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Minutes of the
Litchfield Budget Committee Meeting
Held on January 7, 2016

The Litchfield Budget Committee held a meeting on Thursday, January 7, 2016 at Campbell
High School, One Highlander Court, Litchfield, NH 03052.

PRESENT: C Couture (Chair), K Douglas (Vice Chair), B Spencer, R Peeples, C Pascucci, D
Vaillancourt, B Bourque (School Board Representative), T Brown (Town Administrator)

Absent: R Keating

1. CALL TO ORDER
Mrs. Couture called the meeting to order at 7:07 p.m.

* PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

2. PUBLIC INPUT
There was no public input.

3. REVIEW/ADDITIONS TO AGENDA
Mrs. Couture commented that there was much good debate and discussion at the last meeting.
She indicated she would like to make sure everyone gets heard and asked Committee members to
wait until the person speaking is finished before commenting.

4. REVIEW/ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES
* December 10, 2015
The minutes were deferred until the next meeting.

5. CORRESPONDENCE
Mrs. Couture reported the following correspondence was received: tax cap information from the
town and legal opinion; warrant articles and default budget from district; information from Mr.
Pascucci regarding school budget history vs enrollment; function and object summaries from the
district and up to date budget reductions.

Mr. Pascucci commented when reading the tax cap information it does make sense.

Mrs. Couture indicated that it is a percentage tax increase and not a budget increase. She
announced the town will hold a public hearing on the tax cap on Monday at 6:45 p.m. at Town
Hall. She commented that there was a letter from Mr. Byron regarding the recommended article
voting and wording (recommendations) that may be an issue for voters. Mr. Byron noted that
procedurally if a motion is to recommend and it fails it brings it back to no recommendation.
Mrs. Couture indicated that she researched how the Budget Committee handled it last year and
noted that recommendations and voting was recorded the same as this year. She commented that
this can be discussed at the end of the meeting. She mentioned that there was a suggestion from
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Mr. Byron for the Budget Committee to meet with attorneys to hear about the tax cap and what it
might mean for the Budget Committee.

6. BUDGET REVIEW — SCHOOL DISTRICT
¢  Warrant Articles

Warrant articles are as follows:
ARTICLE 2 - District-wide Assessment of School Buildings and Systems $40,000

MOTION: by Mr. Bourque
Move to recommend Article 2
SECOND: by Mr. Spencer

Mr. Spencer commented that his experience with most consultants has been that it results in
spending more money and when the reports are delivered, nothing is ever done. He indicated it
1s a waste of money.

Mr. Bourque commented that he heard the Building Committee say the buildings are a disaster
and we never know where we stand with our buildings.

Mrs. Douglas asked if this would lead to a master plan or inventory. Mr. Bourque commented
once the report is received we will know how to break it down.

Mr. Peeples commented that $40,000 is not enough money to complete that task.

Mrs. Douglas commented if the consultant was going to do the assessment and the capital plan,
she would support the article.

Mr. Peeples commented if the money was actually spent on maintenance there would be no need
for a consultant or assessment. He asked if the district has contractors that maintain the systems.
He added that the maintenance staff should know the buildings well.

Mr. Markiewicz clarified that the buildings have a custodial staff, but not a maintenance staff.
He noted the staff clean the buildings. He indicated the district does not have any certified
electricians, plumbers or HVAC technicians on staff.

Mr. O’Neill acknowledged that $40,000 is not much to have a direct product. He commented
that the district is at a point with buildings that are 60-70 years old and we do not know what the
capacity of the systems are. He indicated an analysis of the building systems and envelope is
necessary and we have to have someone with technical experience of those systems to do that
analysis. Mr. O’Neill noted that he would like to develop a five year capital plan that is solid
and accurate and not based on our inexperience. He indicated in order to accomplish that, we
have to have an analysis of what the status of our buildings and systems are by people with that
type of expertise. Mr. O’Neill commented it is a small amount to pay to get back to the long
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term plan of the district and is based on the advice of experts. He asked the Budget Committee
to consider the request seriously.

