M.O.R.E.

Municipal Efficiencies Subcommittee

MEETING MINUTES

Tuesday, June 9, 2015

Members Present: Rep. Arconti, Rep. Conroy, Rep. Godfrey, Rep. Ryan, Rep. Steinberg, Sen. Formica, Ben Wenograd, Fillmore McPherson, Matthew Brokman, Betsy Gara, Mark Lyon, Michael Maniscalco, Ed Mone, Leo Paul, Donald Stein, Ron Thomas, Gayle Weinstein, Jeremy Zeedyk.

Rep. Kevin Ryan convened the meeting. He added that all working groups have had a chance to meet with the exception of the healthcare group. He added that Ben Wenograd has been willing to lead group.
Rep. Ryan requested updates on where working groups stand, to get a sense of when they will be ready to present to the subcommittee in order to develop legislation for next session. He stated that he would like to discuss proceedings for the summer and going forward. 
Rep. Conroy discussed the progress of the mandates working group. Conroy began by saying that the group met one time since working groups started.  As a group they have reviewed the list of Mandates in the State of Connecticut, several members came together to look at specific school mandates and a few from municipalities, and they are still reviewing mandates at this time. The group planned to meet following the meeting. 

Rep. Ryan asked if there was any consideration of mandates brought forward, and if they have been able to review them. 

Rep. Conroy responded that they are still in that process. There were no new mandates to bring forward, due to a low attendance at the first meeting. 

Rep. Ryan asked members of the subcommittee to submit additional mandates to 

Rep. Conroy. 

Moving on, Leo Paul gave his update of the Regional Policing working group which has met once thus far.  The group proposed an idea to conduct a study to answer questions the following questions: 

· Should a resident trooper be required in a community if they have constables? Is that fact or law? 

· Can a corporal or a sergeant be used in place of a state trooper for two or three towns allowing those towns to have their own constables (opportunity for regional policing)? 

· What are other opportunities for towns to join together and have a regional police force? 
The implication was made for the need to allocate funds in order to conduct this study.  
Don Stein mentions that Harwinton, Torrington, and Litchfield would like to have Torrington serve as a regional police force for the three towns, but the towns are not clear as to the legislative constrictions.   He adds that a discussion with leadership is necessary to determine what money would be available to do a study. 
Rep. Ryan suggests that the Regional Policing working group sees what information can be obtained through the OLR (Office of Legislative Research). Following this, they can see what additional research must be done. He adds that when this time comes, he will talk to leadership to see what resources are available. 
Don Stein commented that this matter is urgent because if this program isn’t completed between now and next budget season, the resident trooper program will largely disappear. He mentions that he has received a one year grace period from his Board of Finance, but something must be done within that period to make policing more affordable. 

Rep. Ryan opened the floor to questions for the Regional Policing working group.

Matthew Brokman expressed interest in joining the Regional Policing working group.. 

Rep. Ryan opened the floor to questions for the Mandates working group. Seeing none, he introduced Matt Brokman of the Retirement Working Group.  

Matthew Brokman said that the group has met once. There was general discussion concerning public opinion towards the system and what can be done to address concerns. The group was looking to schedule next meeting with the Comptroller to talk about opportunities for efficiency and get a perspective from the administrative entity. 
Rep. Ryan thanked Mr. Brockman and opened the floor to questions for the Retirement working group. Seeing none, he then introduced the Technology working group, whose co-leaders were not present. He introduced Jen March-Wackers who spoke on their behalf. 
Jen March-Wackers said that the group has been meeting regularly and exploring different areas of interest for the committee as well as key components of the group. She mentioned that Scott Jackson, Undersecretary for Intergovernmental Affairs, attended a recent meeting. Jen March-Wackers mentioned that last meeting centered on school technology like PowerSchool and how software can be shared among school districts. The main focus of the initiative is to support the use and funding of the Nutmeg Network and to assist the pilot projects that are underway to demonstrate the value of the network. The first three pilot projects for the network will be concluding at the end of the summer, and the next two were launching at the time of the meeting. The group is invested in developing new areas of interest for technology sharing. Jen March-Wackers asked Christine Ruman, if there was anything that she wanted to add about the school technology. 
Rep. Ryan added that Christine Ruman was present at the meeting in place of Mary Glassman. 

