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 RE:    Open Meeting Law Complaint 

 Public Body:   Sudbury School Committee 

 Complainant:   Nicole Burnard 

 Alleged Violation Date: February 4, 2026 

 

Dear Ms. Burnard: 

Reference is made to the above-captioned matter. The Sudbury School Committee 

(“Committee”) met on March 2, 2026 during which it reviewed your complaint under the 

Massachusetts Open Meeting Law, G.L. c. 30A, §§18, et seq. and authorized our office to 

respond on its behalf. 

 

 You made your complaint on February 25, 2025.1 Within the lens of the Massachusetts 

Open Meeting Law, G.L. c. 30A, §§18, et seq., your complaint alleges that the Sudbury School 

Committee violated the Open Meeting Law when: (1) the Committee Chair contacted legal 

counsel about Committee decisions without Committee authorization; and (2) Committee 

members improperly deliberated about an agenda item.  

 

 The Open Meeting Law was enacted “to eliminate much of the secrecy surrounding 

deliberation and decisions on which public policy is based.” Ghiglione v. School Committee of 

Southbridge, 376 Mass. 70, 72 (1978).  

 

 As to the allegation concerning contacting and communicating with legal counsel, the 

complaint alleges non-compliance with School Committee Policy BDG. Even if true, this would 

not constitute a violation of the Open Meeting Law. See OML 2017-189 (finding public body did 

not violate Open Meeting Law in not allowing public comment where “[w]hile there is 

disagreement over interpretation of the Board’s policy around citizen query, we note that the 

Attorney General only enforces the Open Meeting Law, and does not enforce individual public 

body policies.”). To this end, the Committee has maintained a practice where Chairs have 

 
1 Complaints made under the Open Meeting Law must be filed with both the public body Chair and the Town Clerk. 

In this case, it was only filed with the Town Clerk with written notice to the Chair that an Open Meeting Law 

complaint had been filed.  
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contacted legal counsel about certain matters without prior authorization from the entire 

Committee. In addition, where a complaint alleges that a public body Chair has effectively made 

decisions or took actions that should have been made by the public body as a whole, this 

allegation goes to the authority of individuals such as the Chair versus the public body to take 

action on particular matters, which is not a matter governed by the Open Meeting Law. See OML 

Declination 5-14-2025; OML 2018-144. Therefore, even accepted as true, the allegations 

concerning this portion of your complaint do not constitute a violation of the Open Meeting Law.  

 

  As to the allegation concerning improper deliberation of a potential agenda item, a 

“meeting” is defined, in relevant part, as “a deliberation by a public body with respect to any 

matter within the body’s jurisdiction.” G.L. c. 30A, § 18. The law defines “deliberation” as “an 

oral or written communication through any medium, including electronic mail, between or 

among a quorum of a public body on any public business within its jurisdiction; provided, 

however, that ‘deliberation’ shall not include the distribution of other procedural meeting [sic] or 

the distribution of reports or documents that may be discussed at a meeting, provided than no 

opinion of a member is expressed.” Id. For the purposes of the Open Meeting Law, a “quorum” is 

a simple majority of the members of a public body. Id.  

 

In addition, “[a] communication between a public body member and the chair for the 

purpose of adding a topic to a meeting agenda is not deliberation, even if the discussion is 

between a quorum of the public body, so long as discussion is limited to the request to add the 

topic to a meeting agenda. This type of communication is an administrative task and falls outside 

of the definition of deliberation.” See OML 2021-41; OML 2017-7; OML 2013-4. 

 

Our office investigated to determine whether any improper deliberations occurred, as this 

would constitute an open meeting law violation and require remedial action. The investigation 

determined that one member, unsolicited, shared specific items with the Chair in late November 

that they wanted to add to an upcoming meeting agenda.2 This request did not convey any 

opinions but rather sought the opportunity to address the issues in a Committee meeting. The 

Chair concurred that the issues needed to be addressed and did not otherwise solicit any opinions 

from Committee members on the Superintendent’s performance, and sought guidance from legal 

counsel on next steps. These actions do not constitute improper deliberations under the Open 

Meeting Law.  

