Special Town Council Meeting
Thursday, April 30, 2015
5:30 p.m.
Town Manager’s Conference Room
Wethersfield Town Hall

Attending: Mayor Paul Montinieri, Council Members Gerri Roberts, Jeff Kotkin, Stathis Manousos,
Michael Rell, Donna Hemmann, Mike Hurley, Tony Martino. Deputy Mayor Steven Barry arrived at
6:20 pm.

Town Staff Attending: Finance Director Michael O’Neil, Jeff Bridges, Town Manager.

The first item on the agenda was reviewing the Wethersfield Board of Education requested budget for
fiscal year 2015-2016. Representing the Board of Education was Michael Emmett Superintendent of
Schools. Mr. Emmett and his staff had prepared a supplemental document based upon several questions
he had received since he presented the BOE requested budget to the Town Council. (That ancillary
information is included as an attachment to these minutes).

Based upon the changes in circumstances that have occurred since the budget was developed, Mr. Emmett
stated that are $213,429.88 in various spending reductions available to the Town Council in the BOE
budget. There continued to be some additional discussion including Council Member Hurley stating that
he felt a lot of line items were increased without substantiation. He felt there were other areas that could
be reduced.

Council Members Manousos and Hurley left the meeting at 6:15 pm.

The next item on the agenda was Town Clerk Dolores Sassano presenting her requested budget for the
upcoming fiscal year. There were discussions regarding election impacts to the Town Clerk’s office,
revenue to the office, and various other duties and staffing.

The Council then reviewed the proposed budget of the Physical Services Department. Sally Katz,
Director of Physical Services appeared for the Department. This Department, due to a new trash
collection contract and a lower price for the service as well as lower fuel prices will have an overall
reduction in their total budget for next year. A new Maintainer 1 (half year) position and a couple of
additional seasonal employees have been included in the budget.

There was discussion on building maintenance and the use of the Facility Dude software. Ms. Katz
discussed the need for a new salt shed and how that will be impacted by certain environmental concerns
and design issues since it is in Old Wethersfield.

Deputy Mayor Barry asked about the fields. There was general discussion regarding maintenance and
need for additional improvements.



Finance Director Michael O’Neil went over the impact of the changes on the BOE budget on the total
budget which reduced the overall budget to an increase of 3.85%

Council Member Kotkin asked about the use of the bond premium from the sale of the $22 million bonds
for the High School Renovation project in the debt service budget. Mr. O’Neil went over that with the
Council. Some additional areas for further consideration are the delinquency rate and various other
revenues.

On a motion by Jeff Kotkin, seconded by Tony Martino, and with all present voting in favor, the meeting

adjourned at 8:18 p.m.

Minutes prepared by:
Jeff Bridges.
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Wethersfield Board of Education
127 Hartford Ave.
Wethersfield, CT 06109

Esteemed Members of the Town Council:

Enclosed, please find answers to questions posed to me in regards to the FY2015 Board of Education
budget.

Sincerely,

Wided 1 B

Michael T. Emmett
Superintendent of Schools






You asked: Why are we budgeting $10,000 for minor roof repairs? Should this be covered under a
maintenance contract or warranty with TREMCO?

We have budgeted miscellaneous roof repairs for the replacement of incidentals not covered
under warranty, including drain bowls and minor penetration damage to roofs (whether
initiated by equipment and/or pitch box installations).

You asked: Will we be able to spend the $45,654 for replacement and repair of interior and exterior
doors in addition to funds allocated under CIP for this purpose? Will our staff have the time to do so?

Yes. Emerson-Williams will be completed by CIP to replace glass-panel doors that do not meet
current security standards; Charles Wright will be completed with budgeted funds to replace
doors that are at the end of their useful lifespan. An outside contractor is hired to install and

repair doors. The decision to replace doors is made on a priority basis, in consideration of the
current needs of each school building.

You asked: Is the $14,750 budgeted for burner and boiler cleaning spent for outside services or
replacement parts?

This is for an outside contractor. The Board of Education does not employ enough skilled
tradespeople, nor owns the necessary equipment, to conduct annual maintenance across all
buildings simultaneously at the beginning of the heating season. It is far more cost effective to
subrogate necessary cleaning and maintenance of burners and boilers to a licensed, insured and
bonded firm that can provide prompt service to all of our locations within a short time frame.

