ETSC Certification Subcommittee

Friday February 15, 2008

Clinton County Courthouse

Board of Commissioners meeting Room

Meeting minutes

Present were:  Fyvie, Hensel Clark, Gribler, Leese, Loeper, Martin, Norman, Piasecki, Temple 

Absent were: Russell

Chair Hensel Clark opened the meeting at 9:05 a.m. with the following remarks: 

· Kristin Smith from the AG’s office will attend the meeting today at approximately 9:30 a.m. 
· Alcona County is scheduled make their presentation by phone at approximately 9:30 a.m. 
· Pam Matelski from MSP Communications Section will be present to provide information relative to the proposed increases regarding Negaunee Regional Dispatch and the portion of the State 9-1-1 funds that MSP receives.
· John Bawol will be calling into the meeting following a previously scheduled appointment 

· Christina Russell will not be attending today’s meeting as she is attending the NENA meeting in St Clair County.

· Karen Norcross and Dan Kearney from the MPSC were invited to today’s meeting if the members of the subcommittee have any questions for them. 

The meeting today is primarily to discuss the presentations made from the counties on Wednesday February 12, 2008 that are requesting surcharge increases above the state standard of 2.7%.  Members will discuss and make recommendations based on the information presented to them.  If any counties are denied their surcharge request by this subcommittee, they will have the opportunity to appear before the ETSC on Tuesday February 19, 2008 and present their position and request at that time.

Pam Matelski discussed the situation regarding the proposed fee increases that have been passed onto the counties resulting in some UP counties requesting an increase in surcharges.  She began by noting that in 1996 a contract was signed for MSP Negaunee Regional Dispatch (NRD) to originally contract with Luce and Mackinac counties. Over a period of time, other UP counties joined resulting in a total of 8 counties for NRD provide public safety. Due to reductions in MSP’s budget in recent years, the cost for dispatch services specific to 9-1-1 services will now need to increase charges back to the respective counties. Collectively the counties now pay $425,000 each of the $1.2 million to provide this service. Beginning in 2009, the cost for counties will increase from $425,000 to $700,000.  Incremental increases will be introduced over the next 5 years.  
Alcona – Dean Parker, 9-1-1 Director (by phone)

Their initial surcharge was last approved in 2000 – it has been $2.74 until July 2007 when the Commissioners agreed to increase the surcharge to $4.00. Currently there is one dispatcher on during the day and in some cases, the 9-1-1 Director fills in on the day shift. Without this increase they cannot return their center to have 2 dispatchers on two of the three shifts.  There are no part time hours available for fill-in if someone is out sick or on vacation etc. This increase would result in an additional $12,000 – this will allow staffing to be at a manageable range.  Their fund balance at the end of 2007 is approximately $60,000.   They receive no monies from G/F - solely funded by surcharge. Mr. Parker thanked the subcommittee for being able to present his case.
Ms. Miller-Brown introduced Ms. Kristin Smith from the AG’s office to the Certification Subcommittee.  Members made self introductions. 
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Members indicated concerns to Ms. Smith – Ms. Hensel Clark inquired as to what the subcommittee is approving. Ms. Smith advised the subcommittee cannot make an adjustment to the counties requesting above 2.7%.  The MPSC will either approve or deny requests based on information they have been presented with.  

Ms. Hensel Clark also inquired about establishment of criteria of today’s decisions.  Do they follow the allowable/disallowable costs as approved by the Certification Subcommittee? Ms. Hensel Clark noted that nothing presented seemed disallowable.  It was explained by Ms. Smith that the MPSC will operate under a standard which is reasonable and what is appropriate.  Since the MPSC is a non-profit organization – profit will not be looked at as part of what would be appropriate recovery by the MPSC.  