Mr. Byron commented that he has heard this committee tell people in the past ‘if you do not have
a plan we do not want to hear it’. The School Board brings a request for a plan and you tell them
you do not want the plan; that there are people who maintain the buildings. He indicated that the
Budget Committee says they cannot trust the contractors because they want the business. Mr.
Byron noted Mr. Bourque is correct when he says you need the analysis in order to develop a
plan and get the schools to a point that is appropriate for our children.

Mr. Vaillancourt asked if this will be a plan.

Mr. Markiewicz indicated the $40,000 will provide an analysis of systems — mechanical
contractors who do not have a relationship with the district. He commented we do not have a
plan, but rather we are reactionary to the extent that we are able to respond to things that happen.
He noted we have been able to do the things we have had the money to do, but we do not have
experts in the district. Mr. Markiewicz indicated that there are some talented people on staff who
can some work, but not to the extent that, for example, a circulator motor needs to be replaced.

Mr. Vaillancourt asked how the number was determined.

Mr. O’Neill explained that the Business Administrator contacted some engineers that provided a
range of numbers: $25,000 to $40,000. He believes the district will receive the most thorough
analysis for $40,000. He indicated one of the approved goals is to develop a five year plan with
specific numbers and enable us to budget more efficiently. Mr. O’Neill reported this past
weekend we struggled with a boiler issue as we had no one on staff to appraise the system. He
noted that the district had to have an independent expert assess the situation. He indicated that
after the information was provided to us we questioned whether to pay for a long term program,
replace components of the system or patch the boiler. He commented we do not have any
information on that system to make a valid decision. Mr. O’Neill indicated the community and
district will be well served with a specific report with data on all our mechanical systems.

Mrs. Couture commented that from a historical point of view, she does not believe that past
analyses were not used. She indicated that a number of analyses have been completed for GMS;
however, there have been none for LMS or CHS. She noted that the School Board spoke about
wanting to have a plan for several years and this is a good start to getting that plan.

Mrs. Douglas asked if this is something that will be held with the facilities committee. She
wanted to know how w ensure follow through. She commented there was a building facilities
committee under the previous superintendent. She indicated that she was a member of that
committee.

Mrs. Couture commented that the Budget Committee was supposed to rubber stamp what they
were told. She indicated that she did not agree with it as that was not a committee.
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Mrs. Douglas commented that the facilities committee focused on GMS concerned that there is
much work to be done and determine how to do that work. She indicated that committee
discussed a phasing plan and a logical sequence of the scope of work. She was concerned how
the plan would be implemented if there is no maintenance team.

Mr. O’Neill commented that it has been his experience to look into the community to find
expertise that can be utilized. He suggested that it would be healthy to form a committee for the
actual design of the capital plan. He indicated that it is necessary to have a discussion to use this
information and develop a capital improvement plan with community members, a School Board
member and a Budget Committee member.

Mr. Spencer indicated that has been discussed in the past and it creates a conflict of interest for a
Budget Committee member to be on the committee.

Mr. O’Neill commented that other people in the community with expertise we need can be
recruited. He indicated an unbiased view is necessary to bring to the committee and generate the
plan. He noted the plan will be implemented while he is Superintendent.

Referring to the boiler issue, Mr. Peeples commented that it would be a good decision to replace
the expansion tank and not the bladder of the boiler. He indicated a predicted maintenance plan
costs more than one would think and is almost impossible to implement. He suggested doing
some work on the HVAC and regular maintenance.

VOTE: 5-3-0
The motion carried.

Article 2 was recommended by the Budget Committee by a vote of 5-3-0.
Vote: 5-3-0

ARTICLE 3 — Technology Capital Reserve Fund $100,000
MOTION: by Mr. Bourque

Move to recommend Article 3

SECOND: by Mr. Spencer

Mr. Pascucci asked for examples for which the money would be used.

Mr. Bourque indicated that the funds can be used for a situation similar to what occurred at GMS
with the addition of a storage appliance due to no memory and systems shutting down.

