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3/23/20 
On 3 / 23 / 20. Transfer to Business and Consumer Court: By Agreement of parties, per Procedural Order 
of this date. 

On 3/23/20. Notice of Acceptance, Counsel Information Sheet and E-mail guidelines sent to counsel on 
this date. 

Rec'd 3 I 23 / 20. Unopposed Motion to Intervene of Mainers for Local Power with proposed order. 
Motion dated 3/18 I 20, received by Kennebec County Superior Court on 3 / 23 / 20. J. Murphy granted in 
procedural order of this date.) 

3/24/20 

Rec'd 3 / 20 / 20. Petitioner's Motion for Additional Evidence with Exhibits 1-4, and proposed order 
electronically filed. 

Rec'd 3 / 20 I 20. Intervenor Mainers for Local Power's Motion to Quash Subpoenas and Request for 
Expedited Consideration with attachments and proposed order electronically filed. 

Rec'd 3 / 21/20. Respondent's Memorandum in Response to Petitioner's Motion to Take Additional 
Evidence and Discovery electronically filed. 

Rec'd 3 I 21/20. Intervenor Mainers for Local Power's Opposition to Petitioner's Motion for Additional 
Evidence with proposed order electronically filed. 

Rec'd 3/22/20. Motion to Intervene of Industrial Energy Consumer Group filed electronically. 

Rec'd 3 / 22/ 20. Petitioner;s Reply Memorandum in Support of Motion for Additional Evidence 
electronically filed. 
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Rec'd 3/24/20. Motion to Intervene of NextEra Energy Resources with proposed order filed. 
(Electronically received by the court 3 / 20 / 20) 

On 3/23/20. Order issued, Murphy,J. 
Order on Petitioner's Motion to Take Additional Evidence. The Court remands this matter to the 
Secretary to take additional evidence. The Court denies Reed's motion to engage in discovery pursuant 
to Rule 80c(j), and to take additional evidence in the Superior Court. The Secretary shall have a deadline 
of Wednesday, April 1, 2020 to issue its Determination. The clerk is instructed to incorporate this order 
into the docket by reference. M. R.Civ.p.79(a). Parties noticed 3/24/20 

On 3 / 23 / 20. Order issued, Murphy, J. 
This matter having come before the Court on NextEra Energy Resources, LLC's ("NextEra") Motion to 
Intervene, and the Court having determined that (1) NextEra has claimed an interest in the petition that 
is the subject matter of this action, and (2) NextEra' s interest is not adequately represented by existing 
parties, the Motion is hereby GRANTED over objection. Parties noticed 3 / 24 / 20 

3/25/20. 
On 3 / 25 / 20 Order issued, Murphy, J. 
Hearing/Conference Record. From the date the Secretary of State issues his new Determination the 
briefing schedule shall be as follows: 1) Any Party appealing the new Determination, along with any 
Intervenor who joins in that challenge, has three days to file any Brief. 2) Any Party or Inervenor wishing 
to oppose the challenging parties'/ intervenor(s)' position then has three days to file their Opposition. 3) 
the Appellants/Intervenors then have two days to file any Reply. Parties noticed 3 I 25 / 20 

On 3/25/20 Order issued, Murphy, J. 
Order on Motion to Intervene by Industrial Energy Consumer Group. It is hereby ORDERED that 
IECG' s motion is GRANTED. The Court has been informed that Petitioner and Respondent have no 
objection and that Intervenor NextEra takes no position on IECG's motion. The Court finds that IECG 
has met the standard for intervention under 21-AM.R.S 905(2) because it has timely filed a motion, 
shown that it has significant interests in the subject matter of the petition, and its interests are not 
adequately represented by existing parties. Parties noticed 3 / 25 / 20 

3/27/20 
Rec'd 3 / 26 / 20. Petitioner's Motion for Relief from Emergency Order with proposed order filed. 

4/3/20 
Rec'd 3 / 30 / 20. Motion for Leave to Intervene of Maine State Chamber of Commerce and proposed 
Order. 

Rec'd 4/1/20. Signed copy of the Amended Determination of the Validity of a Petition for Initiated 
Legislation field by AAG Gardner. 

Rec'd 4/1/20. Request for telephonic conference from N. Riech!, Esq. to discuss filing of second motion 
to take additional evidence. 

On 4/1/20. Telephonic conference held, Murphy, J. 

Rec'd 4/1 /20. Entry of Appearance of Phyllis Gardiner, AAG obo Matthew Dunlap, Secretary of State 
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filed. (Rec'd in KEN SC 3 / 23 / 20) 

Rec'd 4/2/20. Petitioner's Second Motion to Take Additional Evidence with Exhibits A-C. Proposed 
order filed 

Rec'd 4/ 2/ 20. Intervenor IECG' s Memorandum in Support of Motion to Supplement the Record filed. 

Rec'd 4/2/20. Intervenor Mainers for Local Power's Opposition to Petitioner's Second Motion for 
Additional Evidence filed. 

Rec'd 4 / 3 / 20. Intervenor NextEra Energy Resources, LLC' s Opposition to Motion for Additional 
Evidence filed. 

Rec'd 4/3/20. Respondent's Opposition to Petitioner's Second Motion to Take Additional Evidence 
filed. 

Rec'd 4/3/20. Signed Certification of Agency Record with thumb drive containing filed. 

On 4/3/20 Order issued, Murphy, J. 
Order on Motion for Leave to Intervene of Maine State Chamber of Commerce. The Petition for Leave to 
Intervene of Maine State Chamber of Commerce is GRANTED. Pursuant to M.R.Civ.P.79(A), the clerk is 
hereby ordered to incorporate this order by reference in the docket. Parties noticed by email 4 I 3 I 20. 
(Signed order sent 4/9 /20) 

On 4/3/20 Order issued, Murphy, J. 
Order on Petitioner's Motion for Relief from Emergency Order is hereby GRANTED. Because of the 
statutory deadlines that apply to this proceeding, the Court finds that there are urgent and compelling 
reasons to permit hearings in this proceeding before May 1, 2020. Accordingly, as allowed by the 
Supreme Judicial Court's standing order dated March 18, 2020, hearings will be held as necessary to 
resolve this proceeding within the statuary deadlines. Parties noticed by email 4 / 3 / 20. (Signed order 
sent 4/9 /20) 

On 4/3/20 Order issued, Murphy, J. 
Order on Petitioner's Second Motion to Take Additional Evidence. Petitioner Delbert Reed's Second 
Motion to Take Additional Evidence is DENIED. The clerk is directed to incorporate this order into the 
docket by reference. M.R.Civ .P.79(a). Parties noticed 4/ 3 / 20. (Signed order sent 4/ 9 / 20) 

4/9/20 
Rec'd 4 / 4/ 20. Rule SOC Brief of Intervenor Industrial Energy Consumer Group filed. 

Rec'd 4/ 4/ 20. Maine State Chamber of Commerce's Memorandum in Support of Petitioner's Challenge 
to the Secretary of State's Amended Determination filed. 

Rec'd 4 / 4/ 20. Petitioner's Brief Requesting Reversal of the Secretary of State's Amended Determination 
with Exhibits A-P filed. 

Rec'd 4/6/20. Letter from Nolan Reichl, Esq. with attached Exhibit Q and letter regarding Footnote 2 on 
Petitioner's Brief filed. 
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Rec'd 4/7 /20. Intervenor Mainers for Local Power's Rule SOC Merits Brief in Support of Respondent 
Secretary's Validity Determination filed. 

Rec'd 4/ 7 I 20. Intervenor NextErae Energy Resources, LLC' s Brief in Support of Respondent's April 1, 
2020 Determination filed. 

Rec'd 4 / 7 / 20. Respondent's Rule SOC Brief filed. 

On 4/9 /20. Note: Signed versions of Orders issued 4/3/20 sent to parties on this date with complete list 
of contacts. 

4/10/20. 
ec'd 4/9 /20. Petitioner's Reply Brief in Further Support of Request for Reversal of the Secretary of 

State's Amended Determination filed. 

Rec'd 4 / 9 / 20. Maine State Chamber of Commerce's Reply Memorandum in Support of Petitioner's 
Challenge to the Secretary of State's Amended Determination filed. 

Rec'd 4/9 /20. Intervenor IECG's Reply Brief filed. 

Rec'd 4 / 9 / 20. Thumb drive containing Agency Record filed. (Court was unable to download previous 
record filed by OneDrive on 4/3/20) 

4/13/20 
On 4/13/20. Order issued, Murphy, J. 
Order on Appeal of Amended Determination by Secretary of State re Citizen Initiative (Rule SOC M.R.C. 
P.) The Secretary of State's Amended Determination dated April 1, 2020 is AFFIRMED. Parties noticed 
4/13/20. 

4/16/20. 

Rec'd 4/15/20. Petitioner Delbert A. Reed's Notice of Appeal to the Law Court filed. Delbert A. Reed 

appeals from the Secretary of State's determination concerning the validity of a petition for initiated 

legislation, dated March 4, 2020; the Secretary of State's amended determination concerning the validity 

of a petition for initiated legislation, dated April 1, 2020; the Superior Court's final order in this 

proceeding, dated April 13, 2020, and all prior Superior Court orders, including, without limitation, the 

Order on Petitioner's Motion to Take Additional Evidence dated March 23, 2020, and the Order on 

Petitioner's Second Motion to Take Additional Evidence Dated April 3, 2020 filed. Filing fee paid. 

Rec'd 4/15/20. Notice of Appeal by Intervenor Industrial Energy Consumer Group filed. Intervenor 

Industrial Energy Consumer Group appeals from the Secretary of State's detennination concerning the 

validity of a petition for initiated legislation (March 4, 2020); the Secretary of State's amended 

determination concerning the validity of a petition for initiated legislation (April 1, 2020); the Superior 

Court orders in connection with the Rule SOC appeal, including without limitation, the Order on 

Petitioner's Motion to Take Additional Evidence dated March 23, 2020, and the Order on Petitioner's 

Second Motion to Take Additional Evidence Dated April 3, 2020 filed. Filing fee paid. 
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Copies of notices of appeal sent to counsel of record on this date. (AAG: Phyliss Gardner, Attorneys: 

Joshua Tardy, Christopher Roach, Anthony Buxton, David Kallin, Gerald Petrucelli, and Nolan Reich!) 
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Date Flied: 03/13/2020 

Aclion:SOC 

Delbert A Reed 

Plaintiff's Attorney 

Jared S DesRosiers, Esq, 
Nolan L Relchl,Esq. 
Newell A Augur, Esq. 
Pierce Atwood LLP 
Merrill's Wharf, 
254 Commercial St 
Portland, ME 04101 

Joshua A Tardy Esq. 
Joshua A Randlett, Esq. 
Rudman Winchell · 

The Graham Building, 84 Harlow St 
PO Box 1401 
Bangor, ME 04402 

Date of Entry 

Kenoebec 

County 

vs 

Docket No. AP-20-14 

J Murphy 

Matthew Dunlap 

Defendant's Attorney 

Phyllis Gardiner, MG 
6 State House Station 
Augusta, ME 04333 

03/13/20 

03/23/20 

Petition 
,
for Review of Final Agency Action, filed. s/DeRosiers, Esq. 

Procedural Order, Murphy, J. 

03/23/20 

03/23/20 

1. Transfer to Business and Consumer Court: By agreement of the parties, this matter 
shall be transferred to the Business and Consumer Docket on March 23, 2020. 
2. Filings: Because the Capital Judicial Center was closed at the time of this conference 
the Court ordered that any filings be made in this matter prior to the case being formally 
accepted In the Business and Consumer Court, would be accepted by the Court 
electronically 
3. Motion to Intervene: Mainers for Local Power moved to Intervene In this matter. The 
motion is granted without objection 
4. Motion to Take Additional Evidence: Petitioners must file their motion to take additional 
evidence by 5 p.m., March 20, 2020. Respondents and lntervenors must file any 
opposition to Petitioner's motion by 5 p.m., March 21, 2020. The Court will render a 
a decision In the motion by close of business March 23, 2020 and will, If necessary, 
notify counsel of record via email. 
Copy of order to parties/counsel via e-mail 

Case closed per Procedural Order of 3/23/20 ordering case to be transferred to the 
Business and Consumer Docl<et 

Case permanently transferred 
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STATE OF MAINE 
CUMBERLAND, ss. 

DELBERT A. REED, 

V. 

Petitioner 

MATTHEW DUNLAP, in his capacity of 
Secretary of State for the State of Maine, 

Respondent 

and 

MAINERS FOR LOCAL POWER PAC, 
NextEra ENERGY RESOURCES, LLC, 
INDUSTRIAL ENERGY CONSUMER 
GROUP, and MAINE STATE CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE 

Intervenors 

) 
) 
) 
) 

BUSINESS & CONSUMER DOCKET 
DOCKET NO. BCD-AP-20-02 

) ORDER ON APPEAL OF AMENDED 
) DETERMINATION BY SECRETARY 
) OF STATE re CITIZEN INITIATIVE 
) (Rule SOC M.R.C.P.) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Before the Court is Delbert Reed's ("Mr, Reed's") Petition for review of final agency 

action pursuant to Rule SOC of the Maine Rules of Civil Procedure. Mr. Reed petitions the Court 

to reverse Respondent Secretary of State's Amended Determination of the validity of petitions 

supporting the Citizen Initiative entitled "Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy 

Connect Transmission Project" ("the Petition"). Mr, Reed asserts the Secretary: 1) erred as a matter 

of law or otherwise abused his discretion when he validated petition signatures on petition forms 

notarized by specific notaries; 2) ab\lsed his discretion when he declined to conduct further 

investigations into Mr. Reed's allegations of fraud; 3) erred as a matter of law or otherwise abused 

1 
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his discretion when he determined he lacked authority to conduct evidentiary hearings after 

remand; and 4) abused his discretion when he failed to invalidate additional signatures after 

remand for other reasons. 

At the outset, the Court would note what issues are not before the Court. First, the parties 

strenuously disagree as to whether the people of Maine pursuant to the Maine Constitution have 

the right through this Citizen's Initiative to reject this project, but they do agree that issue would 

not be ripe unless the measure is placed on the ballot and approved by Maine voters. Second, the 

Court is not asked here, nor could it be, to decide if the Initiative is good policy. And finally, the 

Court would note that federal law has very little to do with the task before the Court, which is to 

decide whether the Maine Constitution, Maine statutes and Supreme Judicial Court precedent 

requires that this measure go to the voters of Maine in November of 2020. 

Petitioner is represented by Attorneys Nolan Reich!, Jared DesRosiers, Newell Augur, 

Joshua Tardy, and Joshua Randlett. Respondent Secretary of State is represented by Attorney 

Aaron Frey and Assistant Attorney General Phyllis Gardiner. Intervenor Mainers for Local Power 

(MLP) is represented by Attorneys David Kallin, Adam Cote and Amy Olfene. lntervenor NextEra 

Energy Resources, LLC (NER) is represented by Attorney Christopher Roach. Intervenor 

Industrial Energy Consumer Group (!ECG) is represented by Attorneys Anthony Buxton, 

Sigmund Schutz, and Robert Borowski. Intervenor Maine State Chamber of Commerce (MSCC) 

is represented by Attorney Gerald Petruccelli. 

lntervenors MLP and NER support the Secretary of State's Amended Determination issued 

on April I, 2020. lntervenors !ECG and MSCC support Mr. Reed's appeal. 

2 
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BACKGROUND 

On February 3, 2020, a total of 15,875 petition forms containing 82,449 signatures in 

support of the Citizen Initiative were filed with the Secretary. Upon receiving the written petition, 

the Secretary was required by statute to issue a Determination of the Petition's validity within 

thirty (30) days thereafter, by March 4, 2020. 21-A M.R.S. § 905(1). In response to the Petition 

submission, Clean Energy Matters ("CEM"), an organization opposed to the citizen initiative, 

submitted letters with a number of attached documents to the Secretary on February 24 and 27, 

2020. Among CEM's submissions were allegations that eight specific notaries had provided 

services other than administering oaths to circulators in support of the petition drive and in 

violation of Maine law. 1 

Given the Secretary's statutory deadline to determine the Petition's validity, he asserted in 

the initial Determination that he lacked the opportunity to investigate all of the allegations 

contained in CEM's submissions, and specifically, was unable to investigate the specified notaries' 

activities, or to make findings concerning the validity of their notarial acts. No party in this case 

has directly questioned whether the Secretary had time to conduct such an investigation prior to 

remand, perhaps because of the date when Petitioner provided the information to the Secretary.> 

The Secretary found that a total of 69,714 signatures on the petitions were valid, 6,647 more than 

required for the Petition to qualify for the ballot. 

• 21-A M.R.S. § 903-E provides that a notary public "is not authorized to administer an oath or 
affirmation to the circulator of a petition under section 902 if the notary public ... is ... providing any 
other services, regardless of compensation, to initiate the direct initiative ... for which the petition is 
being circulated ... or ... providing services other than notarial acts, regardless of compensation, to 
promote the direct initiative ... for which the petition is being circulated." 
, The deadline for the Secretary to issue his Determination was March 4, 2020. The documents from Mr. 
Reed's counsel were received by the Secretary on February 24 and 27, 2020, although it appears that 
Petitioner's counsel received the information from his Private Investigator no later than January 28, 2020. 
Pet. For Judicial Review, Exh, B. 
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Thereafter, Mr. Reed filed a Rule SOC petition for judicial review of that Determination on 

March 13, 2020, in accordance with 21-A M.R.S. § 905(2). Shortly thereafter, on March 20, 2020 

Mr. Reed filed a motion to take additional evidence with this Court. In response to Mr. Reed's 

motion, the Court issued an order on March 23, 2020, remanding this matter to the Secretary for 

the purpose of taking additional evidence pursuant to 5 M.R.S. § 11006(1)(8). Accordingly, the 

Secretary issued an Amended Determination on April I, 2020: 

The Amended Determination detailed the process used by the Secretary to take additional 

evidence along with the Secretary's findings. According to the Amended Determination, the 

Secretary sent letters to each of the notaries in question, asking them to submit a signed (and sworn, 

if possible) statement explaining the details of their engagement and involvement with the petition 

drive. The notaries were also asked to produce documents, including copies of their notary logs, 

any agreement to provide services for the petition drive, paystubs or cancelled checks reflecting 

compensation for their services, and any instructions provided by the entity that hired them. All 

notaries complied with the Secretary's investigation. As a result, the Secretary validated petitions 

certified by four of the notaries. However, according to the Amended Determination, five other 

notaries either engaged (at some point) in other services relating to the initiative, or otherwise erred 

, Respondent MLP has argued throughout these proceedings that Webster v. Dunlap, AP-09-55 (Me, Sup. 
Ct., Dec. 21, 2009) makes any post-remand investigation by the Secretary an "ad hoc" investigation not 
authorized under Maine law. The Court disagrees. In Webster, the Secretary failed to issue any 
Determination within the 30 days required by law, and the Superior Cou1t concluded that the Secretary 
therefore lost authority to take any action after that failure. In this case, the Secretary made an initial 
Determination which the Court found was subject to judicial review. The Court permitted the parties to 
brief the issue of whether the matter should be sent back for further investigation and due to the nature of 
the allegations, and because the Secretary had very little time to investigate late-made allegations by 
Petitioner and some lntervenors in the first instance, this case was remanded to the Secretary to conduct 
the investigation that resulted in the Amended Determination. 
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in their notarial duties. Therefore, the Secretary called these notaries' authority to administer oaths, 

to circulators of the petitions into question. 

The first notary whose notarial acts were called into question by the Secretary was David 

McGovern, Sr. who, according to the Secretary, circulated petitions during the first week of 

January 2020, and then volunteered to, and did, notarize petitions for other circulators. The 

Secretary found this behavior in violation of 21-A M.R.S. § 903-E, and rejected the petitions 

submitted by this circulator. As detailed in the Amended Determination, a second notary named 

Michael Underhill also circulated petitions on two occasions in December 2019, after which he 

notarized the petitions of another circulator. As with the signatures notarized by Mr. McGovern, 

the Secretary rejected the signatures notarized by Mr. Underhill. 

The Secretary also questioned a third notary, Wesley Huckey, who is described in the 

Amended Determination as an employee in the City Clerk's office in Augusta who was hired to 

notarize petitions for circulators in January 2020. The Secretary found that Mr. Huckey was hired 

only as a notary and did not otherwise work on the initiative. However, the Secretary noted that 

on one occasion, Mr. Huckey carried a batch of petitions that his colleagues in the city of Augusta's 

clerk's office had just finished certifying to the campaign field office, where he was headed that 

evening to notarize petitions. The Secretary found that this action was, at most, a de minimis 

violation of section 903-E and therefore found that petitions notarized by Mr. Huckey were valid. 

If the petitions notarized by Mr. Huckey after January 17, 2020 when he carried the boxes to the 

field office were considered invalid by the Secretary, an additional 2,555 signatures would have 

been rejected. 

The fourth notary described in the Amended Determination, Leah Flumerfelt, was initially 

hired by the campaign to circulate petitions, but was hired to notarize petitions instead when the 
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campaign learned she was a notary public. According to the Amended Determination, Ms. 

Flume1felt administered oaths to circulators between January 12 and January 24, 2020. Then, on 

January 24 Ms. Flume1felt was asked to deliver petitions to several town offices, organize petitions 

in the office, and to clean the office. The Secretary found that because Ms. Flume1felt did not 

engage in any of these actions until after she had finished administering oaths to circulators, the 

oaths administered before she pe1formed other services remained valid. 

According to the Secretary, the final notary questioned, Brittany Skidmore, engaged in 

similar conduct to Ms. Flumerfelt. Ms. Skidmore reviewed certain petitions for errors on the 

weekend of January 27-30, 2020 after having administered oaths to circulators from December 17, 

2019 to January 24, 2020. The Secretary found that there was no evidence Ms. Skidmore 

performed any non-notarial services for the initiative prior to the last week in January, after she 

had already finished her notarial duties. However, the Secretary found that Ms. Skidmore made 

other errors while acting as a notary prior to January I, 2020, including failing to read oaths to 

circulators at correct times, and failing to ask for circulators identification. The Secretary noted 

that another campaign employee instructed Ms. Skidmore that she was required to read the oath to 

each circulator, watch the circulator sign his or her name to the oath, and then sign her name as 

notary in the circulator's presence- in accordance with 21-A M.R.S. § 902. The Secretary found 

that from that point on, Ms. Skidmore followed these practices. Accordingly, as detailed in the 

Amended Determination, the Secretary found t~e petitions notarized by Ms. Skidmore prior to 

January 2, 2020 invalid, but found the remaining signatures valid despite the other services she 

eventually provided to the campaign after completion of her notarial duties, 

In addition to the notaries, the Secretary investigated allegations of fraud with regard to a 

specific petition circulator, Megan St. Peter. According to the Secretary's Amended 
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Determination, said circulator submitted petition #743 (Bate stamped PET0001485), which 

included two signatures from individuals who attest they did not sign the petition. The Secretary 

had previously rejected both signatures. On remand the Secretary found that almost all signatures 

on petition #743 were appropriately rejected for various reasons. Therefore, the Secretary was 

persuaded that Ms. St. Peter's oath could not be relied upon, resulting in the rejection of 174 more 

signatures previously considered valid. 

Finally, the Secretary reviewed all 15,785 petitions for errors intrinsic to the petitions, such 

as duplicate signatures, and issues with voter registration status. At the conclusion of the 

Secretary's review, he found in his Amended Determination that a total of 16,332 signatures were 

invalid, and 66,117 were valid, meaning that the overall number exceeded the constitutional 

minimum by 3,050 signatures. As a result of the Secretary's Amended Determination, Mr. Reed 

filed a second motion to take additional evidence on April 2, 2020, which the Court denied. Mr. 

Reed now challenges the Secretary's Amended Determination on the merits. 

STANDARD OF REVIEW 

The Maine Constitution grants Maine people the right to legislate by Direct Initiative. ME. 

CONST. art IV, pt. 3, § 18. The Constitution provides that the "direct initiative ... shall be 

governed by the provisions of this Constitution and of the general law, supplemented by such 

reasonable action as may be necessary to render the preceding sections self executing." Me. Const. 

art. IV, pt. 3, § 22. The Law Court has "stressed the importance of this Constitutional power 

reserved to the people, declaring it to be an 'absolute right."' McGee v. Sec'y of State, 2006 ME 

50, lJ 21,896 A.2d 933. Such a right cannot be abridged either directly or indirectly by any action 

of the Legislature. Id. (citing Farris ex rel. Dorsky v. Goss, 143 Me. 227,231, 60 A.2d 908,911 

7 

App.14



( 1948)). The Legislature may enact laws "not inconsistent with the constitution for applying the .. 

. direct initiative" and "to establish procedures for determination of the validity of written 

petitions." Me. Const. art IV, pt. 3, § 22. Laws enacted to govern the direct initiative process "must 

be liberally construed to facilitate, rather than handicap, the people's exercise of their sovereign 

power to legislate." Allen v. Quinn, 459 A.2d l098, 1102-03 (Me. 1983). Courts apply strict 

scrutiny when reviewing statutes that aim to regulate the ballot initiative process to ensure they do 

not unduly burden Maine people's rights. Thus, any State action must be narrowly tailored to serve 

a compelling state interest. Me. Taxpayers Action Network v, Sec'y of State, 2002 ME 64,, 8, 795 

A.2d 75. 

Under the Maine Constitution, the Secretary of State is the constitutional officer who has 

been granted plenary power to "investigate and determine the validity of petitions." Id., 12, n. 8 

(citing Opinion of the Justices, 116 Me. 557, 580-82, 103 A. 761, 771-72 (1917)). When reviewing 

the Secretary of State's Determination of initiative petitions, the Court's review must be deferential 

and limited, and the Law Court has recognized that the Secretary has a broad mandate when it 

comes to Citizen Initiatives, noting that the Secretary has more discretion under Section 905 than 

in reviews of nomination petitions under 21-A M.R.S. § 354. See Knutson v. Dep't of Sec'y of 

State, 2008 ME 124,' 20 & n.7, 954 A.2d l054, 1060. 

Generally, an action brought seeking review of the Determination of the Secretary of State 

on Direct Initiative Petitions "must be conducted in accordance with the Maine Rules of Civil 

Procedure, Rule 80C, except as modified by this section." 21-A M.R.S. § 905(2). In Palesky v. 

Sec'y of State, the Law Court interpreted the modifications presented in section 905 to expedite 

the timing of an appeal. 1998 ME 103,, 5, 711 A .2d 129. Section 905 does not require "a full de 

novo trial." Id., 6. 
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Pursuant to M.R. Civ. P. 80C, when the Superior Court acts in its intermediate appellate 

capacity, it must review an agency's decision directly for errors of law, abuse of discretion, or 

findings not supported by substantial evidence in the record. Doe v, Dep't of Health and Human 

Services, 2018 ME 164, ~ 11, 198 A,3d 782. The Court will not vacate an agency's decision unless 

it: violates the Constitution or statutes; exceeds the agency's authority; is procedurally unlawful; 

is arbitrary or capricious; constitutes an abuse of discretion; is affected by bias or an error of law; 

or is unsupported by the evidence in the record. Kroeger v. Dep't ofEnvtl. Prot., 2005 ME 50,, 

7, 870 A.2d 566. Questions of law are subject to de novo review. Id (citing York Hosp. v. Dep't of 

Health & Human Servs., 2008 ME 165,, 32,959 A.2d 67). 

When reviewing an agency's interpretation of a statute administered by it, the Cou1t must 

first determine if the statute is ambiguous. Street v. Ed. of Licensing of Auctioneers, 2006 ME 6, ~ 

9, 889 A.2d 319 (citing Competitive Energy Servs., LLC v. PUC, 2003 ME 12, ~ 15,818 A.2d 

I 039), If the statute is unambiguous the Court construes the statute plainly, without deference to 

the agency's construction. Id. However, the agency's interpretation of an ambiguous statute it 

administers is reviewed with great deference and will be upheld unless the statute plainly compels 

a contrary result. Id. The party seeking to overturn an agency's decision bears the burden of 

persuasion on appeal. Doe, 2018 ME 164,, 11, 198 A.3d 782. 

If the agency makes a decision committed to its reasonable discretion, the party appealing 

has the burden of demonstrating that the agency decision-maker abused his or her discretion in 

reaching the decision, The Court may find an abuse of discretion if the petitioner demonstrates that 

the Secretary exceeded the bounds of reasonable choices available to him or her, considering the 

facts and circumstances of the particular case and the governing law. Forest Ecology Network v. 

Land Use Regulation Comm'n, 2012 ME 36,, 28, 39 A.3d 74. When reviewing an agency's factual 
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findings, the Court will examine the entire record to determine whether it could fairly and 

reasonably find the facts as it did, even if the record contains other inconsistent or contrary 

evidence. Dyer v. Superintendent of Ins., 2013 ME 61, ~ 11, 69 A.3d 413. Ultimately, the petitioner 

must prove that "no competent evidence" supports the agency's decision. Seider v. Bd. Of 

Examiners of Psychologists, 2000 ME 206, ~ 9,762 A.2d 551. 

Importantly, in the context of a Citizen's Initiative, if a statute can be interpreted in multiple 

ways, the Court must interpret the statute in a way that does not raise constitutional problems. 

McGee v. Sec'y of State, 2006 ME 50, ~ 18,896 A.2d 933. And finally, "Where there is doubt as 

to the meaning of legislation regulating the reserved right of initiative, that doubt is to be resolved 

in favor of the people's exercise of the right." Id,~ 18. 

1. Whether the Secretary Erred or Abused his Discretion When He Determined that 
Wesley Ryan Huckey, Leah Flumerfelt, and Brittany Skidmore Were Authorized to 
Administer Oaths to Petition Circulators. 

Petitioner Reed and lntervenors IECG and MSCC argue that the Secretary committed an 

error of law when. he validated signatures notarized by the three individuals named above. 

Specifically, Mr. Reed argues that because the Secretary found that all three of these individuals 

pe1formed non-notarial services at some point in time for the signature gathering campaign, he 

was required by law to invalidate any signature on any petition of any circulator who took an oath 

administered by them. He asserts that these three individuals were not "authorized by law to 

administer oaths" to the circulators who gathered signatures in support of the direct initiative 

campaign under a new law enacted by the Maine Legislature in 2016. 

The Constitution of Maine requires that "[t[he oath of the circulator must be sworn to in 

the presence of a person authorized by law to administer oaths." Me. Const. Art. IV, Pt. 3, § 20. 
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Pursuant to Maine Law, notaries public are, as a general matter, authorized to administer oaths to 

circulators. 21-A M.R.S. § 902 (stating that a "circulator of a petition must sign the petition and 

verify by oath or affirmation before a notary public or other person authorized by law to administer 

oaths or affirmations .... "); 4 M.R.S. § 951 (stating "when authorized by the laws of this State .. 

. to do any official act, [a) notary public may administer any oath necessary to the completion or 

validity of the act"), 

Maine Law, however, restricts the authority of a notary to administer an oath or 

affirmation in 21-A M.R.S § 903-E as follows: 

A notary public , , . authorized by law to administer oaths or affirmations generally 
is not authorized to administer an oath or affirmation to the circulator of a petition 
under section 902 if the notary public ... is: 

A. Providing any other services, regardless of compensation, to initiate the 
direct initiative or people's veto referendum for which the petition is being 
circulated. For the purposes of this paragraph, "initiate" has the same 
meaning as section 1052, subsection 4-B; or 

B. Providing services other than notarial acts, regardless of compensation, 
to promote the direct initiative or people's veto referendum for which the 
petition is being circulated. 

21-A M.R.S § 903-E. 

In a different section, the law governing notaries public states: 

It is a conflict of interest for a notary public to administer an oath or affirmation to 
a circulator of a petition for a direct initiative or people's veto referendum under 
Title 21-A, section 902 if the notary public also provides services that are not 
notarial acts to initiate or promote that direct initiative or people's veto referendum. 
This section does not affect or apply to notarial acts pe1formed before August 4, 
1988. 

4 M.R.S. § 954-A. 

The purpose of the language of Section 903-E is to regulate which notaries have the 

authority to administer an oath or affirmation to circulators, Whether such authority exists is 
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dependent upon whether the notary "is providing services other than notarial acts" "to initiate the 

direct initiative" or "to promote the direct initiative." The purpose of section 954-A is to expand 

the categories of conduct which create a conflict of interest to include one who administers an oath 

or affirmation in a citizen's initiative if the notary also "provides" services that are not notarial 

acts to initiate or promote such an initiative. The Section does not directly address the effect of the 

conflict in terms of authority. 

As the parties point out, no Court has had occasion to interpret these statutes. However, it 

is clear that one section (903-E) speaks in terms of the "authority" of the notary, while the other 

(954-A) speaks in terms of the ethical obligations of the notary. This distinction in the Court's 

view is significant, because what is at issue in this case is the legal authority of a notary to 

administer the oath, as opposed to what professional consequences might flow toward a notary 

acting with a conflict of interest. Because of this important distinction, the Court limits its analysis 

to Section 903-E, 

The Secretary apparently concluded, and there is a basis in the law for him to have done 

so, that the authority to administer an oath, however, either exists or does not exist at the time the 

oath was swom. That is, in order to determine whether an individual is authorized to administer 

an oath, one must look at the point in time at which the oath was administered. See United States 

v. Curtis, 107 U.S. 671, 673 ( 1882) (stating "the underlying question is whether the notary public 

... was, at the respective dates of the oaths taken by Curtis, authorized by the laws of the United 

States to administer such oaths"). The Court finds that the Legislature, in enacting Sections 903-

E, directs the Secretary, as the Constitutional Officer tasked with reviewing initiative petitions, to 

determine whethe1·, at the time the oath is administered, the notary "is providing services other 

than notarial acts" to either initiate or promote the direct initiative. And the Court concludes this 
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is the approach taken by the Secretary in this case, not just for the notaries targeted by Petitioners 

- Huckey, Flumerfelt and Skidmore - but others as well. 

Here, the Secretary determined on remand that at the time they administered the oath to 

circulators, two notaries-David McGovern, Sr and Michael Underhill-were also circulating 

petitions for the initiative. Consequently, the Secretary correctly determined that these notaries 

were not authorized to administer oaths to circulators, The Secretary also determined that three 

additional notaries-at some point- provided non-notarial services to the initiative, These notaries 

are Leah Flume1felt, Brittany Skidmore' and Wesley Huckey. The Secretary made specific findings 

with respect to each of these notaries and ultimately determined at the time they administered the 

oaths to circulators, they had the authority to do so. 

First, with respect to Ms. FJume1felt and Ms. Skidmore, the Secretary found that because 

neither Ms, Flume1felt nor Ms. Skidmore were providing non-notarial services at the time they 

administered oaths to circulators, they were authorized to administer those oaths. Mr. Reed and 

his supporting lntervenors vehemently disagree with this interpretation of sections 903-E by the 

Secretary. They assert that this new law unambiguously denies notaries the authority to notarize 

petitions if the notaries, at any time, perform any non-notarial act to initiate or promote the 

campaign. 

This interpretation, however, ignores the plain language of the statute, and the Law Court 

in McGee directs this Court to focus its analysis there. McGee, 2006 ME 50,, 12. The Court agrees 

, As noted, the Secretary found that after completing her last act as notary on January 24, 2020 Ms. 
Flume1felt delivered.petitions lo seven town halls and performed some cleaning work, Similarly, after 
Ms. Skidmore completed her last act as notary 011 that same date, she spent some time checking over 
petitions and helped fill in a circulator's name on the petitions. The Secretary did invalidate some 
signatures on petitions notarized by Ms. Skidmore after determining that for petitions prior to January l, 
2020 she made certain errors in procedure, including neglecting to ask circulators for identification, and 
neglecting to administer the oath at the correct time. After these errors were corrected by the campaign, 
the Secretary found that she followed the correct procedures, 
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with the Secretary and his supporting Intervenors that Section 903-E expresses the prohibition in 

the Section in the present tense. The language "is providing any other services" is the express 

language in Sections 903-E and no language in the Section is directed to any future act of the 

notary. The Court concludes that the Secretary's interpretations of this Section was reasonable, 

and agrees with the Attorney General that "his application of that statute to factual circumstances 

pertaining to each notary is supported by substantial evidence." (Resp.'s Opp. Mem. at 5). 

Petitioner's interpretation would also mean that a notary's authority was dependent upon a 

future act. That is, if at the time an oath is administered, a notary has not yet performed any non

notarial services in support of the campaign, the oath would be valid at that point in time, and the 

Petitioners do not seem to argue otherwise. However, according to Petitioner's interpretation of 

Section 903-E, the Secretary is required to retroactively reach back in time to revoke the authority 

to administer what was, at the time it was given, a lawfully administered oath. More importantly, 

if the authority to administer the oath exists at the time the oath is administered - and the oath is 

sworn to by the circulator- Petitioner's interpretation of these sections would nullify not just the 

notarial action, but the oath taken by the circulator. An oath duly swom would be unsworn. 

Nowhere in these Sections does the Legislature directly express an intention to nullify the oath of 

the circulator, and this interpretation by the Petitioners would run roughshod over the 

constitutional rights of the circulator who has no control over the future actions of the notary. The 

Law Court has referred to the circulator's role as "pivotal" and even more significantly, has 

determined that the circulation of initiative petitions by them is "core political speech." Maine 

Taxpayers Network, 2002 ME 64, lflf 8, 13. 
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Mr. Reed also argues that even if the Secretary's interpretation of the law is correct, the 

Secretary still committed error when he concluded that Flumetfelt and Huckey had the authority 

to administer Oaths to circulators. 

In regard to Ms. Flume1felt, Mr. Reed stresses that there can be no question that her 

"allegiance" is in support of the campaign. Even if it is true that Ms. Flumetfelt believes in the 

merits of the initiative proposal, nothing in the section 903-E suggest her personal viewpoint has 

any bearing on the question of whether she possesses lawful authority to administer oaths to 

circulators. This argument is also puzzling given the position taken by Mr. Reed in his Reply brief 

where he cautions against requiring the Secretary of State to engage in an "impractical inquiry into 

a notary's mental state." (Pet'r's Reply at 3.) 

Mr. Reed further points out that Ms. Flumetfelt was originally hired to perform work as a 

circulator and argues that this constitutes a service in support of the campaign, thereby making her 

actions as a notary entirely unlawful. The Court finds this argument to be unpersuasive. In Mr. 

Reed's view, Ms. Flume1felt provided a service to support the campaign the moment she arrived 

at work expecting that she would pe1form work as a circulator, even if she never acted as a 

circulator. The argument seeks to untether the act of reporting for work from the services that are 

actually performed at work, and there is simply no evidence in the record to support Mr. Reed's 

assertion that she ever acted as a circulator. Finally, if it were true that arriving at the campaign 

headquarters constituted a non-notarial service in support of the campaign then all notaries could, 

by their mere presence at a campaign office, be said to be pe1forming non-notarial services in 

support of the campaign. 

Turning to Mr. Huckey, Mr. Reed argues that the Secretary correctly determined that Mr. 

Huckey provided a non-notarial service to the initiative campaign but incorrectly failed to exclude 
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the signatures notarized by Mr. Huckey. It is true that the Secretary in his Amended Determination 

concluded that Mr. Huckey's single instance of delivering petitions to the campaign headquarters 

"could be construed as pe1forming other services in violation of section 903-E." (Sec'y's Am. Det. 

at 4(G)). The Secretary, however, found that this "did not disqualify Mr. Huckey from 

administering oaths to circulators" because it reflected at most only a "de minimis violation." Id. 

In his opposing memorandum, the Secretary further acknowledges that Mr. Huckey's services as 

a courier are "technically a non-notarial act related to 'initiating' a petition" but that this act fits 

the "classic definition of a de minimis violation." (Resp.'s Opp. Mem. at 9.) 

The Court concludes that the Secretary did not commit error when he found that this one 

instance of delivering petitions did not disqualify Mr. Huckey from acting as a notary. The Law 

Court has stated in no uncertain terms that "the right of the people to initiate and seek to enact 

legislation is an absolute right." McGee v. Sec'y of State, 2006 ME 50, lJ 21,896 A.2d 933. ln order 

to implement this right, the Secretary is given "broad authority" to review referendum petitions 

and to determine the validity of those petitions. Knutson v. Dep't of Sec'y of State, 2008 ME 124, 

lJ 20 n.7, 954 A.2d 1054 (citing 21-A M.R.S. § 905(1)). 

Here, as pointed out by Intervenor NER, neither of the statutes at issue define what is meant 

by the term "services" and, in such situations, the Law Court has indicated that it is appropriate to 

look at the context of the "provision at issue" when determining what the undefined language 

entails. Id. l) 12. Although the Secretary approached this issue as being "de minimis" the Court 

concludes that Mr. Huckey's act of delivering petitions does not fall within any reasonable 

definition of "service" toward initiating or promoting the initiative - any more than if his act had 

been to deliver those petitions to the post office to be mailed to the campaign. Moreover, there is 

competent evidence in the record indicating that Mr. Huckey delivered the petitions at the behest 
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of his employer, the Augusta City Clerk, and the City Clerk's office has a constitutional obligation 

to return the certified petitions to the petition circulators. Me. Const. Art. IV, Pt. 3, § 20. Given 

that the initiative campaign was already entitled to receive the petitions from the City Clerk's 

Office, and that Mr. Huckey is an agent of the City Clerk's Office, his act of delivering those 

petitions to the campaign office cannot be construed as a "service" to initiate or promote the 

campaign. Consequently, the Secretary neither committed error nor abused his discretion when he 

determined that the signatures on the petitions notarized by Mr. Huckey were valid. 

Finally, the Court notes that the foregoing discussion has concerned what the Court 

believes to be the unambiguous language of sections 903-E. Even if the language of that section 

contained an ambiguity, however, the court would be required to interpret that section in a manner 

which favors the exercise of the peoples' right to initiate legislation. McGee, 2006 ME 50, ~ 18, 

896 A.2d 933 (citing Ferency v. Sec'y of State, 409 Mich. 569,297 N.W.2d 544,550 (Mich. 1980)). 

Although the Secretary did not engage in any "ambiguity" analysis, the approach he took with 

respect to each of the circulators is consistent with the approach a court would take if there is any 

ambiguity - namely, one which favors or facilitates the people's absolute right to directly enact 

law. 

Because the Court has found that the Secretary's interpretation of Section 903-E was 

reasonable, particularly as applied to the facts as the Secretary found them, the Court defers to his 

interpretation. And given this conclusion, the Court declines to address the arguments and 

counterarguments made by the parties regarding whether Section 903-E is unconstitutional. See, 

McGee 2006 ME 30,, 42 (Clifford, J. concurring), 
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2, Adequacy of the Secretary's Investigation on Remand 

Mr, Reed's second argument on appeal is that the Secretary refused to investigate evidence 

of fraud after remand. Mr. Reed contends that this alleged refusal constitutes an abuse of discretion 

and was arbitrary and capricious. 

Both Mr. Reed and supporting lntervenors argue that once a credible allegation of fraud is 

made, the Secretary is obligated to investigate that allegation, The Court finds that this is precisely 

what the Secretary did, What Mr, Reed and the lntervenors really take issue with is the scope and 

adequacy of the Secretary's investigation. See (Pet'r's Br. at 16.) These parties argue that the 

Secretary ignored evidence that Mr. Reed presented, and that this evidence compelled the 

Secretary to take additional steps to determine whether petitions were fraudulent. 

Consistent with the Secretary's plenary power to determine the validity of petitions, the 

Secretary may investigate "credible evidence of fraud" in the signature gathering process. Me. 

Taxpayers Action Network v, Sec'y of State Id. l) 25, n.11; Pa/esky v. Sec'y of State, 1998 ME 103, 

l) 3,711 A.2d 129. The discretion to determine when an investigation'is necessary, as well as the 

course and scope of such an investigation, however, is left to the Secretary. Me. Taxpaye,rs Action 

Network, 2002 ME 64, l) 12 n.8, 795 A.2d 75. The Court is aware of no case law or other legal 

authority which requires the Secretary to utilize specific investigatory methods or procedures when 

determining whether fraud has occurred in the course of a signature gathering effort. 

