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Introduction 
 

Pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 7-86-108(a)(1)(B)1 and 7-86-315,2 the Tennessee 
Emergency Communications Board (the Board) hereby proffers its annual report to 
the Governor, Speakers of the General Assembly and the Senate and House Finance, 
Ways and Means Committees.  This annual report of the Board’s activities covers the 
period from June 1 through December 31, 2004.  The 2003 annual report includes a 
supplemental report current though May 30, 2004. 
 

 

                                                 
1 Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-108(a)(1)(B) states in pertinent part: 
 

The board shall report annually to the senate and house finance, ways and means 
committees on the status of statewide implementation of wireless enhanced 911 
service and compliance with the federal communications commission order, the 
status and level of the emergency telephone service charge for commercial mobile 
radio service subscribers and users, and the status, level, and solvency of the 911 
Emergency Communications Fund. 

2 Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-315 states in pertinent part: 
 

The board shall report annually to the governor and the speakers of the general 
assembly on the activities of the board for the preceding year. The board shall 
receive and consider from any source whatsoever, whether private or governmental, 
suggestions for amendments to this chapter. 
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Statement of the Chairman

On behalf of the members of the Board, I am pleased to present you with a report of the
Board's major activities and accomplishments for the second half of 2004.3 At the time
of this writing, only one of the state's 100 Emergency Communications Districts (ECDs),
the Sequatchie County ECD, remains offline with E-911 service. Since our last report in
May of 2004, considerable technical and financial assistance has been provided to
various ECDs to assist with implementation and/or operations. We can proudly say that
we are near achieving what the General Assembly intended by establishing an
organization charged with ensuring wireline and wireless E-911 service for all citizens of
the state, overseeing local E-911 revenues and providing technical assistance to the
state's ECOs.

The second half of 2004 has been eventful. The Board held a series of three hearings
across the state on "The Status and Future Challenges of E-911 in Tennessee's E-911
System." These hearings were the first of their type to be held in the state, quite
possibly the nation, and such was noted by the national trade press. A cross section of
stakeholder witnesses with local, state and national perspectives provided testimony on
what is working, what is needed and the challenges ahead. The testimony will be
provided to state, local and federal decision makers to assist with matters regarding E-
911. In addition, the Board's staff was quite instrumental in helping secure passage of
federal E-911 legislation that will provide first-ever financial and technical assistance to
states and localities to implement and operate E-911.

The Board has continued to cooperate with the Tennessee Advisory Commission on
Intergovernmental Relations (IIfACIR"), the agency charged by the legislature with
providing a study of Tennessee's emergency telephone service statutes, including, but
not limited to, local emergency communications districts and their respective boards, the
state emergency communications board, the provision of enhanced 911 service, and the
assessment of emergency telephone service charges upon telecommunications service
providers and customers.

No greater concerns face the Board and local emergency communications districts than
those posed by emerging telecommunications technologies such as Voice over the
Internet Protocol ("VoIP"), and the cost of rural service. Our nation is struggling with the
proper regulatory framework to address VolP and emerging telecommunications
technologies. This includes E-911 location data enjoyed by traditional wireline phone
service since the mid-1980's, and for wireless since 2001, as well as E-911 surcharges
and fees that have historically helped fund our nation's local E-911 operations. The
Board continues to engage these issues on a national level in hopes that the federal
government will recognize the important historical role of states in formulating policy and
regulating and funding E-911.

In 2004, two new members joined the Board. Katrina Cobb, Director of Broadcast
Operations at the public television station WLJT in Martin, Tennessee, replaced Shelby
Sheffield as the public citizen appointment to the Board. In addition, we welcomed Mike
Taylor, a Tipton County Commissioner and Tipton Emergency Communications District
Chairman from Munford. Mike replaces David Purkey as the representative of county

3 The 2003.2004 Annual Report included a supplement current through May 2004.
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government. I want to express the Board's sincere appreciation for the contributions of
Ms. Sheffield and Mr. Purkey.

I also wish to acknowledge the continued hard work, dedication and innovation of
hundreds of E-911 professionals and telecommunications industry officials. Because of
them, Tennessee remains a nationally recognized leader in wireless E-911 deployment.
This fact was corroborated in March when the E-911 Institute and Congressional E-911
Caucus honored the Board with their first annual "Best State or Regional 911 Program"
award for excellence at a ceremony at the Library of Congress.

Sincerely. ;~~,J~'L.

Z~Chairman
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Overview 
 
The Board is a self-funded agency administratively attached to the Department of 
Commerce and Insurance.4  The Board was created primarily to implement and maintain 
wireless Enhanced 911 or ‘E-911’ for the state, as set forth by the Federal 
Communications Commission (“FCC”) in orders and regulations it has issued on 911-
related issues since 1994.   
 
As the state’s sole authority charged with implementing “the establishment of emergency 
communications services for all citizens of the state,” the Board works on many fronts to 
facilitate the technical and operational advancement of the state’s emergency 
communications districts (“ECDs”), which are the statutorily created municipalities5 that 
administer the local E-911 call taking and/or dispatching services.  By statute, the Board 
exercises exclusive financial oversight over the state’s one hundred ECDs.6  The Board 
also administers a reimbursement program which distributes funds to both ECDs and 
commercial mobile radio service providers (“wireless carriers”) to cover “expenditures to 
implement, maintain, operate or enhance statewide wireless enhanced 911 service.”7   
 
In addition, the Board provides advisory technical assistance to ECDs8 and may review 
decisions of the boards of directors of ECDs upon request by city or county governing 
bodies.9  As a result of legislation passed in 2003, the Board is presently in the process 
of promulgating rules and regulations governing dispatcher training.10  The Board also 
works closely with the Tennessee Emergency Numbering Association to ensure that 
members (most of whom are associated with the state’s ECDs) are kept abreast of 
technical and governmental developments in emergency communications.   

 
The Board consists of nine members with a staff of six.  Eight of its nine members are 
appointed by the Governor for a fixed term.  The ninth member is the designee of the 
Office of the Comptroller of the Treasury. 

                                                 
4 See Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 7-86-302, 7-86-303(c).  
5 See Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-106. 
6 Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-301. 
7 Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-303. 
8 See Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-306(a)(7). 
9 See Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-312. 
10 See Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-205. 
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Members of the Tennessee Emergency Communications Board 
 
Randy Porter 
Chairman 
Director, Putnam Co. Emergency 
Services 
ECD Appointment 
 
The Honorable Tom Beehan11

Vice Mayor, City of Oak Ridge 
TML Nominee  
 
Charles Bilbrey 
Asst. Director Management Services, 
Comptroller of the Treasury 
Designee of the Comptroller 
 
Katrina Cobb 
Director, Broadcast Operations, WLJT, 
Martin 
Public Citizen Appointment 
 
Ike Lowry 
Director, Sullivan Co. ECD 
ECD Appointment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                                                                 
11 Appointed in January 2004 to fill the 
unexpired term of the Honorable Jerry 
Sharber, former mayor, Franklin, TN. 

The Honorable Wanda Moody 
Vice Chairman 
Commissioner, Knox Co. 
ECD Appointment 
 
Freddie Rich 
Director, Maury Co. ECD 
ECD Appointment 
 
The Honorable Mike Taylor12

County Commissioner, Tipton Co. 
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ECD Appointment 
 
 
 

 
12 Appointed in October 2004 to fill the 
unexpired term of the Honorable David 
Purkey, Mayor, Hamblen County. 
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Quotes 
 

“I am very proud of my home State’s E–911 leaders. They, along with the wireless industry, have 
helped make Tennessee one of the Nation’s leaders in wireless E–911 implementation.” 
 
          Senator Bill Frist, M.D. 

U.S. Senate Majority Leader 
Remarks on the Floor of the U.S. Senate 

December 8, 2004 
 

“Thanks in large part to the efforts of this Board and the support and leadership it has provided, 
Tennessee is recognized as a national leader in E-911 implementation. . . I want to commend the 
members of this board, both past and present, for their work, dedication and their integrity toward 
achieving the intent of its statute. . . .” 

Senator Joe Haynes 
Tennessee General Assembly 

December 1, 2004 
 

“We commend the Emergency Communications Board members and districts, the staff and most 
importantly, those at the local public safety answering points, the PSAPS, for their tremendous 
job of implementing Phase II and the development of E-911 in Tennessee.  Your combined 
leadership and vision has been critical.  It speaks well of your efforts that Tennessee is often cited 
as a national leader in E-911 technology. . .” 

Julius Johnson 
Chief Administrative Officer, Tennessee Farm Bureau 

December 1, 2004 
 

“. . . We appreciate all the help the Board has given us and all the things that have been done.  
We’ll call and ask questions and we always get our answers.  The Board came out and visited us.  
In fact, they visited all four of those counties that we were working with in our region.  And that 
was really great to see people of this caliber interested in what we were doing out there just on 
the edge of the Plateau. . . .” 
  

Chairman Larry White 
Van Buren County Emergency Communications District 

December 1, 2004  
 

“. . . the State of Tennessee is one of the handful of states in which you have fundamentally 
statewide Phase II coverage, and that puts you in a very elite group of people, and that's certainly 
done through the leadership of this Emergency Communications Board....” 
 

          Joe Hanna 
       Past President, APCO International 

         October 12, 2004 
 
“In my more than 30 years of law enforcement, no one at the state ever cared about what we [the 
law enforcement community] thought, much less asked for our input…I commend the Board for 
their efforts and approach…” 
 

Chief Bob Williamson 
Dyersburg Police Department 

Speaking before the Chiefs of Police Roundtable in Nashville  
on the Board’s Dispatcher Standards Outreach 

October 6, 2004 
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BOARD ACTIVITIES AND OUTREACH EFFORTS: 
 
Status of Statewide Implementation of Wireless E-911 Service 
 
As of December 31, 2004, 99 of Tennessee’s 100 emergency communications districts 
(“ECDs”) were E-911 Phase II ready.  The sole exception is the Sequatchie County 
ECD, which is predicted to come on line in early April, 2005.   Tennessee is the third 
most Phase II deployed state in the nation, behind Rhode Island and Vermont, neither of 
which face the topographic and demographic challenges presented in Tennessee.  
Tennessee is in compliance with all applicable E-911 directives issued by the Federal 
Communications Commission. 
 
New TECB Policies  
 
Since July 1, 2004, the Board has adopted a number of new policies.13  These include 
Policy No. 23 which provides guidance to CMRS providers with regard to the application 
of Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-108(a) to T1 and PRI circuits.  The policy was adopted to 
discourage providers from using the emergency telephone service charge on T1 and 
PRI circuits for competitive advantage.  Under Policy 23, in the case of a T1 circuit, the 
service charge would apply to each of the twenty-four (24) lines available to the 
subscriber that can transmit a telephone call and, as to a PRI, each of the twenty-three 
(23) lines used for telephonic purposes that are available to the subscriber would be 
subject to the service charge.  
 
During the September 10 meeting, the Board adopted Policy No. 25, which requires all 
interlocal agreements entered into by emergency communications districts to be 
memorialized in writing. Policy No. 26, which was also adopted in September, identifies 
districts as “at risk” if they have actual budget deficits or net losses for two consecutive 
years as identified by budgets of audits.  Policy No. 26 requires districts meeting this 
definition to notify the Board and provide information to staff.  New Policy No. 28 governs 
procedures for seeking an extension for an increase to the emergency telephone service 
charge when the increase expires before the Board has considered a request for 
extension.  
 
 The Board also adopted Policy No. 29, which urges emergency communications 
districts to adopt ethics policies to regulate their activities, including but not limited to 
contractual obligations and acceptance of gifts.  This policy encourages districts to self-
monitor their transactions and dealings with vendors and others with an eye to avoiding 
conflicts of interest and the appearance of impropriety.  For the convenience of the 
ECDs, the Board provided an example of such a policy modeled after Governor 
Bredesen’s Executive Order No. 3, which applies to the State’s executive service 
employees.  The Board adopted such an ethics policy for itself (Policy No. 18) in January 
2004. During the September 10, 2004 meeting, the Board also adopted Policy No. 30, 
which requires wireless carriers to provide all call data obtained from each call, including 
but not limited to cell sector, tower location, Phase 2 location data, carrier name, call-
back number, class of service, PANI or ESRK and call confidence level, shall be 
provided to the public safety answering point receiving the call.   
 

 
13 The Board’s policies are included on its website at https://www.tn.gov/commerce/e911.   

https://www.tn.gov/commerce/e911
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TECB Grants and Reimbursements 
 
The TECB continues to administer two grant programs, the GIS Mapping Maintenance 
Grant and the Rural Dispatcher Grant.  The GIS Mapping Maintenance Grant is an 
annual grant program to assist ECDs with costs up to $10,000 associated with the 
installation and maintenance of a GIS mapping system.  GIS mapping systems assist 
public safety answering points (“PSAPs”) in determining the precise location from which 
each 911 call originates.  In addition, GIS mapping systems enable emergency 
personnel to dispatch emergency vehicles more efficiently and effectively to the scene of 
the emergency.  To work effectively, GIS mapping systems must be updated and 
maintained for accuracy. 
 
In 2004, the GIS Mapping Maintenance Grant was amended to encourage ECDs to 
consolidate operations to improve efficiency as is contemplated by Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-
86-105(b)(6).14   To that end, the amendment provides that recipients of the grant that 
consolidate their operations pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-105(b)(6) shall each 
continue to receive the full GIS Mapping Maintenance Grant. 
 
The Rural Dispatcher Grant has recently been amended to expand the number of 
eligible recipients.  During the Board’s recent hearings on the Status and Future 
Challenges of E-911, many witnesses commented on the success of the Rural 
Dispatcher Grant in mitigating the inequities to rural districts inherent in the state’s 
current funding mechanism, particularly as the general decrease in land line revenue 
continues and support from other governmental entities is cut.  During the January 13, 
2005 meeting, the Board unanimously voted to expand the grant by increasing its 
funding and reworking its selection criteria by making districts eligible that have 
populations of under 50,000 and a per cent rural population of 40% or more, criteria 
provided by the U.S. Department of Agriculture.  This amendment makes 77 districts 
eligible (as opposed to the 42 districts that were eligible under the previous criteria).  
This result is very similar to a breakdown of counties by rural, suburban and urban 
conducted by the Office of the Comptroller.  The total previous outlay for the grant 
program was $1.5 million annually, limited to five years.  The amendment will increase 
the total annual outlay to $2.31 million.   
 
Status of Wireless Fund 
 
The emergency telephone service charge on wireless telephone users and subscribers 
remains at $1.00 per month, the rate originally set by the Board and ratified by a joint 
resolution of the General Assembly as contemplated by Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-

 
14 Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-105(b)(6) states in pertinent part: 

It is the public policy of this state to encourage the consolidation of emergency communications 
operations in order to provide the best possible technology and service to all areas of the state 
in the most economical and efficient manner possible. Pursuant to this policy, if two (2) or more 
counties, cities, or existing emergency communications districts, or any combination thereof, 
desire to consolidate their emergency communications operations, a joint emergency 
communications district may be established by the parties using an interlocal agreement as 
authorized by title 5, ch. 1, part 1, and title 12, ch. 9, part 1; provided, that notwithstanding the 
language of this subdivision or any other law to the contrary, no such consolidation of 
emergency communications operations shall result in the creation of a separate emergency 
communications district within the boundaries of an existing emergency communications 
district. 
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108(a)(1)(B)(i).  As of May 31, 2004, the balance of the 911 Emergency 
Communications Fund was $63,438,068.78.  The balance at the close of the fiscal year, 
June 30, 2004, was $49,683,642.38.  The balance as of December 31, 2004 was 
$60,718,817.76.   The balance as of March 30, 2005 was $32,770,140.  Much of the 
decrease was due to a one-time reimbursement payment to a wireless carrier that had 
widely deployed in the state.  
 
Status of TECB Advisory Committees  
 
During the November 2004 meeting, the Board took steps to refocus its Technical 
Committee, which is required by statute, by including technical experts rather than the 
governmental affairs personnel who had formerly been appointed.15  The following 
individuals were invited to serve a one-year term on the Technical Committee: 
 
Verizon Wireless  Susan Sherwood 
BellSouth     Mickey Cobb 
Sprint PCS  Kathy Owens  
Cingular Wireless Patricia Jones 
Alltel   Candi Green 
Advantage   Daryle Fowler 
TCS   Dick Dickenson 
Citizens   Donnie Jones 
 
Once the position of TECB Director of E-911 Technology is filled, that person will chair 
the Technical Committee.  The Board also dissolved the Finance and Audit Committee, 
which was established soon after the ECB’s inception to provide the Board with 
guidance and recommendation during its infancy, because the Board has taken on its 
responsibilities and the committee had not met in at least a year.  The Board also 
dissolved the Homeland Security Committee and Advisory Committee on Dispatcher 
Training, as they have completed their work products for the Board.   
 
Status of Dispatcher Training Regulations 
 
The General Assembly adopted legislation requiring the Board to establish “training and 
course of study requirements” for all public safety dispatchers and call takers in line to 
take a 911 or an emergency call from the public regardless of their agency or 
governmental jurisdiction in 2003.16  Shortly after this law was passed, the Board created 
an advisory committee comprised of individuals involved in various aspects of public 
safety and dispatching to make recommendations with regard to dispatcher training 
standards.   During the September 10, 2004 Board meeting, this committee presented 
their recommendations to the Board.  During the November 5, 2004 Board meeting, the 
committee was dissolved. 
 
