Expense Control Task Force

Meeting Minutes – April 16, 2008
APPROVED

Expense Control Task Force

Meeting Minutes- April 16, 2008 

APPROVED

	Meeting Date: April 16, 2008

Meeting Location: Natick Town Hall, 3rd Floor Training Room
	

	Members in Attendance
	Kristine Van Amsterdam – Chairwoman
Dirk Coburn

Barbara Honthumb

Jeffrey Silverstein

Lori Andrews

Lori Rosen

Patrick Hayes – Clerk (arrived at 7:17 PM)

Absent:

Tony Lista

	Attachments
	A. Agenda for April 16 Meeting

B. Draft of the Expense Control Mission Statement

C. DOR Costing Analysis

D. Expense Reduction Prioritization Framework

E. Strategic Evaluation Methodology

F. Expense Task Force Programs for Consideration (Mr. Lista)

G. Cost Saving Brainstorming Inputs (Mr. Hayes)

	Call to Order
	The Chairwoman called the meeting to order at 7:13 PM and a proposed Agenda was distributed. (See Attachment A.)

	Prior Meeting Minutes
	The April 2, 2008 Meeting Minutes were presented and reviewed by the members present.  A few minor edits were requested by the members that were to fix punctuation.  
A motion, by Mr. Silverstein, was presented to accept the minutes with edits as noted; there was a second by Ms. Honthumb. The vote was unanimous to accept.

	Agenda Item 1: Mission Statement
	The Chair distributed the Mission Statement (Attachment B.) which was developed collaboratively between Mr. Silverstein and Mr. Colburn since the last meeting. The Chair asked each member to read and prepare any comments for discussion.

The Chair led the discussion by asking Misters Colburn and Silverstein if they could describe their intent and meaning of the expression “significant absolute” in the draft version.  Mr. Silverstein provided the intent of the wording and Mr. Colburn provided some expansion on the thoughts behind the language.

Selected changes were offered including:

· Ms. Andrews suggested “material” as an appropriate replacement for both words and there was general concurrence to consider that as a fit. 

· The Chair suggested to include “or” after the word services in the first sentence of the second paragraph
· Ms. Andrews suggested the use of “material” again, to replace “significant” in the second usage of it in the second paragraph.

· Mr. Hayes suggested adding the words “appointed, or” preceding the word “elected” in the third paragraph.

· Ms. Rosen asked if the Mission Statement needed to reflect the general expectation of the tenure of the task Force itself.  After some conversation it was decided to not codify and sense of time-duration or longevity in the Mission Statement.

The Chair read the Mission Statement reflecting the total set of agreed to edits. A motion was made by Ms. Rosen to defer accepting the Mission Statement until after a complete rewrite has been made, allowing time for the Task Force to reflect upon the edits. There was a second and the motion carried unanimously. The Mission Statement will be submitted again at the April 30 meeting. 

	Open Comment Period from Citizens
	Mr. Silverstein suggested that before we move further into the agenda that the Task Force take the opportunity to open the meeting up to the Citizens in attendance for questions, comments or input.  The Chair recognized the three citizens in the room and opened to floor to them.
One citizen, who has experience with Information Management and participated on the Information System Advisory Board, expressed his willingness to support the Task Force efforts and to be a conduit to the work his advisory team completed, including detailed analysis and recommendations.

A second citizen, who also has similar advisory group experience and Town Meeting member experience, encouraged the Task Force to look at all of the existing data, analysis, recommendations and advisory group reports as part of the fact-finding and due diligence efforts.

The third citizen expressed concern that the Task Force needed to be cognizant of the fact that many department heads in town and school system are being asked the same questions over and over; being asked for the same data time and again, and the Task Force should be both empathetic to any frustration that come out, as well as willing to mine the available information in detail before making redundant requests. As a second observation, the citizen noted that he attends many of the town meetings, school meetings, etc. and sees the department heads constantly in meetings. His question, somewhat rhetorical in nature, was if the department heads are in meetings all the time, who is back in the office directing staff and making sure work gets done. He expressed the point of view that someone should take all of that into consideration.

	Agenda Item #3:

Evaluation Criteria
	The Chair had distributed two documents (Attachments C and D) and a third (Attachment E) was distributed by Mr. Hayes, all to support the discussion on the approach for evaluating and prioritizing potential initiatives. 

The Chair asked Mr. Hayes to provide an overview of the Strategic Evaluation Methodology that was distributed.  

Mr. Hayes asked everyone to refer to Attachment E in order to follow along.  At the top level of evaluation and consideration is the core principle of the service being delivered and the need to understand “what is the purpose and to what expected benefit?” With that understanding the team would then determine the strategic objectives of how the service fits into the overall scheme for the Town of Natick. This leads to a series of evaluation steps that begin by determining the key strategic drivers of why this service is important, then an understanding of the core processes that are required to deliver the service, followed by analysis of the service being delivered against a set of guiding principles and evaluation criteria. 

Mr. Coburn asked Mr. Hayes if the service being evaluated is done based on the perspective of the people who do the value-added work or from the people who benefit from the delivery of the service? Also, he asked if there is a separate consideration for that the town should be doing overall?