Mr. Spencer commented that he was under the impression the intent of the reserve fund was to
build up the funds and use them for tighter budgeting.

Mr. Markiewicz concurred with Mr. Spencer. He commented this article is ultimately to support
the five year technology plan with the fund. He indicated work on the five year plan is in
process.
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Mr. Spencer asked if another article will follow in the coming years. Mr. Markiewicz indicated
that is the goal.

Mrs. Douglas commented there was a significant increase in the technology budget this year.
She indicated there is not a five year plan at this time and we do not know what that amount
could be.

Mr. Markiewicz commented we know it will cost more than $100,000.
Mrs. Douglas commented that we have not yet asked the voters if this is what they want.
Mr. Spencer indicated we know we will have to replace the technology.

Mrs. Douglas commented we do not know if the voters want to replace laptops or if they want to
go in the direction of 1:1 computing as it has not be defined and there is no plan.

Mrs. Couture commented we have over $100,000 of technology in the three schools and it will
eventually fail, which is why a plan is necessary.

Mr. Pascucci asked if we are having a problem funding technology. He commented when
technology comes to the Budget Committee, we have always supported that budget.

Mr. Bourque indicated there is a concern that technology is increasing exponentially. He noted
that Mr. Spencer suggested this type of article.

Mr. Pascucci commented when money is sitting on the side it is easier to use and for that reason
he indicated he would not support the article. He note the other reason is building up the fund
creates spikes in the budget. He indicated he would support the technology if included in the
budget.

Mr. Bourque commented that we direct the Technology Director to include what he needs in the
budget, which will result in a budget of approximately $750,000.

Mr. Peeples commented he would rather see it in the budget. He indicated if you have a five
year plan you can budget that plan. He mentioned that Intel has introduced the Compute Stick,
which can be used with just a monitor. He indicated technology prices are falling. He noted he
will not support the article.

Mr. O’Neill clarified that the 1:1 computers are purchased by the parents of the students
participating in the program.

Mrs. Couture commented that historically we have a good plan that designates what will go in
the budget each year, but eventually something happens (i.e. loss in state aid), we cannot fund
what is in the budget and we fall behind. She agreed with the idea of a reserve fund as you can
implement the plan with that fund.
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Mrs. Douglas commented the reason for the warrant article should be for a five year plan. She
noted if approved, the money is guaranteed.

Mr. Markiewicz commented he could support that if you agree once we have a five year plan that
those funds in the article would be appropriated funds.

Mrs. Douglas commented that her support for it is not for implicit support of the plan itself. She
indicated it should be a five year cost plan article.

Mr. Markiewicz commented that he can support that if the School Board comes next year with a
five year plan and it is supported by this committee. He noted it still does not guarantee the
funds as it would be the wish of the voters.

Mrs. Douglas commented if a true five year plan was crafted that people can understand then
they would support it because they would know what they are paying for.

Mr. Spencer commented that we keep talking about a five year plan, but all you can sell is one
year. He noted each year will come up separately and be voted on separately.

Mr. Peeples commented at the rate of technology these days, there is no such thing as a five year
plan. He indicated we will need storage, equipment, etc. He was curious to understand what
was included in the $27,000 spent at GMS.

Mr. Markiewicz clarified that the NH DOE requires school districts to have a five year
technology plan.

Mr. O’Neill commented there is much wisdom on this committee. He indicated it is important to
have a vision of where we want to be long term given there will be challenges. He noted a three
year plan is a good idea. Mr. O’Neill explained we are saying we would like to suggest having
some money available for technology. He indicated we have to bring forth a plan and we
understand every year is a new year.

VOTE: 5-3-0
The motion carried.

