	Cortland County Judiciary and Public Safety Committee

	Minutes
	7/8/08
	10:00 AM
	Courthouse room 305

	

	Meeting called by
	Mr. Williams @ 10:01 AM

	Type of meeting
	Regular Committee

	committee Members present
	Tom Williams, Chairman; Gene Waldbauer, Vice Chairman; Chad Loomis; Tom Hartnett; Don Spaulding; Tony Piombo

	attendees
	Lee Price, Sheriff; Nick Wagner, 911 Dispatch Supervisor; Jane Goldner, Probation Director; Robert Corpora, IT Director; Jack Hess, Assistant IT Director; Dennis Whitt, County Auditor; Mark Suben, County Attorney; Sandy Price, Majority Leader; Dave Hartnett, District Attorney; Brianne Parker, Secretary I; Eric Mulvihill, WHXC; Evan Geibel, Cortland Standard

	Not present
	Scott Schrader, County Administrator; Danny Ross, Legislator

	Mr. Spaulding moved for the adoption of the June 10, 2008 minutes as printed.

Seconded by Mr. Piombo

All members voting in favor, none opposed; minutes approved as printed.

	Agenda topics

	Resolution ~ Sheriff’s Department

NO. 1 - Increase Salary- Sheriff’s Department Court Attendants

	discussion
	Mr. Williams introduced Agenda Item #1.  Mr. Spaulding moved the

	motion.  Mr. Piombo seconded.  

Sheriff Price informed the committee that the resolution is to increase the salary of the court attendants.  Asked the committee to be aware the letter from the Office of Court Administration in regards to the increase.

Mr. Spaulding stated that in regards to increases, you usually receive at least 50 cents and that this was a pittance in comparison.  He further stated that he understands that this is set by the Courts but that they should give more of an increase.  
Sheriff Price informed the committee that most of the attendants are retired and only work when they are on call and that it was an Office of Court Administration decision.
Mr. Williams asked if there were any more questions or concerns and called for a vote.

	

	Conclusions
	All members voting in favor; None opposed; Motion carried.

	

	

	Resolution ~ Sheriff’s Department

NO.2 - Authorize Agreement Extension- Sheriff’s Department (NYS Security Services to Cortland County Courts)

	Discussion
	Mr. Williams introduced Agenda Item #2 and moved the motion.  Mr.

	Piombo seconded.

Sheriff Price informed the committee that the resolution is to agree to the new contract, which is updated every year.  This will extend the contract with court administration.  The only difference is that court administration took over the court security officers, they are no longer under the jurisdiction of the Sheriff Department.  They now work under court administration.  The County is now only responsible for the Court Attendants in an amount of approximately $28,000.00.
Mr. Williams asked for any questions and then called for a vote.

	

	Conclusions
	All members voting in favor; None opposed; Motion carried.

	

	

	Tabled Item ~ Sheriff’s Department

Discontinue Monitoring Alarms
	
	

	Discussion
	Mr. Williams explains that this discussion item is a tabled resolution,

