M.O.R.E.

Municipal Efficiencies Subcommittee

December 16th, 2015 Room 2B of the LOB

MEETING MINUTES

Present: Rep. Ryan, Rep. Stafstrom, Rep. Arconti, Sen. Formica

Fillmore McPherson, Ray Rossomado, John Filchak, Bonnie Reemsnyder, Leo Paul, Don Stein, Mark Lyon, Ben Wenograd, Mary Glassman, Steve Werbner, Lisa Heavner, Sheila McKay, Mike Muszynski, David Lenihan, 

Meeting convened at 11:02am.
Rep Kevin Ryan: convened meeting, and asks the committee for approval of the minutes. Minutes passed on voice vote. Forgo mandate workgroup update that was on the agenda.
 
Fillmore McPherson: mandates met on Monday, we will have more when we meet on the sixth.
 
Rep Kevin Ryan: Emphasizes that the committee is looking for new ideas for possible changes to mandates. Don’t want to just go over mandates that other committees have already gone over in the past. 

Kathy Demsey: (CFO Dept of Education).  Presentation of uniform chart of accounts 


Starts with a brief overview of how the Uniform Chart of Account (UCOA) came to be with legislation passed in 2012 that required districts to submit school financial data to the Department of Education (CSDE) using the UCOF starting in 2015. This UCOF project was combined with the Municipal Uniform Chart of Accounts project that is administered by the Office of Policy and Management (OPM), with Blum Shapiro being the selected vendor to implement both projects for CSDE and OPM. Due to the fact that there is no mandate on which UCOF to use Blum Shapiro has been working to create a mapping software that breaks down information at the district and school level that also aligns with the UCOF that was agreed upon at the state level. This mapping process is currently being implemented in all districts.

2014 saw a pilot test of the project in some districts, with full implementation beginning in March of 2015. 182 of the 190 school districts have submitted UCOF for the mapping process and that process has been completed for 148 of those 182 districts. Of those 148 districts, 114 have submitted their first round of data from the 2013-2014 fiscal year. 2013 and 2014 data was used because it is the first data set with audited ED-01’s. This has helped to make sure that the data reflected in the mapping is accurately reflecting what happened on the local level.


Small aside praising the districts for how they have handled this transition because the UCOF was supposed to help do away with the ED-01 filing, which has not been the case so far. Especially because districts are currently still filing with the state and the fed on top of the UCOA filing, this is also in a slightly different format.


Starting in 2016 Blum Shapiro and CSDE will review the mapping results with all districts to verify the accuracy of the data collected, which will be done by comparing ED-01’s across districts for abnormalities. Training for the mapping tool will be done by both CSDE staff and Blum Shapiro. Starting in the spring of 2016 the audited 2014-2015 data will be mapped and uploaded to the CSDE website.

CSDE has a statutory mandate to collect data on school districts expenditures through the ED-01 data. Filing for the ED-01 begins in September every year with a final audited filing happening in December every year. UCOF filing will follow the same dates and is tied in statute to the ED-01 filing.

The new UCOF filing will allow for expenditure comparisons down to the school level, when you could only look at the data on a district level before. This data will be available on the CSDE website around March every year and is available to all. There will be a new data system launched online that should be very helpful in breaking down all the data into different demographics. This breakdown will help everyone have a better understanding of the population that each school serves. All of this is an attempt to make it so you will be able to compare expenditures efficiently across districts. A link is also being created with OPM to the Municipal warehouse so that the data portal/dashboard will now have an educational component. 

Currently for in-kind costs of education municipalities budget their services and file an in-kind expenditure schedule, which gives the CSDE a comprehensive view of these expenditure, which is then published on the CSDE website. This helps to keep budgets in line even if it is being budgeted on the municipal side. Cautions against changing this process because it could have significant ramifications for municipalities when it comes to the way they budget, their Minimum Budget Requirements (MBR), and the flexibility they could have for contact negotiations for other services. 

 
Steve Werbner: When will the data be rolled out and what will training programs consist of?
 
Kathy Demsey: The first group of data (2013-2014 data) will be available to CSDE by the end of December and the way the initial reports will look like is currently being developed. This takes time because they are making sure that the data is presented in a way that truly reflects the data and doesn’t create any misconceptions. This should be ready for viewing on CSDE’s website in the spring.

All school districts will be trained in how to utilize the data, with CSDE staff available to train people as well. There are also talk with Blum Shapiro about create webinars that would be a permanent reference for municipalities. 
 
Steve Werbner: Will you make sure town’s financial staffs are trained as well as school staff?
 
Kathy Demsey: Absolutely. We already have a list of financial staff so it could certainly be done. 
Steve Werbner One final thing, what was is you meant before in term of how changes to the MBR could negatively affect municipalities? 
 
