Town Governance Study Committee (TGSC) Minutes

Date: July 29, 2021

Call to Order
Committee Chair Mr. Stumpf called the meeting to order at 6:03 pm. TGSC members all
participated remotely via WebEx, able to see and hear each other and share documents for all to
see. A feed from the WebEx was broadcast live on Andover TV, by which members of the public
could observe the meeting.
Mr. Stumpf also reviewed the agenda for this meeting.
Participants
The following were online on WebEx for the meeting: Town Clerk & Chief Strategy Officer
Austin Simko (ex-officio); Sheila Doherty (ex-officio); TGSC Committee members David
Floreen, Richard Fox, Andrew McBrien, Dara Obbard, Gail Ralston, John Stump and Sandy
Stapczynski; John Petrin and Bernie Lynch of Community Paradigm Associates; Patrick Lawlor,
Assistant Town Manager; and Paula Colby-Clements as non-voting liaison between the TGSC and
Finance Committee. Ms. Doherty apologized in advance for being unable to be present at the start
and joined the meeting at 6:19pm once it was in progress.
Ms. Colby-Clements has been appointed to the Finance Committee which precludes her from
serving on any other Town board or committee. All vote tallies reported in these and future
minutes shall not consider her to be a member of the committee and it should be taken as read that
she did not vote.
Mr. Simko will leave his position as Town Clerk in early September and will no longer be eligible
to serve on the committee as an ex officio member thereafter. The Town Manager has agreed that
Mr. Simko will be appointed as an at-large member when he leaves Town employment, occupying
the seat left vacant when Mr. Cavicchi resigned.
1. Approval of Committee and Subcommittee Minutes
Mr. Simko moved that the committee accept the minutes of the June 28th meeting of the full
committee, Ms. Ralston seconded. The TGSC voted by roll call 8 in favor, none against to accept
the minutes, with Ms. Doherty not voting (not yet joined the meeting).
Ms. Ralston moved that the committee accept the minutes of the July 13th meeting of the subcommittee on committees, Mr. McBrien seconded. Ms. Stapczynski and Mr. Simko were also
present at this meeting. The TGSC voted by roll call 4 in favor, none against to accept the minutes.
All other committee members present abstained, with Ms. Doherty not voting (not yet joined the
meeting).
2. Current Focus of the Committee
Mr. Stumpf summarized the current focus of the TGSC as follows:
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The committee has now turned its attention to the matters pertaining to governance other than
Form of Government (the so-called secondary and tertiary matters). The majority of these topics
were captured during the TGSC’s outreach to the public and to other boards and committees.
Some have been added by TGSC members. The topics have been divided into two tiers for
organizational and scheduling purposes. The tiers do not imply any relative importance.
 In Tier 1, in May and June, one sub-committee explored Committee Appointment
processes, Committee Structure, whether any committee or boards should be subsumed,
retired or added, term limits, whether the Select Board should be involved in
appointments of town staff, and related matters. This sub-committee reported to the full
committee at its last meeting, and were instructed by the committee to condense their
report into specific recommendations that are to be voted upon during this meeting.
 A second sub-committee explored communications between the Town and residents.
This committee also reported to the full committee at its last meeting, at which all of its
recommendations were approved.
 In Tier 2, initially intended to occupy July and August but now extended to include
September, the TGSC shall study Financial Processes, Government Business Processes
and Miscellaneous topics shall be explored. During this meeting, point persons for each
topic shall present initial research and the committee shall discuss this.
3. Public Comment
Mr. Simko informed the committee that no public comments had been received either by email
or by phone.
4. Report by Sub-Committee on Committee Appointments, Existence and Structure, and
Discussion by TGSC
Ms. Ralston briefly summarized a written report by the sub-committee that had been circulated
prior to the meeting, in particular, that the report proposed 19 concrete recommendations stated
such that the TGSC could vote on these. All members of the TGSC confirmed that they had read
the report, had no questions or topics for discussion, and that they agreed that all 19 proposals
could be voted on together.
Ms. Stapczynski moved to adopt all 19 recommendations as written in the report, Ms. Obbard
seconded. The committee voted unanimously by roll call in favor, with the exception of Ms.
Doherty was not present at the time of the vote.
Ms. Doherty joined the meeting immediately thereafter.
5. Tier 2 Topics Study Presentations and Discussion
Mr. Stumpf introduced this agenda item. Point persons for each topic would present initial
research and the committee shall discuss this. The intention was not necessarily to reach
conclusions during this meeting, but it was the intention at least that areas requiring further
research be identified.
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5.1 To what degree should strategic planning be required by Charter of Bylaw?
Mr. Simko presented an overview of the strategic planning process employed in Andover,
including the recent extensions that are now in use. His presentation is attached as Appendix 1,
which constitutes the record of his presentation.
In discussion, the following points were raised. These are recorded for information only, and
should not be taken to represent an agreed position at this time.