The committee’s recommendations were subsequently reviewed and revised by the 
Board’s legal staff and its technical consultant, Kimball and Associates, to assure their 

 
15 Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-308 states that “the technical advisory committee shall be composed of 
representatives of [CMRS] members of such advisory committees shall not be voting members of the 
Board.”  
16 See Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-205. 
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compliance with state and federal laws and regulations and their consistency with good 
public safety policy.  The Board released these revised recommendations for public 
comment during its January 13, 2005 meeting to use as a starting point for the 
regulations that it will ultimately promulgate.17   The Board also authorized staff to 
conduct a series of Roundtable Discussions throughout the state before the official 
rulemaking process was initiated to provide a forum to obtain meaningful suggestions 
and comments on the draft regulations from public safety officials, educators and other 
interested parties.  The Chairman sent letters to the ECD directors, the state’s police and 
fire chiefs and sheriffs and to the presidents and directors of the State universities, 
community colleges and technology centers inviting their participation and comment.  
The Chairman also corresponded with the presidents and directors of the State 
universities, community colleges and technology centers to encourage their participation 
and to request their assistance in developing educational programs specifically targeted 
to public safety dispatching that will mirror the dispatcher training regulations.  The 
Executive Director attended a meeting of the Tennessee Association of Chiefs of Police 
to personally solicit their participation.   
 
The Roundtable Discussions were held in Murfreesboro, Knoxville and Martin in 
February 2005.  In addition, staff addressed a quarterly meeting of the Association of 
Fire Chiefs held in Chattanooga in February.   Thereafter, staff made a number of 
recommendations for revisions to the proposed Dispatcher Training Regulations.  During 
its March 17, 2005 meeting, the Board adopted these recommendations and directed 
staff to commence the rulemaking process.   The Rulemaking Hearing is tentatively 
scheduled for late May 2005.  
 
Withdrawal of Administrative Appeal by AT&T Wireless 
 
During its January 15, 2004 meeting, pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-306(a)(10), 
the Board unanimously approved the cost recovery requests of a number of wireless 
carriers, including AT&T Wireless PCS, LLC d/b/a AT&T Wireless (“ATW”).  The 
approval was conditioned upon compliance with the Board’s policy prohibiting wireless 
carriers from “double dipping” by seeking reimbursement for costs that were covered by 
“regulatory fees” some carriers had unilaterally begun imposing on their Tennessee 
customers.   
 
On March 15, 2004, ATW filed a Notice of Appeal in the Office of the Secretary of State 
pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-306(b), seeking review of the Board’s above 
described decision on “double dipping.”  The Board declined to provide reimbursement 
to ATW so long as it refused to comply with the double dipping policy. 
 
In December 2004, weeks after ATW merged with Cingular Wireless, the Board and 
Cingular Wireless reached a settlement of ATW’s appeal.  Cingular unequivocally 
agreed to comply with the Board’s “no double dipping” policy.  Cingular has provided a 
certification of its agreement that it will not seek reimbursement for costs recovered by 
any other fee or amount charged to any customer.  Cingular also withdrew ATW’s 
appeal.  The Board agreed to provide Cingular with ATW’s previously approved cost 
recovery, subject to the “no double dipping” policy.   
 

 
17 The proposed regulations are included in the Appendix. 
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To that end, Cingular recalculated ATW’s cost recovery request to assure that any funds 
ATW collected as its self-imposed “regulatory fee” were omitted.  To completely preclude 
the possibility of double dipping, Cingular subtracted all the funds collected from ATW’s 
Tennessee customers as its “regulatory fee” from the amount the Board had previously 
approved for ATW’s cost recovery.  The reimbursement was provided to Cingular in 
February 2005.  Cingular Wireless must be commended for its good corporate 
citizenship in expeditiously and equitably resolving this dispute. 
 
Increases to the Emergency Telephone Service Charge on Landlines 
 
Between July 1 and December 31, 2004, the Board granted requests for increases to the 
emergency telephone service charge by the following ECDs:  Hamblen, Houston, Blount, 
Tipton and Bledsoe.  White County ECD successfully requested an extension to a 
service charge increase that was scheduled to expire.  Unicoi, Marshall, Grainger, 
Sullivan and Hamilton County ECDs filed applications that were considered and 
approved during the January and March 2005 TECB meetings.  As described below, 
Johnson County ECD’s request for an increase to its emergency telephone service 
charge was also approved. 
 
Outreach Efforts in Historically Unserved Areas 
 
At the beginning of 2003, eight ECDs in Tennessee were incapable of providing E-911 
service within their areas.   By December 2004, only Sequatchie County ECD was not 
deployed.    
 
During the May 27, 2004 meeting, the Board expressed concern regarding the lack of 
progress in the four counties that had not yet deployed E-911, Bledsoe, Grundy, 
Sequatchie and Van Buren.  At the Executive Director’s request, the Board unanimously 
authorized him to take all necessary and appropriate action to expedite the provision of 
E-911 service to the citizens of the four counties.  To that end, the Executive Director 
and the Board’s technical consultant made numerous trips and provided assistance to 
the four undeployed counties. In August, Van Buren ECD began offering the service, 
followed by Bledsoe in September, and Grundy in November. 
 
Giles County Emergency Communications District Request for Assistance 
 
After reviewing a number of newspaper articles critical of the operation of the Giles 
County Emergency Communications District (GECD), TECB staff attended a meeting of 
the GECD Board of Directors in August 2004 to inquire about the situation and discuss 
possible ways to improve it.   In the wake of that meeting, the GECD passed a resolution 
requesting technical and operational assistance from the Board.   During the September 
10, 2004 meeting, the Board granted this request pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 7-86-
302(a) and 7-86-306(a)(7).   
 
To obtain the assistance, the GECD entered into a consent agreement with the Board 
which set forth the responsibilities of the parties.  These responsibilities included having 
the Board’s new technical consultant conduct a site visit and issue a report and 
recommendation and having the GECD implement the agreed to recommendations 
within a specific timeline and notify the Board of any objections.  The agreement was 
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incorporated into a Consent Order issued on October 28, 2004.18   The technical 
consultant conducted the site visit in November 2004.  The TECB will soon begin work 
with the ECD to address a number of recommendations raised in the site visit report. 
 
Release of Jackson County Emergency Communications District  
 
During the November 5, 2004 meeting, the Board unanimously voted to release Jackson 
County Emergency Communications District (JxECD) from the terms of the Consent 
Order issued on February 5, 2004.  The Consent Order was issued in the wake of 
JxECD’s January 2004 request to be deemed a financially distressed district, after 
discovering it was operating under a financial deficit.  The Consent Order required 
JxECD to take a number of actions to improve its financial and record keeping situation 
in order to receive targeted assistance from the Board.  During the November meeting, 
the Board congratulated the ECD on the speed with which it stabilized its finances.   
 
The Challenge Posed in Mountain City 
 
In January 2004, the Town of Mountain City filed a request pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann. 
§ 7-86-312 for the Board to review a decision of the Johnson County Emergency 
Communications District (JCECD).  The dispute arose after Mountain City reduced its 
funding of the JCECD’s county-wide dispatching service from approximately $63,000 
annually to $25,000 purportedly because the JCECD had decided to move into the new 
County jail and begin dispatching for the County.  In response, the JCECD threatened to 
cease dispatching for Mountain City, and instead utilize the transfer method with regard 
to Mountain City’s 911 calls.    
 
After unsuccessfully encouraging the parties to compromise, the Board decided to 
require the JCECD to continue dispatching for Mountain City and Mountain City to 
continue funding that service at a rate of no less than $60,000 per year.  Mountain City 
sought reconsideration of that decision.  After a hearing in which expert evidence was 
presented showing that the cost for Mountain City to provide Phase II E-911 dispatching 
service to its citizens would be over $115,000 per year, the Board unanimously granted 
the motion for reconsideration, issuing an October 1, 2004 Order requiring Mountain City 
to provide notice by October 24, 2004 of its choice among the following:19

  
(a) Continue its contribution of $60,000 per annum to the JCECD for dispatching 
 services; 
 
(b) Establish its own dispatching services for the citizens of Mountain City within a 

reasonable time, with the JCECD utilizing the transfer method with regard to calls 
from Mountain City; or 

 
(c) Continue to pay, pro rata, the $60,000 annual contribution to the JCECD while 

reliable, system-generated call statistics are obtained, after which the parties will 
participate in mediation with a certified mediator. 

 
 

18 The Board’s Order Granting Request for Assistance is included in the Appendix.  
19 The Board’s Order Granting Petition for Reconsideration is included in the Appendix. 
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This Order was issued pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 7-86-312 (authorizing the board 
to review a decision of an ECD at a city or county's request), 7-86-307(a)(2) (authorizing 
the board to “act as the deciding agency” whenever disputes over 911 funding or the 
level and quality of 911 service arise between ECDs and “other governmental units 
involving the 911 system”) and 7-86-306(a)(13) (authorizing the board to “exercise the 
powers and take all action necessary, proper or convenient for the accomplishment of 
the purposes” of the emergency communications law or at least part 3 of chapter 86).  
 
Mountain City did not select any of the options proposed by the Board.  Instead, on 
October 15, 2004, Mountain City offered to pay the JCECD the higher of $25,000 or 15% 
of the District’s budget (after deducting the contribution of the ECD) if the JCECD would 
agree to dispatch the city’s Police, Fire, Public Works, Water and Sewer services and 
Animal Control.20  This agreement was contingent upon the County’s consent to pay 
85% of the District’s budget (after deducting the JCECD’s contribution).  The agreement 
was also contingent upon a restructuring of the membership and terms of the District 
Board of Directors, which included provisions inconsistent with Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-
105(c).  The JCECD did not respond to this offer.  
 
The city made no contributions to the JCECD after the September 10, 2004 TECB 
meeting.  Consistent with the TECB’s Order Granting Petition for Reconsideration, the 
JCECD continued to dispatch the city’s emergency calls.  
 
On January 10, 2005, the JCECD Board of Directors convened a public meeting to 
discuss the District’s grim financial situation.  During this meeting, the JCECD Board of 
Directors considered an offer by the Mayor of Mountain City to pay $25,000 for one year 
in return for dispatching of the city’s water, sewage and public works calls by the 
JCECD.  In addition, the Board of Directors voted to enter into negotiations with the city 
with regard to the amount of funds the city would contribute to the operation of the 
JCECD for the dispatching of emergency services. A majority of the Board of Directors 
decided to inquire of the TECB whether accepting such an offer would contravene the 
TECB’s prior directives in this matter.  A majority of the Board of Directors also voted to 
request the TECB to increase the emergency telephone service charge on landlines in 
Johnson County to the statutory maximum of $1.50 for residential lines and $3.00 for 
business lines.21

 
During the TECB’s January 13, 2005 meeting, the District Chairman and Director 
reported on the January 10 meeting of the JCECD Board of Directors.  Their report 
generated much discussion.  At the conclusion of deliberations, the Board unanimously 
voted to increase the service charge as requested, subject to reconsideration should 
legislative changes to the state funding structure occur after completion of the TACIR 
study in 2006, and in any event, until a sunset date of June 30, 2006.  The Board also 
authorized the ECD to enter into negotiations with Mountain City and offered to fund 
mediation between the JCECD, Mountain City and Johnson County if the parties agreed 
to participate.  The parties were directed to memorialize in a written interlocal agreement  

 
20 The percentage of the JCECD’s budget was to be adjusted after each U.S. census to reflect the proportion of 
town residents to the total population of the County. 
21 During the May 27, 2004 meeting, the TECB approved the JCECD’s request to set the service charge at $1.30 
for residential lines.  At the JCECD’s request, the service charge on business lines remained unchanged at $2.00. 
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ny agreement reached in the mediation.22  In addition, the TECB withdrew its order 
requiring the ECD to continue emergency dispatching to Mountain City on the condition 
that, should the ECD decide to cease such dispatching, Mountain City would be given a 
reasonable period of time to establish its own dispatching, after which the ECD could 
utilize the transfer method as to Mountain City’s 911 calls.  The Board directed the ECD 
to consult with the TECB Technical Consultant with regard to determining such 
reasonable time to establish emergency dispatching.  
 
In March 2005, the Mayor of Mountain City agreed to participate in mediation with 
representatives of the ECD and Johnson County.  The TECB is in the process of 
retaining a mediator and facilitating the mediation. 
 
The Quest to Provide All Lines in Hancock County with E-911 Service 
 
Sixty-five telephone lines in rural Hancock County served by Scott County (Virginia) 
Telephone Cooperative (“SCTC”) are not currently receiving E-911 service.  The Board 
continues to negotiate with BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc. to enter into an 
interconnection agreement with SCTC to establish E-911 service at the most 
economically and technically feasible location.  At present, SCTC manually forwards the 
911 calls received from the sixty-five (65) Hancock County lines to an 800 number 
assigned to the Hancock County ECD PSAP in Sneedville, Tennessee.  With this 
method, the automatic location information (“ALI”) provided in all wireline E-911 service 
is unavailable due to the signaling limitations of the “800” trunk.  Only caller identification 
data (“caller ID”) is available, enabling the call taker to manually refer to a regularly 
updated SCTC subscriber listing.   Unfortunately, this solution can not provide a callback 
number for unlisted telephone numbers, which is a vital feature associated with 911 
services. 
 
The Board is considering pursuing a Petition for Declaratory Ruling requesting the 
Federal Communications Commission to require BellSouth to comply with 47 U.S.C. § 
251(a)(1) by interconnecting with SCTC, solely for the purpose of providing E-911 
service, at the most economically and technically feasible location.  Staff conducted a 
site visit and determined that the most economically and technically feasible location for 
interconnection was a point in Hancock County in which less than 500 feet separated the 
two companies’ infrastructure.  SCTC estimated that its one-time cost to install new 
poles, if necessary, to connect the two telecommunications companies’ pedestal 
terminals at this point, including associated labor and materials is approximately 
$6,109.00.   It is estimated that interconnection at the location proposed by BellSouth 
would cost approximately $1,955.00 to $2,881.00 per month for the sixty five residents, 
which is more than BellSouth charges for service to the rest of the residents in the entire 
county.   The Board continues to seek a negotiated solution to this matter. 

 
22 TECB Policy No. 25 states: 

 
Effective August 1, 2004, all agreements or arrangements between an emergency 
communications district and another governmental entity in which facilities, resources and/or 
income of any kind are shared, contributed or obtained shall be memorialized in written 
interlocal agreements and adopted by the board of directors of the local emergency 
communications district before the implementation of such an agreement.  

 
 



 
 
 
 

19

Federal E-911 Legislation 
 
State E-911 leaders were active in assuring the passage of legislation that will provide 
first ever technical and financial assistance from the federal government on E-911 
matters.  The legislation, P.L. 108-494, has two very key components – the 
establishment of a national E-911 office within the federal government and the 
authorization of millions in grants to assist state and local E-911 operations.  Members of 
Tennessee’s Congressional delegation were especially helpful in final negotiations on 
the bill to ensure that Tennessee’s E-911 operations received equal consideration for 
grants created by the legislation.   As originally drafted, only states that had not 
implemented E-911 were eligible for the bill’s grants, which would have excluded 
Tennessee is a national leader in E-911 deployment.  
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Appendix 
 

1.  Charts Showing TECB Grant Distribution: 
A. GIS Mapping Reimbursement Grant; 
B. GIS Mapping Maintenance Grant; 
C. Rural Dispatcher Grant. 

2. Chart Showing Division of ECDs into Tiers. 
3. Criteria for Classification as Rural Used in Amended Rural Dispatcher 

Grant. 
4. List of Districts Eligible for Rural Dispatcher Grant under Amended 

Criteria. 
5. Chart Showing 5 Year Distribution of Wireless Funds to ECDs.  
6. Chart Showing Landline 911 Rate Charged in each ECD. 
7. Chart Showing Status of Financially Distressed Districts. 
8. Chart Showing Status of Applications to Increase to Emergency 

Telephone Service Charge. 
9. Summary of Fiscal Year 2003 Audit Findings in ECDs. 
10. Report on Annual Expenditures of TECB. 
11. Pie Chart Showing Breakdown of Wireless 911 Charge. 
12. Orders Issued by the ECB between July 1 and December 31, 2004: 

A. Order re: White County ECD, August 31, 2004; 
B. Order re: Johnson County ECD, October 1, 2004; 
C. Order re: Giles County ECD, October 28, 2004. 

13. Proposed Dispatcher Training Regulations. 
14. ENHANCE 911 Act of 2004. 
15. Senator Frist’s Colloquy to the ENHANCE 911 Act of 2004. 
 