What Mr. Reed and the lntervenors are essentially arguing, is that this court should reverse 

the Secretary's decision in full because there were additional measures that the Secretary "could 

have" taken when conducting his investigation. (Pet'r's Reply Br. at 9.) Looking at what more the 

Secretary could have done, however, is not determinative when assessing whether what the 

Secretary did do constitutes an abuse of discretion or is arbitrary and capricious. That is because 
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the Court's determination must not be made by looking at whether a different Secretary would 

have made a different choice. It must be made by considering whether, given the facts, 

circumstances and. governing law, the Secretary's actions were within the bounds of reasonable 

choices available to him or her. Forest Ecology Network, 2012 ME 36, ~ 28, 39 A.3d 74. In this 

case, the facts, circumstances and governing law all lead the Court to conclude that the Secretary 

did not abuse his discretion. 

In his Amended Determination, the Secretary found that the only credible evidence of fraud 

in this case was the evidence relating to the signatures collected by Ms, St. Peter. (Sec'y's Am. 

Del.~ 8-10; R. 28-31.) Mr. Reed vigorously disputes this and argues that there are other indicia of 

fraud as well. Mr. Reed, however, admits that some of the additional evidence he points to only 

raises the "possibility" of fraud. (Pet'r's Br. at 18.) ("this raises the significant possibility that the 

petitions were deliberately altered or back dated in order to be validated"). Other evidence Mr. 

Reed relies upon consists only of his counsel's statement that his office received information from 

an unnamed source that a coordinator for the campaign was aware that Ms, St. Peter forged 

signatures. (R. 24. p. 408.) This proffer from an unnamed source contrasts with what the Secretary 

found to be the absence of any reports from municipal officials suspecting that violations had 

occurred in the signature gathering effort. (Sec'y's Am. Del.~ 10,) The arguments also gloss over 

the fact that the Secretary took what the Petitioners would have to agree was appropriate action -

the Secretary invalidated all signatures on the one petition circulated by Ms. St. Peter. 

Because the court is acting in an appellate capacity, it may not reweigh the evidence which 

was before the Secretary. Friends of Lincoln lakes, 2010 ME 18, ~ 14,989 A.2d 1128. Instead, 

the Court's job is to determine whether competent evidence supports the Secretary's decision. Id. 

Because of the time limits set by Maine's Constitution, the Secretary had only one week to 

complete his investigation after this matter was remanded to him for the taking of additional 
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evidence. See Me. Const. Art. IV, Pt. 3, § 2 (judicial review required to be completed "within 100 

days from the date of filing of a written petition in the office of the Secretary of State"); 21-A 

M.R.S. § 905; Reed v. Dunlap, BCD-AP-20-02, (Order Mar. 23, 2020). Given the constitutional 

deadline and the evidence before him, the Court concludes that the Secretary's choice not to futther 

pursue Mr. Reed's allegations of fraud was reasonable. Consequently, the Secretary did not abuse 

his discretion or act arbitrarily and capriciously when he did not further pursue the Petitioner's 

allegations of "possible" fraudulent conduct during the week he had to comply with the terms of 

the remand, Forest Ecology Network, 2012 ME 36, ~ 28, 39 A.3d 74. 

3, The Secretary's Failure to Hold an Evidentiary Hearing 

Mr. Reed's third assignment of error is the Secretary's failure to hold an evidentiary 

hearing on Remand. He argues that the secretary's conclusion that he lacked authority to hold an 

evidentiary hearing was erroneous. However, assuming he is correct that the Secretary had the 

authority to hold an evidentiary hearing, the Court does not believe the Secretary was required to 

do so in this case. As discussed above, the Secretary's power to investigate and determine the 

validity of petitions is plenary and the Court is aware of no case which requires the Secretary to 

adhere to particular procedures or methods when conducting such an investigation. Further, neither 

Mr. Reed nor the intervenors have supplied the court with any authority which supports the 

proposition that the Secretary is required to hold an evidentiary hearing in order to allow a citizen 

who opposes an initiative petition the opportunity to cross examine proponents of the initiative. 

Consequently, the Court does not believe that the Secretary abused his discretion or committed an 

error of law when he refused to hold an evidentiary hearing. 
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4. Validity of Other Signatures 

Mr. Reed's last argument is that the Secretary erroneously validated 492 signatures. Mr. 

Reed argues that, due to a number of different defects, these signatures should be declared invalid 

and not counted toward the total number of petition signatures. Because the invalidation of these 

492 signatures would not be enough to change the outcome of the Secretary's Amended 

Determination, however, the Court declines to address the issue of the validity of these signatures. 

Birks v. Dunlap, No. BCD-AP-16-04, citing Greenlaw v. Dunlap, No. BCD-AP-16-05, 2016 Me. 

Bus. & Consumer LEXIS 9, * I & n.l (Apr. 8, 2016). 

CONCLUSION 

The Petitioner and supporting Intervenors have failed to meet their burden of persuasion in 

this matter. The Secretary of State did not err as a matter of law or abuse his discretion in 

interpreting and applying Maine law as to the authority of the three notaries at issue, and competent 

record evidence supports his findings. The Secretary did not err or abuse his discretion in failing 

to conduct an evidentiary hearing or further investigation as demanded by the Petitioner. The 

Secretary is the Constitutional Officer who has been granted plenary authority to determine the 

validity of petitions filed in a Citizen's Initiative, and the Court is required to review the findings 

made in the Amended Determination with substantial deference. 

The entry will be: The Secretary of State's Amended Determination dated April I, 2020 is 

AFFIRMED. 

DATE 

Entered on the Docket:.!/41 /41?do 
Copies sent via Mail_,Electronically/ 
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STATE OF MAINE 
CUMBERLAND, ss. 

DELBERT A.REED, 

Petitioner 

V, 

MATTHEW DUNLAP, in his capacity of 
Secretary of State for the State of Maine, 

Respondent 

and 

MAINERS FOR LOCAL POWER PAC, 
NextEra ENERGY RESOURCES,LLC, 
INDUSTRIAL ENERGY CONSUMER 
GROUP, and MAINE STATE CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE, 

Intervenors 

) 
) 
) 
) 

BUSINESS & CONSUMER DOCKET 
DOCK.ET NO. BCD-AP-20-02 ✓ 

) ORDER ON PETITIONER'S SECOND 
) MOTION TO TAKE ADDITIONAL 
) EVIDENCE 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Before the Comt is Petitioner Delbert Reed's second motion to take additional evidence in 

support of his challenge to the Respondent Secretary of State's determination of the validity of 

petitions supporting the Citizen Initiative entitled "Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean 

Energy Connect Transmission Project" ("the petition"), This matter was previously remanded to 

the Secretary of State for the purpose of allowing the Secretary to take additional evidence. As 

ordered, upon remand, the Secretary took additional evidence concerning the activities of nine 

notaries public• and one petition circulator.' On April 1, 2020, the Secretary issued an Amended 

Determination that 2,052 petition signatures previously counted as valid in his March 4th decision 

1 The notaries are Melissa Letarte, Jacob Kiesman, Victoria Tapley, Christina Potter, David McGovern 
Sr., Michael Underhill, Wesley Ryan Hucky, Leah Flumerfelt, and Brittany Skidmore. 
2 The petition circulator is Megan St. Peter, 
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must be invalidated due the conduct of three' of the nine notaries, and that 174 signatures 

previously counted as valid must be invalidated due to the conduct of the petition circulator. 

Citing 5 M.R.S. § l 1006(1)(A), Reed now moves for the taking of further evidence before 

the Superior Comt. Section 11006(1 )(A) states: 

Judicial review shall be confined to the record upon which the agency decision was 
based, except as otherwise provided by this section. 

A. In the case of the failure or refusal of an agency to act or of alleged irregularities 
in procedure before the agency which are not adequately revealed in the record, 
evidence thereon may be taken and determination made by the reviewing cornt. 

Reed argues that the Secretary failed to conduct an adequate investigation into potential fraud in 

the petition drive and that this failure amounts to a failure or refusal to act under section 11006, 

The Court disagrees. This is not a situation where the Secretary has failed or refused to act. 

As this Comt has previously noted, the Secretary has "plenary power to investigate and determine 

the validity of petitions," Maine Taxpayers Action Network v. Sec'y of State, 2002 ME 64, n. 8, 

795 A.2d 75 (citing Opinion of the Justices, 116 Me. 557, 580-82, 103 A. 761, 771-72 (1917)). 

Here, the Secretary has upon remand once again utilized this power to investigate the validity of 

the petitions Importantly, the investigation included consideration of evidence submitted by Reed, 

Although Reed may disagree with the Secretary's decision that the evidence presented to him did 

not warrant a ''full-scale investigation of potential fraud" this does not change the fact that the 

Secretary's decision was itself an act, and not a refusal to act. See Lingley v. Me. Workers' Comp. 

Bd., 2003 ME 32, i 9,819 A.2d 327. Consequently, there has been no "failure or refusal to act" as 

that pln·ase is defined under Maine law which would permit this Coru-t to take additional evidence 

3 The three notaries are David McGovem Sr., Michael Underhill, and Brittany Skidmore. 
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and make its determination based upon evidence other than what is in the reco!'d that has been 

compiled after the second review and investigation by the Secretary. 

Further, the Court also notes that Reed .has not made a prima facie showing of "alleged 

irregularities in procedme." Carl L. Cutlel' Co. v. State Purchasing Agent, 472 A.2d 913,918 (Mc. 

1984). The phrase - "i11'egularities in procedure" - is to be distinguished from the evidence of 

fraud that the Secretary did address upon remand. Reed has not pointed to any i1Tegularity or 

defect in the procedure used by the Secretary after remand, and it appears that the Secretary used 

the same procedure that he has used in multiple other investigations or reviews of petitions in 

citizens initiatives. Reed was afforded the opportm1ity to present evidence to the Secretary and it 

appears that the only evidence that was not pursued 01· addressed by the Secretary, was not 

sufficiently identified by the Petitioner until after the Secretary issued his Amended 

Determination.4 

The Court would note that this Order does not address the merits of any argument the 

Petitioner and other Intervenors may make in fmther briefing, as the two orders issued to date 

address only the adequacy and legality of the Record that the parties and the Court must rely upon 

in further proceedings. Nothing in this decision will affect the Petitioner's ability to challenge 

whether there is sufficient competent evidence in tlie Record to suppo1t the Amended 

Determination made by the Secretary, whether the Secretary abused his discretion in coming to 

that determination, or to make any legal argument entitling Petitioner to a remedy under the Maine 

Administrative Procedurns Act or Rule 80 C of the Maine Rules of Civil Procedme. 

4 For l'easons 11ot clear to the Court, Petitioner did not disclose to the Secretary the name of the individual who 
allegedly had information that an individual organizer for Revolution Field Strategies was aware of Ms. St, Pctel''s 
activities in relation to two forged sig11atures that wern invalidated at the municipal level before this legal chnllenge 
began. The name was disclosed to the Court in u teleconference on April 1, 2020 after the Amended Determination 
was filed with the Court. Petitioner was offored the oppo1tunity by the Court to supplement the record with an 
affidavit from this individual, but was advised by counsel for Petitioner that it was unclear whether the individual 
would cooperate with counsel. 
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The entry is: 

Petitioner Delbert Reed's Second Motion to Take Additional Evidence is 

DENIED. 

The clerk is directed to incorporate this order into the docket by reference. M.R. Civ. 

P. 79(a). 

Da te: __ -"'.04!!./0)!>3'1.!./2:!.\!0~20!!.._ SI 
Justice, Superior Court 
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ST A TE OF MAINE 
PORTLAND, ss. 

DELBERT A. REED, ) 
) 

Petitioner ) 
) 

V. ) 

) 
MATTHEW DUNLAP, in his capacity of ) 
Secretary of State for the State of Maine, ) 

) 
Respondent ) 

) 

and ) 
) 

MAINERS FOR LOCAL POWER PAC, ) 
and NextEra ENERGY RESOURCES, ) 
LLC, ) 

Intervenors 

BUSINESS & CONSUMER COURT 
DOCKET NO. BCD-AP-20-02 

ORDER ON PETITIONER'S MOTION 
TO TAKE ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE 

Petitioner Delbert Reed ("Reed") moves to engage in discovery, and to take additional 

evidence in support of his challenge to the Respondent Secretary of State's Determination of the 

validity of petitions supporting the Citizen Initiative entitled "Resolve, To Reject the New 

England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project" ("the petition"). To qualify for the ballot, 

the written petition for any proposed measure must contain a number of signatures no less than 

10% of the total vote for Governor cast in the last gubernatorial election preceding the filing of 

said petition. Me. Const. art. IV, pt. 3, § 18. Reed believes certain signatures submitted in 

support of the citizen initiative are potentially invalid and seeks to conduct discovery as part of 

this appeal before the Superior Court by deposing eight notaries who certified petitions and 

administered oaths to petition circulators. Reed also moves to conduct an additional fact 

investigation into at least one petition circulator who circulated a petition containing forged 
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signatures. Reed moves to conduct said discovery prior to remanding the matter to the Secretary 

of State ("Secretary") for an amended determination, and has actually scheduled depositions, and 

issued subpoenas for documents, even prior to filing this motion. The Court grants the taking of 

additional evidence on remand to the Secretary, but denies Reed's motion to engage in any 

discovery promulgated to date, or to take additional evidence before the Superior Court. 

BACKGROUND 

On February 3, 2020, a total of 15,875 petition forms containing 82,449 signatures in 

support of the citizen initiative were filed with the Secretary. Upon receiving the written petition, 

the Secretary was required by statute to issue a Determination of the petition's validity within 30 

(30) days thereafter (by March 4, 2020). 21-A M.R.S. § 905(1). ln response to the petition 

submission, Clean Energy Matters ("CEM"), an organization opposed to the citizen initiative, 

submitted letters with a number of attached documents to the Secretary on February 24 and 27, 

2020. Among CEM's submissions were allegations that eight specific notaries had provided 

services other than administering oaths to circulators in support of the petition drive and in 

violation of Maine law'. 

Given the Secretary's statutory deadline to determine the petition's validity, he lacked the 

opportunity to investigate all of the allegations contained in CEM's submissions, and 

specifically, was unable to investigate the specified notaries' activities, or to make findings 

concerning the validity of their notarial acts. No party currently in this case seems to question 

whether the Secretary had time to conduct such an investigation. The Secretary found that a total 

, 21-A M.R.S. § 903-E provides that a notary public "is not authorized to administer an oath or 
affirmation to the circulator of a petition under section 902 if the notary public ... is ... providing any 
other services, regardless of compensation, to initiate the direct initiative ... for which the petition is 
being circulated ... or ... providing services other than notarial acts, regardless of compensation, to 
promote the direct initiative ... for which the petition is being circulated." 
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of 69,714 signatures on the petitions were valid, 6,647 more than required for the petition to 

qualify for the ballot. Thus, the Secretary determined the petition valid. Thereafter, Reed filed a 

Rule SOC petition for judicial review of that determination on March 13, 2020, in accordance 

with 21-M.R.S. § 905(2). 

DISCUSSION 

21-A M.R.S. § 905(2) authorizes any Maine voter to appeal a Determination made by the 

Secretary concerning the validity of signatures submitted in support of a citizen initiative. Such 

an appeal must be conducted in accordance with the Maine Rules of Civil Procedure, Rule SOC, 

as well as the relevant provisions of the Administrative Procedures Act ("APA"). Thus, the Coutt 

will look to both Rule SOC and the APA in determining whether to allow Reed to engage in 

discovery and take additional evidence. 

I. Additional Evidence Should be Considered on Remand Pursuant to the AP A 
and Rule SOC. 

The APA authorizes a reviewing cou1t to order the taking of additional evidence before 

the agency: 

if it finds that additional evidence, ... , is necessary to deciding the petition for 

review; or, if application is made to the reviewing court for leave to present 

additional evidence, and it is shown that the additional evidence is material to the 

issues presented in the review, and could not have been presented or was 

erroneously disallowed in proceedings before the agency. 

5 M.R.S. § l 1006(l)(B). When a party seeks additional evidence according to§ ! 1006(1)(B), 

they must provide a "detailed statement, in the nature of an offer of proof, of evidence intended 

to be taken." M. R. Civ. P. SOC(e). This statement must be sufficient to permit the court to make 

a proper determination whether the additional evidence presented in the motion and offer of 

proof is appropriate under Rule SOC. 
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The additional evidence Reed seeks consists of the depositions of eight specific notaries 

previously named in CEM's submissions to the Secretary. When the citizen initiative supporters 

submitted their petition to the Secretary, it contained 6,647 signatures over the constitutional 

minimum for a valid petition. However, the petition forms certified by the specified notaries 

contain over 17,000 signatures the Secretary found valid, but Reed asserts that evidence of 

whether these notaries were pe1forming other services to initiate or promote the petition beside 

their notarial duties would be material to determining the validity of those signatures, and thus 

the petition. The Cou1t agrees. Further, because the Secretary lacked the time and resources 

available to fully investigate the content of materials submitted to the Secretary by CEM, 

additional evidence could not have been presented below. Reed attached CEM's prior 

submissions to their appeal, and offers a sufficient statement of proof. Therefore, the Court finds 

that Reed satisfies the requirements for taking additional evidence concerning the eight notaries' 

activities pursuant to 5 M.R.S. § l 1006(1)(B). 

II. Taking of Additional Evidence shall be done by the Secretary 

The Secretary has "plenary power to investigate and determine the validity of petitions." 

Maine Taxpayers Action Network v. Sec'y of State, 2002 ME 64, n. 8,795 A.2d 75 (citing 

Opinion of the Justices, 116 Me. 557, 580-82, 103 A. 761, 771-72 (1917)). Plenary power is 

defined as "power as broad as equity and justice require." Birks v. Sec'y of State, 2016 WL 

1715405 (Me. B.C.D., Apr. 8, 2016) (quoting BALLENTINE'S LAW DICTIONARY, plenary 

power (3d ed. 210). Thus, the Secretary has not only the authority, but the obligation to conduct 

investigations into the validity of petitions; and under the circumstances presented here, to take 

additional evidence to supplement the agency record. 
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Reed requests an opportunity to develop evidence himself through depositions of the 

eight specified notaries, rather than to allow the Secretary to conduct snch an investigation on 

remand. However, to satisfy 5 M.R.S. § 11006(l)(A) and take additional evidence before the 

Court, Reed must demonstrate a failure or refusal of the agency to act, or procedural 

irregularities not adequately revealed in the record. The Secretary neither failed or refused to act 

in this matter, nor were there procedural irregularities. The Secretary simply had too little time to 

pursue the multiple lines of inquiry submitted to him in days just prior to his statutory deadline to 

determine the petition's validity. Therefore, the Court grants the taking of additional evidence 

before the Secretary upon remand. At this stage, the Court will fully defer to the Secretary's 

discretion regarding which additional evidence to pursue.' 

III. Petitioner Reed is Not Entitled to Discovery Under Rnle SOC(i) 

M. R. Civ. P. SOU) provides that in an 80C proceeding, discovery shall be allowed as in 

other civil actions when such discovery is: 1) relevant to "the subject matter involved in an 

evidentiary hearing to which the discovering party may be entitled", 2) relevant to an 

independent claim, or 3) granted by an order of the Court for good cause. The review of citizen 

initiative petitions by the Secretary is not an adjudicatory proceeding, and does not include a 

right to hearing by those supporting or opposing the petition. Therefore, a decision by the Court 

allowing Reed to take additional evidence would not entitle him to an evidentiary hearing. It 

follows, Reed is not entitled to discovery under the first prong of Rule 80CU). Likewise, Reed 

does not state an independent claim for relief in this action, failing to satisfy the second prong of 

, Reed sought to depose a specific named petition circulator, relating to apparently forged signatures 
contained in one of the circulator's petitions. The Secretary has asserted that additional fact investigation 
into this issue is unnecessary as the forged signatures were not included in the Secretary's final signature 
count when dete1mining validity. Again, the Court defers to the Secretary's plenary power to determine 
what should be investigated on remand. 
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Rule 80C(i). Thus, Reed's remaining oppo1tunity to engage in discovery lies in the third prong: 

by order of the Court for good cause. 

As previously stated, the Secretary has "plenary power to investigate and determine the 

validity of petitions." Maine Taxpayers Action Network, 2002 ME 64, n. 8. The Court has chosen 

to remand this matter to the Secretary for the purpose of taking additional evidence pursuant to 5 

M.R.S. § l 1006(l)(B). The Secretary has the power and obligation to investigate all issues 

material to the validity of the petitions in the first instance. Accordingly, the Court does not find 

good cause to permit discovery in the Superior Court pursuant to Rule 80C(i). Counsel for the 

Petitioner shall cancel any depositions and withdraw any subpoenas that have been issued to 

date. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated, the Court remands this matter to the Secretary to take additional 

evidence. The Court denies Reed's motion to engage in discovery pursuant to Rule 80CU), and 

to take additional evidence in the Superior Court. The Secretary shall have a deadline of 

Wednesday April 1, 2020 to issue its Determination. 

The clerk is directed to incorporate this order into the docket by reference. M.R. Civ. P. 

79(a). 

Dated: J / >--'> I;)"" 
M. Michaela Murphy · 
Justice, Maine Business a~ onsumer Court 
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STATE OF MAINE

KENNEBEC, ss

DELBERT A. REED

V.

Petitioner

MATTHEW DUNLAP, in his capacity of
Secretary of State for the State of Maine

Respondent

SUPERIOR COURT

DOCKET NO. AP-20-

PETITION FOR REVIEW OF

FINAL AGENCY ACTION

Pursuant to 21-A M.R.S. § 905, 5 M.R.S. § 11001, and M.R. Civ. P. 80C, Petitioner

Delbert A. Reed hereby petitions this Court to reverse the decision by Secretary of State

Matthew Dunlap (the "Secretary") that the direct petition for initiated legislation entitled

"Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project" (the

"Petition") is valid. The Secretary determined the Petition to be valid upon finding it supported

by a sufficient number of signatures provided by Maine voters, but he erred when he accepted

thousands of invalid signatures gathered in violation of Maine law. Specifically, the Secretary

coimted more than 17,000 signatures notarized by individuals expressly prohibited by Maine law

from acting as a notary with respect to the Petition, and failed to consider evidence of such

violations presented prior to his determination. The Secretary made several additional errors,

including counting duplicate signatures, signatures from voters unregistered in the indicated

town, undated signatures, and signature entries made by someone other than the voter him- or

herself, among other invalid signature entries. A proper review of the facts and the law in these

proceedings will show proponents of the Petition failed to submit a sufficient mamber of valid

signatures from Maine voters and, accordingly, that the Secretary's decision must be reversed.

PETITION FOR REVIEW OF FINAL AGENCY ACTION
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PARTIES

1. Petitioner Delbert A. Reed is a registered Maine voter who resides in Franklin

County, Maine. Reed is a professional engineer who has dedicated his career to developing and

maintaining Maine's energy infrastructure. Reed strongly supports the New England Clean

Energy Connect Project (the "NECEC Project") and has spoken and written in favor of it in

numerous forums across Maine. Reed supports the NECEC Project because of both the

environmental and economic benefits it will bring to Maine, including in Franklin County where

Reed resides, and has suffered and will continue to suffer particularized injury should Secretary

Dunlap's determination stand.

2. Respondent Matthew Dxmlap, in his official capacity as Secretary of State for the

State of Maine, is the constitutional officer charged with administering Title 21-A, Chapter 11,

which governs proposed direct petitions for initiated legislation, including the numerous

requirements concerning the circulation, notarization, submission, and approval of petition

signatures.

JURISDICTION AND VENUE

3. The Court has subject matter jurisdiction over this petition for review pursuant to

4M.R.S. § 103(3)(A), 5 M.R.S. § 11001(1), and21-AM.R.S. § 905(2).

4. The Court may exercise personal jurisdiction over the Secretary because this

action seeks review of actions taken by the Secretary, in his official capacity as an officer of the

State of Maine rmder the Maine Constitution.

5. Venue is proper in Kennebec County pursuant to 5 M.R.S. § 11002(1)(B) because

the Secretary maintains his principal office in Kennebec County.

PETITION FOR REVIEW OF FINAL AGENCY ACTION
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FACTUAL AND LEGAL BACKGROUND

The NECEC Project

6. The NECEC Project is a high voltage direct current transmission line that \vill

bring 1,200 megawatts of clean hydropower from Quebec into Maine and the New England

power grid, proposed for construction in westem Maine and which the Maine Public Utilities

Commission has found to be in the public interest.

7. The NECEC Project will constitute an investment of approximately $1 billion of

new electricity transmission infrastructure in Maine. This investment will produce thousands of

jobs in Maine during construction of the project and result in approximately $18 million in

additional property taxes annually for the host commimities. The NECEC Project and the clean

hydropower it will deliver to Maine also vdll significantly lower the cost of electricity in Maine

and across the New England region, and remove upwards of 3.6 million metric tons of carbon

emissions annually from the Earth's atmosphere by decreasing New England's reliance on fossil

fuels for the region's electricity needs.

8. The electric generators that hum fossil fuels oppose the NECEC Project precisely

because it will significantly lower their revenues and reduce New England's reliance on the more

expensive electricity they produce, which electricity adds carbon to the atmosphere and

exacerbates worsening climate change.

9. The fossil fuel electric generators have funded various groups in Maine for the

purpose of advocating against and attempting to block the construction of the NECEC Project.

The Petition arises from these efforts.

Maine Law

10. For a direct initiative of legislation such as the Petition to proceed to the Maine

Legislature and, potentially, to a statewide ballot question, the proponents of the initiative must
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11812738.8.5.4.3 3

App.41



gather a number of signatures equal to 10% of the total vote for Governor cast in the last Maine

gubernatorial election. According to the Secretary, and for all times relevant to these

proceedings, the threshold for the Petition Avas 63,067 signatures.

11. Maine law includes numerous provisions governing the circulation, notarization,

submission, and approval of petition signatures.

12. For instance. Article IV, Part 3, Section 20 of the Maine Constitution requires any

person collecting signatures—a "circulator"—^to he a resident of Maine and registered to vote in

the municipality where the circulator resides.

13. Title 21-A, Section 902 requires circulators to be physically present when a voter

signs the petition and, ultimately, to take an oath that all signatures were collected in person and

that, to the best of the circulator's knowledge and belief, each signature represents the signature

of the person whose name it purports to represent. Circulators must swear this oath before a

person authorized by Maine law to administer such oaths, including a notary public.

14. Because of the important role notaries public play in verifying the integrity of any

signed petition, the Maine Legislature adopted legislation in 2018 designed to maintain a strict

separation between notaries public and the groups that circulate petitions. L.D. 1865, "An Act to

Increase Transparency in the Direct Initiative Process," passed with an overwhehning bipartisan

majority in the Maine House of Representatives of 140 to 6; there was no roll call in the Maine

Senate.

15. One provision of L.D. 1865, now codified at 21 M.R.S. § 903-E under the

heading "Persons not authorized to administer an oath or affirmation to a petition circulator,"

states a notary public is not authorized to "administer an oath or affirmation to the circulator of a

petition ... if the notary public ... is ... [pjroviding any other services, regardless of
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compensation, to initiate the direct initiative ... or ... [pjroviding services other than notarial

acts, regardless of compensation, to promote the direct initiative."

16. L.D. 1865 also added a section to the chapter of the Maine code governing

notaries public, now codified at 4 M.R.S. § 954-A under the heading "Conflict of interest,"

which states in part: "It is a conflict of interest for a notary public to administer an oath or

affirmation to a circulator of a petition for a direct initiative ... if the notary public also provides

services that are not notarial acts to initiate or promote that direct initiative."

17. In short, the Legislature could not have been clearer that notaries public may not

perform any services or functions whatsoever for any signature gathering effort with respect to

which the notary also provides notarial acts.

The Petition

18. Following application from opponents of the NECEC Project, the Secretary

approved a petition form for the Petition on October 18,2019. Thereafter, opponents of the

NECEC Project began a fi-enzied effort to accumulate at least 63,067 signatures on the petition.

19. Ultimately, opponents of the NECEC Project turned to an out-of-state petition

gathering vendor known as Revolution Field Strategies to help obtain the required number of

signatures. One of the principals of Revolution Field Strategies previously operated a similar

consulting firm, which, during a signature gathering effort in Missouri, employed four

individuals ultimately charged with forging voter signatures.

20. On February 3,2020, opponents of the NECEC Project purported to submit more

than 15,000 petitions, bearing 82,449 signatures, to the Secretary.

21. During the Secretary's 30-day review period, supporters of the NECEC Project

provided the Secretary with information concerning the signature gathering process employed by
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proponents of the Petition. That information showed, among other things, that notaries public

responsible for notarizing petitions containing more than 10,000 signatures also provided non-

notarial services to the signature gathering effort, in violation of 21 M.R.S. § 903-E and 4 M.R.S.

§ 954-A. A true and correct copy of the submissions made to the Secretary are attached hereto

as Exhibit A and Exhibit B. As set forth below, subsequent review of the signatures submitted to

the Secretary show these notaries public to have been responsible for more than 17,000 invalid

signatures.

22. On March 4,2020, the Secretary issued his determination concerning the validity

of the 82,449 signatures submitted by opponents of the NECEC Project. After finding 12,735

signatures to be invalid, the Secretary determined 69,714 signatures to be valid and, accordingly,

determined the Petition to be valid. A true and correct copy of the Secretary's determination is

attached hereto as Exhibit C.

23. As stated in footnote 1 to his determination, however, the Secretary expressly

declined to consider the aforementioned information concerning notaries submitted by supporters

of the NECEC Project. This was error, and it resulted in the Secretary determining more than

17,000 signatures to be valid when, in fact, those signatures were gathered in violation of Maine

law. These invalid signatures vastly exceed the 6,647 margin the Secretary found the opponents

of the NECEC Project achieved.

24. In addition to counting signatures notarized by unauthorized notaries public, the

Secretary also coxinted additional invalid signatures, including duplicate signatures, signatures

from persons not registered in the indicated town, undated signatures, and signature entries made

by someone other than the voter him- or herself, among other invalid signature entries.
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25. Additional documents and information, including documents and information set

forth in the administrative record to be disclosed in these proceedings, may reveal additional

errors committed by the Secretary. Petitioner reserves the right to identify and present such

evidence in the course of these proceedings.

COUNT I - REVERSAL OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE'S DECISION PURSUANT

TO 21-A M.R.S. § 905,5 M.R.S. § 11001, AND M.R. CIV. P. 80C

26. Reed repeats and realleges Paragraphs 1 through 26 above as if fully set forth

herein.

27. The Secretary determined the Petition to be valid upon finding it received 6,647

signatures in excess of the constitutional requirement of 63,067 signatures.

28. The Secretary erred because he counted as valid more than 6,647 signatures that

are in fact invalid under Maine law.

29. The Secretary made his determination in violation of constitutional and statutory

provisions, in excess of his statutory authority, upon an unlawful procedure, unsupported by

substantial evidence on the whole record, and in a manner that was arbitrary, capricious, and

characterized by an abuse of discretion.

WHEREFORE Petitioner prays the Court:

a. find the Petition does not bear the valid signature of 63,067 or more Maine
voters;

b. reverse the decision of the Secretary that the Petition is valid;

c. and grant such other relief as the Court deems just and proper.

PETITION FOR REVIEW OF FINAL AGENCY ACTION

11812738.8.5.4.3 7

App.45



DATED; March 13,2020

Jared S. des Rosiers, Bar No. 7548
Nolan L. Reichl, Bar No. 4874
Newell A. Augur, Bar No. 9546
PIERCE ATWOOD LLP

Merrill's Wharf

254 Commercial Street

Portland, ME 04101
207-791-1100

nreichl@.pierceatwood. com
naugur@Dierceatwood.com

Joshua A. Tardy, Bar No. 7740
Joshua A. Randlett, Bar No. 4681
RUDMAN WINCHELL

The Graham Building
84 Harlow Street

P.O. Box 1401

Bangor, ME 04402
irandlett@.rudmanwinchell.com

itardv@rudmanwinchell.com

Attorneys for Petitioner Delbert A. Reed
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PIERCE ATWOOD j 

February 24, 2020 

The Honorable Matthew Dunlap 
Secretary of State 
148 State House Station 
Augusta, ME 04333-0148 

BY HAND DELIVERY 

NEWELL AUGUR 

157 Capitol St reet 
Suite 3 
Augusta, ME 04330 

PH 207.791.1281 
FX 207.623.9367 
naugur@pierceatwood.com 

pierceatwood.com 

RE: Information relative to the submission and notarization of 
petitions by the opponents of the clean energy transmission 
line 

Dear Secretary Dunlap: 

On behalf of Clean Energy Matters, I am providing information regarding the 
February 3, 2020 submission of petitions to your office by Stop the Corridor, 
Say No to NECEC, No CMP Corridor and other opponents of the clean energy 
transmission line. 

Background 

Based upon our prior conversations and those with your counsel, we believe 
your office may review relevant information submitted by the public during 
the thirty-day statutory review period for determining the validity of the 
petitions at issue. Indeed, we believe all parties, including the public, 
benefit from your consideration of all available information relevant to your 
decision. 

As you know, Clean Energy Matters is not a party to any proceeding before 
your office and does not have access to the full range of information 

PORTLAND, ME BOSTON, MA PORTSMOUTH, NH PROVIDENCE, RI AUGUSTA, ME STOCKHOLM, SE WASHINGTON, DC 
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Hon. Matthew Dunlap 
February 24, 2020 
Page 2 

currently in your possession and/or available to proponents of the petitions. 
Nevertheless, Clean Energy Matters has become aware of certain information 
relevant to your decision. As discussed below, Clean Energy Matters has 
learned of several instances where individuals affiliated with the group or 
groups that collected signatures for this effort appear to have violated 21-A 
M.R.S. § 903-E, which prohibits a person who notarizes a petition for a 
citizen's initiative from providing other services to initiate or promote the 
citizen's initiative for which the petition is being circulated. Additionally, 
Clean Energy Matters has learned of several instances where a town appears 
to have certified a petition prior to the petition having been signed by a 
circulator and notarized. 

Notaries who were hired to circulate petitions or hired to organize, 
supervise or manage the circulation process 

LD 1865, "An Act to Increase Transparency in the Direct Initiative Process," 
was ratified by the Maine Legislature and signed by the Governor in June 
2018, with broad bipartisan consensus. 1 The new law, PL 2017, c. 418, 
prohibits persons who notarize petitions for a citizen's initiative from 
participating in the effort to qualify that initiative for the ballot in nearly 
every respect other than providing notarial acts. Specifically, the law 
prohibits a notary from: 

A. Providing any other services, regardless of compensation, to initiate 
the direct initiative or people's veto referendum for which the petition 
is being circulated; or 

B. Providing services other than notarial acts, regardless of 
compensation, to promote the direct initiative or people's veto 
referendum for which the petition is being circulated. 

21-A M.R.S. § 903-E(l). 

The law also clarified the conflict of interest statute regarding notaries public 
in Chapter 19 of Title 4. The new language added to 4 M.R.S. § 954-A 
states: 

1 The bill passed the Maine House by a vote of 140 to 6. There was no roll call in the Maine 
Senate. 
11754352.4 
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"It is a conflict of interest for a notary public to administer an oath or 
affirmation to a circulator of a petition for a direct initiative or people's 
veto referendum under Title 21-A, section 902 if the notary public also 
provides services that are not notarial acts to initiate or promote that 
direct initiative or people's veto referendum." 

It is apparent why the Legislature enacted these new laws: to enhance 
public confidence in the work notaries perform by clearly divorcing notaries 
from the campaigns that promote ballot initiatives. It is notable that, in 
doing so, the Legislature also amended the section of statute governing 
conflict of interest for notary publics. 

Concurrent with the submission of signatures to your office, the opponents 
of the clean energy transmission line submitted, as required by 21-A M.R.S. 
§ 903-C, the name of Revolution Field Strategies, an entity based in 
Washington, D.C., that was hired to organize, supervise and manage the 
circulation of petitions for this direct initiative. The document from 
Revolution Field Strategies included the names of 162 individuals who were 
paid to assist either "in circulating petitions," or "in organizing, supervising 
or managing the circulation" of those petitions. 2 21 M.R.S. § 903-C(l)(D). 
A true and correct copy of that document is included with this letter as 
Exhibit A, although we understand it already is on file with your office. 

The prohibitions set forth in Section 903-E(l) necessarily bar any of the 
individuals appearing on the Section 903-C list from acting as a notary with 
respect to the petitions at issue, as those who assist. in "circulating petitions" 
or "in organizing, supervising, or managing the circulation" necessarily 
engage in the activities prohibited by Section 903-E(l). 

We understand records in your possession will reveal that individuals named 
Leah Flumerfelt, David McGovern and Michael Underhill, both notarized 
petitions and also appear on the list provided to your office under Section 
903-C as individuals who circulated petitions or organized, supervised, or 
managed the circulation effort. Accordingly, the notarizations made by Leah 
Flumerfelt, David McGovern and Michael Underhill were made in violation of 
21-A M.R.S. § 903-E(l) and 4 M.R.S. § 954-A, and the petitions these three 
individuals notarized - and all the signatures on those petitions - are invalid. 

2 The total number of individuals hired by groups engaged in this petition gathering effort to 
perform this work exceeds 200. 
11754352.4 
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It may be that the other persons appearing on the Section 903-C list also 
acted as notaries, and we respectfully request you compare the names of all 
persons on the Section 903-C list with the names of each notary appearing 
on each petition submitted to your office. In the event any other person 
appears both on the Section 903-C list and as a notary on any other petition, 
each such notarization violated Section 903-E(i) and 4 M.R.S. § 954-A, and 
the petitions those individuals notarized - and all the signatures on those 
petitions - are invalid. 

Notaries who provided other services that were not notarial acts to 
initiate or promote the direct initiative 

Section 902 requires that, for any direct initiative, the town clerk maintain a 
log of petitions submitted to the town for verification. Based upon our 
review of certain logs and petitions, we identified several individuals who 
both notarized petitions and who either brought, mailed or otherwise caused 
petitions to be delivered to a town clerk, or collected those petitions from 
the town clerk, after they were validated. 3 

Angie Crosby is listed on a log from the Town of Belfast as the individual 
who picked up or caused to be picked up validated petitions from that town 
on December 26, 2019. A true and correct copy of the Town of Belfast log is 
included as Exhibit B. Angie Crosby also notarized petitions of signatures 
from the town of Belfast, and may have notarized other petitions from other 
towns. 

Joshua Kiesman is listed on a log from the Town of Bradley as the individual 
who submitted or caused to be submitted petitions to that town for 
validation on January 7, 2020. A true and correct copy of the Town of 
Bradley log is included as Exhibit C. Joshua Kiesman also notarized petitions 
of signatures from the towns of Bangor, Corinth, Dixmont, Hampden, 
Newburgh, and Plymouth, and may have notarized other petitions from 
other towns. 

3 Regrettably, we understand not all town clerks kept a log for this direct initiative. Some 
appear to have copied each of the individual petitions that were submitted in lieu of keeping 
a log. This procedure does not identify the name of the person submitting the petition, the 
date it was submitted, the number of petitions submitted and the date and manner by 
which the petitions were returned as required by Title 21-A. 

11754352.4 
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Melissa Letarte is listed on a log from the Town of Jay as the individual who 
picked up or caused to be picked up two sets of validated petitions from that 
town on November 1, 2019, and on November 15, 2019. A true and correct 
copy of the Town of Jay log is included as Exhibit D. Melissa Letarte also 
notarized petitions of signatures from the towns of Bangor, Carmel, 
Hampden, Jay and Rumford, and may have notarized other petitions from 
other towns. 

Christina Potter is listed on a log from the Town of Sanford as an individual 
who delivered or caused to be delivered a petition to that town for validation 
on November 18, 2019. A true and correct copy of the Town of Sanford log 
is included as Exhibit E. Christina Potter also notarized a petition of 
signatures from the Town of Corinth, and may have notarized other petitions 
from other towns. 

Victoria Tapley is listed on a log from of the Town of Corinth as an individual 
who delivered or caused to be delivered a petition to that town for validation 
on January 16, 2020. A true and correct copy of the Town of Corinth log is 
included as Exhibit F. Victoria Tapley also notarized a petition of signatures 
from the Town of Corinth, and may have notarized other petitions from other 
towns. 

Having engaged in non-notarial acts or otherwise having provided services 
to the proponents of the citizen's initiative by, at least, assisting in work 
related to organizing and managing the petitions, Section 903-E prohibited 
Angie Crosby, Joshua Kiesman, Melissa Letarte, Christina Potter and Victoria 
Tapley from also acting as notaries with respect to those petitions. 
Accordingly, the notarizations made by those individuals were made in 
violation of 21-A M.R.S. § 903-E (1) and 4 M.R.S. § 954-A, and the petitions 
these five individuals notarized - and all the signatures on those petitions -
are invalid.4 

4 Leah Flumerfelt, a notary whose name appeared on the Section 903-C list as discussed 
above, is also listed on the log for the Town of Brunswick as delivering petition sheets on 
January 24, 2020. A true and correct copy of the Town of Brunswick log is included as 
Exhibit G. Exhibit G provides an additional piece of evidence that demonstrates Leah 
Flumerfelt could not have acted as a notary under Section 903-E. 
11754352.4 
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Petitions submitted and validated by the Town Clerk prior to being 
signed by the circulator and notarized 

21-A M.R.S. § 902 requires that all petitions must be submitted to the town 
clerk for certification in accordance with the Maine Constitution. The law 
further requires that the petition be signed by the circulator and notarized 
prior to being submitted to the town clerk for validation. If petitions 
submitted to the clerk are not signed and notarized, "the registrar may not 
certify the petitions and is required only to return the petition." 21-A M.R.S. 
§ 902. 

In our review of copies of certain petitions submitted to certain towns, we 
identified as many as thirteen petitions provided by the clerks of twelve 
different towns that had been certified by the town but were not signed by a 
circulator and properly notarized. The towns and the dates the petitions 
were certified are as follows: 

Brunswick - 1/14/2020 
Casco - 12/30/19 
Casco - 1/22/20 
Chelsea - 1/17/2020 
Ellsworth - 1/21/20 
Farmingdale - 12/19/19 
Garland - 1/24/2020 
Kennebunkport - 1/23/2020 
Gorham - 1/8/2020 
Scarborough - 12/16/2020 
Stonington - 1/15/20 
Warren - 1/24/2020 
Whitfield - 1/17/2020 

A true and correct copy of these petitions is included as Exhibit H. 5 

These petitions appear to have been certified in violation of 21-A M.R.S. 
§ 902 and contrary to prior guidance from your office to the town clerks. 
More significantly, we hope your office will be able to verify that these 
petitions were not submitted for consideration by the opponents of the clean 

5 The petitions from the Towns of Ellsworth and Gorham show only the side that the town 
registrar signed. 
11754352.4 
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energy transmission line. If they were submitted, these petitions - and all 
the signatures on them - are invalid under Section 902. 6 

Conclusion 

We appreciate the time constraints on your office and the limited resources 
to review the validity of more than 75,000 signatures in less than 30 days. 
As you know, Clean Energy Matters is similarly constrained with respect to 
its ability to evaluate information relevant to your decision. In the event we 
identify additional, relevant information in advance of your certification 
decision, we will make every effort to provide it to you. Ultimately, 
however, we anticipate we will not have full and complete information until 
after you have made your certification decision and your office has made all 
documents and information submitted by the opponents of the clean energy 
transmission line available for examination. After that occurs, Clean Energy 
Matters reserves the right to identify additional information regarding these 
petitions. 

Please let me know if there is any additional information that I can provide 
relative to this submission. Thank you for your service to the people of 
Maine. 

dj;!_ely, 
Newell A. Augur 
Legal Counsel 

Cc: Phyllis Gardiner, AAG (with enclosures, by hand delivery) 

6 Exhibit H consists of the form we understand the petitions appeared after they were 
validated by the clerks of the respective towns. 
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Petition Organization Registration Application 
Prepared by the Division ofElectionspwsuant to Title 21-A MR.S., §903-C 

Title 21-A, Maine Law on Elections, § 903-C, sub-§ 1 requires a petition organization to register 
with the Secretary of State prior to organizing, supervising or managing the circulation of 
petitions for a direct initiative or a people's veto referendum. This registration application must 
include a list of all individuals hired by the petition organization for the purpose of circulating 
petitions or organizing, supervising or managing the circulation process. Petition organization 
means a business entity that receives compensation for organizing, supervising or managing the 
circulation of petitions for a direct initiative or a people's veto referendum. 

