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Speaker BERGSTROM called the meeting to order at 4:00


Speaker BERGSTROM:   Good afternoon.  It is 4:00 o’clock and I’d like to call the April 7th meeting of the Cape Cod Regional Government Assembly of Delegates to order and we’ll begin with a moment of silence to honor our troops who have died in the service to our country and all those serving our country in the Armed Forces.

Moment of Silence



Speaker BERGSTROM:  Thank you.



Now we will stand for the Pledge of Allegiance.                   

Pledge of Allegiance



Speaker BERGSTROM:  Thank you.



The Clerk will now call the roll.

Roll Call (95.46%): Richard Anderson (8.43% - Bourne), Ronald Bergstrom (2.98% - Chatham), George Bryant (1.54% - Provincetown), Leo Cakounes (5.57% - Harwich), Christopher Kanaga (2.85% - Orleans), Thomas Keyes (9.06% - Sandwich), Marcia King (5.83% - Mashpee), Thomas Lynch (21.52% - Barnstable), Teresa Martin (2.45% - Eastham), John Ohman (7.19% - Dennis), Paul Pilcher (1.24% - Wellfleet), Fred Schilpp (0.94 – Truro), Charlotte Striebel (11.16% - Yarmouth), and Julia C. Taylor (14.70% - Falmouth)

Absent (4.54%): Anthony Scalese (4.54% - Brewster)


Ms. THOMPSON:   Mr. Speaker, we have a quorum with 95.46 percent of the Delegates present.

Committee of the Whole



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Thank you.



I will now need a motion to approve the Calendar of Business.



Ms. STRIEBEL:   So move.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Do I hear second?



Mr. SCHILPP:   Second.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   It’s been moved and seconded.  All those in favor say “aye.”  Opposed?



Now I will need a motion to approval the journal of March 17, 2010.  Are there any additions or corrections to that journal?



Okay, hearing none.



Deputy Speaker KEYES:   Mr. Speaker, I move to approve the journal of March 17, 2010 as presented.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Thank you.  It has been moved and seconded.  All those in favor say “aye.”  Opposed?

Communications from the Board of Regional Commissioners



Speaker BERGSTROM:  Okay.  Now we will have Communications from the Board of Regional Commissioners.  I see Mr. Doherty and Ms. Lyons.



Commissioner DOHERTY:   I see that spring has sprung, the rose has ris, I wonder where the birdies is?  And a cheerful good afternoon to one and all.  Here we are with an appropriately positive attitude with regard to looking at our business and I think it’s a wonderful thing.  We’re finally getting some good weather.

Submission of Proposed Ordinance 10-05:  To add Section 4.9 to the Barnstable County Administrative Code establishing the Cape Cod Centralized Medical Emergency Dispatch (CMED) Board of Trustees to provide for the oversight and fiscal administration of the CMED system in Barnstable County.



Commissioner DOHERTY:  We only have one piece of business.  It’s a proposed ordinance where we’re establishing the Cape Cod Central Medical Emergency Dispatch Board of Trustees.  We have submitted that and we hope that you will act favorably on it.  This is a follow up to a requirement that we create this Board of Trustees to move the dispatch activity forward.

MMA Meeting – Open Meeting Law Implementation



Commissioner DOHERTY:  I will say that yesterday I did go up to the Massachusetts Municipal Association meeting and I was introduced to the person or the attorney from the Attorney General who has been identified as being responsible for the implementation of the Open Meeting Law.  His name is Robert Nasdoor and he would be available when it’s implemented for specific questions.  But before July 1st those of you who have some interest and input in providing modification to the Open Meeting Law, you are welcome to do that.  You can contact him through the Attorney General’s Office.



There have also been some updates on some of the issues in regard to who is responsible to be under the reporting requirements of the state Ethics Board for reporting.  They have begun to identify some people who could be exempt.  I would recommend that you tell your constituents as well as the Boards of Selectmen in the towns that you represent that they are beginning to get some pushback from people and they have identified some people who have less than full-time responsibility on advisory boards and things like that, and they are making those changes.  They also are looking for input as to how to exempt people from it.  
Red Flag Policy

        Commissioner DOHERTY:  Your Boards of Selectmen should also be aware that there is something called a red flag policy requirement that was initially proposed in 2003 but now is being implemented where if your town, and of course the County, has been identified as having financial data on people because we’re billing them we have to have a policy in place in case someone inadvertently loses information in regard to that.  For example, you’ve heard of cases where people have had a laptop stolen with that kind of information on it.  There is a federal requirement that we have a policy in place for protecting ourselves against that.

Solid Waste Advisory Update

        Commissioner DOHERTY:  We had the solid waste advisory update today which was very interesting.  We had input from a consultant from Camp Dresser & McKee, as well as a comment from Phil Goddard in Bourne.  It was a very interesting discussion.  I think at some point it would be useful to have them come over here and give a presentation.



We also looked at some items on the updating of the retirement law which, again, I think might be worthwhile as we get closer to the time when it’s available for sharing that information.



So with that, that’s all I have.



Do you have anything to add?

Council of Churches – Overnight Program



Commissioner LYONS:   I just want to let you know that there is a situation with the Overnight Program.  I’m not sure if all of you are aware of what that is, but there is an Overnight Program among the Council of Churches where each church rotates on a monthly basis of housing homeless for one evening per month.  There has been a regulation put in place that this would not be allowed as of June 1st.  This started about eight months ago.  Primarily there was a problem that came out of Plymouth.  They tried to replicate this Overnight Program but what they did is they made it more of a sheltering situation whereas they did it in consecutive evenings.  Then there was sort of a temporary understanding where they didn’t do consecutive nights.  But one of the people that they had stay with them that I think was under the influence and there was a minor fire with a wastepaper basket or something, but it started a public safety issue so they really clamped down on this regulation.



Here on the Cape there are sprinkler systems.  It is supervised.  People are vetted before they come in.  They have to have sobriety checkups before they come in, and a paper from a doctor and that sort of thing.  But this regulation is going to impact that Overnight Program which could definitely impact any progress that’s been made on the homeless situation, particularly in Barnstable.  So some of the beds have been taken aware from NOAH and we don’t want to increase those.



I’ve been contacted by members of the Council of Churches so I am actively speaking to some of the fire chiefs and going to the fire marshal and we’ll be going to Rob O’Leary’s Office, but I just wanted to alert you to this because you may be getting a communication from Alan Burt – the Salvation Army are the ones who coordinate this program – asking for your help and solicitation if we then need to go to Beacon Hill or write letter on behalf of maybe getting an exemption for this region.  I’m not sure how we can work it out but I think we’ll have to give it a try.  So I just wanted to alert you to that fact that if you see that, that’s what that’s about and I thank you for your help.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Are there any questions for the Commissioners?



George?



Mr. BRYANT:   On that subject, was an existing law broken or was a new regulation adopted?  What’s the story?



Commissioner LYONS:   George, I’d have to get the final detail on that.  I think it was a regulation put in place because of what happened in Plymouth but it is now having unintended consequences in our area.  This has worked out very well for many years and now it’s having an impact which isn’t going to be a positive one.  So we’re trying to see if we can assist in brokering some sort of understanding.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Is there anything else on this?



Just on that subject, have you had any preliminary talks with the homeless advocacy groups?  Have they got any strategy in place to try to come up with an alternative to this?



Commissioner LYONS:   I’m not sure what the alternative is.  I’m not sure if anybody has really carefully gone forward if this doesn’t work, what do we do?  That’s a very good point and I will ask Alan that because he’s distraught to a certain degree.  I will ask Beth Albert at the next Service Advisory and that will be the end of it.  So that will still give us five weeks to have a game plan in place if in case this does not work out.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Do you anticipate having a replacement for Beth Albert before she leaves us?



Commissioner LYONS:   Yes, we do and she has also agreed to stay on on a per-diem basis.  If this person isn’t put in place for enough time for a transition, she will come back and make sure that the understanding of the job is answered.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   I should know the answer to this question because I have the budget with me, but the essential structure of the Human Services Department and ultimately Human Services will remain the same; in other words, as far as staffing and so forth?



