State Contracting Standards Board
Privatization Committee

September 15, 2010 Meeting Minutes

Room 1B, Legislative Office Building, Hartford, CT

Members Present:  Gale Mattison, Chair, Charles Casella, Thomas F. Harrison, Geary Maher. 

Member Absent:  Lawrence Fox.
Other SCSB Members Present:  Salvatore Luciano, Stuart Mahler, Al Regina.
Invited Guests Present:  From ConnDOT: Tom Harley, Charlene Casamento, Bob Card, Wally Liglie; From OPM: Bob Dakers; From Legislative OFA: Al Calandro.

Call to Order:  Chairman Mattison called the meeting to order at 1:00 PM and briefly outlined the purpose of the meeting.

Approval of Minutes:  Mr. Casella proposed a correction to the first sentence in the third full paragraph within the Section described as “Privatization Contracts – Bridge Inspections” in the Minutes of the August 6, 2010 Committee meeting, such that the sentence would read “There are about 50 DOT employees engaged in the highway bridge safety and evaluation process and 6 involved in the railroad bridge safety evaluation process.”  Committee members accepted Mr. Casella’s correction and then, subject to that correction, approved the Minutes as corrected by a vote of 4-0.
Review of Cost Benefit Analysis Content and Process:  
(1) ConnDOT.  Mr. Harley and Ms. Casamento narrated a ConnDOT Power Point Presentation.  [A copy of that Presentation is attached and will not be reported in page-by-page detail here; these Minutes will focus on a few brief highlights noted as such by the two speakers.]  DOT believes that a key issue to be considered in developing a cost-benefit analysis is whether it should focus on the “incremental costs” or the “total costs” of having the bridge safety inspection program conducted solely by state employees or solely by private employees or by a combination of both as is currently done. DOT would also have to consider the cost, storage and maintenance of “heavy equipment”; currently those costs are born by the private contractors, and the State would have to evaluate buy v. lease and related questions if it were to perform all bridge inspections with its own employees.

Ms. Casamento responded to questions relating to the precise methodology and timing of conducting an analysis of this kind.  She said that it is unlikely that there is an existing internal template that could be followed.  The DOT is “stretched thin” and “something else would have to give” if it were to undertake this task.  Her best “guesstimate” is that if DOT were directed to go forward, the timing would likely require 1 to 2 months for initial coordination with other State departments and agencies and then a further 6 to 8 months to undertake and complete the actual studies. 
After the Presentation Committee and Board members exchanged questions and comments with Mr. Harley and Ms. Casamento covering DOT’s current practices in using private contractors for certain kinds of work, how contractors are approved to participate in the bridge inspection program, how field inspection issues are addressed, and how “BFO” (benefits, fringe, and overhead) factors into project cost calculations.
(2) OPM.  Bob Dakers, Executive Financial Officer for OPM, said that the Office would generally follow whatever cost-benefit analysis methodology ConnDOT adopted, subject to a few minor “tweaks” for topics unique to OPM.  It would be a “learning experience” for him too.  Mr. Dakers said that OPM’s concerns would include determining the proper way to evaluate and compare equivalent services (for example, hours-to-hours), salaries, sick leave and vacation practices, costs of supervision, equipment (buy v. lease), SWCAP, incremental v. new costs, indirect costs, and quality measures.  He wondered whether there were any “best practices” guides that other states may have developed for this kind of analysis.  Mr. Dakers said that he thought that the time frame described by Ms. Casamento is a reasonable estimate.

(3) Office of Fiscal Analysis.  Mr. Calandro described the role of his office as non-partisan and said that it does not perform cost-benefit analyses nor draw any conclusions about the “quality” of analyses prepared by executive department agencies.  He said that OFA would welcome the opportunity as a courtesy to review any template or methodology that might be developed by ConnDOT, preferably before rather than after any analytical work is undertaken.
Mr. Mahler asked if Mr. Calandro saw any “flaws” in the statute under which the Board operates, and Mr. Calandro responded that it is not the role or obligation of OFA to offer those kinds of observations.  
(4)  Comptroller’s Office.  No one from the Comptroller’s office appeared at this meeting.
Committee Review of Options.
Mr. Mattison thanked the representatives from the various offices for their efforts and presentations.  He said that in his opinion the Committee had two options: do nothing, or ask the full Board to consider any recommendation that it might make for further action.  All members of the Committee and the three other Board members present agreed that the issue of whether to conduct a cost-benefit analysis should be considered by the full Board.
Mr. Harrison then made the following Motion: The Privatization Committee recommends that the State Contracting Standards Board formally request the Connecticut Department of Transportation to conduct a cost-benefit analysis as contemplated in CGS Sections 4e-16(b) and 4e-16l(1) in relation to its bridge safety evaluation process.  The motion was approved by a vote of 4 – 0.
Old Business and New Business:  None.

There being no further business, Mr. Mattison adjourned the meeting at 3:00 PM.

Respectfully submitted:

Thomas F. Harrison