Ballot question or title of each direct initiative or people's veto referendum for which the 
organization will receive compensation: 

Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project 

Contact information for petition organization: 

Name of Petition Organization: Revolution Field Strategies 

Mailing address: 3000 K St NW, Suite 320, Washington, DC 20007 

Telephone number: -=2:..:.1-=-5--=5-=8c=2--=2:..:.6.;;..9.;;..5 ________________ _ 

Email address: acarabelli@revolutionfield.com 

Signature of designated agent for petition organization: 

Printed name and title of designated agent: 

Alex Carabelli, Principal 

(Continued on Reverse) 

RECEIVED 

FED U3 2BW 
OFFICE OF SECRETARY OF ST ATE 

AUGUSTA, MAINE 

Secretary of State Division of Elections, 101 State House Station, Augusta, ME 04333-0101 
Phone (207) 624-7650/Fax (207) 287-5428 
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List of individuals hired by the petition organization for the purpose of circulating petitions 
or organizing, supervising of managing the circnlation process. (Please type or print 
legibly.) 

Please see the following page 

Secretary of State Division of Elections, 101 State House Station, Augusta, ME 04333-0101 
Phone (207) 624-7650/Fax (207) 287-5428 
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Agganis, Angela - Hourly Garfield, BarbaraJean - Hourly Moody, Leea - Hourly Stuart, Jessica - Hourly 
Aguila, Bethany- Hourly Gilligan, Ryan - Hourly Nadeau, Jennifer- Hourly Talon, Renee - Hourly 
Amadei, Marcayla - Hourly Gilpin, Colton - Hourly Nason, Randa - Hourly Tenenbaum, Zachary - Hourly 
Armstrong, Angelina - Hourly Graves, Trevor - Hourly 
Aumuller, Jeff - Hourly Gulliksen, Roxanne - Hourly 
Bakelmun, Nicholas - Hourly Gustafson, Natalie - Hourly 

Neal, Bryce- Hourly Tessler, Kevin - Hourly 
Noel, Christy • Hourly Tholl, Robert - Hourly 
Nye, Elliot - Hourly Tracey, James - Hourly 

Barter, Shaun• Hourly Haller, James· Hourly Olszynski, Halina - Hourly Tymon II, Timothy· Hourly 

Bassett, Daniel - Hourly 
Batchelder, Helene - Hourly 
Bauer, Gavin - Hourly 
Baugh, Taylor• Hourly 
Bengtsson, Elly - Hourly 
Bergstein, Todd - Hourly 
Berry, Wyatt • Hourly 
Bielski, Andrew - Hourly 
Black, Jeff• Hourly 
Bouthiller, Machiah - Hourly 
Brown, Lynn - Hourly 
Bruce, David - Hourly 
Canter, Aaron - Hourly 
Caron, Zack - Hourly 
carpenter, Joel • Hourly 
Chadbourne, Herbert • Houri 
Cohen-Solal, Eric - Hourly 
Conley, Kelsey• Hourly 
Corey, Kristine - Hourly 
Cormier, Leatrice - Hourly 
Crisp, Thomas - Hourly 
Cromeenes, April - Hourly 
Cruz, Claudia - Hourly 
Culloton, Holly• Hourly 
CUiioton, Paul • Hourly 
CUrran, Travis - Hourly 
Dang, Willita - Hourly 
Day, Elliott - Hourly 
Delcourt, Anthony - Hourly 
Dixon, Kyle - Hourly 
Dunbar, Alexandra - Hourly 
Easton, Adam - Hourly 
Fischer, Julianna - Hourly 
Flumerfelt, Leah - Hourly 
Fournier, Martha - Hourly 
Fried, Jordan - Hourly 
Gallagher, Kristian - Hourly 
Galli, Emily• Hourly 

Hamel, Janessa - Hourly 
Hart, Kelcey - Hourly 
Haywood, Emma - Hourly 
Herman, Beth - Hourly 
Hickey, Ezra - Hourly 
Hinners, Crystal - Hourly 
Hope, John - Hourly 
Houston, Savanna - Hourly 
Howard, Carol • Hourly 
Jacobs, seth - Hourly 
Jellerson, Terrance - Hourly 
Juenemann, Steven - Hourly 
Kaloko, lsatu - Hourly 
Kaufman, David - Hourly 
Keichline, Leigh - Hourly 
Kelley, Daniel - Hourly 

Olszynski, Tadeusz - Hourly Underhill, Michael - Hourly 
Orne, Jane - Hourly Vega, Christopher - Hourly 
Osgood, Megan - Hourly Venturini, Sheila - Hourly 
Osgood, Nicholas - Hourly Verrill, Courtney• Hourly 
Ott, John - Hourly Vetrano, David - Hourly 
Ouellette II, Kenneth - Hourly Vincent, William - Hourly 
Patey, Daniel - Hourly Volksmyth, Lytfi - Hourly 
Pettis, Malcolm - Hourly Vuthy, Sengmolicka - Hourly 
Phillips, Linda - Hourly Weatherby, Kate - Hourly 

Kelly, Dorothy- Hourly 

Pinkham, Timothy - Hourly 
Plaisted, Tracy• Hourly 
Platteter, Petra - Hourly 
Plunkett, James - Hourly 
Pontillo, Louis - Hourly 
Porter, Daniel - Hourly 
Poulson, Timothy - Hourly 
Randall, Kyle - Hourly 

Kerr, Tracy- Hourly Regis, Lucien - Hourly 
Kidder, Patricia - Hourly Rich, Cecily - Hourly 
Klahre, Andrew- Hourly Robinson, Kelley· Hourly 
Kohlstrom, Jodi • Hourly Rossi, Ralph - Hourly 
Lacey, Howard • Hourly Rothrock, Thomas - Hourly 
Lanna, Stephen - Hourly Rowland, Grace - Hourly 
Leach, Kellen - Hourly Rudman, Noah - Hourly 
lee, David - Hourly Rufo, Jeffrey - Hourly 
Lewey-Hamilton, Susan - Hourly Samuel, Jasmine - Hourly 
Long, Alexander - Hourly Sanders, William - Hourly 
Margolskee, Matthew - Hourly sanGiovanni, Lily - Hourly 
Marland, Connor - Hourly SanGiovanni, Robert - Hourly 
Marshall, David - Hourly Shapiro, Peter - Hourly 
McClelland, Katie• Hourly Shay, Owen· Hourly 
McDonald, Ella - Hourly Shepherd, Lucas· Hourly 

McGovern, David - Hourly 
Mclaurin, Christian - Hourly 
Meyer-Waldo, Sarah• Hourly 
Miles, Stephanie - Hourly 
Mills, Corydon • Hourly 
Money, Kimberly• Hourly 

Siravo, Christina - Hourly 
Smith, Ryan - Hourly 
Sorescu, Alexandra - Hourly 
St. Peter, Megan - Hourly 
Steele, Samuel - Hourly 
Stuart, Beverly - Hourly 

Whitten, Gina - Hourly 
Wilsey, John - Hourly 
Connell, Paige • Hourly, then salary 
Burnham, Melissa - Salary 
Carabelli, Alex • Salary 
Fish, Jesse - Salary 
Lewandowski, Adam - Salary 
Martinez, Cpriana - Salary 
Mclean Buche, Dylan • Salary 
Sheridan Rossi, Patrick• Salary 
Thomas, Guylon • Salary 
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Printed Name of Circulator 

Unique Identifying Number 

RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

;tte~blrnr SIGNATURE 
DATE ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS MUNICIPALITY 

NAMEP~D 
use only SIGNED (NotP.O.Box) (Where Registered) 

16. / 
"· / 
18. / 
"· / 
"· / 

]. / 

'· / 
'· 7 

/ 

,. 
s. 

,. 
.· 

,. 
8. ,· 

,' ,,. / . 

,0. / 
]. / ,,. / ,. / ,. 

/ 
s. 7 ,. / 
7. / 

,. / ,. / .,.. ~ . 
0. / ,,. I 

"· I ,,. I 
"· I 
s. [ 

CIRCULATOR'S OATH P!J.TITION LOG 

I hereby make oath that I am the Circulator of llilll petition; that I personally witnessed all of the signatures to this FOR SECRETARY OF STATE USE ONLY 
petition; and, to the best of my knowledge and belief, each signature Is that of the person whose name it purports to be, 

s,""""""/Cimd•,/rYj,Jw..iQ Q, ~ ,,;,,,.,N.,m, [IA;c/,,oe{ A- l<tu:ze 
PETITION#: --- VALID: --- INVALID: ---

#INVALID REASON SIGNATIIB!\ LINES 

s;,,,.,,,,. ofN•I"~ ~ P,,,,,., N.,,,,'[,J;u 
--- ---

M,aibed to .,,,d mom befo,e me"' th/,"""~~ (Date m•st be <0mpleted by No<ory) 

--- ---

--- ·--

Dalemf'n'c1 , ai111ml~lli'lllllp1m ... h~e-,, &'{ ~ 
REGISTRAR'S CERTIFICATION \ (t,,,n, ') S.OS STAFF: COMMENTS: 

BRUNSWICK C.,,,.· 
Municipality TOTAL VALID __ \ _ OTAL INVALID __ O_ 

I hereby certify that the names of all the petitioners llited as valid appear on the voting list as qualified to vote for 
Governor, 

/ZJ ,4-
JAN 1 4 2020 

Signature of Registrar~ _..._ ~ 

Date pe!ition certified: ()/- /1/ •)..oJO 

Please Tum Over for Summary, Fiscal Impact, Legislatio1t, lllstr11ctio11s ar,d Additio11al Signature Li11es, 
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Printed Name of Circulator 

£<2~ 
Unique Identifying Number 

RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

DATE OF ISSUANCE: October 18, 2019 
Filing Deadline for the November 2020 Ballot: Febr11ary 3, 2020 

18 mo11tlt petitio11 expiratio11 date: April 18, 2021 

Freedom of Citizen Information: Before a registered voter signs any initiative petition, signature gatherers must 
offer the voter the opportunity to read the proposed initiative summary and fiscal impact statement prepared by the 
Secretary of State. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE 

This initiated bill directs the Public Utilities Commission to amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Approving 
Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission project. The amended 
order must find that the construction and operation of the NEC EC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for 
the NECEC transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for 8. certificate of public convenience and 
necessity for the NECEC transmission project. 

ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT 

This citizen initiative directs the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to amend a previously issued "Order Granting Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Ne_cessity and Approving Stipulation" entered by the PUC on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission 
project. Requiring the amended order to find that the construction and operation of the transmission project are not in the public interest and that there 
is not a public need for it., and requiring denial of a certificate of public convenience and necessity for the project, may extend or reopen the 
deliberative process of the PUC related to the project. Any additional costs to the PUC as a result of this initiative are within the scope of activities 
budgeted by the PUC and are not anticipated to require supplemental appropriations or allocations. 

To the Legislature of the State of Maine: 

In accordance with Section 18 of Article IV, Part Third of the Constitution of the State of Maine, the electors of the State of Maine, qualified to 
vote for Governor, residing in said State, whose names have been certified on this petition, hereby respectfully propose to the Legislature for its 
consideration the following entitled legislation: "Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project." 

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Maine as follows: 

Sec, 1. Amend order. Resolved: That within 30 days of the effective date of this resolve and pursuant to its authority under the Maine 
Revised Statutes, Title 35-A, section 1321, the Public Utilities Commission shall amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and Approving Stipulation.," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 in Docket No. 2017-00232 for the New England 
Clean Energy Connect transmission project, referred to in this resolve as "the NECEC transmission project." The amended order must find that the 
construction and operation of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for the NEC EC 
transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and necessity for 
the NECEC transmission oroiect. 

Registrar 
SIGNATURE DATE ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS MUNICIPALITY 

NAME PRINTED use only SI
1
GNED (No!P.O.Ilox) (Where Registered) 

,. ---= 1213o ii "I l? R ... S:&m, DI~-· , -~1 >< >r ,J 
' Co-- a" v' " <' -r--- 0 ' ' ' ---

----.......___ 
i.------....__ 

I'---.. L------

----- --------•. 
~ 

·-
------ -------1"· 

------ -------II. V 

-------
--1"- ,/"' "-...._ 

I"- / --....__.,_ 
1''- / "-
"'/ ---...... 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR CIRCULATION CERTIFICATION CODE FOR VALID SIGNATURES: "I' 
PETITIONER- MUST: REGISTRAR-MUS'J': ✓ INDIVIDUAL SIGNING PEI1T!ON IS A REOJSTI!RED VOTER • BE A MAINE REGISTERED VOTilR 

• DA TE AND TIME STAMP PETITION INDICATING • SIGN NAME AS IT APPEARS ON Tiffi VOTING LIST 
WHEN IT IS RECEIVED 1HE MOST COMJ\ION REASONS FOR REJECTION OF SIGNATURES • SIGN ONLY ONCB 

OR PETITIONS (WITH APPLICABLE CODES) ARE AS FOLLOWS: • HQI SIGN ANOTIIBR'S NAME 
• PRINT NAME; DATE OF SIGNING; STREET ADDRESS • COMPLETE TIIE ''REGISTRAR USE ONLY" OflNDJVffi(!A) §lnNATIJRF.S 

& MUNICIPALITY OF RESIDENCE (UNLESS PRINTED SPACE USING TIIB CODES OESCRffiED IN 

""' INDMDUAL PRl!VIOUSLY S!ONl!D Tim PBTITION (DUPLICATE NAME) BY CIRCULATOR) nm BOX TO Tiffi RIGHT N, lNONIDUAL IS NOT A RllOISTEREll VOTER 
D.4TE INDIVIDUAL S!ONHD AF11!R TIID DATJ! OP C!RCULJ\.TOR.'S Vl!RIF!CATION PETffiON CIRCULATOR- MUST: 

• COMPLETE AND SIGN TIIE CERTIFICATION BY .U,D INDIVIDUAL'S SIGNATIJRB MADE BY ANOTHER PERSON 
• BE A MAINE RESIDENT & REGISTERED VOTER 

INDICATING WHICH NAMES ON Tiffi PETITrON "" INDIVIDUAL DID NOT SIGN Tim Pll1TI10N (PRINTl!D NAMB ONLY) 
• COMPLEIB TIIE CiltCULATOR'S VERIFICATION 

APPEAR ONTIIATMUNICIPALITY'S VOTING LIST OF ENTIRB PITTITJONS • TAKE TIIE OATif BEFORE A NOTARY PUBLIC PRIOR 
10 SUBMISSION OF PETITIONS TO REGISTRAR NOTE: IF 1HE SIGNATURE ALONE SUFFICIENTLY 

,~, TIIB IU!(JJSTR.AR'S Cl!RTIFJCATION JS NOT COMPLETED OR IS NOT SltlN!l.O 
• NOT COLLECT SIGNATURES AITER TAKINGOATif ... , INFORMATION WRITTEN ON TIIE PJlTITION HAS llEBN AL1ERED IN A IDENTIFIES Tiffi VOTER, IT SHOULD BE ACCEPTED. MATERIAL WAY 
WARNING: l',IAKING A FALSE STATEr.ffiNT BY THE a,m nm CIRCULATOR'S VERIFICATION IS NOT COMPI.ETEI) OR JS NOT SIONl!D 

a,m nm CIRCULATOR DID NOTTAKI! 11IB OATH BEFORE AV ALllJ NOTARY PUBUC cmCULATOR, SIGNING A PETITION WITH THE o,m nm NOTARY DID NOT COMPLETE OR SIGN 'JlIB NOTARIZATION NAME OF ANOTHER, OR SIGNING A NAME MORE a~ Tlill NOTARY IS AN IMMEDIA'IB FAMILY M.l!MBl!R OF THE CIRCULATOR THAN ONCE ON THESE PETITIONS IS A CLASS E 

'""' l1IB Pl!TITION IS NOT IN Tiffi FORM APPROVED llY THE SECRETARY OFSTA1B CRIME. (e.g. PAOl!S MISSING, DAMAO!l.O OR OUT OP ORDER, ETC.) 

P/emJ"e Tttm Over for Additio11a/ Signature Lmes and Ctrc11/ator's Oat!,. 
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Prlnted Name of Circulator 
RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 

CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 
Unique Identifying Number 

Registrar SIGNATURE DATE ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS 
use only SIGNED (NotP.0.Box) 

16.1,Jn T ' , --;r,,-\;r,;. :;-c, 1'1/u ,c 15Q LMr\,,_ w:r1 ~.J 
!,,",; i/,J=/ll "·v 1;,.)y '"' \ c'.D \ " l-1 '.ij />., 

18. / l }.11 ,· 'A./;, · • C ' ,,;,;/,, 1/T-e,-,a eu J/t)i R of 
"✓ .:., , L IJ.' I ,jl.< r <; fin L c r,---i rT () '1' 
'·;✓ 19 '1')'\__ ,,, Io /Jq c, 1 Cub Po··' f/1.rl 
"✓ . / f//{/ /# / ,); }'J.._ )L i a . 7 /.1/J') ,z., < ffuy) /?f) 
~ ' 
3. 

"' 4. ~ 
Ifs. ~ 
"'· ~. 
"'· ~ 
Ifs. ·~ 
"'· ~ 
"°· ' 

"' L ~ / ,. 
~ / 

3. 
~/ 

4. /~ 
s. / ~ ,. 

/ "" 7. I/ 
,. 

/ ,. / 
'· / 
L / ,. 

/ 
.3. / 
"'· 17 
"':/ 

CIRCULATOR'S OATH 

I hereby make oath that I am the Circulator ofthb petition; that I personollywltnessed all of the signatures to this 
petition; and, to the best of my knowledge and belief, each signature ls that oftbe person whose name it purports to be. 

S/gnatureofCircufatar _________ _ Printed Name _________ _ 

Signature of Notary• __________ _ Printed Name, _________ _ 

Subscribed lo and swam before me on this date: ______ (Dote must be completed by Notary) 

Date my Notary Commission expires: _______ _ 

REGISTRAR'S CERTIFICATION 

TOTAL VALID s TOTAL INVALID __ \ __ 

I hereby certify that the names ofnll the petitioners listed os volld appear on the voting list us qualified to vote for 
Governor, • 

MUNICIPALITY 
NAME PRINTED (Where Registered) 

1Ascv C\,_i', S. \ I 'i C., I '.'w-1\ 

lA<'.>= ---l·,\ c JA\, ;7\':i,, 

/Y._ .. ,_;,, "· ,, /\ ,:Pr e..iJ-,c,./z,, 
C'. /t5 C'O wueflMCL'.. Jv/o,,.,I 
Ca.5,UJ La»_ru_l"" m,,.,,., 
/AsC!! ,c,J I~///./ 4...-, bel 

/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ 

// 

/ 
/ 

/ 

~ 

~ 
~ 

"·, 
'"' 
~ 
~ 

~ 
. 

PETITION LOG 

FOR SECRETARY OF STATE USE ONLY 

PETITION#: 

.lt.Il£llA1lQ REASON 

S.O.S. STAFF: 

VALID: INVALID: 

SIGNATURE LINES 

COMMENTS: 

~ 

Please Tum Ove1·for Summary, Fiscal Impact, Legislation, Instructions and Additional Slg11at11re Lines. 

( 

~ 
, 
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Prlnted!Name 9t Circulator 

1 GBfl<o.__. 
Unique ldentlfy)ng Number 

' • I 

i 

RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

DATE OF ISSUANCE: October 18, 2019 
Filing Deadline for the November 2020 Ballot: Febmal'y 3, 2020 

18 month petition expil'ation date: Apl'il 18, 2021 

! ! 

Freedom of Citizen Information: Before a registered voter signs any ioitiative petition, signature gatherers must 
offer th~ vote\, the opportunity to read the proposed ioitiative summary and fiscal impact statement prepared by the 
Secretai;y of State. 

• I 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE 

This itjitiated ill directs the Public Utilities Commission to amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Approving 
Stipulatiotl,11 ente ed by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission project. The amended 
order must fin~ th~t th{l construction and operation of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for 
the_NECEp tr~s,bission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity for the 1fmcEC transmission project. 

I ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT 

' This citizell i11iltiative directs the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to amend a previously issued "Order Granting Certificate of Public 
Convenierj.ce ai;id ',Necessity and Approving Stipulation" entered by the PUC on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission 
project. R~qu~n~ the amended order to find that the construction and operation of the transmission project are not in the public interest and that there 
is not a puplic :i:iee.d for it, and requiring denial of a certificate of public convenience and necessity for the project, may extend or reopen the 
deliberati~e pnk~s of the PUC related to the project. Any additional costs to the PUC as a result of this initiative are within the scope of activities 
budgeted ~y thf Ppc and are not anticipated to require supplemental appropriations or allocations. 

To the ~egiS:lature of the State of Maine: 
In ~ccotdap.ce with Section 18 of Article IV, Part Third of the Constitution of the State of Maine, the electors of the State of Maine, qualified to 

vote for Gbvemol residing in said State, whose names have been certified on this petition, hereby respectfully propose to the Legislature for its 
considerat~on the following entitled legislation: "Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project." 

Be it en4cte<,1 l>y th'e People of the State of Maine as follows: 
Se~. 1. 'AJ.:end order. Resolved: That within 30 days of the effective date of this resolve and pursuant to its authority under the Maine 

Revised Statutes, ~itle :35-A, section 1321, the Public Utilities Commission shall amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity :and Ap roving Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 in Docket No. 2017-00232 for the New England 
Clean Ene1·gy Go nect transmission project, referred to in this resolve as "the NECEC transmission project. 11 The amended order must find that the 
constructi9n aU:d peration of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for the NECEC 
transmission pl'oj ct, There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and necessity for 
the NECEC trans nission nroiect. 

Regl,lror 
' 

I 
slGNATURE 

DATE ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS MUNICIPALITY NAl\1:E PRINTED 
use only 

' 
I SIGNED (NotP.O.Box) (Where Registered) 
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lNS"fRUCTIONS FOR cmcUl,ATION CERTIFICATION CODE FOR VALID SIGNATURES: 

PETITIONE~-Mt./ST, REGISTRAR - MUST: ✓ INDIVIDUAL SIGNING PETITION IS A REGISTERED VOTER 
• BEAMAJNEREGimREDVOTER • DATE ANDTIME STAMP PETITION INDICATING 
•SIGNNAMEASfr PEARSONTHEVOTINOLIST WHEN IT IS RECEIVED THE MOST COMMON REASONS FOR REJECTION OF SIGNATURES 
• SIGN ONLY ONCE j OR PETITIONS {WITH APPLICABLE CODES) ARE AS FOLLOWS: 
• NOTSIGNAN01;l!ER'SNAME 
• PRITTTNAME, DATt°' S>GN>NGa smm ADD>mSS 

• COMPLETE THE "REGISTRAR USE ONLY" OF INDIVIDUAi. SIGNATURES 
&MUNIClfALITYO RESIDENCE (UNLESSPR!NTEO SPACE USING TIIBCODES DESCRIBED IN ""' INDIVIDUAL PREVIOUSLY SIGNED THE PETITION (DUPLICATE NAME) 
BY CIRCULATOR) THE BOX TO THE RIGHT N< INDIVIDUAL IS NOT A REOJSTERED VOTER 

DATE INDIVIDUALSIONlill AFTER Tl!E DATE OF CIRCULAIOR'S Vl!R.lflCAT!ON 
PETITION(;IRCULA OR-MUSI': • COMPLETE AND S[GN THE CERT.IFICATIONBY ""' INDIVIDUAL'S SIGNATURE MADE BY ANOTHER PERSON 
• BE A MAf\'IB RE$l~NT & REGISTERED VOTER INO!CATING WHJCH NAMES ON THE PETITION "G lNDNlDUAL DID NOT SIGN THE PETITION {PRINTED NAMB ONLY} 
• COMPLETµ TIIEC CULATOR'S VERIFICATION APPEAR ONTHATMUNICIPALITY'S VOTING LIST OE fNTIIIE PfiilJJONS • TAKE nu; OATH TDREA NDTARHUBuc cruOR 

TO SUBMlSSION O PETITIONS TO REGISTRAR NOTE: IF TIIE SIGNATURE ALONE SUFFICIENTLY C1'RT THE REGISTRAR'S CERTIFICATION IS NOT COMPLETED ORJS NOT SIONED 
• NOTCOiiECTSIO ATURESAFtERTAKJNGOATH MC INFORMATION WRITTEN ON THE PETITION HAS BEEN ALTERED IN A IDENTIFIBS THE VOTER, IT SHOULD BE ACCEPTED. MATERIAL WAY 
WARNING: ; MAICTNtj; A FALSE STATEMENT BY T.HE o,m THE CIRCUIAIOR'S VEIUFICA TION IS NOT COMl'LETED OR IS NOT S!ONED 

o,m TllB CIRCULATOR DID NOTT AKE THE OATH BEFORE AV ALlO NOTARY l'UBLIC 
CffiCULA'.fOR, .SI NING A PETmoN WITH THE OATH TlIB NOTARY DID NOT COMPLETE OR SION THE NOTARIZATION 
NAl\lE 0~ ANOTHF;R, OR SIGNING A NAME MORE OWN THE NOTARY IS AN IMMEDIATE FAMILY MEMBER OP THE CIRCULATOR 
THAN 01cE ON Tp:8E PETmONS IS A CLASS E FORM 1HE PETJTJON JS NOT IN THE FORM APPROVED BY nm SECRETARY OF STATE 
CRIME. I i (e.g. PAOES M!SSINO. DAMAGED OR OUT Of ORDER, ETC.} 

' i Please Tum Over for Additional Signature Lines and Circulatol''s Oath. 
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RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NE"'. ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS 
(Not P.O. Box) 

MUNICIPALITY 
(Where Registered) 

NAME PRINTED 

. / 
" 

7 

/ 
" 

I 

/ 

/ 

CIRCULATOR'S OATH PETITION LOG 

FOR SECRETARY OF STATE USE ONLY 

/ 

I hereby milke ontll 111t I ~m the Circulator of this petition; that I persoon\ly witnessed oil of the slguntures lo lhl!i : 
petition; and, to the!est ofmy knowledge and belief, each signature Is that of Ille person whose name It purports to.be. 

.d , ;,' /t.'7Ji. A,, ' 
SignalureofCircri_/al ,,.r,." , Pr/ntedNameLt:!.,/;efl.lJ&//--//0;'1,--

PETITION#: ___ _ VALJD: __ fNVALID __ 

Signa/ureoJNatory+----------- Printed Name __________ _ 

Subscribed (a and sw m before me on this date: ______ ,(Date must be completed by Notary) 

Date my Norary Com,f 1ii:sion expire.s: ________ _ 

REGISTRAR'S CERTlFICATION 

i 
Municipality Q_p,...d DD TOTAL VALID __l__ TOTAL INVALID_/ __ 

I hereby certify fhntlthe names of all the petlllonen listed ns vnUd appear on fhe voting list ns quallflcd to vote for 
Governor, ' ' 

I/ ;;l..d / ;;,...o;,. o 
r: 2-5pm 
i 
" 

Sig,,rureofR,gistra,~~ tL~ 

Date petition certified: -"',,1-l.2..s2.alc2.~oee0_,a-'---'O"----

.ll.illY.A!J]2 REASON SIGNATURE LINES 

S.QS STAFF: COMMENTS• 

Please Tum 01'el'jOI' Summmy, Fiscal Impact, Legislatio11, InstrnciJ011s a11d Additlo11al Sig11att1re Li11es. 
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Printed Name of Clrculator 

) ) 9/;)) 
Unique'identlfying Number 

RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

DATE OF ISSUANCE: Octobe,· 18, 2019 
Filing Deadline for the November 2020 Ballot: Febrnmy 3, 2020 

18111011th petition explmtio11 date: April 18, 2021 

Freedom of Citizen Information: Before a registered voter signs any initiative petition, signature gatherers must 
offer the voter the oppo1tunity to read the proposed initiative summaiy and fiscal impact statement prepai·ed by the 
Secretary of State. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INlTIATIVE 

This initiated bill directs the Public Utilities Commission to amend 1'Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Approving 
Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission project. The amended 
order must find that the construction and operation of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for 
the NECEC transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity for the NECEC transmission project. 

ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT 

Titls citizen initiative directs the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to amend a previously issued "Order Granting Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity and Approving Stipulation" entered by the PUC on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission 
project. Requiring the amended order to find that the construction and operation of the transmission project are not in the public interest and that there 
is not a public need for it, and requiring denial of a cettificate of public convenience and necessity for the project, may extend or reopen the 
deliberative process of the PUC related to the project. Any additional costs to the PUC as a result of this initiative are within the scope of activities 
budgeted by the PUC and are not anticipated to require supplemental appropriations or allocations, 

To the Legislature of the State of Maine: 

In accordance with Section 18 of Article IV, Part Third of the Constitution of the State of Maine, the electors of the State of Maine, qualified to 
vote for Governor, residing in said State, whose names have been certified on this petition, hereby respectfully propose to the Legislature for lts 
consideration the following entitled legislation: "Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project." 

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Maine as follows: 

Sec. 1. Amend order, Resolved: That within 30 days of the effective date of this resolve and pursuant to its authority under the Maine 
Revised Statutes, Title 35~A, section 1321, the Public Utilities Commission shall amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and Approving Stipulation,11 entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 in Docket No. 2017~00232 for the New England 
Clean Energy Connect transmission project, referred to in this resolve as "the NECEC transmission project. n The amended order must find that the 
construction and operation of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for the NEC EC 
transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and necessity for 
the NECEC transmission project 

!Registrar 
SIGNATURE DA1E ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS MUNICIPALITY 

NAME PRINTED use only SIGNED (Not P.O. Box) (Where Registered) 

'NR fl# ;;!c. ----<· -✓ ,1,,.,/20 l/'j A<dtJ;A /?[) C,,'f-6 c(;) , ,-;,,,{.; ln,4-n' C.f1Pci31A.1-lc:.o 

✓ (J,f,,,, WJC/i dl/?f:", 1/zlit-"""' t/o Co;Vv\O 6,,L,.- ( c,/,{D w1£ £A.. ;J,fcJ:11!,'5-J-, __ 
r---._ (I ' ' --___. .. ~ . ·-. -· . / 

······ ....... .--- .,,---~-
. .. .. /" . 

·•. 
• . -. 

.... _./ 

--~~ ---~ ----
IO. 

..•/ • .... 
13. · .. .•. ..-
12. / 

/ -. 
13. 

.,/' • .. . ··-.. 
"· ... / . .. ··---
15 • ... -• . ·•. .... " 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR CIRCULATION CERTIFICATION CODE FOR VALID SIGNATURES: 

PETITIONER- MUST: REGISTRAR-MUST: ✓ INOIVJOUALSJGNINO PEI!T!ON ISA REGISTERED VOTER 
• BE A MAINB REGISTERED VOTER • DA TE AND TIME ST AMP PETITION INDICATING 
• SIGN NAME AS lT APPEARS ON THE VOTING LIST WHEN lT IS RECIHVEO THE MOST COIHMON REASONS FOR REJECTION OF SIGNATURES 
• SIGN ONLY ONCE OR PETITIONS (WITH APPLICABLE CODES) ARE AS FOLLOWS: 
• liQI SIGN ANOTHER'S NAME 
• PRINT NAME; DATE OF S!GNJNO; STREET ADDRESS • COMPLETE THE "REOISTRAR USE ONLY" 011 !NDMDIJA( SIGNATURES 

&MUNICIPALITY OF RESIDENCE (UNLESS PRINTED SPACE USTNGTHE CODES DESCRJBEO TN ou, INDIVIDUAL PREVlOUSL Y SJONl!D THE PETITION (llUPLlCATENAME) 
BY CIRCULATOR) THE BOX TO THE RlOHT Na TNDIVIDUAL IS NOT A REOlSTI!RED VOTlill. 

Dm INDIVIDUAL smNED AFTER TIIB DATI! OF CIRCULATOR'S VERIFICATION 
PETITION cmCIJLATOR- MaIT: • COMPLETE ANO SIGN THE CERTIFICATION BY &O INDJVlDUAL'SSIONATURI! MAOl!BY ANOT!ll!R Pl!IISON 
• BE A MATNE RESIOENT & REGISTERED VOTER INDICATING WHICH NAMES ON nm PETITION "" !NDIVJOUAL 010 NOT SIGN THI!. PETITION (PRINTED NAME ONLY) 
• COMPLETE nm CIRCULATOR'S VERIFICATION APPEAR ON THAT MUNICIPALITY'S VOTING LIST OF fillTIRE rETITJOijS • TAKE THE OATH BEFORE A NOTARY PUBLIC PRIOR 

CT" THE REGISTRAR'S CERTIFICATION IS NOr COMPLBTED OR IS NOT SlONEO TO SUBMISSION OF PETITJONS TO REGISTRAR NOTE: IF TIIB SIONA TURI! ALONE SUFFlCIENTL Y 
• NOT COLLECT SIONA TURES AITER TAKING OATH "' INFORMATION WIUTIEN ON TIIB PEIJTJON HAS Bl!l!N ALTERED IN A 

IDENTIFIES THE VOTER, IT SHOULD BE ACCEPTED. MATI!RJALWAY 
rum THI! ClRCULATOR'S VERIFICATION IS NOT COMPLETED OR IS NOT SIGNED WARNING: MAKING A FALSE STATEMENT BY TIIE o;m TIIB CIRCULATOR DID NOT TAKE THE OATH BEFORE A VALID NOTARY PUBLIC CIRCULATOR, SIGNING A PETITION WITH THE rum THE NOTARY DID NOT COMPLETE OR SJON 11IB NGTARJZA TION 

NAME OF ANOTHER, OR SIGNING A NAl\IE MORE OWN THE NOTARY IS AN IMMEDJA TE PAMIL Y MEMBER OF THI! CIRCULATOR 
THAN ONCE ON THESE PETITIONS IS A CLASS E FORA{ THE PETITION IS NOT IN TIIE FORM APPROVED BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
CRIME, (~.g. PAGl!S MISSINO, DAMAGED OR Ot.rrOFORDER, ETC.) .. 

' Please Tum Over/or Add1tw1tal S1g!latu1 e Lmes and Cti culator s Oat!,. 
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Printed Name of Circulator 
RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 

CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 
Unique Identifying Number 

negbtrnr DATE ACTUALSTREETADDRESS - MUNICIPALITY 
u,e on!)' SIGNATURE SIGNED (Not P.O. Box) (Where Registered) 

NAME PRINTED 
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cmCULATOR'S OATH 

I hereby make 011th that I nm the Circulator of this petition; that I personally witnessed nil of the signatures to thls 
petition; and, to the best of my lmowledge and belief, eneh signature is that of the person whose name It purports to be. 

Signature o/Circ11/ator-4-~.,,_,'=/i2,I\=' alcV\..,_(,k='c'4=~~ Printed Name 

Signature a/Na/ary ___________ _ Pr/11/ed Name __________ _ 

Subscribed ta and sworn be/are me 011 tliis date: ______ (Date must be completed by Notary) 

Date my Natmy C-Ommfssian expires: ________ _ 

(\\ (\ REGISTRAR'SGER'l'lFICAT-ION-

Munk:lpa!ity _ _j~=l:/,!/.i,h!.!'!00(l,!!.~-~ TOTAL VALID~ TOTAL INVALID _n_ 
I hereby certify that the names of all the petltloners listed as valid appear on the voting list as qualified to vote for 

G1"""'· I K1ll:~~D...J-.-r \-\l·BD s,,,.,rumofRog,s<m

0 
' ~ 
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PETITION LOG 

FOR SECRETARY OF STATE USE ONLY 

PETITION II: __ _ VALID: __ _ tNVALID __ 

II INV AUD REASON SIGNATURE LINES 

S.O.S STAFF: COMMEN-l'S. 
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Printed Name of Circulator 

lct,ge,,c:;i 
UnlquEI Identifying Number 

DATE OF ISSUANCE: October 18, 2019 
Filing Deadline for the November 2020 Ballot: February 3, 2020 

18 111011th petition expiration date: April 18, 2021 Cf, ef>eci-

reedom of Citizen Information: Before a registered voter signs any initiative petition, signatore gatherers must 
ffet the voter the opportonity to read the proposed initiative summary and fiscal impact statement prepared by the 
ecretary of State. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE 

This initiated bill directs the Public Utilities Commission to amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Approving 
ipul<1;tion,t' entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission project. The amended 
·der must find that the construction and operation of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for 
e NECEC transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a ce1tificate of public convenience and 
:cessity for the NECEC transmission project. 

ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT 

This citizen initiative directs the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to amend a previously issued "Order Granting Certificate of Public 
onvenience and Necessity and Approving Stipulation" entered by the PUC on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission 
·oject. Requiring the amended order to find that the construction and operation of the transmission project are not in the public interest and that there 
not a public need for it, and requiring denial Of a certificate of public convenience and necessity for the project, may extend or reopen the 

:liberative process of the PUC related to the project. Any additional costs to the PUC as a result of this initiative are within the scope of activities 
1dgeted by the PUC and are not anticipated to require supplemental appropriations or allocations. 

'o the Legislature of the State of Maine: 

In accordance with Section 18 of Article IV, Part Third of the Constitution of the State of Maine, the electors of the State of Maine, qualified to 
Jte for Governor, residing in said State, whose names have been ce1tified on this petiti0n, hereby respectfully propose to the Legislature for its 
msideration the following entitled legislation: "Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project." 

:e it enacted by the People of the State of Maine as follows: 
Sec. 1. Amend order. Resolved: That within 30 days of the effective date of this resolve and pursuant to its authority under the Maine 

evised Statutes, Title 35-A, section 1321, the Public Utilities CClmmission.shall amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and 
·ecessity and Approving Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 in Docket No. 2017-00232 for the New England 
lean Energy Connect transmission project, refened to in this resolve as 0 the NECEC transmission project." The amended order must find that the 
Jnstruction and operation of the NEC EC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for the NEC EC 
ansmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and necessity for ,e NECEC . transm1ss10n pro1ect. 

. 
"AcrUAL STREET ADDRESS ijiJ,tr3r 

SIGNATURE 
-DATir- l\'IUNICIP ALITY 

NA.l'\'IE PRINTED sconly SIGNED (NotP.O.Box) (Where Registered) 
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/ INSTRUCTIONS FOR CIRCULATION CERTIFICATION contlo~ID SIGNATURES: 

PETlTION£"R- MUST: REGISTRAR-MUST; ✓ lNDIV!DUALSJONJNG PETlTION IS A RE.GIST Rl!D VOTL'R 
• BEA MAINE REGISTERED VOTER • DATE AND TIME STAMP PETITION INDICATING 
• SIGN NAME AS IT APPEARS ON THE VOTING LIST WHEN IT IS RECEIVED THE MOST C:OM:fytc;JN REASONS FOR REJECT OF SIGNATURES 
• SIGN ONLY ONCE OR·PETI"flONS (WITH APPLICABLE CODES) A FOLLOWS: 
• NOT SIGN ANOTHER'S NAME 
• PRINT NAME: DATE OF SIGNING; STREET ADDRESS • COMPLETE THE "REGJSTR,\R USE ONLY" QC !l::!QIYIDU/:!1 S]Gl::11\,TURE~ 

&MUNICIPALITY OF RESIDENCE (UNLESS PRINTED SPACE USING THE CODES DESCRIBED IN nu, lNDlVJOUAL PREV!OUSL V SIGNED THE PETITION (DUPL!i::ATE NAM!,) 
BY CIRCULATOR) THE BOX TO THE RIGHT Na INDIVIDUAL IS NOT A REGISTERED VOTER -~ 

D,ffE lNOIVJOUAL SIGNED AFTER THE DATE OP CJRCULATOR'S Vl'Rlf!CATION 
PETITlON CIRCULATOR-MUST: • COMPLETE ANO SIGN THE CERTIFICATION BY '"' INDIVIDUAL'S SIGNATURE MADE BY ANOTHER PERSON 
• BE A MAINB RESIDENT & REGISTERED VOTER JNDlCATING WHICH NAMES ON THE PETITION "G INDIVIDUAL DJD NOT S!ON THE PET!TJON (PRINTED NAME ONLY) 
• COMPLETE THE cm.cULATOR'S VER!FICATJON APPEAR ONTHATMUNlCJPALlTY'S VOTING LIST Of mnrn Ii PETITION.': • TAKE THE OATH BEFORE A NOTARY PUBLIC PRIOR 

TO SUBMISSION OF PET!TIONS TO REGISTRAR NOTE: IF THE SIGNATURE ALONE SUFFICIBNTL Y CliRT TIii! REGISTRAR'S CERTJF!CATJON IS NOT COMPLETl!O OR IS NOT SIGNED 
• .t:!QI COLLECT SIGNATURES AITER TAKING OATH IDl!NTJFIBS THE VOTER, IT SHOULD BE ACCEPTED. "' INFORMATION WJ\lTTEN ONTill! PETITION HAS BEEN ALTERED IN A 

MATERIAL WAY 

WARNING: MAKING A FALSE STATEMENT BY THE 
OATH TIU!. CIRCULATOR'S VERlFlCATJON IS NOT COMPLETED OR IS NOT SIGNED 
OATH THI! CIRCULATOR DID NOTT AKI! THI! OATH IIEFORE A V AUD NOTARY PUBLIC 

CIRCULATOR, SIGNING A PETlTlON WITH THE OATH THE NOTARY DID NOT COMPLETE OR SIGN THI! NOTARIZATION 
NAME OF ANOTHER, on SIGNING A NAME MORE mm THE NOTARY JS AN JMMED!A TE FIIMIL Y MEMBER Of THE CIRCULATOR 
THAN ONCE ON THESE PETITIONS IS A CLASS E ffiaM THE PETITION JS NOT IN THE FORM APPROVfiD DY THE SECRITT'ARY OF STATE 
CRIME. (e.g: PAGES MISSING, DAMAGED OR OUT OP 01\DER, ETC.) 

Please Tum Over for Additional Signature Lines a11d Circ11lator's Oath. 
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Printed Name of Circulator 

Unique Identifying Number 

RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PRO,JECT 

R1~blrH SIGNATURE 
DATE ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS MUNICIPALITY NAME PRINTED 

(Where !tcgistercd) use only SIGNED (Nnt P.O. Elnx) 
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CIRCULATOR'S OATH 

I herchy make 011th th~t I am the Clrculalor of this µetufon; lbnt I personal!)' 11·Unrs1ed 111\ of1he ~li:nnlurcJ to !hi, 
petUlm1: flnd, to the best of nly knouledl!e and belief, ~ach 1ign11turl· 11 that of the pu1or1 lfho~e name it purports to be, 

.w,,,,,,,,,,,frnrn1,~12i2 ,,,.,,,,,., N»mo .L~~~ik~_\,ws 
I/ 1 -~-- ·sr 

( 

S/P,1w111reo(l\'ormv ____________ l'rintcd(DN•»•n~c-_

0

, __ ,._h,.~-,-,--,·,-,,,-,,,,, N,--,,~I~ 

S11h<crlbal 10 and sworn bcfiire me ou 1/,is dar,• ~ ,., • ., _/ 

D11/e my Nolory Cw,11111.\<i,m C-t/lil'c.,: _ __.-~ 

REGISTRAR'S CERTIFICATION 

Munici11ality __ /=-\ \ f?,_~~i)dt'-1-l t__ TOTAL Vt\UD __ "\_ TOTAL INV,\1.ID :J::._,':!_:_ 

I hereby ccrtlf)' th al the no mes of~ll the pclltloncn lldcd a, val hi ,1ppc~r on Ute \'oling lb! 11• quaUncd to \'OIC fur 
Governor. 

~ 
,,,,_,, 

"' "' "' '"' "' "-
" "-

pE[JTION LOG 

FOR SF.CR ET ARI' OF STATE VS£ ONLI' 

PETITION II: VALID: INVALID: 

1/lNVAI ID REt\SON SIGNATURE LINES 

CO):.IMENTS· 

-'{ Pleww Tum 01•er JorS11111mary, FJ.~cal Impact, legislali011, Jnstructio11s tmd A1Jdi!io11al Sigm1t11re Lines, 

H<> +Jc,(mq . 
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FARMINGDALE 
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Unique Identifying Number 

Regish:ar SIGNATURE use only 

" 17. ' r----
18. "--
"· "' "· "" J. 

