Town Governance Study Committee (TGSC) Minutes

Date: March 29, 2021

Call to Order
Committee Chair Mr. Stumpf called the meeting to order at 4:04 p.m. 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, joined call at 4:17pm); TGSC Committee
members Paula Colby-Clements, David Floreen, Richard Fox, Andrew McBrien, Dara Obbard,
Gail Ralston, Sandy Stapczynski and Jon Stumpf; and John Petrin of Community Paradigm
Associates.
1. Approval of Subcommittee Minutes
Mr. Simko moved that the committee accept the minutes of the February 22nd and March 1 st
meetings of the full committee, Ms. Colby-Clements seconded. The committee voted unanimously
by roll call in favor of acceptance, with the exception Ms. Doherty, who was not present at the
time of this vote.
Mr. Simko moved that the committee accept the minutes of the March 11 th meeting of the Town
Meeting Efficiency sub-committee, Mr. Fox seconded. Mr. Simko, Mr. Fox and Mr. McBrien
were present at the subcommittee meeting and all voted by roll call in favor of acceptance. All
other TGSC members were not present at the subcommittee meeting and abstained, with the
exception Ms. Doherty, who was not present at the time of this vote..
Mr. Simko moved that the committee accept the minutes of the March 15 th and March 26th
meetings of the Town Meeting Public Engagement sub-committee, Ms. Colby-Clements
seconded. Ms. Colby-Clements, Mr. Floreen, Mr. McBrien, Ms. Obbard and Mr. Simko were
present at the subcommittee meeting and all voted by roll call in favor of acceptance. All other
TGSC members were not present at the subcommittee meeting and abstained, with the exception
Ms. Doherty, who was not present at the time of this vote.
2. Public Comment
Mr. Simko informed the committee that one comment had been received from Tom Hartwell of
12, Lillian Terrace, Andover prior to this meeting via the TGSC Web site, and summarized his
contribution.
Mr. Hartwell commented that he had not explicitly heard or seen the committee propose metrics
by which the outcomes of implementing any of the reforms under consideration can be measured
to judge success. Mr. Hartwell’s comment is attached to these minutes as Appendix 1.
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Mr. McBrien, Ms. Colby-Clements, Mr. Floreen and Mr. Fox offered comments in response,
which are collectively summarized as follows:
 There are many factors in government that cannot be quantified meaningfully, but rather,
are at best qualitative and in some cases even subjective. There are others that might be
measurable but quantification might lead in the wrong direction.
 If the effect of a reform can be measured meaningfully, it should be measured. Thereby,
one may consider whether the reform is worth continuing with, can be improved, or is
ineffective and might be abandoned. This is particularly important for any reform that
incurs cost.
 However, the success or otherwise of specific reforms does not equate in any way to the
success of governance. Meeting a threshold for a metric does not imply that governance
as a whole is effective, and failing to reach a threshold for a specific reform does not
imply that governance as a whole is ineffective. That is, the overall success of
government is not simply a “sum” of the component parts of the process. Governance
can be considered successful if the public are generally satisfied. This is in and of itself
would serve as an effective “metric” of overall success.
 A significant decline in satisfaction/increase in dissatisfaction would be evident and
sufficient to signal the need for a future review of governance.
 The “headlining” criteria of transparency, accessibility, representativeness, effectiveness,
efficiency and accountability were useful to provide a framework to guide decisionmaking but were not intended as formal metrics.
 A number of members of the committee expressed concern that, while it is certainly true
that metrics drive behaviors, this often manifests in behaviors that are specifically
intended to improve metrics rather than are inherently “good”.
Steve Cotton, of 19, Pomeroy Road, Andover, submitted comments on seven of the reforms prior
to the previous TGSC meeting. Mr. Simko asked that the committee permit him to read the
comments that relate to the reforms that remained to be discussed during this meeting at the time
the specific reform was being discussed, rather than read Mr. Cotton’s email in its entirety at this
time. The committee concurred. Mr. Cotton’s email was previously attached to the minutes of
the March 1st meeting, and is also attached to these minutes as Appendix 2.