Commissioner LYONS:   Yes.  There hasn’t been anything else.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Well, thank you.



Commissioner LYONS:   Thank you.  Enjoy the afternoon.



(Laughter)



Speaker BERGSTROM:   You’re cruel.



Commissioner LYONS:   I’m sorry.  I hope it goes fast.

Submission of Charter Review Report, Fred Gaechter, Chair, Charter Review Committee



Speaker BERGSTROM:   The next order of business we have Fred Gaechter, the Chair of the Charter Review Committee.  You have in your packet the recommendations that he has submitted.



Fred, if you want to come forward.  You also have another member with you – Greg Milne – who is also on that committee.



Mr. GAECHTER:   Good afternoon, everybody.  Thank you for having us here.



In your packet, I think you’ll see two things.  The first is a report from the committee and the second is a marked-up version of the charter that reflects the changes that are to be recommended today.  This is an interim report.  As you all know, we asked for an extension of the life of our committee about a month ago.  You agreed to that.  But we felt it was good to get some interim items approved by our committee as a recommendation for your consideration in case you would like to have it on the 2010 ballot.  So you’ll see on the introductory page a description of why we’re here.  You’ll see the members of the committee; four of them are amongst yourselves and the rest are listed there as well.  You’ll see that there are seven items that we’d like to recommend for your consideration and unless you have any preliminary questions, I’d be glad to go through them one by one.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Why don’t you do that and we’ll hit you up with the questions at the end.



Mr. GAECHTER:   Okay.  Of course Greg is here to assist me when I go astray.



Mr. MILNE:   I’m sure you’ll do just fine.



Mr. GAECHTER:   As I indicated, these are mostly housekeeping except probably for one item, which is number 5, which is a little bit more than housekeeping.  Most of them have also been recommended by the 2005 Review Committee as well.



The first item is in 2-2 (a) and it deals with the organization of the Assembly.  It currently indicates in the charter that on the 1st business day the Assembly is to reorganize, and it was felt by the previous committee and unanimously agreed by our committee that there should be some more latitude given to the Assembly of Delegates in holding that organizational meeting in the first 15 days as opposed to the 1st business day.  So the recommendation shows the new text that we would propose to be included in the charter.



Mr. Chairman, would you like me to stop after each one?



Speaker BERGSTROM:   I think you could probably go through it and then we’ll ask you questions afterwards.



Mr. GAECHTER:   The following one is also procedural with regard to the Assembly of Delegates and it has to do with meetings occurring on legal holidays.  Again, it was recommended by the 2005 Charter Review Committee and the thought was that there should be some procedure to indicate that this body would not meet on legal holidays.  However, we voted that this should occur but we thought it was more appropriate to be in an Ordinance because it seemed appropriate that it was more a procedural matter.  We have attached a draft Ordinance to 89-1, which is the Ordinance that talks about the meetings of the Assembly of Delegates.  So we are proposing and providing to you a text for your consideration if you’d like to proceed in that manner.



Item number 3 is again to do with the meeting of the Assembly of Delegates and gives the Chairman the ability to cancel a meeting if it’s known beforehand that there will not be a quorum present.  That does not exist at the present time.  Again, there’s a text that’s proposed to be added into 2-5 (c).  That, again, is procedural.



The fourth item, Charter Section 2-5 is a deletion of words that refers to the meetings, and it says “but a smaller number may meet and adjourn from time to time.”  Our committee felt that that was antithetical to the Sunshine Laws or the Open Meeting Laws and we are recommending for your consideration that it be deleted and you’ll see it again in the marked-up version of the charter that it has been deleted.



The next one, item 5, is a little bit more than procedural in that it proposes the elimination of the residency requirement for the County Administrator.  We are proposing that the text be deleted but not specifically eliminating the requirement for a residency for the County Administrator but saying it ought to be at the discretion of the Regional Board of Commissioners.  By taking it out of the charter, then it’s not a mandate on the Commissioners but it allows the Commissioners to determine whether it’s appropriate or not on a case-by-case basis.  When they put a job ad out, they can determine whether it’s a requirement that they would like to impose or not but it’s not an imposition on them to require them to do it in the context of the charter.



The next item has to do with a temporary vacancy in the Administrator’s office.  If he or she is away on vacation, the text currently indicates that the Administrator is the person who will determine who will stand in in his or her absence.  We are recommending that that text be deleted and that the decision again would go to the Commissioners to determine who would stand in in the place of the Administrator because this section has then been deleted.



The last item deletes what our board felt was a lot of text in 9-7, 9-8, 9A-1 and 9B-1.  All that seemed to be more appropriate to be in the Personnel practices of the County and not embedded in the text of the charter.  Again, it’s a housekeeping item and it just seems counterintuitive for that type of detail regarding Personnel to be contained in the charter.  Again, the committee voted unanimously to recommend the removal of that text and the placement of it in appropriate Personnel practice, either existing or to be newly written.



So that’s an overview of the items that we’re proposing.  I think that the Chairman and Diane can provide you the time line for the discussion of these recommendations in order to enable any that you would agree to, to be on the ballot for 2010 and there is a very strict time line that the state imposes on all of us to get this out to the public.



Have I missed anything, Greg?



Mr. MILNE:   Maybe just only to emphasize that for the majority of these recommendations – the vast majority are really housekeeping and these are also, for the most part, recommendations that had already been put forward by the 2005 Charter Review Committee and to no fault of any individual, those just didn’t make it in time for the ballot.  So this timing of the ballot that Fred just mentioned is extremely important and Diane and your Speaker, Ron Bergstrom, are well aware that those deadlines are fast approaching.  So in order for this to have a chance for success to be taken care of at this coming ballot in 2010, you need to work fairly quickly.



Thank you.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   I’ll open it up for questions but I would like to say that of course I served on this committee, along with Leo, Teresa and Charlotte, and even though these recommendations at the current time may seem rather sparse, this was quite an effort by the people involved.  We met every week for quite a long time and we all have busy schedules.  So a lot of work was put into this and a lot of the bigger issues were put off, and we also had assistance from County Counsel.  Another issue that we wrestled with for many weeks was the structure of the County government, and as Greg will probably comment on – but I’ll comment on it first – any major changes in the structure of County government have to go through the Assembly and also the Commissioners before they get sent up to the State House.  So if we decided to eliminate the Commissioners, they’d have to agree to that.  If we decided to eliminate the Assembly, we’d have to agree to that.  So County counsel advised us that that would be a more difficult path and we should not utilize that.



There were also some recommendations made to change that stipulation in the charter to correspond with other charter reviews where we simply bypass the existing structure and go to electorate.  Those are just the underlying discussions we had.  So there was a lot of substantive discussion about many substantive issues in the charter and those conversations I assume will be ongoing as the committee moves ahead.



So is this there anything on this?



Tom?



Deputy Speaker KEYES:   Thank you, Mr. Speaker.



Nice report.  A lot of it is certainly just more house cleaning the document more than anything.  But recommendation number 3, which is giving the Speaker the ability to cancel a meeting when a known non-quorum is eminent, I’m a little disturbed by that in that I don’t believe – although it will serve us well because we all have to be at a meeting where there isn’t a quorum and the work isn’t getting done – I’m not sure that it’s going to serve the public well because canceling a meeting means just one more meeting that’s not on local cable access and I don’t believe that our constituents would have the ability to know that their elected official isn’t showing up.



So I’m not crazy about that one because I would prefer to let the public see that their elected official is causing a problem of not getting the people’s work done.  So I just see that this would more I think remove that scenario from the public.  I would prefer to see – as much as it could be troubling to all of us that would have to attend – I think it would be best served at that stage in that if someone is not doing their business that that is known.  I just have a problem with that.  I think we’re serving ourselves as opposed to the public on that one.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Okay.  Are there any other comments on any of these recommendations?



Fred?



Mr. SCHILPP:   Yes.  Thank you, Mr. Speaker.



I just have a question about point number 5, I guess it is, which is whether he is a resident of the County or not.  I think what you’re saying is that the Assembly would not have a vote or the power to change that residency requirement but the Regional Board of Commissioners would?