"" 2. 

23. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

,. 
,. 
0. 

1. 

2. 
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p4. 
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11 •. 

"· 
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/ 
,2. / 
l. / 

114. / 
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DATE 
SIGNED 

'r--. 
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/ 
/ 

I/ 

RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS MUNICil'ALITY NAME PRINTED 
(NotP.O.Box) (Where Registered) 
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CffiCULATOR'S OATH PETITION LOG 

I hereby make oath thatl am the Circulator of this petition; that I personally witnessed 1111 of the signatures to this FOR SECRETARY OF STATE USE ONLY 

PETITION#: VALID: INVALID: 

\ 

::~::::~•:~le:,~• ~ n1rro;•;•n:::~:~:::~••;;;~;~•~;to be. --- --- ---
,J' • • #TNVALID REASON SIONATORE LINES 

Signature o/Notor;r Printed Name --- ---

--- ---

Subscribed"to and swam before mu 01, thlsdalu: (Date must bo compfoted by Notary) --- ---
Date. my Notary Commlssio11 expires: 

REGISTRAR'S CERTIFICATION S.O.S.STAFF: COM~TS: 

M,nieipality fuJ(fYl-<~€0 0 TOTALVALID__s::_ TOTALJNVALID-L 

I hereby certify that the name:lthe petitioners listed as valid appear on the voting list as qualified to vote for 
Governor. 

"'""" ,rn,, .. .,a. '" -~ ' rl~ ct; 
' 

)J.- 11- 1'1 ; 

s:</5 fWY1 
//.!) /;q Ii ✓ Date petition certified: 

I I 

Please Turn Over for Summary, Fiscal Impact, Legislation, /11structio11s and Additional s;gnature Lines. 

' 
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.,, 

Printed Name of Circulator 

Unique Identifying Number 

.K_Thi.)ULV J!,, .l V ..t\..l'.,J.l'.A.,J. .l.Cl..& l'lh ff hl'I\J"Lfl..l.'(J.I '-.,.lJJ.!Jfl..1"1 J.!Jl,,J.!J.l.'.'-7 .1. 

CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

DATE OF ISSUANCE: October 18, 2019 
Filing Deadline for the November 2020 Ballot: February 3, 2020 

18 month petitio11 expiration date: April 18, 2021 

Freedom of Citizen Information: Before a registered voter signs any initiative petition, signature gatherers must 
offer the voter the opportunity to read the ·proposed initiative summary and fiscal impact statement prepared by the 
Secretary of State. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE 

This initiated bill directs the Public Utilities Commission to amend norder Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Approving 
Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission project. The amended 
order must find thatJthe construction and operation of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for 
the NECEC transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity for the NECEC transmission project. 

ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT 

This citizen initiative directs the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to amend a previously issued "Order Granting Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Nf:cessity and Approving Stipulation" entered by the PUC on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect 1!ansmission 
project. Requiring the amended order to find that the construction and operation of the transmission project are not in the public interest and that there 
is not a public need for it, and requiring denial of a certificate of public convenience and necessity for the project, may extend or reopen the 
deliberative process- of the PUC related to the project. Any additional costs to the PUC as a result of this initiative are within the scope of activities 
budgeted by the PUC and are not anticipated to require supplemental appropriations or allocations. 

To the Legislature of the State of Maine: 
In accordallce with Section 18 of Article IV, Part Third of the Constitution of the State of Maine, the electors of the State of Maine, qualified to 

vote for Governor, iesiding in said State, whose names have been certified on this petition, hereby respectfully propose to the Legislature for its 
consideration the following entitled legislation: "Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project." 

Be it enacted by.the People of the State of Maine as follows: 
Sec.1. Amend order. Resolved: That within 30 days of the effective date of this resolve and pursuant to its authority under the Maine 

Revised Statutes, Title 35-A, section 1321, the Public Utilities Commission shall amend uorder Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and Approving Stipulation/ entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 in Docket No. 2017-00232 for the New England 
Clean Energy Connect transmission project, referred to in this resolve as "the NECEC transmission project." The amended order must fmd that the 
construction and operation of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for the NECEC 
transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and necessity for 
the NECEC transmission nroject. 

!Regbh-ar SIGNATURE 
DATE ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS MUNICIPALITY NAME PRINTED 

use only SIGNED (Not P.O. Box) (Wl!ere Registered) 

I. \ I ' i01il -/iv, Catt; M,\<\{)-{ ~ 1° An ~nVI. A ,IA£/ h.,,._~C • \ r· 
', ' (,,'?-, \' 

e.-., _,, J, tr."5j?,,- /) __ 
(',\, IS ~ fr, - ' I - vEc' •~.., .I; i,;,..,.,l[ < l't , ;,,-/ i 'l....J '1 leA n c✓.,,. •I- -i=w,,.,,A., .~ ,,-,n-ci~ • ,, , L-

J VL ·";;;-//~.,, ,.),,, ~I 7<1 u../ ' /V,A,..... fCt'm/t.u,ofo.Je K. . MC/ #, 
, . .J /1 _ ;J,J. Ill ~ i-7,u;_' , ..,, .v., , IL ·1y c( - "/-/,1p)!' _)4€, Iv.')/ 

,lhO ·n,,, .,. · 1.L, l?{\5 /9 a ,.,_, ~,.,..,_- ,a_J \-,3'1-1 . A f'h";<.~r::: ~:...v 
~ J -----.... ,. 

~ ~ 

-......._ -
JO. --- ----------ti. - -
"· _;----- -----13. ~ -----14. _,,,,- ------~ 

...._ 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR CIRCULATION CERTIFICATION CODE FOR VALID SIGNATURES: 

.PETITIONER- .MUST: REGISTRAR:- MUST: ✓ INDIV10UAL SIGNING PETITION IS A REO!STERED VOTER 
• BEAMAINEREOISTEREDVOTER • DA TE AND TIME STAMP PEmION INDICATJNG 
• SIGN NAME AS IT APPEARS ONTHB VOTING LIST WHEN IT IS RBCE[VED THE MOST COMMON REASONS FOR REJECTION OF SIGNAT 
• SIGN ONLY ONCE OR PETITIONS (WITH APPLICABLE CODES) AREAS FOLLOWS: 
• NQISJONANOTHER'SNAMB 
• PRINT NAMB; DA1E OF StGNING; STREET ADDRESS • COMPLETE THE "REGISTRAR USE ONLY" QF INDjVJDIJAI Sl{]NAJl/RES 

& MUNICIPALlTYOFRESIDENCB (UNLESS PRINTED SPACE USING nm CODES DESCRIBED IN DUP INDIVIDUAL PRl!V!OUSL Y SIGNIID THE PETITION (DUPLICATii NAMB) 
BY CffiCULATOR) THEBOXTOTHERIOIIT 

"' INDIVIDUAL JS NOT A REGISTERED VOTER 
DATE INDIVIDUAL SION!ID AFTER TIIB DATB OF CJRCULATOR'S VERIFICATION 

PETITION CIRCULATOR- MUSI': • COMPLETBANDSIGNTHB CERTIFICATIONBY 'NO INDIVIDUAL'S SIGNATURE MADE BY ANOTHER PERSON 

• BB A MAINE RESIDENT &REGISTERED VOTER 1NDICATINO WHICH NAMES ON TllE PETITION "o lNDlVJDUAL DID NOT SIGN THI! PETITION (PRINTED NAME ONLY) 

• COMPLETE THE CIRCULATOR'SVERIFICATION Al'PBAR ON THAT MUN!Ctl'ALITY'S VOTING L!ST QF HNJlRR PETITIONS 
• TAKE TIIB OATH BEFORE A NOTARY PUBLIC PRIOR 

TO SUBMISSION OF PETITIONS TO REOISTRAR NOTE: IF THE SIGNATURE ALONE SUFFICIBNTLY 
CERT THI! REGISTRAR'S CERTINCATION JS NOT COMPLETED OR IS NOT SIONED 

• I'iQ:r. COLLECT SIGNATURES AFTER TAKING OATH ,ap !NFORMATIONWRlTIEN ON nm PIITIT!ON HAS DEEN ALTERED TN A 
IDENTIFIES THE VOTER, IT SHOULD BE ACCEPTED. MATERIAL WAY 

' WARNING: MAKING A:FALSE STATEMENT BY THE 
OATH TilE CIRCULATOR'S VERIFICATION IS NOT COMPLETED OR JS NOT SJONED •,:.{.; 

OATH THI!. CIRCULATOR DID NOTTAKil TIU! OATH DEFORB AV ALID NOTARY PUBLIC 
CIRCULATOR, SIGNING A PETITION WITH THE OATH TIii!. NOTARY DID NOT COMPLETE OR SION nm NOTARlZATION 
NAi'1E OF ANOTHER,-OR SIGNING A NAME MORE OWN THI! NOTARY IS AN JMMIIDTA1E FAMILY MEMBER 01' THE CIRCULATOR 
THAN ONCE ON THESE PETITIONS IS A CLASS E FORM THEPETITIONlSNOTINTHEFORM.APPROVEDBYTHESECRETARYOFSTATl.! 

CRIME. (e.g. PAGES MISSING, DAMAGED CR OUT OF ORDER, ETC.} 

Please Turn Overfor Additiomrl Signature Lmes and Czrculator's Oath_. 
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Printed Name of Circulator 

/fC,3t 
RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 

CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 
Unique Identifying Number 

!Regbtrnr 
SIGNATURE 

DATE ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS MUNICIPALITY 
NAME PRINTED use only SIGNED (Not P.O. Box) (Where Registered) 

16. "- ' 17. 

" I 
'"· "- I 
19. 

"' 7 
0. "-- / 
I. "- / 

/ 
2. ~ // 

"· " /, ... "- ,../ 
05. 

"' / .,. 
"- ./ 

07. 

"- / 
/ ,,. 

"' / 
, 

,. 

" / 
0. X 
I. / " 2. / " '· / ' .. / " 5. / " ,. / "' 7. / " ,. / " 9. / "' 0. / "-
I. / ~ 
2. / '-

'· / 
M. 

/ 

5. 

CIRCULATOR'S OATH PET1r10N LOfi 

I hereby moke oath that I am the Circulator of!hls pelltlon; that I personally witnessed all of the slgnal11res to this 
petition; and, to the bC!il of my knowledge and belief, each signature Is that of the person whose name It purports to be. 

FOR SECRETARY OF STATE USE ONLY 

PETITION II: VALID: INVALID: --- --- ---
S/gm,111re ofC/rc11/o1or Printed Name 

tl..R:IYAIJ.Q REASON SIGNATURE LINES 

Signature of Nola1y Pr/11/ed Name --- ---

--- ---
Subscribed lo and swom before me on lhis date: {Date mud be completed by Notary) 

--- ---
Date my Notary Cammlss/011 expire.~: 

REGISTRAR'S CERTIFICATION S.O.S STAFF: !;;OMf:,t!iliIS: 

['Yii\onrA _cil__ TOTAL INVALID _Q_ 
---

Municipality TOTAL VALID 

I hereby certify lhnt tho nan1es of all the petitioners lb led 11s valid nppe11r on the voting list ns qunllfied to vote for 
Governnr. 

Ii '9L,\ I a~o-o Signature ofRegislmr: ' 0 h lu'l t1 rn Yvl , H ;'.tQ{l 
li}'.;10prri Dale petition certified: 1 )J,l:J /{j{))). 0 

Please Tum Over for Summary, Fiscal Impact, Legislation, I11structions a11d Additional Signature Lines. 
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:4'< G'.,pfrrl, 'f 
Printed Name of Circulator 

17 rk 3'1 
Unique Identifying Number 

RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

DATE OF ISSUANCE: October 18, 2019 
Filing Deadline for the November 2020 BaUot: February 3, 2020 

18 month petition expil'atio11 date: Apl'il 18, 2021 

Freedom of Citizen Information: Before a registered voter signs any initiative petition, signatnre gatherers must 
offer the voter the opportunity to read the proposed initiative summary and fiscal impact statement prepared by the 
Secretary of State. G-o..r / a,() rJ 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE 

This initiated bill directs the Public Utilities Commission to amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Approving 
Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission project. The amended 
order must find that the construction and operation of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for 
the NEC EC transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public conve·nience and 
necessity for the NECEC transmission project. 

ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT 

This citizen initiative directs the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to amend a previously issued "Order Granting Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity and Approving Stipulation" entered by the PUC on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission 
proje'ct. Requiring the amended order to find that the construction and operation of the transmission project are not in the public interest and that there 
is not a public need for it, and requiring denial of a certificate of public convenience and necessity for the project, may extend or reopen the 
deliberative process of the PUC related to the project. Any additional costs to the PUC as a result of this initiative are within the scope of activities 
budgeted by the PUC and are not anticipated to require supplemental appropriations or allocations. 

To the Legislature of the State of Maine: 

In accordance with Section 18 of Article IV, Part Third of the Constitution of the State of Maine, the electors of the State of Maine, qualified to 
vote for Governor, residing in said State, whose names have been certified on this petition, hereby respectfully propose to the Legislature for its 
consideration the following entitled legislation: "Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project." 

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Maine as follows: 

Sec. 1. Amend order, Resolved: That within 30 days of the effective date of this resolve and pursuant to its authority under the Maine 
Revised Statutes, Title 35-A, section 1321, the Public Utilities Commission shall amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and Approving Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 in Docket No. 2017~00232 for the New England 
Clean Energy Connect transmission project, referred to in this resolve as "the NEC EC transmission project." The amended order must find that the 
construction and operation of the NEC EC h·ansmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for the NEC EC 
transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and necessity for 
h NE .. t e CEC transm1ss1on oroiect. 

cgl•lrnr 
SIGNATURE DATE ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS MUNICIPALITY 

NAME PRINTED u•c only SIGNED (Not P.O. Bon) (Where .Registered) 

I. 
✓ A- A I) l}Ju.J._,, I Q.t/ Sl',;J{{] I> s· rrn+Pr {J ,./ r,;,V/.V\A_ l-ctrla.1d !0E: 4rnv s. fl! I r:,,n 
✓ -b7{J!,J /nJ ..4--!L. I .,_,'l;,.oeE> 9Y r·.e,, Te, /!,Q I'.'. ,,,J~~J /111:: t{,l.,rr ,J .4//e IA 

' 
, 

/ 

'----- / .,.,,.., 
....._____ 

------.......__ 

--------.......__ 
------

------- ----~ "· 
-----

---..____ 
"· ----

-..____ 
12. ,~ 

-------
,/ 

13. 

14. 
/ 

IS. / 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR CIRCULATION CERTIFICATION CODE FOR VALID SIGNA1'URES1 

PETITIONER-MUST: REGISTRAR-MUST: ✓ lND!VIOUAL SIONINO r1mTlON IS A REOISTlllU!D VOTER 
• BE A MAINE REGISTERED VOTER • DATE AND TIME STAMP PETITION INDICATING 
• SIGN NAME AS IT APPEARS ON THB VOTING LIST 

WHEN IT IS RECEIVED THE MOST COMMON REASONS FOR REJECTION OF SIGNATURES 
• SIONONLYONC!! 

OR PETITIONS (WITH APPLICABLE CODES) ARE AS FOLLOWS: • filIT SIGN ANOTIIBR'S NAME 
• PRINT NAME; DATE OF SIGNING; STREET ADDRESS • COMPLETE THE "REGISTRAR USE ONLY" OEJNDIYIDPAE SIGNATIJRF-~ 

& MUNICIPALITY OF RESIDENCE (UNLESS PRINTED SPACE USING THE CODES DESCRIBED IN 

""' INDJV/01/AL PREVJOUSL Y SION!iO Tllll PBTITION (O\JPUCATI! NAME!) 
BY CIRCULATOR) Tiffi BOX TO THE RIGHT 

"' INDIVIDUAL IS NOT A REGlSTl!R£0 VOTER 
OATE INDJVIDUALSIONl!D Al'Tl!R 11111 DATE OP CIRCULATOR 'S VllRJFICAT!ON 

PETITION CIRCULATOR- MUST: • COMPLETEANDSIGNTHE CERTIJl!CATIONilY ,ND INtllVIDUAL'S SIGNATURE MAUil llV ANOTill!R Pl!RSON 
• BE A MAINE RESIDENT & REGISTERED VOTBR INDICATING WHICH NAMES ON THEPETITTON "" INDIVTDIJAL DID NOT S!ON nm Pl!TlTJON (PRINTED NA~II! ONL 't') 
• COMPLETE THB CillCULATOR'S VERIFICATION APPEAR ON THAT MUN[CIPAUTY'S VOTING LIST Qf..l!tiIIB.~ • TAKE THil OATH BEFORE A NOTARY PUBLIC PRIOR 

TO SUBMISSION OF PETITIONS TO IU!OISTR.AR NOTE: IF THE SIGNATURE ALONE SUFl'ICIBNTL Y CERT Tl!!l RllO!STRAR'S Cl!RTIFICA TJON IS NOTCOMPLIITl!D OR lS NOT S[ONBD 
• tiQI COLLECT SIGNATURES AFIBR TAKING OATH Al,T INFORMATION WRITil!N ON TIIll PETITION HAS Dl!L'N ALTBREO m A IDllN11I'IUS THE VOTER, IT SHOULD BB ACCEPTE!O. MATERIAL WAY 
WARNING: MAKING A FALSE STATEMENT BY THE OAnl THI! CutCULA TOR'S VERIPICATION IS NOT COMPUiTaO OR rs NOT SIONEO 

OAT/f THI! CIRCUI.A TOR OIO NOT TAKE TIii! OATH Bl!FORB A V ALTO NOTARY PUBLIC CIRCULATOlt, SIGNING A PETITION WITH THE 
OAT/f THE NOTARY DID NOT COMPLIITT! OR SIGN TIIB NOTA!U2ATJON NAME OF ANOTHER, OR SIGNING A NAME MORE DWN THI! NOTARY IS AN JMMl!D!ATii !'AMIL Y MEMBER OF THI! COi.CUi.A TOR 

THAN ONCE ON THF.SE PETITIONS IS A CLASS E FORM llll!PETITION ISNOl' INTIIBFORM APPROVED BYTIIIISECRETARY OF ST Arn 
CRIME. (o.g. MOIJS MlSSINO, DAMAOBD OR OUT OP ORDER, !!TC.) .. Please Tum Over/or Addrtw11al Sig11at11re Lmes and Circulator's Oath. 
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GORHAM 
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Printed Name of Circulator 
RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 

CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 
Unique Identifying Number 

Reghlr~r 
n,oonly 

"· 
17. 

18. 

19. 

0. 

2. 

2. 

,. 
7. 

,. 
0. 

I. 

2. 

3. 

s. 

7. 

"· ,. 
0. 

I. 

2. 

3. 

.. 
,. I 

/ 
I 

SIGNATURE 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 
V 

DATE 
SIGNED 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ 

CIRCULATOR'S OATH 

ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS 
(Not r.O. Box) 

V 
/ \ 

/ \ 
/ \ 

/ 
/ 

I hereby nmkc onth ti_~~~~ tho Clrculnlor oftli!s 11cllllon; tllnt I personally witnessed nll of Iha signatures to !his 
11ctilion; nnd, to the bes~y knowledge and he lief, coch signature is tlmt of the person whose name It f1Urports lo he. 

Sig11a/11re o 1rcula-::;;-- ~ ., Pdnlcd Name ~U-
S/g"""""JN,10,y ~ P,•,>,i,dN,,,,,ft'd/vfJuf :st.JJ;,,?J(Q 
S11bscribed /0 a11d swom be/are mean tltlsdote: ______ (Onie must be complclctl l>y Nolnry) 

Date my Not my Com111fssfa11 e.tp(res; ________ _ 

REGISTRAR'S CERTJFJuJN 

TOTAL VALID 1 TOTALINVALID-.I/2-

~:~~~~-o,lffy 11ml lho "°"'~ o[oll ll,o pollO•"mll,lod "',.Id""'"'""] ,~,g'fu~;~q•:•: '""°" f°' 

SlgnnlureofRegistror ~ 
Dote petition certified: ___ -c.)_·-_y~,~V~_-Z,O~-

\ 

MUNICIPALITY 
(Where Registered) 

\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

\ 
\ 

NAME PRINTED 

\ 

\ 
\ 

PETITION LOG 

FOR SECRETARY OF STATE USE ONLY 

PETITION#, __ _ 

# INVALID REASON 

S,Q.S. STAFF: 

VALID: ___ INVALID: __ _ 

SIGNATURE LINES 

COMMENTS: 

Please Tum Ove1'/orS111m11my1 Fiscal lmpac/1 Legislation, I11str11ctio11s a,u[ Atlt!ilio11al Signature Lines, 
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KENNEBUNKPORT 
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Printed Name of Circulator 

Unique Identifying Number 

RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

Rtghtru SIGNATURE DATE ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS MUNICIPALITY NAME PRINTED o,eonly SIGNED (NotP.0.Box) (Where Registered) 

"' / 
"· " / 
18. 

"' / 
19. 

"" / 
0. 

"' / 
I. 

"- / 
2. 

"' / 
3. "' / 
'· "- / 
3. 

"- / 
6. "-,__ / 
7. "- / 
"· "' / ,. 

"" / 
0. V 
I. / "' 2. / "' 3. / "' 4. 

"' / 
3. / " 6. / "' 7. 

" •- ' ·- / ,I' ! . t: . -. ' \ '1 •1~,• ~I. . . . . . . ' -w ·• ,. / 
.. 

"' 0. / "' ,. / '-
p2 / "-,,_ 

/ "' . 

,..,_ I/ 

"' ' "'/ 
--------

CIRCULATOR'S OATH PETITIO!J.LQG 

I hereby make oath that I am the Circulator oflhb petition; that I personally wltnened all of the signatures to this FOR SECRETARY OF STATE USE ONLY 
''"""' o,d, to the b~t ,r my knowtA b•lld, mh ,lgo,tm 1, th,t of the pe:,oo whose o,me II ,,,,,rt, to b,. 

PETITION II: VALID: INVALID: 
s,,..,-,.,JCim,/,,o( )h /JJ P,,,.,.dN,me ,J;rlt I Gi/lir --- --- ---

~ I 
#INVALID REASON SIGNATURE LINES 

Pri11tedNamet?L,.1L,~~LrjV<'!p, --- ---
Sig,1arure of Notary . 

--- ---
Subscribed to rmd .m'Om before me on /11/s date: (Date must be completed by Notary) --- ---
Dale my Notary Commission expires: 

REGISTRAR'S CERTIFICATION S.O.S. STAFF: COMMENTS: 

Muni_cipality ~ .!<ts ~kf cl TOTAL VALID __ TOTAL INV ALJD ---
I hereby certify that the names of all the petitionen Hsted as vaHd appear on the voting llst as quaHfled to vote for 
Governor. 

I 
0\ f,-';, /--',,o 

I 
Signature of Registrar:~~ azcaL I 
Date petition certified: 011:-c'>/;:,;;-;._o 

I 

Please Tum Over for Summary, Fiscal Impact, Legislatio11, I11str11ctio11s a11d Additio11al Signature Littes. 
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RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 

Printed Name of Circulator 

Unique Identifying Number 

CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT , ~ '«r 
DATE OF ISSUANCE: October 18, 2019 

Filing Deadline for the November 2020 Ballot: February 3, 2020 ~ I 
18 montl, petition expiration date: April 18, 2021 

Freedom of Citizen Information: Before a registered voter signs any initiative petition, signature gatherers rnnst 
offer the voter the opportunity to read the proposed initiative summary and fiscal impact statement prepared by the 
Secretary of State. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE 

This initiated bill directs the Public Utilities Commission to amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Approving 
Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission project. The amended 
order must find that the construction and operation of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for 
the NECEC transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity for the NECEC transmission project. 

ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT 

This citizen initiative directs the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to amend a previously issued "Order Granting Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity and Approving Stipulation" entered by the PUC on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission 
project. Requiring the amended order to find that the construction and operation of the transmission project are not in the public interest and that there 
is not a public need for it, and requiring denial of a certificate of public convenience and necessity for the project, may extend or reopen the 
deliberative process of the PUC related to the project. Any additional costs to the PUC as a result of this initiative are within the scope of activities 
budgeted by the PUC and are not anticipated to require supplemental appropriations or allocations. 

To the Legislature of the State of Maine: 

In accordance with Section 18 of Article IV, Part Third ofthe Constitution of the State ofMaine, the electors of the State of Maine, qualified to 
vote for Governor, residing in said State, whose names have been certified on this petition, hereby respectfully propose to the Legislature for its 
consideration the following entitled legislation: "Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project." 

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Maine as follows: 

Sec. 1. Amend order. Resolved: That within 30 days of the effective date of this resolve and pursuant to its authority under the Maine 
Revised Statutes, Title 35~A, section 1321, the Public Utilities Commission shall amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and Approving Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 in Docket No. 2017~00232 for the New England 
Clean Energy Connect transmission project, referred to in this resolve as "the NEC EC transmission project." The amended order must find that the 
construction and operation of the NEC EC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for the NEC EC 
transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and necessity for 
the NECEC transmission nroiect. 

\RegJ,trar 
SIGNATURE 

DATE ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS MUNICIPALITY 
NAME PRINTED u,eo11ty SIGNED (Not P.O. Box) (Where Registered) 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR CIRCULATION CERTIFICATION CODE FOR VALID SIGNATURES: 

PETJTIONER- MUST: REGISTRAR - MUST: ✓ INDJVIDUALSIONINCJ PETITION IS A RF.OISTERED VOTER 
• BE A MAINE REGISTERED VOJER • DATEANDTIMESTAMP PllTITION INDICATING 

. 

• SIGN NAME AS IT APPEARS ON TIIE VOTING LIST WHEN IT IS RECENED THE MOST COMMON REASONS FOR REJECTION OF SIGNATURES 
• SIGN ONLY ONCE OR PETITIONS (WITH APPLICABLE CODES) ARE AS FOLLOWS: 
• NOT SIGN ANOTHER'S NAME 
• PRINTN,\.l,,iE; DATE OF SIONING; STREET ADDRESS • COMPLETE TIIB "REGISTRAR USE ONLY" Of JND(VmllAI. SION,\Jl 1B§S 

& MUNIClPAUTY OF RESIDENCE (UNLESS PRINTED SPACE USING THE CODES DF..SCRIBED IN DO, INDIVIDUAL PREVJOUSL Y SIONED TllE PETITION (DUPLlCA TE NAME) 
BY CffiCULATOR) TifE BOX TO TIJE RIGHT N, INDIVIDUAL IS NOT A RF.O!STERED VOTER 

DATE INDIVIDUAL SlGNED AFfER THE DATBOF CIRCULATOR'$ VERIFICATION 
PETITION CIRCULATOR- }.RJST': • COMPLETE AND SIGN nm CllRTIFICATION BY ,ND INDIVIDUAL'S SIGNATURE MADE BY ANOTHER PERSON 
• Bl! A MAINE RESIDENT & REGISTERED VOTER INDICATING WHICH NAMES ON THE PETITJON ''" INDIVIDUAL DID NOT SIGN THE PETITION (PJUNIBD NAMI! ONLY} 
• COMPLETE nm CIRCULATOR'$ VERIFICATION APPEAR ON THAT MUNICIPALITY'S VOTING LIST OF ENTIRE PETITIONS • TAKE THE OATH BEFORE A NOTARY PUBLIC PRIOR 

TO SUBMISSION OF PETITIONS TO REGISTRAR NOTE: IF TIIB SIGNATURE ALONE SUFFICIENTLY CERT THE REGISTRAR'S CERTIFICATION IS NOT COMPLETED OR IS NOT S!ONED 

"' INFORMATION \VlUTrEN ON THI! l'IITmON HAS DEEN ALTERl!D JN A • NOT COLLECT SIONA TURES AFTER TAKING OATH IDENTIFIES THE VOTER, IT SHOULD BE ACCEPTED. MATl'.RIALWAY 

WARNING: J',lAKING A FALSE STATEMENT BY THE 
o,m nm CIRCULATOR'S VER/FICA TION !SNOT COMfLETl!D OR IS NOT SIGNED 
o,m TIii! CIRCULATOR DID NOTT AKE TIii! OATH Bl!FDRI! A V ALJO NOT ARY PUBLIC CinCULATOR, SIGNING A PETITION WITH THE OATH TIIE NOTARY DID NOT COMPLETI! OR SIGN THE NOTARIZATION 

NAME OF ANOTHER, OR SIGNING A NAME MORE o= THE NOTARY ISAN JMMl!DIATI! fAMILYMEJ,,IDER OP TllllCJRCULATOR 
THAN ONCE ON THESE PETITIONS IS A CLASS E FORM THE PIITITION JS NOT IN THI! FOR!,! APPROVED BY nm SECRET ARV OP STATE 
CRIME. (e.g. PAOES MISSING, DA>.IAOl!O OR our OF ORD~lt, !ITC.) 

' Please Turn Over for Additional Stg11«t11re Lmes a11d C,rculator s Oath. 
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Printed Nar(ie of Circulator 

,)_ 53c/ 
RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 

CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 
Unique Identifying Number 

tgblrar 

"' onl~ 
SlGNATURE DATE 

SIGNED 
ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS 

(Not P.O. Bo:,;) 
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CIRCULATOR'S OATH 

I hereby make oath that I am the Circulator or this petition; that I personally witnessed all of the ,ignatures to this 
pelition; and, to the best of my knowledge and belief, each signature Is that of the person whose name it purporls to be. 

Signalure afCin::u/ator ..toJ Pri11ted Name _________ _ 

Signo1!1re afNoJary __________ _ Printed Name _________ _ 

Subscribed lo andswom before me 011 th/.r dare: ______ (Date must be completed by Notary) 

Date my Notory Commissfrm expires: _______ _ 

REGISTRAR'S CERTIFICATION 

Municipality St (1, t.ir- I l'U(\,________ TOTAL VALID ____=21_ TOTAL INVALID -----1_ 

Tw'•' """"'- ot'-'hereby certify that the names of all !he petitioners listed as valid appcar'dn'rlie voting list as qualifled to vote for 
Governor. 

SignaturcofRegistrar: ___ -&-"~z.~"~Wl,,_c,a=...i~"--
Date petition certified: ____ /) {/ l./ / c/ 

MUNICIPALITY 
(Where Registered) 

I -

'------

NAME PRINTED 

it'• ,;1:-p,- T (;,, I Tlt 
.VJ,-A /2-v 

V 

PETJT{ON LOG 

FOR S"F.CRETARYQF STATE USE ONLY 

PETITION II: __ _ VALlD: __ INVALID: __ 

II INVALID REASON SIGNATI/RE LINES 

S.O.S. STAFf: __ COMMENTS: 

Please Turn Ove,-Jor Summary, Flsca/ Impact, Legls/atio11, Instrnctio11s and Additional Si"g11at11re Lines. 
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PrlntedName of Circulator 

RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

;;J~,7,</ DATE OF ISSUANCE: October 18, 2019 

Unique Identifying Number Filing Deadline for the November 2020 Ballot: Februa,y 3, 2020 
18 111011th petitio,i expiration date: April 18, 2021 

Freedom of Citizen Information: Before a registered voter signs any initiative petition, signature gatherers must 
offer the voter the opportunity to read the proposed initiative summary and fiscal impact statement prepared by the 
Secretary of State. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE 

This initiated bill directs the Public Utilities Commission to amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Approving 
Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission project. The amended 
order must find that the construction and operation of the NEC EC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for 
the NECEC transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity for the NECEC transmission project. 

ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT 

This citizen initiative directs the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to amend a previously issued "Order Granting Certificate of Public 
C0nvenience and Necessity and Approving Stipulation" entered by the PUC on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission 
project. Requiring the amended order to find that the construction and operation of the transmission project are not in the public interest and that there 
is not a public need for it, and requiring denial of a certificate of public convenience and necessity for the project, may extend or reopen the 
deliberative process of the PUC related to the project. Any additional costs to the PUC as a result of this initiative are within the scope of activities 
budgeted by the PUC and are not anticipated to require supplemental appropriations or allocations. 

To the Legislature of the State of Maine: 

In accordance with Section 18 of Article IV, Part Third of the Constitution of the State of Maine, the electors of the State of Maine, qualified to 
vote for Governor, residing in said State, whose names have been certified on this petition, hereby respectfully propose to the Legislature for its 
consideration the following entitled legislation: "Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project." 

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Maine as follows: 

Sec. 1. Amend order, Resolved: That within 30 days of the effective date of this resolve and pursuant to its authority under the Maine 
Revised Statutes, Title 35-A, section 1321, the Public Utilities Commission shall amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and Approving Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 in Docket No.2017-00232 for the New England 
Clean Energy Connect transmission project, referred to in this resolve as "the NEC EC transmission project." The amended order must find that the 
construction and operation of the NECEC transmission project arc not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for the NECEC 
transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and necessity for 
the NECEC transmission oroiect. 

Reghtrn, 
SIGNATURE 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR CIRCULATION CERTIFICATION CODE f'OR VALID SIGNATURES: 

PETITIONER - MUST: REGISTRAR - MUST: ✓ INDl\llDUAL SlONfNG PETITION IS II REO!STF.RED VOTER 
• BE A MAINE REGISTERED VOTER • DATE AND TIME STAMP PETlTION INDICATING 
• SIGN NAME AS IT APPEARS ON Tl-IE VOTING LIST WHEN !T !S RECEfVED THE MOST CO~MON REASONS FOR REJECTION OF SIGNATURES 
• SIGN ONLY ONCE OR PETITIONS (WITH APPLICABLE CODES) ARE AS FOLLOWS: 
• ~SIGN ANOTHER'S NAME 
• PRINT NAME; DATE OF SIGNING; STREET ADDRESS • COMPLETE THE "REGISTRAR iJSE ONLY" Qf.!till.lYJill!,ll.~ 

& MUN1CfPALITY OF RESIDENCE (UNLESS PRINTED SPACE USING THE CODES DESCRIBED IN 

""' IN!JlV!DUAL PRE\IIOUSL 'I S!GNED THE PETITION (DUPLICATE NAME) 
DY CIRCULATOR) THE BOX TO 111E RIGHT 

"' INDIVIDUAL JS NOT A Rrn1ST1'RED VOTllR 
OAT£ 1NPIVIDUALSIGNEO AFTER THE OATH OF CIRCULATDR'S VERIF!CATI0:-1 

PETITION ClnCULATOR - MUST: • COMPLETE AND SIGN TI!E CERTIFICATION BY mo !ND!VfDUAL'S S!GNATUREMADE hV ANOTHER PERSON 
• BE A MAINE RESIDENT & REGISTERED VOTER INDICATING WHICH NAMES ON" THE PETITION 

SIG (ND!V!DUAL lllD NOT SIGN THE PET!T!ON (PR!NrED NAME ONLY) 

• COMPLETETHECIRCULATOR'S VERIFJCAT!ON APPEAR ON THAT MUNICIPALITY'S VOTING UST OF i;t,{[IRE PETIJIONS 
• TAKE THE OATH BEFORE A NOTARY PUBLIC PRIOR 

TO SUBMISSION OF l'ETlTJONS TO REGISTRAR NOTE: IF THE SIGNATURE ALONE SUFFICIENTLY Clili.T T)Ul REGISTRAR'S CERT!FIC/ITJON !$ NOT COMPLETED OR IS NOT SIGNED 

• NOT COLLECT SIGNATURES AFTER TAKING OATII IDENTIFIES THE VOTER, JT SHOULD BE ACCEPTED, 
A/,T INFORMATION WRITTEN ON n!E PETITION HAS DEEN ALTERED IN A 

MATERIAL WAY 

WARNING: MAKING A FALSE STATEMENT BY THE 
OAT/I nu;cJRCULATOR'S VERIFICATION IS NOT COMPLETED OR JS NOT SIGNEO 
OAT/I THECIRCULATOII D!D NOT TAKE THE OATH BEFORE A VALID NOTARY PUBLIC 

CIRCULATOR, SIGNING A PETITION WITH THE OATH TUE NOT ARV DJD NOTCOMPLETF.OR SIGN TIJE NOTARIZAT!ON 
NAME OF ANOTHER, OR SIGNING A NAME MORE OWN Tl-lE NOTARY lS AN IMMEDIATE FAMILY MEMBER OFHIEC!RCULATDR 
THAN ONCE ON THESE PETITIONS IS A CLASS E f'O/IM THE PETITION JS NOT !N THE FORM APPROVED flY THE SECRETARY Of STATE 
CRIME. (cg PAGES M!SSING, DAMAOEDOROlJTO!'ORDER, ETC.) 

.. Please Tum Over for Addit1011al S1g11at11re Lmes a11d Circ,llator's Oath. 
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.Printed Name of Circulator 

1f.· fgz 
RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 

Unlq~entifying Number 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

fRtglstru SIGNATURE DATE ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS 
use only SIGNED (NotP.O.Box) 
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CfilCULATOR'S OATH 

I hereby make oath that I am the Circulator of this petition; that! personallywltnused all ortheslgnaturu to this 
petition1 and, to the b~t~ knowledge and belief, ;achslgnatureis that of the person whose name it purports to be. 

S/gnutureo/Cfrculator ~i f ~~ PrintedNume [d,;t;vp/): j)4-Yn2.ftPY 

Signatureo/Notory __________ _ Printed Name _________ _ 

Subscribed to andswom before me on lhis dllfe: ______ (Date must be completed by Notai.-y) 

Date my Notary Commission expires: _______ _ 

REGISTRAR'S CERTIFICATION 

Municipality 5::rtA»\+ TOTALVALID_..;J.._ TOTALINVAL!D--\..--

I hereby certify that tho names of all the peiltionerslhted as valid appear on the voting list as qualified to vote for 
Governor. I ,_.....;;:;}M f,'1fws, ·, 

Datepetitioncertified: fill--. J 5' -;:J:-,!JQ 

MUNICIPALITY 
(Where Regl.stered) 
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PETIDONLQG 

FOR SECRETARY OF STATE USE ONLY 

PETmON#. 

fl-..lNYAfJQ. REASON 

S.Q.:,:J STAFF: 

VALID: INVAIJD: 

SIGNATURE LllES 

COMMENTS: 

Please Tum Over for Summary, Fiscall1npact, Legislation, Instructions and Additio11al Signature Lines. 
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Printed Name of Circulator 

/4, /f.3 
Unique Identifying Number 

RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

DATE OF ISSUANCE: October 18, 2019 
Filing Deadline for the November 2020 Ballot: February 3, 2020 

18 monthpefit1on expiration date: April 18, 2021'. 

Freedom of Citizen Information: Before a registered voter signs any initiative-petition, signature gatherers must
offer the voter the opportunity to read the proposed initiative sunnnary and fiscal impact statement prepared by the 
Secretary of State. 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE 

This initiated bill directs the Public Utiliti~ Commission to amend 110rder Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Approving 
Stipulation, 11 entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission project. The amended 
order must.find that-the construction and operation of the NEC EC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for 
the NECEC transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity for the NECEC transmission project. 

ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT 

This citizen initiative directs the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to amend a previously issued ''Order Granting Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity and Approving Stipulation" entered by the PUC on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission 
project. Requiring the amended order to find that the construction and operation of the transmission project are not in the public interest and thatthefe 
is not a public need for it1 and requiring denial of a certificate of public convenience and necessity for the project, may extend orreopen the 
deliberative process of the PUC related to the project. Any additional costs to the PUC as a result of this initiative are within the scope of activities 
budget~d by the PUC and are not anticipated to require supplemental appropriations or allocations. 

To the Legislature of the State of Maine: 
In accordance with Section 18 of Article IV, Part!fhird of the Constitution of the State of Maine, the electors of the State of Maine, qualified to 

vote for Governor, residing in said State, whose names have been certified on this petition, hereby respectfully propose to the Legislature for its 
consideration the following entitled legislation: "Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project." 

Be if enacted by the People of the State of Maine as follows: 
Sec.1, Amend order. Resolved: That within 30 days of the effective date of this resolve and pursuant to its authority under the Maine 

Revised Statutes, Title 35-A, section 1321, the Public Utilities Commission shall amend 110rder Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and Approving Stipulation1

11 entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 31 2019 in Dock~t No. 2017-00232 for the New England 
Clean Energy Connect transmission project1 referred to in this resolve as 11the NECEC transmission project.11 The amended order must find that the 
construction and operatioD. of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for the NECEC 
transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and necessity for 
-the NECEC transmission project 

· a,glstr.ar •·sIGNATURE DATE ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS_,. ..•. ...-.MUNICIPALITY. . -- · · --. -N:AME·PRINTED · ·---· -~ 
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lNSTRUCTlONS FOR CIRCULATION CERTIFlCATION CODE FOR VALID SIGNATURES: 

PETl'l'!ONER-MUSr.• REGISTRAR-MUST: ✓ INDIVIDUAL S1GNINO l'liTITION IS AREGJSTEilEO VOTElt 
• BB.A MAlNB REOISTERED VOTER • DATE AND TIME STAM!' PETITIONTNDICATn-10 
• SIGN NAME AS IT APPEARS ON Tim VOTING LIST WHEN ITIS RECEIVED THE MOST COMMON REASONS FOR REJECTION OF SIGNATURES 
• SIONONLYONCE OR PETITIONS (WITH lµ'PLICABLE CODES) AREAS FOLLOWS: 
• HQISION ANOTHER'S NAME. 
• PRINT NAME; DATE Of SIONlNG; STREET ADDRESS • COMl'LE'IE THB ''REOISTRAR USB ONLY" Qe:D:!IJIYJQtlALS!!Jt:!fil!IE!lS 

& MUNICIPAL\TY OF RESIDENCE (UNLESS PRlNTED SPACE USING THB CODES DESCRIBED lN DUP !NDIVlDUAL pJUl\lJOUSLY SIGNED 'nlBP6TlUON (DlJPLlCAm NAMB) 
BYC!RCULA'fOR) THEBOXTOTHERIGHT "' INDIVIDUAL.JS NOT A llEGISTI!Rlill VCTElt • 

DATE INOMDUALS!ONEO AFTER. TIIBDATJ! OJ> CJRCllLATOR'S Vl![l.lflCATION 
PETITION CIRCULATOR-MIBT: • COMPLETEANDSIGNTim CERTJF[CATIONBY ;NO INDIVJDUAL'SSIGNATURll MADBBY ANOTI!Elt PER.SON 
• BE A MAlNE RSSJOBNT & REGISTERED VOTER' lNDICATING WHlCHNAMBS ONTiffiPETmON "o INOMOUAL 010 NOT SION TIIB PBTJTION (PRINTED NAME ONLY) 
• COMPLETETHBCIRCULATOR'S VERTFICATlON APPEAR ON THATMUN!CIP ALITY'S VOTING LIST OEENTIRRPIITOOOtfS 
• TAKE11iB OA111 BEFORE A NOTARY PUBLIC PRIOR 

TO SUBMISSION OF p;rrmoNs TO REGISTRAR. NOTEl IF THE SIGNA11JR.E ALONE SUF,l'ICIENTLY CER.'l' . TffE llEOISTRAR'S CERTIFICATION IS NOT COMPLETED OR !SNOT S!ONSO 

"' INFORMATIONWRlTTEN ONTIIH PBTITION HAS BEEN ALTJlfllID IN A • HQICOLLECTSIONA11JRES AFTER TAKING OATH IOENTJFlllS THE VOTER, lTSHOUJ'.D BE ACCEPTED. MATBRIAL WAY 

MAJONG A FALSE STATEMENT BY THE 
OATH TilECutCULATOlt'S VERJFICATION !StlOT COMPLETED OltlSNOTSIONEO 

WARNINQ: OATH THEC!ltCULATOR DID NOl'TAf(Jl'flll!OATli BEfORH A VALID NOTARY PUBLIC 
CIRCULATOR, SIGNrNG A PETITION WITH THE OATH TiiSNOTMY DID NOT COMPLETE OR.S!ON THE NOTARIZATION 
NAME OF ANOTHER. OR SIGNING A NAME MORE OWN 1111JNOTAllY IS Ali !MMEDIATB fAMILYMEMBJ!R.OF'TiiE CIRCULATOR 
THAN ONCE ON THESE P:ETITlONS IS A CLASS E FORM nm PITTlTlON lSNOTlNTllll FORM APJ>R.OVl!D BYTHESECIUITARY OF STA TB 
CRJME. (e.g. PAO ES MISSING, DAMAGED OR OUT OF ORDER. !ITC.) 