3. Review of Committee’s Process
Mr. Stumpf summarized the TGSC’s process as follows:
 The TGSC had previously identified two forms of government to consider as final
candidates for consideration, those being Open Town Meeting with reforms and
Council/Manager.
 The TGSC voted unanimously to move forward with Open Town Meeting at the meeting
on February 22nd.
 Based on this, the committee turned its attention to Open Town Meeting Reforms. Some
of these were discussed and dispositioned during the meeting of March 1 st. Mr. Stumpf
summarized the outcome for each of these reforms. The committee would continue to
disposition reforms during this meeting, and hopefully addressing all remaining ideas.
 Thereafter, the committee will focus on other matters pertaining to governance (the socalled secondary and tertiary matters).
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4. Deliberation on Open Town Meeting Reforms
At this point, the committee turned its attention to those reforms that were not resolved during the
meeting on March 1st, either because there was insufficient time to discuss the reform or because
the reform was referred back to a sub-committee.
In the following, reforms will be numbered as shown in the meeting agenda. Reforms one through
five were dispositioned during the March 1st meeting, and thus, the discussing started with reform
six.
6. Recommend that remote electronic voting be actively explored by the Town as
technological and legal dimensions are better understood
Mr. Simko told the committee that previously, it was thought that it would only cause confusion
to consider remote electronic voting/ remote participation because it was thought to be unlikely to
happen. However, recent developments suggest it is more likely that remote electronic voting/
remote participation in Open Town Meeting might be permitted at some point in the future and
thus should be discussed. He and Mr. McBrien have been tracking these developments and wished
to add an additional reform to the list for the committee’s consideration.
The three most significant developments are as follows.
1. Mr. Simko and Mr. McBrien participated in a conference call organized by the town of
Wayland. Wayland wish to work with other towns both to influence legislation and to
demonstrate to potential technology vendors that there is serious interest. Wayland have
thought through remote participation thoroughly, although many details remain to be
worked out. During the call, Mr. Simko made clear that Andover cannot commit to join
Wayland’s efforts until the TGSC study is complete and unless and until the Select Board
and perhaps Town Meeting approves our engagement with Wayland.
2. Senator Rausch has introduced a bill (SD2081) that authorizes remote participation in Open
Town Meeting during the COVID-19 emergency. If approved, this might open the door to
permanent change even after the COVID emergency has passed. The committee believe
that this is typical of how societies move forward – solve an immediate problem, then
generalize.
3. The TGSC has received input from residents that the chances of legislative approval for
this reform are very remote, if not nonexistent, based on information from Rep. Tram
Nguyen (a member of the State Municipalities and Regional Governments Committee) and
other sources. Ms. Obbard contacted Rep. Nguyen to understand this better. Rep. Nguyen
informed Ms. Obbard that the Municipalities and Regional Governments Committee voted
not to authorize this at this time, but only because they want to be assured that, if it were
to be authorized, all communities would be able to implement it.
The situation is evolving very quickly but will remain fluid until after the TGSC has completed its
work. At this time, it would be premature to state categorically whether Andover should adopt
remote electronic voting/ remote participation. However, it would be entirely appropriate to
recommend that remote electronic voting/ remote participation be actively explored by the Town
as technological and legal dimensions are better understood over time.
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In discussion, the following additional points were raised.
 Even if Andover cannot commit at this time to support remote electronic voting/ remote
participation, Andover should nonetheless participate in hearings, etc, so that the
legislature can better gauge the number of communities that are interested.
 There was some discussion whether the TGSC’s recommendation should be worded more
strongly to clearly express that Andover should be pro-active. On balance, it was agreed
that “actively explored” does allow Andover to be as pro-active as the Town sees fit and
that this is sufficient.