	but would like to approach item as a discussion to see where it goes.  Mr. Williams asked Sheriff Price to give a brief description of the service.  The Sheriff responded that the alarms from private residences and business are sent to the 911 Dispatch center, in addition to public buildings and box alarms.  He stated that what is proposed is to eliminate the service to all but the box alarms and public buildings.  He stated that he believes that there are private companies that would provide a better service than that provided by the County.  The Sheriff stated that the supervisor of the 911 center agrees that this service should be discontinued.  The Sheriff said that he has had inquiries from businesses who want to sign on to the service but he has said no pending a final decision from the Legislature.  Mr. Wagner, 911 supervisor, stated that he has had inquiry from Homer Elementary concerning this service and he advised that we were not accepting new alarms until the Legislature made a decision on the service.  Mr. Wagner stated that the school inquired about our capabilities and equipment.  Mr. Wagner stated that he responded that our system is fifteen years old and was not sophisticated enough to accept all of the detailed information the schools system could send.  Mr. Williams stated that the last time this was discussed was April or May and at that staff was to develop an estimate of the costs of installing a system to monitor the alarms.  Mr. Wagner stated that all of the estimates received were in the neighborhood of $70,000.  Mr. Waldbauer inquired if an upgrade would be necessary to monitor the public and box alarms.  Mr. Wagner stated that most systems out there currently, in addition to a hardwire signal, send a signal over a phone line indicating that there is an alarm and that that signal is immediately followed up by a digital alarm giving more detailed information as to the type of alarm and a more detailed location within the building.  He stated that the box alarms are hardwired.  For example, in the case of Pall Trinity, a hardwire card was burned out and sent no signal.  He stated that there were very specific rules regarding being a monitoring stating versus a receiving station, including being able to tell when an alarm system in a business is not working properly.  Our system is one of receiving not of monitoring and probably would not ever be able to meet the criteria of a monitoring station.  Mr. Williams stated that he was hoping to develop the initial equipment costs combined with the long term costs of maintenance, administration and staffing divided into the total number of customers to determine if we could provide the service cheaper than that  of a private company.  Mr. Wagner stated that in his research to date, he has been unable to get a definitive answer on the criteria the County would need to meet to be an approved monitoring station making a cost estimate difficult to predict but believes it to approach $500,000 and is cost prohibitive.  Mr. Harnett stated that from what he has heard, we will never be up to standard and that providing a service without being up to standard would open up the County to liability.  He questioned why would spend the kind of money that has been stated and not be able to resolve the concerns of not meeting the standards.  He stated that the focus of the County ought to be enhancing and protecting the 911 service.  Mr. Spaulding stated that we have heard at previous meetings that it is not cost effective for the County to continue the service to private business and residents and thought that discussion on this issue was over.  Mr. Spaulding stated that the Committee was wasting its time on this issue and that the Committee should vote to discontinue the service and move on to other issues.  Sheriff Price agreed with Mr. Spaulding that the County would not make money on this service and indicated that we are not charging for the service because we have no redundancy in the system to ensure the service to the business and residents sign up for the service.  This became evident during a storm last summer when we lost the ability to receive the alarms for approximately ten days.  He believes that there is a tremendous amount of potential liability in what we are doing.  Mr. Waldbauer asked if similar liability existed with the box alarms that would remain.  Mr. Wagner stated that it depends on the service we state we are going to provide; that if we advise the public entities that we are acting as a receiving station only, that our liability is significantly reduced.  Mr. Corpora commented that a monitoring station would require significantly more in terms of equipment and computer security than a mere receiving station.  Mr. Waldbauer summarized that if we continued what we are doing for public and box alarms, we limit our liability.  The Sheriff indicated that the County Attorney should study the issue of liability if the Committee wanted a solid answer.  Mr. Suben stated that he would be happy to do that and stated that if the County decides to continue to offer the service, the customers should be provided with a disclaimer of what our service will be.  Mr. Wagner agreed.  He stated that many properties are using our service to obtain cheaper insurance rates on the property and without providing the disclaimer, liability issues could arise.  He further stated that a definition should be developed on what a public entity is.  Mr. Suben stated that we, as a general policy, do not give these types of services to private entities.  Mr. Williams entertained a motion to remove this item from the table from Mr. Hartnett, seconded by Mr. Spaulding.  Mr. Williams asked that a definition of public agency be defined.  Mr. Suben stated that we must put all concerned on notice of what we can and do offer.  Mr. Loomis stated that he does not understand why we don’t have all of the numbers and that without them a decision shouldn’t be made.  He believes that we should not make a hasty decision.  He stated that there are ways to monitor the integrity of an alarm system and meet the standards easily.  He doesn’t understand why a system would need to cost as much as some people are saying and will do his own investigating into the costs.  He stated that until he has hard numbers, he will be voting no.  He stated that he has asked for these numbers and has not received them.  He stated that in his opinion that the integrity of the system would need to be addressed whether the service was provided to more than public entities and if we kept this open to private entities we could utilize the proceeds to pay for 911 equipment.  The Sheriff indicated that we needed to be very careful with this issue as we do not currently know if the systems are function properly.  Mr. Corpora stated that the current system does not monitor it receives signals.  Mr. Loomis stated that he understands the liability but that the technology does exist to create a system to meet the standards.  Mr. Corpora asked why the County is competing with private companies to provide this service when we don’t have to.  Mr. Loomis said we are not competing that we are just receiving alarms.  Mr. Corpora stated that that is not what customers equipment is designed for but is far more sophisticated.  Hartnett asked how much money are we going to throw away on this service.  Mr. Loomis said we wouldn’t be throwing any money away and offered to bring in an individual from Tompkins County to explain what they are doing.  That they are looking to do what we are looking to undo.  Mr. Spaulding stated that we are missing the point of the Resolution which is to eliminate private alarms.  Mr. Williams stated that we do not have to take action today and can get further information on costs next month and figure out the costs per year for the client.  However he believes once you do this, it will prove out that this will be far more expensive than that of the private sector.  Mr. Loomis inquired how the alarms are received now.  Mr. Wagner said at 911.  Mr. Loomis inquired how much longer it would take through a third party monitoring company.  Mr. Wagner stated he has not researched that but doesn’t believe that it would add that much time.  The Sheriff reiterated that he believes we should not be receiving these alarms.  Mr. Suben stated that the message from the Sheriff should be heard.  This is a matter of public safety.  The Sheriff stated that the County could be able to do what was necessary to protect the public safety but we shouldn’t be competing with the private sector especially when we can not guarantee that we could offer a better serve to the private sector.  Mr. Suben stated that there is still an issue as to whether we even can offer this service to private entities.  Mr. Williams inquired if there was a desire to table this for another month and in the mean time get hard costs and have the County Attorney draft a letter to the customers as what we can offer and the limitation of our service?  Mr. Loomis made a motion to table.  Motion died for the lack of a second.  Mr. Williams stated that a definition of public versus private entity would be made to the Resolution to clarify that issue.