The statute reads “necessary and reasonable” to operate a 9-1-1 system in the county.  The members know how these centers are run – what is necessary and reasonable.  This is the standard the MPSC will be looking at.     
What if the rate needs an adjustment?  If the resolution has numbers that do not look appropriate to submit in time for the MPSC to recommend a rate, a letter from the County Commissioners should be written indicating a clerical error and that the clerical error will be corrected with a resolution with representation from county at an MPSC meeting. Counties need to give assurance to the Commission that they would be approving something that the County political body requesting the money has authorized appropriately.  

Mr. Kearney noted that some applications filed for less than 2.7% but it appeared they used significantly lower than .93 multiplier. If that is so, then it will be considered as though the counties are requesting above 2.7%.  

Need to set a standard that can be applied equally for all counties.  This will protect the subcommittee from being partial, impartial, bendable etc.  

Ms. Miller-Brown briefly discussed the MPSC’s internal process of approval.  Mr. Kearney noted that they cannot comment on their internal process without legal counsel present. 
Sheriff Gribler noted that perhaps all applications should be reviewed to assure they have the .93 factor confirming that 2.7% is attained. 

Mr. Temple inquired as to the ETSC and the MPSC jurisdiction or authority and ability to regulate and impose surcharges to CMRS and VoIP carriers in Michigan.  Ms. Smith will be happy to give a legal opinion on this in closed session.  She is not prepared at this time to give an overview of the VoIP surcharge.
As far as necessary and reasonable - this body has the expertise to make those decisions.  Mr. Temple noted that making these types of decisions however needs much more data than what has been presented. Mr. Leese agreed.  Ms. Hensel Clark agreed that when she adopted the 2008 budget at her center she needed much information.  Ms. Miller-Brown advised the group that she has the counties pre-review information with the budget data for 2004 through 2006 available (in addition to the 400B budget information).
Mr. Temple is concerned about the recommendations that are going to MSPC from ETSC. The members of the ETSC will not have full knowledge of today’s process. Ms. Miller-Brown discussed this and advised the members of the process being followed - no members of the ETSC requested changes be made to this process. 
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Regarding recommendations of all counties that filed (400A) – Ms. Smith indicated this would be a good idea. By the subcommittee doing quick calculations- they can mention any deviation to the commission if any are found. 

Ms. Smith offered comments regarding counties that present “best guess” estimates – they should know how to run their center and what it takes – they should have more than “best guess” estimates for back up information. If the members see that a county is presenting “best guess” estimates”, perhaps further justification needs to be requested and reviewed.  
Would the definition of necessary and reasonable extend to a county who indicates their equipment is serviceable for a couple more years? If they are using this for justification to increase surcharge – does this fit the criteria? The Subcommittee may need additional discussion and/or justification. Also may want to see a copy of the quote.  
Ms. Miller-Brown mentioned Lake County.  They are requesting $5.37 surcharge and are the highest county for consideration.  Is that upon the members to consider the surcharge?  Is $5.00+ per month reasonable?  Members began discussions regarding individual counties. Ms. Smith suggested that any conversation regarding individual counties applications requesting legal counsel should be discussed in closed session.  

Ms. Hensel Clark requested a MOTION to move to closed session to discuss individual counties reasonable and necessary, Fyvie moved, Leese support.  The MOTION carries.
Meeting returned to public session.
John Bawol joined the meeting by phone. 
Following review of counties – Ms. Smith was provided with a copy of Roberts Rule of Order referring section 50 – discussing tie votes.  According to this section – votes resulting in a tie including the vote from the chair would cause the motion to be rejected.  The counties of Montcalm, Dickinson and Saginaw all resulted in tie votes while Lake County was defeated, thus making their requests denied by the Certification Subcommittee.  Those counties will be notified of this decision so they may present their case to the ETSC on Tuesday February 19, 2008.  

The meeting was adjourned at 4:10 p.m.
Note:  The members of the Certification Subcommittee stayed until after 5:00 p.m. reviewing calculations for 400A counties.  Counties with ratios of less than .93 were requested to appear before the Certification Subcommittee on Tuesday February 19, 2008 (Prior to the special ETSC meeting that day).
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