 



TENNESSEE EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS BOARD
ADDITIONAL SUPPORT TO  ECDs

Districts that have applied for GIS Mapping reimbursement

Up to $50,000

Bedford Fayette Johnson Polk
Bledsoe Fentress Kingsport, City Putnam 
Blount Gibson Knox Roane
Bradley Grainger Lawrence Scott
Carroll Greene Lewis Sequatchie
Carter Grundy Lincoln Sevier
Cheatham Hamblen Loudon Stewart 
Claiborne Hamilton Macon Sullivan
Clay Hancock Madison Sumner 
Crockett Hardeman Maury Trousdale
Cumberland Hawkins McMinn Van Buren
Davidson Henry McNairy Washington
Decatur Houston Monroe Wayne
DeKalb Humphreys Montgomery Weakley
Dickson Jackson Overton/Pickett White
Dyersburg Jefferson Perry

$10,000 Grant Districts that have applied
$30,000

Bedford Johnson
Blount (3) Lawrence(2) Bledsoe Humphreys
Carroll (3) Lincoln(3) Cannon Jackson
Claiborne (2) Macon (2) Carroll (2) Johnson (2)
Cumberland Madison Chester La Follette, City
Decatur (2) Maury Claiborne Lake
DeKalb McNairy (3) Clay Lewis
Dyer (2) Monroe Decatur (2) Macon
Fentress Montgomery (3) DeKalb McNairy
Gibson Overton/Pickett Fentress Moore
Hamblen Perry Giles Overton-Pickett
Hamilton (3) Putnam (3) Grainger Perry 
Hancock Roane (3) Hancock Rhea
Hardeman (3) Scott (2) Hardeman Scott
Hawkins Sullivan (2) Hardin Stewart
Henry (2) Washington Haywood Unicoi
Humphreys (2) Weakley (2) Henderson Union
Jackson White Hickman Van Buren

Houston White 



Tennessee Emergency Communications Board
              Division of ECDs into Tiers 

District*

Tier Level  I
Davidson Shelby Knox Hamilton 

Tier Level  II
Blount Montgomery Sullivan Williamson 
Bradley Rutherford Sumner Wilson 
Madison Sevier Washington 

Tier Level  III
   Kingsport Coffee Hamblen Maury Tipton 
Anderson Cumberland Hawkins McMinn   Warren 
Bedford Dickson Henry Monroe Weakley
Campbell Dyer Jefferson Obion 
Carter Franklin Lawrence Putnam 
Cheatham Gibson Lincoln Roane 
Cocke Greene Loudon Robertson 

Tier Level  IV
   Brentwood Fayette Henderson Marshall White 
   Bristol Giles Hickman McNairy 
   Oak Ridge Grainger Lauderdale Overton/Pickett
Carroll Hardeman Macon Rhea 
Claiborne Hardin Marion Scott 

Tier Level  V
  Lafollette Crockett Houston Moore Trousdale 
  Clinton Decatur Humphreys Morgan Unicoi 
Benton DeKalb Jackson Perry Union 
Bledsoe Fentress Johnson Polk Van Buren
Cannon Grundy Lake Sequatchie Wayne
Chester Hancock Lewis Smith 
Clay Haywood Meigs Stewart 
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 Census 2000 Urban and Rural 
Classification  

Welcome to the U.S. Census Bureau's Urban and Rural Classification Web 
page. At this site you will be able to locate information about the Census 
2000 urban and rural delineations and to review the criteria the Census 
Bureau used to delineate urban and rural areas based on the results of 
Census 2000.  

The Census Bureau identifies and tabulates data for the urban and rural 
populations and their associated areas solely for the presentation and 
comparison of census statistical data. If a federal, state, local, or tribal 
agency uses these urban and rural criteria in a nonstatistical program, it is 
that agency's responsibility to ensure that the results are appropriate for 
such use. It also is that agency's responsibility to ensure that it has provided 
the necessary tools for use in that agency's programs.  

The Census Bureau will be glad to answer questions about the Census 2000 
urban and rural criteria and products. However, the Census Bureau is not 
qualified to provide information or assistance to users concerning the uses 
of urban and/or rural data in the programs of other agencies, nor does it 
have the resources to perform research to determine whether or not a 
locality or specific address is inside or outside an urbanized area or urban 
cluster.  

The Census Bureau has produced several products to help users locate 
Census 2000 Urban Areas and Urban Clusters. See below for more 
information.  

Urban and Rural Classification 

For Census 2000, the Census Bureau classifies as "urban" all 
territory, population, and housing units located within an urbanized 
area (UA) or an urban cluster (UC). It delineates UA and UC 
boundaries to encompass densely settled territory, which consists 
of:  

o core census block groups or blocks that have a population 

http://www.census.gov/main/www/cen2000.html
http://ftp.census.gov/geo/www/gazetteer/gazette.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/tiger/glossry2.pdf
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/tiger/index.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/tiger/index.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/maps/
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/maps/
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/cob/index.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/cob/index.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/maps/CP_OnLineMapping.htm
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/maps/CP_OnLineMapping.htm
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/census2k.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/census2k.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/census2k.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/tiger/glossary.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/tiger/glossary.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/tiger/glossary.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/tractez.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/tractez.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/psapage.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/psapage.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/programs.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/programs.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/reference.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/reference.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/tiger/glossry2.pdf
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/tiger/glossry2.pdf
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density of at least 1,000 people per square mile and  
o surrounding census blocks that have an overall density of at 

least 500 people per square mile  

In addition, under certain conditions, less densely settled territory 
may be part of each UA or UC.  

The Census Bureau's classification of "rural" consists of all territory, 
population, and housing units located outside of UAs and UCs. The 
rural component contains both place and nonplace territory. 
Geographic entities, such as census tracts, counties, metropolitan 
areas, and the territory outside metropolitan areas, often are "split" 
between urban and rural territory, and the population and housing 
units they contain often are partly classified as urban and partly 
classified as rural.  

Census 2000 Urban Area Criteria 

The Census Bureau is providing information about the Census 2000 Urban 
Area Criteria and the process used in delineating Census 2000 Urban 
Areas. We also are providing a synopsis of the differences between the 
1990 and Census 2000 criteria.  

• Federal Register Notices for the Census 2000 Urban Area Criteria 
• Differences between the 1990 and Census 2000 Urban Area Criteria

Census 2000 Urbanized Area and Urban Cluster 
Information 

This page provides links to the May 1, 2002 Federal Register Notice 
announcing the results of the Census 2000 urban/rural delineations and 
Corrections to the May 1, 2002 Notice of Qualifying Urban Areas. It also 
provides links to lists of Urbanized Areas and Urban Clusters, lists of the 
Corrected Urbanized Areas and Urban Clusters, a list of Urban Area Central 
Places, and the list of Major Airports referenced in the delineation process.  

Locating Urbanized Area and Urban Cluster 
Boundaries 

Information about products, including TIGER/Line files, boundary files and 
maps, available to assist data users in locating Urbanized Area and Urban 
Cluster boundaries.  
 

http://www.census.gov/geo/www/tiger/tigermap.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/index.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/index.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/ua/frnotice.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/ua/uac2k_90.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/ua/uaucinfo.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/ua/uaucbndy.html
http://www.census.gov/geo/www/ua/uaucbndy.html


Contact Information 

If you have questions regarding the criteria for Census 2000 urban and rural 
classifications, please contact the Geography Division at 
ua@geo.census.gov. If you have questions about geographic products, such
as maps and TIGER/Line files, please contact the Geography Division at 
geography@geo.census.gov or by telephone at 301-763-1128.  

NOTE: Census Bureau staff cannot answer specific questions about which 
areas or addresses are inside or outside urbanized areas or urban clusters. 
Users will need to determine that information themselves from the Census 
Bureau products described earlier on this Web page.  

 
 

[PDF] or denotes a file in Adobe's Portable Document Format. To view the 
file, you will need the Adobe® Acrobat® Reader available for free from Adobe.  

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 

Created: April 30, 2002 
  Last Revised: Thursday, 30-Sep-2004 14:40:42 EDT  

Census Bureau Links:   Home · Search · Subjects A-Z · FAQs · Data Tools · Catalog · Census 2000 · Quality · 
Privacy Policy · FYI · Contact Us  
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Counties Eligible for Rural Dispatcher Grant 
Under Proposed Revised Criteria

County
Total 
Pop.

% Urban
Pop.

% Rural
Pop.

1. Fayette 28,806 0 100
2. Hickman 22,295 0 100
3. Grainger 20,659 0 100
4. Union 17,808 0 100
5. Wayne 16,842 0 100
6. Fentress 16,625 0 100
7. Polk 16,050 0 100
8. Crockett 14,532 0 100
9. Grundy 14,332 0 100

10. Cannon 12,826 0 100
11. Stewart 12,370 0 100
12. Bledsoe 12,367 0 100
13. Decatur 11,731 0 100
14. Meigs 11,086 0 100
15. Jackson 10,984 0 100
16. Houston 8,088 0 100
17. Clay 7,976 0 100
18. Lake 7,954 0 100
19. Perry 7,631 0 100
20. Trousdale 7,259 0 100
21. Hancock 6,786 0 100
22. Van Buren 5,508 0 100
23. Moore 5,740 0 100
24. Sequatchie 11,370 0.1 99.9
25. Cheatham 35,912 7 93
26. Scott 21,127 14.6 85.4
27. Overton - Pickett 25,063 15.8 84.2
28. McNairy 24,653 16.4 83.6
29. Johnson 17,499 16.8 83.2
30. Carroll 29,475 17 83
31. Morgan 19,757 17.5 82.5
32. White 23,102 17.7 82.3
33. Macon 20,386 17.7 82.3
34. DeKalb 17,423 20.4 79.6
35. Marion 27,776 20.5 79.5
36. Humphreys 17,929 20.5 79.5
37. Smith 17,712 20.5 79.5
38. Lincoln 31,340 21.3 78.7
39. Benton 16,537 22.5 77.5
40. Monroe 38,961 23.1 76.9
41. Henderson 25,522 23.5 76.5
42. Jefferson 44,294 25 75
43. Lawrence 39,926 25.4 74.6



Counties Eligible for Rural Dispatcher Grant 
Under Proposed Revised Criteria

County
Total 
Pop.

% Urban
Pop.

% Rural
Pop.

44. Giles 29,447 26.8 73.2
45. Weakley 31,895 28.6 71.4
46. Franklin 39,270 29.5 70.5
47. Claiborne 29,862 29.8 70.2
48. Cumberland 46,802 30.7 69.3
49. Hardin 25,578 30.8 69.2
50. Lewis 11,367 30.8 69.2
52. Dickson 43,156 31.4 68.6
53. Rhea 28,400 31.9 68.1
54. Henry 31,115 32.9 67.1
55. Cocke 33,565 33 67
57. Chester 15,540 34.9 65.1
59. Marshall 26,767 36.4 63.6
60. Hardeman 28,105 36.9 63.1
61. Warren 38,276 37.8 62.2
63. Lauderdale 27,101 40.3 59.7
64. Bedford 37,586 40.9 59.1
65. Obion 32,450 41 59
66. McMinn   49,015 41.4 58.6
68. Campbell 39,854 43.4 56.6
69. Loudon 39,086 50 50
70. Gibson 48,152 50.8 49.2
72. Haywood 19,797 51.5 48.5
73. Coffee 48,014 52.2 47.8
75. Unicoi 17,667 55 45
76. Dyer 37,279 56.5 43.5
77. Lafollette 7,926

*  Compiled by ECB Staff based on 2000 U.S. Census data provided by the U.S. Dept. 
    of Agriculture Economic Research Service.



Tennessee Emergency Communications Board  
5-Year Wireless Distribution

(as required by T.C.A. 7-86-303 (d) (1))

District Fiscal Yr. 2000 Fiscal Yr. 2001 Fiscal Yr. 2002 Fiscal Yr. 2003 Fiscal Yr. 20041 Total 
Anderson $14,567.28 $31,722.82 $40,719.21 $42,652.62 $61,481.53 $191,143.46
  Clinton $4,388.42 $9,556.56 $11,283.65 $11,620.98 $16,751.02 $53,600.63
  Oak Ridge $12,644.86 $27,536.39 $32,785.49 $33,825.42 $48,757.59 $155,549.75
Bedford $14,080.66 $30,663.11 $43,516.62 $46,422.11 $66,915.08 $201,597.58
Benton $6,762.76 $14,727.08 $19,402.68 $20,424.69 $29,441.13 $90,758.34
Bledsoe $4,476.86 $9,749.14 $14,247.86 $15,274.36 $22,017.21 $65,765.43
Blount $39,804.69 $86,681.66 $122,593.18 $130,700.99 $188,398.67 $568,179.19
Bradley $34,129.55 $74,323.05 $102,375.79 $108,644.75 $156,605.75 $476,078.89
Campbell $12,824.06 $27,926.59 $37,355.63 $39,433.98 $56,842.01 $174,382.27
   Lafollette $3,417.96 $7,443.20 $9,379.26 $9,789.33 $14,110.80 $44,140.55
Cannon $4,846.35 $10,553.77 $14,868.47 $15,841.26 $22,834.37 $68,944.22
Carroll $12,739.32 $27,742.09 $34,892.34 $36,404.30 $52,474.87 $164,252.92
Carter $23,847.44 $51,931.95 $66,865.17 $70,081.50 $101,018.85 $313,744.91
Cheatham $12,566.15 $27,364.98 $41,177.70 $44,354.56 $63,934.79 $189,398.18
Chester $5,935.35 $12,925.27 $18,043.37 $19,193.29 $27,666.14 $83,763.42
Claiborne $12,101.74 $26,353.66 $34,986.98 $36,882.27 $53,163.88 $163,488.53
Clay $3,351.28 $7,297.99 $9,398.58 $9,851.08 $14,199.82 $44,098.75
Cocke $13,492.63 $29,382.57 $39,275.90 $41,455.80 $59,756.38 $183,363.28
Coffee $18,677.44 $40,673.40 $55,901.75 $59,301.62 $85,480.22 $260,034.43
Crockett $6,235.38 $13,578.64 $17,182.38 $17,948.32 $25,871.60 $80,816.32
Cumberland $16,083.19 $35,023.94 $53,531.91 $57,804.69 $83,322.49 $245,766.22
Davidson $236,500.10 $515,020.25 $670,202.75 $703,866.95 $1,014,587.67 $3,140,177.72
Decatur $4,848.67 $10,558.82 $13,787.02 $14,488.83 $20,884.90 $64,568.24
DeKalb $6,677.56 $14,541.56 $20,240.10 $21,518.98 $31,018.51 $93,996.71
Dickson $16,233.66 $35,351.64 $49,995.47 $53,301.55 $76,831.44 $231,713.76
Dyer $16,137.82 $35,142.93 $44,142.22 $46,042.94 $66,368.50 $207,834.41
Fayette $11,979.98 $26,088.49 $33,888.02 $35,578.03 $51,283.87 $158,818.39
Fentress $6,791.92 $14,790.61 $19,502.85 $20,533.38 $29,597.80 $91,216.56
Franklin $16,078.09 $35,012.86 $46,083.54 $48,502.00 $69,913.13 $215,589.62
Gibson $21,580.07 $46,994.37 $57,349.11 $59,472.07 $85,725.93 $271,121.55
Giles $11,918.40 $25,954.38 $34,493.90 $36,369.70 $52,425.04 $161,161.42
Grainger $7,915.19 $17,236.72 $49,150.03 $25,308.13 $43,375.59 $142,985.66
Greene $25,869.87 $56,336.17 $73,875.23 $77,698.30 $111,998.08 $345,777.65
Grundy $6,186.76 $13,472.78 $16,962.70 $17,701.32 $25,515.52 $79,839.08
Hamblen $23,372.85 $50,898.46 $68,021.00 $71,793.34 $103,486.37 $317,572.02
Hamilton $132,206.62 $287,903.01 $364,093.41 $380,279.42 $548,153.04 $1,712,635.50
Hancock $3,120.24 $6,794.85 $8,117.81 $8,381.32 $12,081.25 $38,495.47
Hardeman $10,921.53 $23,783.53 $32,716.99 $34,712.21 $50,035.87 $152,170.13
Hardin $10,479.35 $22,820.62 $29,788.52 $31,591.15 $45,536.99 $140,216.63
Hawkins $20,634.13 $44,934.43 $62,271.17 $66,155.15 $95,359.20 $289,354.08
Haywood $8,999.56 $19,598.12 $23,635.73 $24,451.09 $35,244.99 $111,929.49
Henderson $10,257.11 $22,336.64 $29,863.37 $31,521.99 $45,437.29 $139,416.40
Henry $12,982.40 $28,271.43 $36,623.42 $38,429.84 $55,394.62 $171,701.71
Hickman $7,757.30 $16,892.89 $25,544.18 $27,536.35 $39,692.23 $117,422.95
Houston $3,249.42 $7,076.18 $9,463.29 $9,989.41 $14,399.22 $44,177.52
Humphreys $7,342.45 $15,989.46 $21,040.61 $22,143.93 $31,919.34 $98,435.79
Jackson $4,304.62 $9,374.07 $12,802.84 $13,566.23 $19,555.02 $59,602.78
Jefferson $15,286.81 $33,289.70 $50,692.84 $54,707.09 $78,857.45 $232,833.89
Johnson $6,373.83 $13,880.12 $20,178.05 $21,612.84 $31,153.79 $93,198.63
Knox $155,455.85 $338,532.24 $447,883.96 $471,844.08 $680,138.75 $2,093,854.88

1  Fiscal year 2004 includes figures for the month of June because the staff reformatted to a fiscal distribution period.  The extra 
   month increased the distribution substantially. 
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Tennessee Emergency Communications Board  
5-Year Wireless Distribution