You asked: Is the reduction in the fuel budget of $43,707 accurate? Why is our revised price of $2.17 (a

difference of .83/gallon from the estimated $3.00/gallon in the workpapers) not a savings of
$55,360.177

Several intermediate steps were taken in reaching the reduction of $47,222. Fuel for athletic
buses and maintenance/courier vehicles run on gasoline. Subsequent to the printing of the
budget workpapers, the amount of fuel oil was adjusted to $3.027/gallon; the reduction of 85.7
cents per gallon was taken from the 51,000 gallon diesel fuel total. The Board of Education uses
approximately 60,724 gallons of transportation fuel per year, not 66,000; this amount includes
both gasoline and diesel fuels. Further consultation with Heather Vargas, Town Analyst, Physical
Services, indicates a possible additional savings of $10,469 on gasoline (with a spread of $1.07
between our forecast $3.00/gal rate and the Town’s lock rate of $1.93, both inclusive of
applicable taxes, on unleaded regular). However, the Town'’s lock extends only through January,
2016, and any spike in the price of oil products may result in an over-budget condition for
unleaded gasoline used for maintenance, courier, and small student transport vehicles.






You asked: Why is there an increase in the transportation budget line of $15,000 for tennis only?

The increase in athletic transportation affects more than only tennis. It was decided in a meeting
this past fall that the renovations at the high school have had an impact on the athletic bus
schedule. Lack of fields/playing areas on campus for sub varsity soccer, boys and girls tennis, JV
and Varsity softball have increased our need to add shuttle runs and use the Durham Bus
Company. The disruption to our school has also led to an increase in "away" games which is
another reason for an increased line item for transportation. In addition, if forced to play a
home game at another schools' site we would not only absorb the cost of the officials and home
game expenses but also have to transport our teams to the event. We have also seen an

increase in numbers over the past few years in outdoor track and JV girls golf which has added
to our bus schedule.

You asked: Why is there no change in the amount of heating fuel oil/heat energy price when the price of
heating fuel oil has declined? Will the replacement of the Hanmer burner impact your oil consumption?

The Board of Education heats exclusively with natural gas. An increase in efficiency at Hanmer
will likely be recognized, but in the context of the size of the district’s climate-controlled square
footage, the efficiencies recognized will likely be too small to have a noticeable impact on our

energy consumption. The number and severity of heating-degree days will have a more marked
impact on our usage.

You asked: Will your savings on diesel fuel still be approximately $40,000?

Yes, these are contracted lock-in rates that are secured by Heather Vargas in the Town’s Physical
Services department.

You asked: What will you be able to save on healthcare costs with a 7.8% increase in health insurance
vs. the previously budgeted 8.9% increase?

With the change in the Healthcare Costs, we will be saving $130,604.

You asked: What will you be able to save in retirement and resignation savings from individuals who
have left service since Board approval of the budget?

We have had an additional retirement since the Board has approved the budget which results in
a savings of $28,650.






You asked: What impact will the replacement of the Hanmer burner at below-budget costs have on your
capital budget for FY2016?

There will be no impact on the CIP budget. The Hanmer burner project was funded from the
BOE-funded and Council-controlled non-lapsing 1% reserve account.

You asked: The Town is budgeting for flat water consumption/rates for the coming fiscal year. Why is
the BOE budgeting at a 20% increase?

In our consultation with the Town’s Physical Services Analyst, Heather Vargas, as well as MDC
representatives, we noted a projected increase in the monthly and/or quarterly charges
assessed for large water main accounts (accounts with 6” to 12” water mains). The Town’s
larger number of smaller buildings will experience either flat rates or decreases on the water
main charge portions of the bill; however, the Board of Education’s fewer, larger buildings will
suffer increases in service and connection charges. Additionally, prior years’ funding of the
water account has been inadequate for the actual usage of the Board of Education; the increase
proposed is to accurately budget for current usage trends as well as compensating for the
impact of large-main usage charges.

You asked: Can the new mathematics program be paid for on time? Can payments be spread out?

The possibility of spreading payments out over multiple years was considered and rejected; the
payment plans offered by the publisher are not favorable for a multi-year payment plan. Please
refer to the attached analysis for further detail.