The committee endorses the need for Strategic Planning.
Andover is required by State law to maintain a Master Plan. This covers land use,
development, transport and school facilities in the main. It was agreed that the Master Plan
and Strategic Plan are distinct at present.
The Master Plan covers a 10-year window. Andover’s current Strategic Plan covers a 3year window. Concern was expressed about this inconsistency, and specifically, whether
the Strategic Plan looks far enough into the future.
Conversely, it might be argued that a 3-year time horizon is all that is realistic for a financial
Strategic Plan. The environment in which the plan is to be operationalized changes yearto-year and indeed, completely new factors emerge over time. People involved in planning
also change year-to-year. Elected officials are rarely in post for the 10 years covered by
the Master Plan. Those bound by a 10-year plan are unlikely to be those who make it.
It is unclear whether Strategic Planning should be considered governance or policy, and
thus, whether it strictly falls within the purview of the TGSC. However, this need not
preclude the TGSC from recommending that Strategic Planning should be considered a
best practice.
A Strategic Plan might drive buy-in on specific issues, provided that the Strategic Plan
itself has buy-in. For example, a Strategic Plan might help approval of budget articles by
Town Meeting, contributing to the goal of streamlining Town Meeting.
Conversely, the vote at this year’s Town Meeting to appropriate funds for the AHS design
study, contrary to the priorities set out in the Town’s capital planning, might call into
question whether a Strategic Plan might have effect.
It might prove difficult to require Strategic Planning by Charter or bylaw. Language in the
Charter or a bylaw would likely be anodyne to the point of being ineffectual.
Notwithstanding, Strategic Planning might be embedded into operating practice as a matter
of policy. This is consistent with the approach taken in other municipalities.
There are multiple, independent bodies each of which have strategic plans. There is no
single government body with the authority to “own” the Strategic Planning process. In
this, a municipality is very different to a business. Even if Strategic Planning cannot be
unified, a single consolidated roll-up of the various strategic plans might be very valuable
as a source of information
A number of members expressed concern that a process for strategic planning would
become unworkable if too many parties were to be included in the core team. In particular,
it is likely to become increasingly unlikely that any agreement could be reached as more
stakeholders participate directly in the decision.
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It might even be infeasible to require that a Strategic Plan should be approved by residents.
It is clear that it is often difficult to reach consensus at Town Meeting even on individual
line items.
Conversely, some concern was expressed that the Strategic Plan is currently created and
approved by Town staff. Elected officials only become involved at a later stage of
approving annual plans that operationalize the Strategic Plan. Even if it is infeasible to
require residents to approve the Strategic Plan, one might ask whether elected officials
should be required to do so.
To balance the previous point, it is essential that input be captured from all parties and used
as a key input to the process. Some concern was expressed that the UMass Lowell survey,
which was used as the sole vehicle for resident input in the current planning cycle, was
insufficiently broad or deep for this purpose.
Currently, Town Meeting votes on individual budgets and thus, residents do have ultimate
control of expenditure. However, one might ask whether “control by veto” is a constructive
approach. One might also ask whether this gives residents sufficient control over the big
picture, such as relative priorities.
The fundamental question of “what does Andover aspire to be?” should be answered.