Article 3 was recommended by the Budget Committee by a vote of 5-3-0.
ARTICLE 4 - Special Education Capital Reserve Fund Addition $100,000
MOTION: by Mr. Bourque

Move to recommend Article 4
SECOND: by Mr. Spencer



272
273
274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281
282
283
284
285
286
287
288
289
290
201
292
293
204
295
296
297
298
299
300
301
302
303
304
305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
315
316
317

DRAFT 7

Mr. Spencer asked why it was decided to add $100,000 to the Special Education Capital Reserve
Fund. He asked for the current balance of the fund. Mr. Bourque indicated the balance is
approximately $103,000.

Mr. O’Neill commented historically the district had to plan for a “what if” situation. He
indicated we have a potential placement and if we had a reserve fund with enough money we
would be able to pay for that placement without going into the budget. He pointed out the
district does not want to over spend the budget because that takes money from the following
year’s budget. Mr. O’Neill explained that having more money in the reserve fund would allow
the district the opportunity to be more restrictive when preparing the budget. He commented he
has been doing special education budgets for 18 years and has always believed it is wise to have
a buffer in special education for potential placements. He indicated if that money is not used it
will be returned. He noted historically Litchfield has returned any funds that were not expended
in special education.

Mr. Spencer does not believe an additional $100,000 will change the preparation of the special
education budget because there is always money that is not spent.

Mr. Bourque commented with an addition to the reserve fund budgeting will be done differently.

Mr. Markiewicz commented that the special education budget did have a placeholder for a
potential placement, but we would have likely omitted it from the requested budget if we had
additional money in the reserve fund. He reminded Committee members that many of the
special education budget decisions are not made until the spring when IEP interviews are
conducted.

Mr. Pascucci does not believe that the budgeting practices would change if additional money was
included in the reserve fund because the process is working.

Mr. Bourque indicated it will enable us to prepare a budget that will be reduced to a level where
we would not have to return money.

Mrs. Douglas commented she is not sure there would be a different philosophy if money is added
to the fund. She indicated it is not a long term solution because we do not know who will be on
the School Board in the future. She commented if it has not been necessary to use the fund there
is no need to add money.

Mr. O’Neill believes if we had $200,000 in the reserve fund this year the Superintendent would
have removed the $160,000 anticipated placement from the FY'17 budget.

Mrs. Couture commented she would not have stated that $100,000 was sufficient in the past, but
with 20 years of experience dealing with special education [with the exception of one year] there
has always been money returned. She indicated she was not sure it is right to change the
philosophy at the School Board level. She noted adding $100,000 is not going to serve the
purpose you desire.
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VOTE: 2-6-0
The motion failed.

Article 4 was not recommended by the Budget Committee by a vote of 2-6-0.

ARTICLE 5 — Building Maintenance Capital Reserve Fund Addition 350,000

MOTION: by Mr. Bourque
Move to recommend Article 5
SECOND: by Mr. Spencer

Mrs. Douglas asked why $50,000 is being requested to be added to the reserve fund.

Mr. Markiewicz commented that the district is very reactionary. He indicated that the
Superintendent made reference earlier to issues we are experiencing at CHS with the broken
boiler, which may cost close to $50,000. He noted at this point the request is our best guess for
catastrophic failure in our systems. Mr. Markiewicz explained the repair to the boiler will be
paid out of the general fund until we determine if we need to withdraw money from the reserve
fund.

Mrs. Douglas asked why those funds would not be encumbered with unreserved funds. Mr.
Byron indicated the funds cannot be encumbered without a contract. Mr. Markiewicz
commented until we receive an estimate we will begin to encumber funds in the general fund.

Mr. Spencer commended the administration for how the situation is being handled by taking the
money out of the general fund. He noted the only time the reserve fund was used was for the
LMS fire alarm system.

Mrs. Couture commented that she supports this type of reserve fund. She suggested switching
the order of the articles.

VOTE: 8-0-0
The motion carried.

Article 5 was recommended by the Budget Committee by a unanimous vote of 8-0-0.
Mr. O’Neill proposed as we develop our capital plan, we may have years that we will need

$100,000 or $200,000 in reserves. He posed a philosophical question to the Committee: if they
would prefer to have a reserve fund reflective of the capital plan or on operating budget.