Motion: Mr. McBrien moved that the TGSC should recommend that remote electronic voting/
remote participation be actively explored by the Town as technological and legal dimensions are
better understood over time. Ms. Doherty seconded the motion. The committee voted by roll-call
unanimously in favor of the motion.
7. Prohibit events on Town/School property during Town Meeting nights
The committee returned to this reform which was discussed but not resolved at the March 1 st
meeting. The committee were in agreement that this reform is conceptually desirable. Discussion
focused on whether the committee should recommend that a non-binding article should be put
before Town Meeting or whether the committee should simply recommend that this reform be
adopted. There was concern that those who attend Town Meeting are de facto those who do not
have conflicts. Conversely, it was felt that a non-binding vote at Town Meeting would demonstrate
the Town’s support of Select Board and School Committee. On balance, the committee agreed
that a non-binding vote would be the appropriate path forward.
Ms. Doherty reported that she has heard that the community are hearing this reform as the TGSC
want to ban things, “shut them down”. While the reform is worded to say that events would be
prohibited, this most simply describes the reform and the essence of the implementation, rather
than expresses the spirit or objective of the reform. The spirit or objective of the reform is to
eliminate conflicts on peoples’ time.
Furthermore, it was reiterated that this reform could need to be introduced immediately even if it
were adopted. Sufficient advance notice would be required so that users of town and school
property could be set their schedules to avoid conflict. It was proposed that this proviso be
incorporated into the TGSC’s recommendation.
Motion: Ms. Colby-Clements moved that the TGSC should recommend that events be prohibited
on Town and School property during Town Meeting nights and that the Select Board and School
Committee only implement this reform with sufficient advance notice. Ms. Ralston seconded the
motion. The committee voted by roll-call unanimously in favor of the motion.
8. Require or encourage submissions of amendments for public review prior to Town
Meeting
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Mr. Fox spoke on behalf of the Town Meeting Efficiency subcommittee. The sub-committee
believes that the legislative process would be impeded if amendments from the floor were to be
prohibited. Instead, strong incentives should be offered to encourage submission of amendments
in advance. The sub-committee proposed that amendments submitted in advance should be heard
before any amendments from the floor, and heard strictly in the order in which the amendments
were received. Thereby, the submitter of the amendment ensures that Town Meeting cannot decide
an article before his/her amendment is heard, whereas those who delay submission would run that
risk.
Mr. Simko read Mr. Cotton’s comment on this reform (reading from the email that Mr. Cotton
submitted prior to the previous meeting). He also opposes a requirement that amendments be
submitted before Town Meeting because the legislative process would be impeded.
Motion: Ms. Colby-Clements moved that the TGSC should recommend that the Town encourages
submission of amendments for public review prior to Town Meeting and gives priority to
amendments that are pre-filed. Ms. Stapczynski seconded the motion. The committee voted by
roll-call unanimously in favor of the motion.
9. Allow for a vote on an article before consideration is given to an amendment
Mr. Fox spoke on behalf of the Town Meeting Efficiency subcommittee. The sub-committee does
not support this reform because
 it is not clear how Town Meeting would judge which articles might be voted upon before
due debate and opportunity for amendment,
 the reform might be abused to “railroad” an article through Town Meeting before it has
been legitimately amended,
 it is not clear that this reform would save time,
 the reform may cause legal challenges.
Mr. Simko read Mr. Cotton’s comment on this reform (reading from the email that Mr. Cotton
submitted prior to the previous meeting). He also opposes this reform and cites the first two
objections raised by the sub-committee.
Motion: Mr. McBrien moved that the TGSC does not support a reform that allows a vote on an
article before consideration is given to an amendment. Mr. Floreen seconded the motion. The
committee voted by roll-call unanimously in favor of the motion.
10. Hold perennial fall Town Meeting for zoning/planning articles
Mr. Fox spoke on behalf of the Town Meeting Efficiency subcommittee, which recommended that
this reform should not be adopted. State law requires a Town to accept an article provided that
certain basic requirements are met (for example, that the article has been signed by only 10
residents). The Town could not prevent zoning articles at the spring Town Meeting or non-zoning
articles at the fall Town Meeting. Thus, this reform would be unworkable and cannot be pursued.