(as required by T.C.A. 7-86-303 (d) (1))

District Fiscal Yr. 2000 Fiscal Yr. 2001 Fiscal Yr. 2002 Fiscal Yr. 2003 Fiscal Yr. 20041 Total 
Lake $3,315.63 $7,220.37 $19,896.75 $9,823.92 $14,160.64 $54,417.31
Lauderdale $10,876.62 $23,685.73 $31,704.15 $33,472.18 $48,248.41 $147,987.09
Lawrence $16,345.71 $35,595.64 $46,852.91 $49,312.21 $71,081.01 $219,187.48
Lewis $4,895.42 $10,660.64 $13,448.30 $14,039.27 $20,236.87 $63,280.50
Lincoln $13,230.11 $28,810.86 $36,957.73 $38,707.73 $65,801.19 $183,507.62
Loudon $14,471.44 $31,514.09 $45,175.99 $48,274.76 $69,585.55 $209,021.83
Macon $7,439.67 $16,201.21 $23,513.51 $25,178.56 $36,293.59 $108,626.54
Madison $36,106.61 $78,628.44 $107,096.52 $113,427.00 $163,499.14 $498,757.71
Marion $11,510.48 $25,066.09 $32,657.74 $34,305.88 $49,450.14 $152,990.33
Marshall $9,972.82 $21,717.55 $30,965.76 $33,059.67 $47,653.79 $143,369.59
Maury $25,378.62 $55,266.37 $80,167.19 $85,836.31 $123,728.60 $370,377.09
McMinn   $19,667.37 $42,829.12 $57,338.42 $60,537.95 $87,262.32 $267,635.18
McNairy $10,381.65 $22,607.87 $29,060.53 $30,448.70 $43,890.21 $136,388.96
Meigs $3,719.38 $8,099.59 $12,639.35 $13,692.22 $19,736.62 $57,887.16
Monroe $14,234.38 $30,997.85 $44,945.36 $48,120.36 $69,363.00 $207,660.95
Montgomery $53,021.83 $115,464.29 $157,177.38 $166,450.68 $239,929.99 $732,044.17
Moore $2,185.88 $4,760.14 $6,661.75 $7,089.42 $10,219.04 $30,916.23
Morgan $8,010.11 $17,443.40 $23,149.31 $24,401.68 $35,173.76 $108,178.26
Obion $14,692.30 $31,995.04 $38,715.44 $40,078.67 $57,771.34 $183,252.79
Overton - Pickett $10,271.46 $22,367.90 $29,416.09 $30,955.06 $44,620.13 $137,630.64
Perry $3,122.09 $6,798.89 $8,954.02 $9,424.97 $13,585.62 $41,885.59
Polk $6,316.88 $13,756.09 $18,719.85 $19,823.19 $28,574.12 $87,190.13
Putnam $23,786.32 $51,798.87 $72,346.98 $76,964.67 $110,940.56 $335,837.40
Rhea $11,428.06 $24,886.61 $33,237.38 $35,076.57 $50,561.06 $155,189.68
Roane $21,866.67 $47,618.50 $61,193.70 $64,113.56 $92,416.34 $287,208.77
Robertson $19,211.30 $41,835.94 $62,488.64 $67,229.68 $96,908.08 $287,673.64
Rutherford $67,865.07 $147,788.04 $210,597.11 $224,814.90 $324,058.97 $975,124.09
Scott $8,499.98 $18,510.17 $24,724.93 $26,093.75 $37,612.79 $115,441.62
Sequatchie $4,103.67 $8,936.47 $13,093.68 $14,042.98 $20,242.24 $60,419.04
Sevier $23,633.53 $51,466.13 $81,031.95 $87,901.38 $126,705.29 $370,738.28
Shelby $382,600.78 $833,180.01 $1,060,031.74 $1,108,459.11 $1,597,786.27 $4,982,057.91
Smith $6,548.38 $14,260.24 $20,467.46 $21,875.94 $31,533.01 $94,685.03
Stewart $4,388.90 $9,557.58 $14,211.09 $15,278.07 $22,022.56 $65,458.20
Sullivan $36,256.16 $78,954.13 $98,746.22 $102,910.20 $148,339.72 $465,206.43
   Bristol $11,090.53 $24,151.57 $29,546.77 $30,656.17 $44,189.29 $139,634.33
   Kingsport $19,139.99 $41,680.67 $53,037.12 $55,461.74 $79,945.20 $249,264.72
Sumner $47,820.36 $104,137.16 $150,558.45 $161,116.31 $232,240.78 $695,873.06
Tipton $17,394.44 $37,879.43 $58,542.14 $63,324.31 $91,278.72 $268,419.04
Trousdale $2,741.03 $5,969.07 $8,414.15 $8,965.52 $12,923.32 $39,013.09
Unicoi $7,662.39 $16,686.18 $20,926.11 $21,820.34 $31,452.88 $98,547.90
Union $6,340.49 $13,807.52 $20,468.48 $21,994.50 $31,703.91 $94,314.90
Van Buren $2,243.76 $4,886.17 $6,458.53 $6,802.88 $9,806.00 $30,197.34
Warren $15,275.69 $33,265.49 $44,738.48 $47,274.33 $68,143.48 $208,697.47
Washington $42,742.96 $93,080.25 $125,279.54 $132,399.22 $190,846.60 $584,348.57
Wayne $6,452.08 $14,050.52 $19,563.88 $20,801.41 $29,984.14 $90,852.03
Weakley $14,803.43 $32,237.05 $41,182.75 $43,098.51 $62,124.22 $193,445.96
White $9,301.92 $20,256.54 $27,039.57 $28,533.07 $41,128.93 $126,260.03
Williamson $34,938.43 $76,084.53 $117,795.39 $127,452.70 $183,716.44 $539,987.49
  Brentwood $10,304.35 $22,439.49 $60,575.22 $28,956.68 $41,739.58 $164,015.32
Wilson $36,353.39 $79,165.87 $104,214.54 $109,687.14 $158,108.33 $487,529.27
Total $2,292,396.05 $4,992,092.56 $6,727,920.10 $7,026,571.57 $10,145,339.39 $31,184,319.67

1  Fiscal year 2004 includes figures for the month of June because the staff reformatted to a fiscal distribution period.  The extra 
   month increased the distribution substantially. 

2 of 2



ECD Res. Rate Bus. Rate ECD Res. Rate Bus. Rate
Anderson $0.65 $2.00 Lake $0.65 $2.00
   Clinton City $0.65 $2.00  Lauderdale $1.25 $2.25
   Oak Ridge City $1.50 $3.00  Lawrence $1.50 $3.00
Bedford $0.65 $2.00 Lewis $0.65 $2.00
Benton $0.60 $1.50 Lincoln $0.65 $2.00
Bledsoe $1.50 $3.00 Loudon $0.65 $2.00
Blount $1.10 $2.45 Macon $0.65 $2.00
Bradley $1.50 $3.00 Madison $0.45 $1.64
Campbell $1.15 $2.50 Marion $0.65 $2.00
   LaFollette City $0.65 $2.00 Marshall $1.50 $3.00
Cannon $0.65 $2.00 Maury $1.00 $2.35
Carroll $0.65 $2.00 McMinn $0.55 $1.50
Carter $0.65 $2.00 McNairy $1.15 $2.50
Cheatham $1.15 $2.50 Meigs $0.65 $2.00
Chester $0.65 $2.00 Monroe $0.65 $2.00
Claiborne $1.50 $3.00 Montgomery $1.50 $3.00
Clay $0.65 $2.00 Moore $0.65 $2.00
Cocke $1.15 $2.50 Morgan $1.50 $3.00
Coffee $0.55 $1.75 Obion $0.65 $2.00
Crockett $0.65 $2.00 Overton-Pickett $1.50 $3.00
Cumberland $1.40 $2.75 Perry $0.65 $2.00
Davidson/Nashville $0.65 $2.00 Polk $0.65 $2.00
Decatur $0.65 $2.00 Putnam $0.65 $1.66
DeKalb $0.65 $2.00 Rhea $1.50 $3.00
Dickson $0.55 $1.65 Roane $1.50 $3.00
Dyer $0.55 $1.67 Robertson $0.65 $2.00
Fayette $0.65 $1.75 Rutherford $0.50 $1.52
Fentress $0.65 $2.00 Scott $0.65 $2.00
Franklin $0.65 $2.00 Sequatchie $0.65 $2.00
Gibson $1.50 $3.00 Sevier $0.55 $1.67
Giles $0.65 $2.00 Shelby $0.65 $1.30
Grainger $1.50 $3.00 Smith $0.65 $2.00
Greene $0.65 $1.50 Stewart $0.65 $2.00
Grundy $0.65 $2.00 Sullivan $1.50 $3.00
Hamblen1 $1.00 $2.50    Bristol City $0.65 $2.00
Hamilton $1.50 $3.00   Kingsport City $0.65 $1.65
Hancock $0.65 $2.00 Sumner $0.55 $1.00
Hardeman $0.65 $2.00 Tipton $1.50 $3.00
Hardin $0.60 $1.50 Trousdale $0.65 $2.00
Hawkins $0.90 $2.25 Unicoi $1.50 $3.00
Haywood $0.65 $2.00 Union $1.50 $3.00
Henderson $0.65 $2.00 Van Buren $0.65 $2.00
Henry $0.65 $2.00 Warren $1.00 $3.00
Hickman $0.65 $2.00 Washington $1.10 $2.45
Houston $1.50 $3.00 Wayne $1.00 $2.50
Humphreys $1.50 $3.00 Weakley $0.65 $2.00
Jackson $1.50 $3.00 White $1.50 $3.00
Jefferson $1.00 $3.00 Williamson $0.64 $2.00
Johnson $1.50 $3.00  Brentwood City $0.65 $2.00
Knox $0.65 $2.00 Wilson $0.55 $1.67

Tennessee Emergency Communications Board
Landline 911 Rates

March 17, 2005



Tennessee Emergency Communications Board 
 

Status of Financially Distressed Districts 
 

 
ECD 

Date Appeared 
before the TECB Effective Date 

 
Action Taken 

Campbell February 21, 2001 April 20, 2001 Rates raised to $1.15/$2.50; with 
conditions.  

Cocke April 19, 2001 June 8, 2001 Rates raised to $1.15/$2.50; with 
conditions.  

Hawkins February 21, 2001 April 20, 2001 Rates raised to $.90/$2.25; with 
conditions. 

McNairy April 19, 2001 June 8, 2001 Rates raised to $1.15/$2.50; with 
conditions. 

Morgan May 24, 2002 May 24, 2002 Rates raised to $1.50/$3.00; until June 
30, 2005, with conditions;  

Pickett December 11, 2000 October 2001 Rates raised to $1.50/$3.00; as of 
October 2001, merged w/ Overton Co.  

 



Tennessee Emergency Communications Board 
 

Status of Rate Increase Applications 
(As of March 31, 2005) 

 
 

 
ECD 

Date Application 
Received by 

ECB 

Date Board 
Approved  

Status  
of 

Application

 
Action Taken 

Jackson November 2000 June 8, 2001 Complete 
Rates raised to $1.50/$3.00 in April 
2001; with conditions.  

Cumberland November 2000 
July 19, 2001 

May 27, 2004 
Complete 

Rates raised to $1.40/$2.75 for 3 years, 
with conditions; effective through June 
30, 2004; July 1, 2004, shall revert to 
$0.65/$2.00. Extended May 27, 2004; 
effective through June 30, 2007, 
subject reconsiderations, if legislative 
changes to ECB funding structure 
occur after completion of TACIR 
study in 2006. 

White November 2000 

August 30 2001 

March 4,2003 

July 16, 2004 
Complete 

Rates raised to $1.50/$3.00 in August 
2001; effective thru June 30, 2003. July 
1, 2003, shall revert to $0.65/$2.00.  
May petition for another rate increase 
or choose local referendum.  
Extension until June 30, 2004.  
Additional two years subject to 
reconsiderations, if legislative 
changes to ECB funding structure 
occur after completion of TACIR 
study in 2006. 

Overton March 1, 2001 October 29, 2001 Complete 
Rates raised to $1.50/$3.00 with Pickett 
merger October 2001 

Wayne March 20, 2001 

October 29, 2001 

Extended March 
17, 2005 

Complete 

Rates raised to $1.00/$2.50 in October 
2001; until June 30, 2005, with 
conditions; May petition after July 1, 
2004, effective July 1, 2005, shall reverts 
to $0.65/$2.00.  Effective through June 
30, 2007, subject reconsiderations, if 
legislative changes to ECB funding 
structure occur after completion of 
TACIR study in 2006. 
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ECD 

Date Application 
Received by 

ECB 

Date Board 
Approved  

Status  
of 

Application

 
Action Taken 

Rhea March 20, 2001 
January 31, 2002 

Extended  
March 17, 2005 

Complete 

Rates raised to $1.50/$3.00 in May 2002; 
effective thru June 30, 2005. Effective 
July 1, 2005, shall revert to $0.75/$2.10. 
Effective through June 30, 2007, 
subject reconsiderations, if legislative 
changes to ECB funding structure 
occur after completion of TACIR study 
in 2006.    

Bradley March 28, 2001 October 29, 2001 Complete 

Rates phase-in over 3 years 1st yr. 
$.99/$2.40; 2nd yr. $1.33/$2.80; 3rd yr. 
$1.50/$3.00; effective July 1, 2006 
reverts to $0.65/$2.00.  

Humphreys April 11, 2001 
October 30, 2001 

Extended  
March 17, 2005 

Complete 

Rates raised to $1.50/$3.00 in October 
2001; effective through June 30, 2005, 
with conditions.  Effective through 
June 30, 2007, subject 
reconsiderations, if legislative 
changes to ECB funding structure 
occur after completion of TACIR study 
in 2006.    

Montgomery May 17, 2001 October 30, 2001 Complete 
Rates raised to $1.50/$3.00 in October 
2001; effective through June 30, 2006, 
with conditions. 

Hamilton May 2, 2001 N/A N/A Withdrew rate increase request.  

Union 

July 23, 2001 Sept. 12, 2002 

Extended 
 March 17, 2005 

Complete 
Rates raised to $1.50/$3.00 in September 
2002; effective through June 30, 2005, 
with conditions.  Effective through 
June 30, 2007, subject 
reconsiderations, if legislative 
changes to ECB funding structure 
occur after completion of TACIR study 
in 2006.    

Washington July 23, 2001 
Sept. 12, 2002 

Extended  
March 17, 2005 

Complete 

Rates raised to $1.10/$2.45 in September 
2002; effective through June 30, 2005.  
Effective through June 30, 2007, 
subject reconsiderations, if legislative 
changes to ECB funding structure 
occur after completion of TACIR study 
in 2006.    

Jefferson August 13, 2002 January 15, 2003 Complete 
Rates raised to $1.50/$3.00 in January 
2003; effective through June 30, 2006, 
with conditions. 
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ECD 

Date Application 
Received by 

ECB 

Date Board 
Approved  

Status  
of 

Application

 
Action Taken 

Oak Ridge October 24, 2002 January 15, 2003 Complete 
Rates raised to $1.50/$3.00 in January 
2003; effective through June 30, 2006, 
with conditions. 

Gibson December 19, 2002 January 15, 2003 Complete 
Rates raised to $1.50/$3.00 in January 
2003; effective through June 30, 2006, 
with conditions. 

Warren March 21, 2003 May 22, 2003 Complete 
Rates raised to $1.50/$3.00 in May 2003; 
effective through June 30, 2006, with 
conditions. 

Maury Sept. 26 2002 August 14, 2003 Complete 
Rates raised to $1.00/$2.35 in August 
2003; effective through June 30, 2006, 
with conditions. 

Lawrence April 9, 2003 August 14, 2003 Complete 
Rates raised to $1.50/$3.00 in August 
2003; effective through June 30, 2006, 
with conditions. 

Cheatham April 9, 2003 August 14, 2003 Complete 
Rates raised to $1.15/$2.50 in August 
2003; effective through June 30, 2006, 
with conditions. 

Johnson May 17, 2004 May 27, 2004 Complete 

Rates raised to $1.00 residential only in 
May 27, 2004; effective through June 
30, 2007, subject reconsiderations, if 
legislative changes to ECB funding 
structure occur after completion of 
TACIR study in 2006. 

Roane March 23, 2004 May 27, 2004 Complete 

Rates raised to $1.50/ $3.00 in May 27, 
2004; effective through June 30, 2007, 
subject to reconsiderations, if 
legislative changes to ECB funding 
structure occur after completion of 
TACIR study in 2006. 

Bledsoe June 17,2004 July 16, 2004 Complete 

Rates raised to $1.50/ $3.00 in July 16, 
2004; effective through June 30, 2006, 
subject to reconsiderations, if 
legislative changes to ECB funding 
structure occur after completion of 
TACIR study in 2006. 

