Dakota Communications Center
Executive Committee
Meeting Minutes: February 2"9, 2022

Members Present: Tom Lawell — Apple Valley; Matt Smith — Dakota County; Dave
Osberg — Eagan; Dan Wietecha — Hastings; Kris Wilson — Inver Grove Heights; Justin
Miller — Lakeville; Logan Martin — Rosemount; Joel Hanson — South St. Paul; Nathan
Burkett — West St. Paul

Members Absent: TBD — Burnsville; David McKnight — Farmington; Cheryl Jacobson —
Mendota Heights

Alternates Present: BJ Jungmann — Burnsville; BJ Battig — Dakota County; Dianne
Miller — Eagan; Lynn Gorski — Farmington

Others Present: Tom Folie, Jen Hildebrandt — DCC; Helen Brosnahan — DCC Legal
Counsel; David Lang — DCC Fiscal Agent Representative; Brian Schaefer — Law
Enforcement Operations Sub-Committee Chair

Call to Order

Recognizing a quorum, Chair Martin called the meeting to order at 3:02pm.
2. Roll Call

Members in attendance are noted above.

Chair Martin called for introductions.

3. Approve Agenda

Discussion: No discussion.

Action: Motion by Wietecha (Hastings) to approve the agenda as presented. Second by
Miller (Lakeville). Motion passed unanimously.

CONSENT AGENDA

4. Consent Agenda — Executive Committee Chair
a. Approve minutes from the November 379, 2021 regular meeting
b. Approve paid claims
c. Receive Unaudited Financial Report
d. Receive Executed Contracts and Agreements
e. Designate 2022 Official Newspaper

Discussion: No discussion.

Action: Motion by Lawell (Apple Valley) to approve the Consent Agenda as presented.
Second by Osberg (Eagan). Motion passed unanimously.



REGULAR AGENDA
Action Items

5. Compensation Study and Proposed 2022 Structure

Discussion:
Folie (DCC) reminded members that per Board policy direction, the DCC compensation
structure was to be reviewed every 3 — 5 years. Folie noted that the last time a review
was administered was 2018, but it was not handled by third-party compensation group.
Folie added that since that time, formal review of the structure was stalled pending
progress on governance.
Folie informed members that staff had received authorization to engage Keystone
Compensation Group in third quarter of 2021. Recognizing recurring confusion related
to the merit-based compensation practices for the two director positions, staff was
directed to include review of that structure with a preference for moving to a step based
system. Folie introduced Saado Abboud with Keystone Compensation Group stating
that Saado was the representative who had been working with him and Executive
Committee Chair Martin on a two-fold effort:
1. Administer a technical compensation study to ensure DCC wages were in-line
with other similar positions in the industry, and
2. Replace the merit-based compensation structure in place for the two director
positions with a step-based system.

In remote attendance, Abboud (Keystone Compensation) referred to the agenda packet
item #5 attachment and reported findings of his compensation review.

Smith (Dakota County) clarified that the desire of the group, and intent going forward
was to remove the merit portion of the DCC compensation structure entirely. Folie
(DCC) confirmed. Smith then asked if the steps listed in the presented structure were
subject to annual COLA increases. Abboud (Keystone Compensation) confirmed each
time there was a COLA adjustment, it applied to the entire structure. Abboud added that
steps allowed employees to move through the range of their position as their skills and
experience grow. Abboud clarified that once an employee reached the top step of their
range, they would no longer be eligible for a step increase and only the approved COLA
would apply.

Miller (Lakeville) asked if there was anything in the compensation policy that allowed
organization control of progression through the steps based on performance.
Hildebrandt (DCC) confirmed that the Employee Handbook stated that an employee is
eligible to move to the next step in the compensation structure based on satisfactory
performance and that length of service did not guarantee movement through the step
salary structure.

Martin (Rosemount) informed members that not only was there a strong desire among
members to simplify the merit-based compensation structure, but also the need for
ongoing review of the overall compensation structure to ensure competitiveness.



Abboud (Keystone Compensation) agreed and noted that the DCC compensation
structure presented reflected competitive wages. Abboud clarified that the starting step
in each position was reflective of an employee who had no experience, and that the
hiring authority over any position had the ability to bring a new hire in at a higher wage
based on experience. Folie (DCC) agreed and noted that this practice has been in
place for the dispatcher position if a new hire had previous experience.