Kathy Demsey: There is currently a provision in statute for municipalities and districts to take savings that occur. What I was cautioning is that currently when budgeting on the municipal side you allocate funds in your budget for certain services to provide to the Board of Education (BOE), and those costs are not a part of a school’s MBR. If you were to move those costs into the MBR it would create more red tape for municipalities than needed. The caution was to make you all aware that changes that in-kind transfers are part of a larger conversation.  
 
Mary Glassman: Is the information required for the UCOA the same as the information needed for ED-01, and how do these differ?
 
Kathy Demsey: That’s the $50,000 question. It’s the same data at a different level.  Due to the history we already have with the ED-01 data we are confident when using it for comparisons and looking for abnormalities. We don’t know yet.

We are looking at the types of questions people will ask about the data at a per school level. For example we could have a case where parents will complain that one school in their district gets more money than the one their child goes to. That is why we want it paired with the CSDE website to show the full picture, which will help mitigate possible grievances while still keeping transparency alive. 
Mary Glassman: Follow up question. Capitol Region Education Council (CREC) relies on the ED-01 data to help form collaborations among towns, for example towns want to know special education transportation costs to see if they could collaborate. Will the UCOA data help us find the appropriate data to help with collaboration decisions?
Kathy Demsey: The answer is yes and no. Some of that type of data is already available through the ED-01. A lot will depend on when a district does its mapping to the UCOA and how they locally identify and break up these expenditures. If there was $2 million spent on special education it’d be up to the district to provide a breakdown of how the $2 million was spent.

It’s hard to tell initially and it may take a few iterations of data to get a breakdown that is that thorough. Initially it probably won’t be able to help with decisions like that. 
 
Rep Kevin Ryan: what kind of time frame do you have on data collection?
 
Kathy Demsey: Other massive data collection projects like this one have shown a 2-3 year horizon for really cleaning up the data.  
Mary Glassman: Emphasizes how important the full breakdown of expenditure data is to municipalities, especially when they are trying to collaborate on special education costs, as well as for non-educational budgeting decisions. 
David Lenihan: (CT Association of Schools Business Officials [CASBO])

Clarification on some of Kathy’s points;


Kathy mentioned the ED-01 has been the core for educational reporting for many years and is already backed by a chart of accounts called the National Center for Educational Statistics, which is the reporting arm of the US Department of Education. The process we have been talking about is mapping a new UCOA, which has already been in place for a long time.


There was a question in the past of should the UCOA be replaced because of new accounting systems, I’d say no because there already is a chart of accounts that supports local, state, and the federal filings. 


CASBO is committed to make validation of the data happen in 2016, but it’s critical it does happen because no school wants to report invalidated data. 

CSBE’s website database is fully supported by CASBO. The website will be the place where all of the education data will reside including the important financial and demographic information.  CASBO is also fully committed to all of these efforts going forward. 
 
Ray Rossomado: Would it be easier to just expand the ED-01 to include the data that will make it possible to compare equity and not confuse people? Why not roll back to an expanded ED-01 instead of making the agency do so much work to create a new recording system.  
 
Kathy Demsey: That’s a valid question that has been asked by staff themselves. CSDE feels that it is important to be a part of the UCOA project to help make this data easily accessible to both the legislature and the public. The UCOA project was chosen based on the broader perspective so that all data would be uniform with each other. Only expanding the ED-01, while possible, wouldn’t allow for some of the linkage in expenditures, which was the broader policy concern. 
 

Ray Rossomado: Would the new UCOA collect information on private donations to schools/make it reportable on the revenue side?

Kathy Demsey: It could, but would most likely be less visible for local school districts and more visible for charter schools because charter schools reporting information is slightly modified under the UCOA. 
David Lenihan: Follow up to Rossomado’s question on expanding the ED-01. The ED-01 has been the core reporting tool for years. CASBO agrees that we could expand the ED-01 to the school level and still provide accurate, transparent data, as well as being cost effective. 
 
Rep Kevin Ryan: When the UCOA was being discussed was CASBO a part of this discussion? Where there any public hearings? 
 

David Lenihan: There were some brief hearings at the Legislative level, but our involvement and concerns have been voiced since 2012. In order to complete the Education objective in a cost effective and easier way would be to expand schedule 12 of the ED-01 to include breakdowns at ever school level. 

Rep Kevin Ryan: You are only suggesting a broadening of the ED-01? Is there a way to expand the ED-01 and allow it to be a part of the UCOA as well so we can get a full break down of municipal spending?

David Lenihan: I would think so, but would have to defer the Kathy Demsey

Kathy Demsey: I would have to refer that question back to the Department.