Tipton June 29, 2004 July 16, 2004 Complete 

Rates raised to $1.50/ $3.00 in July 16, 
2004; effective through June 30, 2006, 
subject to reconsiderations, if 
legislative changes to ECB funding 
structure occur after completion of 
TACIR study in 2006. 
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ECD 

Date Application 
Received by 

ECB 

Date Board 
Approved  

Status  
of 

Application

 
Action Taken 

Houston June 13, 2004 September 10, 
2004 Complete 

Rates raised to $1.50/ $3.00 in 
September 10, 2004; effective through 
June 30, 2006, subject to 
reconsiderations, if legislative 
changes to ECB funding structure 
occur after completion of TACIR study 
in 2006. 

Hamblen July 28, 2004 September 10, 
2004 Complete 

Rates phase-in over a 2 year period 1st yr. 
$1.00/ $2.50;  2nd yr. $1.25/$2.75, 
effective July 1, 2004; Year 1 is effective 
through June 30, 2006, subject to 
conditions related to technical site 
visit and reconsiderations, if 
legislative changes to ECB funding 
structure occur after completion of 
TACIR study in 2006. 

Blount  August 3, 2004 November  5, 
2004 Complete 

Rates raised to $1.50/ $3.00 in November 
5, 2004; effective through June 30, 
2006, subject reconsiderations, if 
legislative changes to ECB funding 
structure occur after completion of 
TACIR study in 2006. 

Hamilton June 24, 2004 March 17, 2005 Complete 

Rates raised to $1.50/ $3.00 in March 17, 
2005; Effective through June 30, 2006, 
subject reconsiderations, if legislative 
changes to ECB funding structure 
occur after completion of TACIR study 
in 2006. 

Unicoi October 5, 2004 January 13, 2005 Complete 

Rates raised to $1.50/ $3.00 in January 
13, 2005; Effective through June 30, 
2006, subject reconsiderations, if 
legislative changes to ECB funding 
structure occur after completion of 
TACIR study in 2006. 

Marshall  November 23, 
2004 January 13, 2005 Complete 

Rates raised to $1.50/ $3.00 in January 
13, 2005; Effective through June 30, 
2006, subject reconsiderations, if 
legislative changes to ECB funding 
structure occur after completion of 
TACIR study in 2006. 
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ECD 

Date Application 
Received by 

ECB 

Date Board 
Approved  

Status  
of 

Application 

 
Action Taken 

Sullivan February 17, 2005 March 17, 2005 Complete 

Rates raised to $1.50/ $3.00 in March 17,  
2005; Effective through June 30, 2006, 
subject reconsiderations, if legislative 
changes to ECB funding structure 
occur after completion of TACIR study 
in 2006. 

Grainger December 3, 2004 January 13, 2005 Complete 

Rates raised to $1.50/ $3.00 in January 
13, 2005; Effective through June 30, 
2006, subject reconsiderations, if 
legislative changes to ECB funding 
structure occur after completion of 
TACIR study in 2006. 
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Anderson 3 X X X
Bedford 1 X
Benton 6 X X X X X X
Bledsoe 1 X
Blount 1 X
Bradley 1 X
Bristol City 1 X
Campbell 5 X X X X X
Cannon 1 X
Carroll 4 X X X X
Carter 1 X
Cheatham 2 X X
Chester 1 X
Clay 1 X
Claiborne 1 X
Clinton, City of X 0
Cocke 1 X
Coffee 1 X
Crockett 6 X X X X X X
Cumberland 1 X
Davidson/Metro Nash 2 X X
Decatur 1 X
DeKalb 2 X X
Dickson 1 X
Dyer 1 X
Fayette 2 X X
Fentress X 0
Franklin 3 X X X
Gibson 2 X X
Giles 2 X X
Grainger 1 X
Greene 1 X
Grundy X 0
Hamblen 1 X
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Hamilton X 0
Hancock 8 X X X X X X X X
Hardeman X 0
Hardin 2 X X
Hawkins 1 X
Haywood 1 X
Henderson 2 X X
Henry 1 X
Hickman 2 X X
Houston 3 X X X
Humphreys 3 X X X
Jackson 2 X X
Jefferson 1 X
Johnson 2 X X
Kingsport, City of 1 X
Knox X 0
LaFollette, City of X 0
Lake1

Lauderdale 2 X X
Lawrence 5 X X X X X
Lewis 1 X
Lincoln 3 X X X
Loudon 5 X X X X X
Macon X 0
Madison X 0
Marion X 0
Marshall 2 X X
Maury 2 X X
McMinn 1 X
McNairy 2 X X
Meigs 1 X
Monroe 1 X
Montgomery 4 X X X X
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Moore 1 X
Morgan 2 X X
Oak Ridge, City of X 0
Obion 1 X
Overton-Pickett 3 X X X
Perry 5 X X X X X
Polk 4 X X X X
Putnam X 0
Rhea 2 X X
Roane 2 X X
Robertson 1 X
Rutherford 1 X
Scott 3 X X X
Sequatchie 1 X
Sevier 1 X
Shelby 1 X
Smith 2 X X
Stewart 1 X
Sullivan 1 X
Sumner 4 X X X X
Tipton 4 X X X X
Trousdale 4 X X X X
Unicoi 2 X X
Union 4 X X X X
Van Buren 1 X
Warren 3 X X X
Washington 1 X
Wayne 1 X
Weakley 1 X
White 1 X
Williamson 1 X
Wilson 1 X

12 176 16 2 0 77 0 1 0 2 0 20 3 6 6 3 1 0 4 1 1 0 2 2 3 1 0 4 0 0 5 0 0 2 4 5 1 1 1 1 0 0 1

1  No audit is required until June 30, 2004.



Actual Budgeted 
2004 2005

Salaries & Wages (010) $270,069 $423,500
Longevity (012) 4,200 5,300
Overtime (014) 0 -                      
Employee Benefits (020) 93,263 135,300
Payroll Expenditures $367,532 $564,100

Travel (03) 19,835 15,700
Printing & Duplicating (04) 3,535 3,100
Utilities & Fuel (05) -                   -                      
Communications (06) 4,452 1,200
Maintenance & Repairs (07) 2,738 1,200
Prof. Svc. & Dues (08)1 112,277 135,400
Supplies & Materials (09) 14,657 21,100
Rentals & Insurance (10) 43,426 43,600
Motor Vehicle Ops. (11) -                   -                      
Awards & Indemnities (12) 267 -                      
Grants & Subsidies (13)2 19,198,528 54,447,400
Unclassified (14) 400              -                      
Stores for Resale (15) -                   -                      
Equipment (16) -                   -                      
Land (17) -                   -                      
Buildings (18) -                   -                      
State Prof. Svcs. (25)3 603,663 586,200
Other Expenditures $20,003,779 $55,254,900

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $20,371,311 $55,819,000

1  Professional Service and Dues includes consulting sevices and subscriptions. 

2  Grants and Subsidies includes 25% distribution to the PSAPs, PSAP Cost Recovery, Wireless 
     Carrier Cost Recovery for Phase I & II.  

3  State Prof. Svcs. Includes expenses with other state agencies such as Data processing services 
     provided by Finance and Administration, State of Tennessee Accounting and Reporting System 
     (STARS), Payroll billing, telephone billing, etc. and GIS Services (OIR).

TENNESSEE EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS BOARD
Report on Annual Expenditures 

Fiscal Year June 30



Tennessee Emergency Communications Board
Breakdown of Wireless 911 Charge

Fiscal Year 2003 - 2004

Wireless Provider 
Administrative Fee, 

$0.03 

PSAP Phase I and 
II Cost Recovery, 

$0.27 

Grants 
$0.11 

State 911 Board's 
Operating 

Expenses, $0.03 

25% Distribution to 
Local 911 Districts, 

$0.25 

Phase I and II Cost 
Recovery, $0.31 



STATE OF TENNESSEE
TENNESSEE EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS BOARD

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE & INSURANCE
500 JAMES ROBERTSON PARKWAY

NASHVillE, TENNESSEE 37243
615-253-2164 ANTHONY HAYNES

EXECUTIVE DIRECTORRANDY PORTER
CHAIRMAN

August 31, 2004

Margaret D. England
Cbainnan
White County Emergency Communications District
P.O. Box 696
Sparta, Tennessee 38582

Re: Order Clarifying Decision to Extend Increase to Service Charge

Dear Chairman England:

Enclosed please find the Order Clarifying Decision to Conditionally Grant Extension to Emergency
Telephone Service Charge. The Tennessee Emergency Communications Board ("Board") issued this
clarifying Order because there were some questions as to whether the White County Emergency
Communications District ("ECD") was required to report back to the Board before commencing
intprovements to the public safety answering point in White County. The transcript of the meeting, on
which the Order is based, indicates that the answer to that question is no, a decision consistent with the
Board's policy of not "micro-managing" local districts. If you have any questions, or we may provide you
with assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me.

With kindest regards, I am

Cd Harry Cole, Director
Mike Mahn, Esq.
Members, White County ECD Board of Directors



BEFORE THE TENNESSEE EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS BOARD

Nashville, Tennessee

August 31, 2004

IN RE: REQUEST OF WHITE COUNTY EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS DISTRICT
TO EXTEND INCREASE TO EMERGENCY TELEPHONE SERVICE CHARGE

ORDER CLARIFYING DECISION TO CONDITIONALLY GRANT EXTENTION TO
EMERGENCY TELEPHONE SERVICE CHARGE

This matter came before the Tennessee Emergency Communications Board ("Board" or
"TECD") during a meeting convened on July 16, 2004.

Backaround

On August 30, 2001, White County Emergency Communications District ("ECO") Board
of Directors appeared before the TECB to request an increase to the emergency
telephone service charge imposed on land lines in White County. The ECD requested
that its service charge be increased to the statutory maximum of $1.50 per line per
month for residences and $3.00 per line per month for businesses in White County.1 In
justifying the need for the increase, the ECD listed the following thirteen items that the
fund would be used to purchase: Dispatcher Training, All Map Pro, Attached Training
Facility, Furniture for Console Area, Outside Fence and Gate, Outside Cameras, CAD
System, Replace Floor Covering, Replace Office Furniture, Replace EMS Repeater,
Install Rescue Repeater, GPS System and Digital Camera System. The Attached
Training Facility was to be added onto the sole public safety answering point ("PSAP")
serving the ECD.

After considerable discussion, the Board approved the request, pursuant to Tenn. Code
Ann. § 7-86-306(a)(11), with four conditions. First, the increase would be effective for a
term extending from August 30, 2001 through June 30, 2003. The Board specified that
the ECO was eligible to apply for an extension of the increase. Second, funds from the
increase were to be used to provide for the above mentioned thirteen expenditures listed
on the ECO's application. Third, the increase was conditioned on the right of the TECB
to review the ECO's budget prior to its adoption through June 30, 2003. Finally, the
increase was specifically conditioned on the continued annual funding/appropriations
from White County and the City of Sparta at the levels and amounts provided for in their
interlocal agreements with the ECO, which, at the time, was not less than sixty-four
percent (64%).

On March 4, 2003, the Board considered a request by the ECD to extend its increase.
Again the increase was justified to fund the same thirteen items listed on the ECD's
original application. The ECD asserted that not all the expenditures that had initially
been approved had been completed.

See Icon. Code Ann. §§ 7-86-108(a)(2)(A); 7-86-306(a)(ll)



The Board granted the EGO's request with the same conditions originally imposed. The
Board decided that the extension should terminate on July 1, 2004. The Board again
specified that the EGO was eligible to apply for an extension of the increase.

In May of 2004, the ECD filed an application for an extension of the increase to its
emergency telephone service charge that purportedly was not supported by a Resolution
adopted by the ECD Board of Directors. In addition, the required five (5) year plan was

not included in the application.

During the May 27, 2004 Board meeting, it was reported that the ECD failed to complete
its application filings in sufficient time to allow for proper review by the Board.
Accordingly, the Board deferred deliberating on this issue until the next meeting to allow
further review of the application and voted unanimously to allow the increased rate to
remain in effect until that time. The Board directed the Chairman and members of the
White County ECD Board of Directors to attend the TECB meeting during which the
service charge would be deliberated.

In June of 2004, the ECD renewed its application for an extension to the increase on the
emergency telephone service charge imposed on landlines in White County.

The July 16, 2004 Board Meeting

During the July 16, 2004 meeting, the Board considered White County ECD's request to
extend the increase to its emergency telephone service charge levied on landlines in the
county at the rate of $1.50 per month for residential lines and $3.00 for business lines.
Director Harry Cole, Chairman Margaret England, County Mayor Herd Sullivan, Sparta
Mayor and Board Member Tommy Pettigo, Board Member Ben Gardenhire and County
Commission Member Jerry Denton attended the July 16 meeting.

The discussion addressed the ECO's projected five year plan, its lack of harmony, the
need for the continued rate increase, ECO expenditures and audit findings and a
decrease in the ECO's request for contributions from the County and the City of Sparta.
It was reported that five of the thirteen items on the ECO's 2001 planned expenditure list
had not been obtained, including the addition of the training facility to the PSAP. Of
considerable concern to at least one member of the ECO Board of Directors was a
reported uncertainty in the title to the land on which the ECO's only PSAP is located. It
was reported that the land on which the PSAP was located, approximately seven-tenths
of an acre on the side of a mountain between Sparta and Crossville, had been donated
by a generous citizen and the deed memorializing that transaction contained a
reversionary clause, effective should the land be used for anything other than a 911

center.

There was considerable discussion regarding the title of the land and the fact that,
should the ECO cease using the property for 911 purposes, all improvements, including
those funded by the increase to the service charge, would revert back to the private
citizen who initially donated the land. It was noted that the property and building were
probably worth between $175,000 and $200,000. It was also noted that the ECO Board
had never voted to move its operations.

2



During the discussion, the ECD asserted that it had accumulated over $100,000 in the
last six years in part to pay for the addition to the PSAP and a new CAD system and
noted that it had decided to spend the funds during the next year. The ECD stated that
this fund was the center of controversy, because "we've had people that's been trying to
spend that for us from the outside. Next year we're proposing that we go ahead and
spend that money as part of our budget and get it out of the system so we get away from
everybody trying to manage our system from the outside." The ECD then admitted that
it had voluntarily asked for less funding from the County and the City of Sparta for this

year.

It was reiterated that the increase to the service charge had been conditioned upon on
the continued annual funding/appropriations from White County and the City of Sparta at
the levels and amounts provided for in their respective interlocal agreements. It was
also noted that the record showed that the ECD had accumulated $156,000, but that it
had not purchased all the items it listed on its original application in 2001.

During deliberations, concern was expressed about expending a major portion of the
funds accumulated through the increase on the service charge on extensions and
upgrades to the PSAP in light of the reversionary clause in the deed and the controversy
and conflicts among the EGD board members about whether to make those

improvements.

Thereafter, a motion to approve the extension of the increase for three years was
offered. This was subsequently amended to two years to remain consistent with all
such increases and extensions granted since the General Assembly proposed to amend
Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-306(a)(10) to initiate a study by the Tennessee Advisory
Committee on Intergovernmental Relations ("TACIR") on 911 funding during the 2004
legislative session. A friendly amendment to add a contingency that the ECD resolve
the issue of whether to stay or move from the PSAP was also accepted. It was noted
that the reversionary clause would be less problematic if the county or city owned the
property and the improvements thereon would revert back to the people, rather than to a

private citizen.

During deliberations, the Board heard from counsel for the ECD. He stated that before
funds were expended on expansion of the PSAP, the ECD building committee will
resolve where the expansion will be. He also suggested that the ECD could approach
the owner of the property regarding obtaining clear title.

Another issue of concern raised during deliberations was the fact that the PSAP is
purportedly built upon caverns. It was mentioned that insects coming from underground
into the PSAP had required chemical treatment. It was suggested that the Board
condition the extension of the increase on verification that the present site of the
County's only 911 dispatch center was suitable for that use and for the planned

expansion.

Another amendment was then offered. It was proposed that, before any funds are
expended on the PSAP building, whether it be renovations, upgrades or additions, the
ECO be required to resolve the issue of the land or location and that the ECO report
back to the TECB within six months as to that decision.

3



Before that amendment was seconded, another amendment was proposed: that the
extension of the rate increase be contingent on the contributions of the City of Sparta
and White County revert back to the amounts contributed in 2003.

After the motion was seconded, it was noted that the original rate increase required only
that City and County funding remain at the 2001 level. It was noted that in the years
since 2001, Sparta and White County had appropriated and provided more funds to the
ECO than those required under the 2001 contingency originally approved by the Board.

Subsequently, another issue of concern was raised. It was noted that the current
service charge rate was already set at the maximum allowable under state law. Thus,
there was concern that if Sparta and White County continue reducing their fiscal
contributions to the ECO, sooner or later, the ECO will be in a position to need and
request another increase, which the law would not allow.

After this discussion, an amendment to the motion was offered: The extension of the
increase to the service charge shall be contingent on the contributions to the ECO from
White County and the City of Sparta reverting back to the same amount that was
appropriated in 2001, the year the increase was initially granted. This motion received a
second, but did not receive a majority of the Yotes.

A member of the ECD Board of Directors then requested that the City and County be
permitted to maintain their budgets at the budgeted rated for this year, but revert back to
their 2001 contributions during the 2005-2006 fiscal year. This suggestion was then
asserted in the form of a motion. The motion received a second and was unanimously
approved by the TECB.

The decision was summarized as follows:

The amended motion is that we approve the White County rate increase
extension request for two years, to June 30, 2006; give the City and
County and 911 Board six months to work out their land problems; and
that in the 2005-2006 budget, the County and City's contributions to 911
revert back to the 2001 funding.