Lawell (Apple Valley) referred to page 10 of the report where it referred to the
approximate 2022 budget impact of $40,600 and asked why that differed from the
background memo that noted a fiscal impact of $13,895. Folie (DCC) reminded that the
first part of the formal review was to ensure all DCC position wage ranges were
competitive. Once confirmed, the already-negotiated 2022 dispatcher and dispatch
supervisor steps were populated into the proposed 2022 compensation structure based
on the contracts. Folie explained that the presentation noted 2022 overall impact for
every position in the organization and the proposed structure impacts significantly fewer
employees. Abboud (Keystone Compensation) added that the adjustments to the non-
union compensation was necessary to align all positions to a structure that would match
job grades without causing issues with Pay Equity.

Wietecha (Hastings) reiterated that in a step structure, there is the flexibility to hire
personnel into a position at a higher step based on experience. Abboud (Keystone
Compensation) confirmed.

Lawell (Apple Valley) commented that while he wasn’t certain if the recommendation
was to accept the report or adopt the recommended compensation structure and
suggested that before presentation to the Board of Directors for consideration, it would
be beneficial for the report to include what the fiscal impact would be based on each
identified position. Folie (DCC) acknowledged.

Action: Motion by Miller (Lakeville) to adopt the results of the DCC 2022 Compensation
Study administered by Keystone Compensation. Second by Wilson (Inver Grove
Heights). Motion passed unanimously.

6. Joint Powers Agreement Revisions and Process

Discussion:

Folie (DCC) referred to the red-lined JPA document that was provided in the packet and
noted that a revision to that document was received from Dakota County on Monday
and forwarded to members.

Smith (Dakota County) referred to the revised red-lined document distributed on
January 315t and noted that it reflected how the County would continue to pay their
share of the variable costs based on call volume as identified in the funding formula.
Smith noted that it also identified how the County would increase contributions toward
annual fixed costs incrementally over three years up to 50%. Smith acknowledged that



the red-lined JPA document in front of the group did not reflect any streamlined
governance committee changes that were currently being discussed.

Martin (Rosemount) thanked Smith for his efforts. Martin referred to the red-lined
document and noted the inference that 50% of annual fixed costs was the cap the
County Board would consider paying. Brosnahan (Dakota County Attorney’s Office)
explained that the County Board'’s position was to get to 50% annual fixed costs over 3
years, and at that point assess experience and efforts toward governance restructuring
before committing to more than the 50% of annual fixed costs going forward. Brosnahan
noted that the JPA term was indefinite, but the term of red-lined provision 9.4 identified
a sunset which would force reassessment and discussion of percentage of County
Board contribution toward annual fixed costs in 2025, 2026, 2027, 2028 and 2029.

Miller (Lakeville) noted that in the red-lined JPA scenario presented, the County Board
had a 3 year opportunity to work towards paying 50% of the annual fixed costs.
However, the term identified, if the County Board were to decide they were no longer
going to contribute at that level toward annual fixed costs, there was no identified “ramp
down” and the end result would be member agencies having to immediately take on that
increased amount immediately. Miller referred to Martin’s comment about how the
assumption was that once the County got to the 50% of annual fixed costs, that would
be the minimum contribution going forward with consideration of increased contributions
after 2024. Miller expressed concern related to the red-line JPA verbiage that seemed
to give the County the opportunity to opt out of paying 50% of annual fixed costs going
forward from 2024. Smith (Dakota County) explained that the draft was an attempt to
ratchet County annual fixed cost contributions up to 50% over three years. Smith
acknowledged that the Board desire was to have the ability to revisit the 50%
contribution after that time. Smith noted that the reference to 50% of annual fixed costs
out to 2029 was an attempt to make it clear that once the County was paying that
percentage, there wouldn’t be a backslide during the revisit in 2025.

Martin (Rosemount) noted that he was not understanding why it wasn’t documented that
once the County was paying 50% of annual fixed costs, there would be a ramp up to the
County paying 100% of annual fixed costs. Smith (Dakota County) noted that the
County Board position was to agree to working toward 50% of annual fixed costs over a
three year period. After that time, there could be consideration of more, but while that
was the desire of membership there was no commitment to that at this time. Brosnahan
(Dakota County Attorney’s Office) agreed relaying the clear message from the County
Board that the County would, over three years starting in 2022, work toward paying 50%
of annual fixed costs, which is where it would level off. Brosnahan added that
discussion about increasing that contribution after that time would still be open for
consideration. Brosnahan noted that the wording in the red-lined JPA before the group
locked the County in through 2029 to paying at least 50% of annual fixed costs.