* Final Votes
MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas

Move to recommend $1,216,666 as the bottom line for the FY17 Special Services budget
SECOND: by Mr. Peeples
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MOTION: by Mr. Bourque
Move to add $150,000 to the FY17 Special Services budget for a potential out of district

placement
SECOND: by Mr. Byron

Mr. Bourque commented that the motion is in response to the Budget Committee’s comments
regarding the Special Education Capital Reserve Fund and the preference of the Committee to
keep the money for anticipated placements in the budget.

Mrs. Couture commented that what was said was that the Budget Committee will still take
money out based on history, but that the School Board will not change their methodology.

Mrs. Douglas commented the $150,000 is still in the budget and this would be the same as
adding another student.

Mr. Bourque indicated he is adding back what was reduced by the Budget Committee.

Mrs. Douglas commented the Budget Committee did not remove money for a placement, but
rather brought the total down to what is likely to be spent.

Mrs. Couture does not believe the School Board should change their philosophy in budgeting for
special education. She commented the Budget Committee philosophy is based on history.

YOTE ON MOTION TO ADD $150,000 TO THE FY17 SPECIAL SERVICES BUDGET:
6-2-0
The motion failed.

VOTE ON THE MAIN MOTION TO RECOMMEND THE FY17 TECHNOLOGY
BUDGET BOTTOM LINE OF $1,216,666: 6-2-0
The motion carried.

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas

Move to recommend $121,855 as the bottom line for the FY17 GMS budget
SECOND: by Mr. Peeples

VOTE: 7-1-0

The motion carried.

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas

Move to recommend $102,519 as the bottom line for the FY17 School Board/SAU budget
SECOND: by Mr. Peeples

VOTE: 6-2-0

The motion carried.

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas
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Move to recommend $57,300 as the bottom line for the FY17 Business/Finance budget
SECOND: by Mr. Peeples

VOTE: 7-1-0

The motion carried.

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas

Move to recommend $11,968 as the bottom line for the FY17 HR budget
SECOND: by Mr. Peeples

VOTE: 8-0-0

The motion carried.

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas
Move to recommend $239,138 as the bottom line for the FY17 Curriculum Development

budget
SECOND: by Mr. Peeples
VOTE: 8-0-0

The motion carried.

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas
Move to recommend $436,093 as the bottom line for the FY17 Technology budget
SECOND: by Mr. Peeples

MOTION: by Mr. Bourque
Move to add $100,000 to the FY17 GMS budget
SECOND: by Mr. Peeples

Mr. Bourque indicated the Budget Committee made comments that members will support what is
needed in the technology in the budget. He commented the motion will restore the reductions.

Mr. Peeples commented that he stated he would support the budget if there was a plan.

YOTE ON THE MOTION TO ADD $100,000 TO THE FY17 TECHNOLOGY BUDGET:
2-6-0
The motion failed.

VOTE ON THE MAIN MOTION TO RECOMMEND THE FY17 TECHNOLOGY
BUDGET BOTTOM LINE OF $436,093: 6-2-0
The motion carried.

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas

Move to recommend $1,291,565 as the bottom line for the FY17 Buildings and Grounds
budget

SECOND: by Mr. Peeples

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas
Move to recommend $436,093 as the bottom line for the FY17 Technology budget
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SECOND: by Mr. Peeples
YOTE: 6-2-0
The motion carried.

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas
Move to recommend $138,737 as the bottom line for the FY17 LMS budget
SECOND: by Mr. Peeples

Mrs. Couture mentioned that there was a difference of $2,290 to the LMS Recommended Budget
after the Budget Committee made reductions.

Mr. Markiewicz indicated the funds were intended to be there and were omitted in error.

Mrs. Douglas asked if Lego Robotics would still be able to run without this money. Mr.
Bourque indicated there would be no funding.

Mrs. Couture asked if this is the first year of the program. Mr. Markiewicz indicated it would be
the first year it was funded through the budget.