 

 
2 These items are contained in the November 2025 email you attached to your Complaint, which was provided in 

response to a public records request. The Committee must vote to waive attorney-client privilege in communications 

before they are disseminated. In this case, it does not appear such a vote has taken place, therefore the 

communication remains privileged and is prohibited from dissemination without appropriate redactions. To maintain 

privilege, our office has properly redacted the document in attaching the complaint to this response. However, if the 

matter goes before the Attorney General’s office for review the Committee will cooperate with their need for 

information. 



 

 
March 6, 2026 

Page 3 

 

 

Accordingly, the Committee has not violated the Open Meeting Law in the manner 

alleged.    

 

Very truly yours, 

 

/s/ Jennifer F. King 

 

Jennifer F. King 

 

Attachments: OML Complaint 

cc: Karyn Jones, Chair, Sudbury School Committee 

  Division of Open Government 



The Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Office of the Attorney General 

One Ashburton Place 
Boston, Massachusetts 02108

OPEN MEETING LAW COMPLAINT FORM

Instructions for completing the Open Meeting Law Complaint Form

The Attorney General's Division of Open Government interprets and enforces the Open Meeting Law, Chapter 30A of the 
Massachusetts General Laws, Sections 18-25. Below is the procedure for filing and responding to an Open Meeting Law 
complaint. 

Instructions for filing a complaint:
o Fill out the attached two-page form completely. Sign and date the second page. File the complaint with the public 

body within 30 days of the alleged violation. If the violation was not reasonably discoverable at the time it 
occurred, you must file the complaint within 30 days of the date the violation was reasonably discoverable. A 
violation that occurs during an open session of a meeting is reasonably discoverable on the date of the meeting. 

o To file the complaint: 
o For a local or municipal public body, you must submit a copy of the complaint to the chair of the 

public body AND to the municipal clerk.
o For all other public bodies, you must submit a copy of the complaint to the chair of the public body. 
o Complaints may be filed by mail, by email, or by hand. Please retain a copy for your records. 

o If the public body does not respond within 14 business days and does not request an extension to respond, 
contact the Division for further assistance. 

Instructions for a public body that receives a complaint:
o The chair must disseminate the complaint to the members of the public body.
o The public body must meet to review the complaint within 14 business days (usually 20-22 calendar days).
o After review, but within 14 business days, the public body must respond to the complaint in writing and must 

send the complainant a response and a description of any action the public body has taken to address the 
allegations in the complaint. At the same time, the body must send the Attorney General a copy of the complaint 
and a copy of the response. The public body may delegate this responsibility to an individual member of the 
public body, its counsel, or a staff member, but only after the public body has met to review the complaint.

o If a public body requires more time to review the complaint and respond, it may request an extension of time for 
good cause by contacting the Division of Open Government. 

Once the public body has responded to the complaint:
o If you are not satisfied with the public body's response to your complaint, you may file a copy of the 

complaint with the Division by mail, by email, or by hand, but only once you have waited for 30 days after filing 
the complaint with the public body. Mail may be sent to: The Division of Open Government, Office of the 
Attorney General, One Ashburton Place - 20th Floor, Boston, MA 02108. Emails may be sent to: 
openmeeting@state.ma.us. 

o When you file your complaint with the Division, please include the complaint form and all documentation 
relevant to the alleged violation. You may wish to attach a cover letter explaining why the public body's 
response does not adequately address your complaint. 

o The Division will not review complaints filed with us more than 90 days after the violation, unless we granted an 
extension to the public body or you can demonstrate good cause for the delay.

If you have questions concerning the Open Meeting Law complaint process, we encourage you to contact the Division of 
Open Government by phone at (617) 963-2540 or by email at openmeeting@state.ma.us. 


























