Please Turn Over for Additional Signature Lines and Circulator's Oath, 

I 
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Prln!ed Name of Circulator 

Unique Identifying Number 

RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

Rtgl!tm 
SIGNATURE 

DATE ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS MUNICIPALITY NAME PRINTED ..... 1y SIGNED (Nol P.O. Bo,) (Where Resi>l<red) 

II~.\ 

r ' / 

I" ', / 
/ 

" " / 
• "' ./ 
' ',, . 

• 
' '"' / 
' ' ' / 
' ' / 
" ' / 

,. ', / 
/ 

' "' / 
• ' / ' . 

" / 
• ', / 
' ' / ' ' >( 
' / "' / 

' / " "· / ~ . / "' ' / ', 
' / 

' ' / 
• / 

' / 
' / 
' / 
' I/ 
IS/ 

CIRC\ILATOR'S OATII 

1 htrtby rn,h ooth Chat I am !ho Cfrrnl,10,o[thh p,tlllon; lh,11 p<r,on,lly"ltn"><d oll of the 1l1natu1<> to thb 
r•ll!lon; and, to lh, b<it of my ~no\\ l,dc• and bd1,r, ,ach ,l~ndur< h <h•! ofth< p,r,on \\ho,e ••mt lt pu,po11, lo ht. 

Signol"r<of.\'010,;•~-------- hbrr,·JN,,mc _______ _ 

REGIS-1 llAn"S CERTlflCA Tl ON 

Munidpol11y_J!J~\0c•·c'~--- TOTAlV,\[.11}~ TOTALl:-0:V,\l.lD 

I h0<,b)"<<rtlry lhal lhe name< of all tht p<llt!on,·n ll>i<d u >alid •l•J><., on lho 101lnC lhl o, qu,llr.td !0 ,,.,, fo, 
Co1<rnoor. 

BY: .. 

~ 

"' ~ 
/ 

', 

/ 
/ 

fE[ITIO.V Lor; 

FOR SECRETARl'OF STATE l'.\'E o,w,y 

PETITIONU: VALID:_ !N\'AUD 

ij INVALID REASON SIGNATURE) !@S 

SO.S STAFF· 

Pleau Trtm Orer for Srtmmary, Fisl'al Jmpul'l, Legisluliou, fll.1/rul'lia11s am/ Atf,li1io1111/ Sig1wl11re Lines. 
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Prln Name of C[roulator 

Unlqlie ldenllfylng Number 

RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

DATE OF ISSUANCE: Oclob,.r 18, 2019 
Flliug Dcadllne for !he November 2020 Ballot; F .. bmary 3, 2020 

18 mm1/I, P"lition expiration date: Aprlf 18, 2011 

Freedom of Citizen Information: Before a registered voter signs any initiative petition, signature gatherers must 
offer the voter the opportunity to read the proposed initiative summary and fiscal impact statement prepared by the 
Secretary of State, 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE 

This initiak<l bill dfrccts the Public Utilities Commission to amend "Order Granting Cer1ilica!C of Public Conl'enience and Necessity and Approving 
Stipulation," entered by the Public Utili1ies Commission on May 3, 2019 for the New England Ckan Energy Connect lransmission project. The amended 
order must find that the construction and opcra!ion of1he NECEC transmission project arc nol in lhe public interest and thal I here is not a public need for 
the NECEC transmission project. There nol being a public need, the amended order must deny the rcquesl for a certificate of public corwcniencc and 
necessity for the NECEC 1rnusinission project. 

ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT 

This citizen initiative dircels the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) 10 amend a previously issued "Order Granting Cerlifirnte of Pnblic 
Convenience and Necessity and Approving Stipulation" cn!ered by the PUC on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect lrnnsmission 
project. Requiring 1hc amended order to find that 1hc construction and operation oflhc transmission project arc not in 1he public interest and that there 
is not a public need for it, and requiring denial ofa certificate of public co11\'cnicnee and necessity for the projcel, may c;,,:tcnd or reopen the 
dc!ibcratil'e process of the PUC rela!ed to 1he project Any additional costs to the PUC as a result ofthi~ initialil'e are withio the scope of activities 
budge led by the PUC and are not antkipatcd lo require supplemcnlal appropriations or allocations. 

To the Legislature of the Slate of Maine: 

Ju accordance with Section 18 of Ar1icle IV, Parl Third uf the Con~litu!iun ufihe Slate of Maine, the dcctors of lhc S1a!c of Maine, qualified lo 
vole for Gol'emor, residing in said Stale, whose names have heen eenified on this petition, hereby respectfully propose to the Legislature for its 
consideration the following entitled legislation: "Resoll'e, Tu Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project." 

Be it enacted by tlte People or the State or Maine as follows: 
Sec, I. Amend order. Resolved: That within 30 days oflhe effective date of1his resoh•e and rursuanl lo its aulh11ri1y under the Maiue 

Revised S!atu1cs, Title 35-A, section 1321, the Public Utilities Com1nissiun shall amend "Order Granting Ccrlificate of Pub lie Convenience and 
Necessity and Approl'ing Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 in Docket No. 2017-00232 for the New England 
Clean Energy Co1inect transmission project, rcfcncd !o in this resolve as "!he NECEC transmission project." The amended order must find tlmt !he 
cons!ructiun and operation of1hc NECEC transmission project are nut in the public interest and that them is not a public need fur the: NECEC 
transmission project. There not being a public ucc<l, lhc amended orllcr must deny 1hc request for a ccrtifica(e of public conl'enience and neccssi!y for 
the NECEC transmission project. 

DAU: AC flJAL STI\Elff ADDRESS 
(Not P.O. !lo,) SIGNEI) 

' 

" 
" 
" 

" 
1;,;51nucrm;,;s roR cmcuuno:-i 

rErnm.~rn-M1.1sr, 
• DE A MAINE l<ECISTERED VOTER 
• S!CN NAME/IS rr ,\Pr EARS ON THE l'OTING LIST 
• S!GNONLYONCE 
• filU S!GN ANornrn'SNAME 
• rRINTN,\klE; PATf. OF SIGNING. srnEET AIJIJRES'i 

&. ~IUNICIPALITl'OfHSIDHK'f. (UNLf.SS rRINJEO 
DVC/RCULATORf 

ruJTIONCmCUUTOR-MU.IT; 
• DE A MAIN!l RESIDENT & Jl[Gl~TER~D \'O'l~I< 
• coMrLF.TE THECIRC!JL/\TOR'S \'ER!F!C/\TION 
• TAKE Tl!E OATII DEFORE A NOTARV l'UOLIC rRIOR 

TO SUUMISSIDN Of rEHrlONS TO HOISTRAR 
• t>'OT COLLECT SIQNATURF.S AFlrn TAKINGOATfl 

!!'..fR,\'/,\'G, MAKl~"G A rALSE STATUlrnT JI\' TllE 
cmcULATO!\, S!GNJ.~G A PETITIU~ WITII TIIE 
f'AME Of ANOTl1rn, on SIGNINC ... N.\~lf. -'lOUE 
TIIM-1 U~CE 0~ TfltsE PCTHIO.~S IS A CLASS £ 
CHIML 

1\1'.Cl~I/IA/l-M!/Jr, 

' DATE AND11ME STAMP fHITION !NDICAlJNG 
WUEN IT IS ltEcrl\'!'I} 

• COMl'I.F."ff lllE "RE<llHRAR US£0NLY"' 
SPACE USING TllE CODES DESC!IIDW IN 
TIIE IIOX1O T!IE l<IG!IT 

'COMPLHEANOSIGNTIII' CeRTlflCATIONIIV 
INDICATING ll'l!ICI! NAMroS ON TIIE PETIT!D.~ 
t.1•1·rAR ON Tlli\ T tlONICll'Attn··s l'OTINO LIS l 

f'OTE: IF nrn SIGNATURE ALON£ SUff]CJENTLV 
IDrNTlflESTIIE l'OTIR, IT Sl!OllLD BE ACCEPTED 

:-.iv:-.:,cll'ALITY 
(ll'bernRcsi,kred) NAMEl'nlNTF.O 

Rn.A681--1 L A1..l I(/ 

Cf.RTlflC,\ HON CODE FO/t ,, ALID SIGN,\ TllRES: 

✓ ,xol\Wl'M siuS<sc.rrnnu"" A1<1G1snsm vmrn 

THE MOST COMMON REASONS FOR REJECTION OF SlGN.\TURF.S 
Oil PETITIONS (l\'lTll APPl.1CAIILE Con ES) ARE AS FOLLOWS· 

nr11ml\'1Dllll! <IGNA11J.ll_~ 

OV/' 1'01\'IP"AL rR[\10USL Y SlGSED rnE r,nnu:1 IUlrl'llCATt ~,1-11 ) 
-"k IS1'11'11>UAL IS ~(OJ~ RfGISHSED\"OTES 
O.!TE INnl\'IDUAl SIC>l llM!fR WCOATEOFCIRCeL.AtOR'S \"[R1"CAllON ,.,·o ISDl\"IOUAL'S SW~'A11J•n1,1a II\' AN<>lll!Jl ,uso.-, 
Siu !t'Dl\"<nl'h! nw ,mr S)Ulltlll ,rntrtlN U'Rl!<!rO !<AM[ m, Y) 

nrrmrnrrrnJt'lill 
,nr <HSRWES"TMR'S< fRllfiC'AllDN IS~OlCO"tlUEOt,R!S!<Ol SIGNHJ 
ALT ~r~:!:~;r:rg1~·amt,NUNT11f.rfllrtOI,' IIASaOrn Ul!JIHl!I,' A 

OWi lllE:(mCUUTOR"S n•trlCA11UN \S l(ITTCOl-lfLEl[[!Ok IS HOl SIGHD 
o.,m Tll[CERCUI.AlOR mo ~or HKHIIE OATII aHOR[,. VAUO NOTARY )'Ual!t 
"'"' "'" NO.AR\' nm ~OT co.,mnr.OR S!UN Til~ NOTARIUll<>N 
OJIN 111[ !!OTAR\' IS AN IW,!WIATf TAMll Y Mt>UirR Ofillt Cia<;\/LA<OR 
rn•or rnE rETITIO.'I IS NO< ,N '"" """ ,, ... o,•co a1· TIU! SCO<EthllY or S"TATE 

I<' CAGES Ml""'°· DA."AG£DOR OUT oroRUfR. HC.) 

Please Turn OPer for Additio110/ S1g11a/11re I.mes amf c,,.c,,fator's Oath, 
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~rlnted Name of Circulator 

Unique Identifying Number 

Registrar DATE 

'RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN•ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT , 

. ' 

SIGNATURE· ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS -MUNICIPALIT.Y NAME PRINTED use only SIGNED (Not P.O. Box) (Where Registered) 

]!6, 

17. 

18. 

"· 
0, 

,,______ 

./ 
"· ' / ,,. 

~ / "4. 
~ I/ 

"· ~ / 
6. 

"' / 
7, 

' / ,. 
~ V 

9, 
~ / 

0. 

' / 
J, 

/. ~ ,,. 
/ "' "'· / I"-

"'· ./ "' "'· / "-.. 
"· ./ ' "'· / ~· 
'· ./ .~ . ,,., . ,· ,.. 

"'· .. ~ ' -~:... ' ' ·.\.• ~: l .. •. '' ,, \. ,, i -~ • .. . ,. ,.•\ '· . .. , '• 
0.,,,,,,,,,, ' ~ 
I. 

,. 
;, 

'· ,. 

CIRCULATOR'S OATH l_ETITION LOG 

I hereby mal;e oath tlint I am the Circnllltor of'thls petition; that I personally witnessed all oftb.e signatures to this 
J?etit!on; end, to the.best ofmy knowledge end belief, each signature is that of the person whose name it purports to be, 

FOR SECRETARY OF STATE USE ONLY 

Sign,,a~e,J~i:,~Jo,:1Pi ~ri"<edN,m, \~ \ h\)~l\ \~ PETITION#: --- VALID. -- INVALID: --
#INVALID ~ SlGNAJ]JRE LINE/;; . \~ 

Signature a/Notary Prin,tedName --- ---

--- ---
Subscribed ta and sworn before me on this date: (Date must be completed by Notary) --- ---
Date II!)' Notary Commission exp_ires: 

" 
REGISTRAR'S CERTIFICATION S.O.S.S:TAfF: __ COMM.fill!§· 

M,"kip,lity/JJ.111ft' fl /[l, D TOTAL VALID c2 TOTAL rNVALID L 
I hereby certify that the names of 1111 the petitioners listed as valid appear on the voting list as qualified to vote for 
Governor. 

' d!M &>· lt'W:t . ' ----- . - ,....., 
;; i;_" ,1:; I J \~ ltl!lj . I, Signature ofReg!strar: Jlp~ R!fJt~ / 
:~L jAI: l 1AD ~ 

Date.petition certlfied: 1/17µ.p,J,O ' ,(x ['j/J1 
li3•1 • . /J.'1 .... 

Please Turn Ovel'/or Summmy, Fiscal Impact, Legislation, Instructions and Addftional Signature Lines. 

,,,,,, 

App.108



h~ h'2:fs lli \ I., ~ 
Printed Name of Clrcuator 

1-'t -\",- y'\,:, r:J.1'}.. 
Unique ldentlfyin_g Number 

RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

DATE OF ISSUANCE: October 18, 2019 
Filing-Deadline for the November 2020 Ballot: February 31 2020 

18 month petition expiration date: April 18, 2021 

Freedom of Citizen Information: Before a registered voter signs any initiative petition, signature gatherers must 
offer the voter the opportunity to re~d the proposed initiative summary and fiscal impacf statement prepared by the 
Secretary of State. · · 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE 

This initiated bill directs the Public Utili'~ie~ Commission to amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Approving . 
Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities (\;oinmission on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission project. The amended 
order must find that the construction and opel"ation of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for 
the NECEC transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity for the NECEC transmission project. · 

ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT 

This citizen initiative directs the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to amend a previously issued "Order Granting Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity and Approving Stipulation" entered by the PUC on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission 
project. Requiring the amended order to find that the constrqction and operation of the transmission project are not in the public interest and that there 
is not a public need for it, and requiring denial of a certificate of public convenience and necessity for the project, may extend or reopen the 
deliberative process Of the PUC related to the project. Any additional costs to the PUC as a result of this initiative are within the scope of activities 
budgeted by the PUC and are not anticipated to require supplemental appropriations or allocations. 

To the Legislature of the State of Maine: 
In accordance with Section 18 of Article IV, Part Third of the Constitution of the State of Maine, the electors of the State of Maine, qualified to 

vote for Governor, residing in said State, whose names have been certified on this petition, hereby respectfully propose to the Legislature for its 
consideration the following entitled legislation: "Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project." 

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Maine as follows: 
Sec. 1. Ameiid order. Resolved: That within 30 days of the effective date of this resolve. and pursuant to its authority under the Maine 

Revised Statutes, Title 35~A, section 1321, the Public Utilities Commission shall amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and Approving Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 in Docket No. 2017~00232 for tlie New England 
Clean Energy Connect transmission project, referred to in this resolve as 11 tlie NECEC transmission project." The amended order must find that the 
construction and operation of the NEC EC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for the NECEC 
transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and necessity for 
the NECEC transmission nroiect. 

DATE AC.TOAL STREET ADDRESS .MUNICIPALITY ·---eglstrar SIGNATURE NAME PRINTED "'""n!y SIGNED {NotP.Q.Box) (Where Registered) . 
l.y, ,~ I ' 1-15-~o I :,"7 \\--:, -- \..,1 ~"'-,\-eP· -\ .:'I . ,, ' \ ('_"- \!~\\:.... ; -· 
✓ ,I fl . .. ~ I !5-;r;JO . /~o ,; __ -i/.,,,';;' e.J 1,-' ,l() •AJ ,I. ,, .,,t A'. . . ,, 

~ ~ 

,. 
~ ___,,,, 

5, 

--------
- ._.-

-1---.__ -------
------ -----------• 

--------
.,,-----

~>< 
1"· ,.-,---

-----~ !. -,,,.-,-
. ---------' .12. _,.,.,.,- ~ 

13. _,.,.,.,- ----., 

------14. ,.-,---
--------15. -- ~ 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR CIRCULATION CERTIFICATION CODE FOR VALID SIGNATURES: 

PETITIONER-MUST: REGISTRAR- MUST: ✓ INDIVIDUAL SIGNJNO PETITION IS A RECllSTERED VDTER 
• BE A MAINE REGISTERED VOTER • DATEANDTIMESTAMl' PETITION INDICATING 
• SIGN NAME AS IT APPEARS ON THE VOTING LIST ,yHEN ITISRECEIVED THE MOST COMMON REASONS FOR REJECTION OF SIGNATURES 
• SIGN ONLY ONCE OR PETITIONS (WITH APPLICABLE CODES) ARE AS FOLLOWS: 
• ill!! SIGN ANOTHER'S NAME 

• COMPLETE THE "REOISTRAR. USE ON/.,Y" OF!NDIV!nUAl SION,\TilRHS • PRINT NAME; DATE OF SIGNING; STREET ADDRESS 
& MUNICJPAL!TY OP RESJPENCE (UNLESS PRINTED SPACE USING THE CODES DESCRIBED IN vu, lNO!VJDUALPREVIOUSLY SIONED THE PETJTION (DUPLICATE NAME) 
BY CIRCULATOR) THEBOXTOTHERlOHT NR INDIVIDUAL IS NOT A REGISTERED VOTER . 

DA.TE INDIVIDUAL SIGNED AFTER THE DATE OP CJRCULATOR'S VERif!CATION 
PETITION CIRCULATOR-MUST: • COMPLETE AND SfGNTIJE CERTIF{CATJON BY ;ND INDIVIDUAL'S SIGNATURE MADE BY ANOTHllltPERSON 
• BEAMAINERESIDENT&REGISTEREDVOTER INDICATING WfilCH NAMES ON THE PETITION 

SIG· INDlVIDUAL DID NOT SIGN THB PETITION (PRINTED NAME ONLY) 

• COMPLETE THE CIRCULATOR 'S VERIFICATION APPEAR ON THAT MUNIClPALITY'S VOTINO LIST DE ENTIR!l ~!l]JTIOJc!S 
• TAKE TitE OATH BEFORE A NOTARY PUBLIC PRIOR 

cm THE REOJSTRAR'S CERTIFICATION IS NOT COMPLIITED OR !SNOT S!ONED TO SUBMISSJON OF PEHTIONS TO REGISTRAR NOTE: IF THE SIGNATURE ALONE SUFFICIENTLY 
• NOTCOLLECTS!GNATURESAFTER TAKING OATH IDENTIFIES THB VOTER, IT SHOULD BE ACCEPlED. "' !NfORMA TlON WRITTEN ON THE PETITION HAS BEEN ALTERED IN A 

MATERIAL WAY 
MN TIJI! ClRCULATOR'S VERIFICATION tS NOT COMPLETED OR IS NDT SIGNED 

WARNING: MAKING A FALSE STATEMENT BY THE DA.TH 11m CIRCULATOR 010 NOT TAKE THE OATH BEFORli AV ALlD NOTARY PUBLIC 
CJRCULATOR, SIGNING A PETITION WITH THE o,m THE NOTARY D10 NOT COMPLfilE·oR SIGN THE NOTARIZATION 
NAME OF ANOTHER, OR SIGNING A NAME MORE OWi/ THE NOTARY IS AN ThlMEDIATE FAMILY MEMBER OFTH!! CIRCULATOR 
THAN ONCE ON THESE PETITIONS IS A CLASS E roRM THE PE'OTlON IS NOT IN THE FORM APPROVED BY T!il! SECRETARY OP STATE 
CRIME, (e.g. PAOES MISSING, DAMAOED OR OIJTOP ORDER, ETC.) 

' Please Turn Over/or Additional ~1g11ature Lmes and Circtdator s Oath. \ ,·'A "!'tea Q,.. Jue, 

-· 
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PIERCE ATWOOD~ 

February 27, 2020 

The Honorable Matthew Dunlap 
Secretary of State 
148 State House Station 
Augusta, ME 04333-0148 

BY HAND DELIVERY 

NEWELL AUGUR 

157 Capitol Street 
Suite 3 
Augusta, ME 04330 

PH 207.791.1281 
FX 207.623.9367 
naugur@pierceatwood.com 

pierceatwood .com 

RE: Information relative to the submission and notarization of petitions by the 
opponents of the clean energy transmission line 

Dear Secretary Dunlap: 

On behalf of Clean Energy Matters ("CEM"), I appreciate the opportunity to submit 
additional information regarding the submission of petitions to your office by Stop the 
Corridor, Say No to NECEC, No CMP Corridor and other opponents of the clean energy 
transmission line (the "Opponents"). 

Background 

In January 2020, CEM campaign staff learned that the Opponents hired a consultant, 
later identified as Revolution Field Strategies, to assist them in collecting signatures. 
Presumably, this hire was made because the Opponents were not on pace to gather a 
sufficient number of signatures to meet the February 3rd deadline to place the initiative 
on the ballot for November 2020. Almost immediately thereafter, CEM campaign staff 
observed significant social media traffic advertising $30 per hour jobs to persons 
interested in collecting signatures for the Opponents' effort. CEM staff also began to 
hear anecdotal reports of abnormally intensive circulator activity in the Greater Portland 
area. 

Cognizant of the administrative and organizational challenges that exist when an out-of
state entity manages a petition gathering effort, CEM obtained the services of a 
professional investigator to review the opponents' activities. CEM was principally 
concerned that legal inconsistencies could occur in the petition gathering and 
management process given that persons likely unfamiliar with Maine Election Law 

PORTLAND, ME BOSTON, MA PORTSMOUTH, NH PROVIDENCE, RI AUGUSTA, ME STOCKHOLM, SE WASHINGTON, DC 
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Sec re ta ry of State 
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would be overseeing that process. CEM also was concerned that the limited amount of 
time remaining to notarize and submit all petitions before the February 3rd deadline 
could result in irresponsible documentation of petitions that did not accord with Maine 
law. 

Notaries providing other services to the campaign 
in violation of 21-A M.R.S. § 903-E 

Jeffery Merrill provided investigative services concerning the Opponents' activities. Mr. 
Merrill holds a valid Maine professional investigators license. In the course of his work, 
Mr. Merrill observed a building located at 449 Forest Avenue in Portland, which had 
been identified as housing a field office for the Opponents' signature gathering effort. 
Mr. Merrill observed activity at this field office from January 28th through January 31 st, 

2020. The building allows clear observations of persons going into and out it, as well as 
large windows on the second floor that allowed observation of activities within the 
specific second floor office space which housed the field office. 

Mr. Merrill observed a woman, later identified as Brittany Skidmore, enter and exit the 
building multiple times between January 28th and January 31 st, 2020. Over the course 
of those four days, Mr. Merrill saw Ms. Skidmore working regularly in the field office 
space housed on the second floor of the building. Notably, Mr. Merrill observed her 
carrying, sorting and organizing petitions, tasks she was performing along with a 
number of other individuals also working in the field office. For instance, Mr. Merrill saw 
Ms. Skidmore exit the building, hand paperwork to persons who had driven to the field 
office parking lot, and return to the building. Ms. Skidmore's social media postings 
before and after this period refer to her work efforts. 

Mr. Merrill's sworn and notarized affidavit, along with Exhibits A through E, are included 
with this letter. 

In addition to her work organizing, supervising and otherwise assisting in the petition 
gathering effort for the Opponents, documents in your possession will show that Ms. 
Skidmore also notarized hundreds, and possibly thousands, of petitions. As noted in 
my February 24, 2020, letter, Maine Election law is eminently clear that persons who 
notarize petitions for a citizen's initiative cannot provide any other services, regardless 
of compensation, to get that initiative onto the ballot. 

Having engaged in non-notarial acts or otherwise having provided services to the 
proponents of the citizen's initiative by, at least, assisting in work related to organizing 
and managing the petitions, Section 903-E prohibited Brittany Skidmore from also 
acting as a notary with respect to those petitions. Accordingly, the notarizations Ms. 
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Skidmore made violated 21-A M.R.S. § 903-E (1) and 4 M.R.S. § 954-A, and the 
petitions she notarized - and all the signatures on those petitions - are invalid.1 

Petitions submitted and validated by the Town Clerk prior to being 
signed by the circulator and notarized 

As noted in my letter of February 24, 2020, we previously identified petitions that had 
been certified by towns but were not signed by a circulator and properly notarized. We 
have since identified additional petitions violative of 21 M.R.S. § 902 as follows: 

Eustis/Stratton -11/5/2019 
Eustis/Stratton -11/5/2019 
Lisbon - 1/21/20 

Copies of these petitions are included as Exhibit 2; the two petitions from Eustis/Stratton 
are missing the top piece of the page. 

Conclusion 

Please let me know if there is any additional information that I can provide relative to 
this submission. Thank you for your service to the people of Maine. 

Newell A. Augur 
Legal Counsel 

Cc: Phyllis Gardiner, AAG (with enclosures, by hand delivery) 

1 As noted in our February 24, 2020 letter, we previously identified Leah Flumerfelt as a person who 
organized, supervised or managed the circulation effort and who appeared on a log maintained by the 
town clerks. She is also listed on the log for the Town of Bath as delivering petitions on January 24, 
2020. A true and correct copy of the Town of Bath log is included as Exhibit 1. Exhibit 1 provides 
additional evidence demonstrating that Leah Flumerfelt could not have acted as a notary under Section 
903-E. 
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. DEPARTMENT OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

In the Matter of Determination of the Validity 
of a Petition for Initiated Legislation Titled AFFIDAVIT OF JEFFREY D. MERRILL II 
"Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean 
Energy Connect Transmission Project" 

I, Jeffrey D. Merrill II, being first duly sworn, hereby depose and state as follows: 

I. I am over 18 years of age and make this affidavit based on my own personal 

knowledge. 

2. I am the founder, operator, and sole employee of Patriot Investigations, P.A., a 

professional investigative service that operates in the State of Maine. 

3. I hold a valid professional investigators license from the State of Maine. 

4. Merrill's Investigations and Security engaged Patriot Investigations to assist 

Merrill's in obtaining information on efforts by various groups and individuals to gather 

signatures for the purpose of initiating a ballot referendum question concerning the proposed 

New England Clean Energy Connect project. 

5. In the course ofmy work, I observed a strip mall located at 449 Forest Avenue, in 

Portland, Maine, which had been identified as housing a field office for the signature gathering 

effort. 

6. I observed 449 Forest Avenue over the course of January 28th through January 

31st of this year, stationing myself in my vehicle in the strip mall parking lot. Prior to observing 

this location, I personally had examined petitions for ballot initiatives and was familiar with their 

general size, appearance, and content. 

7. The strip mall at issue consists of a single-story wing housing a CVS phmmacy 

and an adjoining two-story wing that houses various office suites both in the retail level space 
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and in the second story space. The office suites located on the second story feature large 

windows that appear to stretch nearly from the floor to the ceiling. A true and correct copy of 

two Google Street View images of the two-story wing of the strip mall is attached hereto as 

Exhibit A. 

8. At approximately 12:00 p.m. on January 281
\ I observed a woman exit the 

building with a box and approach a waiting white Nissan SUV with a Maine vanity license plate 

that read UPGRDE. I noted this activity because moving boxes of documents appeared 

consistent with the sort of activity I expected to be associated with the signature gathering effort. 

9. I relayed the license plate information to a Merrill's investigator, who informed 

me the car was registered to a person named Brittany Skidmore of Scarborough, Maine. 

10. As the sun went down that day, my visibility into the second floor of the building 

improved, as the glare against the windows subsided and the light in the second floor office 

suites provided illumination. The office space above and to the right of the "Magic Nails" sign 

reflected in Exhibit A continued to be active after 5:00 p.m. and I could see into the space very 

clearly. It became apparent to me this space housed a gathering point for persons organizing and 

managing the petitions associated with the signature gathering effort, as I observed numerous 

individuals moving around, and holding and sorting documents that appeared to be the same size 

and shape of petitions. I determined this office space to be the location of the field office. I 

continued to observe this same activity, in the same office space, by numerous individuals over 

the course of January 28th through January 31'1. 

11. The persons and activities I observed in the field office appeared in plain view 

and could have been observed by any member of the public. 
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12. Shortly after 5:00 p.m. on January 28th , I observed a dark-haired woman who 

appeared aged between 25 and 40 years-old working in the field office. Like the other 

individuals working in the field office, this woman was holding and sorting documents that 

appeared to be petitions. I also observed her speaking on a mobile phone. 

13. Shortly after 7:00 p.m. on January 28th , I observed the same dark-haired woman 

exit the building, approach a waiting vehicle, and hand paperwork to an individual in the vehicle. 

After a brief exchange with the individuals inside the vehicle, the dark-haired woman re-entered 

the building. 

14. Over the course of January 28th and January 29th, I conducted online research 

concerning Brittany Skidmore. First, I located what appeared to be Skidmore's Facebook page, 

which provided a clear image of her face, identified her as a notary public, and identified her as a 

State Farm insurance salesperson. Upon seeing her Facebook picture, I determined the dark

haired woman described above to be Brittany Skidmore. A true and correct copy of the 

screenshot I took of Skidmore's Facebook page, as it appeared on my mobile phone, is attached 

hereto as Exhibit B. 

15. I also searched for Skidmore in the online database of notaries public maintained 

by the State of Maine. The database confinned Brittany Skidmore's status as a notary public and 

identified her, consistent with her car registration, as a resident of Scarborough. A true and 

correct copy of the screenshot I took of the database search, as it appeared on my mobile phone, 

is attached hereto as Exhibit C. 

16. As Skidmore's Facebook page identified her as a State Farm insurance 

salesperson and as the strip mall also housed a State Farm office on the same floor of the field 

office, as visible in Exhibit A, I called the State Farm office on January 29th to inquire if 
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Skidmore worked there. The person who answered the telephone confirmed Skidmore worked 

there, but said Skidmore would not be at the State Farm office until the following week. 

17. I do not have specific information concerning how Skidmore came to be affiliated 

with the activity in the field office, but surmise she did so due to the proximity between the field 

office and Skidmore's place of business at the neighboring State Faim office. A post Skidmore 

made to her Facebook page on February 1st
, a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto 

as Exhibit D, states in part: "But this past month has been monumental for me! I got a second 

job, one I never saw coming and it literally landed in my lap .... " In a previous Facebook 

posted dated January 22nd, attached hereto as Exhibit E, Skidmore wrote in part: "I have been 

working my boot-tayyy off this past month and half .... " 

18. On January 29'h, I returned to 449 Forest Avenue and observed the field office 

over the course of the day. Once again, as the sun began to go down, I could see cleai·ly into the 

interior of the illuminated field office. Just before 5:00 p.m. that day, I observed Skidmore 

working in the field office, canying petitions, sorting through them, and organizing them. She 

was performing the saine tasks as numerous other individuals working in the field office at that 

time and into the evening. 

19. On January 30'h, I returned to 449 Forest Avenue and observed the field office 

over the course of the day. Just after 9:30 a.m., I observed Skidmore arrive in her white Nissan 

SUV with the same vanity license plate noted above. Skidmore appeared to remain inside 

throughout the day, exiting briefly just before 2:30 p.m. After 3 :30 p.m., I once again began to 

see clearly inside the field office and observed Skidmore and others performing the same tasks I 

observed the previous days: ca!1'ying, sorting through, and organizing petitions. 
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20. On January 31 '1, I returned to 449 Forest Avenue and observed the field office 

over the course of the day. Just prior to 9:30 a.m., I observed Skidmore arrive at the location. 

She remained there until just before 6:00 p.m. The activity level around the field office remained 

elevated tln·oughout the day, with numerous individuals coming and going, and transpotting 

large numbers of boxes from the office. Towards the ends of the day, I observed individuals 

demobilizing the office, such as by removing tables and chairs, and appearing to embrace and 

congratulate each other. 

21. On January 31'1, I entered the building and proceeded to the second floor location 

that housed the field office. Through a glass door, I could clearly identify the office as a location 

housing activities related to the signature gathering efforts, as I could observe boxes of 

documents, various sotting and filing receptacles, and notes posted to the wall pertaining to the 

effort. 

22. Over the course ofmy four days observing the activities of the field office, I did 

not observe Skidmore taking any actions I would associate with the work of a notary public, such 

as sitting with another person and signing a document. Instead, I observed Skidmore engaging in 

the same activities as those engaged in by the numerous other individuals I observed in the field 

office: performing various tasks related to the sorting and organizing of the petitions. 
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DATED: February 27, 2020 

STATE OF MAINE 
CUMBERLAND, SS. February 27, 2020 

Personally appeared before me the above named Jeffrey D. Merrill II and made oath that the 
above-stated facts are true based upon his own knowledge, and, so far as based upon information 
and belief, he believes that information to be true. 
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Before me, 

HEATHER JAYNE STEVENS 
NOTARY PUBLIC • State of Maine 

My Commission Expires 
October 25, 2023 
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2126/2020 Portland, Maine- Goog le Maps 

Google Maps Portland, Maine 

Image captu re: Jul 2018 © 2020 Google 

Google 

Street View 

https:/lv..vwv.g oog le.com'maps/@43.6663958,-70.2764125,3a,90\(40.68h,88.14Vdata= I 3rr6! 1 e1 ! 3m4! 1sFyZ86f91M-lYWv1851f66gjg ! 2e0! 7i 13312! Bi6656 1/1 
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2/26/2020 Portland, Maine - Google Maps 

Google Maps Portland, Maine 

Google 

Street View 

Image captu re: Jul 2018 © 2020 G·oogle 

https:/fv.Mw.g oog le.comlmaps/@43.6663958,-70.2764125,3a,38. 7~49. 74h,92.47Vdata= I 3m6! 1 e1 ! 3m4! 1sFyZ86f9\W-lYV\IM 85lf66gjg ! 2e0! 7i 13312I8i6656 1/1 
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,Ill Verizon LTE 11:12 AM -f 93% [- ], 

< Q Brittany Skidmore 

Brittany Skidmore 
I am a survivor and overcomer of 

many things, Stay tuned be my 

journey is just beginning :: __ it.~ 

:,; Add Friend 0 ... 

~ Arbonne Consultant 

~ Notary Public at Notary Public 
Services 
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,1 Verizon~ 8:33 PM 4y 75% • I 

AA i www1.maine.gov 

me.gov A secure . online service provided by the 
Bureau of Corporations, Elections and 
r.nmmic.c; innc; 

tl Notary Solution Online Renewal & 
' le Update Service 

3.rch Results 

Jlts 1-1 of 1 for NOTARY PUBLIC, 
more. 

Town/City 

IMBERLAND SCARBOROUGH 

1w Search) 

SKIDMORE, 
BRITTANY 
K. 

stions about this Service? Contact the Bureau at: 

l7) 624-TT52 or Email: cec notaries@maine.gfil'. 

:redits 

:opyrlghl © 2015 
.II rights reserved. 

ormation 

reau Home 

ine.gov 

9 Policies 

'ransaction Security 

... . . ~ 
(207) 747- 1 (207) 761 · 
~ 1511 

----'------

07/16/2024 
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Brittany Skidmore 
February 1 at 6:68 PM · 0 

I have some major goals for myself this ye?r, One <:>f them I didn't meet this 
past month ; •, normally this would stop me on my tracks and send me 
backwards spinning in the s~me circle .. 

But this past month has been monumental 'for me! I .got'~ second job, one I 
never saw coming and it literally landed in my lap the day after I put into th,e 
universe! ._. for once I just leaned into it, I 9eclared it mine, I prayeci for it I 
~hanked God for it'and you guys, I freaking got it! What did I ask for ... more 
income, a.way out of the cycle I hav.e allowf?d myself to be in for far too l9f)g. 

January you have awakeneq -a p~rt of me I qidn't know was there. A passion, 
drive a determination I have been seeking! I am so excited for my future you 
guys I could shout from the rooftops ~~ ,.7 

New beginnings, new friends and best of friends ... 

I learned a lot January, Febru·ary let's F~in do this! I 

I am on fire and ready to blast into this new journey 

1 #unstoppable #believe #loveyourself #ifinallygetit #personaldevelopment 
#youmattertoo #putyourselfflrst #itsokayipromise #surroundyolrrselfwithlove 
#goodvibetribe #nowhiring #iwanttobeyourcoach #bebrave #drnrnenow 
#peacelovehappiness Q 0 

•• • 
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~ Brittany Skidmore 
W January 22 · 0 

••• 

These_ two little beauties right here oh rrian they are the best!! I have· been 
working tny b_oot-tayyy off this past month and half which has·taken some more 
bf our already short time during the week away ... and they have been so 
supportive, loving and carin_g. We all see a common:goal and they ate 
watching tne go for it! They are my ct~eerleaders and I am so lucky to have 
them by my side! (Even if they do start to drive me a little crazy at times ;; ) 

I can talk to them about why I am doing this and even if some nights we are 
~rying and some high ts we. are mad or frustrated ... we i:Jlways end with a 
goodnight sweet dreams -and I love you for ·always • 

Hustle hard for now so I can hustle less later. #justthethreeofus #momtribe 
#lovethemso 
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T
his citizen initiative directs the Public U

tilities C
om

m
ission (PU

C
) to am

end a previously issued "O
rder G

ranting C
ertificate o

f Public 
C

onvenience and N
ecessity and A

pproving Stipulation" entered by the PU
C

 on M
ay 3, 2019 for the N

ew
 E

ngland C
lean E

nergy C
onnect transm

ission 
project. R

equiring the am
ended order to find that the construction and operation o

f the transm
ission project are not in the public interest and that there 

is not a public need for it, and requiring denial of a certificate o
f public convenience and necessity for the project, m

ay extend or reopen the 
deliberative process o

f the PU
C

 related to the project. A
n

y add.itjonal costs to the PU
C

 as a result of this initiative are w
ithin the scope o

f activities 
budgeted b

y the PU
C

 and are not anticipated to require_ suppleniental appropriations or allocations. 

T
o the L

egislature of the S
tate of M

aine: 

In accordance w
ith Section 18 of A

rticle IV
, Part T

hird o
f the C

onstitution o
f the State of M

aine, the electors of the State o
f M

aine, qualified to 
vote for G

overnor, residing in said State, w
hose nam

es have been certified on this petition, hereby respectfully propose to the L
egislature for its 

consideration the follow
ing entitled legislation: "R

esolve, T
o R

eject the N
ew

 E
ngland C

lean E
nergy C

onnect T
ransm

ission Project." 

B
e it enacted b

y the P
eople o

f the S
tate o

f M
aine as follow

s: 

Sec. 1. A
m

end o
rd

er. R
esolved: T

hat w
ithin 30 days of the effective date o

f this resolve and pursuant to its authority under the M
aine 
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itle 35-A
, section 1321, the Public U

tilities C
om

m
ission shall am
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ngland 
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nergy C
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C

 transm
ission project." T
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ust find that the 
construction and operation of the N
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ission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for the N
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Printed Name of Circulator 

A-G,- M~•ff- \D 
Unique Identifying Num;;;-

RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

DATE OF ISSUANCE: October 18, 2019 
Filing Deadline for the November 2020 Ballot: February 3, 2020 

18 mo11th petition expirnt/011 date: April 18, 2021 

Freedom of Citizen Information: Before a registered voter signs any initiative petition, signature gatherers must 
offer the voter the opportunity to read the proposed initiative summary and fiscal impact statement prepared by the 
Secretary of State, 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE 

This initiated bill directs the Public Utilities Commission to amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Approving 
Stipulation,11 entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission project. The amended 
order must find that the construction and operation of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for 
the NECEC transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity for the NECEC transmission project. 

ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT 

This citizen initiative directs the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to amend a previously issued "Order Granting Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity and Approving Stipulation" entered by the PUC on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission 
project. Requiring the amended order to find that the construction and operation of the transmission project are not in the public interest and that there 
is not a public need for it, and requiring denial of a certificate of public convenience and necessity for the project, may ex.tend or reopen the 
deliberative process of the PUC related to the project. Any additional costs to the PUC as a result of this initiative are within the scope of activities 
budgeted by the PUC and are not anticipated to require supplemental appropriations or allocations. 

To the LegiSlature of the State of Maine: 

In accordance with Section 18 of Article IV, Part Third of the Constitution of the State of Maine, the electors of the State of Maine, qualified to 
vote for Governor, residing in said State, whose names have been certified on this petition, hereby respectfully propose to the Legislature for its 
consideration the following entitled legislation: "Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project." 

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Maine as follows: 

Sec. 1. Amend order. Resolved: That within 30 days of the effective date of this resolve and pursuant to its authority under the Maine 
Revised Statutes, Title 35-A, section 1321, the Public Utilities Commission shall amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and Approving Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 in Docket No. 2017-00232 for the New England 
Clean Energy Connect transmission project, referred to in this resolve as 11the NECEC transmission project.u The amended order must find that the 
construction and operation of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for the NECEC 
transmission project. There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and necessity for 
the NECEC transmission nroject. 
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STATE OF MAINE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

Determination of the Validity of a Petition for Initiated Legislation Entitled: 

"Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project" 

1. On February 3, 2020, 15,785 petitions containing 82,449 signatures were submitted to 
the Secretary of State pursuant to the Constitution of Maine, A1iicle IV, Part Third, 
Section 18 on behalf of the above-entitled initiated legislation. 

2. Following a review of these 15,785 petitions I find the following signatures to be invalid 
for the following reasons: 

A. 6,260 signatures are invalid because they were not certified by the registrar as 
belonging to a registered voter in that municipality. (REG) 

B. 2,483 signatures are invalid because they are duplicates of signatures already 
counted. (DUP) 

C. 811 signatures are invalid because the status of the circulators as residents of Maine 
could not be confirmed. (RES) 

D. 744 signatures are invalid because the circulator did not file a circulator's affidavit 
at the time the petitions were filed with the Secretary of State. (AFF) 

E. 577 signatures are invalid because the circulator collected signatures prior to 
becoming registered to vote in the State of Maine. (ClRC) 

F. 462 signatures are invalid because the voter dated his or her signature after the date 
of the circulator's oath before the notary or the voter's signature was not dated and 
it could not be determined that the voter signed the petition before the circulator took 
the oath. (DA TE) 

G. 336 signatures are invalid because the circulator's oath was not complete or not 
administered properly. (OATH) 

H. 313 signatures are invalid because the petition was submitted to the municipal 
registrar for determination of whether the petitioners were qualified voters after the 
deadline set by the Maine Constitution, Article IV, Paii Third, Section 20. (AMD) 

I. 241 signatures are invalid because the voter's signature was crossed out on the 
petition form. (WD) 

J. 206 signatures are invalid because the circulator's oath was not completed prior to 
submitting the petition to the registrar for certification. (PRIOR) 

K. 128 signatures are invalid because of material alterations to the petition. (ALT) 
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L. 102 signatures are invalid because the voter failed to provide a signature. (SIG) 

M. 58 signatures are invalid because the registered voter's signature was made by 
another. (ANO) 

N. 11 signatures are invalid because the certification of the registrar was not completed. 
(CERT) 

0. 2 signatures are invalid because the notary was related to the circulator. (OWN) 

P. 1 signature is invalid because the petition was not on the approved form. (FORM) 

3. For the reasons set forth above, on the 15, 785 petition forms filed with the Secretary 
of State, I find that 12,735 signatures are invalid and 69,714 signatures are valid. The 
number of signatures required to determine the petition to be valid is 63,067. Because the 
number of valid signatures exceeds the required number by 6,647 signatures, I find the 
petition to be valid 1• 

Dated: March 4, 2020 

,,c_.__,s:;;;:>-----.1._,.~_._(QJV'-'b.i~-"'~~--::===-=---
atthew Dunlap 

Secretary of State 

1 On February 24 and 27, 2020, our office received information from opponents of this initiative suggesting 
that certain commissioned notaries who administered the oath to circulators of petitions for the above
referenced citizen initiative may have performed other services to initiate or promote the petition, in violation 
of21-A M.R.S. §903-E(I) and 4 M.R.S. §954-A. This office did not have sufficient time, however, to 
investigate this matter prior to the statutory deadline for issuing this decision and thus make no findings 
regarding the allegations. 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF STATE 

AMENDED DETERMINATION 
OF THE VALIDITY OF A PETITION FOR INITIATED LEGISLATION ENTITLED: 

"Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project" 

I. On March 23, 2020, the Superior Court issued an order in Delbert Reed v. Secret my 

of State Mathew Dunlap, Docket No. BCD-AP-20-02, remanding this matter to the Secretaiy of 

State for the purpose of taking additional evidence, pursuant to 5 M.R.S. § 11006(l)(B), and 

making further factual findings regarding the activities of eight notaries who administered oaths 

to the circulators of petitions containing over 17,000 voter signatures, as well as allegations of 

forgery by one circulator. Allegations that certain notaries had provided other services to initiate 

or promote the initiative, in violation of21-A M.R.S. § 903-E, was presented via correspondence 

with attached documentation sent to me on Februaiy 24 and 27, 2020; however, there was 

insufficient time to explore those allegations before the March 4th statutmy deadline to issue a 

determination of validity. See March 4th Determination, n. 1. In the remand order, the Court 

denied petitioner Reed's request to conduct depositions of the notaries and recognized the 

Secretmy's plenary authority and obligation to investigate all issues material to determining the 

validity of the petitions. 

