
 North Central Public Health District

Board of Health

Meeting Minutes

January 13, 2015 (3:00 pm)  

In Attendance:  Teri Thalhofer, Director NCPHD; Commissioner Mike Smith – Sherman County; Roger Whitely – Sherman County; Bill Hamilton – Sherman County; Commissioner Steve Kramer – Wasco County; Judge Steve Schafer – Gilliam County; and Michael Takagi – Gilliam County. 
Guests:  Fred Schubert, Kathi Hall - Business Manager NCPHD; John Zalaznik NCPHD EH Supervisor; Tyler Stone – Wasco County.

 Minutes taken by Gloria Perry
Meeting called to order on January 13, 2015 at 3:03pm by Chair Commissioner Mike Smith.

Summary of Actions Taken
Motion by Judge Shaffer, second by Bill Hamilton, to approve the minutes from the December 9, 2014 Board meeting as presented.

Vote:


6-0

Yes:
Commissioner Smith, Roger Whitely, Bill Hamilton, Judge Shaffer, Commissioner Kramer and Michael Takagi.
No:

0

Abstain:

0

Motion carried.

Welcome and Introductions
Judge Shaffer welcomed and introduced Michael Takagi as the new Gilliam County representative.  He is a physician assistant at the South Gilliam County Medical Center.
1. MINUTES

a. Approval of past meeting minutes.  
b. Set next meeting date:

· The next regular meeting was scheduled for Tuesday, February 10, 2015 at 3 pm.  Meeting location will be at the North Central Public Health District, Meeting Room. (419 E. 7th St., The Dalles).
2. ADDITIONS TO THE AGENDA
3. UNFINISHED BUSINESS
a. Accreditation Update

· We received notice from the Public Health Accreditation Board that they would like us to submit an action plan to meet some standards they didn’t feel that our documentation met in the initial review and site visit.  Jane Palmer (Accreditation Coordinator) and Teri are working on this.  We have until the middle of March to submit the action plan.  Once the action plan is accepted, we have one year to complete the activities in the action plan.

b. Fiscal Audit Update

· Auditors are scheduled to report on the audit at the February 10, 2015 board of health meeting.
· The auditing firm will be providing an electronic copy of the completed audit but would like to know if paper copies are required as well.

· As long as the auditors can provide an electronic copy in advance of the February board meeting, the board prefers receiving an electronic copy with the exception of Roger Whitley who requested a paper copy.  
· Kathi will request two (2) paper copies (one for our records and one for Roger).

c. Consideration of Operational Agreements with Wasco County – Update
· No update provided.
d. HWR Program Transition – Wasco County Update

· It’s very clear that this transfer cannot be done by motion but rather by a resolution.  To that end, Wasco County’s attorney Dan Olsen is drafting a resolution and will send it to NCPHD’s attorney Tom Sponsler for review.
· Mike Smith is hoping that the resolution will be completed by the February board of health meeting.

· Mike Smith asked since Wasco County has new legal representation if Wasco County’s legal representation regarding this issue will remain with Dan Olsen.  Steve Kramer stated yes. 
· Once the resolution is completed and approved, the process and timeline of how to transfer this program to Wasco County will need to be discussed.

4. NEW BUSINESS
a. Wasco County’s BOCC vote to withdraw from NCPHD

· Steve Kramer gave a brief recap that at the 12/17/14 Wasco County BOCC meeting they heard a presentation from NCPHD.  He stated that NCPHD staff left the meeting after their presentation and shortly thereafter following a lengthy discussion the BOCC opted to explore other options and bring it back in-house and take care of it.  

· Mike Smith stated because he had heard several different things and he wants to make sure every understands it.  Wasco County had talked about the possibility of withdrawing at the end of the fiscal year or the beginning of the next calendar year.