Mr. GAECHTER:   No.  What we’re intending to do is the charter makes it a requirement.  We want to eliminate it as a requirement but allow the Regional Board of Commissioners to determine on a case-by-case basis whether they want to continue that requirement on their own, but it’s not a requirement of the charter anymore.  It’s not imposing that on them any longer by taking it out of the charter, but they can still make that decision unilaterally.



Mr. SCHILPP:   I think I did understand it.  I guess the question is whether the Assembly – this group – would like to continue to have that requirement as part of the charter or not.  Also, the Regional Board of Commissions is that the three County Commissioners?



Mr. GAECHTER:   Yes.  We’re trying to press the issue that we’re not a County government.  We’re a Regional government and every time we are going to be in front of you those are the terms that we intend to use.  We intend to recommend changes in the charter to clarify that and that is in the charter that was approved by the state and the voters that this is a Regional government, not a County government.



Mr. SCHILPP:   I understand that terminology but they are not elected by region.



Mr. GAECHTER:   Yes, that’s right.  Region in this case is the entirety of Cape Cod but it’s not the election procedure.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Just so that I can answer that.  This very topic came up and it was quite a lively discussion.  Not only was the Charter Commission going to recommend eliminating the requirement, but they were going to put in the charter that there would be no requirement.  So this is a fallback position.  In other words, there were some who said let’s eliminate the requirement but let’s put in the charter that it cannot be a requirement.  So I think the majority, but not the entirety, decided simply to eliminate the requirement and leave it up to the discretion of the Commissioners, but there was some sentiment to eliminate it by placing in the charter a ban on that requirement.



Mr. GAECHTER:   And not to tell you your job, obviously you know what it is, but you can revert to any of those options because that’s your job.  We’re just recommending our position.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Julia?



Ms. TAYLOR:   I do want to speak on the charter in general so if people have more questions about this then I’ll wait but otherwise I would like to take the opportunity to comment on the charter.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   I think Chris has a quick question that he wanted to ask so we’ll let him come in and then turn it over to you, Julia.



Mr. KANAGA:   Is that an obligation to be quick?



(Laughter)



Speaker BERGSTROM:   You can talk as long as you like.



Mr. KANAGA:   Could somebody enlighten me?  What is the argument for having a nonresident?  What is the problem here?  I’m not familiar with it.



Mr. GAECHTER:   The current Administrator is not a resident so it’s actually to bring it into conformance with reality.  But I think what a lot of us are dealing with in towns, as well as the County, is that it is limiting.  It does indicate a certain geographic priority in the residency that could disallow you from interviewing all the potential candidates and then also it currently requires that there is a period of time by which if they are not in compliance they must move to the Cape and we all know that the expenses in some instances are high to live on the Cape.  So it was really a restriction that we felt was no longer pertinent in the geography of things and was kind of limiting to those that are seeking a replacement for the County Administrator.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Julia?



Ms. TAYLOR:   To comment on that, Chris, one issue has been in recent years when you have two people working in those families, they have to work out a way of where to live and sometimes that’s problematic.



Mr. KANAGA:   I don’t disagree with that. I just have always had a problem with people involved in making recommendations and two governmental bodies that then are not required to live by the recommendations that they’ve made, so I’m just falling on the other side of the line here.



Mr. GAECHTER:   You’ll find that in a lot of towns, where they’re in positions like police officers and such and have to live in the community, that’s been relaxed because of the inability to find people who will come to towns, particularly on the Outer Cape, and stay there.  So we were kind of applying those same kinds of concerns to the regional level.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   The Town Administrator in Bourne, I understand, lives in Vermont.  He’s not even in this state.



Mr. GAECHTER:   And the Wellfleet one, I understand, lives in New York.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Tom?



Deputy Speaker KEYES:   Thank you, Mr. Speaker.



This is something I think that every town has to wrestle with every few years when they have to go through charter review and we did this recently in the Town of Sandwich.  The argument for and against, whether it be the Superintendent or the Town Administrator or Town Manager, one of the strong arguments that we see is there’s a lot of hopping in the upper levels of government.  Whether it be a Town Administrator or Town Manager or a Superintendent, you’re talking about top-paying jobs -- $150,000 for the average right now for these jobs – and the way to get there is you work one, and then you hop to the other and you hop to the other.



It is unfortunate when a community has to invest heavily into a person that’s there for the long haul but when they’re not in their district what happens is it gives them all kinds of opportunities to be solicited.  What happens is when you lose an Administrator, you lose an unbelievable amount of time.  One, you have to get a search committee.  The expense of bringing on a top-quality individual is extreme.  And when your long-term plans get a major delay, shall we say, by having to pull in another one, it’s really problematic.



I spoke for the residency requirement in the Town of Sandwich both for the Superintendent and the Town Administrator.  Unfortunately we lost our Superintendent after a couple of years and this is a person who lived pretty far off Cape.  He was solicited by another town and off they went and got a better pay.  It’s a great way to increase your pay.  This isn’t something that just happened to Sandwich.  This is very much a well-known scenario.  So we want to be careful.  We’re very fortunate to have a person who has been here long term and hasn’t been a resident, but this is a real scenario that happens out there in these top positions so we’ve got to be careful.



What I like about the current scenario is that it’s the County Commissioners.  They can waive the right but after two years then they have to come to the Assembly of Delegates to continue to say look, we’re not going to have the person come within the borders and do you agree?  For good or bad, this is the legislative body and we want to make sure that the public is well represented.



I’m not so much speaking against this recommendation.  I just want to get those facts out there and my own experience is that it can lead to other problems.  Right now there is no problem.  Right now we have the ability of our Regional Commissioners to make a decision – and they have.  It’s been very successful.  



Taking is out – again, ten years from now, or 15 or 20 years from now we’re going to have a whole different cast of individuals.  Do we want to have it there?  Right now it’s not a problem.  Personally, I’d rather see the checks and balances.  Again, I think it serves the public well to know that their legislative body has an opportunity to weigh in on serious matters such as this.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Leo?



Mr. CAKOUNES:   I was kind of under the impression that we were in violation of the charter because I’ve been sitting up here for almost two years now and I haven’t had anybody asking for a waiver and I didn’t even know there was such a process that we could actually go through to waive things that are written in a charter.  I think the argument that we’re having here today, or the discussion that we’re having here today, is great.  This is the type of discussion that we had at the subcommittee and it made it clear in my mind that such strict verbiage should not be in the charter because, again, I have a problem with people waiving things that are written in the charter.



Should it be part of the Personnel bylaw?  Absolutely.  Personnel bylaws can be addressed, as you state, every couple of years or waivers asked for.  If the then governing body two or three years from now decides to change things, that’s a document that can be changed.  I look at the charter as something that really is something that should be chiseled in stone and requires a lot to change it just by virtue of what we’re having to do here today – bring it forward today so that it can go in front of the voters.  Do we really want to have that strong language in this document?  Again, I support taking it in its entirety out of the document but, yes, putting it in the Personnel bylaw.



Just really very briefly, the only other comment that was made by my colleague was on the Chairman being able to call the meeting.  I want you guys to know that part of the discussion on our subcommittee was that we talked about scenarios such as a snowstorm where it was clear – you get on the phone and call a few people.  We’ve got three feet of snow here or there.  I don’t think the discussion ever went to the fact that two or three people just aren’t showing up for two or three months in a row so now we’re just going to start calling off meetings.  Clearly, there’s a problem there.  I understand your concern but I think from certainly my position on the subcommittee where there was really an unusual circumstance where you knew that half of the people just weren’t going to show up on a particular scheduled meeting that it’s just easier to call it.  Again, it’s language in the charter and we thought that it should belong there.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Tom?



Mr. LYNCH:   Was there unanimous agreement on these set of changes coming forward from the Charter Review Commission?



Mr. GAECHTER:   No.  I think there’s an indication, if I remember correctly, on item 5 it was 4 to 2 to recommend.  I believe all of the rest were unanimous.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Julia, now is your chance.