Mr. Hayes suggested the “Decision Tree” which is part of Attachment E is one way to develop the first level of evaluation and focus analysis on both the value being created and whether the service is providing benefit to those who receive the service.
Mr. Hayes continued reviewing the document by taking the task Force members to the chevron titled Strategic Drivers.  At that point there is enough information to determine whether the service is even required and is providing some economic, societal or other benefit to the town.  Then the strategic evaluation continues with determining the source of value which analysis the different ways the service could be delivered- as usual, by privatization, outsourcing, re-engineering or should be eliminated altogether. The last two steps are contingent on the final analysis and recommendations coming out of the Sources of Value step.  The first is the development of the key issues that the Task Force or the Town must contend with prior to and during the ongoing decision-making processes and second is the development of the action steps or implementation plan that would effectively move to enacting the recommendation.
Mr. Hayes concluded by suggesting that the Strategic Evaluation methodology and the DOR Costing Analysis (Attachment C) and the Expense Reduction Prioritization Framework (Attachment D) would all work pretty well together and be much more complimentary then substitutional.

Discussion ensued and the task Force reviewed Attachments C&D again in greater detail.   One topic that was discussed centered on “town politics” and whether that should be factored into analysis and eventual recommendations.

The Chair provided an example from the previous night’s Town Meeting” wherein two different motions were made to refer the Warrant Article under discussion and debate to this task Force for analysis and evaluative recommendation.  Although both were voted down, the Chair made the point that we needed to be ‘aware” of the political environment we all are a part of but we should not be managed by it.  

Mr. Silverstein expressed a strong opinion that the Task Force has to tackle these political hot potatoes and that this is implicit in our Mission and our Charter from the Board of Selectman.

Both Ms. Honthumb and Ms. Andrews agreed with and expanded on the point made by the Chair that we have to acknowledge the political ramifications of our recommendations but shouldn’t be constrained by politics. 

Mr. Silverstein expressed the fact that we’re an advisory group acting as agents to the Board of Selectman and as such the politics that may impact the viability of our recommendations come after we have presented them.

Ms. Andrews changed the topical discussion and asked if the overall rating and evaluation process and scoring methodology (Attachment D) would allow the consideration of past experience?

The Task Force collectively made some minor edits to Category #4 on the Performance Evaluation Framework document by expanding the definition of financial impact to include costs, operating expenses, capital expenses, free cash and bonded elements.  As well, the task Force discussed the differences and similarities of Category #1 and #7, but in the end decided to leave separate.  Finally, the group added a 9th Category titled “Historical Review with four evaluative levels:

· 16-20 points- A “Net New” recommendation or one that is broadly advocated across constituencies 

· 8-15 points- A recommendation that has previous structure and financial analysis completed and may or may not have been recommended

· 2-7 points- A recommendation that has been previously implemented in a limited or modified manner 

· 0-1 points- A recommendation that has been mostly or fully implemented, regardless of the level of success

These were incorporated into the draft documents and changes will be reflected in the documents which will be redistributed at the next meeting

	Agenda Item 4: Brainstorming Ideas
	The Chair referenced the two sets of initial brainstorming efforts (Attachments F & G) from Mr. Lista and Mr. Hayes.  The Task Force considered these and other ideas during a broad discussion for a limited period of time. In addition to concepts around elimination, consolidated, outsourcing, privatization and efficiency improvement, the concepts of regionalization and self-service/automation were added.
It was agreed to take these brainstorming concepts and document them in to a cross-tab structure to enable the task Force to work with it over time.

	Agenda Item #5: Potential Assignments
	The document will be distributed to task Force members in advance of the next meeting with sufficient time to allow each member to reflect on the concept and use the Evaluation Scoring Framework to do an initial ranking.  It’s expected each member will complete this and bring their work product to the April 30 meeting. Further assignments will be made after the initial review and prioritization.

	Agenda Item #6: Follow-Up and Other Business
	Mr. Silverstein asked the group if we should revisit Ms. Rosen’s question from earlier on the “status and length of term” of the Task Force?  It is the consensus that the Task Force as a body serves at the pleasure of the Board of Selectman and therefore has no definitive term limits.

Mr. Silverstein asked the Chair what was the remaining term on the Collective Bargaining contracts with the unions representing town and school employees? It’s the understanding that the contracts run for well over a year and possible have two years remaining.

Lastly, there was discussion on the general concern that the Expense Control Task Force (ECTF) my duplicate efforts of any one or more of the various Town groups or committees such as FinCom, the School Board Budget Committee, Financial Planning Committee, and so on.

The Chair suggested the ECTF could easily play a role that reached beyond any of these committees. We serve at the pleasure of Board of Selectman, we may or may not have Warrants referred to the ECTF from Town Meeting, we can easily play a role of audit and investigation to look deep into the various Operating and Capital Expense requests and do so differently than FinCom or the School Budget Committee.  In short the ECTF has a broader mandate and purview.  

	Agenda Item #7: Next Meeting Date
	It was confirmed that the next meeting will be held on April 30 at 7:00 PM EDT at Town Hall, with a location to be determined and announced in advance.

	Agenda Item Last:

Adjournment
	A motion was made to end the Task Force Meeting; a second was received and all voted in favor of adjournment. The meeting was adjourned at 10:17 PM.

	
	Respectfully Submitted via email by,

Patrick Hayes
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