Procedural Issues: 

2. Challenger Reed and Industrial Energy Consumer Group ("IECG"), an intervenor 

in the Court proceeding that is aligned with the challenger in opposing the citizen initiative petition, 

asserted a right to an evidentiary hearing on remand in the manner authorized by statute for 

challenges to the validity of nominating petitions for candidates, pursuant to 21-A M.R.S. § 356. 

As the Court noted in its remand order, however, the review of citizen initiative petitions by the 

Secretary of State "is not an adjudicatory proceeding, and does not include a right to a hearing by 

those supporting or opposing the petition." Our office did review all of the evidence and arguments 

submitted by the challenger and intervenor Mainers for Local Power on remand, in addition to 

gathering information on the notary and circulator issues submitted by the parties to the court 

proceeding on remand. 
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Notaries: 

3. Correspondence submitted to my office on February 24 and 27, 2020, alleged that 

three of the notaries (Leah Flumerfelt, David McGovern, Sr., and Michael Underhill) may have 

worked as circulators, since their names are listed on the petition registration form filed by 

Revolution Field Strategies; that four others (Melissa Letarte, Jacob Kiesman, Victoria Tapley, 

and Christina Potter) may have delivered or collected petitions to or from town offices since their 

names appeared on municipal petition logs; and that Brittany Skidmore was observed performing 

work at the field office on several days during the last week of January, after the time period for 

completing notarizations had passed. 

4. On March 25, 2020, Deputy Secretmy of State Flynn sent letters to each of these 

eight notaries asking them to submit a signed statement, sworn if possible, explaining the details 

of their engagement and involvement in the petition drive. Each notary was also asked to produce 

documents, including copies of their notary logs, any agreement to provide services for the petition 

drive, paystubs or cancelled checks reflecting compensation for their services, and any instructions 

provided by the entity that hired them. All eight notaries responded promptly and made themselves 

available to answer follow-up questions as needed to clarify. Elections Division staff made ftnther 

inquity of a ninth notary, Wesley Ryan Huckey, whose activities Mr. Reed called into question in 

correspondence submitted on March 25, 2020. 

5. Pursuant to the Maine Constitution Article IV, Part 3, Section 20, "the oath of the 

circulator [ of each petition] must be sworn to in the presence of a person authorized by law to 

administer oaths." Although a notary public is generally authorized by law to administer oaths or 

affirmations, pursuant to 21-A M.R.S. § 903-E, a notmy is not authorized to administer an oath to 

the circulator of an initiative petition if the notary public is: 

A. Providing any other services, regardless of compensation, to initiate the direct 
initiative or people's veto referendum for which the petition is being circulated. 
For the purpose of this paragraph, "initiate" has the same meaning as section 
1052, subsection 4-B; or 

B. Providing services other than notarial acts, regardless of compensation, to 
promote the direct initiative or people's veto referendum for which the petition 
is being circulated. 
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See also 4 M.R.S. § 954-A. 1 Accordingly, evidence concerning activities that these nine 

notaries performed for this petition drive is material. 

6. Based on review of the additional evidence, I find as follows with respect 

to each of the notaries whose authority to administer oaths to circulators of this petition has 

been questioned: 

A. Melissa Letarte volunteered as a notary for this petition drive, and the only 

work that she performed was as a notary. Although her name appears on a petition log for 

the town of Jay, attached as an exhibit to the February 24, 2020 letter from Newell Augur, 

Esq., Ms. Letarte reported that she has not been to the Jay town office since approximately 

two years ago when she delivered a marriage ce1tificate for a wedding she had performed 

there. Ms. Letarte did not perform any work for the petition drive other than notarizing 

petitions, having been advised in writing on October 24, 2019, shmtly after the petition 

drive began that it was "strictly prohibited" for her to collect signatures. 

B. Jacob Kiesman works for the University Credit Union, which offers notary 

services at no charge. He notarized a number of petitions for a circulator named Steven 

Roper, who appeared before him at the Credit Union offices. Mr. Kiesman asked Mr. 

Roper for identification, read him the oath and then had Mr. Roper sign the petitions in 

front of him. Mr. Kiesman then signed, dated and added his notary seal to the petitions. 

He did not record this in his notaiy log, not realizing that such an obligation existed for 

anything besides marriages performed in Maine. He performed no other services for the 

petition drive other than notarizing Mr. Roper's petitions. 

C. Victoria Tapley also works for the University Credit Union. She notarized 

petitions at the Credit Union office but did not deliver any petitions to the town of Bradley 

or any other town offices. She did not perform any other services for the petition drive. 

D. Christina Potter works for the Waterboro branch of Gorham Savings Bank 

and frequently notarizes documents for bank customers. She recalls that a few customers 

1 This statute defining what constitutes a conflict of interest for notaries also provides: 

It is a conflict of interest for a notary public to administer an oath or affirmation to a 
circulator of a petition for a direct initiative or people's veto referendum under Title 21-A, 
section 902 if the notary public also provides services that are not notarial acts to initiate 
or promote that direct initiative or people's veto referendum. 
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came to her at the bank to notarize petitions in the fall of 2019. She notarized their petitions 

but did not record any entries in her log, believing this was only required for marriages 

performed. 

E. David McGovern, Sr. circulated petitions during the first week of January, 

2020, and subsequently volunteered to, and did, notarize petitions for other circulators. He 

was not authorized to do so, pursuant to 21-A M.R.S. § 903-E, and accordingly the petitions 

he notarized are invalid. This means that 110 signatures counted as valid in the March 4th 

Determination must now be rejected as invalid. 

F. Michael Underhill also circulated petitions on two days in December, 2019, 

after which he notarized the petitions of another circulator. He clearly was not authorized 

to do so, pursuant to 21-A M.R.S. § 903-E, and accordingly the petitions he notarized are 

invalid. This means that 69 signatures counted as valid in the March 4th Determination 

must now be rejected as invalid. 

G. Wesley Ryan Huckey works in the city clerk's office in Augusta and was 

hired by Revolution Field Strategies to notarize petitions for circulators in the evenings and 

on weekends in January 2020. Before accepting the job, he checked with his employer 

who indicated that serving as a notary would not pose any conflict with Huckey' s duties 

for the City. Mr. Huckey was only hired as a notary and not to perform any other services. 

On one occasion, he carried a batch of petitions that his colleagues in the city of Augusta's 

clerk's office had just finished certifying, to the campaign field office where he was headed 

in the evening to notarize petitions. Mr. Huckey's best recollection is that this occurred on 

January 17 or 18, 2020. While delivering petitions could be construed as performing other 

services in violation of section 903-E, this one instance reflects a de minim is violation, and 

I find that it does not disqualify Mr. Huckey from administering oaths to circulators after 

that date. If the petitions notarized by Mr. Huckey after January 17, 2020 were deemed 

invalid on the grounds that he was no longer authorized to administer oaths to circulators 

after he delivered petitions to the field office, then an additional 2,555 signatures would be 

invalid for lack of notary authorization. 

H. Leah Flumerfelt's name appears on the list of circulators hired by 

Revolution Field Strategies to work on this petition drive. She was originally recruited for 

this role by her father, John Flumerfelt, but when the campaign learned that she was a 
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notary public, they hired her as a notary instead. Ms. Flumerfelt provided copies of her 

notary logs showing that she administered oaths to circulators beginning on January 12 and 

continuing until January 24, 2020. She administered oaths to circulators on the morning 

of Friday, January 24, and was packing up her things to leave the Revolution Field 

Strategies office at about I :30 pm that day when she was asked if she would be willing to 

deliver petitions to town offices and to perform additional office work over the weekend. 

She agreed and delivered petitions to several towns later that afternoon. She worked on 

Saturday morning, January 251\ organizing petitions in the office, and also cleaned the 

office later that day and the following day. Because she was not hired to perform (and did 

not perform) any of these additional services until after she had finished administering 

oaths to circulators, however, I find that the oaths she administered before she began 

performing these other services are valid. 

I. Brittany Skidmore was hired by Revolution Field Strategies in mid-

December to serve as a notary public for the petition drive, and she notarized petitions 

almost daily - after work and on weekends from December 17, 2019 through January 24, 

2020. She did not provide any other services related to the petitions until the last week of 

that month - January 27-30, 2020. During that week, she worked in the field office at 449 

Forest Avenue, reviewing her petitions to see that they were in order and filling in gaps in 

her notary log. She also notarized circulator affidavits for some of the circulators. Both 

of these are notarial activities with respect to the petitions. In checking over the petitions, 

Ms. Skidmore was also asked to make sure that the circulator's name and number had been 

properly placed in the box at the upper corner of the petition, front and back, as required 

under 21-A M.R.S. § 901-A(2). She recalled finding one petition that she had not signed 

as notary, and that was placed in the stack of invalid petitions. She stated that she did not 

make any changes to the notary portion (or circulator's oath pmiion) of the petitions. The 

only non-notarial services that Ms. Skidmore performed during the last week of Januaiy 

seems to have involved filling in the circulator's name and number in the boxes on the 

petition forms. 

As with Ms. Flumerfelt, I find that there is no evidence that Ms. Skidmore 

performed any services other than as a notary until after she had finished administering 
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oaths to circulators on the petitions. I therefore find that the oaths she administered before 

she began performing these other services are not invalid under section 903-E. 

Our staff interview with Ms. Skidmore clearly revealed, however, that in the first 

two weeks that she served as notary for the petition drive, Ms. Skidmore did not administer 

the oath to circulators in an authorized manner. She had not performed as a notary before 

this and was not aware of some of the requirements. Accordingly, she acknowledged that 

in December, 2019, she did not read the oath to the circulators first, nor did she ask for 

their identification. When circulators came to her office at State Farm Insurance, she might 

be busy at her desk and not always able to observe the circulators sign their names to the 

oath, although they did so a few feet away from her desk. She often did not sign their 

petitions as notary until after the circulators had left her office. (Her account is 

corroborated by the affidavit of Michael Underhill, provided on March 31, 2020. The 

petitions that he circulated were signed by Ms. Skidmore as notary on December 27 and 

29, 2019.) After January pt, however, another employee of Revolution Field Strategies 

instructed Ms. Skidmore that she was required to read the oath to each circulator, watch 

the circulator sign his or her name to the oath, and then sign her name as notary in the 

circulator's presence- in accordance with 21-A M.R.S. § 902. She followed this practice 

from the beginning of January until the end of her work as a notary on the petition drive. 

In light of this new evidence, I find that the petitions notarized by Ms. Skidmore 

before January 2, 2020, are invalid because the oath was not properly administered to the 

circulator. This means that 1,873 signatures counted as valid in the March 4th decision 

must now be invalidated. 

Fraud allegations: 

8. In support of his motion to take additional evidence, Mr. Reed submitted sworn 

affidavits from two individuals (Warren Winslow and Nina Fisher) attesting that they did not sign 

petition #743 (Bate stamped PET0001485) circulated by Megan St. Peter, and either never lived 

at the address listed or had not lived there for many years. Because the municipal registrar rejected 

both signatures as "not registered," neither one was counted as valid in the March 4th 

determination. Indeed, almost all of the signatures on petition #743 were rejected as either not 

registered or signed by another person. The evidence persuades me that the oath of this circulator 
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cannot be relied upon, and, accordingly, I conclude that all of her petitions must be rejected as 

invalid. This means that 174 signatures counted as valid in the March 4th decision must now be 

invalidated. 

10. Although counsel for Mr. Reed and others have argued that the evidence of forgery 

on petition #743 warrants a full-scale investigation of potential fraud in this petition drive, they 

have not pointed to any other indications of fraud after several weeks of carefully scrutinizing the 

petitions. Moreover, our office did not receive any reports from municipal officials, who are 

required by law (21-A M.R.S. § 902-A) to provide us with copies of any petitions that they suspect 

are in violation of any statutory or constitutional requirements. 

Review of Alleged En·ors "Intrinsic" to the Petitions: 

11. In his Rule SOC petition, Mr. Reed alleged that a number of signatures were 

improperly counted as valid in the initial determination of March 411
', including alleged duplicate 

voter signatures and issues regarding voter registration status. On March 24, 2020, Deputy 

Secretary of State Flynn invited counsel for Mr. Reed to submit information specifically 

identifying these alleged errors by the close of business on March 25 th to pe1mit consideration on 

remand. Deputy Flynn simultaneously requested that if any intervenors supporting the initiative 

intended to assert that petitions (or signatures on petitions) were invalidated in error, they should 

so indicate by the same deadline. 

12. Counsel for Mr. Reed submitted letters and emails on March 25, along with a 

number of exhibits depicting the petition number and line number of all alleged e1rnrs. Mainers 

for Local Power ("MLP"), the intervening organization supporting the initiative submitted a letter 

the same day, with attached exhibits in support of its allegations that certain circulators' petitions 

were improperly disqualified. Additional correspondence with more charts and exhibits were 

submitted by counsel for Mr. Reed on March 27, 2020. 

13. Our office has carefully examined all of the charts and exhibits, re-reviewed the 

petitions at issue, as shown on annotated copies now in the agency record, and made corrections 

as appropriate. 

14. Following a review of these 15,785 petitions and consideration of all evidence in 

the record on remand, based on the findings set forth above, I find the following signatures to be 

invalid for the following reasons: 
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A. 6,260 signatures are invalid because they were not certified by the registrar as belonging 
to a registered voter in that municipality. (REG) 

B. 3,217 signatures are invalid because they are duplicates of signatures already counted. 
(DUP) 

C. 811 signatures are invalid because the status of the circulators as residents of Maine could 
not be confirmed. (RES) 

D. 744 signatures are invalid because the circulator did not file a circulator's affidavit at the 
time the petitions were filed with the Secretary of State. (AFF) 

E. 713 signatures are invalid because the circulator collected signatures prior to becoming 
registered to vote in the State of Maine. (CIRC) 

F. 5 84 signatures are invalid because the voter dated his or her signature after the date of the 
circulator's oath before the notary or the voter's signature was not dated and it could not 
be determined that the voter signed the petition before the circulator took the oath. (DATE) 

G. 2,383 signatures are invalid because the circulator's oath was not complete or not 
administered properly, or is deemed invalid based on evidence of forgeries by the 
circulator. (OATH) 

H. 370 signatures are invalid because the petition was submitted to the municipal registrar for 
· · _,, determination of whether the petitioners were qualified voters after the deadline set by the 

Maine Constitution, A1iicle IV, Part Third, Section 20. (AMD) 

I. 241 signatures are invalid because the voter's signature was crossed out on the petition 
form. (WD) 

J. 233 signatures are invalid because the circulator's oath was not completed prior to 
submitting the petition to the registrar for certification. (PRIOR) 

K. 160 signatures are invalid because of material alterations to the petition. (ALT) 

L. 102 signatures are invalid because the voter failed to provide a signature. (SIG) 

M. 58 signatures are invalid because the registered voter's signature was made by another. 
(ANO) 

N. 11 signatures are invalid because the certification of the registrar was not completed. 
(CERT) 

0. 2 signatures are invalid because the notary was related to the circulator. (OWN) 

8 
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P. 1 signature is invalid because the petition was not on the approved form. (FORM) 

Q. 1 79 signatures are invalid because the notary was not authorized to administer the 
circulator's oath. (NNA) 

R. 89 signatures were incorrectly recorded as valid in the March 4, 2020 Determination and 
are invalid. 

15. For the reasons set forth above, on the 15,785 petition forms filed with the Secretaiy 
of State, I find that 16,332 signatures are invalid and 66,117 signatures are valid. The number of 
signatures required to determine the petition to be valid is 63,067. Because the number of valid 
signatures exceeds the required number by 3,050 signatures, I find the petition to be valid. 

Dated: April 1, 2020 

9 

Matthew unlap 
Secretaiy of State 
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STATE OF MAINE  BUSINESS AND CONSUMER COURT 

CUMBERLAND, ss. Location:  Portland 

Docket No.  BCD-AP-20-02 

DELBERT A. REED ) 

) 

Petitioner ) 

) 

v. ) 

) 

SECRETARY OF STATE ) INDEX TO CONSOLIDATED AGENCY 

MATTHEW DUNLAP, ) RECORD FILED AFTER REMAND 

) 

Respondent ) (M. R. Civ. P. 80C(g)) 

and ) 

) 

MAINERS FOR LOCAL POWER ) 

PAC, NEXTERA ENERGY and ) 

INDUSTRIAL ENERGY ) 

CONSUMERS GROUP, ) 

) 

Intervenors ) 

Document Date Description 

1 4/1/20 Amended Determination of the Validity of a Petition for Initiated 

Legislation entitled, “Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean 

Energy Connect Transmission Project,” issued by Secretary of State 

Matthew Dunlap, transmitted by email to the applicants 

2 4/1/20 Spreadsheet summarizing results of Secretary of State’s review on 

remand  

3 Undated Copies of the following Reed charts and exhibits annotated by 

Secretary of State to show analysis on remand: 

Ex. B – Additional Duplicates 

Ex. C – Additional ALT and DATE invalidations 

Ex. D – Additional AMD invalidations 

Ex. E – Additional CIRC invalidations 

Ex. F – Additional DATE invalidations 

Ex. H – Additional DATE invalidations 

Ex. I –  Additional DATE invalidations 

Ex. J –  No additional invalidations for omitted signature dates 

Ex. K – No additional invalidations for OATH 

Ex. L – No additional invalidations for ditto marks 

Ex. M – No additional invalidations for notary status 

Chart of tabulation errors – annotated with corrections 

Review of six petitions (Exs. A-F to Reichl ltr of 3.25.20) 
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4 Spreadsheet of petitions notarized by Brittany Skidmore, sorted by 

date 

5 Spreadsheet of petitions notarized by Wesley Ryan Huckey, sorted by 

date 

6 3/31/20 Letter from Nolan Reichl, Esq. to Secretary Dunlap (emailed to SOS 

counsel at 1:53 pm), with the following attachment: 

A. Affidavit of Michael Underhill

7 3/31/20 Notes of interview with Brittany Skidmore 

8 3/27/20 Statement of Brittany Skidmore, with the following attachment: 

A. print-outs of payments received

9 3/27/20 Email communications between Director of Elections Melissa Packard 

and Wesley Ryan Huckey, notary public 

10 3/27/20 Email communications between Deputy Secretary of State Julie Flynn 

and Leah Flumerfelt re: follow-up questions  

11 3/27/20 Statement of Leah Flumerfelt, with the following attachments: 

A. Bangor Savings Bank records reflecting payments

B. Copies of pages from Notary Public Record Book

12 3/26/20 Email communications from Joshua D. Kiesman, notary public, with 

attached copy of his notary public certificate 

13 3/27/20 Statement of Melissa Letarte with the following attachments: 

A. Copy of email received by Ms. Letarte from Krysta on Oct. 14,

2019 (referenced in ⁋13 of her statement)1

14 3/27/20 Email communication from David McGovern, Sr. to Deputy Secretary 

of State Flynn with attached statement and copies of payments 

received from Revolution Field Strategies LLC 

15 3/27/20 Email communication from Christina Potter to Deputy Secretary of 

State Julie Flynn 

16 3/27/20 Email communication from Victoria Tapley to Deputy Secretary of 

State Julie Flynn with attached copy of her notary public certificate 

1   Although Ms. Letarte reportedly mailed a copy of her notary log to the Secretary of State’s 

office on or about March 27, 2020, it had not yet arrived in the mail as of April 1, 2020.  

App.155



3 

17 3/27/20 Letter from Nolan Reichl, Esq. to Deputy Secretary of State Flynn 

responding to submission by Mainers for Local Power (letter dated 

3/25 but emailed to SOS counsel at 1:55 pm on 3/27) 

18 3/27/20 Email from James C. Lamb, Esq., attorney for Revolution Field 

Strategies to Deputy Secretary of State Flynn, transmitting the 

following documents for consideration on remand: 

A. Affidavit of Patrick Sheridan-Rossi

B. Mainers for Local Power - Circulator Training Handbook,

prepared by Revolution Field Strategies (Ex. A to Affidavit)

C. Submitted list of circulators hired by Revolution Field Strategies

(Ex. B to Affidavit)

19 3/27/20 Email communication from Nolan Reichl, Esq. to SOS counsel (at 

10:48 am) withdrawing challenge to “REG” category of signatures and 

submitting: 

A. spreadsheet listing petition and line numbers of 34 additional

alleged duplicate voter signatures

20 3/27/20 Letter from Sigmund Schutz, Esq. emailed to Secretary Dunlap 

21 3/25/20 Email communications from Michael Underhill to Deputy Secretary of 

State Flynn  

22 3/25/20 Letters from Deputy Secretary of State Flynn to notaries requesting 

statements and documents (all sent via email) 

23 3/25/20 Documents produced by Michael Underhill in response to deposition 

subpoena and submitted to Secretary of State by Nolan Reichl as 

counsel for petitioner Delbert Reed: 

A. copy of Earnings Statement reflecting payments to Michael

Underhill by Revolution Field Strategies LLC (MH0000033)

B. Revolution Field Strategies Employee Handbook (eff. April 1,

2018) (MH0000001)

24 3/25/20 Letter from Nolan Reichl, Esq. to Secretary Dunlap (emailed to SOS 

counsel at 4:58 pm) with the following exhibits: 

A. Casco petition #5398

B. Casco petition

C. Garland petition

D. Kennebunkport petition

E. Scarborough petition

F. Stonington petition

25 3/25/20 Letter from Nolan Reichl, Esq. to Deputy Secretary Flynn (emailed to 

counsel at 3:59 pm) outlining alleged errors in March 4 Determination 

by category, with attached spreadsheet and the following exhibits 

showing alleged errors intrinsic to petitions: 
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A. Voters not found in [central voter registration] database

B. Duplicates voter signatures

C. Voter signatures post-date circulator affidavit

D. Registrar certification after deadline for filing

E. Voter signatures pre-date circulator registration

F. Voter signatures post-date submission of petition to registrar

G. Voter signatures pre-date voter’s registration

H. Voter signature is blank

I. Voter signatures date is not a date

J. Voter signature is missing day

K. Notarization date is blank

L. Voter date column shows only ditto marks

M. Notary commission expired before notarization

N. Registrar certification is blank

26 3/25/20 Letter from David Kallin, Esq. for Mainers for Local Power (MLP) to 

Deputy Secretary of State Flynn (emailed at 3:48 pm) alleging 

categories of signatures improperly invalidated, with copies of the 

Circulator Affidavit and completed voter registration application for 

the following circulators, attached as Exhibits 1-16:  

1. Andrew Thomas Klare

2. Howard C. Lacey

3. Kellen Leach

4. Christian McLaurin

5. Seth Berry

6. Willita Dang

7. Barbara J. Garfield

8. Kelcey Hart

9. Malcolm Hildreth

10. Alexandra Dunbar

11. Barbara Garfield

10. Kelcey Hart

11. Ezra P. Hickey

13. Daryl G. Kelley

14. Malcolm Pettis

15. Peter Shapiro

16. Jessica Stuart

27 3/24/20 Letter from Deputy Secretary Flynn emailed to counsel for all parties 

in Reed v. Dunlap at 1:12 p.m., requesting submissions specifying any 

alleged errors in Secretary of State’s Determination of Validity, issued 

on March 4, 2020, by 4 pm on March 25, 2020 

28 3/24/20 Letter from Nolan Reichl, Esq. to Secretary Dunlap (emailed at 1:03 

pm) raising issues for consideration on remand 

29 3/20/20 Affidavit of Nina A. Fisher (Ex. 4 to Reed’s motion to take additional 

evidence) 
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30 3/19/20 Affidavit of Warren Winslow (Ex. 3 to Reed’s motion to take 

additional evidence) 

31 Copy of petition #743 (Bate-stamped PET0001465), circulated by 

Megan St. Peter (Ex. 2 to Reed’s motion to take additional evidence) 

32 3/4/20 Determination of the Validity of a Petition for Initiated Legislation 

entitled, “Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect 

Transmission Project,” issued by Secretary of State Matthew Dunlap, 

and transmitted by email to the applicants 

33 Master List by Number (Excel spreadsheet), prepared by the 

Department of the Secretary of State, listing all petitions in numerical 

order and reflecting decisions in Determination of Validity issued on 

March 4, 2020 (“Master Spreadsheet”) 2  

34 Notary reports, listing all the petitions for which the following notaries 

are listed as having administered the oath to the petition circulator, 

organized by date of notarization and by circulator and showing the 

reasons for invalidating certain signatures: 

A. Leah Flumerfelt

B. Joshua D. Kiesman

C. Melissa Letarte

D. David McGovern, Sr.

E. Christina M. Potter

F. Brittany K. Skidmore

G. Victoria L. Tapley

H. Michael Underhill

35 Affidavits and Certificates of Registration for circulators of the 

petitions, and related documentation compiled by staff of the 

Department of the Secretary of State in the process of verifying the 

registration and residency status of petition circulators 3 

2  This report lists the following information for each petition: petition number (assigned by 

Secretary of State’s staff), municipality whose registrar certified signatures on the petition, name 

of circulator, municipal residence of circulator, name of notary shown as administering the 

circulator’s oath, date of circulator’s oath (also referred to as date of notarization), number of 

signatures on the petition determined to be valid, number of signatures determined to be invalid 

for each reason up to three reasons, total number of signatures determined to be invalid for any 

reason, and total number of signatures on the petition. 

3  These materials for 563 circulators fill five 3-ring notebooks, which remain in the custody of 

the Secretary of State’s office but can be provided to the Court and the parties if they become 

material to any issues on appeal.  
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36 List of Circulators, in alphabetical order, including name, place of 

residence and dates of voter registration 

37 2/27/20 Letter to Secretary Dunlap from Newell Augur, Esq. on behalf of 

Clean Energy Matters, submitting Affidavit of Jeffrey D. Merrill, II, 

private investigator, with additional attachments 

38 2/24/20 Letter to Secretary Dunlap from Newell Augur, Esq. on behalf of 

Clean Energy Matters, with attached exhibits  

39 Spreadsheet entitled “Circulator Issues – Clean Energy” showing data 

for six circulators analyzed by Secretary of State staff 

40 Feb. 2020 Petition Certification Instructions for staff of the Department of the 

Secretary of State involved in reviewing the petitions 

41 2/3/20 Master List of Paid Workers for the “Resolve, to Reject the New 

England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project,” filed with 

Secretary of State 

42 2/3/20 Petition Organization Registration Application, filed pursuant to 21-A 

M.R.S. § 903-C by Diane Russell

43 2/3/20 Petition Organization Registration Application, filed pursuant to 21-A 

M.R.S. § 903-C by Alex Carabelli of Revolution Field Strategies

44 Scanned copies of the 15,785 petitions submitted to the Secretary of 

State (all pages Bate-stamped PET0000001 through PET0031570) and 

certification documents stapled to the petitions (Bate-stamped as 

SM0000001 through SM0000162) 4 

45 2/3/20 Petition Receipt indicating delivery of petitions to the Department of 

the Secretary of State at 10:40 am 

46 2/3/20 Transmittal letter from Tom Saviello to Secretary Dunlap for delivery 

of petitions and circulator certificates 

47 Nov. 2019 “Citizen Initiative Petition Circulation Update” prepared by the Office 

of the Secretary of State, providing guidance to municipal officials re: 

certifying citizen initiative petitions 

4  The scanned petitions are being provided to the Court and the parties on a thumb drive.  The 

full set of original petitions with attached certification documents are contained in archive boxes 

that remain in the custody of the Secretary of State.  The Secretary of State will provide the 

original of any petition for the Court if needed to resolve the issues in this appeal.   
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48 10/18/19 Materials provided to and reviewed with lead applicant Thomas 

Saviello and two colleagues at an in-person meeting with Melissa 

Packard, Director of Elections, and Heidi Peckham, Assistant Director 

of Elections: 

A. “Instructions to Petition Circulators”

B. copies of constitutional and statutory provisions

C. a blank Circulator Affidavit and Certificate of Registration form

for petition circulators

D. a blank Petition Organization Registration Application, required

pursuant to 21-A M.R.S. § 903-A

E. “Instructions to Petition Organizers for Initiative Petitions”

F. the approved petition form for “Resolve, To Reject the New

England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project,” issued

October 18, 2019

49 9/20/19 Letter from Director of Elections Melissa Packard to Hon. Thomas 

Saviello, providing draft legislation for petition from the Office of the 

Revisor of Statutes, along with a blank Petition Organization 

Registration Application  

50 Copy of Application for Citizen Initiative, annotated by staff of the 

Department of Secretary of State confirming registered voter status of 

all applicants 

51 8/29/19 Application for Citizen Initiative, filed with the Department of the 

Secretary of State by Thomas B. Saviello and five other individual 

voters, together with draft legislation  

Dated:  April 2, 2020 Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Phyllis Gardiner 

Phyllis Gardiner (Bar No. 2809) 

Assistant Attorney General  

6 State House Station 

Augusta, ME 04333-0006 

(207) 626-8830

Attorney for Respondent

Secretary of State
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VIA EMAIL ONLY 
 

March 31, 2020 
 

The Honorable Matthew Dunlap 
Secretary of State, State of Maine 
c/o Assistant Attorney General Phyllis Gardiner 

6 State House Station 
Augusta, Maine 04333-006 

phyllis.gardiner@maine.gov 
 
Re: In the Matter of Determination of the Validity of a Petition for Initiated 

Legislation Titled “Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect 
Transmission Project” 

  
Dear Secretary Dunlap: 
 

I write on behalf of Delbert A. Reed, the petitioner in Reed v. Dunlap, an action filed 
in the Maine Superior Court seeking review of your March 4, 2020 determination of 

the validity of the signatures submitted in support of the above-referenced petition 
(the “Petition”).  This letter is meant to supplement my previous letters of March 
24, 2020, and March 25, 2020, and specifically to provide your office with additional 

information concerning notary public Michael Underhill.   
 

Enclosed you will find an affidavit provided by Mr. Underhill,1 wherein he recounts 
his work in support of the signature gathering effort.  Mr. Underhill’s affidavit 
contains two significant aspects: 

 
First, Mr. Underhill makes clear he acted both as a paid circulator and, shortly 

thereafter, as a notary for the signature gathering effort.  Mr. Underhill apparently 
received little to no training from the organization that hired him, Revolution Field 

Strategies, and his work as both a petition circulator and a notary public deprived 
him of authority to act as a notary public with respect to the Petition under 21-A 
M.R.S. § 903-E.  Accordingly, the Secretary should invalidate all of the signatures 

Mr. Underhill notarized in connection with the Petition.  Additionally, that Revolution 
Field Strategies so blatantly allowed one of its employees to violate this provision of 

                                       
1 Mr. Underhill has confirmed the accuracy of the enclosed affidavit, but has been 
unable to print and notarize it due to the coronavirus crisis.  I will supply a 

notarized version of the affidavit as soon as possible. 

NOLAN L. REICHL 

 
Merrill’s Wharf 
254 Commercial Street 
Portland, ME  04101 
 
P 207.791.1304 
F 207.791.1350 
nreichl@pierceatwood.com 
pierceatwood.com 
 
Admitted in: ME, MA, NY 
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Hon. Matthew Dunlap 
Page 2 

March 31, 2020 

 

Maine law suggests the organization featured insufficient internal controls to ensure 

compliance with Maine election law generally.  As you weigh the record evidence in 
advance of his upcoming decision, you should draw all inferences against 

Revolution Field Strategies and its agents and employees. 
 
Second, Mr. Underhill describes his interactions with the “notary for the campaign,” 

a “tall, slender woman with black hair in her late 30s or early 40s” whom he met at 
the “campaign headquarters in Portland located in an office strip mall near the 

Burger King on Forest Avenue.”  Here, Mr. Underhill unmistakably describes 
Brittany Skidmore, who notarized more than 10,000 signatures previously validated 
by your office and, as your records will confirm, who notarized each of the petitions 

Mr. Underhill circulated.  Mr. Underhill goes on to describe the various improper 
methods Ms. Skidmore employed to notarize the signatures Mr. Underhill collected.  

With respect to the first batch of petitions Underhill brought back to the campaign 
office, Underhill states: “She did not make eye contact, did not ask my name, did 
not ask for my identification and did not read me the oath.”  With respect to the 

second batch of petitions, Underhill explains how he dropped them off at the 
campaign office, and no one ever notarized them in his presence.  Nevertheless, 

the latter batch of petitions appears to have been submitted to your office with a 
notarization by Ms. Skidmore.  See petition nos. 1517, 2188, 2483, 4500, 10214, 
12583, and 14317(first batch) and petition nos. 4429 and 10295 (second batch).  

In short, Mr. Underhill describes Ms. Skidmore, and Revolution Field Strategies 
generally, completely failing to adhere to Maine law and the guidance promulgated 

by your office with respect to proper notarization of petitions.  For instance, both 
the Maine Constitution and Title 21-A require one who notarizes a petition to 
administer the appropriate oath.  See Me. Const. art. IV, pt. 3, § 20 (“The oath of 

the circulator must be sworn to in the presence of a person authorized by law to 
administer oaths.”); 21-A M.R.S. § 902 (containing similar oath requirement); 

Maine Taxpayers Action Network v. Secretary of State, 2002 ME 64, ¶ 11, 795 A.2d 
75 (“After collecting the signatures, the circulator must take an oath before a 
notary public certifying that he is the circulator and that all signatures on the 

petition are those whom they purport to be.”); State of Maine, Department of the 
Secretary of State, Notary Public Handbook and Resource Guide at 9 (“When 

administering an oath or affirmation, the Notary Public should require the signer to 
raise their right hand – and we have all seen this done on television and in movies 
– and repeat the required oath or affirmation.”).  Similarly, your office has been 

clear that to “perform a notarization, the signer must personally and physically 
appear before the Notary Public.”  State of Maine, Department of the Secretary of 

State, Notary Public Handbook and Resource Guide at 7 (emphasis in original).   
 

You should invalidate all of the signatures Mr. Underhill collected and submitted to 
Ms. Skidmore for notarization.  Additionally, Mr. Underhill’s sworn testimony 
underscores broader, systemic concerns with Ms. Skidmore’s service as a notary.  

Ms. Skidmore, apparently working under the direction of Revolution Field 
Strategies, appears to have routinely ignored Maine law concerning petition 

notarization.  Coupled with the information you previously received concerning Ms. 
Skidmore’s non-notarial work in support of the signature gathering effort, there 
exists more than sufficient evidence to invalidate all of the signatures Ms. Skidmore 

notarized. 
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Hon. Matthew Dunlap 
Page 3 

March 31, 2020 

 

 

Mr. Reed reiterates the requests set forth in his previous correspondence that your 
office should use all of the powers at its disposal, including using subpoena power 

to compel the attendance of relevant witnesses at a hearing, to investigate the 
validity of the Petition.  If you decline to take steps to investigate the foregoing 
issues and the issues we previously have brought to your attention, please state as 

much in writing and provide your reasons why so that your decision can be 
appropriately preserved for judicial review. 

 
Mr. Reed appreciates your continued consideration of these significant threats to 
our referendum process.  

 
Sincerely, 

 
Nolan L. Reichl 
Enclosure 
 

cc: Delbert A. Reed (by email only) 
Jared S. des Rosiers, Esq. (by email only) 

Newell Augur, Esq. (by email only) 
Joshua A. Tardy, Esq. (by email only) 
Joshua A. Randlett, Esq. (by email only) 

Adam R. Cote, Esq. (by email only) 
David M. Kallin, Esq. (by email only) 

Amy Olfene, Esq. (by email only) 
Chris Roach, Esq. (by email only) 
Anthony W. Buxton, Esq. (by email only) 

Sigmund D. Schutz, Esq. (by email only) 
R. Benjamin Borowski, Esq. (by email only) 
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AFFIDAVIT OF MICHEAL UNDERHILL 
11858979.1. 1 

STATE OF MAINE SUPERIOR COURT 
KENNEBEC, ss DOCKET NO. AP-20-14 
 
 
DELBERT A. REED 
 
  Petitioner 
 
 v. 
 
MATTHEW DUNLAP, in his capacity of 
Secretary of State for the State of Maine 
 
  Respondent 
 

AFFIDAVIT OF MICHEAL UNDERHILL 

 
 

I, Michael Underhill, being first duly sworn, hereby depose and state as follows: 

1. I am over the age of 18 and make this affidavit based on my own personal 

knowledge.  

2. I currently reside at 11 Central Street, Camden, ME.   

3. I worked on the effort to collect signatures to stop the CMP corridor for a brief 

period in late December 2019.  I was hired by Revolution Field Strategies. 

4. I went to their campaign headquarters in Portland located in an office strip mall 

near the Burger King on Forest Avenue.   I had a brief interview with the manager who 

introduced himself as Dylan.   

5. In the course of the interview with Dylan, I mentioned that I could do work as a 

notary.  Dylan said the campaign already had one. 

6. The first day I worked as a circulator, I went into the Old Port in Portland and 

spent the day collecting signatures until it was dark.   
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AFFIDAVIT OF MICHEAL UNDERHILL 
11858979.1. 2 

7. When I got back to the campaign headquarters, a tall, slender woman with black 

hair in her late 30s or early 40s introduced herself to me as the “notary for the campaign.”  I did 

not learn her name.   

8. The notary signed my petitions.  She did not make eye contact, did not ask my 

name, did not ask for my identification and did not read me an oath.   

9. I left my petitions with the notary and left the building.  She remained in the 

building when I left.   

10. On the 2nd day I worked as a circulator, Dylan called all the canvassers back to 

headquarters early.  I arrived back at the office around 2:30 or 3:00 p.m.   

11. Dylan and I were the only ones in the office.  I gave my petitions to him.  No one 

notarized these petitions in my presence that day, or any day thereafter. 

12. As I was leaving, he said that the notary for the campaign was not there and 

would I be willing to wait for someone who needed his signatures notarized.   

13. I agreed to do this, and shortly thereafter, a tall man with red hair arrived.  I asked 

the guy for his name and ID, and then notarized his petitions.   

 

DATED:  March 31, 2020 
 
 
      ____________________________________ 
        Michael Underhill 
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AFFIDAVIT OF MICHEAL UNDERHILL 
11858979.1. 3 

 
STATE OF MAINE 
KNOX, SS.       March 31, 2020 
 

Personally appeared before me the above named Michael Underhill and made oath that 
the above-stated facts are true based upon his own knowledge, and, so far as based upon 
information and belief, he believes that information to be true. 
 
       Before me, 
 
 
 
              
       Notary Public 
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Notes of Interview with Brittany Skidmore 

(via Zoom) at 5:00 pm March 31, 2020 

 

The interview was conducted via Zoom by Assistant Attorney General Phyllis Gardiner and 

Deputy Secretary of State Julie Flynn. Ms. Skidmore participated from home, and her attorney, 

Jonathan Goodman, Esq. of the law firm of Troubh Heisler in Portland, also participated 

remotely.  All four were in separate locations.  The interview had been scheduled the previous 

day to follow up on the information provided by Ms. Skidmore in her written statement 

submitted to the Secretary of State’s office on Friday, March 27, 2020. 

 

Ms. Skidmore had her notary log in front of her.  She reported that the first entry in the log for a 

petition circulator was December 17, 2019, and the last date was January 23, 2020.  The log 

shows that she notarized petitions just about every day during that period. 

 

She had only been a notary for a couple of years, having become commissioned at the request of 

her employer, State Farm Insurance, who thought it would be helpful to have a notary in the 

office. 

 

A man named Patrick (she later confirmed this was Patrick Sheridan-Rossi) from Revolution 

Field Strategies (“RFS”) came into the State Farm Office in December and asked if she could 

notarize petitions.  She agreed to and was subsequently hired by RFS.  She was not given any 

written instructions.  Another RFS employee, named Dylan, showed her where to sign on the 

petitions.  He was also the one who hired her and had her fill out the W-9 and other employment 

forms.  If she had questions, she would go to Dylan. 

 

In the beginning, the canvassers (her term for circulators), would come into her office at State 

Farm Insurance, located down the hall from the RFS office at 449 Forest Avenue in Portland.  

The canvasser would sign the petition in her office, sitting at a table a short distance away from 

her desk.  She did not read the canvasser the oath and did not ask for their identification.  

Sometimes, she was busy working on her computer and might not look up to watch the canvasser 

sign their name.  Sometimes, she would sign the petition right after the canvasser, but she often 

just held onto the petitions and would sign them after work when she would go to the RFS office 

to notarize more petitions.  She typically worked at the RFS office for a couple of hours in the 

early evenings – between getting off work at State Farm and getting home for dinner – and then 

on weekends.  This was the procedure she followed during the month of December.   

 

After the New Year, she started doing all her work notarizing petitions at the RFS office.   

Another RFS employee named Jesse told her that her procedure had to change.  He looked up the 

notary law and the (State’s) notary handbook on his phone and read it to her.  He told her that no 

canvasser could sign petitions until she was present; that she had to read the oath to each 

canvasser once (i.e., once per person, not per petition or per day); and that she had to sign as 

notary right after the canvasser signed while the canvasser was there.  She followed this 

procedure for the remainder of her time as a notary on this campaign.  Often a group of several 

canvassers would come in at one time.  She would read the oath to anyone who hadn’t had it read 

to them before.  The canvassers would sign their petitions and then hand the petitions to her to 
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sign.  Ms. Skidmore worked 12-hour days on some weekends.  She reported that she was the 

principal notary for the petition drive. 

 

Ms. Skidmore did not have a notary log book in December.  She ordered one, but the first one 

that arrived was the wrong type so she had to re-order.  She received the log book sometime in 

early January.  RFS had a database with all of the canvassers’ names, identification information 

(e.g., driver’s license numbers), and a reference for each petition and who notarized it.  She said 

that someone at RFS would make a list in the database from the stack of petitions that were 

collected each day. She used this to fill in her log. 

 

When asked about how she got paid, Ms. Skidmore reported that at first she would email a 

woman named Jackie at the RFS office to report her hours.  Then Jackie provided her with a 

Google form to fill out and submit.  She did this daily.  She would receive payments via PayPal, 

but not on any regular schedule.  She said it wasn’t very organized.  She would often have to 

remind Jackie that she hadn’t been paid, and when she did so, PayPal would usually come 

through that same day.  She confirmed that January 1, 2020 was the first payment she received.  

She was paid $30/hour up until the last week, and then received a raise to $35/week.  Her last 

two payments, on January 27 and February 3were for her last several days of work. 

 

Ms. Skidmore was then asked to explain what she was doing at the RFS offices on January 28, 

29 and 30, 2020, when the private investigator, Jeffrey Merrill, had made his observations.  She 

said she took that week off work at State Farm Insurance to work at RFS.   (She had told state 

Farm she was leaving, but the agency is run by her stepmother and she agreed to stay on until the 

end of February.)  RFS (John Flumerfelt) asked her to check over all her petitions to make sure 

everything was filled out correctly.  This included checking to see that the circulator’s number 

was filled in, in the box at the upper corner of both sides of each petition.  If it wasn’t, she would 

use a RFS laptop to look up the circulator in the database and then fill in the box(es).  She did not 

fill out anything else on the petitions and did not change anything in the notary portion of the 

petition form.  When she found a petition that was unsigned (by her or the circulator), she put it 

in the “invalid” box.  The only other deficiencies on petitions that caused her to put them in the 

invalid box were ones that had a red line marked through them.  

