
   STATE 9-1-1 COMMITTEE
Dispatcher Training Subcommittee
MSP Headquarters

Conference Call

Thursday May 21, 2009 
10:00 a.m.

MINUTES

A. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Fyvie called the meeting to order at 10:05 a.m. 

B. ROLL CALL

MEMBERS:



REPRESENTING:
David Ackley



Genesee County Central Dispatch
John Bawol



Success Communications, Inc.
James Fyvie 



Clinton County Central Dispatch
Andy Goldberger


St. Joseph County Central Dispatch

Dale Gribler



Van Buren County Sheriff Dept.

Vic Martin 



Lapeer County Central Dispatch

Steve Todd  



City of Flint 9-1-1
Chief Paul Trinka


Adrian Fire Department
Jeff Troyer



Montcalm County Central Dispatch

Joseph VanOosterhout 

 
Marquette County Central Dispatch
Steve Wuefling



Arenac County Central Dispatch
NON VOTING MEMBERS:
Harriet Miller-Brown


Michigan State Police (non-voting)

Janet Hengesbach


Michigan State Police (non-voting)

Gina Rosendall



Michigan State Police (non-voting

Juanita Sarles (by conference bridge)
Department of Treasury (non-voting)
ABSENT:
Karen Chadwick 


Ingham County Central Dispatch

Christina Russell (w/notice)

Oakland County Sheriff’s Office

Christina Schultz (w/notice)

Isabella County Central Dispatch

The purpose for today’s conference call is to ensure there is agreement of the majority of the members regarding the Training Provider Policy and Telecommunicator Manual prior to the State 9-1-1 Committee meeting on June 23, 2009. Chair Fyvie wants to move ahead with these two documents, but also wants everyone on the subcommittee at this time to have the opportunity to voice their opinion. 
Training Provider Policy Procedures:
Mr. Bawol expressed concerns regarding bullet point #5 in the document. His company advertises confidentiality within the courses being taught and that any information shared between class attendees is kept within the room.  If there were someone else in the room auditing the course, he feels the attendees would not open up as much and share their experiences with each other and it could challenge the confidentiality clause they advertise.
Following this discussion, Mr. Fyvie noted the original vote stands – majority rules. 
Telecommunicator Manual: 
Mr. Bawol inquired about Section 4b – “Module One – 40 hours of training…..” He feels the way this is written it’s as though those topics could be piecemealed together rather than specific training on each topic.  This will be rewritten to include discussion of each topic which will be included in this module.
Mr. Ackley is not really sure what Continuing Education would include and what the process is going to involve.  They train internally on CAD system, disaster drills, etc. and also send their telecommunicators to training.  They do not send someone to training every week however. His biggest concern is getting 24 hours of Continuing Education for each one of his employees. He suggested that in-house training could satisfy the Continuing Education requirement.  Ms. Rosendall noted that in-house training could not be tracked in the database. 
Mr. Wuefling feels as though each PSAP needs to train on some items specific to their center.  Training funds should not be made available to center-specific training however.  Continuing education credit for center-specific training could possibly jeopardize PSAPs receiving the money to train telecommunicators on items that are important to public safety.   
Ms. Russell communicated through an email to Chair Fyvie that she is concerned about the “Grandfathering” definition.  Mr. Wuefling noted that originally he got the impression from reviewing the document that there was a different set of privileges, rights, or benefits for a designated telecommuncator vs. a grandfathered telecommunicator.  If there were a difference over and above a grandfathered telecommunicator, it would make sense to include those items.  Should there be incentives between grandfathered and designated telecommunicators?    

(Mr. VanOosterhout excused himself from the conference call at 11:05 a.m.)
Following discussion, it was suggested that anyone who has been employed as a dispatcher/telecommunicator for longer than 12 months (from date of inception of program) will be considered a Designated Telecommunicator.  Less than 12 months of employment from program inception (and new hires) will be classified as a Trainee Telecommunicator. 
Sheriff Gribler inquired of the definition of a part-time telecommunicator. When the packets are being reviewing annually for training funds, the FTE count is rounded down.  Perhaps the subcommittee should examine this process for how to determine funding for FTEs to include part-time telecommuncators.  Chair Fyvie will place this item on the agenda for the next Dispatcher Training Subcommittee meeting.
Following these significant changes that will be made to this document, Chair Fyvie requested if any of the members want to change their original vote.  Mr. Bawol and Mr. Goldberger changed their votes to yes, they approve the document with the new changes.

Ms. Miller-Brown suggested that in the Introduction portion of the manual, it should discuss that in-house training will be a future issue for consideration.  
Mr. Bawol inquired about penalties if the PSAPs do not follow the requirements of this manual.  If telecommunicators remain undesignated, that could place a liability issue with the PSAP. Would this be something that the Certification Subcommittee should look into, especially if a PSAP has 2 or more telecommuicators who are or remain undesignated? 
The suggested changes will be made to the document and sent out to the members for their review prior to the State 9-1-1 Committee approval. 

The meeting was adjourned at 11:30 a.m.
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