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A.
ROLL CALL
MEMBERS




REPRESENTING

Mr. Shawn Sible (Chair)



Michigan Department of State Police

Ms. Pat Anderson



AT&T

Ms. Marsha Bianconi 



Conference of Western Wayne
Mr. Jon Campbell (conference call)

Michigan Association of Counties
Ms. Patricia Coates 



CLEMIS

Ms. Yvette Collins



AT&T

Mr. Lloyd Fayling (conference call)

Genesee County 9-1-1 Authority

Mr. Andy Goldberger (conference call)

St. Joseph County Central Dispatch 

Mr. John Hunt (conference call)


Telecommunications Systems
Mr. Steve Leese



Eaton County Central Dispatch

Ms. James Loeper (conference call)

Gogebic County 9-1-1

Ms. Pam Matelski 



Michigan Department of State Police

Mr. David Piasecki



AT&T

GUESTS

Ms. Evelyn Bailey (conference call)

L. R. Kimball Corporation
Ms. Cherie Bartram



St. Clair County Central Dispatch

Sgt. Brody Boucher



Michigan Department of State Police

Major Charles Bush



Michigan Department of State Police
Mr. Jerry Nummer



DTMB - MPSCS

Mr. Theron Shinew



DTMB – MPSCS

NON-VOTING MEMBERS

Ms. Harriet Miller-Brown



Michigan Department of State Police

Ms. Mary Jo Hovey



Michigan Department of State Police

ABSENT

Mr. Dale Berry




Huron Valley Ambulance

Mr. Bob Currier




Intrado

Mr. James Fyvie 



Clinton County Central Dispatch

Ms. Jennifer Greenburg



Telecommunications Association of Michigan

Sheriff Dale Gribler 



Van Buren County Sheriff Department
Mr. Dan Kuhn




Police Officers Association of Michigan

Mr. David Vehslage 



Verizon

Roll call was taken and a quorum present for the meeting.

Mr. Shawn Sible introduced himself as the new chair for the subcommittee, replacing Major Charles Bush who is retiring.
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B.
APPROVAL OF FEBRUARY 24, 2011, MEETING MINUTES
A MOTION was made by Mr. Steve Leese to approve the minutes of the February 24, 2011, Legislative Action Subcommittee meeting.  Supported by Ms. Patricia Coates, the MOTION carries.

C.
LEGISLATIVE UPDATE
Sgt. Brody Boucher stated that H. B. No. 4314, Amendment to the Telecommunications Act, is on the agenda for next week.  He feels there will be a lot more budget hearings in the next month or so and this bill is not likely to move forward in the very immediate future because of the budget issues.  

D.
OLD BUSINESS
1.
Continued Work on NG-911 Project Plan

Ms. Evelyn Bailey is on the conference bridge to help lead the group through the steps that need to take place.  At the last meeting it was decided to first focus on the funding issue.  
Ms. Bailey recapped the assignments that were made at the last meeting.

a. The first item was to have subcommittee members review current provisions in the statutes for the state all-devices surcharge, the county all-devices surcharge, and the technical charge.

b. Several items Ms. Harriet Miller-Brown put together for subcommittee members to review:  (1) the Next Generation Partner Program Transition Policy Implementation Handbook which had a section starting on page 9 regarding funding, (2) Ad Hoc report on research of what other states had done, and (3) Texas NG 9-1-1 Strategic Plan.