Christine Ruman began by stating that she is the Assistant Manager for the Office of Regional Efficiencies.  She said that the Education Policy working group of the Regional Entities subdivision met with the Technology working group to discuss PowerSchool as the main student management system that can be shared among districts. She explains that every school district has a student management system, but they pay separately. A combined system would result in cheaper cost, and data could be accessed across district lines to facilitate regional planning (i.e. transportation, English language learners, special education programs). 
Ben Wenograd said that the group had no updates, given their limited time frame. However, since the group was formed, the health care pooling bill did pass in the legislature and is awaiting a signature from the Governor.  Implementation of the bill will be one of the topics covered in later meetings. The group will visit the comptroller’s office to see how quickly the bill can be put into place. 

Rep. Ryan opened the floor to questions. 

Sen. Paul Formica requested to direct a question at the Technology working group regarding the Nutmeg Network. He asked if there was any need for the increased gigabyte effort, with the state pushing for the measure and cable companies claiming that it already exists. He inquires if the working group has looked into that matter. 
Jen March-Wackers answered that the group provided a presentation at their last meeting in front of OPM and from DAFS Group, where they determined that there is a difference between the Nutmeg Network and the “Gig Initiative” that the Office of Consumer Council is pursuing. The Consumer Council is mostly focused on private industry and residential connection whereas the Nutmeg Network is a government operation to link municipal facilities like schools, town halls and libraries, and at this point is not for residential or business use, though it is an Open Source network and could feasibly do that. The two programs may seem to relate, but they simply complement each other.  
Sen. Formica insisted that municipalities will end up taking the “financial brunt” of the gigabyte network. He asks if the towns are on the Nutmeg Network as well as the “Gig Initiative,” how will the two systems work together. 
Jen March-Wackers responded that the Nutmeg Network is a network in and of itself, with ten gigabyte speeds, is a very robust network, having the technological capabilities to run one or more gigabytes of data. The question is simply what level of service the towns choose to pay for beyond this. 

Sen. Formica asked if the cost can be passed on to the consumer, and expressed concern that there are unanswered questions concerning the two networks. 
Jen March-Wackers suggested that Sen. Formica refer to the Office of Consumer Council for information on the private network. 

Rep. Ryan suggested that Sen. Formica refer to the minutes of the Technology working group’s presentation to answer any further questions on the “Gig Initiative” in relation to the Nutmeg Network, and if he has any more questions to pass them on to the Technology working group so they can have a discussion. 

Don Stein clarified that the towns that signed on, signed on to an RFP that the consumer council put out, part of this being that the town select a contractor to implement the Gigabit network. He believes that the costs that Sen. Formica saw are possibly associated with the infrastructure needed in towns where it does not exist for the Gigabit network. However, there is no obligation for a town to join the Gigabit, a program primarily focused on private homes, home businesses, and industry. The Nutmeg Network is not used in businesses or homes. The goal of the Nutmeg Network is so the town can have its own efficient network to conduct business.  Mr. Stein also hoped to bring up an initiative that the Department of Emergency Management is pushing involving the enhancement of broadband wireless communications for public safety that would require billions of dollars of federal money. 
Jen March-Wackers added that she will be happy to take these topics back to the committee, including Rep. Formica’s concern regarding clarifying the difference between the Nutmeg Network and the “Gigabit Initiative” and how they might be able to support each other. She asked Sen. Formica, who originally posed the question, if that sounded like a reasonable summary of his concerns.  

Sen. Formica responded that though Stein was very clear in explaining the difference, he added that he was told by the cable companies that they have 94 percent saturation in the community; however the Office of Consumer Council has insisted that this is not correct. He posed the concern that if the network wants to reach every home in the community, cable companies may not want to service on poorly-kempt backroads, because there are not enough homes to justify the expense. Therefore, the municipalities and the legislature should have a clear understanding of what those costs are going to be to get to that point, and consumers should understand the eventual cost to them. 
Jen March-Wackers added again that she would be happy to bring the topics introduced by Sen. Formica to the committee, and any others that are presented. 

Don Stein added that the cost was discussed at the last meeting, and was the subject of his exploration for the presentation. Originally, it was thought that the network would be paid for by user fees, but he found that less and less so. The final agreement came down to treating the system like a school or a bridge or any other piece of infrastructure—even if you don’t use it, you will still end up paying taxes for it. The bottom line of that part of the meeting was that towns and cities could end up paying for all or part of that network, with the exception of the rare case that almost everyone signed on, causing user fees to balance the total cost. Otherwise, taxpayers are “on the hook.” 