The Board unanimously approved this decision.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

The request of the White County Emergency Communications District Board of Directors
to extend the increase to the emergency telephone service charge levied on lines in
White County in 2001 is granted, subject to the conditions set forth below. The
emergency telephone service charge shall continue to be levied at the rate $1.50 per
line per month for residences and $3.00 per line per month for businesses. The
extension of the increase is conditioned on the following:

The contributions to the White County Emergency Communications District from
White County and the City of Sparta in the 2005-2006 fiscal year shall revert
back to no less than the amounts that they contributed respectively in 2001 ;

1
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The White County Emergency Communications District Board of Directors, and
the governing bodies of the City of Sparta and White County resolve the issue of
whether clear title to the land on which the public safety answering point is
located is obtainable and whether the public safety answering point should and
will remain at its present location;

2.

3. Within six months of July 16, 2004, the White County Emergency
Communications District shall report to the Tennessee Emergency
Communications Board with regard to the resolution of the issues stated in

number 2 above;

4. Like all service charge increases and extensions thereto approved since the
legislation creating the TACIR study was passed, the extension is subject to
reconsideration should legislative changes to the state funding structure occur
after completion of the TACIR study in 2006, and in any event, the extension
shall terminate on June 30, 2006. At its discretion, the White County Emergency
Communication District may apply for an extension to the increase in the
emergency telephone service charge.

This ~ day of August, 2004.

?t ~ Gk i 'r ¥;...ot-t~aAU. ~ l' Jl!{
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I' fA'
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Charles B,ibrey, ~rd

bJl
I . I uJljt~i..,W""Q...l ~P'1\. ,At f)Freddie Rich, l / / ' ""'(

1~.;11?
tV /~tM,,~~j P

Tom Beehaf), Boar~ember

L!t) ~ 6 1J~,a/l~4t:.".-t..& J
trina Cobb, Board Member {I 7

2 Mr. Beehan did not participate in this matter.
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BEFORE THE TENNESSEE EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS
BOARD

Nashville, Tennessee

October 1, 2004

IN RE: RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF MAYOR AND ALDERMEN OF MOUNTAIN
CITY, TENNESSEE, REQUESTING REVIEW OF A DECISION OF THE BOARD OF

DIRECTORS OF THE JOHNSON COUNTY EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS
BOARD PURSUANT TO TENN. CODE ANN. § 7-86-312

ORDER GRANTING PETITION FOR RECONSIDERATION

This matter came before the Tennessee Emergency Communications Board ("Board" or
"TECB") on a Petition for Reconsideration filed by the Town of Mountain City,
Tennessee. The Petition was deliberated during a public meeting convened on
September 1 0, 2004.

Background

On September 9,2003, the Board of Mayor and Aldermen of the Town of Mountain City
adopted a resolution pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-312 requesting the Board to
review a decision of the Board of Directors of the Johnson County Emergency
Communications District ("ECD") to terminate the 911 dispatching services it was
providing to Mountain City.

Descriptions of the underlying controversy between Mountain City and the ECD and the
Board's January 15, 2004 deliberations on this matter are memorialized in the Interim
Order issued on March 31, 2004. The Board's May 27, 2004 deliberations on this
controversy are memorialized in the Final Order, issued on June 9, 2004. (Both Orders
are available on the TECB website: http://www.state.tn.us/commerce/911).

At the close of its May 27 deliberations, after it became obvious that the parties had
been unsuccessful in complying with the Board's previous directives to sit down together
and try to work out a compromise, the Board directed the ECD to continue dispatching
for Mountain City and directed Mountain City to continue paying at least $60,000
annually for the dispatching service. The Board also granted the District's request for an
increase in its service charge on residential lines to $1.00 per line.

On July 30,2004, the Town of Mountain City, acting through its attorney George Wright,
filed a Petition for Reconsideration. The Petition requested that the Board reconsider its
May 27 decision, arguing that the Town believed that the Board fully answered its
request by requiring the ECD to continue providing dispatching to the Town. The
Petition argued that the Board lacked the authority to require the Town to make any
contribution to the ECD. The Petition asserted that the Town would agree to contribute
to the ECD in proportion to the ratio of emergency calls its citizens made, if the
emergency telephone service charge on business lines in Johnson County was



increased. The Petition further argued that the Town had the right to dispatch its own
calls, and asserted that such "may be the Town's only alternative given the current state
of negotiations/communications with the Johnson County ECD."

On August 6, 2004, the Board notified counsel for the Town that the Petition would be
placed on the agenda for the September 10 Board Meeting.

The September 10, 2004 Board Meeting

At the September 10, 2004 Board Meeting, the Johnson County ECD Director, Eugene
Campbell, and ECD Board Member, Tom Taylor appeared on behalf of the ECD.
Attorney Mike Mahn appeared on behalf of Mountain City for the limited purpose of
arguing that the Board lacked jurisdiction to order the town to contribute to the ECD. No
other representatives from Mountain City appeared.

The Board first considered whether to reconsider its May 27 decision. General Counsel
requested the Board to reconsider the matter, noting that when the Board had previously
deliberated this dispute, there had been much discussion about the Town providing its
own dispatching and the value of the dispatching service provided by the ECO, but none
of the parties offered evidence to substantiate their opinions. General Counsel
requested that the Board consider evidence offered by the Board's new technical
consultant on the cost and value of the dispatching. She noted that the consultant had
gone to Mountain City and talked to the Mayor and City Recorder, among others, and
had reviewed the district's operations.

The Board unanimously voted to reconsider its decision. Mike Mahn then offered an
opening statement, arguing that Tennessee law did not empower the Board to require
cities and counties to contribute to ECDs. He maintained that the amount they
contributed to ECDs, if any, was a matter the local governmental entities had to work out
for themselves.

General Counsel commented that Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-312 authorized the Board,
upon request, to review decisions of ECDs that affect financial standing and the level
and quality of 911 service. She noted that Mountain City itself had requested the
Board's involvement in this dispute under Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-312 and that the
dispute unquestionably involved financial standing and the level or type of 911 service
provided. She further asserted that the decision the Board was reviewing was not just
whether the ECD would continue dispatching for the Town, as the Town tried to
characterize the issue. The decision under review was whether the ECD was required
to continue dispatching for the Town after the Town substantially decreased its
contribution to the ECD. General Counsel noted that Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-307(a)(2)
also authorizes the Board to "act as the deciding agency" whenever issues about a
district's financial standing or the level and quality of 911 service arise between a district
and other governmental units. General Counsel observed, however, that until the matter
was litigated, the reach of the Board's jurisdiction would likely remain an open question.

General Counsel then offered the opinion of Curt Andrich, a representative of the
Board's new Technical Consultant, L.A. Kimball. His report was offered into evidence
and is attached hereto as Exhibit "A." Mr. Andrich was first asked to describe his
education, experience and training in emergency communications. He then reported
that this dispute arose after the ECO moved its operations to the newly constructed
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Johnson County jail, a secure, modern, well equipped facility that the ECO leases from
the County for $1 per year. His report stated that representatives of the Town had
admitted that if the ECO had not moved, the Town would have continued funding the
ECO at the previously budgeted levels. Mr. Andrich recounted the Town's complaint
that its residents pay both city and county taxes and thus more than their share for ECO
services.

Mr. Andrich reported that at no point during his investigation was the quality or level of
911 service provided by the ECD ever criticized. His report notes that the ECD employs
seven (7) full time telecommunicators and seven (7) part time personnel who provide full
emergency medical dispatching to the community; and normally two (2)
telecommunicators are on duty at all times. During his site visit, Mr. Andrich observed
that the ECD's computerized call counting system was not operable, so reliable statistics
on the number of calls answered for Mountain City were not available. He reported that
previous statistics on the number of calls had been hand tabulated and did not account
for all calls.

When asked about the value of the dispatching that the ECO provided to Mountain City,
Mr. Andrich estimated that the total annual value was approximately $115,000, taking
into account the salaries and benefits that Mountain City would have to pay its own
dispatchers, the cost of utilities and equipment maintenance. The costs of purchasing
equipment were not included in this calculation because such costs constitute one-time
expenditures that could be depreciated over the life cycle of the equipment.

When asked about the cost involved should the Town establish its own dispatch center
to accept the Town's 911 calls transferred from the ECO, Mr. Andrich asserted that initial
costs for the Town to set up its own dispatching would be approximately $166,000 for
telephone equipment, a mapping display system, 911 trunking, a logging recorder,
electrical grounding and upgrades and a 10% contingency fund. He added that annual
recurring costs would be approximately $124,000 to cover equipment maintenance,
trunking service fees, utilities and other operating costs, salaries and benefits for four
full-time telecommunicators. Mr. Andrich suggested that Mountain City appeared willing
to pay for dispatching based on a calculation that included call volume, but that reliable
statistics over at least a six (6) month period would be necessary to establish a reliable
call volume.

During deliberations, the ECD indicated that it had received no contributions from
Mountain City during the 2004-2005 fiscal year, though Mountain City had appropriated
a $25,000 contribution. The ECD indicated that without a contribution from Mountain
City, the ECD would reach a financial shortfall some time in the third quarter.

After considerable discussion, the Board unanimously voted to give Mountain City the
following three options: (1) pay the ECO $60,000 per year for dispatching, which, it was
noted, is a substantial bargain according to the expert's report; (2) dispatch its own 911
calls, which would be transferred from the ECO; or (3) agree to mediate this dispute after
obtaining a sufficient amount of computer-generated call statistics and continuing to pay
the $60,000 pro rata. 1 Mountain City was directed to inform the Board of its choice
within 45 calendar days.

I Dwing deliberations, obtaining such statistics over a period of a year was mentioned.
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IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

1. The Petition for Reconsideration filed by Mountain City is granted;

2. Johnson County ECD is directed to continue to dispatch emergency calls for
Mountain City;

3. Mountain City is directed to select one (1) of the following options:

$60,000 per annum to the ECD(8) Continue its contribution of
for dispatching services;

(b) Establish its own dispatching services for the citizens of Mountain
City within a reasonable time, with the ECO utilizing the transfer
method with regard to calls from Mountain City; or

(c) Continue to pay, pro rata, the $60,000 annual contribution to
the ECD while reliable, system-generated call statistics are
obtained, after which the parties will participate in mediation with a
certified mediator.

4. Mountain City is directed to notify the Board of the option it has selected no later
than forty-five (45) calendar days from September 10,2004.2

This 1 st day of October. 2004.
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2 During its July 16. 2004 meeting the Board adopted Policy No. 24 which states as follows:

Effective July 16. 2004. in order to be effective all notices and notifications to the Tennessee
Emergency Communications Board ("rECS") shall be provided in writing to the Executive
Director at the TECS offices located at 500 James Robertson Parkway. Nashville. Tennessee
37243.
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3 Ms. Cobb did not participate in the deliberations.
4 Mr. Vickers did not participate in the deliberations.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Johnson County, Tennessee (the County) is located in the northeastern comer of the State of
Tennessee. The County covers an area of 299 square miles, and according to United States
Census Bureau estinlates for 2003, the population of the County is 17,948. According to these
figures, the population of the County has grown at an average of .85 % each year over the past
three years. There is only one incorporated town in the County, and that is the Town of Mountain
City (the Town). The county seat is located in the Town, and the Town has a population of 2,500
per the 2000 Census Bureau figures. The County is primarily rural, with several small industrial
firms, which are primarily in the forestry and textile industries.

Over the past year, a dispute has surfaced between the County and the Town over the operations
of the Johnson County Emergency Communications District (JCECD), which handles all public
safety communications (i.e., 9-1-1 call answering, and dispatching) for all public safety agencies
in the County.

This report presents information and recommendations to the State of Tennessee Emergency
Communications Board (ECB) in order for the ECB to be able to make informed decisions
pertaining to this dispute. Information in this report was obtained through interviews with key
individuals at the JCECD and the Town, and through the review of documents provided to the
ECB and its staff by the JCECD and the Town.

L. Robert Kimball & Associates, Inc., September, 2004 <0 Page J
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2 BACKGROUND
The JCECD was established and went operational sometime in 1998. At the time, JCECD
combined emergency call answering and dispatching for all public safety agencies in the County
and Town, except for the Johnson County Sheriff's Department (JCSD). Calls for the JCSD were
answered at the JCECD facility and then information was relayed to the JCSD, which ran its own
dispatch center at its office. An agreement between the County, the Town, and the JCECD was
made that the Town would reimburse the JCECD for the salaries of four (4) full time
telecommunicators. These telecommunicators replaced the four telecommunicators that the
Town had employed for its operations previously. This agreement was never formalized in
writing by any of the parties involved, but the understanding was that whatever the JCECD
operating costs were above what was collected in 9-1-1 surcharges, grants, and other revenues,
the balance would be provided by the Town and the County on an equally shared (50%) basis.
The Town and the JCECD worked very closely to provide a building capable of supporting
operations. Equipment for the building was purchased using grant money that the County had
secured for the JCECD. In Table 1, information provided by JCECD shows what operational
payments have been made by the Town and County since the establishment of the JCECD.

Sometime during the 2002-2003 timeframe, the JCECD and the County entered into discussions
about the JCECD moving its operations to a new Sheriffs Department facility being built that
would house the Jail and JCSD offices. At the time, the JCECD was exploring ways to fund
upgrades to equipment at its CUITent site, but did not have the funding. The County offered the
JCECD space at the new facility, as well as the County providing the funds for the updated
equipment that the JCECD was trying to purchase. The building space and the new equipment
would be leased to the JCECD for a cost of $ 1.00 per year. An agreement was reached between
the County and the JCECD, and in December of 2003, the JCECD moved its operations to the
new facility.

It appears that as a result of this decision to move, tensions between the County, the Town, and
the JCECD rose quickly to a very high level, resulting in the dispute that is now being reviewed.

Table 1.
Payments Made To the Johnson County Emergency Communications District

YEAR
1997-1998
1998-1999
1999-2000
2000-2001
2001-2002
2002-2003
2003-2004

TOWN
$0

$ 76,921
$ 74,938
$ 74,800
$ 68,497
$ 63,100
$ 28,#0-

COUNTY
$ 243,2341
$ 84.170
$ 46.115
$ 37.440
$ 42.000
$ 61.500

$ 242.2022

I Initial grant money to purchase equipment for the new JCECD dispatch center
2 $200,000 of this total was for new equipment at the JCSD facility for the JCECD

L. Robert Kimball & Associates, Inc., September, 2004 <9 Page 2
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In Table 2, call volume statistics are presented. These numbers only reflect the number of actual
responses that were generated by calls to the JCECD. The numbers do not include calls such as
administrative lines, non-enlergency calls, or calls handled for other non-public safety agencies
(i.e., water department, electric co-op). It should also be noted that these statistics were generated
by a hand count of incident run cards as there are no automated call management or CAD systems
in use by the JCECD.

Table 2
Calls For Service Calendar Year 2003

TOWN
103

96
147

128
229
206
207
188

172
186
169
137

1.968

TOTAL
186
189
243
222
329
307
318
275
273
286
281
337

3.246

MONTH
January
February
March
April
May
June
July

August
September
October

November
December
TOTALS

COUNTY

83

93

96

94

100

101

111

87

101

100

112

200

1,278

In Table 3, data is presented to account for the volume of calls for the months of January through
April of 2004. Again, the numbers do not include calls such as :tnm1n1strative lines, non-
emergency calls, or calls handled for other non-public safety agencies (i.e., water department,
electric co-op). It should also be noted that these statistics were generated by a hand count of
incident run cards as there are no automated call management or CAD systems in use by the
JCECD.

Table 3
Calls For Service - January 2004 Through April 2004

TOWN
565

TOTAL
1.()~

MONTH
lan-AnT

COUNTY
1101

Data in Table 2 suggests that the Town accounted for 61 % of all calls for service handled by the
JCECD. However, in Table 3 the count suggests that the Town generated 34% of all calls for
service. It is unknown if this is a trend developing or if this is the result of potentially
inconsistent record keeping.

The Johnson County community is served by two (2) telephone companies. The Local Exchange
Company (LEC) is Sprint, and the Competitive Local Exchange Company (CLEC) is Skyline.
Table 4 reflects the number of business and residential lines each company provides. It should be
noted that the JCECD does not have a breakdown of how many of these lines are within the Town
1imi ts.

L. Robert Kimball & Associates, Inc., September, 2004 @ Page 3
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Table 4
Telephone Line Counts

TOTAL
8,124
510

8~634

COMPANY
Sprint

Skyline
TOTALS

RESmENTIAL BUSINESS
1,496
43

1.539

~
467

1,~?

L. Robert Kimball & Associates, Inc., September, 2004 (C Page 4
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3 SITE VISITS AND INTERVIEWS
An interview with Mr. Eugene Campbell, the director of the JCECD, was conducted on
Septenlber 2, 2004. A visual assessment of the JCECD 9-1-1 center was also conducted at this
time. Interviews and a site visit with the Town were also conducted later that day. Individuals
from the Town who were interviewed were: Harvey Burniston, City Mayor; Terry Reece, City
Recorder; and Jeff Shaw, former director of the JCECD.