Ms. TAYLOR:   Speaking from having served on the original Charter Committee for two quite traumatic years and from being on charter review involvement while the Speaker serving on this committee five years ago, and now following this through the minutes, I did want to address what I think are going to be the subjects that you’re going to be talking about going forward if your term is extended.  I think it’s particularly important because we had an Editorial in the Cape Cod Times – maybe we’ll call it the Regional Times – 



(Laughter)



Mr. GAECHTER:   But not the County Times.



(Laughter)



Ms. TAYLOR:   I try to be politically correct but I do remember that we do have a Cape Cod Regional government known as Barnstable County.  So I think there is some play here but I don’t care too much about that.



At any rate, I thought there were some serious problems with the Editorial and I think they had a very limited set of facts and very limited information.  Of course I don’t know, but they were speaking of the Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce comments to you and the Business Roundtable comments to you so it’s a little hard for me to make the distinction between the foolishness of the Times and perhaps the ideas of those others.  
At any rate, did everyone see this Editorial?  Has everybody read it?  Do we have any copies of it, Diane?



Ms. KING:   We have a copy.



Ms. TAYLOR:   At any rate, my remarks will somewhat be directed based on that.  Personally, I am very interested in agreeing that we are going to need regional solutions.  We have some pressing regional problems.  I personally, as a Member of the Assembly, would be happy to vote to abolish the Assembly if I thought that was the best thing to do.  I’ll support any major charter changes if they increase efficiency effectiveness but retain accountability to all the voters.  But the suggestions in this article I felt don’t reflect the legal, fiscal or political realities in Barnstable County – I’m sorry, the Cape Cod Regional government today.



Now the first point that they made was about a strong Administrator and I could certainly support that.  If we were going to eliminate the legislative function of the Assembly and substitute a Council or bigger Commissioner body, then obviously it would be desirable to have that but I would want to know what are these weaknesses in the present Administrator’s position?  What are the powers that he lacks that are interfering with efficient County government?  I’m sure there are powers he lacks but I’m not aware of these problems because of that and before I give out more powers I want to know what the problems are that we’re solving.  Maybe County Administrators have a much better set of powers and we could adopt those.  I don’t know.



There has been a lot of conversation in the Charter Review Committee minutes from the Lower Cape Commission’s concept that we would have more Commissioners – more or the same – but they would be regional and that they would represent different regions.  I think that I, again, 20 years ago or more and now, have zero interest in the town representation in Regional government.  It may sound radical, but I do.  That’s how I feel.



But the idea that there’s going to be a Lower Cape Commissioner is simply not accurate.  We’re going to have to go to one man, one vote and I think we should.  So I don’t want to confuse the people.  I think there are always people who think that small towns aren’t getting enough say – and especially the Lower Cape doesn’t really have a good representation.  I don’t want that sort of sentimental but not acceptable position because you’ve got to have one man, one vote – I don’t want that to interfere with thinking on whether we would rather elect representative government based on divisions within the Cape that are regional as opposed to town lines.  We cannot redraw this so that four towns are one region and another three towns are in another.  It doesn’t work that way.  It would have to be more like the situation we have electing State Reps.  So if most people like that idea and are willing to give up the town identification, that would be fine with me.



Now why are we going to five instead of three?  I didn’t get any feel for that.  Was it because they were going to in fact be the legislative body or are they going to combine legislative and executive powers?  That hasn’t been made clear to me.  Would they then be partisan or nonpartisan?  I feel, personally, very strongly that I would go to – if you’re not running Capewide where you might need party help because of the cost or a low-paying position – I would be very strongly in favor of nonpartisan.



But I would like to hear what is the problem with three Commissioners?  What is it that we’re not getting done and what is ineffective about three?  What would be superior having five?  And why is five or three superior to 15?  Is the problem with the 15 because they are representing the towns as opposed to the region?  That is not spelled out in anything that was said in that Editorial.



I don’t think it was spelled out by the Roundtable or the Chamber of Commerce because then they went to this absurd idea – and I choose my words carefully here – they don’t use the words “return to” but I am using that, a Selectman-based County Finance Board.  Now we had that for a number of years.  It was an utter failure due to the fact that the Selectmen did not come to those meetings and that is why the original charter changed it to an Assembly.  Now the original Charter Commission felt that we couldn’t pass with the voters something that was not town-based; that’s why we have the 15 weighted-vote situation.  If we didn’t have the nerve to put before the voters forget your town line, that isn’t the point of this government.  The point is to be a Regional government.



I would need a lot of evidence that people have moved beyond town lines.  I would like just a little straw vote here.  Do most people think the voters want their town represented or do they feel very comfortable voting for someone who represents their general region?  We really need much more evidence about that.



But going back to the Selectmen who are the most, I won’t say parochial, but they’re certainly a little more oriented to their town than say an elected Delegate.  Now you take someone like Charlotte here who was for many years elected as a Selectman and then elected as a Regional government member.  Now some people can criticize that and say she can’t be fair and she can’t look at the big picture, but at least the voters have actually chosen her for those two jobs.  To have essentially an appointed Selectman – going back to that system which didn’t work – it takes the voters out of the loop altogether and I just don’t find that acceptable.



I can abolish the Assembly or any town-base legislature and go to a regional-based bigger group of Commissioners, or whatever you want to call them, but I would have to have three or four really good, specific reasons of what bad consequences have we had from having this town-based system.  I can imagine some bad consequences, but in reality it hasn’t been that bad even though I try always to vote not from the point of view of my town – I’m sure that they are listening – but always not from that point of view.  And I think that most of you would agree.



So as much as in theory I’m against the town-based system, I haven’t seen it be that bad even from my rather prejudice point of view.  If you’re going to go away from tradition and sway voters to give up what they take pretty seriously of their precious town’s rights, you’re going to have to come up with some real failures of this system and you’re going to have to pinpoint them, I think.  It can’t just be vague ideas.  And we cannot go back to this Advisory Board.  I would fight tooth and nail against that horrible idea.



Now if you think I’m upset already, here we come to two things.  I could go with a lot of different systems and I’m perfectly happy to vote for a change to eliminate my position but I would want to have some actual reasons.  I would be embarrassed to say, oh, it would be better.  But here are some things that I really care about.  One, I didn’t like the statement by the Times that dissolving the Assembly of Delegates would lead to “devising some equitable taxing authority that reduces or maintains the current level of taxes.”  Now that’s just bullshit.



(Laughter)



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Careful, Julia.  You can get in trouble saying things like that.



(Laughter)



Ms. TAYLOR:   It sounds like if we just had efficient government we can reduce taxes or at least hold the line.  No.  Prices rise.  If there was a more efficient and money-conscious government than Barnstable County in the country, I’d be surprised because we are not bad tax and spenders.



Now I don’t know if this is a criticism of the deeds tax as being inequitable – possibly.  But I don’t see how dissolving the Assembly of Delegates would give the government the power to come up with some new tax.  That can only come from Boston.



I know that there’s going to have to be – if we’re going to deal with regional problems such as the sewer system problem – are we going to have reduced or level taxation?  Does anyone believe that?  Because if they do, I think they’re really dreaming.  So, again, I don’t see how dissolving the Assembly would do that.



In fact, with facing this regional challenge – this serious wastewater regional challenge – who do you want making those tax increase decisions?  Do you want your taxes increased by a three- or five-member County Commissioner Board – not that they have the power now but in case we got rational and decided we needed some power to deal with these issues – or would you rather have it be a broader group?  Would you rather have it be elected regionally?  Would you rather have it be elected by the towns?  These are serious issues.  For the newspaper to make such an absurd claim that the Assembly is blocking equitable taxing, I’m sorry, is absurd.



The main issue for me in County government is the Cape Cod Commission.  That’s why I got involved in it in the first place because I thought nothing was more important than a really new and important planning and regulatory agency.  I felt that was the only hope to save the Cape from some of the disasters that have and still could evolve, and I think that I was right.



Interestingly enough, the Roundtable and the Chamber also took a very big interest in the Cape Cod Commission recently, I think, coming from a slight different prospective than my prospective – but that’s okay.  I think that the changes probably have been beneficial that resulted from the big study and so I’m pretty happy about that.