Mr. Lecklider explained that the program has been running with volunteers for a few years. He
indicated that registration costs and supplies are increasing and it is becoming more difficult to
do.

Mr. Peeples acknowledged the need and asked if the money is for supplies or a stipend for the
advisor. Mr. Markiewicz commented it is the intent of the Board to move this program to a
district sponsored program. He indicated it has been funded on donations in the past.

Mr. Pascucci commented that he is certain it is a great program. He asked why it should be
funded through the budget.

Mr. Bourque indicated that Mr. Lecklider mentioned Lego Robotics is a stepping stone to high
school robotics and the program has grown significantly as it has with Destination Imagination at
GMS. He commented the School Board would like to see the technology grow.

Mr. Lecklider commented there are certain competitions that volunteers can put time into. He
explained that the program has not been run every year due to the lack of volunteers. He noted
he would like to continue to expand the opportunities for the students.

Mr. Pascucci acknowledged that volunteers are hard to find. He commented it is a great
program, but it is the process that is an issue. He indicated people cannot volunteer yet they
want the program. Mr. Pascucci believes this should before the voters.

Mr. Bourque commented the reason we do not have volunteers is because there is a core of
people that volunteer and some many more can volunteer, but do not.
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Mrs. Douglas asked if the money would fully fund the program. Mr. Lecklider indicated it
would fund the stipend for the advisor of the program.

Mr. Spencer commented stipend for co-curricular are set by the teacher salary schedule. He
asked why it is being funded separately.

Mr. O’Neill explained that recently he discussed issues and concerns about raising money with
some citizens and more parents are becoming apprehensive about their children raising money.
He commented there is a more difficult path to collect the money. He indicated as you develop
educational programs there is a saturation point to raising money in the community. Mr. O’Neill
believes the district should fully fund the program so that children can have that opportunity and
equal access to all the programs the district offers. He noted that STEM is a major program and
robotics is a component.

Mr. Peeples commented that co-curricular has already been decided and funded.

VOTE: 6-2-0
The motion carried.
(Note: the FY17 LMS budget will not include the requested $2,290 for Line 1021141000-890).

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas

Move to recommend $494,681 as the bottom line for the FY17 CHS budget
SECOND: by Mr. Peeples

VOTE: 6-2-0

The motion carried.

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas

Move to recommend $519,355 as the bottom line for the FY17 Transportation budget
SECOND: by Mr. Peeples

VOTE: 8-0-0

The motion carried.

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas
Move to recommend $15,727,751 as the bottom line for the FY17 Salaries and Benefits budget
SECOND: by Mr. Peeples

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas

Move to reduce the FY17 Salaries and Benefits budget by 332,100 to reflect the removal of the
salary pool

SECOND: by Mr. Peeples

Mrs. Douglas commented that there was discussion to treat the town and school district the same
with respect to salary plans. She indicated her motion is to remove the salary pool from the
district as the Budget Committee did with the town wage plan implementation.
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Mr. Bourque commented that the Budget Committee is saying people do not deserve a raise. He
indicated the Budget Committee directed the Town to put the wage plan in a warrant article, but
then you do not support the article.

Mrs. Douglas commented the School Board should put the salary increases in a warrant article.

Mr. Pascucci commented that some people may deserve a raise. He indicated there are people in
this town that can afford the increase in taxes and those that cannot. He noted you are
representing the people you work with, but this Committee needs to represent everyone.

Mr. Spencer commented he was going to suggest the same reduction.

Mr. O’Neill commented that he understands Mr. Pascucci’s argument. He asked the Budget
Committee to understand that he believes the public school system is a major asset. He indicated
in order for districts to remain excellent they have to remain competitive. He noted as we
become less competitive in compensation the result will be a loss of capacity to attract the best
people.

Mrs. Couture explained this compensation has been in the budget for at least 15 years. She
commented that the School Board developed schedules for administrators and for non-union
positions. She indicated everyone is saying that the school district and the town should be the
same [with regard to raises and increases]; however, the town added a pay scale, whereas, the
schedules for school district administrators and non-union employees have been in existence for
15 years.

