C) and should
remain so.

Section 1708 is the definition
of voters and electors. There has
been some confusion over the
years on who can and cannot vote
but the proposed change does not
help. It divides the definition into
electorsand taxpayers.Anelectoris
a“bona-fideresident”whois18or
olderandwhosedwellingislocated
within the geographicboundaries
of the town. Taxpayer is defined as
anyone “who is a property Owner,

- or 18 years or more, whojointlyor

severally, is liable to the town for
taxes on an assessment of not less
than $1,000.

Theargument thattheamend-
ment to section 1708 will “cause
changes to multiple other sec-
tions” after the vote, is improper.
A commission cannot presentone
changetothepublictovoteonthen
argue that, asaresult of approving
thatone change, other changeswill
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be required after the fact. Thelaw
requiresthatall charter changesbe
presented to the people for review
and approval.

The commission’s intentions
areirrelevant. frmayhaveintended
thatthe changes expand participa-
tion (althoughthereisnoevidence
of this), but the actual words do
not do so.

Cross-referencing other sec-
tions in the charter reveals that
“electors” can speak or vote in
some things and “taxpayers” in
some things. Under the proposed
definition, property owners are
precluded from voting on a bond
proposal under 305C. Section
1101 poses the same problem.
Only “electors” can vote at the an-
nualtownbudget meeting, Simply
put, it’s a mess.

Finally, there is not one shred
of rationale or explanation from
the Charter Revision Commission
for making any of these changes.
So no record will exist in the fu-
ture to explain the actions of this
Commission. _

One diminishment to the role
of citizens is enough to reject this
charter revision proposal. This
proposal containsmultiplereduc-
tions in the rights of citizens and,
therefore, should be rejected.

Charlene LaVoie s the commu-
nity lawyer in Winsted. Her office is
funded by the Shafeek Nader Trust
for the Community Interest.
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