· Steve Kramer said they stated in their motion for 12-months so we would have January to January.
· Tyler Stone stated, “The idea is because of the challenges in reorganizing everything yet again, and the time it takes to do that we’ve given notice of our 180-days but we expect that that process is going to take longer than a 180 days. Essentially we’ve targeted that as a 12-month time period to be able to get everything transitioned from start to finish.  While I anticipate that it’s going to take longer than 180 days.  Once we get past that 180 days I’m hopeful that we are in the process of starting that transfer.”
· Mike Smith stated, “Another thing I read in the papers is that Wasco is talking about having someone do an assessment of the value of public health or is it simply a transition thing.”
· Steve Kramer stated, “A little of both. I have personally asked Kathy Schwartz to come forward to help with this project as a private individual and a past director of public health and she has graciously agreed to help us.  The next step in that piece, she’s going to contact a fellow by the name of Jan Kaplan with Oregon Health Authority and then also send Ms. Thalhofer an email this afternoon and basically layout her next steps and she is going to advise us as we move forward.”
· Steve Shaffer stated, “If Kathy Schwartz and Oregon Health Authority comes in and says you’ve got a great operation here and it makes all the sense in the world for you to go ahead and stay, is there going to be any thought about trying to create solutions to solve whatever problems it is that we have?  My understanding up to this point is that we’re talking some financial issues.  I really haven’t felt that it’s been pinpointed to myself, maybe some of the other board members, of what the overall concerns are or have them specified to see if we can create solutions.  Maybe people have some input on it.”
· Steve Kramer stated, “We as a board decided that we would leave all options open.  We would listen to dialogue; we would explore all our options.  That’s where the three of us voted on the 17th to go with.  Yes, if Kathy comes back and says she finds something other than our direction at this point, then we’d have to take a look at that.  We haven’t had an opportunity to visit with this Mr. Kaplan yet.”

· Teri stated, “You actually have.  Mr. Kaplan has presented at this meeting to you.”
·  Tyler Stone stated, “I think there is more than the financial; there are a number of other things.  If everyone is in the dark then I would be surprised about that going forward.  Our ability to control finances is an issue.  The governance is an issue. All of those things that we’ve talked about for really the last five years they have been challenging.  I don’t think anyone is saying anything about the quality or quantity of services that NCPHD has provided.  I think their service has been excellent, but the way that this entity is structured is not working for us.”
· Judge Shafer stated, “That would be both the financial and governance structure?  There was this discussion about looking at the IGA in a different structure, is that something that we can talk about maybe having some input within this 180-day period or 12-months.  It might create some solutions to this.”
· Tyler Stone stated “I think everybody is willing to listen to it but I don’t know that people have been listening for the past however long, which unfortunately has gotten us to this point.  I’m hopeful that we can work through this but there have been some challenges in the past and if everybody’s going to sit here and say well we don’t recognize that there has been challenges then we’re not being honest with ourselves.  There have been challenges.  That would have to be done, I think, regardless of what happens even if we continue to move forward with Kathy because one of the charges is going to be to really look at the entity and see how we’re providing public health services and if we can do it better, faster, cheaper, add more services and if we’ve got the right mix.  All of those kinds of things as part of that analysis.  I don’t know how the rest of this board feels but we embrace that process because that can make this a better entity regardless of who is running it.  I would assume that we would still move forward with that process.”
· Bill Hamilton stated, “I’m a little confused about the time line.  If I understood what you said, you’ve given a 180-day notice, which is what’s required.  Have you set a firm time beyond that?  Is it December 1, 2015?”
· Tyler Stone replied, “The target date for us would be January 1, 2016 which is 12-months.  For me that is the drop-dead date that we need to have all our ducks in row to make any kind of transition.  Might some of that happen prior to January 1 – potentially;  HHW is a prime example.  We would expect that that would be taken care of and done expeditiously.  We’ve been working on that for over a year now and it’s still not done.”

· Bill Hamilton stated, “Part of the reason I asked this question is, for this board, and the public health entity it’s important from a planning point of view to know when that is - to have a definitive “this is the end of it”.  I don’t think it would work very well to say well we think it will be December 31st and then September 1st you say well we’ve given you the 180-day notice and we’ve got things worked out now so this is it.  From a planning point of view we need something more definitive.  I don’t know the requirement, but have you officially notified us in writing?”
· Tyler Stone responded, “Yes.”
· Mike Smith stated, “I have a question on that too because it didn’t exactly follow the IGA agreement 9.1 as you needed to wait until the term expires and it hadn’t when you voted to do this and send the notifications out.  I got one just recently, I don’t know if it was lost in the mail, but I got it after our last court or I would have brought it up so we could discuss it.  We’ll certainly discuss it at our next board.  But I’m not sure what to do with that because you read the IGA instructions it says you need to wait for the term to expire the five years and once it does give a 180-day notice.  You can count the days and you would have needed to do a special meeting January 1st or 2nd so I don’t know what to do with that.”
· Tyler Stone stated, “So we gave you a few extra weeks of notice.  Is this board going to make that an issue?”

· Mike Smith stated, “I’m just saying the IGA stated a certain thing.”