	

	Conclusions
	On a motion by Mr. Harnett, seconded by Mr. Spaulding, the Committee approved the Resolution discontinuing the monitoring of private alarms with all members voting aye except Mr. Loomis and Mr. Williams.  Mr. Loomis requested that figures to upgrade the system be provided.

	

	Discussion ~ Coroner’s Office

Authorize Appointment County Coroner’s Office (Appointing Investigators)

	Discussion
	Mr. Williams stated that the Coroner’s have requested authority to create positions of investigator in matters involving mass casualty incidents.  He went on to say that given that Mr. Schrader is unaware of this request and has not been approached by the Coroners that this item be pulled from the agenda and that the Coroners be invited to the next meeting to discuss this matter.  Mr. Duell responded that this matter derived from a Pandemic Flu Committee and that the Deputy Public Health Director was here to provide insight in the matter.  Mr. Williams requested that this matter be held off until August.

	

	Discussion ~ Sheriff Price

Impact on Budget-Fuel Costs

	Discussion

Mr. Williams invited the Sheriff to discuss fuel costs.  The Sheriff stated that he was sure everyone was aware that fuel costs have gone up significantly which will cause his Department to run out of money by the end of September.  His Department receives a lot of calls from rural areas and he does not intend to reduce patrols despite the lack of funds in the fuel account.  The Sheriff stated that he is sure he is not the only department facing this situation.  They are exploring ways to reduce fuel consumption and implemented some of them such as transports of prisoners to closer Counties.  We are still using the closest car concept for answering calls but is not certain that anything else can be done.  Mr. Williams asked if the estimate of running out of funds was the end of September.  The Sheriff responded that it is hard to predict of sure given the volatile nature of fuel prices, but that is his guess.  Mr. Williams stated that he thought that Highway gas prices were locked in.  The Sheriff responded that they were not.   
Discussion ~ 
Ratify Purchase of GPS Equipment and Authorize reimbursement