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In any case, even if it were feasible to separate zoning from non-zoning, it is doubtful that this
would increase efficiency. In principle, two shorter meetings might be easier for a resident to
attend than one longer meeting. In reality, it is equally probable that holding biannual meetings
would invite more articles to be submitted in total.
Motion: Mr. Fox moved that the TGSC do not support perennial fall Town Meeting for
zoning/planning articles. Ms. Ralston seconded the motion. The committee voted by roll-call
unanimously in favor of the motion.
Mr. Fox recommended that the TGSC report should clearly state the justification for this decision.
This concept comes up regularly and it is important that residents know that there are concrete
reasons why their suggestions are not acted upon.
11. Separate deliberation and voting at Town Meeting (i.e “bifurcation”)
Mr. Simko spoke on behalf of the Town Meeting Public Engagement subcommittee. This
committee has met 10 times on this matter. During that time, the subcommittee has explored five
or six options and has finally reached a conclusion with which all members agree.
One of the options considered is that Town Meeting debates articles but the outcome is decided by
ballot afterwards, akin to New Hampshire “SB2” format Town Meetings. Massachusetts law does
not allow for this and there is strong opposition to it ever being allowed. This option was rejected.
Readers are referred to the minutes of March 1st meeting of the TGSC for a detailed discussion of
why “SB2” was rejected.
Mr. Simko read the sub-committee’s proposal and details of their deliberations from the minutes
of their March 26th meeting. As Mr. Simko read the minutes verbatim, readers are referred to those
minutes as a sufficient record of the sub-committee’s report to the full committee. Nonetheless,
the specific proposal brought before the full committee is reproduced here:







The current conduct of Town Meeting would not be not altered. Each article would be
presented, debated, and voted upon.
But before Town Meeting, there would be made available to residents days or a week
before Town Meeting a session or series of sessions wherein public and private article
proponents would present on their articles and answer questions from residents.
The session(s) would be live-streamed so that remote and in-person residents could ask
questions and make comments.
The session(s) would also be recorded so that residents could listen to the material on their
own schedule. Those residents would be able to email questions to article proponents. The
recordings could have time markings to allow residents to “jump” to the articles that
interest them.
Multiple sessions could be held to allow for the grouping of financial articles,
zoning/planning articles, bylaw amendments, etc.

During discussion, the following points of clarification were offered in response to comments and
questions from members of the full committee who are not members of the sub-committee:
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It was stressed that this proposal specifically requires that the conduct of Town Meeting
should not be changed. Proponents of an article would still be required to present,
opponents would be allowed to do so, and the public would be permitted to ask questions.
Over time, it would be hoped that more and more residents would avail themselves of the
public sessions and the number of questions asked during Town Meeting would reduce.
However, the public’s right to ask questions during Town Meeting would remain, and
negativity towards those who ask questions (even if they replicate questions asked during
the public session) should not be tolerated
Indeed, it is essential that the public sessions are not considered to be part of Town Meeting.
Nothing said nor asked during a public session is in any way part of the business of Town
Meeting.
The public sessions prior to Town meeting would make more information available to
residents sooner.
o Residents would have more time to consider articles and have more information
available to them while they do so. Residents may be better informed when they
arrive at Town Meeting should they wish to be.
o Listening to the Q&A during the public sessions might drive better understanding
by the public than simply listening to presentations.
o Q&A during the public sessions may also inform presenters how to better prepare
for Town Meeting
o Finally, robust Q&A in advance of Town Meeting will promote transparency
The objective of the public sessions is not to shorten Town Meeting but to enhance
information availability. If, over time, more and more residents were to participate in the
public sessions and Q&A during Town Meeting were to reduce commensurately, this
would be a valuable side-effect, but not the intended goal.