But I don’t think that the Chamber and the Roundtable’s recommendations about changes to County government are fully cognizant of the intimate connection between the charter and the Cape Cod Commission.  What I saw when we created the Commission was the need for not having a Port Authority, or a Steamship Authority – an authority out there with tremendous regulatory powers but no real answering to elected people.  It would be appointed by the town – okay, they’re answerable, but you know what I mean.  It would be indirect the way the Commission was going to be set up; and it needed to be to some extent because if you’re going to be a regulatory agency, you can’t be thrown out of office because you teed off some important developer.



So we really crafted, I think, an outstanding balance.  The Cape Cod Commission has its own funding source so that gives it a certain amount of freedom.  On the other hand, we at the County, and in fact the town-based Assembly, vets its budget.  The Cape Cod Commission answers to their members of the Commission and to their town-elected Board of Selectmen, or Council, but the County Commissioners appoint the head of the Cape Cod Commission.  So there we have a balance.  The Cape Cod Commission hires its own people.  The Cape Cod Commission has a great deal of flexibility in who it hires but they become County employees subject to both the privileges and the control of being a County employee.



Then we get to some really important stuff; the CCC proposes DCPCs, one of its vital powers which can stop construction and development in a town for a long time with a moratorium.  But it simply has to vote it.  Now could that check be done by some other part of County government?  Probably.  But this way has worked pretty well, I think.



The Cape Cod Commission oversees the Regional Policy Plan.  It’s mandated to recommend and bring forth changes every five years, but they can’t just put them out there.  They can’t just promulgate it.  The Assembly has to vote it up or down, but it cannot amend it.  So they can’t fool with it too much and politicize it too much.



So I think this is a good system.  It’s not utterly efficient but I don’t think that checks and balances have slowed down good work by the Commission.  I don’t think that the Roundtable and the Chamber’s suggestions take into account this intimacy and this checks-and-balance system at all, and I think particularly it doesn’t answer or even bring up the question of are Regional Commissioners – either three or five or some number – a good substitute for the very important powers that are in the Assembly now?  



So if the Assembly is to be eliminated, we really would have to come up with good reasons, first of all; and second of all – and more than just it’s old time being town-based – and second of all, would a different thing set it up.



So now you’ve heard all of my ranting and raving and I promise that I will support any changes that give me two or three good reasons for them.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   I’ll let Fred answer some of your questions but I would have to say that immediately after the publication of that Editorial – I read it and I know the Chair of the Charter Commission read it – and we said that it called out for a response but the question was who was going to write the response?  Now we know.



(Laughter)



Ms. TAYLOR:   Usually I just run to my computer but instead I called up Tom Lynch.  I said Tom, you’ve got to call up John Ohman.  But I did go to my publisher in Falmouth.  He’s got Barnstable, Falmouth and Bourne.  



Does the public really care about this?  It’s hard to know but if there’s going to be more than another six months of agitating about County government; if there’s going to be serious criticism at the Charter Review of existing County structures, which I think is fine, it can’t all be that after a year or so the public has only heard that it’s bad – it will be vague because they don’t really know themselves – but my suggestion would be that Ron and Tom call on the editors of the Cape Cod Times because they are the most offending party at the moment.



I would be happy to cut this way down for a letter.  I hate to send letters that are long and boring and I’m sorry to even make a speech that’s this long but there’s a lot of material here.  I’ll certainly reword it a little and pass it on to you all if you even want it but I think you get my drift.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   I think it does call for a response.



Ms. TAYLOR:   I don’t know who should do it but I do think the Assembly, which is totally the one attacked in the article, probably should respond and it really shouldn’t come from me.  I’m happy to draft it but you all should call on these people and talk to them.



Ms. STRIEBEL:   Mr. Speaker, if I may?



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Yes, Charlotte.



Ms. STRIEBEL:   Thank you, Julia, because I was extremely upset.  I mean I was extremely upset when the Roundtable and the Chamber of Commerce came before the Charter Review.  I zipped my mouth shut and I didn’t respond but what was in the newspaper is exactly what the Roundtable and the Chamber of Commerce said.  It isn’t something that the Editorial Board made up.  So when you’re taking somebody to task, I think that it should be the Roundtable and the Chamber of Commerce.



Ms. TAYLOR:   Now I have one question to the group here.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Go right ahead.



Ms. TAYLOR:   I know how Sheila Lyons feels because I’m quite clear from reading the minutes and I’ve talked to her in the past.  I’ve got a sense for Greg.  And I know that Paul Niedzwiecki has strong views and I have a lot of respect for his views.  As I said, I’m willing to make some radical changes but I would need a lot more.



But my question is I have my strong doubts that the Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce has polled – educated and then polled its membership.  I can’t believe that, and I don’t think that would be the case for the Cape Cod Business Roundtable either.  So I’m wondering whether their spokespeople must have gotten some of these ideas from Greg and Sheila – fine – and I don’t object to that in the least.  Has anyone else spoken, or been asked for any information from either of these groups?



Speaker BERGSTROM:   The only thing that I can say is that we’ve discussed this here before – and I’ll pass this on to Tom because I wasn’t at this meeting, and also Greg – but they went before the Selectmen & Councilors’ Association, the Chair did, and the same discussion went on.  I don’t know where it came from.  I know a few people were aggressively trying to influence the Charter Commission to go in a certain direction and their comments were very similar to what we’ve heard from the two business organizations.



Is that right, Tom?  Were you there for that Selectmen & Councilors’ meeting?



Deputy Speaker KEYES:   There was definitely a lively discussion.  It certainly, in my opinion, did not conform with what was written here in the Cape Cod Times.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   No?



Deputy Speaker KEYES:   The discussion was more about, I think, better ways – or actually a lot of it came down to they wanted to have a lesser role of County government with oversight over the towns.  If you look at what’s happening here, if you read this – what I take from it, and this is my third year here and six years as a Selectman, you take a look at this and what it’s saying is the government wants to do more; the government wants the ability to tax, and the government wants the legislative body out of the way.  How does that benefit anyone?  Because we are the legislative body.  If you look at a town, town meeting is the legislative body.  The Board of Selectmen wants to do all kinds of great things with taxes and all, but they have to go before the people.  We in this case, legislatively, we are the people.  So what I’m saying is we get the people out of the way then the government can do all of these great things.  Who thinks that’s a great idea?



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Why don’t we find out from the Chairman.  Fred, do you have something quick here because I’m trying to get a response from the committee.



Mr. SCHILPP:   Thank you, Mr. Speaker.



I think what’s going on, Tom, is that the Chamber of Commerce and the Business Roundtable would like to take the people out of the mix so that then they can control the small group of Commissioners.



Mr. MILNE:   I’m just going to shut my mouth on that one.



(Laughter)



Mr. SCHILPP:   I was also following the minutes and I saw that there was this notation in one of the weeks about the Chamber of Commerce and the Business Roundtable and their recommendations but that was not in the minutes themselves so I sent a note to Diane and Diane sent me their recommendations and then I wrote a piece and then I got the next week’s minutes and I saw Charlotte’s response which I thought was very, very appropriate.  So I said to Greg today – I put my letter on the side – but I didn’t see this Editorial in the Cape Cod Times.



It’s so interesting to me that first, it’s based on the premise that this County government doesn’t work in terms of the Business Roundtable and the Chamber of Commerce.  The second thing is that the idea that there are 15 towns all with their own small parochial governments and we, the County government, are the only regional body who supplies regional services and I think, at least in my six years here, I’ve been very impressed almost all of the time with the level of services that we provide and the people that we employ here are always amazing to me.



If we’re going to look at how to simplify and make government more efficient on Cape Cod, it would seem to me that you would remove the 15 towns and have a regional government – have the government of Cape Cod.  Maybe there would be some representatives along the way of various regions, but the towns are the least efficient aspect of Cape Cod.  I’m sure that the Chamber of Commerce and the Business Roundtable, which in my note I started off with the idea that they represent a very small sliver of the population of Cape Cod, they represent a very small sliver of the business community of Cape Cod and the business community is one aspect of life on Cape Cod.