3.1 JOHNSON COUNTY 9-1-1 CENTER

The Johnson County 9-1-1 Center is located in a building at 999 Honeysuckle Rd in the Town.
This is a building that houses the 9-1-1 Center, the offices of the Johnson County Sheriff's
Department, and the Johnson County Detention Center. The building was opened in 2003, with
the JCECD moving its operations there in December of 2003. Prior to this time (1998 to
December 2003), the JCECD had its operations located in building owned by the JCECD that was
in the Town near the Johnson County Rescue Squad facility. No visit or inspection of that
building was conducted. The JCECD pays an annual lease fee to the Sheriff's Department of
$1.00.

The JCECD facility is a modern, well equipped facility. The center uses a CML Corporation
"Rescue Star" E 9-1-1 telephone system (CPE) that was installed new when the operations moved
to the facility in 2003. Radio dispatch uses a Zetron computer based console system that was also
installed new when operations were moved to this facility. These two systems were provided by
the Johnson County Sheriffs Department to the JCECD at no cost when JCECD moved into the
building. The JCECD is receiving Phase 2 wireless 9-1-1 calls and the Rescue Star equipment is
capable of handling and processing the information. The 9-1-1 Center also has a map display
system that interfaces with the CPE to provide location finding technology through the provided
Phase 2 wireless information. The map display system is manufactured by GeoConnect of
Knoxville, TN. This system was paid for with a grant for mapping display systems from the
ECB. There is no computer aided dispatch (CAD) system in use, but the JCECD is applying for
grants to purchase one in the near future.

The 9-1-1 Center consists of two (2) positions that are configured the same that are capable of
handling call taking and radio dispatch operations. These positions are located in an office at the
facility that also houses the warrant and administrative offices of the Sheriff's Department.
Photographs of the facility are provided in Appendix A of this report.

The 9-1-1 Center receives incoming 9-1-1 calls through four (4) telephone trunk lines. Two of
the trunks carry wireline 9-1-1 calls, while the other two handle only wireless 9-1-1 calls. The
Center is also served by six (6) incoming administrative lines, one of which is the old emergency
number for the Johnson County Rescue Squad.

Staff at the JCECD consists of seven (7) full time telecommunicators and seven (7) part time
personnel. Full time personnel receive a benefits package from the JCECD, while part time
personnel do not. Descriptions of the salary and benefits package are provided in Appendix B of
this report. The telecommunicators primarily work a twelve (12) hour shift schedule, with two
telecommunicators scheduled to work at all times.

September, 2004 @ Page 5L. Robert Kimball & Associates, Inc
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The JCECD provides full emergency medical dispatch (EMD) services to the Johnson County
community. EMD is a process of providing pre-arrival instructions on a medical situation while
the rescue squad is responding. All personnel at the JCECD are fully qualified and trained in
providing EMD. Due to requirements of EMD operations, there are normally two (2)
telecommunicators on duty at all times in the center. In addition to the ECD personnel in the
office, there is a warrant clerk from the Sheriffs Department on duty in the office at all times. If
calls for service become excessive, this person will help answer the administrative phones if the
JCECD personnel are tied up on the emergency lines or the radios. The Sheriffs Department
does not charge the JCECD for this assistance.

There are also two (2) terminals that are connected to the Tennessee and national criminal
information networks. One terminal is paid for the County, the other by the Town. The Town's
terminal is physically located in the dispatch office, while the Sheriff's Department terminal is in
another part of the building.

Currently, the Town and the County pay full fees to the State for these two tenninals.
personnel are trained in the operation of these tenninals.

All

The JCECD provides call taking and dispatch services for the following public safety agencies:

Johnson County Sheriff's Department
Mountain City Police Department
Eight Volunteer Fire Departments in the County
Mountain City Fire Department
Johnson County Rescue Squad

The JCECD also provides call answering services and emergency call out paging for the
following organizations:

Mountain City Water Department
Mountain Electric Co-Operative3
A private alaml monitoring service4

As stated earlier, the JCECD moved to the Sheriff's Department facility in December of 2003. Its
previous building was owned by the JCECD and had equipment (CPE and radios) that was paid
for with a grant that was received when the JCECD was established in 1998. Mr. Campbell
stated that the equipment at the previous center was operational, but in need of upgrades to be
brought up to the standards and capabilities required for Phase 2 wireless operations. Mr.
Campbell states that the old building has been leased back to the County Elections Board for a fee
of $1.00 per annum.

At the time of the visit, Mr. Campbell was unable to provide up-to-date statistics regarding
number of calls received at the Center due to computer problems. He advised that there is an
automated call management system that is part of their 9-1-1 telephone system; the call
management system has not been used due to operational problems since the new center opened.
He states that they are currently trying to work with their vendor (Sprint) to get the system to

3 A fee is paid to the JCECD for this service
4 A fee is paid to the JCECD for this service

L. Robert Kimball & Associates, Inc., September, 2004 C Page 6
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work correctly. Call totals that are included in this report were provided by the JCECD by hand
tabulating "run cards" that are generated when a call coming into the 9-1-1 Center causes a
response by a public safety agency. These numbers do not account for administrative calls and
other calls handled by the 9-1-1 Center.

3.2 TOWN OF MOUNTAIN CITY
The Town is the seat of County government in Johnson County. The Town offices are located in
the Municipal Building, located at 222 S. Church Street. Included in this building is the
headquarters of the Town Police Department. The Town had handled its own call answering and
dispatch of public safety resources before the JCECD was established. At the time, the Town
employed four (4) full time telecommunicators to handle the duties.

At Police Headquarters, the Town has two (2) offices that are set aside for possible use as a
dispatch center. Currently there is no 9-1-1 CPE at the location, no mapping display system, or
CAD system. There is a radio control-station that can be used to communicate with units in the
field. While the rooms set aside do have the space for telecommunicators to operate, the
electrical wiring, grounding, and building security will all need significant upgrades in order to be
brought up to the industry standards needed to support the specialized equipment and operations
that would need to be installed. There will also be a need for "back-room" space to house the
electronics of the equipment.

The Town was unable to provide statistics on number of police and fire calls for service that its
personnel had responded to. It appears that any records that are kept are paper copies of reports.
with no centralized records management system. The JCECD provides reports to the Town on
occasion showing numbers of calls generated.

L. Robert Kimball & Associates, Inc., September, 2004 ~ Page 7



4 FIND IN GS
The following findings are based upon interviews with officials at the JCECD and the Town, as
well as site visits with both organizations.

The JCECD appears to be located in a modern, fairly well equipped facility that
is appropriate to the type of operations associated with public safety
communications
The lack of automated records management system use by all organizations
creates questions about statistical accuracy from all organizations
There is a lack of formal, written, inter-government agreements regarding the
funding and operations of the JCECD, which leaves everything open to
individual interpretations
The Town feels that the make-up of the JCECD governing board does not
adequately allow the Town thorough representation or say in JCECD decisions
The Town has made statements that if the physical re-location of the JCECD had
not happened, that they would have continued to provide funding at the levels

previously provided
The JCECD feels that the Town has reaped the benefits of upgrades to equipment
and services, while not contributing to those upgrades
The Town feels that the County has mis-represented saVings that were expected
by moVing the JCECD to the JCSD facility
The Town does not want to take over dispatch operations from the JCECD
The Town is willing to pay its fair share of JCECD costs through the use of a
formula, however, the Town could not suggest what this formula should be based
on
The Town is concerned that its residents not only pay Town taxes, but also
County taxes, and feel that they are paying for JCECD services several times
over
At no point was the quality or level of service being provided by the JCECD
to the Town or County ever complained about or brought up.

Based on these findings and attitudes observed, it is the opinion of L. Robert Kimball &
Associates that this dispute has nothing to do with the quality or levels of service being provided
by the JCECD, but is entirely based on what political organization is perceived as being in control
of the JCECD 9-1-1 Center and operations.

L. Robert Kimball & Associates, Inc., September, 2004 @ Page 8
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s OPTIONS
The JCECD, the Town, and the County have several different options that could be used to
provide emergency dispatch services to its residents, and potentially resolve this dispute. These
options are:

Leave all dispatch operations as they currently are, and work with all parties
involved to develop inter-governmental agreements that provide for equitable
funding for JCECD operations
The Town could establish its own dispatch center and request that the JCECD
provide a "relay" service from the JCECD 9-1-1 Center
The Town could establish its own dispatch center and request that the JCECD
provide a "direct transfer" service from the JCECD 9-1-1 Center
The Town could request permission from the ECB to establish another ECD to
serve the residents of the Town, then build and equip its own dispatch center.

In this section, these options will be explained, and the estimated costs and risks of each will be
provided.

5.1 CONTINUE CURRENT DISPATCH OPERATIONS; WORK FOR
FUNDING SOLUTION

In this option, operations would stay exactly the same as is currently being done. The JCECD
would continue to handle all calls for service from the County and Town and provide direct
dispatch service for the Town agencies. An equitable fonnula for determining what the level of
funding for the Town and the County would have to be determined. In most situations, the
fonnula that is used is based on the percentage of calls a locality generates against the total calls
for service. In the case of the Town, the statistics that are currently available do not appear to be
reliable enough, due to the nature of their collection.

An interim forDlula could be developed pending the collection of more accurate data. In this case
based on the statistics that are available, an even split (50%-50%) could be used pending the new
data. Data should cover at least a six (6) month period to account for seasonal fluctuations in
activity. When the data has been collected, a forDlula could be determined easily.

Once the formula has been determined, an inter-governmental agreement between all parties
involved will need to be developed and signed by all involved. Typically, the call levels from the
preceding year will determine the funding levels for the coming year. This formula should be
revised annually to account for growth and call volume changes.

In order for this method to be successful, automated information systems must be used to ensure
accurate data. The JCECD already has a call counting software package, but does not use it.
This should be made operational immediately. The implementation of a CAD system will also
allow for a better accounting of calls generated and be able to assign them to particular agencies.
Only through accurate information collection and management can this option be successful.
With that said, this option is probably the easiest to implement and will result in little or no
additional costs to the JCECD.

L. Robert Kimball & Associates, Inc., September, 2004 CO Page 9
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5.2 RELAY METHOD
In the relay method of dispatching, the JCECD would still answer all incoming calls for service
for all public safety agencies in the County. The personnel would take the caller information,
write it out, then have to call the Town Police Department by telephone and "relay" the
information to them for actual dispatch.

In this scenario, the Town would not have to purchase any additional equipment for its dispatch
center, but would need to staff the center 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. Absolute minimum
staffing levels would require one (1) person to be on duty at all times at the Town dispatch center.
To provide that level of staffing on a full-time basis, a minimum of four (4) full time
telecommunicators would need to be hired to operate the center. Based on current salaries being
paid for telecommunicators in the County, the cost of four (4) full time employees, including
salary and benefits, would be approximately $75-80 thousand annually. All 9-1-1 telephone
surcharges would still go to the JCECD as it would be the primary public safety answering point
(pSAP) for the County. The Town would continue to have to pay for its NCIC connection, at
approximately $7,000 per year.

However, using this method would not provide any relief to the JCECD, as it would still need to
staff the 9-1-1 Center with two (2) people at all times to provide EMD services. Additionally, the
"relay" process adds time to the actual response of public safety, as well as losing touch with the
caller during the process, which can be dangerous to both the caller and responding personnel.
Using this method will actually result in higher costs to the residents of the County and Town due
to duplication. This method of dispatching is not widely used, and normally is a backup
operation when a dispatch center must rely on another to answer calls due to a catastrophic
systems failure.

5.3 DIRECT TRANSFER METHOD

In this option, the Town would need to establish a dispatch center that would "mirror" the JCECD
9-1-1 Center. All 9-1-1 calls would be answered by the JCECD. Once it was determined that a
call for service was from the Town, the JCECD would "direct transfer" the call to the Town
dispatch center. This process includes sending all 9-1-1 call data along with the actual call. In
order for the Town dispatch center to process this information, specialized 9-1-1 telephone CPE
would need to be installed. A mapping display system would also need to be installed in order to
process Phase 2 wireless 9-1-1 calls that the JCECD is receiving. Based on these requirements,
Table 5 shows the approximate costs of acquiring the specialized equipment, and Table 6 shows
the annual operating costs that may be expected. The costs shown are based on bids and
proposals that L. Robert Kimball & Associates has seen over the past 12 months.

L. Robert Kimball & Associates, Inc., September, 2004 @ Page 10
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Table 5
Direct Transfer Method - Initial Costs

Table 6
Direct Transfer Method Costs - Annual Recurring Costs

For the Town to establish its own dispatch center that would accept direct transfers from the
JCECD, the initial costs and the annual operating costs would be substantial. If this method was
used, the Town would not be eligible to collect 9-1-1 surcharge fees as all calls would still be
going to the JCECD as the primary PSAP for the County. State ECB grants would probably not
be available for the Town to cover these costs the JCECD would be the primary PSAP. The
JCECD would still need to have two telecommunicators on duty at all times to properly conduct
EMD operations, so there would be no cost saving to the JCECD. The implementation of this
method will cause additional costs to the residents of the Town as the Town will have to pay all
fees associated with the dispatch center.

Page J JL. Robert Kimball & Associates. Inc.. September. 2004 @
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REPORT To TENNESSEE EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS BOARD

JOHNSON COUNTY ECD

5.4 ESTABLISH A NEW EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS DISTRICT

In this option, the Town would request pennission from the ECB to establish a new ECD for the
Town only. While this option is a possibility, the ECB has a standing policy that promotes
consolidation of public safety operations for an entire county, which would make this option

unlikely.

In this option, if the Town received authorization from the ECB to form its own district, the Town
would need to fully equip its dispatch center to be able to process all 9-1-1 calls that originated in
the Town. Work would need to be done with the local telephone companies to determine what
telephones are in the Town, and then install telephone tnmks that would route those calls directly
to the Town 9-1-1 center. A minimum of four (4) tnmks would need to be installed to handle
wireline and wireless calls and provide an acceptable level of redundancy. The Town would be
responsible for answering and dispatching all police, fire and medical calls that originate in the
Town. If the Town were to go with the minimum staffmg needed for basic operations, four (4)
full time telecommunicators would need to be hired, with one (1) on duty at all times. If the
Town was required to provide the same level ofEMD service to its residents that the JCECD was
providing, eight (8) full time telecommunicators with two (2) on duty at all times would be
required. In this option, the new ECD would probably be eligible for reimbursement of some
equipment costs from the ECH. Table 7 shows the estimated initial costs of establishing a new
ECD and acquiring the needed equipment.

Table 7
Establish New ECD - Initial Costs

L. Robert Kimball & Associates, Inc., September, 2004 ~ Page 12
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Table 8 shows the estimate annual operating costs if the Town was to establish a new ECD.

Table 8
Establish New ECD - Annual Recwring Costs

As stated earlier, this option is not very likely to occur with the ECB policy that goes directly
against the idea. However, if it were to occur, the initial costs of building the new ECD 9-1-1
Center and its annual costs would be a significant cost to the Town.

L. Robert Kimball & Associates, Inc., September, 2004 @ Page 13
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6 VALUE OF DISPATCH SERVICES TO MOUNTAIN CITY
The value of the services that the JCECD is providing to the Town can be detennined by
evaluating what steps the Town would have to immediately implement to take over the
responsibility of dispatching its own public safety agencies and what those costs would be.

The immediate value of the services that the JCECD is currently providing would consist of
personnel costs (i.e., salary, benefits), and re-curring operating costs (i.e., utilities, telephone
trunks, maintenance). In this case, those costs would be as follows in Table 9.

Table 9
Immediate Annual Value Of Dispatch Services

There would be other long term costs to the Town (i.e., equipment purchases) that are not figured
into this value, due to being a one time cost that can be depreciated over the life cycle of the
equipment.

L. Robert Kimball & Associates, Inc., September, 2004 @ Page 14
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JOHNSON COUNTY ECD

7 RECOMMEND A nONS
Based on the findings of this report, and a review of the different options that are available to the
JCECD and the Town, it is recommended that the JCECD continue to answer and dispatch all
calls for public safety service for the Johnson County/Mountain City community. This is the
most efficient and cost effective solution that is available. As part of this option, inter-
governmental agreements must be established in writing that address the issues of funding and
representation on the ECD Board. The inter-governmental agreement must also address the issue
of funding ECD operations, and what formula will be used to assure payments made to the ECD
are equitable. In the interim until accurate call statistics can be obtained, an even split of costs
(50% Town, 50% County) will probably be the best method to use. Once accurate statistics are
determined, the formula should be based on the percentage of calls for service that are answered.
These totals should include all 9-1-1 calls, as well as administrative and non-emergency calls.
The agreement should include provisions to adjust this percentage on a yearly basis, based on the
prior years call totals.

Most importantly, politics must be removed from the 9-1-1 process completely to ensure that the
citizens and public safety providers of the Johnson County community receive the absolute best
available service, regardless of where in the County they are.