Rep. Ryan once again opened the floor to questions for any of the work groups. Seeing none, he moved to the next item on the agenda, which was the discussion of the subcommittee’s future agendas. He added that his thought was that there are five major subject areas being handled by the work groups, and to stretch the committee any further would impair the working groups’ ability to continue their respective missions. He added that the work groups should continue as they are in the summer, and see where the various groups are in the Fall. At that time, if they feel that any groups have completed their work, they can explore other subject matter. He asked for opinions about the plan to allow work groups to work independently in the summer to give groups a chance to meet and flesh out their agendas and then reconvene for a subcommittee update in the fall. 
Michael Maniscalco added that the idea of public-private partnerships should be weaved throughout the goals of the different working groups, and wondered if there would be some way to work that into a presentation or at least part of the conversation to show its importance to Regional Efficiency. 

Rep. Ryan commented that adding the element of public-private partnerships was a good idea, and asked that Michael Maniscalco begin thinking of speakers who could give a presentation. 
Ron Thomas noted that the town of Manchester has introduced a similar initiative, and could partner with the town manager of Mansfield along with another representative to make a presentation. 

Rep. Ryan commented that such a presentation would be a cause for a summer meeting, and said that he will give Michael Maniscalco and Ron Thomas notice so they can begin planning it. 

Fillmore McPherson mentioned that at earlier meetings, there was discussion as to how to towns and their school districts could work together, and his town has been doing that for years. He volunteered to make a short presentation if there is interest. 

Rep. Ryan suggested combining the two ideas (public-private partnerships and school-municipal partnerships) into one presentation planned for some time in the summer. 

Christine Ruman added that the topic of school-municipal partnerships was discussed in the Education Policy working group and suggested a joint meeting. 

Rep. Ryan suggested a meeting take place following the presentation. 

Leo Paul asked if the topic of school regionalization would be discussed in the Regional group, such as the instance of Litchfield and Region 6—two different school districts within a mile of each other, and they can’t seem to get towns to come together and have a serious discussion about moving forward with regionalization through referendums or other methods. 
Rep. Ryan responded that the issue is more internal, something that the commission would be trying to accomplish within communities. He confirmed with Rep. Steinberg to confirm that they are looking at the issue. 
Leo Paul added that the group has talked to administrators in regionalizing towns and have discussed the benefits and difficulties that they have experienced throughout the process to gain information that they can distribute to potential candidates for regional school districts. 

Sen. Formica asked to be invited to any similar further meetings to aid in his efforts to regionalize the Litchfield High School and Region 6 due to a decreasing population. 

Rep. Ryan added that they can talk further about having a combined meeting. 

Don Stein introduced that the state budget relies on $25 million in savings from efficiencies, and asked if reaching that number will be discussed. Her concern is that if the committee does not begin actively searching for these efficiencies is that the money will eventually come out of municipalities. 
Rep. Ryan thanked Don Stein and opened the floor to further items. 

Fillmore McPherson expressed doubt as to the rationale and veracity of the budget’s 2.5 percent budget cap that has been imposed on municipalities considering the state’s record of financial mismanagement. 

Rep. Ryan responded saying that discussions were continuing previously to the passing of the implementer in order to better address the concerns of people like McPherson. He added that it was explained to the group that if there was going to be any real property tax relief, a cap would be necessary to see that actually occur.  

Rep. Ryan added that there are exceptions to the cap. 

Fillmore McPherson responded that the major exceptions included debt service and special education, but some important sectors that were not counted includes healthcare, which tends to increase by more than 2.5 percent each year. 

Rep. Tong added that CCM just came out with an analysis of SB 1, which can be supplied to members of the committee, and also expressed interest in expanding exceptions to the spending cap following discussions with towns to see what needs to be done, even though the bill doesn’t go into effect until FY 17. Special circumstances like federal grants that require matching should be considered. 
Gayle Weinstein added that CCM is also looking at expanding exceptions to the spending cap and stated at her last town board meeting that CCM was concerned about the spending that was and wasn’t included.  One of her concerns was that budget is flexible depending on revenue, and a definitive spending cap does not reflect this. She also wanted to know if the rule applied to each individual budget (her town passes three), or simply the “bottom line.” She worries towns might be left with a spending cap with no assistance from the state. 

Leo Paul echoed Gayle’s concerns, saying that towns could have to begin borrowing money for operating expenses, much like the state, and participate in reckless bonding. 
Rep. Ryan directed the conversation to Ben Wenograd. 

Ben Wenograd mentioned that the latest he saw from CBAC has been over the last four years, the state healthcare budget, on average, has increased less than 3 percent.

Rep. Ryan expressed his hope that working groups continue to meet over the summer, and that the subcommittee reconvene at some point over the summer to further discuss topics brought up in the meeting, especially public-private partnerships, school-municipal partnerships, and the $25 million savings called for in the budget to get a better idea of the committee’s broad responsibilities going forward. 

The minutes from last meeting were accepted without correction. 
Rep. Ryan adjourned the meeting. 