There are several different aspects to funding.  Ms. Bailey needs to understand when the subcommittee is talking about funding, are they meaning where will the money come from or how much money will be needed?  Both items are of importance to the subcommittee.  Parameters of the cost are needed first so a decision can be made of where the money will come from.  Ms. Miller-Brown referenced the original report and the cost would run approximately $80.2 million over six years that includes capital and recurring costs in each year for network, database, call routing, and PSAP premise equipment.  This does not include personnel cost.  Regional costs are estimated at $130 million.  The original report was done in 2009 and since that time there have most likely been numerous upgrades throughout the state since the report and financials were originally done.  When Michigan gets to the point of implementation, the situation will look somewhat different.  Ms. Bailey noted that for the purpose of the study they assumed a worst case scenario.  
When organizing the report, Ms. Bailey said that Kimball was asked to specifically not look at the funding aspect.  Based on what is known about current costs in Michigan, we would need to dig deeper to look at current costs, determine what current system components can stay in place and for how long, and add to that the unique costs for the transition period to NG9-1-1.  Once the current legacy 9-1-1 systems are decommissioned, at least a portion of those costs will go away and left will be the NG9-1-1 costs.  This is an exercise yet to be done and may require a workgroup to look into.
Much discussion was held regarding costs, recurring and non-recurring.  The group is recommended to reference the original report charts in the back of the document, Appendix G.  The report is available on the State 9-1-1 Committee (SNC) web site at:  www.michigan.gov/snc.  There are a lot of unknowns to be figured into the cost when Michigan is ready to move forward.  It should be noted there are no PSAP 
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operational or personnel costs associated with any of the monetary figures.  However, it will not change from current costs when moved to NG9-1-1 as the people will still be needed and those costs will continue.  That was never intended to be figured into the start-up costs.  Ms. Miller-Brown noted that the figures are only what it will take to migrate the system upward with the assumption that everything currently in place will remain.  There may be state costs to implement and run the system, with more staffing required at the state level.  However, those figures have not and cannot be approximated until other decisions are made of what option will be selected.  Mr. Sible stated that before the next meeting we will have some discussions and brainstorm what some of the possibilities might be in regards to the costs for the state office.
Discussion shifted to funding opportunities.  Ms. Bailey felt that the current options available in the statute would need to be looked at in terms of their adequacy or suitability in the case of the technical charge for NG 9-1-1.  It’s clear that funding will likely come from a variety of sources, rather like it does today.  An analysis exercise for any given regional ESI net, what is the cost, and is the aggregate all-devices surcharge shared across the board amongst all the participates in the ESI net adequate to pay the operational costs that it pays today?  There is also the question of what additional costs would be incurred for a regional ESI net and can any of that be paid using the current all-devices surcharge?  Is it a matter of only increasing the level of the surcharge and perhaps expanding what it can pay for if necessary?  Ms. Steve Leese noted we would have to expand what it can currently pay for in the law and the law would need to be changed for any sharing; as an example sharing with the Department of Transportation.
Ms. Bailey asked if it is a matter of tinkering with the funding structure that is in place right now or do we need to add something else into the mix?  In the Next Generation Partner Program Handbook, the second item on the checklist, asked “Are there funding mechanisms to ensure sustainable funds to support current E9-1-1 operations as well as investments for NG9-1-1.”  That’s the question Ms. Bailey feels we are at right now.  However, all of the items on that project plan checklist are questions that eventually need to be answered.
Mr. Sible noted he is hearing two main issues to address; (1) transition/implementation cost which is one-time, and (2) on-going cost.
Ms. Miller-Brown noted that the highest cost to operate 9-1-1 in Michigan during a year was close to $200 million which includes state, local, general fund, and millage money, based on what has been reported through the Annual Report to the Legislature.  A breakdown estimate would be:  38% local surcharge, 25% general fund, 25% millage, 11% state, and 5% other sources.
Various funding sources to discuss and potentially look into include:
a.
Capital Outlay

b.
Regional authorities bonding out a project

c.
Indiana built a wireless network funded with a wireless fee
d.
Vermont paid for out of their funding mechanism – they budgeted for it and the Legislature appropriated – the Public Service Commission increased the universal service charge to cover the contract cost
e.
Texas executive director said during an informal conversation that they are having a difficult time trying to persuade the Legislature that they need to set aside funding.  They were expecting to do it with their existing surcharge at that time.
It was agreed at the previous meeting that Vermont may not be a good direction to look to as an example.  Ms. Bailey agreed and indicated that is why she feels capital bonding is something the group should look at for Michigan’s situation.  Vermont did not have to do that.
Mr. Sible noted that the Department of Technology, Management, and Budget (DTMB) is responsible in Michigan for capital outlay.  For the next subcommittee meeting he will work with Ms. Miller-Brown’s office to get a capital outlay expert from DTMB to come and listen to what some of the subcommittee’s ideas are and provide some guidance on what would need to be done if we want to proceed further with this option, or let 
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the group know that it’s not an option so the subcommittee does not waste time on it.  Ms. Bailey has a contact with the Texas 9-1-1 alliance and a number of the members of that alliance have formed regional ESI nets.  She can inquire on how they are paying for the infrastructure, how the stakeholders have agreed to fund it, if they’ve divided up the costs or have shared costs, how they sorted it out, and how they made the decisions to form the units.  
Mr. Sible has heard there may be monies set aside somewhere for consolidation efforts within the state, depending on how local units of government collaborate.  It is something worth mentioning to keep in mind should the opportunity present itself.

Ideas were then solicited on how to fund the on-going additional expenses which does not include some sort of a fee or surcharge?  If it’s not a fee or surcharge, what else is there?  The group felt that increases in monies for public safety needs have been turned down as counties are facing large revenue sharing cuts.  Counties are very concerned about their individual budgets.  Communities are already closing down libraries, doing away with park systems, etc. to make ends meet.
Ms. Marsha Bianconi questioned if there is any possibility of grant funding?  Homeland Security funds were raised as a possibility for the initial infrastructure, but would not cover on-going costs.  This may be another option to the capital outlay funding piece.
Ms. Miller-Brown noted that Michigan is very unique in its technical surcharge.  The technical cost might be phased out as it currently exists and revisited.  Ms. Pat Anderson reviewed how the surrounding states cover technical costs.
Major Bush was recognized for his input and supportive of the subcommittee.  He is retiring, with this being his last meeting.  The group applauded him for his efforts.