 

During the week of January 27-30, Ms. Skidmore also notarized circulator affidavits for a 

number of canvassers. Each one appeared before her to sign and she signed at the same time.  

She also used this time to finish filling in the entries in her log book, again using the RFS 

database to get the circulator’s name and address and identifying information. 

 

When asked about the roles of other personnel she had contact with at RFS, Ms. Skidmore said 

that Dylan was her contact at first; then Jesse, who seemed to be in charge of the database; Jackie 

was the person who paid her; a woman named Cipriana was in charge of the circulator affidavits; 

and there was another individual named Guy, whose responsibilities she did not know.  When 

asked what John Flumerfelt’s role was, she reported that he was a funder, who gave support and 

encouragement, and provided food and beverages for staff at the office.  

 

She did no other work for the petition drive, and she had no further contact with RFS after 

January 30th, until Patrick called her to let her know about the private investigator’s report and 
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that it had been posted on line but with her name blanked out.  John Flumerfelt also called her to 

apologize that this was happening. 

 

The interview concluded shortly after 6:00 pm.  
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STATEMENT OF BRITTANY SKIDMORE 

 

 

I, Brittany Skidmore, affirm that the following statements are true and based on my own 

personal knowledge.  

1. I am providing this affidavit in response to a March 25, 2020 letter that I received 

from Deputy Secretary of State Julie Flynn regarding the “Resolve, To Reject the New England 

Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project” (“the petition”). 

2. I first became involved in the petition around Christmas of 2019.  I cannot recall 

the exact date. 

3. I was working at State Farm, 449 Forest Avenue in Portland when Patrick from 

Revolution Field Strategies (also at 449 Forest Avenue) came into the State Farm office looking 

for a notary for the petition.  I was already a notary and shared that with him. 

4. I was only asked to perform notary services, and I was paid $30 per hour for my 

work.   

5. I did not collect any voter signatures on petitions. 

6. I did not recruit or supervise other workers (paid or volunteer). 

7. I did not participate in efforts to promote the initiative. 

8. I did not deliver any petitions to any municipalities. 

9. The places I notarized petitions were at the Revolution Field Strategies Office and 

at State Farm, both at 449 Forest Avenue in Portland.   

10. Regarding the affidavit of Jeffrey Merrill dated February 27, 2020 and referenced 

in Deputy Flynn’s March 25, 2020 letter to me, I respond to statements made about me as 

follows: 
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• Paragraph 8.  During the week that included January 28, I was in the process of deciding 

whether or not to resign from State Farm, which I ultimately did.  If I was carrying 

anything to my SUV, it would have been removing my personal belongings from State 

Farm.  I did not bring any materials from the petition to my SUV. 

• Paragraph 12.  I was working in the Revolution Field Strategies Office on that day.  Any 

work I would have been doing would have been directly related to notarizing documents.  

Specifically, I recall several occasions where I was looking through petitions in the 

course of updating and/or checking my notary log. 

• Paragraph 13.  My ex-husband and I would have been swapping custody of our children 

at that time.  The only individual in the car other than him and my children would have 

been his new wife.  I do not recall handing her anything, but if I did, it would have been 

unrelated to the petition as my ex-husband had nothing to do with the petition, and 

neither did his new wife. 

• Paragraph 17.  The Facebook Post was not about my work on the petition.  It was about 

my work as an Arbonne salesperson.  The intent of the post was to entice friends to ask 

me about my new job in the hope that it might evolve into a sales lead for Arbonne.  It 

had nothing to do with the petition. 

• Paragraph 18.  Same answer as Paragraph 12. 

• Paragraph 19.  Same answer as Paragraphs 12 and 18. 

• Paragraph 20.  Same answer as Paragraphs 12, 18 and 19. 

• Paragraph 22.  Same answer as Paragraphs 12, 18, 19 and 20. 

11. Documents I have in my possession relating to my work on the petition include 

my notary log, which is about 160 pages.  Because of the COVID-19 crisis, I do not feel 
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comfortable going somewhere to have that copied right now, but I intend to produce a copy of it 

as soon as it is safe to do so. 

12. I have attached printouts for all payments received for my work. 

13. I do not possess any other documents relating to my work on the petition. 

 

 

DATED:  ___________    ______________________________ 

       Brittany Skidmore 
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All Money In Money Out 

♦1-fkf& 
COMPLETED 

1•1u11cy I CLCIVCU 

Jan 15, 2020 

Alex Carabelli 
Money received 

Jan 9, 2020 

Alex Carabelli 
Money received 

Jan 5, 2020 

Alex Carabelli 
Money received 

Jan 1, 2020 

Alex Carabelli 
Money received 

+ $795.00 

+ $240.00 

+ $255.00 

+ $780.00 
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All Money In Money Out 

COMPLETED 

Feb 3, 2020 

Alex Carabelli 
Money received 

Jan 28, 2020 

Alex Carabelli 
Money received 

Jan 22, 2020 

• 

Alex Carabelli 
Money received 

Jan 15, 2020 

• 

Alex Carabelli 
Money received 

+ $1,280.00 

+ $1,160.00 

+ $1,580.00 

+ $795.00 
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Packard, Melissa 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Wesley Huckey <wesley.r.huckey@gmail.com> 
Friday, March 27, 2020 6:16 PM 
Packard, Melissa 

Subject: Re: Follow-up to phone call 

EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good Afternoon, 

I'm sorry I didn't see this until right before y'all closed and I called to touch base but the phones were shut off already. 

As I stated this morning I worked 01/10/20-01/23/20 the only day I didn't work was 01/12/20. Melissa Burnham hired 
me to notarize for the petitions. The only services I performed were notarizing petitions and I handful of the Circulators 
Affidavit. I was paid via Pay Pal in three payments on 01/16, 01/22, and 01/28/20. 
The office was a rented space at 11 Columbia Street here in Augusta. I notarized in the evening after work or on the 
weekends and on 01/20 I worked durning the day since I was off because the city was closed for the holiday. 
The only thing I did was notarize. I didn't recruit, supervise, hand out petitions, collect signatures, promote the initiative 
or organize the petitions for delivery to the state. I didn't even sign the petition myself. 
There was one day that I did bring the petitions from work at the City directly to 11 Columbia and handed them over to 
Melissa as when the ladies at work finished certifying them it was almost 4:30 so I asked permission from my boss at the 
time to take them to Melissa and she said that wouldn't be an issue. I believe the date was 01/17 or 01/18 I don't want 
to tell you the wrong thing but can let you know for sure the middle of next week once I'm back to work and can look at 
my petition log. I did keep records in my notary log for all the circulators whom I notarized for. 

I appreciate your time and hope you stay healthy. 

Thanks, 

Wesley Huckey 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Mar 27, 2020, at 14:12, Packard, Melissa <Melissa.Packard@maine.gov> wrote: 

Hi Wesley, 

Thank you for taking time this morning to talk to me about your notarizations for the New England Clean 
Energy Connect Transmission Project. Can you please send me an email summarizing what we discussed 
this morning so I can share it with the other people who are working on our decision for this petition 

effort. 

In your statement, please be sure to explain or describe the following, at a minimum: 

• when you first became involved in the petition drive 

1 
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• who hired or recruited you to work on the petition drive 
• what services you were asked to perform and when 
• how and when you were compensated for the work that you did 
• the locations where and time periods when you performed any of the following activities related to 

the petition drive: 
• notarizing petitions (administering oaths to circulators of petitions) 
• collecting signatures 
• recruiting other workers (paid or volunteer) 
• supervising or overseeing any other workers (paid or volunteer) 
• promoting the initiative 
• distributing petitions to circulators 
• delivering petitions to or from municipal offices 
• delivering petitions to or from field offices of the petition organizers -you stated that you did 

deliver petitions on one occasion, if you can provide the date or your best guess at the date, that would 

be helpful 
• organizing petitions for delivery to the Secretary of State's office 

We need to issue a revised decision on this petition by next week, so if you could provide a statement by 
the end of today, March 27 th, that would be great. Did you keep a log of the petitions that you notarized 

for this effort? 

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Melissa K. Packard 
Director of Elections and APA 

(207) 624-7650 

2 
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From: Flynn, Julie
To: "Leah Flumerfelt"
Cc: jgoodman@troubhheisler.com; Gardiner, Phyllis
Subject: RE: Request for written statements and documents
Date: Friday, March 27, 2020 3:56:35 PM
Attachments: image001.gif
Importance: High

Thank you very much for this information, Ms. Flumerfelt.  We note that, according to your
log, you also administered the oath to circulators on January 24, 2020.  When, specifically,
were you asked to deliver petitions and perform other office work for the petition drive?
 
Julie L. Flynn
Deputy Secretary of State
Bureau of Corporations, Elections and Commissions
101 State House Station
Augusta, ME  04333-0101
Phone: (207) 624-7736
Fax:  (207) 287-5428
 

From: Leah Flumerfelt <leahflumerfelt@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2020 3:39 PM
To: Flynn, Julie <Julie.Flynn@maine.gov>
Cc: jgoodman@troubhheisler.com; Gardiner, Phyllis <Phyllis.Gardiner@maine.gov>
Subject: Re: Request for written statements and documents
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click
links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Hello again, Ms. Flynn.
 
Here is the additional information you requested:
 
Q1: First, you’ve indicated in your written statement that you delivered  petitions to municipal
offices in Brunswick, Bath, West Bath, Topsham, Bowdoinham, Woolwich, and Phippsburg. 
When did you make those deliveries?   The specific dates could be significant, if you can recall or
determine the dates from your records.  
I made those deliveries all on the same day, one day only, on the afternoon of Friday, January 24th
between 3-5 pm. 
 
Q2: Second, you’ve also indicated that you were asked by Revolution Field Strategies if you
would be willing to “do other office work (sorting petitions, cleaning, packing up the office, etc.”
and that you said you would.  Did you do any of this other office work and, if so, when did you do
that work?
Yes, I did some sorting of petitions for part of the morning on Saturday 1/25, and I I helped clean the
office for the rest of the day on Saturday 1/25 and on Sunday 1/26.
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Sincerely,
Leah Flumerfelt
 
 
On Fri, Mar 27, 2020 at 2:54 PM Flynn, Julie <Julie.Flynn@maine.gov> wrote:

Dear Ms. Flumerfelt:
 
We do have some follow-up questions for you, based upon reviewing the statement and
related materials that you submitted earlier today.
 
First, you’ve indicated in your written statement that you delivered  petitions to municipal
offices in Brunswick, Bath, West Bath, Topsham, Bowdoinham, Woolwich, and Phippsburg. 
When did you make those deliveries?   The specific dates could be significant, if you can
recall or determine the dates from your records.  
 
Second, you’ve also indicated that you were asked by Revolution Field Strategies if you
would be willing to “do other office work (sorting petitions, cleaning, packing up the office,
etc.” and that you said you would.  Did you do any of this other office work and, if so, when
did you do that work?
 
Please respond via email, or let us know when you are available for a telephone call.  Thank
you very much.
 
Julie L. Flynn
Deputy Secretary of State
Bureau of Corporations, Elections and Commissions
101 State House Station
Augusta, ME  04333-0101
Phone: (207) 624-7736
Fax:  (207) 287-5428
 

From: Leah Flumerfelt <leahflumerfelt@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, March 27, 2020 8:22 AM
To: Flynn, Julie <Julie.Flynn@maine.gov>
Cc: jgoodman@troubhheisler.com; Gardiner, Phyllis <Phyllis.Gardiner@maine.gov>
Subject: Re: Request for written statements and documents
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click
links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Good morning Ms. Flynn,
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I hope you and everyone in your community are well! I have prepared the written statements and
documents you requested, and that letter is in today's outgoing mail. I have also attached digital
versions to this message. Thank you, have a nice day.
 
Sincerely,
Leah Flumerfelt
 
On Wed, Mar 25, 2020 at 2:41 PM Flynn, Julie <Julie.Flynn@maine.gov> wrote:

Dear Ms. Flumerfelt,
Please find a letter requesting written statements and documents in regards to the Superior
Court case Reed v. Dunlap, Docket No. BCD-AP-20-02. As stated in the letter, please contact me
if you have any questions.
Julie L. Flynn
Deputy Secretary of State
Bureau of Corporations, Elections and Commissions
101 State House Station
Augusta, ME 04333-0101
Phone: (207) 624-7736
Fax: (207) 287-5428
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STATEMENT OF LEAH FLUMERFELT 

 

I, Leah Flumerfelt, affirm that the following statements are true and based on my own 

personal knowledge. 

1. I am providing this statement in response to a March 25, 2020 letter that I 

received from Deputy Secretary of State Julie Flynn regarding the “Resolve, To Reject the New 

England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project” (“the petition”). 

2. I first became involved in the petition in January 2020. 

3. I was originally recruited by my father, John Flumerfelt, to conduct canvassing 

for the petition, but I did not end up doing canvassing. 

4. When I first arrived to start work canvassing, I was asked if I was a notary and, 

when I said yes, they asked if I would work as a notary instead. 

5. After I had completed all of my notarizations, I thought that my work with the 

petition was finished, but they then asked me if I would be willing to stay on and deliver 

petitions to the municipalities and do other office work (sorting petitions, cleaning, packing up 

the office, etc.).  I said that I would. 

6. I performed most of the notarizations at 449 Forest Avenue in Portland, but I also 

performed some at the Revolution Field Strategies Biddeford location.    

7. I was paid $35 per hour for my work on the petition, but I also received bonuses 

of $100 when I would work a 6-hour shift and $150 when I would work an 8-hour shift. I never 

volunteered my time.   

8. I did not collect any voter signatures on petitions, and I recall being specifically 

instructed not to do that. 

9. I did not recruit or supervise other workers (paid or volunteer). 

App.182



 2 

10. I did not participate in efforts to promote the initiative. 

11. I delivered petitions to the following municipal offices: Brunswick, Bath, West 

Bath, Topsham, Bowdoinham, Woolwich and Phippsburg.   

12. Documents I have in my possession relating to my work on the petition include 

my notary log.  I do not currently have a scanner, but I have photographed each page and 

attached the photos.  Each entry in the log may reflect multiple petitions because my practice was 

to draft a single log entry per circulator that appeared before me and swore an oath, regardless of 

how many petitions I notarized for that circulator. 

13. I have attached printouts of all payments that I received for my work on the 

petition. 

14. I do not possess any other documents relating to my work on the petition. 

 

DATED:  ___________    ______________________________ 

       Leah Flumerfelt 
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Mainers   for   Local   Power   -   Circulator   Training   Handbook  
 

Name   of   Circulator:   _______________________________  

Name   of   Supervisor:   _______________________________  

Phone   Number   of   Supervisor:   ________________________  

Mission:    Collect   signatures   to   help   the   coordinated   effort   get   the   “Resolve,   to   Reject   the   New  
England   Clean   Energy   Connect   Transmission   Project”   on   the   Maine   November   2020   ballot.   
 

● What   is   the   New   England   Clean   Energy   Connect   Transmission   Project?   
o The   New   England   Clean   Energy   Connect   (NECEC)   is   Central   Maine   Power's   (CMP)  

proposed   145-mile   long   corridor   of   thousands   of   high-voltage   towers   that   will   cut  
through   the   woods   of   Maine.   

o CMP's   corridor   would   be   as   wide   as   a   8   lane   highway,   and   the   towers   each   as   large   and  
tall   as   a   10   story   building.   

o The   clear   cu�ng   for   the   corridor   would   be   through   pris�ne   Maine   wilderness   in   order   to  
bring   electricity   from   Canada   to   Massachuse�s,   with   no   stops   in   between.  

● Which   Maine   wilderness   features   would   be   impacted?   
o CMP’s   planned   construc�on   would   cross   the   Kennebec   River   Gorge,   the   Appalachian  

Trail,   263   wetlands,   115   streams,   12   inland   waterfowl   and   wading   bird   habitat   areas   -   as  
well   as   brook   trout   streams   and   deer   wintering   yards.  

● Would   the   project   provide   mi�ga�on   funds   to   the   people   of   Maine?  
o CMPs   project   includes   much   less   assistance   for   Maine   than   similar   proposals   in   New  

Hampshire   and   Vermont,   which   include   hundreds   of   millions   of   dollars   in   economic  
development   assistance   and   environmental   mi�ga�on.  

● Will   these   transmission   lines   provide   power   to   Maine?  
o CMP   will   use   proceeds   from   the   NECEC   corridor   to   fund   assistance   for   low-income  

residents   --   of   MASSACHUSETTS.   No   similar   program   for   Maine   residents   has   been  
proposed.  

● Is   CMP   a   trustworthy   company?  
o CMP   has   a   troubled   history.   They   are   currently   under   inves�ga�on   for   overbilling  

thousands   of   Maine   customers,   as   well   as   for   their   dismal   response   to   a   massive   power  
outage   last   winter   that   le�   hundreds   of   thousands   of   Mainers   without   power.   The  
company's   CEO   publicly   apologized   for   their   mistakes   in   a   television   ad   campaign  
currently   running   on   Maine   television.  

o CMP   is   currently   being   sued   for   fraud.   According   to   the   suit,   CMP   purposefully   deceived  
customers   about   the   reasons   for   massive   spikes   in   their   electric   bills.  
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FAQs   on   Signature   Collec�on  
How   many   signatures   should   I   collect   each   day?  

● Each   sheet   allows   for   45   signatures   to   be   collected.    It   is   important   to   remember,   and   we   will   go  
over   this   in   more   detail,   you   must   collect   by   municipality.   

● You   should   try   and   collect   60+   signatures   each   shi�.   

Do   we   need   to   collect   them   by   city   and   town?   
● Each   sheet   can   only   contain   signatures   from   the   same   municipality   (city   and   town).   
● Example:   People   from   Portland   can   only   sign   on   one   sheet,   people   from   Sacco   on   another.   

o You   might   end   up   handing   in   sheets   with   one   signature   of   them   from   a   town   far   away,  
that’s   ok!   

Instruc�ons   on   Statewide   Ballot   Issue   Signature   Gathering   
Who   can   Sign?  

● MUST   be   a   registered   voter   in   Maine  
● MUST   sign   as   their   name   appears   on   the   vo�ng   list  
● MUST   only   sign   once  
● MAY   NOT   sign   someone   else’s   name   or   any   of   the   other   informa�on   requested.   

Who   can   and   cannot   collect   signatures?   
THE   PETITION   CIRCULATOR   CAN   COLLECT  
● MUST   be   a   resident   and   registered   voter   in   the   state   of   Maine   
● MUST   complete   the   circulator   verifica�on   form   by   signing   it   in   front   of   a   notary   and   confirming  

voter   registra�on   with   their   municipali�es   clerk’s   office  
● MUST   take   the   circulators   oath   on   the   back   of   the   pe��on   sheet   before   a   notary   public  
● MUST   offer   to   each   voter   the   opportunity   to   read   the   proposed   ini�a�ve   summer   and   fiscal  

impact   statement   that   are   on   the   front   page   of   each   pe��on.   

THE   PETITION   CIRCULATOR   CANNOT   COLLECT  
● If   they   are   not   a   resident   of   Maine  
● If   they   are   not   registered   to   vote   in   Maine  
● If   they   are   a   minor  
● On   a   sheet   that   has   already   been   signed   by   a   notary   public  
● If   they   are   not   personally   viewing   every   signature   being   placed   on   the   page  

WARNING  

● Fake   signatures   or   making   a   false   statement   by   signing   a   paper   for   someone   can   be  
prosecuted   as   a   Class   E   Crime   by   the   State   of   Maine.   

 

 

 

 

2  
 

App.205



 

FIRST   PAGE   OF   THE   PETITION  
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LAST   PAGE   OF   THE   PETITION   –   Circulator   Oath  
● When   you   complete   your   shi�   you   must   bring   all   sheets   that   were   used   for   collec�on   back   to   the  

office   and   present   them   to   your   supervisor   for   inspec�on.    Your   supervisor   will   do   an   ini�al  
check   to   ensure   that   each   sheet   has   been   filled   out   properly.   

● You   will   complete   your   tally   sheet.   
● They   will   then   inspect   your   so�   report   tally   sheet   to   ensure   we   have   that   for   our   repor�ng   
● Finally,   you   will   sit   with   the   notary   and   complete   the   affidavit   por�on   of   the   pe��on   sheet.   

Filling   out   the   Affidavit   –   MUST   BE   DONE   IN   THE   PRESENCE   OF   THE   NOTARY!  
 

     Sec�ons   to   be   filled  out   by   the   Circulator   in   front   of   the   Notary   

 

 

 

 

Sec�ons   to   be   filled   out   by   the   Notary  
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The   Dos   and   Don’ts   of   Signature   Collec�on  

When   gathering   signatures,    DO :  
● Ensure   that   anyone   signing   a   pe��on   is    a   registered   voter   in   Maine  
● Ensure   the   signer   prints   clearly   in   black   or   blue   ink—never   pencil  
● Ensure   that   the   voter’s   name   is   printed   legibly.   
● The   most   common   reason   that   signatures   on   pe��ons   are   rejected   is   because   the   name   cannot  

clearly   be   read.   
● Ensure   that   every   voter   signing   a   pe��on   paper   is   in   the   same   city   of   town  

When   gathering   signatures,    DO   NOT :  
● Sign   a   pe��on   for   a   voter   or   allow   any   other   individual   to   complete   the   informa�on   for   another  

voter,   even   for   their   spouse   or   family   member.    This   is   a   crime,   and   those   signatures   will   be  
rejected.  

● Allow   an   individual   to   sign   the   same   pe��on   twice.  
● Allow   a   post   office   box   to   serve   as   the   individual’s   residen�al/vo�ng   address.   
● Leave   a   pe��on   una�ended.   As   a   canvasser   must   be   present   when   the   signer   signs   the   pe��on.   

Approaching   the   Voter:   Signature   Collec�on   Best   Prac�ces   
Have   a   Strong   Opening   

● Hey,   we   are   working   to   keep   CMP   from   destroying   Maine’s   woods   can   you   sign   to   help   us?   
● I   am   collec�ng   to   stop   the   CMP   power   lines,   can   you   sign   to   help   us   get   the   ques�on   on   the  

ballot?  
●   Do   you   care   about   Maine’s   woodlands?   Help   us   stop   CMP   and   sign   this   ballot   ini�a�ve!   

Explain   the   Issue  
● Central   Maine   Power   is   trying   to   clear   cut   the   Maine   woods   in   order   to   build   a   huge   power   line  

through   Western   Maine.    It   will   bring   Canadian   Hydro   power   to   Massachuse�s   and   Maine   will  
not   get   any   of   the   power.    In   face   the   Central   Maine   Power   subsidies   will   be   given   to  
Massachuse�s   rate   payers,   we   get   nothing   besides   deforesta�on   and   wild   life   disrup�on.   

Walk   through   the   sheet   
● Instruct   them   where   to   print   their   name,   sign,   add   their   address   and   the   date.     Thanks!   

● Make   sure   you   thank   them   for   signing!   
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Sample   Script:   Stop   CMP   and   the   NECEC  
 
[Q1]   Hello.   My   name   is   [NAME],   and   I’m   out   here   on   behalf   of   Mainers   for   Local   Power   and   we  
are   greatly   concerned   about   the   Central   Maine   Power   high   voltage   power   line   that   they   are  
going   to   clear   cut   through   western   Maine   woods   to   build.    It’s   going   to   be   very   destruc�ve   for  
wildlife   and   we   don’t   actually   get   any   of   the   power,   it’s   all   Canadian   power   that   is   being   sent   to  
Massachuse�s.    We   are   collec�ng   signatures   in   order   to   give   Maine   voters   the   chance   to   vote  
on   this   issue   and   decide   for   themselves   if   we   need   this   project.   
 
[Q1]   Would   you   be   willing   to   take   30   seconds   to   add   your   name   to   our   pe��on   so   we   can   put  
this   decision   before   the   voters   of   Maine?   
 

[IF   YES]   Great!   Thank   you.    [move   to   Q2]  
 
[IF   NO]   Ok,   have   a   great   day!  
 
[WANT   MORE   INFO]    Answer   ques�ons   based   on   FAQs  
 
[Q2]   In   what   city   or   town   are   you   registered   to   vote?   
 
[If   REGISTERED]   Great,   here   is   the   sheet   with   voters   from   the   same   city   and   town,   sign   here!   
 
[IF   THEY   ARE   NOT   REGISTERED]   Unfortunately,   only   registered   voters   are   eligible   to   sign   the  

pe��on,   but   thank   you   for   your   �me   and   considera�on.   
 
[WHEN   COMPLETED]   Thank   you   for   your   �me!  
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From: Flynn, Julie
To: Gardiner, Phyllis
Subject: FW: Request for Written Statement and Documents
Date: Wednesday, March 25, 2020 3:53:01 PM
Attachments: image001.gif

image001.gif

This is what I got from Michael Underhill. 
 
Julie L. Flynn
Deputy Secretary of State
Bureau of Corporations, Elections and Commissions
101 State House Station
Augusta, ME  04333-0101
Phone: (207) 624-7736
Fax:  (207) 287-5428
 

From: Michael Underhill <underhillmichaelt@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 25, 2020 3:24 PM
To: Flynn, Julie <Julie.Flynn@maine.gov>
Subject: Re: Request for Written Statement and Documents
 
EXTERNAL: This email originated from outside of the State of Maine Mail System. Do not click
links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.
Hi Julie,
 
I sent over 2 material documents to the law office and like I told them I am traveling for work until
late Friday night. The best way to get the document is to contact the law firm. ( It was a generic
employee handbook you could probably find anywhere.) That was it.
The interactions with the office manager Dylan were brief and maybe even including the interview
under 10 sentences were said to each other.
 
My 2 day (6hrs) job as a canvassaser was to read people on the street in the old Port section of
Portland a speech to get the anti CMP thing on the ballet.
I had heard of this will working a similar 2 day stint doing the same thing for Duval to get on the
ballot from other canvassaser who introduced himself as "Ezra".
When speaking with one of the attorneys we believe his legal name to be John Smith or something
of that nature , I apologize I forgot but the attorney would know.
I was not the notary for this campaign. Under Dylan's instructions I notorized Ezra's 1 day of sheets
before I went home for the day and that was the last I heard of it until now.
On a side note there was an official book from the state of Maine I read in my limited downtime
which said canvassasers can notorize there own material. I did not nor have ever engaged in this but
possibly that's the book the campaign notary was going from. It was on the table with the sign in/out
sheets for hours. That is all I know and I will have sparse coverage until Friday night.
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Thank You,

Michael Underhill

2073231973
   
 
On Wed, Mar 25, 2020, 3:10 PM Flynn, Julie <Julie.Flynn@maine.gov> wrote:

Dear Mr. Underhill,
 
Please find a letter requesting written statements and documents in regards to the Superior Court
case Reed v. Dunlap, Docket No. BCD-AP-20-02.  As stated in the letter, please contact me if you
have any questions. 
 
 
 
Julie L. Flynn
Deputy Secretary of State
Bureau of Corporations, Elections and Commissions
101 State House Station
Augusta, ME  04333-0101
Phone: (207) 624-7736
Fax:  (207) 287-5428
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VIA EMAIL ONLY 
 

March 25, 2020 
 

The Honorable Matthew Dunlap 
Secretary of State, State of Maine 
c/o Assistant Attorney General Phyllis Gardiner 

6 State House Station 
Augusta, Maine 04333-006 

phyllis.gardiner@maine.gov 
 
Re: In the Matter of Determination of the Validity of a Petition for Initiated 

Legislation Titled “Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect 
Transmission Project” 

  
Dear Secretary Dunlap: 
 

I write on behalf of Delbert A. Reed, the petitioner in Reed v. Dunlap, an action filed 
in the Maine Superior Court seeking review of your March 4, 2020 determination of 

the validity of the signatures submitted in support of the above-referenced petition 
(the “Petition”).  This letter is meant to supplement my letter of March 24, 2020 
and specifically to provide your office with additional information concerning 

Revolution Field Strategies and Megan St. Peter, as well as the identity of a ninth 
notary public who may have been providing non-notarial services to the signature 

gathering effort.   
 
In addition, we submit there is a third subcategory of extrinsic evidence for which a 

thorough investigation should be conducted, namely the possibility that proponents 
of the petition altered—and in some cases post-dated—certified petitions they 

received from town clerks.  These petitions were submitted to your office and the 
signatures were deemed valid.  These petitions would otherwise have been 

invalidated pursuant to 21-A M.R.S. § 902.   
 

 Fraud and forgery.  My office recently received information from an 

individual who worked for Revolution Field Strategies in connection with the 
instant signature gathering effort.  This individual stated that senior staff at 

Revolution Field Strategies knew Megan St. Peter forged signatures with 
respect to the Petition.  This person informed my office that Ms. St. Peter 
worked out of Revolution Field Strategies’ Augusta office, under the direction 

of a person name Melissa Burnham, who the source of this information 

NOLAN L. REICHL 

 
Merrill’s Wharf 
254 Commercial Street 
Portland, ME  04101 
 
P 207.791.1304 
F 207.791.1350 
nreichl@pierceatwood.com 
pierceatwood.com 
 
Admitted in: ME, MA, NY 
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described as the office coordinator.  Ms. Burnham allegedly discovered Ms. 

St. Peter had forged signatures and terminated her from the signature 
gathering effort.  Nonetheless, petitions Ms. St. Peter circulated were 

submitted to your office and signatures thereon validated.  As set forth in my 
letter of March 24, 2020, petition sheets circulated by Megan St. Peter and 
submitted to your office bear forged signatures.   

 
 Unauthorized notary publics.  In addition to the eight notaries who have 

been previously been identified and whose activities should be investigated, 
Mr. Reed requests you investigate Wesley Ryan Huckey, who notarized more 
than 5,000 signatures.  The same source referred to above informed my 

office Mr. Huckey provided non-notarial services to the signature gathering 
campaign in violation of 21-A M.R.S. § 903-E.  Mr. Huckey allegedly was paid 

by Revolution Field Strategies to be the notary public for their Augusta office.  
He notarized 2,788 petitions, more than 100 of which were from Augusta.  
During that period of time, Mr. Huckey also was employed as a Clerk II in the 

town clerk’s office for the City of Augusta.1  According to the individual who 
contacted our office, Mr. Huckey brought petitions that had been submitted 

to the Augusta Clerk’s office for certification back to the Augusta campaign 
headquarters when he went to work there in the evening.  This activity 
constitutes a service that would disqualify him from serving as a notary 

under Section 903-E.   
 

The individual who worked for Revolution Field Strategies and who provided the 
foregoing information regarding Megan St. Peter and Wesley Ryan Huckey 
independently approached my office and voluntarily provided this information.  

Upon request, we can provide this person’s contact information to your office on a 
confidential basis.  With respect to Mr. Huckey, I understand you may be able to 

contact him through the City of Augusta.   
 

 Post-dated Petitions.  On February 24, Clean Energy Matters (CEM) 

submitted copies of thirteen petitions to your office that it previously 
received from twelve town clerks.  Each of those petitions had been 

certified.  At that time, CEM noted that because these petitions were not 
properly notarized, they may have been certified in violation of 21-A M.R.S. 
§ 902 and contrary to prior guidance from your office to the town clerks.  

Presumably, none of these documents should have been validated by your 
office. 

 
Petition no. 5340 (Gorham) and petition no. 14612 (Whitefield) were 

submitted in the same form as CEM received them from the town clerks.2  In 
the case of petition no. 5340, the notary date was missing.  In the case of 
petition no. 14612, the notary signature and date were missing.  Your office 

invalidated both of these petitions.  Petition no 4521 (Farmingdale) was 

                                       
1 Mr. Huckey provided the Registrar’s Certification for more than ten petitions that 

were submitted to the Augusta Clerk’s Office by Revolution Field Strategies. 
2 Three of these petitions (from Chelsea, Ellsworth and Warren) do not appear to 

have been submitted.  One (Brunswick) appears to have been properly notarized.  
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notarized but was done so after the registrar’s certification had been 

completed.  Your office invalidated that petition as well. 
 

Six petitions, however, were submitted in a form that was different than the 
one transmitted by the town clerks.  They include petition nos. 3016 and 
3017 (Casco), petition no. 5123 (Garland), petition no. 6613 (Kennebunk), 

petition no. 11789 (Scarborough) and petition no. 12961 (Stonington).  A 
comparison of each of these petitions, along with the petitions in the form as 

they were received from the town clerks, are attached.   
 
These petitions—and all the signatures on them—should have been 

invalidated under Section 902.  It would appear, however, that missing dates 
and signatures were inserted after the town clerk had certified the signatures 

and returned the petitions to the proponents of the Petition.3  This raises the 
possibility these petitions were deliberately altered or back dated in order to 
be validated and casts doubt upon the legality of this entire signature 

gathering effort. 
 

The forgoing information only further underscores why your office should use all of 
the powers at its disposal, including using subpoena power to compel the 
attendance of relevant witnesses at a hearing, to investigate the validity of the 

Petition.  As set forth in my letter of yesterday, if you decline to take steps to 
investigate the foregoing issues and the issues we previously have brought to your 

attention, please state as much in writing and provide your reasons why so that 
your decision can be appropriately preserved for judicial review. 
 

Mr. Reed appreciates your continued consideration of these significant threats to 
our referendum process.  

 
Sincerely, 

 
Nolan L. Reichl 

 
Enclosures 

 
 
  

                                       
3 These petitions represent a mere fraction of the potential fraudulent activity since 
most town clerks do not keep copies of the petitions that are submitted for 

certification. 
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cc: Delbert A. Reed (by email only) 

Jared S. des Rosiers, Esq. (by email only) 
Newell Augur, Esq. (by email only) 

Joshua A. Tardy, Esq. (by email only) 
Joshua A. Randlett, Esq. (by email only) 
Adam R. Cote, Esq. (by email only) 

David M. Kallin, Esq. (by email only) 
Amy Olfene, Esq. (by email only) 

Chris Roach, Esq. (by email only) 
Anthony W. Buxton, Esq. (by email only) 
Sigmund D. Schutz, Esq. (by email only) 

R. Benjamin Borowski, Esq. (by email only) 
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Kennebunkport 

App.241



App.242



EXHIBIT E 

Scarborough 

App.243



App.244



EXHIBIT F 

Stonington 

App.245



App.246



Matthew Dunlap 
Secretal)' of State 

March 24, 2020 

Via email to: 

Nolan Reichle, Esq. 
Jared desRosiers, Esq. 
Newell Augur, Esq. 
Joshua Tardy, Esq. 
Joshua Randlett, Esq. 
David Kallin, Esq. 
Adam Cote, Esq. 
Amy Olfene, Esq. 

Department of the Secretary of State 

Bureau of Corporations, Elections and Commissions 

Re: Reed v. Dunlap - Remand to the Secretary of State 

Dear Counsel: 

Julie L. Flynn 
Deputy SecrelmJ' of State 

In response to the Superior Court's remand order, issued on March 23, 2020, the Secretaiy of State's 
Office will be gathering and reviewing additional information concerning services provided by the eight 
notaries who were identified in correspondence submitted to the Secretary on Februaiy 24 and 27, 2020. 

Petitioner Reed has alleged other factual errors in the Secretary's March 4th determination that counsel has 
characterized as "intrinsic" to the petitions. These include allegations that the Secretary of State counted 
as valid duplicate signatmes of certain voters as well as signatures of voters who are not - or were not at 
the time they signed a petition - registered to vote in the city, town or plantation listed. The Rule 80C 
petition does not indicate how many signatures ai·e at issue in each category. 

In order for the Secretaiy to consider any such allegations on remand, we would need to receive from 
counsel for Mr. Reed a listing, organized by town in alphabetical order, showing the signer's name, 
petition number and line number of each pair of alleged duplicate voter signatures, and the signer's name, 
petition number and line number of each allegedly unregistered voter whose signature was counted as 
valid in the Secretary's March 4th determination. Please provide this information by 4 p.m. tomorrow. 

IOI State House Station, Augusta, Maine 04333-010/ 
www.Maine.gov/soslcec; tel. 207-624-7736 
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If the Intervenors intend to assert that the Secretmy made any factual errors in invalidating certain voter 
signatures or petitions in the March 4th determination, which Intervenors believe the Secretary should 
review on remand, please let us know that by 4 p.m. tomorrow as well. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact our counsel, Assistant Attorney General 
Phyllis Gmdiner. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

c\ , 
/""'fifo-t 

&JeL. Flynn 
Deputy Secretary of State 

Cc: Christopher Roach, Esq. 
Anthony Buxton, Esq. 
Sigmund Schutz, Esq. 
Robert Borowski, Esq. 

101 State House Station, Augusta, Maine 04333-010/ 
www.Maine.gov/sos/cec: tel. 207-624-7736 
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VIA EMAIL ONLY 
 

March 24, 2020 
 

The Honorable Matthew Dunlap 
Secretary of State, State of Maine 
c/o Assistant Attorney General Phyllis Gardiner 

6 State House Station 
Augusta, Maine 04333-006 

phyllis.gardiner@maine.gov 
 
Re: In the Matter of Determination of the Validity of a Petition for Initiated 

Legislation Titled “Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect 
Transmission Project” 

  
Dear Secretary Dunlap: 
 

I write on behalf of Delbert A. Reed, the petitioner in Reed v. Dunlap, an action filed 
in Maine Superior Court seeking review of your March 4, 2020, determination of the 

validity of signatures submitted in support the above-referenced petition (the 
“Petition”). 
 

As you know, the Superior Court remanded these M.R. Civ. P. 80C proceedings to 
your office yesterday, after ruling you have “the power and obligation to investigate 

all issues material to the validity of the petitions in the first instance.”  I write now 
on behalf of Mr. Reed to urge you to use all of the powers at your disposal to 
conduct a thorough investigation of the Petition, including, but not limited to, the 

troubling evidence of signature forgery and fraud that has been brought to light.   
 

As set forth below, Mr. Reed requests you subpoena relevant witnesses pursuant to 
5 M.R.S. § 9060 to require the witnesses to testify at a hearing where all interested 

parties have an opportunity to examine each witness under oath and at which each 
witness would be compelled to produce relevant documents.  As you know, your 
office conducts hearings in the context of nomination petition challenges under 21-

A M.R.S. § 356(2)(B).  Such hearings present a sound model for the present 
proceedings, as they provide fair opportunity to develop a full and complete 

administrative record.  Failure to issue subpoenas and hold hearings would be 
unfair and prejudicial because it would deprive the parties of the opportunity to test 
the witnesses’ testimony under oath and would artificially limit the evidence 

NOLAN L. REICHL 

 
Merrill’s Wharf 
254 Commercial Street 
Portland, ME  04101 
 
P 207.791.1304 
F 207.791.1350 
nreichl@pierceatwood.com 
pierceatwood.com 
 
Admitted in: ME, MA, NY 
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necessary for the Superior Court’s review.  In short, the process proposed herein is 

necessary to protect the due process rights of all parties. 
 

As we have stated to the Attorney General’s office on numerous occasions over the 
past several weeks, Mr. Reed has identified two types of errors with respect to your 
prior determination: (1) errors arising from evidence you did not previously 

consider or which you may gather in the course of these remand proceedings (the 
“Extrinsic Evidence”) and (2) errors relating to material or information you 

previously reviewed and which resides in your office’s possession, custody, or 
control (e.g., the incorrect validation of duplicate signatures and the incorrect 
validation of signatures from unregistered voters) (the “Intrinsic Evidence”).   

 
I address each type of evidence below. 

 
Extrinsic Evidence 
 

Mr. Reed requests you conduct a thorough investigation into the following issues: 
 

 Fraud and forgery.  Enclosed herewith you will find affidavits from two 
Maine voters whose names appear on petition no. 743, at lines 9 and 13 
respectively.  As the affidavits make clear, someone forged the signatures of 

these two individuals on petition no. 743.  Additionally, I wish to bring your 
attention to two sets of signatures, the first set appearing on petition no. 

8145 at lines 7 and 8 (circulated by Tom Saviello) and the second set 
appearing on petition no. 8153 at lines 8 and 9 (circulated by Megan St. 
Peter, the same person who circulated petition no. 743), as follows: 

 

 
 

 
 
Mr. Reed has not had an opportunity to fully investigate the circumstances 

surrounding the latter set of signatures, but the dissimilarity in the 
appearance of the signatures as well as the correlation between the circulator 

of petition no. 8153 and no. 743 reasonably warrants further inquiry. 
 
Mr. Reed has identified the foregoing issues in an extremely limited period of 

time and without authority to compel potential witnesses to cooperate.  
Nevertheless, the foregoing information provides a compelling basis for your 

office to conduct a thorough investigation into the extent to which the 
signatures supported by the Petition may be the product of forgery and 
fraud.  Now that these proceedings have been remanded to your office, Mr. 

Reed requests you conduct such an investigation.  Specifically, Mr. Reed 
requests you question Megan St. Peter at length and under oath concerning 

her role in the signature gathering process, her experiences with and the role 
of Revolution Field Strategies (the out of state vendor for whom Ms. St. Peter 
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worked), the role of Mainers for Local Power PAC in organizing the signature 

gathering process, and otherwise diligently investigate any and all 
information such inquiries yield, including whether the forgeries at issue arise 

from a broader scheme.   
 
A thorough inquiry into fraud and forgery is all the more warranted because 

Alex Carabelli, a principal of Revolution Field Strategies and the signatory of 
the filing concerning the Petition made with your office under 21-A M.R.S. 

§ 903-A, previously operated a political consulting firm that hired individuals 
arrested for signature forging in 2014.  See Alan Burdziak, Columbia man 
arrested for suspected ballot petition fraud, Columbia Daily Tribune, May 14, 

2015.       
 

 Unauthorized notary publics.  You previously received information 
concerning the activities of eight notary publics who, together, notarized 
more than 17,000 signatures you validated in connection with your March 4, 

2020, decision.  The information you received provides a compelling basis for 
investigating whether these eight individuals each provided non-notarial 

services to the signature gathering effort such that, under 21-A M.R.S. 
§ 903-E, each lacked authorization to notarize any petition sheets. 

 

Mr. Reed similarly has not been afforded the opportunity or authority to fully 
investigate these issues.  Now that these proceedings have been remanded 

to your office, Mr. Reed requests you conduct such an investigation.  
Specifically, Mr. Reed requests you question each of the eight notaries at 
length and under oath concerning all of the specific services each of them 

provided to the signature gathering effort, including the scope and duration 
of such services and compensation therefor, if any, whether they complied 

with all applicable Maine requirements for administering oaths,1 their 
experiences with and the role of Revolution Field Strategies, the role of 
Mainers for Local Power PAC in organizing the signature gathering process, 

and otherwise diligently investigate any and all information such inquiries 
yield.  To the extent any of the eight notaries received compensation from 

Revolution Field Strategies, Mainers for Local Power PAC, or any other entity 
or person involved in the signature gathering effort, it is important you 
determine whether and when any such notary received a promise for future 

compensation or employment following his or her service as a notary for the 
signature gathering effort.  Finally, Mr. Reed requests you review relevant 

documents already in your possession, custody, and control that might bear 
on the legal standard set forth by 21-A M.R.S. § 903-E, including circulator 

affidavits, the Section 903-C filing made by Revolution Field Strategies,2 and 
the town logs previously provided to your office. 

                                       
1 For instance, Michael Underhill informed my office that one of the other seven 
notaries public, Brittany Skidmore, failed to administer the oath required under 21-

A M.R.S. § 902 when she notarized petitions Underhill circulated. 

2 Please note that notary public Michael Underhill also executed a circulator 

affidavit. 
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In connection with the forgoing issues, Mr. Reed hereby requests you issue 
subpoenas to Ms. St. Peter, each of the eight notary publics at issue, Mainers for 

Local Power PAC, Revolution Field Strategies, and any other entities or individuals 
necessary to complete a thorough investigation of the issues set forth above.  Mr. 
Reed makes this request pursuant to 5 M.R.S. § 9060, which states in part: 

 
In any proceeding in which the conducting agency lacks independent 

authority to issue subpoenas, any party may request the issuance of a 
subpoena by the agency, and the agency is hereby authorized to issue 
the same if it first obtains the approval of the Attorney General or of 

any deputy attorney general. Such approval shall be given when the 
testimony or evidence sought is relevant to any issue of fact in the 

proceeding.     
 