Osberg (Eagan) questioned what needed to be done by the consortium to support the
County paying more than 50% of annual fixed costs beyond the red-lined commitment.
Smith (Dakota County) noted that this expectation was not nearly as clear as the



arithmetic portion of the discussion. Smith acknowledged the clear desire for resolution
and implementation of governance restructuring. Osberg (Eagan) responded that
governance restructuring was a member-wide issue that was currently being
considered. Osberg asked if the County Board cared that the governance structure was
funky and that membership was working toward resolution. Smith (Dakota County)
responded that there were seven members on the County Board and that some felt like
it may affect the County’s costs to some degree if the County picked up 100% of DCC
annual fixed costs. Smith noted that the County Board desire was to have the
opportunity to reassess.

Wietecha (Hastings) referred to the governance satisfaction survey that took a week to
do and tabulate, and inquired why is it going to take three years to come up with a
report card on how the DCC governance can be improved. Smith (Dakota County)
acknowledged that it may not take three years. However, after much discussion the
County Board stated they were comfortable with a six-year phase-in plan that agreed to
being at 50% of annual fixed costs at 3 years, with consideration of up to 100% after
that. Wietecha (Hastings) commented that he recalled 1 V2 years prior there was some
sort of negotiation of a 5-year phase-in ending at the County paying 100% of annual
fixed costs. Wietecha noted that this backslide now of a 3-year phase-in to only 50%
was not something he could support with his Council. Smith (Dakota County) reminded
members that the original request by membership that the County consider a 5-year
phase-in ending in the County paying 100% of DCC annual fixed costs. Smith continued
stating that the commitment that came out of that request was a 3-year phase-in that
would result in the County paying 50% of annual fixed costs. Smith noted that the red-
lined document in front of the group accommodated the possibility of the County paying
up to 100% of annual fixed costs over 6 years.

Miller (Lakeville) noted that he didn’t see anywhere in the red-line JPA where it referred
to the 100%. Martin (Rosemount) agreed noting that the consortium wouldn’t have an
issue passing the “report card”, but that it would be beneficial to see reference to the
100% in the JPA. Smith (Dakota County) acknowledged there was no reference to
100%, but page 15 sub item 3 did allow for re-evaluation for the 2025 budget. Smith
speculated there was the potential for further modification of the redlined JPA to refer to
consideration of Dakota County covering up to 100% of annual fixed costs. Martin
(Rosemount) suggested the incremental increases for 2025 — 2029 be added to the
already identified increases for 2022 — 2024. Smith (Dakota County) noted that the
County Board would only be comfortable with that if there was a mechanism that
allowed them to remain at 50% if they deemed necessary. Miller (Lakeville) suggested
removing the 2029 sunset reference. Smith (Dakota County) clarified that the sunset
reference didn’t come from the County Board, but from the County Attorney’s Office.
Smith clarified that the only thing that came from the County Board was the commitment
for 2022, 2023 and 2024 with a revisit for the 2025 budget. Brosnahan (Dakota County
Attorney’s Office) noted that Dakota County practice was to not draft agreements with
financial components that had indefinite terms. Brosnahan noted that the rationale was
for Dakota County to always have a re-evaluation opportunity built into contracts.
Brosnahan acknowledged that the date didn’t need to be 2029, it could be whatever all



parties were comfortable with. Miller (Lakeville) referred to the existing JPA and noted
that there was no defined re-evaluation date. Brosnahan noted that the red-lined
document could simply refer to the 2022, 2023 and 2024 phase-in of up to 50% fixed
costs, which would require a reassessment anyway. ldentifying a reassessment period
ensures a minimum of 50% for an additional 3 years. Hanson (South St. Paul) noted
that the explanation Brosnahan provided, is exactly what the red-lined JPA should state.
Hanson commented that the intent was not clearly identified in the document which
could be problematic as others fill the various roles that have been discussing the
revision.

Lawell (Apple Valley) acknowledged that the County Board agreement was not where
the majority wanted to be. Lawell noted that even if the agreement doesn’t end with the
County covering 100% of annual fixed costs, he was concerned that the document
reflected the potential for a JPA revisit to not go well. Lawell recognized that everyone
in attendance worked with contracts with various vendors, but it was imperative that the
County not write the JPA the same as it would write a contract with a vendor. Lawell
reminded members that the DCC was a principle core business formed of a partnership.
Lawell encouraged the Dakota County Attorney’s Office to treat the JPA in a more
sacred manner that would not result in revisions in three years.