Major Bush left the meeting at 11:45 a.m.
Ms. Yvette Collins asked why we are going down the road to Next Gen 9-1-1 if there isn’t funding set up and if it is going to cause problems to fund it, why are we going forth if nothing is broken with 9-1-1 to this point and what we have now seems to be working?  Sergeant Boucher noted that because we don’t have the money up front to do something doesn’t mean we stop moving forward.  Doing nothing is still an option; however, there is a benefit to continue preparing for Next Gen 9-1-1 so the research is done and is ready to go.  If we stop progressing, eventually someone else will come in and make the decision.  We’ve got to keep building on the progress of 9-1-1 in Michigan.  The group will need to eventually make a recommendation to the SNC.
Mr. Sible suggested putting together a workgroup to lay out all the known alternatives to look at for funding.  Or each subcommittee member could come to the next meeting with possibilities for funding sources.  Ms. Hovey will send a reminder to the group members to send their ideas to her and she will organize a master list of possible funding mechanisms or ideas for the next meeting.

2.
D-Block Issues
The SNC has accepted this group’s recommendation to support S. B. No 28 and not support H. B. No. 607.  These are federal bills and not state bills.
3.
Update on FCC
Nothing new to report.
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4.
Surcharge Enforcement

Nothing new to report.  Mr. Hal Martin from the Attorney General’s Office was privy to the discussions that were held and Ms. Miller-Brown also sent him an e-mail summarizing the local issue that had been brought up.
Ms. Bianconi again cautioned about opening up the bill.  Mr. Piasecki noted that he feels P. A. 32, Section 602.2, provides the authority to the MPSC.  Mr. Martin will be able to provide more information at the next meeting.

Mr. Sible noted from the SNC meeting earlier this week an opinion is being asked from the Attorney General’s Office related to dispatcher training fees and what constitutes a primary dispatch center and who receives funding.
E.
NEW BUSINESS
1.
H. B. No. 4314
There have been several concerns expressed about this bill, the carrier of last resort, and those people who will not want to get a cell phone.  Ms. Miller-Brown reviewed a recommendation to add to Section 211, page 13, a requirement that the providers register with the Commission and provide them with a report detailing how their service will impact, integrate, and operate with 9-1-1 services.  The report would then be made available to the SNC.
Ms. Collins feels that this is a retail bill related to landline service.  There’s nothing in it that has anything to do with 9-1-1 as far as we are concerned.  A carrier could not just pull out and be gone.  There is a process and the Michigan Public Service Commission (MPSC) has authority over that process.
From what Mr. Sible is hearing from the group, it is not the SNC’s authority to determine who the carrier of last resort is or anything else, but it is the Commission’s.  The MPSC has the authority to determine whether VoIP and cell phone coverage is part of that decision making process.  If this group has any concerns, the SNC should be going to the MPSC with a list of things we hope are being considered in their process.  
Mr. John Hunt had asked that this group bring something from this subcommittee and the Emerging Technology Subcommittee (ETS) together to the SNC to consider for additional language to be included.  There were also concerns from the ETS regarding access for the hard of hearing and TTY, along with a few other issues.
Mr. Sible stated the general consensus he is getting is that people are concerned there is potentially a negative impact on 9-1-1.  Whether it gets addressed through the bill or through the Commission is the question.  If the subcommittee believes that if some of the changes that are presented here will have a negative impact on 9-1-1 services for the state of Michigan, then we will need to bring them out either as part of this bill or as part of the Commission’s review.  This issue will be tabled until the next meeting as an agreement was not researched.

Mr. Leese has a write-up copy of the proposed bill with the ETS notes pasted to it.  Ms. Hovey will e-mail those parts of the bill to the members.

D.  CALL TO THE PUBLIC 
Ms. Patricia Coates asked if the State 9-1-1 Office or the SNC is planning to file any comments about the MPSC’s multi-line telephone system rulemaking that doesn’t address all the buildings or the problems.      Ms. Miller-Brown noted that what has been posted by the MPSC is what came out of the collaborative meetings.  If there is any more that anyone has concerns about, please forward those comments to Ms. Miller-Brown.
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E.  NEXT MEETING 

The next meeting date will be announced later as the availability of someone from DTMB to come in and speak to the group is established.
F.  ADJOURN

A MOTION was made by Ms. Marsha Bianconi to adjourn today’s meeting.  Supported by Mr. Steve Leese, the MOTION carried.