(emphasis added).  The statute does not state the precise type of subpoena 

required to be issued, but Mr. Reed respectfully suggests you subpoena the 
relevant witnesses to appear at a hearing to be conducted before you, where all 

parties, including a hearing officer to be designated by your office, can examine 
these witnesses.3  You conduct such proceedings under 21-A M.R.S. § 356(2)(B) 
and they would be appropriate here to ensure all parties receive a full and fair 

opportunity to develop the administrative record in these proceedings.  Mr. Reed 
further requests that the subpoenas direct these individuals to bring to the hearing 

the documents Mr. Reed previously sought from them, and in that regard 
respectfully refers you to the subpoenas since quashed by the Superior Court. 
 

Please confirm as soon as possible you will take the investigative steps set forth 
above and use subpoena power to do so.  In the event you decline to take any of 

the foregoing steps, including the issuance of the subpoenas required by 5 M.R.S. 
§ 9060 and the use of a testimonial hearing procedure, please state as much in 
writing and provide your reasons why so that these issues may be appropriately 

preserved for judicial review. 
   

Intrinsic Evidence 
 
Mr. Reed intends to present your office with information concerning errors you 

made in your initial determination.  For example, Mr. Reed intends to present your 
office with information showing duplicate signatures you previously failed to exclude 

as well as signatures from individuals who do not appear as registered voters.  Mr. 
Reed intends to present this information by petition and line number, and with all 

other information sufficient for you to efficiently identify and resolve these errors. 
 
Mr. Reed understands other interested parties may wish to submit similar such 

information in connection with these proceedings.  Accordingly, to ensure fairness 
to all interested parties, Mr. Reed respectfully requests you set a deadline of 5 p.m. 

                                       
3 Mr. Reed understands the challenges posed by the current public health crisis and 
believes you and all relevant parties can cooperate in such a way as to conduct 

these proceedings in accordance with current federal and state recommendations. 
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on Thursday, March 26th, by which any party may submit information of the 

foregoing nature—i.e., errors relating to material or information you previously 
reviewed and which resides in your office’s possession, custody, or control.  Mr. 

Reed further requests you set a deadline of 5 p.m. on Saturday, March 28th, by 
which any party may submit argument or information in rebuttal to the submissions 
made on or by March 26th. 

 
*** 

 
Mr. Reed appreciates the diligent work you and your office perform to safeguard the 
accuracy and integrity of Maine’s election procedures, including direct initiatives for 

legislation such as the Petition.  Thank you for your attention. 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Nolan L. Reichl 
 

Enclosures 
 

 
cc: Delbert A. Reed (by email only) 

Jared S. des Rosiers, Esq. (by email only) 

Newell Augur, Esq. (by email only) 
Joshua A. Tardy, Esq. (by email only) 

Joshua A. Randlett, Esq. (by email only) 
Adam R. Cote, Esq. (by email only) 
David M. Kallin, Esq. (by email only) 

Amy Olfene, Esq. (by email only) 
Chris Roach, Esq. (by email only) 

Anthony W. Buxton, Esq. (by email only) 
Sigmund D. Schutz, Esq. (by email only) 
R. Benjamin Borowski, Esq. (by email only) 
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Petition Certification Instructions 
Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project- February 2020 

ALL WRITING MUST BE DONE IN GREEN PEN ONLY. 

There are several areas to check when certifying petitions. The most efficient order is: 

( 1) check for FORM; 
(2) check the Circulator's Oath section; 
(3) check the Registrar's Certification section; and 
(4) check the signatures (main body). 

Examine items that will disqualify the entire petition before looking at individual signatures. 

Petition Form 

This petition consists of 2 pages (one sheet printed double-sided). Check to determine that both pages are 
printed. Scan the entire petition to make sure that it is an approved form. If the signatures are not on an 
approved petition form, all the signatures are invalidated for FORM (i.e., photocopies with no original 
signatures, petition forms missing the legislation or other required elements.) 

Comments written on the petition regarding the legislation may also disqualify the petition for FORM. If you 
encounter any comments, please bring it to the attention of a supervisor. A town name, internal tracking 
number or stray mark will not disqualify the petition. 

This petition includes a box on both sides of the form for the circulator to print his/her name and a unique 
identifying number. You should compare the name in the box to the name in the Circulator's Oath. If the 
names are different, bring the petition to the attention of your supervisor. Do not disqualify the petition if the 
name or number is missing. 

Circulator's Oath 

1. The Circulator's Oath must be notarized prior to submitting the petition to the registrar for verification. 
Check the date of the notarization against the date the petition was certified by the registrar. If the notary date 
is after the registrar date, all signatures on that petition will invalidated for PRIOR. If these dates are the same 
date, do not discount for PRIOR. 

2. Make sure that the circulator's oath is completed with the circulator's signature, the notary's signature and 
the date. If the circulator did not sign the verification, the petition will be invalidated for OATH. If a notary did 
not sign or date the verification, the petition will be invalidated for OATH. A stamped signature of the circulator 
or notary also invalidates the petition for OATH. The notary does not have to use a seal or stamp. 

3. If a circulator collected any signatures before becoming a registered voter, only those signatures collected 
before the circulator registered to vote will be invalidated for CIRC. This does not disqualify the entire petition 
unless all signatures were collected before the circulator registered to vote. Signatures collected after the 
circulators registered to vote are valid. Refer to the list of circulators for those circulators who have a 
registration date after the date this effort began. 

4. A new law requires that each circulator complete and submit a Circulator Affidavit and Certificate of 
Registration when the petitions are filed with the Secretary of State. All circulators with an affidavit have been 
data-entered and appear on the list of circulators. If you find a circulator who is not on the list, all signatures for 
that circulator will be invalid for AFF. 
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5. Check that the notary and the circulator are not the same person and that they are not related. If they 
appear to be related (i.e. have the same last name), see the immediate supervisor. If it is the same person or 
an immediate family relation, all the signatures will be invalidated for OWN. 

6. Be sure that the notary date is the same date or after the dates of all the signatures. If any signatures are 
dated after the notary date, the later signatures will be invalidated for DATE. 

7. A notarial law requires all notaries public to establish an official signature. That signature must be used for 
all notarizations. As you certify petitions, you should be looking for notaries whose signature varies drastically 
between petitions. You should certify these petitions but please bring the Notary to the attention of your 
immediate supervisor so that we can look at all of the notarizations at the end of the certification process. 

Certification of Registrar 

1. Make sure that the certification of the registrar is completed with the date, municipality and registrar's 
signature. If the municipality is missing but you can determine the city or town, write the town name in with 
your green pen. If the registrar did not sign or date the certification, contact the registrar to determine if he/she 
kept copies or is able to determine when the petitions were certified. If the registrar did not keep copies or is 
unable to determine when the petitions were certified, all signatures may be rejected for CERT. 

2. The deadline to submit petitions to local election officials was January 24, 2020. Municipal officials are not 
permitted to certify signatures filed in their office after January 24, 2020. Determine when the town received 
the petition by checking the date stamped in the Registrar's Certification. Any petitions filed with a town after 
January 24, 2020, must be disqualified for AMD (after municipal deadline). If a town did not stamp the 
petition when it was received, but the registrar's certification is dated on or before January 24, 2020, the 
petition is valid (the clerk must have received the petition by the deadline in order to certify it). If a town did 
not date stamp the petition and the registrar's certification is dated after January 24, 2020, contact the town to 
determine when the petitions were received in the municipal office. If the clerk received the petitions after 
January 24, 2020 or cannot tell you when the petitions were received, the petitions will be disqualified for 
AMD. 

3. If the Registrar used a signature stamp rather than signing his/her own name, check with the registrar to 
determine that they personally applied the signature stamp. If you can determine that the registrar did use a 
stamp, the petition can be accepted but you must make note that you spoke with the registrar and confirmed 
that fact. You should also fax a copy of the petition to the registrar, so they can make the correction and fax 
back to you. Advise the registrar not to use the stamp again. 

4. The registrar should indicate which signatures are valid by placing a check mark (or other mark) in the 
column next to the signature. The total number of valid signatures should agree with the number marked valid 
in the registrar's certification. The registrar may indicate invalid signatures in several ways - e.g. by making a 
line through the signature, by placing "NR" or another mark beside the name, etc. In the petition log, you will 
certify these signatures invalid due to REG. If you cannot determine which signatures the Registrar counted as 
valid by simply examining the petition, call the Registrar and ask for clarification. If you cannot determine 
which signatures were determined as valid by the Registrar from the face of the petition or by speaking to the 
Registrar, the signatures in question would also be rejected due to REG. 

If you are able to determine valid and invalid signatures by talking to the Registrar, mark the valid/invalid 
signatures in the margin to the left of the column marked "For Registrar Use Only" with a green pen. 

Finish certifying all petitions for a municipality before contacting the registrar so that all questions can 
be asked at the same time. 
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Checking the Main Body of the Petition 

1. This petition was approved for circulation on October 18, 2019. This petition was filed in our office on 
February 3, 2020, but had to be filed with the applicable town by January 24, 2020. All signatures must be 
dated between October 18, 2019 and January 24, 2020. A year is not required as this petition has been 
approved to circulate for less than a year. If you encounter a date not within the circulation period (and you 
cannot determine what the date of signing was), it should be invalidated for DATE. See chart below for how to 
handle missing/odd dates. 

Description Certification Procedure 
No date beside anv sianature on the oetition Discount all sigs for DATE - cannot determine when sianed 
Date missing beside signature(s) at end of petition Discount for DATE only those signatures that are not dated. 

Sia natures with a date are valid 
Date missing beside signature(s) at beginning of petitions, Undated signatures at the beginning of a petition can be 
but sianatures later on oetition are dated counted since the oetition has circulatina less than 1 vear1 

Signature in a series are missing dates (i.e. signatures All signatures are valid (unless invalidated for another 
before and after are dated} reason) - you can assume the signatures with missing 

dates were skined between the dated siqnatures 

2. Duplicate Signatures 

We have entered all signatures that the municipal official marked as valid into the "Duplicate 
Database." (Signatures marked as DUP by the municipal official were also entered into the database.) The 
Duplicate Report run from the database is used to determine which signatures are duplicates. 

A duplicate report of all names entered for this petition has been printed and reviewed. The duplicates have 
been pre-marked on the petition by "duplicate detection teams". Only signatures marked as duplicates by the 
duplicate detection teams will be considered duplicates. Signatures marked "DUP" by the municipal official will 
be certified as valid if the voter's name doesn't appear on our report (it is possible that the petition containing 
the duplicate signature found by the municipal official was not filed with the State, therefore we would not 
consider it a duplicate for certification purposes). 

Duplicate signatures (and also signed signatures) have been noted in the Comments section of the Petition 
Log. When certifying the petition, you will invalidate any signatures marked as duplicates. Do not invalidate 
the "also signed" - this is only for cross reference. You will need to list the applicable signature lines with the 
invalid reason of DUP. 

3. Make sure that there is a signature for each name that appears to have been certified. If the signature 
space is blank the signature will be invalidated for SIG, even if the rest of the information is completed. 
However, it is acceptable for the signature to be in the space for the printed name. (i.e. signature and printed 
name swapped) 

4. Stamped signatures are not acceptable even if the registrar certified it. The Maine Constitution requires 
each voter to personally sign the petition. Discount a stamped signature as SIG. 

5. Some registrars discount every signature that is printed (even if that is how the voter signs documents). If 
you find a petition with multiple signatures invalidated for SIG, look in CVR or contact the municipality to get a 
copy of the voter's registration application. If the voter has a "printed" signature on the application, accept the 
signature. If the voter has a cursive signature on the application, compare the printing to the signature (and 
even the other printing on the application). If you believe the voter has signed the petition, see your immediate 
supervisor to determine if the signature should be accepted. 

1 If a petition had been circulating for over one year, undated signatures at the beginning of petition could not be counted because you 
would not be able to detennine if the signature had been signed within the one year period 
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6. Refer to the chart below to determine how to treat blank lines or signatures that have been crossed out on 
the petition. 

Description Certification Procedure 

Do not include the blank lines in the count. Count 
Voters have left blank lines between signatures. only lines with a signature even if Registrar has 

included these lines in the town count. 

A voter has started to print his name in the area for the The line where the voter started to sign his name 

signature - voter crosses that line out and signs should be treated as a blank line and not included 

properly on the line below. in the count. Only the properly completed line 
should be included in the certification. 

Signature should be designated as WD -
A signature has been crossed out but it appears that at signature has been withdrawn either by voter or by 
one time a voter had completely signed his name and circulator. It is not necessary to distinguish who 
filled out the additional information. actually withdrew the signature (voter or 

circulator). 

A signature has been crossed out but the Registrar has Signature should be designated as WD. 
certified it as valid. 

A partial signature has been crossed out - it appears Treat as a blank line - there was never a full 

that voter never completed his signature. signature on this line. Do not include the 
signature line in the final count. 

Voter has taken up two lines - elderly voter has large The second line should be treated as a blank 
signature which goes into 2 signatures boxes or voter signature. Only the first line with the actual 
has signed on one signature line and printed address signature is included in the certification (counted 
information/printed name on line below. as valid or as invalid as determined by registrar). 

7. Check each line for two signatures that look exactly alike - e.g. where one spouse may have signed for the 
other. Always check with the immediate supervisor or obtain the voter registration applications from CVR if 
there is any question of one person signing both names. If you determine the signatures were completed by 
the same person, the first signature will be valid if certified by the registrar and the second signature will be 
rejected for ANO. A signature can be invalidated as ANO by either the registrar or by our office. 

If you detect multiple signatures that are invalidated for ANO by the registrar or find signatures that are certified 
by the registrar, but appear to be made by the same person, bring it to the attention of your immediate 
supervisor. 

8. If it appears that the petition has been altered in any way see your immediate supervisor - this might 
include alterations to notarizations, signatures and/or signatures dates, etc. If it is determined that a material 
alteration was made to a petition, the signatures in question are invalidated for ALT. 

If you encounter anything not described in these directions, please bring it to the attention of your 
supervisor. 

• All signatures invalidated for REG should be listed on the first line of the petition log. DUP should 
be the second reason (if applicable). 

• You cannot invalidate signatures using more than 3 reasons - if you have a petition with more than 
3 reasons, see your immediate supervisor. 

• If an entire petition is being invalidated for one reason (such as OATH or DATE), list only that one 
reason - do not break down for REG, DUP, etc. 

4 

App.272



App.273



App.274



App.275



INSTRUCTIONS TO PETITION CIRCULATORS 
FOR INITIATIVE PETITIONS 

Revised by the Office of the Secretary of State, August 2019 
 

Pursuant to Title 21-A, Maine Law on Elections, §903-A, sub-§3, the Secretary of State is required to provide 
a copy of the laws and rules governing the circulation of petitions for a direct initiative.  These instructions 
will provide guidance to individual circulators regarding what those laws require you to do. 
 
Requirements for Circulators: 
 
• Petitions may be circulated by any Maine resident who is a registered voter.  Residence for these purposes 

means you must have established a fixed and principal home to which you, whenever temporarily absent, 
intend to return. 
 

• You must be registered to vote in the municipality where you reside.  In order to confirm your registration, 
you must fill out the Circulator Affidavit and Certificate of Registration form.  You must take the oath 
printed on that certificate before a Notary Public or other person authorized by law to administer oaths or 
affirmations (such as an attorney).  The affidavit states that you have read and understand the instructions 
provided by the Secretary of State regarding laws and rules governing the circulation of petitions; that you 
are a resident and registered voter of the State; and that you may be prosecuted for violating any laws 
governing petition circulation. You must also submit the certificate to your municipality for completion.  
The municipal registrar/clerk must certify that you are a registered voter in that municipality. 

 
• As the circulator of a petition, you solicit signatures for the petition by presenting the petition to the voter, 

asking the voter to sign the petition and personally witnessing the voter affixing the voter’s signature to the 
petition. 
 

• You must print your name and a unique identifying number in the space provided on each page of the 
petition that contains space intended for voter signatures.  Although the law does not specify what the 
unique identifying number must consist of, the Secretary of State recommends the circulator assign a 
sequential number to each petition circulated by that circulator.   

 
• When you present the petition to individual voters to sign, you must first give them an opportunity to read 

the summary on the front of the petition and to read the full text of the legislation that is printed on the 
petition. 

 
Signature Requirements: 
 
• Individual voters must sign their own names to the petition.  No one (not even a spouse or child of an 

elderly parent) may sign for another person. 
 
• The voter must sign the petition in your presence, which means that you must personally witness each 

voter sign the petition.  You may not leave the petitions unattended at a location, or attended by someone 
other than yourself.  You must be able to take the oath that is written on the petition and state truthfully 
that you personally witnessed each person sign the petition. 

 
• A voter may only sign a particular initiative or referendum petition once.  If a voter tells you that they have 

already signed a petition for this same initiative or referendum and asks if the voter can sign again, you 
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should inform the voter that duplicate signatures will not be valid and that signing a petition more than 
once is a Class E crime.  

 
• Each voter must sign their name in the far left column of the petition, using the voter’s cursive signature, 

and using the name under which they are registered to vote.  The use of initials, nicknames or other 
variations in the name (e.g. Mrs. John Doe instead of Jane Doe) will not automatically invalidate the 
signature, but may invalidate it if the registrar cannot determine if the signer is a registered voter. 

 
• You or the voter should print the voter’s name in the right hand column of the petition.  Absence of a 

printed name will not automatically invalidate the signature, but may invalidate it if the registrar cannot 
determine who the voter is based on the signature alone.  

 
• You or the voter should print the voter’s physical address on the petition.  The address should be the 

address where the voter resides and is registered to vote.  This address should not be a P.O. Box.  Absence 
of an address or use of a mailing address will not automatically invalidate the signature, but may invalidate 
it if the registrar cannot determine who the voter is based on the signature alone. 

 
• The date of each voter’s signature must be printed in the date column, next to the voter’s signature. 
 
• Do not mark anything in the first column of the petition labeled “(For Registrar’s Use Only)”.  This space 

is reserved for the registrar of voters to indicate if the signature is valid. 
 

• Do not mark anything in the area labeled “Registrar’s Certification”.  This space is reserved for the 
registrar of voters to indicate the total number of valid and invalid signatures. 

 
• Do not mark anything in the area labeled “Petition Log – For Secretary of State Use Only”.  This area is 

reserved for use by the Secretary of State staff in the final certification process. 
 
Circulator’s Oath: 
 
• When you have finished collecting signatures on a petition form, you must take the petition form (or 

forms) to a Notary Public or other person authorized by law to administer oaths or affirmations (such as an 
attorney).    The Notary Public or other authorized person must administer the Circulator’s Oath that is 
printed on the petition.  This means they must read the oath aloud to you or ask you to read it.  After the 
Notary Public administers the oath to you, you must sign your name in the signature space in the 
Circulator’s Oath block on the petition and print your name in the space beside the signature and the 
Notary Public or other authorized person must sign and date the notarial certificate on the petition while in 
your presence. By signing your name before the Notary, you are taking an oath that you personally 
witnessed each voter whose name is listed above on that petition sign the petition and that to the best of 
your knowledge and belief these individuals are who they claim to be. Once you have taken an oath on a 
petition, you cannot gather any more signatures on that petition form.  If you want to gather additional 
signatures, you must use a new petition form. 
 

• You cannot be an immediate family member of the Notary Public who administers your oath or notarizes 
your petition.  This means you should not have a Notary Public administer your oath and notarize your 
signature if that Notary is your spouse, parent, sibling, child, spouse’s parent, spouse’s sibling or spouse’s 
child.  (Step family members under this law are considered the same as blood relations.) 
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• You must appear before the Notary to complete the circulator’s oath prior to submitting the petition form 
(or forms) to the registrar of the municipality where the petition was circulated for purposes of verifying 
which signatures were made by registered voters from that municipality.  The registrar may not certify any 
petitions submitted without the circulator’s oath being completed, and must instead return the petitions.  

 
• The Notary Public or other authorized person who administers your oath must keep a log of all the 

petitions for which they administered your oath, listing the title of the petition, your name, the date of the 
oath and the number of petition forms that you signed and verified that day in the notary’s presence. 

 
Certification of Petitions by Municipal Registrars: 
 
• In addition to the Circulator’s Oath, the Registrar’s Certification must also be completed on each petition.  

The registrar of voters in the municipality where the petition was circulated must complete this 
certification verifying which signatures were made by registered voters from that municipality. 

 
• As a circulator, you should check with the organizers of the petition effort to determine if you should take 

the signed petitions to the registrar or if the organizers will do this. 
 

• Petitions should be delivered to the appropriate municipal registrar for certification as soon as possible 
after circulation.  This will provide the municipal election officials ample time to certify the petitions to 
determine which signatures were made by registered voters of the official’s municipality.  Pursuant to the 
Maine Constitution, Article IV, Part Third, Section 20, the deadline for submitting petitions to the registrar 
for certification is 5:00 p.m. on the 10th day before the Constitutional deadline for filing with the Secretary 
of State.  Local officials are not authorized to certify any petitions that they receive after this 
deadline. The registrar must certify petitions that have been filed on the deadline day within 5 business 
days after receipt. 

 
• Our office will be advising local election officials to date stamp all petitions received for certification so 

that it can be determined whether they were submitted on time.  Signatures on late filed petitions will be 
deemed invalid.   

 
Alterations on the Petition: 
 
It is illegal for a circulator (or anyone else) to make changes or alterations to petitions (e.g., changing the date 
of signatures or date of notarization for the circulator’s oath). 
 
The only change that you as a circulator may make to a petition is to strike through the signature of any voter 
that you did not personally witness sign the petition.  If an election official determines that unauthorized 
persons have made material alterations to a petition, it is possible that all signatures on that petition will be 
determined invalid.  Thus, you should make sure that the correct date is written beside each signature on the 
petition.  If you determine that the Notary has made a mistake in dating your circulator’s oath, you must take 
the petition back to the Notary to correct it – do not simply change the date yourself.  The Notary should initial 
the correction and make a notation of the basis for the correction. 
 
If you or the organizers of your petitioning campaign have any questions about laws or procedures 
regarding citizen initiative or people’s veto petitions, call the Division of Elections at 624-7650.  
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INSTRUCTIONS TO PETITION ORGANIZERS 
FOR INITIATIVE PETITIONS 

Revised by the Office of the Secretary of State, August 2019 
 

Pursuant to Title 21-A, Maine Law on Elections, §903-A, sub-§3, the Secretary of State is required to provide a 
copy of the laws and rules governing the circulation of petitions for a direct initiative.  These instructions will 
provide guidance regarding what those laws require in order for the petitions to be deemed valid. 
 
Requirements for Circulators: 
 
• Petitions may be circulated by any Maine resident who is a registered voter.  Residence for these purposes 

means the circulator must have established a fixed and principal home to which they, whenever temporarily 
absent, intend to return. 
 

• The circulator must be registered to vote in the municipality where they reside.  In order to confirm the 
circulator’s voter registration, each circulator must fill out the Circulator Affidavit and Certificate of 
Registration form. The circulator must take the oath printed on that certificate before a Notary Public or other 
person authorized by law to administer oaths or affirmations (such as an attorney).  The affidavit states that the 
circulator has read and understands the instructions provided by the Secretary of State regarding laws and rules 
governing the circulation of petitions; that the circulator is a resident and registered voter of the State; and that 
the circulator may be prosecuted for violating any laws governing petition circulation.  The certificate must 
also be submitted it to the circulator’s municipality of residence for completion.  The municipal registrar/clerk 
must certify that the circulator is a registered voter in that municipality. 

 
• Circulation of a petition means that the circulator solicits signatures for the petition by presenting the petition 

to the voter, asking the voter to sign the petition and personally witnessing the voter affixing the voter’s 
signature to the petition. 
 

• The circulator’s name and a unique identifying number must be printed in the space provided on each page of 
the petition that contains space intended for voter signatures.  Although the law does not specify what the 
unique identifying number must consist of, the Secretary of State recommends that you assign a sequential 
number to each petition circulated by that circulator.   

 
• When the circulator presents the petition to an individual voter to sign, they must first give the voter an 

opportunity to read the summary on the front of the petition and to read the full text of the legislation that is 
printed on the petition. 

 
Signature Requirements: 
 
• Individual voters must sign their own names to the petition.  No one (not even a spouse or child of an elderly 

parent) may sign for another person. 
 
• The voter must sign the petition in the circulator’s presence, which means that the circulator must personally 

witness each voter sign the petition.  Circulators may not leave the petitions unattended at a location, or 
attended by someone else.  The circulator must be able to take the oath that is written on the petition and state 
truthfully that they personally witnessed each person sign the petition. 

 
• A voter may only sign a particular initiative or referendum petition once.  If a voter tells the circulator that they 

have already signed a petition for this same initiative or referendum and asks if the voter can sign again, the 
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circulator should inform the voter that duplicate signatures will not be valid and that signing a petition more 
than once is a Class E crime.  

 
• Each voter must sign their name in the far left column of the petition, using the voter’s cursive signature, and 

using the name under which they are registered to vote.  The use of initials, nicknames or other variations in 
the name (e.g. Mrs. John Doe instead of Jane Doe) will not automatically invalidate the signature, but may 
invalidate it if the registrar cannot determine if the signer is a registered voter. 

 
• The circulator or the voter should print the voter’s name in the right hand column of the petition.  Absence of a 

printed name will not automatically invalidate the signature, but may invalidate it if the registrar cannot 
determine who the voter is based on the signature alone.  

 
• The circulator or the voter should print the voter’s physical address on the petition.  The address should be the 

address where the voter resides and is registered to vote.  This address should not be a P.O. Box.  Absence of 
an address or use of a mailing address will not automatically invalidate the signature, but may invalidate it if 
the registrar cannot determine who the voter is based on the signature alone. 

 
• The date of each voter’s signature must be printed in the date column, next to the voter’s signature. 
 
• No one except the Registrar should mark anything in the first column of the petition labeled “(For Registrar’s 

Use Only)”.  This space is reserved for the registrar of voters to indicate if the signature is valid. 
 

• No one except the Registrar should mark anything in the area labeled “Registrar’s Certification”.  This space is 
reserved for the registrar of voters to indicate the total number of valid and invalid signatures. 

 
• No one except Secretary of State staff should mark anything in the area labeled “Petition Log – For Secretary 

of State Use Only”.  This area is reserved for use by the Secretary of State staff in the final certification 
process. 

 
Circulator’s Oath: 
 
• When the circulator has finished collecting signatures on a petition form, they must take the petition form (or 

forms) to a Notary Public or other person authorized by law to administer oaths or affirmations (such as an 
attorney).    The Notary Public or other authorized person must administer the Circulator’s Oath that is printed 
on the petition.  This means they must read the oath aloud to the circulator or ask the circulator to read it.  After 
the Notary Public or other authorized person administers the oath to the circulator, the circulator must sign his 
or her name in the signature space in the Circulator’s Oath block on the petition and print their name in the 
space beside the signature and the Notary Public or other authorized person must sign and date the notarial 
certificate on the petition while in the presence of the circulator. By signing their name before the Notary, the 
circulator is taking an oath that they personally witnessed each voter whose name is listed above on that 
petition sign the petition and that to the best of the circulator’s knowledge and belief these individuals are who 
they claim to be. Once the circulator has taken an oath on a petition, they cannot gather any more signatures on 
that petition form.  If the circulator wants to gather additional signatures, they must use a new petition form. 
 

• The Circulator cannot be an immediate family member of the Notary Public who administers their oath or 
notarizes their petition.  This means the circulator should not have a Notary Public administer their oath and 
notarize their signature if that Notary is the circulator’s spouse, parent, sibling, child, spouse’s parent, spouse’s 
sibling or spouse’s child.  (Step family members under this law are considered the same as blood relations.) 
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• The circulator must appear before the Notary to complete the circulator’s oath prior to submitting the petition 
form (or forms) to the registrar of the municipality where the petition was circulated for purposes of verifying 
which signatures were made by registered voters from that municipality.  The registrar may not certify any 
petitions submitted without the circulator’s oath being completed, and must instead return the petitions.  

 
• The Notary Public or other authorized person must keep a log of all the petitions for which they administered 

the circulator’s oath, listing the title of the petition, the name of the circulator taking the oath, the date of the 
oath and the number of petition forms that were signed and verified by the circulator that day in the notary’s 
presence. 

 
• The signature of the Notary Public must match the name and signature that is on file with the Secretary of 

State and must be originally signed. The use of a rubber stamped signature is not permitted under Maine law. 
The Secretary of State’s office often must certify the action of a Notary Public, and if the name and signature 
on the document does not match the name and signature in the commission file, the document for certification 
may be rejected by the Secretary of State. The Notary Public must ensure the name on file is current at all 
times. If a name change occurs, the Notary Public must submit a change form to the Secretary of State.  
However, until the Secretary of State has received and recorded the name change, the Notary Public must 
continue to use the name and signature in the commission file.  The form necessary to change the official 
signature of a Notary Public may be obtained by calling the Secretary of State Notary Public section at 624-
7752 or online at: 

 
http://www.maine.gov/sos/cec/notary/notaries.html 
 

• The Secretary of State may invalidate a petition if unable to verify the notarization of that petition. 
 

• A Notary Public or other person authorized by law to administer oaths or affirmations may not administer an 
oath or affirmation to a circulator of a petition if the Notary Public or other authorized person is providing any 
other services, regardless of compensation, to initiate or promote the initiative for which the petition is being 
circulated.  “Initiate” includes the collection of signatures and related activities to qualify an initiative for the 
ballot.  This means that a person who serves as a paid or volunteer circulator of petitions for an initiative may 
not also administer the oath to other circulators of the petition. 
 

Certification of Petitions by Municipal Registrars: 
 
• In addition to the Circulator’s Oath, the Registrar’s Certification must also be completed on each petition.  The 

registrar of voters in the municipality where the petition was circulated must complete this certification 
verifying which signatures were made by registered voters from that municipality. 

 
• Petitions should be delivered to the appropriate municipal registrar for certification as soon as possible after 

circulation.  This will provide the municipal election officials ample time to certify the petitions to determine 
which signatures were made by registered voters of the official’s municipality.  Pursuant to the Maine 
Constitution, Article IV, Part Third, Section 20, the deadline for submitting petitions to the registrar for 
certification is 5:00 p.m. on the 10th day before the Constitutional deadline for filing with the Secretary of 
State.  Local officials are not authorized to certify any petitions that they receive after this deadline. The 
registrar must certify petitions that have been filed on the deadline day within 5 business days after receipt. 

 
• Our office will be advising local election officials to date stamp all petitions received for certification so that it 

can be determined whether they were submitted on time.  Signatures on late filed petitions will be deemed 
invalid.   
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Alterations on the Petition: 
 
It is illegal for a circulator (or anyone else) to make changes or alterations to petitions (e.g., changing the date of 
signatures or date of notarization for the circulator’s oath). 
 
The only change that a circulator may make to a petition is to strike through the signature of any voter that the 
circulator did not personally witness sign the petition.  If an election official determines that unauthorized persons 
have made material alterations to a petition, it is possible that all signatures on that petition will be determined 
invalid.  Thus, circulators should make sure that the correct date is written beside each signature on the petition.  If 
a circulator determines that the Notary has made a mistake in dating the circulator’s oath, they must take the 
petition back to the Notary to correct it – they must not simply change the date themselves.  The Notary should 
initial the correction and make a notation of the basis for the correction. 
 
Payment of Petition Circulators 
 
If you pay petition circulators, other than reimbursing travel expenses, you must provide a list of any circulators 
who were paid to the Secretary of State at the time your petitions are filed with our office.  The list must include 
the method by which the circulators were paid (i.e. per signature, hourly or other method).   
 
Requirement to Register a Petition Organization: 
 
If you are hiring or intend to hire a private company or other type of business entity to organize, supervise, or 
manage the petition drive for you, that “petition organization” will need to file a registration form with our 
office prior to organizing, supervising or managing the circulation of petitions.  This requirement is set forth in 
Title 21-A of Maine Law on Elections, § 903-C, sub-§1.  “Petition organization” is defined in this statute as “a 
business entity that receives compensation for organizing, supervising or managing the circulation of petitions for 
a direct initiative or a people’s veto referendum.”  If your own organization is hiring additional workers or using 
existing staff to collect signatures or manage the circulation of petitions, that alone would not trigger the obligation 
to register.  Your organization must register if it is being hired by someone else to perform those services.   
 
The registration application must include the name and signature of a designated agent for the “petition 
organization” as well as contact information for the organization (including name, street address or post office box, 
telephone number and email address), plus a list of all individuals hired by the petition organization to assist in 
circulating petitions or in organizing, supervising or managing the circulation of petitions.  This list must be 
updated and resubmitted when your petitions are filed with our office.  The list must include a statement indicating 
the method by which the circulators were compensated (i.e. per signature, hourly or other method).  If you do not 
intend to hire a petition organization but change your mind at a later date, you will need to file the registration 
form at that time – i.e., before the entity you hire starts work. 
 
Timeframe for Petition Circulation: 
 
Signed petitions for a direct initiative must be filed with the Secretary of State’s office within 18 months after the 
date the petition is approved by the Secretary for circulation.  Signatures on initiative petitions may not be older 
than one year at the time the petitions are filed with the Secretary of State.  Therefore, although a petition is 
approved to circulate for 18 months, the one-year period runs from the date the petition is filed with the Secretary 
of State.  Any signature that is dated more than one year prior to the date the petition is filed with the Secretary of 
State will be rejected as invalid. 
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Number of Valid Signatures Needed for a Citizen Initiative Petition: 
 
Article IV, Part Third, Section 18, Subsection 2 of the Maine Constitution provides that the number of signatures 
necessary to refer any initiated measure to the Legislature shall not be less than 10% of the total vote for Governor, 
cast in the last gubernatorial election preceding the filing of the petition. The total number of votes cast for 
Governor in the November 6, 2018 General Election was 630,667.  Therefore, the required number of signatures 
for any citizen initiative petition filed with the Secretary of State is currently 63,067.   
 
If you have any questions about laws or procedures regarding citizen initiative or people’s veto petitions, 
call the Division of Elections at 624-7650.  
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RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

 

DATE OF ISSUANCE: October 18, 2019 
Filing Deadline for the November 2020 Ballot: February 3, 2020 

18 month petition expiration date: April 18, 2021 
 

 

Freedom of Citizen Information:  Before a registered voter signs any initiative petition, signature gatherers must 
offer the voter the opportunity to read the proposed initiative summary and fiscal impact statement prepared by the 
Secretary of State. 
 

 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED INITIATIVE 

 
 This initiated bill directs the Public Utilities Commission to amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Approving 
Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission project.  The amended 
order must find that the construction and operation of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for 
the NECEC transmission project.  There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and 
necessity for the NECEC transmission project. 

ESTIMATE OF FISCAL IMPACT 
 
      This citizen initiative directs the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to amend a previously issued “Order Granting Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity and Approving Stipulation” entered by the PUC on May 3, 2019 for the New England Clean Energy Connect transmission 
project. Requiring the amended order to find that the construction and operation of the transmission project are not in the public interest and that there 
is not a public need for it, and requiring denial of a certificate of public convenience and necessity for the project, may extend or reopen the 
deliberative process of the PUC related to the project. Any additional costs to the PUC as a result of this initiative are within the scope of activities 
budgeted by the PUC and are not anticipated to require supplemental appropriations or allocations.   

To the Legislature of the State of Maine: 
 In accordance with Section 18 of Article IV, Part Third of the Constitution of the State of Maine, the electors of the State of Maine, qualified to 
vote for Governor, residing in said State, whose names have been certified on this petition, hereby respectfully propose to the Legislature for its 
consideration the following entitled legislation: “Resolve, To Reject the New England Clean Energy Connect Transmission Project.” 

Be it enacted by the People of the State of Maine as follows: 
 Sec. 1.  Amend order.  Resolved: That within 30 days of the effective date of this resolve and pursuant to its authority under the Maine 
Revised Statutes, Title 35-A, section 1321, the Public Utilities Commission shall amend "Order Granting Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity and Approving Stipulation," entered by the Public Utilities Commission on May 3, 2019 in Docket No. 2017-00232 for the New England 
Clean Energy Connect transmission project, referred to in this resolve as "the NECEC transmission project."  The amended order must find that the 
construction and operation of the NECEC transmission project are not in the public interest and that there is not a public need for the NECEC 
transmission project.  There not being a public need, the amended order must deny the request for a certificate of public convenience and necessity for 
the NECEC transmission project. 

Registrar 
use only SIGNATURE DATE 

SIGNED 
ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS 

(Not P.O. Box) 
MUNICIPALITY 
(Where Registered) NAME PRINTED 

1.      

2.      

3.      

4.      

5.      

6.      

7.      

8.      

9.      

10.      

11.      

12.      

13.      

14.      

15.      

Please Turn Over for Additional Signature Lines and Circulator’s Oath.  

 

    INSTRUCTIONS 
 
PETITIONER – MUST: 
  BE A MAINE REGISTERED VOTER 
 SIGN NAME AS IT APPEARS ON THE VOTING LIST 
  SIGN ONLY ONCE 
  NOT SIGN ANOTHER’S NAME 
  PRINT NAME; DATE OF SIGNING; STREET ADDRESS 

& MUNICIPALITY OF RESIDENCE  (UNLESS PRINTED 
BY CIRCULATOR) 

 
PETITION CIRCULATOR – MUST: 
  BE A MAINE RESIDENT & REGISTERED VOTER 
  COMPLETE THE CIRCULATOR’S VERIFICATION  
 TAKE THE OATH BEFORE A NOTARY PUBLIC PRIOR 

TO SUBMISSION OF PETITIONS TO REGISTRAR 
  NOT COLLECT SIGNATURES AFTER TAKING OATH 
 
WARNING:   MAKING A FALSE STATEMENT BY THE 

CIRCULATOR, SIGNING A PETITION WITH THE 
NAME OF ANOTHER, OR SIGNING A NAME MORE 
THAN ONCE ON THESE PETITIONS IS A CLASS E 
CRIME. 

 

FOR   CIRCULATION 
 
REGISTRAR – MUST: 
 DATE AND TIME STAMP PETITION INDICATING 

WHEN IT IS RECEIVED 
 
• COMPLETE THE “REGISTRAR USE ONLY”   
    SPACE USING THE CODES DESCRIBED IN  
    THE BOX TO THE RIGHT 
 
  COMPLETE AND SIGN THE  CERTIFICATION BY     
     INDICATING WHICH NAMES ON THE PETITION    
     APPEAR ON THAT MUNICIPALITY’S VOTING LIST  
     
   NOTE:    IF THE SIGNATURE ALONE SUFFICIENTLY 

IDENTIFIES THE VOTER, IT SHOULD BE ACCEPTED.  
 

 

 

CERTIFICATION CODE FOR VALID SIGNATURES: 
 

 INDIVIDUAL SIGNING PETITION IS A REGISTERED VOTER 
 

THE MOST COMMON REASONS FOR REJECTION OF SIGNATURES 
OR PETITIONS (WITH APPLICABLE CODES) ARE AS FOLLOWS: 

 
OF INDIVIDUAL SIGNATURES 
 

DUP        INDIVIDUAL PREVIOUSLY SIGNED THE PETITION (DUPLICATE NAME) 
NR           INDIVIDUAL IS NOT A REGISTERED VOTER 
DATE       INDIVIDUAL SIGNED AFTER THE DATE OF CIRCULATOR’S VERIFICATION 
ANO        INDIVIDUAL’S SIGNATURE MADE BY ANOTHER PERSON 
SIG          INDIVIDUAL DID NOT SIGN THE PETITION (PRINTED NAME ONLY) 
 
OF ENTIRE PETITIONS 
 

CERT       THE REGISTRAR’S CERTIFICATION IS NOT COMPLETED OR IS NOT SIGNED 
ALT          INFORMATION WRITTEN ON THE PETITION HAS BEEN ALTERED IN A  
                 MATERIAL WAY 
OATH      THE CIRCULATOR’S VERIFICATION IS NOT COMPLETED OR IS NOT SIGNED 
OATH      THE CIRCULATOR DID NOT TAKE THE OATH BEFORE A VALID NOTARY PUBLIC 
OATH      THE NOTARY DID NOT COMPLETE OR SIGN THE NOTARIZATION 
OWN        THE NOTARY IS AN IMMEDIATE FAMILY MEMBER OF THE CIRCULATOR  
FORM      THE PETITION IS NOT IN THE FORM APPROVED BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE  
                (e.g. PAGES MISSING, DAMAGED OR OUT OF ORDER, ETC.) 
 

 
 

Printed Name of Circulator 
 
 

Unique Identifying Number 

   App.284



DATE & TIME PETITION RECEIVED: 

 
 
 

RESOLVE, TO REJECT THE NEW ENGLAND CLEAN ENERGY 
CONNECT TRANSMISSION PROJECT 

    
Registrar 
use only SIGNATURE DATE 

SIGNED 
ACTUAL STREET ADDRESS 

(Not P.O. Box) 
MUNICIPALITY 
(Where Registered) NAME PRINTED 

16.      

17.      

18.      

19.      

20.      

21.      

22.      

23.      

24.      

25.      

26.      

27.      

28.      

29.      

30.      

31.      

32.      

33.      

34.      

35.      

36.      

37.      

38.      

39.      

40.      

41.      

42.      

43.      

44.      

45.      

 
 

CIRCULATOR’S OATH 
 
I hereby make oath that I am the Circulator of this petition; that I personally witnessed all of the signatures to this 
petition; and, to the best of my knowledge and belief, each signature is that of the person whose name it purports to be. 
  
 
Signature of Circulator _____________________________      Printed Name ____________________________ 
 
 
Signature of Notary ________________________________    Printed Name _____________________________ 
 
 
Subscribed to and sworn before me on this date: ________________ (Date must be completed by Notary) 
 
Date my Notary Commission expires:  ________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

REGISTRAR’S CERTIFICATION 
 
Municipality _____________________________       TOTAL VALID ________       TOTAL INVALID ________ 
  
I hereby certify that the names of all the petitioners listed as valid appear on the voting list as qualified to vote for 
Governor. 
 

 
                                                                                                             
Signature of Registrar:  ______________________________       
 
 
Date petition certified:  ______________________________ 
 
 

 
PETITION LOG 

 
FOR SECRETARY OF STATE USE ONLY 

 
 
  PETITION #: _________    VALID: _______     INVALID: _______ 
 
  # INVALID    REASON                 SIGNATURE LINES 
 
   _________      ________        _____________________________ 
 
   _________      ________        _____________________________ 
 
  _________      ________        _____________________________ 
 
 
 
S.O.S. STAFF: _______                       COMMENTS: 
 

 
Please Turn Over for Summary, Fiscal Impact, Legislation, Instructions and Additional Signature Lines. 

 

 
 

Printed Name of Circulator 
 
 

Unique Identifying Number 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

 I, Nolan L. Reichl, Esq., hereby certify that a copy of this Appendix was served 

upon counsel for all parties.  Pursuant to agreement between the parties, service was 

made by email only (except to the Attorney General’s Office).  Service was made on 

April 23, 2020 to the addresses below: 

Office of the Attorney General 
Phyllis Gardiner, Esq.   phyllis.gardiner@maine.gov 
P.O. Box 26 
Gardiner, ME 04345 
 

Drummond Woodsum 
David M. Kallin, Esq.  dkallin@dwmlaw.com 
Amy K. Olfene, Esq.  aolfene@dwmlaw.com 
Adam R. Cote, Esq.  acote@dwmlaw.com 
 

Petrucceli, Martin & Haddow LLP 
Gerald F. Petruccelli, Esq.  gpetruccelli@pmhlegal.com 
Nicole R. Bissonnette, Esq. nbissonnette@pmhlegal.com 
 

Preti Flaherty Beliveau & Pachios LLP 
Sigmund D. Schutz, Esq.   sschutz@preti.com 
Anthony W. Buxton, Esq.  abuxton@preti.com 
Robert B. Borowski, Esq.  rborowski@preti.com 
 

Roach Ruprecht Sanchez & Bischoff, P.C. 
Christopher T. Roach, Esq. croach@rrsblaw.com 
 

Dated:  April 23, 2020 

_________________________________ 
Nolan L. Reichl, Bar No. 4874 
PIERCE ATWOOD LLP 
Merrill’s Wharf 
254 Commercial Street 
Portland, ME  04101 
207-791-1100 
nreichl@pierceatwood.com  
Attorney for Appellant Delbert A. Reed 
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