Shelia McKay: Training wise, what more needs to be done and what is the expected support from Blum Shapiro?

Kathy Demsey: It hasn’t begun yet because the focus right now is on mapping and uploading the data. 
Training with the help of Blum Shapiro will consist of 1 on 1 training (for municipalities using smaller accounting programs like QuickBooks), as well as regional training. Any individual questions from municipalities that may need 1 on 1 training would be done by Blum Shapiro. We also plan to host webinars that would stay on the CSDE website. 

Shelia McKay: My impression was Blum Shapiro would hold 1 on 1 training in most if not all districts, is that commitment still there?

Kathy Demsey: Blum is doing 1 on 1 training in terms of all the mapping and part of that involves some training. Again if districts seek 1 on 1 training that is something that would be provided, but for purposes of efficiency and more sophisticated districts we wanted to take advantage of regional centralized training opportunities.
 
Rep Kevin Ryan: Thank you for your time Kathy. Mrs. Glassman you had talked last time about possibly looking into this issue a bit broader, what are your thoughts?
 
Glassman: This presentation was very helpful in answering some of the questions I had about using the UCOA and the ED-01 data. I thought it might be worth looking into what data the ED-01 provides already, but I didn’t have anything specific in mind. 
Rep Kevin Ryan: If there are no other comments let’s move to our next agenda item and discuss the set aside requirements. Mr. McPherson has talked with some people and has come up with a recommendation so I will turn the floor over to him.
 
Fillmore McPherson: As I recall from our previous discussion we had decided that the set aside was nice to have, but perhaps there wasn’t enough thought put into the impact it would have to municipalities. I’ve spoken with a number of town CEO’s from both sides of the aisle on this and the general desire would be to get rid of it entirely, but that may not be politically feasible. 

That being the case we believe that in order to improve this legislation the threshold be raised from $50,000 to $1 Million or $500,000 to keep the social good aspect of it, while lessening the impact on municipalities. 
Rep Kevin Ryan: One thing that stuck in my mind last time we spoke on this issue was how a town would go about allocating a certain percentage of a job to a minority contractor. How do you think your recommendation would help with this process?
Fillmore McPherson: A larger project, for example a $1 million street project, would mean that 25% of that goes to a minority business owner. That means for that $1 million project you would have $250,000, which represents a significant amount of that contract. This larger sum would make the project worthwhile to sub-contractors. 


The prime contractor is responsible for making sure that 25% is going to a minority contractor. That is why at a smaller level so many contractors won’t bother with it at all if the job is only for $50,000. They would have to go through all the red tape to make sure that 25% of that $50,000 project would go to a minority contractor, which just may not be worthwhile. At a higher project cost, like $1 million, it is much easier to sub-contract the required 25%.

 
Lisa Heavner: Simsbury has been working with DAS to do training with local businesses about how to get registered and be on DAS’s website. They have been visiting different regions to go through the registration process so that at least businesses can be properly ready. DAS was surprised they didn’t have full purview over this project, so they are doing what they can to help people get prepared.

Don Stein: I just want to reinforce the sentiment that Mr. McPherson gave. Small towns, even in the open bid process, tend to get local contractors who often times are owner/operators of their business. They end up having to deal with a lot of red tape on their own as they have no accounting staff. Also a small $50,000 job often times would be completed by a small contractor without sub-contracting out any of the work. Raising the threshold would allow larger companies to bid who have the administrative capabilities to make sure that the required 25% is sub-contracted out to a minority business owner. It also makes these jobs more worthwhile to local contractors because the current low threshold only serves to drive small businesses away. 
Ben Wenograd: Just looking over the language of the law now, there are some limitations on the size of the employer. The affirmative action plan from CHRO is about more than 50 employees, but there may be other requirements for under that number. Are you aware of any distinction?
 

Fillmore McPherson: I’m not aware of any required number of employees. My understanding is it’s a matter of annual sales/business conducted. I think it is $5 million of annual business that breaks the small business threshold.

Ben Wenograd: I’m looking at a summary that says that contractors with 50 employees or more awarded contracts of $50,000 must now follow and develop an affirmative action play with CHRO. So it looks like that requirement is only for larger businesses, but there are other requirements in here. 

Fillmore McPherson: I believe the affirmative action plan is a separate requirement for the actual contract itself, but we’d have to refer to the language.

Rep Kevin Ryan: Your recommendation is that we increase to the threshold to $500,000? How comfortable are people voting on this right now because our agenda only lists this as a discussion. I will try and get some of the questions we had on this issue answered and see if we can get it in a format for people to vote on next time.

Reminder to workgroups that session is almost upon us so we need to start get recommendations ready. 
Meeting is adjourned. 