Martin (Rosemount) acknowledged that the discussion was not currently in a great spot
and noted that without some revisions the proposed red-lined JPA would not be
receiving the support needed from the group in time for the February Board of Directors
meeting. Martin suggested the original workgroup work with the Dakota County
Attorney’s Office on some revisions for consideration at the May meeting. Martin
reiterated that the workgroup included himself, Justin Miller, Matt Smith, Director
Wiesensel and Director Slavik.

Smith (Dakota County) assured the group that while this effort needed to get finalized,
money-wise the timing was not an issue as the 2022 funding was accounted for in the
County budget.

Folie (DCC) noted that moving forward with the budget, the intent and desire of the
DCC Fiscal Agent was to obtain budget approval at the May meeting. Martin
(Rosemount) acknowledged the effort should be ready for consideration by that time.
Smith (Dakota County) agreed noting that the workgroup, in working with the Dakota
County Attorney’s Office should be able to resolve this issue quickly and be ready for
the May discussion in direct succession with the budget consideration.

Wilson (Inver Grove Heights) asked for discussion on if this item will be on the Board of
Directors February agenda. Wilson noted that she left the November meeting with the
impression that the Board was going to be receiving an update at their November
meeting and she was surprised to hear the Board took a vote, which she wasn’t pleased
with. Martin (Rosemount) noted that the intent and agenda packet documentation was
provided as an update only and that discussions quickly turned toward continuing the



momentum of the effort. Folie agreed to keep the item off the February Board of
Directors agenda.

Lawell (Apple Valley) asked what the action was that the Board took. Folie (DCC)
responded that the action reflected a general comfort with the County Board efforts of a
3-year phase-in covering up to 50% of annual fixed costs with consideration of the
additional 50% in 2024 but did not amount to a commitment.

Smith (Dakota County) reminded members that it was easy to get frustrated because of
how long this discussion has been going on. Smith noted that looking back over where
the group started from, the County Board has bought into the next 3 years for certain
and the potential of further agreement beyond that. Smith noted that the effort was now
focusing on how to memorialize the agreement in a way that worked for everyone.

Folie (DCC) referred to the governance survey and provided a brief recap of results.
Review of survey responses noted that membership seemed generally satisfied with
operations but that there was definitely room for improvement at the operations level.

Wilson (Inver Grove Heights) asked how many responses were received to the survey.
Hildebrandt (DCC) noted that the survey was sent to primary and alternate
representation on the board, executive committee and two operations committees,
approximately 90 surveys sent out and the results were based on approximately 35
responses.

Action: No action.
7. 2022 Goals
Discussion:

Folie (DCC) noted that one expectation of his position was to identify annual
organizational goals. Folie briefly reviewed 2022 goals in the following three groups:

e Enhance emergency response to calls for service through processes and
technology

e Improve work environment for employees

e Improve the business and governance efficiency of the DCC

Wilson (Inver Grove Heights) referred to the efforts toward improving the work
environment for employees and asked how that success would be measured. Folie
(DCC) acknowledged that the effort was extremely important but not so simple to
measure outside of tracking steps that had been taken. An employee satisfaction
survey that was started in 2021 would be continued to be administered on an annual
basis in hopes of being able to better track success levels.

Action: No action.

8. Budget Process and Workgroup Formation



Discussion:

Folie (DCC) reiterated that that DCC Fiscal Agent, City of Lakeville was interested in
budget adoption in May. Folie reminded that every year a workgroup made up of
members of the Executive Committee convened to do an in-depth review of the
proposed budget prior to presentation to governance. Folie noted that the budget
review was anticipated to be the week of April 4" and he was looking for three
participants to join him and DCC Fiscal Agent representatives in the review. Logan
Martin, Dan Wietecha and Kris Wilson agreed to participate on the workgroup.

Action: No action.
9. Chair and Vice Chair Election 2022 and 2023 Term

Discussion: Folie (DCC) reminded members that at the November 2021 meeting the
group nominated Logan Martin for appointment as Executive Committee Chair for the
2022 — 2023 term.

Action: Motion by Osberg (Eagan) to elect Logan Martin as Dakota Communications
Center Executive Committee Chair for the 2022 — 2023 term. Second by Miller
(Lakeville). Motion passed unanimously.

Discussion: Martin (Rosemount) reminded members that at the November 2021
meeting the group nominated Melanie Mesko Lee for appointment as Executive
Committee Vice-chair for the 2022 — 2023 term. Recognizing the recent vacancy,
Martin opened the floor for nominations.

Action: Motion by Martin (Rosemount) to nominate and elect Dan Wietecha as Dakota
Communications Center Executive Committee Vice-chair for the 2022 — 2023 term.
Second by Hanson (South St. Paul). Upon Wietecha’s acceptance, Motion passed
unanimously.