The public sessions prior to Town Meeting would not duplicate the meetings that boards
and committee hold prior to Town Meeting to decide their position on articles that are
within their remit. The former would be designed specifically for the benefit of the public
and public participation would be encouraged. The latter are meetings at which the boards
and committees to conduct their business that the public may observe. Furthermore, the
public sessions prior to Town Meeting would offer a “one stop shop” for information on
all articles, whereas discussion of articles is distributed across multiple meetings of
multiple boards and committees.
Proponents of private articles cannot be required to speak at the public sessions. It is
thought that generally, they would be pleased to make good use of the additional
opportunity to state their case.
Finally, for clarity, it was reiterated that the proposal favored by the sub-committee does
not separate presentation, debate and voting during Town Meeting, even though earlier
“bifurcation” ideas did this

Motion: Mr. Floreen moved that the TGSC adopt the proposal as outlined in the minutes of the
March 26th meeting of the Town Meeting Public Engagement sub-committee. Mr. McBrien
seconded the motion. The committee voted by roll-call unanimously in favor of the motion.
12. Enhance the Town Manager’s pre-Town Meeting reviews
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The reform to separate deliberation and voting at Town Meeting (Reform 11) has evolved to
include pre-Town Meeting reviews as a key component. When the committee voted in favor of
Reform 11, this reform became redundant as a separate item and the committee agreed that it
should be withdrawn without a vote
13. Support policy that Town governance be reviewed at some specified frequency
Mr. Simko introduced this potential reform. The question is whether the Town should formally
adopt a policy that Town governance be reviewed at some specified frequency, and whether such
a policy should be further formalized as a change to the Charter or as a Bylaw.
Most members of the committee expressed a view on this, with the following common themes.
 It is not possible to predict when a new review would be needed. Changes in circumstances
dictate when a review should take place, not a pre-ordained timescale.
 The Select Board can empanel a committee at any time to conduct a new review, and
residents can petition the Select Board at any time to do so. A formulaic approach is not
required. Indeed, it was felt that the Town and/or Select Board will “know that the time is
right”.
 However, it is important that the current TGSC makes clear that we do not believe that any
conclusions we offer are definitive in perpetuity. This would be both arrogant and
incorrect.
 The current TGSC believe that this current study has been a healthy exercise and
worthwhile.
Mr. Simko read Mr. Cotton’s comment on this reform (reading from the email that Mr. Cotton
submitted prior to the previous meeting). He opposes a formulaic approach and his rationale aligns
with that stated by the committee.
Motion: Ms. Doherty moved that the TGSC withdraw this reform and take no action, but that the
final report should include a statement that TGSC believe that this current study has been a healthy
exercise. Mr. Floreen seconded the motion. The committee voted by roll-call unanimously in
favor of the motion.
14. Designate an advocate(s) at Town Meeting to relay resident feedback during article
discussions
After protracted discussion, it was agreed that the proposal was not sufficiently developed to allow
a decision during this meeting. The Town Meeting Public Engagement subcommittee should
reconvene and report back to the full committee at the next meeting at which a decision should be
made.
15. Provide online Town Meeting training videos on process, the budget, zoning, etc.
Ms. Stapczynski spoke on behalf of the Town Meeting Miscellaneous Reforms subcommittee.
The sub-committee proposed that online training videos should be developed and made available
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so that residents may watch these on demand. These videos should be professionally produced,
and cover topics such as the overall flow of Town Meeting and the specific flow of how an article
handled, how residents might prepare themselves for Town Meeting, the significance of certain
words and phrases, how a resident may speak on an article, how a resident may offer and
amendment, and examples of specific procedural points. Ms. Stapczynski noted that other towns
have already embarked on this, for example, Northwood.
Mr. McBrien suggested that the videos might be designed to tell a story, for example, one might
follow a particular article from its being moved to the Moderator announcing the outcome of the
vote. Key steps would be called out and explained. A second video might then look at a more
complex example, for example, follow an article through an amendment, and so on. The stories
might use real examples from recordings of previous Town Meetings but the production might be
clearer if staged examples were used.