Mrs. Douglas believes the HR Director already stated the increase for non-union employees is
included in the budget. She commented that the Superintendent provided a good summary. She
indicated the school district used the same argument as the town and the Budget Committee
stood by the reduction. She noted if the Budget Committee is to be consistent both the town and
school district budget need to be supported or the reductions to both need to be supported.

Mr. Bourque commented the Budget Committee is saying that both the town and school district
employees do not deserve increases.

Mr. Spencer commented that the Budget Committee is not saying we do not agree, but simply to
put it in a warrant article.

Mr. Pascucci commented that employees can unionize if necessary. He indicated he consistently
hears that districts and towns have to be competitive. He noted people for the most part are not
getting raises.

Mrs. Couture commented these are two different situations. She noted that we draw from
surrounding towns. She indicated we cannot say we do not give raises because we do not want
the town next to us to give raises. Mrs. Couture commented we do not want a union because it
costs more.
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Mr. Peeples commented that the Budget Committee has been accused of not being consistent by
Mr. Byron in the minutes. He indicated voting in favor makes it consistent across the board.

Mr. Markiewicz commented that it seems the district is being somewhat punished because it
adopted a plan that is consistent and that has been in use for some time. He indicated that the
schedule is used in recruitment as well. He noted putting it in a warrant article cannot be
supported because it take away our ability to attract good administrators and we cannot find that
money in the budget.

Mrs. Douglas commented when we were reviewing the budget the HR Director stated that 3%
increase was added. She indicated that she summed all the non-union salary expenses and the
increase is well over $300,000 in which the $32,000 would be included.

Mr. Markiewicz indicated that the $32,000 is not included as it is a pool for administrators only.

YOTE TO REDUCE $32,100 FROM THE FY17 SALARIES AND BENEFITS BUDGET:
4-4-0
The motion failed.

Mr. Spencer commented that the Budget Committee does not have the correct numbers for the
Superintendent’s salary.

Mr. Markiewicz reported that the Superintendent has been in negotiations to extend his contract
through 2017 and we do not yet have the specifics. He assured the Budget Committee that the
numbers that are per diem would be almost the same number that has been budgeted. He
indicated there was a question of health insurance, which the position does not include, but he
offered to check with the HR Director.

Mr. Spencer commented that he would like to see the ‘work up’ on the Superintendent’s salary.
He indicated that the health insurance line in the SAU Administration line increased by $12,000,
which has the appearance of being budgeted for the Superintendent position.

Mr. O’Neill commented that a specific number cannot be provided at this time. He indicated the
Budget Committee can choose to reduce some of it, but it is good accounting to budget the full
amount for the position.

Mr. Markiewicz indicated once negotiations are ratified between the School Board and the
Superintendent the information will be provided for the Budget Committee.

MOTION: by Mr. Markiewicz
Move to reduce Line 1090232000-211 by $12,621
SECOND: by Mrs. Douglas

Mr. Bourque asked what will happen if the increase you are reducing is found not to belong to
the Superintendent’ health insurance. Mrs. Couture indicated it can be added back.
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VOTE: 6-2-0
The motion carried.

Mrs. Douglas believes the retirement line should be reduced as well, but she does not have the
rates. Mr. Markiewicz indicated that information can be provided to the Chair.

YOTE ON THE REVISED BOTTOM LINE OF $15,715,130 FOR THE FY17 SALARIES
AND BENEFITS BUDGET: 4-4-0
The motion failed.

MOTION: by Mr. Pascucci

Move to recommend a bottom line of $15,715,130 for the FY17 Salaries and Benefits budget
subject to changes after the budget hearing

SECOND: Mr. Spencer

VOTE: 3-4-1

The motion failed

MOTION: by Mr. Spencer

Move to reduce Line 1000290000-110 by $30,000
SECOND: by Mrs. Douglas

VOTE: 5-3-0

The motion carried.