· Teri Thalhofer stated, “That’s not the piece, it’s not the notice piece that’s the violation of the IGA.  The piece that’s the violation of what the IGA step sets out is the step that the parties to the IGA have to wait until the initial five-year term ends before they provide notice and Wasco County didn’t do that.”
· Steve Kramer stated, “Didn’t it also state that it automatically rolls over if we don’t take action.”

· Teri Thalhofer stated, “Absolutely, but it says that you can’t take action until it expires.”

· Mike Smith stated, “I don’t know what to do with that.  I’m just pointing out that that was actually probably a mistake.  I’m pointing it out because NCPHD’s lawyer pointed it out to us and said that’s actually not correct but I don’t know what you do with that.  I’m just stating that didn’t exactly follow the IGA.”
· Judge Shaffer stated, “In way they sort of are kind of following it based on what I’m hearing today because the five years is June 30th.”

· Teri Thalhofer and Mike Smith both stated that no the five years was December 31st.

· Teri Thalhofer stated, “Tom Sponler’s words were the Wasco County action has no legal consequence because it does not follow the terms of the Intergovernmental agreement.”

· Tyler Stone stated, “Once again I’ll ask are you going to enforce that as a board the fact that we did this two weeks early.  That’s kind of like saying that we’re going to force an unwilling partner to be a partner.”
· Fred Schubert stated, “It seems to me that an easy solution is send a formal notice now.  It’s simply writing another letter or a first letter, which ever the case may be, to fall within the parameters of the IGA.  I don’t think anyone here is saying we refuse to take action based on two weeks but if the lawyer points out a legal issue, I think it’s easy enough to address.”

· Tyler Stone stated, “The reason that I ask is because we’ve got some feedback from our attorney today that made it sound like North Central Public Health is going to pursue that issue and also illegal meetings issue and if that’s the case that would be nice to understand.”
· Teri Thalhofer stated, “We haven’t had any meeting taking any action.  There hasn’t been a discussion at a public meeting of taking any action.”
· Tyler Stone stated, “But that came from your attorney.”

· Teri Thalhofer stated, “Possibly, but we haven’t spoken to the attorney today.”

· Mike Smith stated, “I’m not trying to hold you into it, I’m just pointing out this mistake.  The other issue is that how do you think we serve you if you do withdraw July 1st, how do we continue to be giving you services for that 6-month period or whatever that is – how do we do that as it’s only 6 months away.  So when you actually withdraw, legally from there, we have to have a legal way of providing services if you leave the district.  If you’re exiting on that date we have to figure out a way to provide services to your public for the rest of that period.  Not sure what we do.  Perhaps it’s a question for Olsen as well.”
· Tyler Stone stated, “I think that the approach there is we would turn back around and contract for the remaining 180 days for service.”
· Mike Smith stated, “We have to have something in place obviously because we can’t do it with a wink and a nod.  Are there any further questions from the board?”

· John Zalaznik stated, “The uncertainty is really disturbing for the employees and I think a lot of employees are going to be leaving.  It would be nice to have some guide as to what is going to happen and the sooner the better otherwise I think there will be some fallout.”

· Teri Thalhofer stated, “The reality is, Wasco County leaving does not destroy North Central Public Health District.  So that’s a discussion for Sherman and Gilliam County to have about how they intend to move forward for public health services.  And this is not a matter of if North Central Public Health District continues to exist everything doesn’t then roll back to Wasco County.  It’s not the same process that moved the Wasco County Wasco-Sherman Health Department into North Central Public Health District.  It’s not the same process because if North Central Public Health District continues to operate and remain as an entity, everything doesn’t necessarily roll back into Wasco County i.e. policies and procedures, documents, equipment, all of that.  And, the IGA doesn’t allow for that.”
· Steve Kramer stated, “I agree with you 100% on that Teri.”

· Tyler Stone stated, “Just to address the employee component.  It’s one of the reasons we’re  working with Kathy Schwartz is to work on what a plan would look like, a transition plan, and what this new model would entail, what the services would be, all those kinds of things.  So it’s not something that I have that I can hand you today but it’s something that through the analysis and the evaluation will be developed.”

· Mike Smith stated, “Alright, well I guess we do need to move forward.  Does this give us some certainty – some idea of timing.”

· Teri Thalhofer stated, “No.  According to Mr. Sponsler, the IGA does not allow one of the parties to leave at the calendar year, that you are only allowed to leave at the fiscal year.”