Mr. Simko informed the meeting that the Town is planning on creating some kind of “citizens’
academy”. However, it was agreed that the two initiatives should not be folded into one so as not
to constrain either.
Motion: Mr. McBrien moved that the TGSC support online Town Meeting training videos made
available for on-demand viewing by residents. Mr. Simko seconded the motion. The committee
voted by roll-call unanimously in favor of the motion.
16. Provide “welcome packet” orienting new residents on Town Meeting
Ms. Ralston commented that a “welcome packet” orienting new residents on Town Meeting would
cover the same ground as the online training videos. Thus, both media should be used as
appropriate in an integrated offering when the Town Meeting training is developed.
However, during discussion, it was suggested nonetheless that a personalized letter should be sent
to new residents of Andover. This letter would be brief, written to make the new resident feel
welcome in and by our Town, and signed with wet signatures by Town officials (Town Manager,
Chair of Select Board and/or others, to be decided). This letter may include a brief reference to
the online training to raise awareness, but this should not be the primary content.
Motion: Ms. Doherty moved that the TGSC strongly recommends that a personalized letter should
be sent to new residents of Andover, signed with wet signatures by Town officials. Mr. McBrien
seconded the motion. The committee voted by roll-call unanimously in favor of the motion.
5. Next Steps
1. The Town Meeting Public Engagement Subcommittee shall reconvene prior to the next
meeting of the full committee to clarify the concept of resident advocates and report back
to the full committee at its next meeting.
2. The committee shall reconvene during week commencing April 12th to deliberate and
decide upon the resident advocate concept and start work on the secondary and tertiary
topics. The committee will consider the list of secondary and tertiary topics, decide which
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are still relevant and/or not already decided as part of the form of government deliberations;
decide on which topics may be bundled and considered together; and decide how the
committee should process these topics. It is not the intention that the committee will
discuss specific topics at this forthcoming meeting. The minutes of the January 6 th 2020
committee meeting include a categorized list of all topics.
3. It is essential that the final report be drafted in parallel to ongoing committee deliberations
where possible to allow the committee to deliver the report in a timely manner. Ms.
Ralston, Mr. Floreen and Mr. Simko have already started to draft the committee final
report, focusing so far on documenting the background, procedure and processes, etc. The
report-writing team will provide an update at the next meeting, and the committee will give
feedback and offer directional guidance.
4. Mr. Simko will liaise with the Town Manager who will coordinate with the Chair of the
Select Board to make arrangements for the committee to update the Select Board.
5. New business:
a. Ms. Ralston asked that the committee explicitly discuss DEI during a future
meeting, including whether the TGSC should formally endorse the Town’s
statement on inclusivity or should craft our own focused on governance and how
the final report should be drafted to conform to the principles.
Adjournment
Ms. Doherty moved that the meeting adjourn, Mr. McBrien seconded. The committee voted by
roll call unanimously in favor and the meeting was adjourned at 6:22 pm
Respectfully submitted,
Andrew McBrien, Clerk
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Appendix 1: Comment Submitted by Mr. Hartwell
Hello,
I was recently informed that the committee had originally set out to focus on ensuring Andover’s
government achieves positive outcomes in these dimensions:
Transparency
Accessibility
Representativeness
Effectiveness
Efficiency
Accountability
I was surprised to hear this as in the last few months I've been following closely to the committee
debating and presenting and have not explicitly heard or seen a baseline of where we are today
on these "outcomes" and where we think we need to be to measure success.
For the reforms you are considering, how are you measuring success?
In my read of the agenda with reforms under consideration for the 3/29/2021 meeting, it isn't
clear how any of them, if implemented, can achieve a better outcome if we aren't explicit about
what is happening today to see how tomorrow is better (or worse.)