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas
Move to recommend a revised bottom line of $15,685,130 for the FY17 Salaries and Benefits

budget
SECOND: Mr. Peeples
VOTE: 6-2-0

The motion carried.

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas

Move to recommend a bottom line of $353,872 for the FY17 Food Services budget
SECOND: Mr. Peeples

VOTE: 8-0-0

The motion carried.

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas

Move to recommend a bottom line of $253,976 for the FY17 Food Services Salaries and
Benefits budget

SECOND: Mr. Peeples

VOTE: 8-0-0

The motion carried.

MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas
Move to recommend the bottom line of $21,445,770 for the FY17 budget for the Litchfield
School District
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SECOND: by Mr. Peeples
YOTE: 6-2-0
The motion carried.

Deliverables to the Budget Committee include information on the Lego Robotics/Destination
Imagination budget number; the Superintendent’s contract for 2017; retirement amount budgeted
in the SAU Administration budget lines.

7. COMMITTEE COMMENTS/OLD BUSINESS
Mrs. Couture announced that Mr. Byron has concerns regarding the recommendations and non-
recommendations of warrant articles. She commented that his concern is that the wording is
conflicting with the votes. She indicated that the Budget Committee has always recorded the
recommendations and non-recommendations the same way. She noted that people see the
numbers as how many people supported the article (the first number), how many did not (second
number), and how many abstained (last number).

Mr. Byron indicated the RSA states all votes of the body shall be recorded subject to the votes
and shall be printed. He observed that the Budget Committee votes are not being listed. He
explained you need to have an affirmative vote to state the position of the Budget Committee.

Mr. Spencer noted the School Board lists the tallies the same way as does the Budget Committee.

Mr. Byron commented you took a vote and it failed which means you have no position. He
noted you did not vote not to recommend.

Mrs. Douglas commented people are accustomed to the way we list the tallies and believes we
should not confuse them.

MOTION: by Mr. Byron

Move for the Chair to call the NHMA regarding the Budget Committee’s position on the
warrant recommendations

SECOND: by Mr. Bourque

Mr. Pascucci commented that he is comfortable with the way the recommendations and tallies
are listed.

Mr. Spencer asked if it follows that the Budget Committee must vote not to recommend after
taking a vote to recommend something.

Mr. Byron clarified that the Budget Committee needs to have an affirmative position to show if
they recommend or do not recommend.

VOTE: 3-4-1
The motion failed.
Vote: 3-4-1 fails
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Mrs. Couture reminded the Committee the Budget Hearing is next Thursday at 7:00 p.m. She
indicated the Town budget will be presented first and then the School District budget. She
offered to prepare the presentation and send out a draft for Committee member feedback.

Mr. Bourque was concerned that there is not always a full committee when considering the
budgets. He suggested reviewing the budgets on a Saturday or Sunday.

Mr. Peeples commented you will need to have the administration present that will deliver all the
answers to our questions.

Mr. Pascucci commented that it is not the obligation of the Budget Committee to ensure all
members are present.

Mrs. Couture indicated this is determined in the spring and members who miss meetings cannot
be foreseen.

Mr. Peeples thanked Mrs. Couture for the meeting calendar.

Mr. Bourque commented some of the votes from Tuesday night and tonight would have had a
different outcome with a full committee.

Mrs. Couture indicated there is further opportunity at the budget hearing and at Deliberative
Session.

Mr. Bourque complimented the school district for reducing six meetings out of the budget review
process and complimented the town and School Board on presenting more streamlined budgets.

Mr. Peeples agreed that the budgets were better as there was more information and less
resistance with questions being answered.

8. PUBLIC INPUT
There was no public input.

9. ADJOURN
MOTION: by Mrs. Douglas
Move to adjourn
SECOND: by Mr. Peeples
VOTE: 8-0-0
The motion carried.

The meeting was adjourned at 9:40 p.m.
Next Meeting: Thursday, January 7, 2016

Recorded by: Michele E. Flynn, Recording Secretary



