BOARD OF FINANCE
MINUTES
Special Board of Finance Meeting
July 24,2012

CALL TO ORDER
Chairman Elaine Hammers called the Board of Finance special meeting to order at 7:08 p.m. at the Town
Hall, Trumbull, Connecticut. All those present joined in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Board of Finance Members present and absent were as follows:

PRESENT ABSENT
Chairman, Elaine Hammers Stephen Lupien
Andrew Palo

Paul Lavoie

Dave Rutigliano

Tom Tesoro

Vincent DeGennaro, Alternate

Susan LaFrance, Alternate

Cindy Penkoff, Alternate

Also present: Maria Pires, Finance Director; Daniel Nelson, Chief of Staff; Barbara Crandall, EMS Chief;
John Butkus, EMS Commissioner

It was noted that Mr. DeGennaro would be voting for Mr. Lupien.

Mr. Lavoie moved, seconded by Mr. Tesoro, to transfer $28,050 from the Fund Balance to
01022600-522202 Professional Services for the assessment of the Town EMS System.

EMS Commissioner Butkus indicated that the requested amount would be used to pay an outside
consulting firm to perform an operational audit on the EMS System, which was requested by both this
Board and the Administration late in the last fiscal year. The RFP went out this spring and it has been
about six weeks since the proposals came in. They had interviews and looked at four of the respondents;
the party that was chosen submitted the second lowest bid and the most comprehensive proposal. The
selection committee unanimously agreed that this was the most appropriate consultant for the task.

The request was not included in the EMS Budget process because it was not requested by the
Administration until April, after the auditor’s report was submitted in March.

Mr. Tesoro asked Ms. Pires prepare a list of all supplemental appropriations that we have put out since
the budget was cast. He then went on to inquire about the bids we received, and the difference in the
amounts and what additional services will be rendered by using this company. It was noted by the Chair
that the Agenda package contains all of this information.

Mr. Butkus indicated that the first three bids were in the same range: $21,750, $27,300, and $30,000;
however, the last proposal came in at $9,000, which led us to ask, “What did they leave out™?

The Chair wanted everyone to understand is that we asked all the vendors to look at everything we do

and how we do it, for example, how we respond, and the response time, etc. The consultant we selected
told us that if we had expectations as to how the audit should come out, we had the wrong person.
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We gave them only one charge: we want to provide the best service to provide for the health and
well-being for our residents and we want them to tell us how we get it. This includes looking at
volunteers; targeting demographics; looking to see if we are in the right place to handle responses;
looking to see which shifts need more people, etc. They will give us a set of ideas and will be there to
advise us and assist us in their implementation.

The Chair also noted here that the request is for $28,050 although the actual cost is listed as $21,750.
The actual cost is considered to be at the low end, since it does not include any fees that might be
incurred as they assist us in the implementation of any changes or training, etc., that are suggested.
Therefore, in anticipation of these possible additional fees, we increased the request by $6,300 to
$28,050.

It was suggested that we use the initial bid figure for the first phase of the project. It was noted that none
of the three proposals that were considered included the cost of implementation.

One of the advantages in having chosen a Connecticut company is that they have knowledge of our state
laws and regulations. In addition, the consultants indicated that they would provide additional surveys as
they reviewed our needs.

They will also be reviewing our billing system, its efficiency, and how it can be improved.

The Chair also stated that there would be a type of evaluation program and would like to see it made a
part of the deliverables. The Chair indicated that we have been provided references, and they should be
checked before we sign the contract.

Mr. Lavoie withdrew his motion.

Mr. Tesoro moved, seconded by Mr. Lavoie, to reduce the requested amount by $6,300 to $21,750.
Vote: 6/0 — motion passes to amend the amount.

Vote: 6/0 — motion passes to approve the amended request of $21,750.

The Chair mentioned to the Board that after a meeting we are required to post the Votes within 48 hours
and the Minutes within 7 days. This means the Minutes are posted before being seen by the Board.
Sometimes we approve them and sometimes we amend them.

If we amend them, the Minutes of the meeting where we amended them reflect the amendment, not the
original Minutes. Therefore, if you look up something you see the original Minutes and have no way of
knowing they have been amended, unless they read ahead and in some instances it can be several
months.

In an effort to provide the most accurate information at all times, several suggestions were made:

e |t was suggested that perhaps the Board members could review prior to posting the minutes;
however, that did not seem feasible.

e It was suggested that the Minutes be posted on the website as a Draft copy until such time of
approval when an Approved copy can be posted.

e |t was suggested they be posted and, if amended, be reposted. This would require recording a
second Approved copy of the Minutes.
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It was unanimously agreed that the second suggestion be the most reasonable. The Chair wants to
amend the Board of Finance rules and asked that it be put on the August Agenda.

The meeting was adjourned by unanimous consent at 7:28 p.m.

Respectfully submitted

Phyllis C. Collier
Board of Finance Clerk
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