Miscellaneous:

Brosnahan (Dakota County Attorney’s Office) asked if the Legal Services Agreement
had been added to the agenda. Recognizing technical difficulties at the opening of the
meeting, Folie noted that he neglected to add the item. Folie (DCC) also voiced
concerns about adding consideration of a new contract without first giving members an
opportunity to review it since it had only been passed out to the committee the day
before. Brosnahan (Dakota County Attorney’s Office) continued that the current legal
service agreement recognized fees that were tied to the CPI. Brosnahan noted that this
could be detrimental to the DCC and so a new drafted agreement was provided for
consideration. Brosnahan noted that the new document identified specific hourly fees,
no longer tied to the CPI.

Wilson (Inver Grove Heights) commented that the agreement received was not red-
lined, and inquired what had changed. Brosnahan (Dakota County Attorney’s Office)
responded that the only things changed was the term running through 12/31/2024, and
the severing of the tie of fees to the CPI. Wilson clarified that the request was for the
Executive Committee to recommend approval of the contact to the Board of Directors.



Brosnahan (Dakota County Attorney’s Office) confirmed, but noted that there would first
need to be action to amend the agenda.

Smith (Dakota County) noted that the amended agreement would reflect lower costs
than the current agreement.

Jungmann (Burnsville) noted that the agreement refers to Dakota 911 and if the name
change hasn’t been memorialized yet, that should probably reflect Dakota
Communications Center. Brosnahan (Dakota County Attorney’s Office) agreed.

Miller (Lakeville) asked if the agreement needs to be endorsed by the Executive
Committee or if it could just be updated to reflect the correct name and then added to
the Board of Directors agenda. Martin (Rosemount) confirmed that he could represent
that desire. Miller (Lakeville) questioned who else the DCC would use if not the Dakota
County Attorney’s Office. Folie (DCC) responded it would likely be a city attorney or
private firm. Osberg (Eagan) asked if the consortium had the ability to do that. Folie
(DCC) confirmed and added that it has been done when there is a potential conflict of
interest or a quick turnaround was needed that the County Attorney’s Office could not
accomodate. Brosnahan (Dakota County Attorney’s Office) assured that option was in
the new agreement.

Information Updates/Discussion Items
10.Executive Director Report
Discussion:

FBI/CJIS Encryption Requirement — Folie (DCC) noted that there is an FBI requirement
that Criminal Justice Information (CJl) information aired over the radio be encrypted.
Folie noted that member agencies were already working to meet this requirement, but
the DCC backup portable radios were unfortunately too old to encrypt. Folie
acknowledged there were some governance-level concerns about transparency and
noted that portables replacement and encryption would be a topic for future discussion.
Folie cautioned that if audited by the FBI, the DCC and membership would be found
not-compliant until this topic is addressed and resolved.

COVID - Folie (DCC) noted that the DCC had been hit very hard with COVID-related
leave and resulting scheduling impacts. Folie reported that DCC staff who could work
from home, were doing so until case reports declined. Folie added that staff was being
issued weekly KN95 masks that were to be worn whenever away from their desk.

Reclassifications — Folie (DCC) informed members that there was a national effort
toward getting dispatchers reclassified from administrative support to protective
services. Folie explained that members might start seeing dispatch staff referred to as
public safety telecommunicators, and Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) referred to
as Emergency Communication Center (ECC) as the result of this effort.

Dakota Communications Center Legal Representation — Folie (DCC) informed members
that Legal Counsel Helen Brosnahan was being elevated to the Bench in Washington



County. Folie thanked Brosnahan for her efforts and informed members that a
successor had not yet been identified.

Operations Director — Folie (DCC) informed members that he had accepted Cheryl
Pritzlaff’'s advance resignation notice. Folie noted that Pritzlaff had over 38 years of
public safety service and would be retiring on July 28t".

Upcoming Meeting - Folie (DCC) reminded members that the next meeting was
scheduled for April 27" and would include budget discussions.

Action: No action. Report only.

ADJOURN

Action: Motion by Osberg (Eagan) to adjourn. Second by Miller (Lakeville).
Further Discussion:

Martin (Rosemount) recognized this was Dave Osberg’s last meeting and wished him
well in retirement.

Motion passed unanimously. Meeting adjourned at 4:28pm.

Motion passed unanimously. Meeting adjourned at pm.

NEXT REGULAR MEETING
April 27, 2022
3:00pm
Dakota Communications Center Training Room