Taking the 3 reforms as examples the committee has already endorsed and what is the
"Intended/Purported Benefit"...How do we know we shorted a meeting? How do we know if
context of articles is more understandable? How do we know if we've made the meeting more
efficient, inclusive, civil, and honest? And how does this relate to the outcomes we set out to
achieve? Have we moved the needle toward better governance in Andover?
I believe that which is not measured, cannot be improved. I'm curious how the Committee's hard
work over the past duration can translate to outcomes. Please don't disappoint.
I have provided some examples of outcomes for consideration:
https://tomhartwell.files.wordpress.com/2021/03/andover-town-governance-citizen-feedbackanalysis.pptx
https://tomhartwell.wordpress.com/2021/02/24/can-direct-democracy-in-andover-be-inclusiveinformative-and-flexible-on-ways-to-participate/
Cheers,
Tom
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Appendix 2: Email Submitted by Mr. Cotton
Hi Austin,
I offer the following comments and suggestions relating to some of the proposals on the "non-exclusive
list" of reforms under consideration.
3 - I would suggest a one- or two-meeting experiment, using different satellite venues, to ascertain their
popularity and to test procedures.
5 - This proposal, to its credit, would have precluded the Moderator's much-disputed decision to
disallow a consolidated discussion of two related articles on the Dascomb Road development. However,
the proposed solution may be too rigid. An automatic consolidation of discussion might not always be
the best way to proceed; a sequential discussion of complicated articles might at times be more orderly
and understandable. Instead of automatic consolidation, apparently related articles should be subject
to consolidated discussion (a) when requested by the proponents; (b) at the discretion of the
Moderator; or (c) when, on a motion from the floor, Town Meeting so votes.
6 - Advance submission of amendments is not always practicable, and if made a rule would at times be
counterproductive. Proponents of an amendment should be encouraged to provide them in advance if
possible and/or bring them to the meeting typed out or on a thumb drive. But sometimes, the most
pertinent amendment is one prompted by debate at the meeting. It would serve no compelling
legislative purpose to preclude amendments which, for example, clarify the article's intent, limit the
reach of an article, or offer a compromise. The need for such amendments, and others, may only
become clear as debate proceeds.
7 - This suggestion makes no procedural sense. Who is to judge, in the absence of a vote on the
amendment, that it is a "non-starter"? It has happened not infrequently that the original article, without
the amendment, is the non-starter but it passes with the amendment. And, on the flip side, it should
never be presumed that the proponent of an article - whether the Town, a developer, or any other
private interest - should have a pathway to jamming the article through without even the consideration
of amendments.
12 - One of the pillars of Open Town Meeting is the participation by citizen-legislators in the making of
Town policy decisions. That participation - in the most democratic process afforded by any type of
government in the country - is open to every registered voter. But that participation likewise demands a
minimum level of commitment - in essence, showing up for the debate. That has worked well in
Andover. By contrast, I have seen in a neighboring community a Town Meeting culture in which
developers "pack" the meeting by speed-dialing relatives, employees, and subcontractors just in time to
vote on a particular zoning article, after which they depart en masse. Fortunately, we don't have that
culture in Andover. But bifurcating Town meeting, with all votes compressed to a single, relatively brief
session, seems prone to enhance the likelihood that the turnout for deliberative sessions will be
dwarfed by attendance at the votathon, populated by a surge of one-nighters who have invested little or
no time hearing the merits. A major feature of the civic culture in Andover is that so many citizens come
together, in person, to hear, debate, and vote on the future of the Town. That feature would be
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undercut if the hearing-and-debate component were to be overshadowed by a session consisting of
little more than sitting in silence, clicker in hand, to vote in rapid-fire succession on each article.
14 - It seems much too mechanistic to require the convening of a study committee like this one on
some arbitrary cycle. Without amending the Town charter or enacting a bylaw, any resident can seek to
persuade the Select Board to set up another governance study committee. And if the Select Board
declines, ten residents can bring to the floor of Town Meeting an article for another governance study
whenever they perceive the need.
Cheers,
Steve Cotton
19 Pomeroy Rd.
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