Even after substantial discussion, no clear proposals had been surfaced. The point persons for this
topic (Mr. Fox, Mr. Simko and Mr. McBrien) were asked to reconvene amongst themselves and
develop concrete proposals on which the committee could vote at a subsequent meeting.
5.2 Financial Process
Mr. Lawlor presented an overview of the financial planning process employed in Andover. His
presentation is attached as Appendix 2, which constitutes the record of his presentation. During
the discussion period, numerous committee members complimented Mr. Lawlor on the
thoroughness and clarity of his presentation.
In discussion, the following points were raised. These are recorded for information only, and
should not be taken to represent an agreed position at this time.






Compared to other municipalities with which members are familiar, Andover’s financial
process looks very strong.
Appropriations at Town Meeting are for monies to be spent during the coming financial
year. This establishes how much money needs to be raised by taxation in that year. The
Tax Classification process in November or December of that year determines how that
(already fixed) sum is to be raised (eg residential vs commercial). This process is required
by MGL. Because of this, the study question of “Should the process by which taxes and
budgets are set include more points at which residents formally have input or can exercise
control?” might be moot, at least for taxes.
The Select Board and School Committee share a goal of reaching consensus between
themselves on budgets before Town Meeting.
The school and town budgets are developed independently at the very early stages of the
budgeting process. Thereafter, the Select Board Chair and Town Manager and School
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Committee Chair and School Superintendent meet regularly to keep each other fully
apprised of their developing budgets.
The CIP is a particular area of focus for collaboration.
The 5-year Long Range Financial Plan documents the financial assumptions that are to be
applied for budgeting purposes, for example, projected growth rates. Its goal is to dictate
what long-range funding may be assumed to exist. This differentiates it from the Strategic
Plan, which lays out projected multi-year spending requirements (although the LRFP
informs the Strategic Plan)
Concern was expressed that the LRFP seems to omit key predictable expenditures at the
beginning of the planning cycle, and thus, might not give a clear picture of assumptions on
which planning is based. For example, last year’s LRFP did not initially include either the
POB or West El. Because of this, there is concern that the LRFP does not demonstrate to
tax payers that the Town can afford expenditure that is being proposed. Mr. Lawlor assured
the committee that all expenditures are evaluated during the budgeting process, but
acknowledged that the complete picture might be distributed across multiple documents.
Better communication education of residents might go a long way to allay fears and to
promote more informed and active participation.
The Revenue and Expenditure Task Force has been tasked with delivering “Municipal
Finance 101” education and expect to start to roll this out late this year. The Revenue and
Expenditure Task Force has also been given responsibility for public engagement to
capture residents’ input for future planning. These new roles are added to its “traditional”
financial role.
While there might be a perception that Andover is expensive, benchmarking shows
Andover’s cost to be 9th highest amongst 16 peers with similar levels of services.
Benchmarks are tracked on an ongoing basis as an input to planning.