I’m always amused by we have to have economic development, more economic development; it’s all about economic development and jobs.  In fact, what we really need is community development, supporting parents, supporting education and the future of Cape Cod through the young people here; that’s the most important aspect.  There is no business or very, very few businesses whose mission statement is to provide really good-paying jobs, as many good-paying jobs as we possibly can.  There is the usual business mission where their usual agenda is to try to cut jobs down to their absolute minimum, to pay the minimum amount of money possible and to stop paying benefits to people, to farm out as much as they possibly can to other counties who don’t pay benefits to people.  So taking advice from the Chamber of Commerce and the Business Roundtable as to how to make things more efficient seems to me to be looking at what their motivations are, which is how can we make more money, than looking at what the people of the County actually do need.



Also, there was a piece in the Boston Globe about three weeks ago about the National Chamber of Commerce and what they want to do in the coming months before the election in November 2010, which is to double or triple their support of groups which will defeat Democrats.  This is their goal.  In the last election, they put more money into defeat of Democrats in 2008 than the Republican National Committee and the Democrat National Committee combined.  So here we have this almost Republican PAC and they’re having a seat at the table discussing how our County should work to make the County more efficient for our citizens and I think they should not have a seat at the table.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Of course I agree with everything you said, Fred, but let’s try to bring this back to the matter at hand.  We don’t want to get too far down this road.



Mr. SCHILPP:   I’m going to withhold my further remarks.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Yes, Leo, with the Republican response.



(Laughter)



Mr. CAKOUNES:   I’ll have to jump all over that because of the last statement that you made.  These people have a seat at the table.  I’m on this subcommittee and I will tell you that when we started it, and we started debate and then we came in front of this board to ask for more time, it was because we were looking for input from people who live here on the Cape and were affected by County government.  We didn’t say that we only wanted to hear from the ones that we agree with.  We didn’t say that we only wanted to hear from the ones who are Democrats or from Republicans.  They do not have a seat at the table.  They have a seat in the room as many organizations will be invited to come in the future and many individuals will come in the future.



I look at this Editorial – first of all I want to say thank you for your comments because I would have loved to have said a lot of that stuff at the meeting when they were there but I didn’t think that it was appropriate.  I’m involved in the subcommittee meeting – holding public hearings and things – where we’re taking testimony from people and we want to encourage more of this.



I’m hoping that people watching on TV that are seeing this and maybe believing some of this stuff – you know what?  Come to the meetings and put in your two cents.  This is your government.  Hopefully the process will work its way through and work its way out.  The subcommittee I’m sure is planning on coming forward with some recommendation.  So I’m not closing the door to anyone showing up and saying whether they want to do away with it, do away with towns, or do away with County government or just change little things.  I welcome that because that’s the process that we’re in.



Now as far as responding to the letter, I have kind of a problem with that.  Again, it’s a private group putting in an opinion in the newspaper of what they believe.



Ms. TAYLOR:   No.  It was an Editorial.



Mr. CAKOUNES:   If there are things in there that aren’t factual, then maybe we should respond to those.  But if it’s their opinion, or it’s the editor’s or newspaper’s opinion, they have a right to do that and I think we should be encouraging getting people’s opinions.  The factual stuff I do have a problem with, like you mentioned about the taxation and stuff like that, but do we really want to get into a debate, as it were, open now through publication?



Ms. TAYLOR:   What I had written down, which would be if I ever were going to write a letter, it really was, here are the questions that are very unanswered and where I think you may be on the wrong track.  You heard my opinions but the problem is what they’re suggesting about a Selectmen-based County Finance Board.  They need to learn a little bit more about it.  They don’t seem to understand, from my reading of the Editorial, the one man, one vote and why we couldn’t have a Lower Cape Commissioner.  They never talked about what powers they had in mind.  So that was my question.  Anything that we would write would, of course, be a lot more temperate than what I said but it would bring up the fact that they really don’t seem to have a background in this area and are misinformed about a few very important points.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Why don’t I let Fred get in here and then I’ll take some questions.



Mr. GAECHTER:   Thank you.



Leo stole a lot of my thunder as to what I was going to say because I agree with what he said, but I would like to address the letter first.  We were aghast when we read the Editorial as well so I don’t want to say that that’s not the case.  But we decided that it was not our place to respond to that because our job is to solicit input and if we start attacking those who are inputting us, even through the guise of an Editorial comment from a paper that’s pro their opinion as well, we would defeat our own purpose.  So if anybody else wants to take up that sword, that’s fine.  But the subcommittee feels that it does not want to do that and that it’s inappropriate for us to do so.



Regarding your comments, I’ve taken copious notes and you and I spoke after the last meeting about a lot of these points so I had heard some of that already.  But the one thing that I really want to impress on everybody – and this has been some of the best input that we’ve had and I really appreciate it on behalf of the committee and myself as well – I came on this committee wondering what the direction would be vis-à-vis a lot of these particular topics, and I came on as a Selectman.  Ron and I are the only two Selectmen that are on this committee.  And I will say that I’ve been impressed by the lack of bias on any one of these issues.  So I want to reinforce the impartiality of the members of this committee that we don’t have a bias.  We don’t have a mantra.  We’re not after anything other than input from anybody and then to make a reasoned recommendation to you for your consideration.



Even as a Selectman – and I know there are a lot of disparaging comments about Selectmen not knowing the value of the County – and I will tell you that now that I have Fred Gaechter’s hat “Truro Selectman” on my head, every time the County – including Paul or Bill – have come in front of us to talk about the value of the County and the accomplishments they have given to our towns, there has always been a very positive response from the Town of Truro and I think that that will always be the case because we do recognize the value.



So, again, even as a Selectman on this board, I’m not here to tear down County government.  I have come into this committee with no presumed positions about the Assembly or any other aspect of the administration.  We have an open mind.  We want to hear from you.  We want to hear from the Business Roundtable.  We want to hear from the Chamber of Commerce.  We want to hear from the APCC.  We want to hear from anybody who is willing to come in and we won’t disparage their comments.  We want to hear them.  We may not take them to heart eventually, but we do want to hear them.



So in closing I really do want to say that I am impressed with all of the members of our committee that there is no bias.



To one of your points – and the only one that I want to address specifically – we were very close to coming in with a recommendation on the nonpartisan elections of the County Commissioners and I think we were pretty much in agreement – probably not unanimity – that we wanted to do away with that.  However, we felt at the last minute – we had a draft recommendation and everything – that we didn’t have enough input from the stakeholders, all the stakeholders whoever they are, and we backed off because we think some of the major issues – and that’s one of them, just as big as some of the other issues are – that we did not have enough input and we wanted to receive more.  So you will see something on that but I’m not going to presuppose what it’s going to be.



But we are considering all of the items that you’ve talked about and I hope we’re discussing them as intelligently as you have presented them to us, at least from the thought process.



Ms. TAYLOR:   I hope that I wasn’t giving the impression that I was critical of the charter.  I was criticizing that Editorial.



Mr. GAECHTER:   Absolutely.  I understand.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   You would think as Speaker of the Assembly I would defend you guys to the death, but actually, in playing the devil’s advocate, I went along and I asked the same questions that you asked.  Would it be more efficient to have just five Commissioners?  Well of course it would be more efficient.  Centralized government is always more efficient but then you would lose, as the Deputy Speaker said, you would lose the attachment back to the people.



As a matter of fact, if I had to say there was one issue that really hung out there and kept us from moving forward, it is that issue that we discussed and we went back and forth, back and forth, to the County Counsel – Regional Government Counsel I guess he would be now – and so finally I think the Assembly came down on the side of the fact that the Assembly was not going to vote itself out of business and I knew that the previous incarnation was a failure of having the Selectmen who didn’t show up.



Also the Assembly is the legislative branch of County government or Regional government and in almost every form of government you have an executive branch and then you have a check with the legislative branch and if you don’t have the Assembly, what do you have?  So that was another issue.



Also as Commissioner Doherty – and he’s not here – but he had the discussion with Commissioner Flynn that the Assembly of Delegates is mentioned in a lot of other legislation.  It’s mentioned in the legislation setting up the Cape Cod Commission as the body that rules on Ordinances, so if you were to change the makeup of the Assembly you would have to go back and change the Commission laws.  So there are a lot of issues.