Current Position/Budget Forecast Analysis:

Wethersfield Public Schools
2015 - 2016 Budget

2014 - 2015 Adopted Budget

54,797,198
2015 - 2016 Proposed Budget 56,613,414
Budget Increase 1,816,216

Budget Increase - %

3.31%

Additional Reductions

Health Care Costs 74,914
Health Care Employee & Retiree

Contributions 55,690
Additional Retirement 28,650
Transportation Fuel

Diesel Fuel 43,707
Gasoline 10,469

Total Reductions

(213,429.88)

Increase - Worker's Compensation Insurance

13,974

2015 - 2016 Adjusted Budget Increase

1,616,760

2015 - 2016 Adjusted Budget Increase - %

2.95%






Office of Curriculum & Instruction
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Cs Cﬁ Sally Dastoli
Director of Curriculum & Instruction
TO: Michael Emmett
Tim Howes
FROM: Sally Dastoli
DATE: April 13, 2015
RE: Purchase of Go Math!

Below you will find a cost analysis of a one year, three year and six year purchase agreement.
You will also find a recommendation to purchase the six year license agreement based upon a
careful and critical analysis of the resources available to us at this time and the savings to be
realized by electing to pre-purchase a six year commitment for support for Go Math!

Total Cost for :
Program 6 Yeor Term Cost Assumptions
e Dt $854.638 Includes startup costs of $210,776; assumes annual renewal costs

remain constant at $128,772/yr for 5 years (years 2 though 6)

[ncludes initial startup costs of $245,351 in year 1; assumes a
3-Year Commitment $596,702  [like amount for a three-year renewal in year 4 (covering years 1-
3 and years 4-6 respectively)

Includes initial startup costs and service & support commitment
6-Year Commitment $334,205  (for six years in proposal. Payable in one or two installments
within a calendar year.

It is the recommendation of the Office of Curriculum and Instruction that the Go Math! program,
which has already undergone a successful pilot and test phase within our schools, be purchased
for a six-year commitment totaling $334,205. This represents a net cost to the district of $55,701
per year over the six year term, and protects the district from unanticipated increases in the cost
of the program. There are shorter-term options available to the district that have been explored
and debated by the administrative team. However, the cost to benefit ratio is unfavorable; the
per-year cost for the three year program would increase to $99,450, and the annual cost for the
single-year program would be $128,772 per renewal year assuming no additional increases (and
including the startup fee to impute a straight-line annual cost, the district would have a real cost
of $142,440 per year for the annual renewal program). The substantial increase in costs —
between 79% and 156% of the annual cost on a six-year program versus a three-year or single-
year renewal schedule — and the positive results already experienced within the parameters of our
pilot program — have convinced administration that the six year program commitment will serve
the best interests of the district, its students, and its stakeholders.






Description of Purchase/Source Funds b Source Funds Detail
Gross Amount
6 Year License
$334,205
2015-16 Math Pilot Budgeted Amount
$(255,600)
FY16 Budgeted Expenditure for New Math
Program $240,000
FY16 Budgeted Expenditure for Tech Services
(Everyday Math — no longer used under new curriculum) $15.600
2014-15 Budget Year Expenditures
$(78,605)
Elementary Mathematics Textbooks
$13,900
Elementary Math Consumables (Includes budgeted
funds for FY15 implementation of pilot program) $41,200
Elementary Math Instructional Supplies
$23,505
Remaining Math Pilot Cost
$0

It is the recommendation of the Office of Curriculum and Instruction that the Board of Education
move to adopt funding as outlined above in order to secure the 6-year maintenance schedule for
Go Math! to replace our existing mathematics curriculum in grades kindergarten through six.
The proposal outlined will support the needs of our elementary instructors and will provide
needed support for mathematics instruction to prepare our elementary students for middle school,
high school and beyond. Electing to obtain a six-year support commitment for this program,
which has proved to be both highly successful and the best fit for our school system during the
pilot phase, will not only provide these necessary resources but will also save the district and
town considerable sums of money. The funding plan above allows for the use of the full
budgeted amount of $240,000 to defray the total program cost of $334,205. The balance will be
paid via FY2016 budgeted amounts of $15,600, earmarked for technical services (to provide for
Everyday Math, a program that will be superseded by Go Math!), and by FY2015 budgeted
amounts remaining in textbooks, consumables, and instructional supplies. Of the amounts
remaining within the textbook and consumable accounts, $15,000 was earmarked for additional
pilot programming of Go Math! and its competitors, and additional funds have been held in
reserve in order to adequately equip classrooms for the 2015-16 school year (for the pre-purchase
of consumable textbooks and consumable supplies) that are required regardless of the outcome
of the Board’s action (and Town Council movements) on both the programmatic needs of the
district in terms of math program adoption, and the adoption of a budget that will allow us to
further develop and refine our elementary mathematics curricula.






