Integrated Public Safety Commission

Meeting Minutes

                               Meeting Date:     

April 4, 2001

Meeting Time:     

10:00 a.m.

Meeting Location:  

State House

(Supreme Court Chambers)

Meeting City:     

Indianapolis, IN

Members present: Melvin Carraway, Harold Matthews, Luther Taylor, Oatess Archey, Richard Gunselman, Rick Linenburg, Robert Reilley

The chair, Superintendent Melvin Carraway, convened the meeting at 10:00 a.m.  He opened stating that minutes from the December 6, 2000 meeting were not available due to a lack of a quorum.  He requested a motion to accept the minutes.  The motion was made by Mr. Gunselman and seconded by Mr. Linenburg and the motion passed unanimously.

Mike Thayer, Thayer Consulting, quickly outlined the consortium issues and their current status in Project Hoosier SAFE-T.   He mentioned that Kosciusko County’s project was under review by the county and IPSC to determine how to proceed after the Allen/Ft. Wayne pullout.  

Mr. Carraway thanked everyone for showing his/her support at the Governor’s Summit, and he thanked staff for their contributions.  He felt that the turnout was great and that IPSC sent a strong message to legislators that SAFE-T needs to be implemented.  He turned the proceedings over to Les Miller, Special Counsel to the Superintendent, for an update on Crown Castle Inc.

Mr. Miller talked about the large expense of towers and pointed out that IPSC is not in the business of constructing towers.  Crown Castle had proposed to rent towers to IPSC, thereby setting aside up-front cost and by renting out the mid-section of towers to interested third parties.  Essentially, the contract with Crown Castle took out the capital expenditure and turned it into an operating expense.  The contract was basically finalized after 4-5 months of negotiations with Crown Castle, and then no responses came from Crown Castle from October-January.   In January, Crown Castle called and requested a meeting, wherein Crown Castle’s Vice President of Crown Castle basically stated that they were walking away from the agreement.

Mr. Miller further explained that despite the fallout with Crown Castle, it is agreeing to build the first eight towers, but SAFE-T does not have a tower provider to build out the complete project at this point.  

Mr. Carraway asked where could the 8 towers be built.

Mr. Miller said that the towers could be where we want the towers.  He referred to constructing two towers around the Kosciusko County, Whitley County area.  Crown Castle took out leasing options for sites in Kosciusko County and Crawfordsville and is looking at the Southeast Consortium and Johnson County.  Further, Mr. Miller said there is an RFP being put together to find a new tower provider.

Handouts describing build costs for the system were passed out.  Mr. Carraway reported his progress with the administration and General Assembly.  He continued by reiterating Mr. Miller’s main point, that the towers are crucial to the success of the system.  He described the multiple step process of tower selection.  He pointed out that to pinpoint an exact cost for a single tower, let alone Project Hoosier SAFE-T overall, is very difficult.  The cost must be approximate and not an all-encompassing number.  Mr. Carraway stated that this type of project has never been done before, which adds to the difficulty of determining an exact number.  SAFE-T is a process; it keeps moving.

Mr. Carraway said that where the funding originates is not important.    All funding mechanisms have been reviewed including bonding, leasing, cash, surcharges, and grants.  There seems to be an issue of avoidance every time IPSC pulls up to the table to discuss funding issues.  

Mr. Carraway continued to explain that Motorola has offered two funding mechanisms recently.  One proposal from Motorola is a leasing project, which saves IPSC more money than the bonding, and the other is cash funding over a four-year implementation.

Mr. Carraway detailed some costs associated with SAFE-T including: the backbone, towers and connections, staff and administration and maintenance.  An additional cost is NCIC2000, which provides law enforcement with the capacity to share a great variety of information in regards to criminal activity, investigations, fingerprinting, pictures, and files.  Next he discussed the availability of state/local matching funds.  Naturally, the state should step up to give locals technical and financial assistance for their equipment needs.  IPSC is trying to not only develop SAFE-T, but also a process through which every public safety entity can get the equipment and training and reap the benefits of the system.  Not only was the backbone not funded, but also neither were the matching grants.

Mr. Carraway said that legislators keep asking, “What are the locals bringing financially to this project?”  Mr. Carraway answered that locals bring the interests, supporters, and the users who will benefit from a statewide compatible system that rules out redundancy and inefficiency. We had argued that the state has a responsibility for the statewide system—construction and maintenance. 

According to the handouts, the 2001 biennium system expense is $34 million and with addition of NCIC matching funds it equals 60 million.  IPSC asked for a .45-cent surcharge on phones that would have generated 60 million, in the first biennium.  He thinks IPSC did its homework, but many legislators thought that IPSC was out to tax the people of the state.

Mr. Carraway referred to a letter to the editor in the Indianapolis Star, by John Koppin, President, Indiana Telecommunications Association, that accused SAFE-T of trying to tax people.  Mr. Carraway responded to the letter’s misstatements.  He said that, when people need assistance, they want public safety officials there immediately, and there cannot be excuses for not responding.  Also, other states use surcharges, and the notion is not unknown.  The article says that a wireless system already exists, through cell phones.  Mr. Carraway said that was not accurate because that is not how public safety operates.  There are several other incorrect statements in the article about what we do and how we do it.  Mr. Carraway suggested that a response to the article be submitted.

Mr. Carraway turned proceedings to the cash-funding model.  He pointed out that some legislators did not like our effort to include the NCIC 2000 cost or the matching funds tied with Project Hoosier SAFE-T.  we had attempted to do this provide financial relief from a federal mandate (NCIC 2000) and to assist the public safety agencies  in coming on to the new system.  He said that in some cases the cost for NCIC would be significant for small local law enforcement agencies.  The information and data to be passed on NCIC 2000 is growing, and it requires a broader band and faster connection.  It will require a T-1 line in some cases, and the connection to that line is what is expensive.  

Mr. Thayer discussed details of 15-year funding models on handouts.  He discussed two different models. First is leasing towers from Motorola as in leasing of backbone equipment.  Motorola would possibly provide financing, but corporate Motorola has yet to approve that option.  With Motorola’s leasing plan, it is more costly than bonding in short-term, not long-term.  Therefore, a “number” is hard to determine, because it can vary depending on which plan IPSC moves forward with to complete the project.  The second model is a straight cash model.   If IPSC had $30 million cash regardless of where it came from, the straight cash model describes how the build out would proceed.  Both of these models have basically the same line items.  With the cash model, there is no money left over for NCIC costs or matching funds, and that is why IPSC is attracted to the leasing model.  The leasing model is paid out over 10 years, which frees up capital to fund other line items, rather than waiting five years as in the cash model.  Both essentially call for 30 million per year.

Mr. Carraway began a discussion of legislative issues.  He pointed out that HB 1525 (putting surcharges on phone lines) died on second reading in the House.  Many legislators came to the summit and showed support, but as other issues arose, SAFE-T began to compete for the same dollars as the other programs, projects, and services need.  As important as most legislators say SAFE-T is, they are hesitant to appropriate the funds.  

Mr. Carraway further pointed out that the public does not accept a lack of communications as an excuse for not providing services for emergencies.  If the issue is really as important as legislators state, they will find a way to fund it.  The public will not take excuses when their lives or property is in danger.  It must be a major priority, to serve the people of Indiana, that deserves to be completed.  SAFE-T will come down to the 11th hour, but it will be tough, and we have to fight.  SAFE-T needs continued support.