We looked at that and I know that Greg had a lot to say.  So why don’t I recognize Greg because I know that he’s been suspiciously quiet.



Mr. GAECHTER:   It’s my foot on top of his.



(Laughter)



Mr. MILNE:   I certainly, first off, want to thank all of you for your input but in particularly, Julia Taylor, who I’ve met with many years back and have gotten to know and you obviously gave a tremendous amount of testimony here, and thank you for reading the minutes.  I hope you don’t feel you know too much about where my thought process is just on those minutes.  Your Clerk, Diane, does a fabulous job on the minutes.



Ms. THOMPSON:   Jennie does.



Mr. MILNE:   Jennie, excuse me.



I think the one silver lining may be to some regarding this article – I was quite upset about the Editorial.  I think one of the problems with the Editorial Board is that many of them don’t live on Cape Cod.  I think that’s part of the issue here.  You’ve got people that run the daily paper that don’t live here.  But aside from that, I think the silver lining is that if this does generate some controversy, in a sense there is something good that can come out of some controversy no matter how one might see the issue.  We are pretty much, I think, unanimous in the fact that there is a lack of engagement by the overall population – the 237,000 people that live here year-round.  There is not a whole lot of engagement or knowledge about who are the Assembly people; what is the Assembly; what are the County Commissioners?  Having run for County Commissioner twice I can certainly attest to the fact that you run into this constantly and I think that is a unified frustration by all on the committee from whatever walk of life they come to the committee.  We would like to see that change because I think there is a unified passion on this committee for the fact that a regional entity is paramount to making Cape Cod the place we all love.



I think there is a real unified feeling towards that and I think that in some of what was put towards us by the APCC and the Business Roundtable and the Chamber, there are a few pieces there that do have good – some of the seeds of some of their thoughts are wanting to see the wastewater problem solved; wanting to see some of these huge – that one in particular – huge issues tackled.  How they recommend structuring order as a vehicle to get there I too find very problematic, and I think it’s partly because there isn’t a lot of engagement as to what’s going on here now.



So my feeling, and I think the committee, we were passion about the importance of this entity and what it can do to make Cape Cod the best place that Cape Cod can be and I think, as Leo said very well, we invite some controversy.  If there is a little bit of mixing it up, that will, I think, generate more interest and get more people to come and have a conversation because how often have many of us gone to meetings all over Cape Cod and on various subjects and you see the lack of participation, the lack of turnout?  We’re going to need to have the voters engage us more on whatever comes to the ballot.  Whether it’s these very straightforward recommendations for 2010, or on a future ballot, say in 2012, we have to have the voters engage with us.  And if a little controversy helps us do that, then I think that it’s a good thing.



So thank you very much for your help.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   I would like to say that one of the issues that the Roundtable had was after the committee was appointed they sent us a quick letter saying that they wanted to be part of the process determining the makeup of the committee.  If you will remember, the committee was set up by Ordinance.  The Ordinance had already been passed and we might have tweaked it.  I might have tweaked it a little bit but not too much.



So it was limited.  I had limited discretion.  In other words, I had only certain people apply and they had to be from certain areas.  We didn’t get, for instance, an appointed member from the Upper Cape.  Currently there’s a vacancy.  Unfortunately one member has not been able to attend and also unfortunately it’s an at-large appointment.  It’s conceivable that I could find someone from the business community.  I’m going to say someone like Carey Murphy, who is a reasonable guy.  He won’t do it but I’ll ask him anyway.



Mr. MILNE:   He’s president of the Selectmen & Councilors’ Association.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   I can bring them in to the table to do that, but that’s the only outreach that I can make.  So maybe that would help cool their heels a little bit.  I don’t know if Commissioner Lyons is going to continue with it.  She’s been very busy, but that’s up to the Commissioners who they send us.



George?



Mr. BRYANT:   The Cape Cod Chamber of Commerce at the present time really doesn’t represent the Outer Cape as it is known as.  I call it the Lower Cape.  In the days of Norman Cooke, and people after that, it did.  It was a very active participation of businesses.  It was a business organization of the Lower Cape.  But it has all changed.



I had a shocking experience.  About five years ago, I went to the room where they have all of the brochures near the Burger King and asked them if they had something in Spanish because a friend of mine wanted to show something to her relatives to make them feel good in Spanish about the Cape.  And the dowager behind the counter looked at me and said, “No,” like that.  I got the impression that she didn’t want anybody on the Cape speaking Spanish.  But there are hundreds of thousands of them around Boston and they love to fish.  And she walked away.  I’ve gone back there several times since and there’s a man who grew up on Wall Street who volunteers who works there, but at the time they still didn’t have anything in Spanish but they did mention at one point that they had something in Japanese.



(Laughter)



I’m sure that they try hard but they’re working for their own people and it is human nature that they’re not going to worry about other people.  So it really is not a representative organization for the Cape.



I want to mention, going back to item number 5 the County Administrator, I had thought for a long time that since the County budget is a lot greater than it was after we no longer ran the County hospital at Pocasset, it’s time to start thinking that we need a County Administrator and a County Treasurer as separate people.  Even the smallest towns on the Cape have a business agent of some sort, an Administrator or Town Manager, and a separate Treasurer, and our budget is higher than a few of the smaller towns on the Cape.



Now as for location where the Administrator should be required to live, I just want to bring out the Hurricane Bob incident.  It’s 19 years ago now, but the County complex was open the next day and most of the towns were shut down for at least two or three days.  I know Provincetown was and most of the others were.



So when push comes to shove, of course they’re concerned about the courts and the function of the courts.  We were open here and we were functioning.  In fact, I was up here for a different reason the day afterwards and I was very impressed with that and I think we should be concerned about that.  One bad incident – remember Hurricane Bob happened during the business day – I think it was a Monday but I’m not sure – but they were here and working.  On the other hand, I saw one of the County Administrators – driving one day on my way to Boston when my son was going to school up there – and he was driving like the hammers of hell out of the action, and I confirmed it was him.  My arch reaction was when I came back to the next Selectmen’s meeting was to ask one of the Commissioners if we had executive insurance because most businesses of this size – and it is a business – do we have a provision for hiring someone in case of injury or death.  And I was told that we don’t have executive insurance and that disturbed me.  So there are lots of things to think about when you’re considering the requirements of living in Barnstable County.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Thank you for your recommendations.  I guess an Ordinance is next.  I’ll defer to our parliamentarian.



Ms. THOMPSON:   An Ordinance would be drafted for any recommendations that the Government Regulations Committee is going to make to this body.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Then we have a deadline about the 1st of June – it has to go to the ballot – to get this to the Secretary of the Commonwealth and so on.  So we have some time to go before the full Assembly and make everybody aware of the dates on times on that.



Mr. GAECHTER:   Would you pass on to the committee obviously myself or any of our members as contacts if they have any questions of clarifications or if they would like us to come in front of them we’d be glad to do that.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Fred?



Mr. SCHILPP:   There will be a public meeting.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Okay.  Thank you very much and we’ll see you again.  That’s all you get is just a thanks for this.



Mr. GAECHTER:   I saw some envelopes being passed around.



(Laughter)



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Salary is not a charter issue.



(Laughter)

Communications from Public Officials/Members of the Public



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Okay.  We’re still in session here.



Do we have any Communications from Public Officials?



Hearing none, do we have any Communications from Members of the Public?

Assembly Convenes



Speaker BERGSTROM:  Hearing none, we will now convene the Assembly and we’ll begin with Reports from Committees.

Standing Committee on Economic Affairs



Speaker BERGSTROM:  We have a report from the Economic Affairs Committee.



Ms. STRIEBEL:   Thank you, Mr. Speaker.



I just want to let the members of the Assembly know that as the Chairman of Economic Affairs Committee I am on the Economic Development Council and attend their monthly meetings.  The last meeting was April 1st and it was probably one of the most interesting meetings that I have had the pleasure of attending.