	Discussion
	Mr. Williams explained that there has been a purchase made as part of a grant and that what appears to have happened was that a Deputy County Fire Coordinator, in order to expedite the purchase, used his personal credit card which now requires this Committee to ratify the purchase.  Mr. Duell stated that he believes that this is the case but that he is somewhat confused as to what is necessary.  Mr. Duell stated that research was done on the costs of the units and one of his Deputy Coordinators found the units on-line for several hundred dollars cheaper than those locally.  So he bought it using his credit card and is asking to be reimbursed.  Mr. Duell stated that while maybe he shouldn’t have done it that way, he is unaware of anything in writing saying he couldn’t.  Ms. Price stated that she received a call from the individual that made the purchase who stated that there was a grant received for these items, ordered it and was wondering why he hadn’t been reimburse.  Mr. Whitt stated that he does not take issue with the equipment that was purchased, but in his role as County Auditor questioned the submission of a Purchase Order for the items with a only a packing slip as support of the reimbursement.  Second, the equipment, according to the packing slip, was shipped to a Mr. Dennison at McNeil and Company at 20 Church Street.  Mr. Whitt stated that there is simply no evidence that there was authority to purchase this equipment whether in the budget or in the minutes of a prior Committee meeting which is why the matter was brought to Committee this month.  He stated that he has no authority to pay this without the Committee or because all that was provided was a packing slip.  There is no evidence that this has been paid for by Mr. Dennison.  He also stated that, while this may be authorized as part of a grant, the grant authority is not the same as authority to purchase outside of established policy nor does it provide budgetary authority.  He stated that if the Committee ratifies the purchase as part of the grant for Tower improvements, then he can pay it.  Mr. Whitt did state that the Committee should also direct that the proper County Officials deliver the information so that these units can be properly inventoried and, if appropriate, listed as a fixed asset of the County.  Mr. Williams requested a motion to move this issue to the Budget and Finance Committee.  Ms. Price requested that Mr. Duell clarify what the grant was intended for.  Mr. Duell stated that it was a Homeland Security Grant that was obtained to purchase various equipment and that these GPS units would be used by the Deputy Coordinators and himself to pinpoint latitude and longitude of a missing person or emergency incident.  He also indicated that UHF paging is also part of this grant.  Mr. Whitt that the proper procedure would have been for Mr. Duell to obtain phone quotes or written proposals for the equipment, ensured that the grant funds were available within the Budget and approval to have a private citizen utilize his credit card prior to the purchase.  If this process was followed, the issue wouldn’t be before Committee.  However, these procedures were not complied with.  The receipt of a grant does not trump budgetary or purchasing policy.  Ms. Price asked if a Resolution was necessary?  Mr. Williams suggested that the issue be moved to Budget and Finance for their approval as it is part of a bigger issue.  Mr. Williams requested a motion to ratify the purchase and authorize the reimbursement. 

	

	Conclusions
	A motion was made by Mr. Waldbauer, seconded by Mr. Piombo to forward the issue to the Budget and Finance Committee, ratify the purchase and authorize the reimbursement.  All present voted in favor.

	

	Discussion ~ Mark Suben

Lawsuits- Status

	Discussion
	Mr. Williams requested Mr. Suben provide updates on the status of the various lawsuits.  Mr. Suben stated that the Conflict Attorney lawsuit is before Judge Dowd and we are awaiting a decision from him.  As for the lawsuit brought against Mr. Schrader, they are in litigation which means that an answer has been filed by Mr. Pierce, Mr. Schrader’s attorney and that, as he understands it, the attorneys on both sides are arguing about the process of discovery.  Mr. Suben stated that there are issues regarding technical requirements of obtaining information.  To the best of Mr. Suben’s knowledge, no motions have been filed.  Mr. Loomis asked for clarification on the costs for defense of these actions and what role the County’s insurance carrier played in those costs and the long term impact of these actions on the County.  Mr. Suben stated that that was a very good question and is under the understanding that there will not be an impact on the County long term but believes that there should be a review of our policies with the assistance of Mr. Schrader who is an expert in this.  Mr. Suben reminded the Committee that the insurance carrier is only defending the County on the matter filed by Mary Leonard and that they have denied coverage on the matter filed by Ric Van Donsel.  Mr. Waldbauer asked for the amount paid by the County to date.  Mr. Suben stated that he does not recall off hand.

	

	Discussion ~ General
Lawsuits- Status

	Discussion
	Mr. Williams asked if Jane Goldner or David Hartnett had anything to discuss.  Both indicated that they did not.  Mr. Williams stated that it was discussed in the Buildings and Grounds Committee earlier this morning that the move by the District Attorney to new space was progressing with little difficulty.  Mr. Hartnett responded that the move was going relatively well and that Buildings and Grounds and Information Technology is responding to their needs.  


	Meeting Adjourned
	Mr. Williams adjourned the meeting.

	Special notes
	** Meeting room not conducive to recording. **
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