As with the previous topic, the point person for this topic (Mr. Fox, Mr. Simko and Mr. McBrien)
were asked to reconvene amongst themselves and develop concrete proposals on which the
committee could vote at a subsequent meeting.
5.3 Government Business Process
This topic amalgamates the broad input received from residents, Select Board members, and other
officials during the initial "Identify Issues" phase of the TGSC's process. As such, the range of
topics under consideration is very broad and even amorphous. Furthermore, as clarification, this
topic relates to business processes in which businesses and individuals interact with the Town, not
the internal business processes within or between Town departments
Mr. Simko reported as follows:
 He spoke with a number of Town departments to get their input on these topics.
 Mr. Simko, Mr. Stumpf, Mr. Petrin and Mr. Lynch met prior to this meeting to consider
the boundaries at which the TGSC’s remit ends.
 Andover has already adopted many practices that might be taken for granted but are
actually in advance of practices in most other municipalities. Two particularly noteworthy
examples are "Inter-departmental Reviews" (IDRs), in which a business seeking permits to
operate meets with all involved departments and boards in a single meeting, and the
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appointment of a single, identifiable individual to whom the business community can turn
whenever they have any questions, that being the Director of Business, Arts and Culture
(currently Ann Ormond).
He spoke with Ms. Ormond, who highlighted education and communication with
businesses to alleviate concerns and frustrations as a key component of her role. The
Town's "Business Guide" was circulated to the TGSC prior to this meeting and is already
a comprehensive resource. The TGSC has already endorsed the efforts to develop a
Citizen's Academy. Mr. Simko proposed that the TGSC might recommend that a similar
"Business Academy" should also be developed.
The various bodies involved in permitting are independent, operate on their own timelines,
and each can have its timeline disrupted. This makes sequencing the steps required to
obtain all permits potentially very challenging. That said, it does appear that more effort
might be made for the bodies to collaborate to streamline the overall process as much as
possible and to place more emphasis on expeditious and efficient operations.
Zoning processes are generally laid down by State Law and thus mainly lie outside the
scope of influence of the TGSC. The ramifications of recent potentially far-reaching
changes in State Law have yet to be fully appreciated, so it would be premature to consider
any changes to the zoning process even insofar as the Town has authority.
State Law lays down strict requirements for how capital projects may be implemented.

In discussion, it was agreed that the TGSC should consider making a recommendation that the
Town places more impetus on the bodies that are involved in permitting processes to collaborate
to streamline the overall process as much as possible and to place more emphasis on expeditious
and efficient operations. The committee shall finalize this at its next meeting.
5.4 How can TGSC further diversity, equity and inclusion goals?
The committee agreed to defer the report and discussion of this topic to a subsequent meeting due
to time constraints.
5.5 Should elections be moved to June?
The committee agreed to defer the report and discussion of this topic to a subsequent meeting due
to time constraints.
5.6 Should we have a recall mechanism for elected officials?
The committee agreed to defer the report and discussion of this topic to a subsequent meeting due
to time constraints.
5.7 Should the residency requirement for Town officials be removed?
The committee agreed to defer the report and discussion of this topic to a subsequent meeting due
to time constraints.
5.8 Ranked choice voting
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The committee agreed to defer the report and discussion of this topic to a subsequent meeting due
to time constraints.
5.9 Delineation of executive authority between the Select Board and Town Manager
At the June 28th meeting of the TGSC, it was agreed as minuted that the TGSC report should record
that this topic had been considered for study but that it should not be studied as an independent
topic. Thus, Mr. McBrien moved to formally remove this topic from further consideration, Ms.
Stapczynski seconded. The committee voted by roll call unanimously in favor.
6. Next Steps
a. Action Items to Resolve Tier 2 Topics in August and September



The point persons for the Strategic Planning and Financial Process topics (Mr. Fox, Mr.
Simko and Mr. McBrien) shall reconvene amongst themselves and develop concrete
proposals on which the committee can vote at a subsequent meeting of the full committee.
Topics deferred from this meeting shall be discussed at the next full meeting.

b. Remote vs in-person for future meetings




It was agreed that hybrid meetings are less desirable than either full in-person or full remote
meetings.
As future conditions of the COVID emergency are not predictable much in advance, it was
agreed that the committee shall decide the format for only the immediately subsequent
meeting at each meeting.
The next meeting shall be remote, as there was not perceived to be any disadvantage given
the nature of topics to be discussed.

c. Report-Writing Milestones


The milestones stated in the agenda were confirmed.

d. New Business


No new business was proposed

Adjournment
Ms. Doherty moved that the meeting adjourn, Ms. Stapczynski seconded. The committee voted
by roll call unanimously in favor and the meeting was adjourned at 6:27 pm
Respectfully submitted,
Andrew McBrien, Clerk
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Appendix 1: Mr. Simko’s slides
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Appendix 2: Mr. Lawlor’s slides
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