A presentation was made by Leslie Richardson, who is the Cape Cod Commission Economic Development Officer, and Ryan Ellison who is the Data Center Research Analyst.  What the presentation was about was their new home page on their website, which is the StatsCapeCod website and partnership.  This is something that they are in the process of developing but will probably be one of the most helpful tools that I think the Cape Cod Commission has ever come up with.  They’re still working on it but it is up and running and on it are maps of all of the towns.  They have the town-level census, which had I known was there would have saved me a lot of trouble for information that I gathered for our committee.  There is a link to employment by industry and there’s a research link.  There are benchmarks and there is income data, and there is what they call an innovation chart which is measuring innovations to cities.  It is just in its infancy but what they’re going to do with it is really something and I would recommend that all of you go to their home page and look at www.statscapecod.org and what is in there.  It’s based on something that the State of Indiana built and they gave them their software to build this on.  That is one thing that I wanted to mention to you.



The other thing that I wanted to mention – and  I’m sure that you have seen it in the paper – that the Cape Light Compact has the great appliance exchange.  The members of the Finance Committee received a notification from Mark Zielinski stating that the Cape Light Compact is going to administer this.  It’s a $6,203,980 grant that the Cape Light Compact is administering for the entire State of Massachusetts.  It’s open to anybody if you’re looking for a new dishwasher, washing machine, dryer, refrigerator or freezer.  Those are the five items.  You can go to the website, which is www.masssave.com/gax and this will give you a complete list of all of the appliances that are covered under this rebate.  You can go look and pick out your appliance.  It has to be on that list that you can get from the website.  It has to be an appliance listed on that website.



Then on April 22nd at 10:00 a.m., you can go to that same website www.masssave.com/gax and you can apply for a reservation number and a rebate form which you will fill out online.  All they’re asking for is your name, your address or where the appliance will be delivered.  It has to be bought in state.  It can’t be bought out of state.  It has to be bought in Massachusetts.  You get a reservation number and a rebate form that you fill out, and you should also have a copy of an electric bill so that you can give them your account number.



The rebates are $175 for clothes washers, $250 rebate for dishwashers, $200 for refrigerators and $50 for freezers.  That’s the energy-saving rebates on this.  Then the Cape Light Compact is also giving an additional rebate.



It’s a wonderful program.  I’ve forgotten how many millions of dollars they had in New York State but in less than 24 hours they were completely out of money.  It’s good for as long as the money lasts and it’s the entire state.  So if you’re thinking of doing this, I would suggest you make a telephone call and you can get that telephone number from that website.  But my recommendation is that you go online and fill out the rebate form because there will be a waiting time on the telephone. But the entire cost is $6,203,980, which is available statewide for these rebates.



So I just thought I would tell you about it in case you need any one of those appliances.  It’s a very good deal and hope that you’ll get onboard.  It’s April 22nd at 10:00 a.m.  That’s when you can begin your telephone call or go online to this www.masssave.com/gax.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Thank you.



Do we have any other Committee Reports?



Yes, Chairman of the Finance Committee.

Standing Committee on Finance



Mr. OHMAN:   Thank you, Mr. Speaker.



The Finance Committee held a hearing today going over the budget process for the Regional Development Office, the County Commissioners, the Finance, the Shared Costs and the Debt, and the IT and the Assembly of Delegates.  We vetted everything.  I can go on but everyone else has so I’m going to be brief.



(Laughter)



The RDO, the Research Development Office, Darlene Johnson Morris let us know – I just think that this is one of the reasons that the gentleman in the audience might want to know that the County government is working as it stands – has returned to the County over $220,000 to date in fiscal ’10 in grant money and they have many others pending that may well be adding to that.  So that’s just a great return on investment.  Plus, they have a phenomenal record of service with the 26 members of the AmeriCorps kids.  There are 6 additional members for HAC in Barnstable and 2 Vista volunteers that they have, for a total of 34 volunteers, that returned over $220,000 to the County.  So they’re just doing a tremendous job on a very small stipend.



We then took all four of these budget items in fairly decent order and came up with no deletions and no additions to them.  We recommended 4 to 0 to pass onto the Assembly all of those budget items.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Thank you.



Are there any other Committee Reports?



George?

Standing Committee on Health and Human Services



Mr. BRYANT:   The Advisory Council on Human Services met on March 25th at the Transportation Building in Hyannis.  There were two presentations; one about suicide in the 18-24 year-old age group.  This is a particularly vulnerable group.  These are people that have graduated from high school and often find themselves at odds as to what they’re going to do next.  The other was a presentation on oral health among the people who can least afford it for treatment by a knowledgeable man.  The statistic that he gave was that if all of the problems of people in that group were solved, it would take every dentist on the Cape at least two years working full-time to deal with the problems that they otherwise cannot afford to take care of.  So it’s a very serious problem and obviously growing on the Cape.



Thank you.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Thank you, George.



Do we have a Report from the Clerk?

Report from the Clerk



Ms. THOMPSON:   Just briefly.  April 14th, next Wednesday, Public Services – 



Mr. SCHILPP:   There was one more meeting today?



Ms. THOMPSON:   A written report will be forthcoming.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   A written report will be mailed out.  I’m sorry about that.

Ocean Management DCPC Report



Ms. THOMPSON:   Regarding the report on the public hearing that was held today, I will put that together and mail it out.  I will get a copy of the slide presentation so that I can attach that to the report.  But there is a lot of information that was presented that was not in the slide presentation and hopefully I captured everything but you will be receiving that next week.  As the Speaker noted, that will be put on the calendar in two weeks for a vote by this group.

Budget Review Committee Meetings/Charter Review Meeting



Ms. THOMPSON:  Next week the Budget Review Committee meetings will continue – April 14th.  Public Services begins meeting at 1:00 o’clock.  The next Charter Review Committee meeting is that same day at 4:00 p.m.  So the month of April – actually every Wednesday there are budget committee meetings, with the Finance Committee meeting with Chairs on April 28th at 1:30 p.m.  Typically what I do for the Committee Chairs is that I put together your recommendations regarding your review in the budgets so that will take place for the committees that have completed their work.  I’ll be sending that out to you pretty soon.
State Ethics



Ms. THOMPSON:  The last thing is I just wanted to let you know that the Ethics Commission did receive all of your information.


Thank you.

Other Business



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Okay.  Under Other Business, Ken is back with us.  He’s got the tan going for him.



Mr. MUNN:   I had to come back to get warm.



(Laughter)

Assembly Website



Ms. THOMPSON:   There is one more quick thing.  The Assembly website is back and completely up and running.  The new County website looks great – I don’t know if any of you have had a chance to look at it – the Assembly web pages have been edited.  All of the committees are up to date.  Your meeting dates should be up to date.  So if you have any questions and you can’t find your e-mails, just go to the County website.



In addition to that, we’ve got a Charter Review Committee website that is also up and running and we will be posting the meeting dates for that so it will be kept up to date.  There is a “news” section – that’s what we’re calling it – on the website so that as things are developing and as the Charter Review Committee meets with people or begins looking for additional feedback, the information will be there.   That is another mechanism available. In addition to what we send to you from the office, you’ll be able to keep apprised of  what the Charter Review Committee is doing as well from the website.



Actually the Charter Review Committee website allows feedback so at some point if the Charter Review Committee is looking for feedback from people out in the County – which is why this particular website has been set up this way – it currently has the ability where somebody can send the website a message and I believe it comes to my e-mail address and I can respond to it.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Is there any Other Business?



Fred?



Mr. SCHILPP:   Thank you, Mr. Speaker.



Diane, there is also a meeting of the Natural Resources Committee on the 21st at 3:00 o’clock.



Ms. THOMPSON:   That’s correct.  April 21st Public Services again, Economic Affairs at 2:15 and Natural Resources at 3:00.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   Is there any Other Business to be brought before the Assembly?



Do I hear a motion?



Deputy Speaker KEYES:   Mr. Speaker, move to adjourn.



Ms. STRIEBEL:   Second.



Speaker BERGSTROM:   It’s been moved and seconded.  All those in favor say “aye.”  Opposed?  

Whereupon, it was moved, seconded and voted to adjourn the Assembly of Delegates meeting at 6:00 p.m.

                                                    

Respectfully submitted by:







   




Diane C. Thompson, Clerk
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