· Tyler Stone stated, “I hope, again we’re able to extend this time line so that we can answer these kinds of issues and work on a smooth transition.  If the 180 days is the drop dead deadline then things are going to be significantly different in how we approach the transition between now and 6-months.”
· Mike Smith stated, “Yes, I don’t know how you can do it that quickly.  That would be brutal.  Is your counsel Dan Olsen your counsel for all NCPHD issues or simply the HHW transfer issues?”

· Tyler Stone stated, “He’s been acting as both because of the transition we’re making him legal counsel; whether he’ll continue on the public health side or not, that has yet to be determined.  He’s probably most certainly on the HHW side because he’s been so involved with that process.”
· Mike Smith stated, “The reason I ask that is because obviously we only meet once a month and it would be great if counsel could ask how do you contract, what does that mean, how would that work, how does that work within the IGA to someone who is already experienced in working in this.  Or if not, then to talk to the right person so that they understand how that would work and what you do to make that work.  Because the work has to be done right now, we can’t wait month after month and then figure out what to do at the very last moment.”
· Mike Smith asked if there are any further questions or comments.
· Roger Whitely asked if we are going to get a letter.

· Teri Thalhofer stated, “The board isn’t a party to the IGA.  Notification would go to the county courts.”

· Teri asked the board for direction about working with Kathy Schwartz and Jan Kaplan.
· Mike Smith asked, “So this is in place now?  She’s going to be reviewing this or auditing -how do we work with her?”

· Steve Kramer stated, “She’s going to contact Teri and have a chat with her as we look at and assess as we move forward.”
· Mike Smith stated, “Do you know how much time, any idea of how much time she may have dedicated to that being that there is still public health work to do and there is only so much time in the day.  So do you know how much time she is going to need, any clue or any idea?”
· Tyler Stone stated, “I think she is really going to need to sit down and have that discussion with North Central Public Health to be able to evaluate what it’s going to take to start that process because it’s an interviewing process between the two.”
· Teri Thalhofer stated, “So who are you referring to?  You’re not referring to this board as North Central Public Health, you’re referring to me.”

· Tyler Stone stated, “Yah, it’s going to be you and Kathy.”

· Teri Thalhofer stated, “So how much time am I supposed to dedicate to this, is my question.  We’re trying to get accreditation on board, we’ve got budget coming besides the work of public health, we’ve got targeted case management transition, we’ve got the CCO work.”

· Mike Smith stated, “That’s what I’m trying to point out, there is only a certain amount of time.”

· Steve Kramer stated, “Maybe after you read her email, then maybe you’ll know.  I don’t know.  She was going to contact Teri.  She told me that today.”

· Mike Smith stated, “Okay, hopefully she can shed some light.  Hopefully she can respect that there is a limited amount of time.  Certainly be available and answer whatever questions you can but there is a certain amount of time in the day to do that and the work at hand as well.  I don’t know if you can pull her out 2 or 3 days a week to try to do this kind of work.”

· Tyler Stone stated, “I don’t think that’s our intention to try and do that.  There’s obviously some discovery that has to happen as part of that process, but after that discovery is done, we’re really, at that point, relying on Kathy to take that piece and move forward.”
· Teri Thalhofer stated, “Is there a contract in place with Kathy Schwartz so that you have a dedicated amount of time that she’s contracted to work on this process?”

· Tyler Stone stated, “No, she’s volunteering.”

· Steve Kramer stated, “She’s volunteering her services.”

· Fred Schubert stated, “Are you holding any public hearings or surveying community partners of public health, etc.?”

· Steve Kramer stated, “As we move forward.”

· Fred Schubert stated, “So not yet.”

· Mike Smith asked if there are any further questions. No further questions at this time.
b. Pioneer Potlatch 
· John wanted the board to be aware of this concern of Pioneer Potlatch.

· He reviewed with the board the complaint received regarding the inspection fee now being charged for inspections of benevolent organizations and what his response was to that complaint.
c. Contracts Review
· Teri gave a brief explanation of the following contracts:

· Direct-Compliant Certification

· MCOC MOU (March of Dimes Grant)

· MOU 2014 (March of Dimes Grant)

· OCDC 02-031-2

· PCS

· Pauly Rogers & Co (Website Agreement)
d. Director’s Report
· No report.

Motion to adjourn was made and the meeting was adjourned at 3:50p.m.        
{Copy of 12/9/14 board of health meeting minutes, Letter from Pioneer Potlatch, Letter to Pioneer Potlatch, Direct-Compliant Certification contract, MCOC MOU, One Community Health MOU, OCDC contract, PSC contract, and Pauly, Rogers and Co Website Agreement attached and made part of this record.}
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