L. Robert Kimball & Associates, Inc., September, 2004 @ Page 15
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-
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APPENDIX A

Photos of Facilities

Johnson County 9-1-1 Center
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View of Dispatch Room

Console Layout (I to r) - Radio, CPE, Map Display
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CML Rescue Star 9-1-1 Backroom Electronics
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Architects and E~neers

Mountain City Municipal Building

View of Space Where Dispatch Center Could Be Deployed - 1

View of Space Where Dispatch Center Could Be Deployed - 2
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View of Space Where Dispatch Center Could Be Deployed - 3
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Architects and Enoineers

APPENDIXB

Summary of Salary and Benefits
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Johnson County Emergency Communications District

Base Pay:

Full Time Employees
Part Time Employees

$7.00 per hour
$6.00 per hour

Benefits:

Full Time Employees Full Individual Medical Insurance Paid
by County

Retirement System - Employee

contributes 5%, County contributes
3.2%

3 personal days per year

8 hours sick leave earned per month

I week vacation leave per year

2 weeks holiday leave per year

Part Time Employees No Benefits

L. Robert Kimball & Associates, Inc., September, 2004 <C> Pa,R'e 24



STATE OF TENNESSEE
TENNESSEE EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS BOARD

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE & INSURANCE
500 JAMES ROBERTSON PARKWAY

NASHVillE, TENNESSEE 37243
615-253-2164

RANDY PORTER
CHAIRMAN

ANTHONY HAYNES
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

October 28, 2004

Eddie Bass
Cbainnan
Giles County Emergency Communications District
200 Thomas Gatlin Road
Pulaski, Tennessee 38478

Re: Order to Provide Advisory Technical and Operational Assistance

Dear Sheriff Bass:

Enclosed is a copy of the Order Granting Request for Assistance issued by the Tennessee
Emergency Communications Board ("ECB"). The Order will also be available on the ECB's
website. The ECB' s technical consultant, Curt Andrich, will be arranging to visit Giles County
Emergency Communications District in the near future. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact me.

With kindest regards, I am

I'

CcI ECB Members
Director Mike Goode



BEFORE THE TENNESSEE EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS BOARD

Nashville, Tennessee

October 28, 2004

IN RE: REQUEST OF THE GILES COUNTY EMERGENCY
COMMUNICATIONS DISTRICT FOR

ADVISORY TECHNICAL AND OPERATIONAL ASSISTANCE

ORDER GRANTING REQUEST FOR ASSISTANCE

This matter came before the Tennessee Emergency Communications Board ("Board" or
"ECB") during a meeting convened on September 1 0, 2004 to consider a request by the
Giles County Emergency Communications Board ("District" or "ECD-) for advisory
technical and operational assistance.

Background

On March 12, 2004, the Board adopted Policy No. 21, styled "Notice of Financial
Problems," which states:

Effective April 1, 2004, all emergency communications districts shall
provide the Tennessee Emergency Communications Board with notice in
the event that they are: (1) operating under an annual net loss and/or (2)
in default on any debt. Such notice shall be provided in writing within ten
(10) days of such event.

In mid-June 2004, the Giles County Citizen Press reported that the District faced an
estimated budget deficit in 2005. The article projected that the ECD would finish the
fiscal year ending June 30, 2004 with a deficit of $27,411.88 more than was
appropriated. A subsequent article reported that the District Board of Directors refused
to approve a negative 2005 budget.

On June 22, 2004, the ECB Executive Director sent a letter to the Chairman of the
District requesting that he provide the Board with an assessment of whether the district
could satisfy its financial obligations to the extent that the continued operation of the
district would not be at risk. This letter, which was written in response to the above
mentioned articles, informed the Chairman of the Board's willingness to provide
assistance. The letter also requested that the assessment be provided no later than
June 30, 2004, to assist in determining whether to place the issue on the agenda of the
Board's next meeting, which was scheduled for July 16, 2004.

During the July 16, 2004 Board meeting, the Executive Director informed the Board of
the newspaper articles reporting that the ECD was experiencing serious financial
difficulties. He also reported that his June 22, 2004 letter to the District Chairman



inquiring about the ECD's financial condition and offering assistance had received no
response. After considering this information, the Board unanimously voted to direct the
Chairman and/or Director of the Giles County ECD to attend the next Board meeting.
The next meeting was scheduled for September 10, 2004.

In mid July, the ECD Board of Directors hired a new director. On July 23, 2004, as
directed by the Board, General Counsel sent a letter requesting the District Chairman
and new Director to attend the September 10 Board meeting. The new Director
resigned on July 29, 2004, amidst local news reports of prior mismanagement and
financial difficulties necessitating an audit In an August 5, letter, the District Chairman
announced that he would submit his resignation during a meeting of the District Board of
Directors on August 13. The Chairman stated his intention to remain a member of the
Board of Directors.

After communications with members of the District Board of Directors, representatives of
the Board attended a meeting of the ECD Board of Directors on August 13, 2004.
During the meeting, the ECB Executive Director suggested that the Board of Directors
request the ECB for assistance. He asserted that, if requested, the ECB might send its
new technical consultant to review the technical and operational situation at the District
and make recommendations. The Executive Director proposed a partnership in which
the ECB and the District would work together to implement any recommendations by the
consultant. The District Board of Directors unanimously voted to present such a request
to the ECB. At the same meeting, the Board of Directors selected a new Chairman.

An August 8 article in the local newspaper reported that the ECD Board of Directors had
hired a new Director, who would be starting on August 16. The article also reported that
the District Board of Directors had voted to ask the local district attorney to investigate
alleged improprieties in the District.

The September 10, 2004 Board Meeting

During the September 10, 2004 Meeting, Board considered the request of Giles County
ECD for technical and operating assistance. The Executive Director recommended that
the Board authorize staff to direct the Board's technical consultant to go to Giles County,
investigate and make recommendations in the areas of operational and technical
management of the ECD and further, for staff to develop an agreement to implement the
recommendations on an appropriate timeline. The Executive Director proposed that the
agreement reflect a partnership between the Board and the ECD.

The newly selected Giles County ECD Chairman and the new Director were in
attendance. The Chairman stated his desire to work together to make the Giles County
ECD one of the strongest organizations in the state. He also expressed his appreciation
to the Board.

After deliberating on this matter, the Board unanimously authorized staff to (1) direct the
technical consultant to review the ECD's operations and make recommendations and (2)
develop an agreement with regard to those recommendations.

2
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Johnny Vickers, Bo8rd Member4

4 Mr. Vickers was not present during the deh"beratioDS.

4



Findings

The Board was created "for the purpose of assisting Boards of Directors in the area of
management, operations, and accountability, and establishing emergency
communications for all citizens of the state."1 Further, the Board's enabling legislation
specifically authorizes it to "provide advisory technical assistance to any emergency
communications district upon request.,12 The District has requested technical and
operational assistance, and the record shows that such assistance may be necessary
and helpful in order to assure that adequate emergency communications are provided in
Giles County. For these reasons, advisory technical and operational assistance shall be
provided. The Consent Order reflecting the parties' agreement with regard to the
process for implementing the recommendations of the technical consultant is attached
hereto as Exhibit A.

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED THAT:

The request of the Giles County Emergency Communications District for technical and
operational assistance is granted.

This 28th day of October. 2004.

~;~~~~~1'7i~:..~ftA - ~ ~J~~t..t~4 ~ a.c ht
Randy P9rtjr. Chairman

lU

1i!::1::.. ?! * ( "'" ~ /lU ~ ""... /1J

"'~1;:~;- ~ 1£ ~Tom Beehan, Board Member (~~ jle-I ~~/ ~

l~~~{__~1 &/k"..i'A - -. ~"V)

C~~; ;;.;;;;. ~ro' ~~ (""~~~

. . . .

-a. ~ ~ber ... ( e.r ~~!l~4~..-u ~~ ~

I Tam. Code Ann. § 7-86-302(a).
2 Tam. C<MJe Ann. § 7-86-306(aX7).
3 Ms. Cobb was not ~t during the deliberations.
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Nashville, Tennessee

IN RE: REQUEST OF THE GILES COUNTY EMERGENCY
COMMUNICATIONS DISTRICT FOR

ADVISORY TECHNICAL AND OPERATIONAL ASSISTANCE

CONSENT ORDER

WHEREAS, the Tennessee Emergency Communications Board ("ECB") was created
"tor the purpose of assisting emergency communications boards of directors in the area
of management, operations and accountability, and establishing emergency
communications for all citizens of the state;n1 and

WHEREAS, the ECB is authorized to "provide advisory technical assistance to any
emergency communications district upon request;,,2 and

WHEREAS, Giles County Emergency Communications District ("Districf') has requested
the assistance of the ECB with regard to technical and operational matters; and

WHEREAS, the ECB unanimously voted to provide the District with such assistance
during the ECB Meeting on September 10, 2004;

THEREFORE, for the purpose of entering into this Consent Order and of obtaining such
advisory technical and operational assistance, the District and the ECB agree to the

following:

The ECB hereby agrees to direct its technical consultant to:

Review the technological and operational conditions in the District; and

2. Provide the District and the Board with a Report and Recommendation
containing specific recommendations for technical and operational
improvement.

In consideration of the above, the Giles County Emergency Communications District
hereby agrees to:

Review the technical consultanfs Report and Recommendation;

1 Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-302(a).
2 Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-306(a)(7).

Exh;b;t A TN Emergency
communications Board



2. Consult with the ECB Executive Director no later than fourteen (14) days
after the District receives such Report and Recommendation. During this
consultation, representatives of the District and the ECB Director shall:

(a) Establish timelines for implementing the recommendations contained
therein in consultation with the ECB Executive Director; and

(b) Discuss the Districfs objection(s), if any, to specific items contained
in the Report and Recommendation;

Begin implementing the agreed to recommendations within the agreed to
timelines. If it becomes apparent that the implementation of specific items in
the Report and Recommendation is not feasible within a timeline, the District
agrees to notify the ECB Executive Director of such in writing before the
timeline expires and to establish new timelines in consultation with the
Executive Director;

3.

If discussions regarding the District's objections to the specific item(s) in the
Report and Recommendation do not result in mutual agreement:

4.

The District agrees to provide to the ECB Executive Director written
notice of and the reasoning for its objections to the specific item(s) in
the Report and Recommendation no later than fourteen (14) days
after the above mentioned consultation;

8.

The ECB Director shall place on the agenda of the next ECB meeting
the matter of the Districfs objections to the item(s) in the Report and
Recommendation;

b.

c. The District shall present argument supporting its objections to the
item(s) in the Report and recommendation at the next ECB meeting;

d After hearing such argument, the members of the ECB shall vote on
whether to require the District to implement the item(s) to which the
District objects; and

The District agrees to comply with the decision of the ECB.e.

It is expressly understood that this Consent Order is subject to the Board's acceptance
and has no force or effect until an Order based upon and incorporating the Consent
Order is rendered by the Board.

The Giles County Emergency Communication District expressly waives all further
procedural steps and expressly waives all rights to seek judicial review of or to otherwise

OCT 2 1 2004
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challenge or contest the validity of this Consent Order or the Board's Order incorporating
the same.

-_.~~:_-day of at: ,2004.This

FOR GILES COUNTY EMERGENCY COMMINICATIONS DISTRICT:

--~~~;~ L -~:~~~4::::: ~ iEddie Bass, Chairman Co

APPROVED:

Lynn Questell
BPR No. 020358
General Counsel, Tennessee Emergency Communications Board
500 James Robertson Parkway
Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0569
(615) 253-2164

OCT 2 1 2004
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Notice of Rulemaking Hearing 
Tennessee Emergency Communications Board 

 
There will be a hearing before the Tennessee Emergency Communications Board to consider the 
promulgation of a rule pursuant to Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-205.  The hearing will be conducted in the 
manner prescribed by the Uniform Administrative Procedures Act, Tenn. Code Ann. § 4-5-204, and will 
take place in Room 160, Davy Crockett Tower, located at 500 James Robertson Parkway, Nashville, 
Tennessee on Wednesday, May 25, 2005 at 9:00 a.m. (central time).  
 
Any individuals with disabilities who wish to participate in these proceedings (or to review these filings) 
may contact the Tennessee Emergency Communications Board to discuss any auxiliary aids of services 
needed to facilitate such participation.  Such initial contact may be may be made no less than ten (10) days 
prior to the scheduled meeting date (or the date the party intends to review the filings), to allow time for the 
Tennessee Emergency Communications Board to determine how it may reasonably provide such aid or 
service.  Initial contact may be made with the Administrative Assistant to the Executive Director of the 
Tennessee Emergency Communications Board at 500 James Robertson Parkway, Nashville, TN 37243, 
(615) 253-2164 to arrange for accommodations. 
 
For a copy of this notice, please contact Vanessa Williams, the Assistant to the Executive Director, 
Tennessee Emergency Communications Board, 500 James Robertson Parkway, Nashville, TN 37243, (615) 
253-2164. 
 
 

Substance of Proposed Rules  
Chapter 0780-6-2 

 
Dispatcher Training and Course of Study Requirements 

 
New rules  

 
Table of Contents 

 
0780-6-2-.01 Purpose 
0780-6-2-.02 Definitions 
0780-6-2-.03 Minimum Training Requirements 
0780-6-2-.04 Minimum Course of Study Requirements 
0780-6-2-.05 Minimum On-the-Job Training Requirements 
0780-6-2-.06 Waiver 
 

0780-6-2-.01  Purpose. 

The purpose of this chapter is to establish minimum requirements for the training of and course of study for 
each emergency call taker or public safety dispatcher who receives an initial or transferred 911 call from 
the public  in Tennessee.  Existing public and private training programs are encouraged to establish new 
curricula and modify existing programs to incorporate these minimum requirements.  Such programs are 
urged to develop meaningful methods for measuring the knowledge, skill and ability gained through their 
training programs and to offer continuing education programs.  Nothing in these regulations should be 
construed to limit or restrict any additional training that an agency may elect to provide. 

Authority: Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 7-86-205 and 7-86-306(a)(1). 
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0780-6-2-.02   Definitions. 
 

In this chapter, unless the context otherwise requires, the definitions in Tenn. Code Ann. § 7-86-103 shall 
apply. 

 
Authority: Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 7-86-103, 7-86-205 and 7-86-306(a)(1). 

 
 

0780-6-2-.03  Minimum Training Requirements. 
 
(1) Each 911 or public safety dispatcher who receives an initial 911 call 

from the public in Tennessee shall be subject to the following minimum 
training requirements: 

 
(a) No less than forty (40) hours of on the job training; and 

 
(b) No less than forty (40) hours of public safety communications coursework 

which is: 
 

1. Administered or sponsored by a post-secondary educational institution, 
academy or agency that: 

 
(i) Is capable of supporting a public safety communication student with 

practical experience on a communication console either through liaison 
with a Public Safety Communication Center or a fully functional 
communication console simulator; and  

 
(ii) Maintains an accurate, comprehensive record system for all phases of 

the program which shall be available for inspection and shall include 
the following:  

 
(I) Attendance records; 

 
(II) Course outlines; and  

 
(III) Lesson plans. 

 
(c) Continuing education of no less than eight (8) additional hours of public safety 

communications coursework every two (2) years. 
 
(d) All emergency call takers or public safety dispatchers subject to Tenn. Code 

Ann. § 7-86-205 employed after July 1, 2006 shall have six (6) months from the 
date of their employment to comply with the provisions of this rule. 

 
Authority: Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 7-86-205 and 7-86-306(a)(1). 

 
 

0780-6-2-.04  Minimum Course of Study Requirements. 
 
(1) The minimum course of study requirements for each 911 or public safety dispatcher who 

receives an initial 911 call from the public in Tennessee shall include course work of:   
 

(a) No less than four (4) hours in the roles and responsibilities of 911 or public 
safety dispatchers, including but not limited to the following: 

 
1. The mission of emergency communications providers, ethics and values; 
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2. Professionalism; telecommunicators as part of a public safety team; 
 
3. Basic policies and procedures for telecommunicators and their 

organizations; 
 
4. Overview of communities and agencies served; 
 
5.  Rules and regulations governing emergency communications; 
 
6. Service area geography;  
 
7. Emergency communications disaster plans; 
 
8. Risk management; 

 
9. CPR; 
 
10. News/media relations; 
 
11. Responder safety. 

 
(b) No less than two (2) hours in legal concepts and principles, including but not 

limited to liability, applicable to the operation of: 
 

1. Law enforcement agencies; 
 
2. Fire/rescue agencies; 
 
3. Emergency medical services agencies (“EMS”); 
 
4. Public safety communications agencies. 

 
(c) No less than five (5) hours in interpersonal communication skills, including but 

not limited to the following areas: 
 

1. Communication techniques and information processing, such as: listening; 
hearing; diction; empathy; perception and intuitiveness; 

 
2. Customer service, including but not limited to discrimination and 

harassment issues; 
 
3. Diversity issues relating to effective emergency communications, including 

but not limited to race, nationality, age, speech/hearing impairment, non-
English speaking callers and demographics. 

 
(d) No less than four (4) hours in emergency communications technology, including 

but not limited to the following areas: 
 

1. Operation of telephones, including but not limited to wireline, portable, 
wireless (including cellular and personal communication service (“PCS”)) 
and text telephones for the speech/hearing impaired; 

 
2. Basic and Enhanced 911; 
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3. Automatic Location Identification (“ALI”) and Automatic Number 
Identification (“ANI”); 

 
4. Call tracing and records retrieval procedures; 
 
5. Computerized mapping; 
 
6. Logging recorders; 
 
7. Computer aided dispatch (“CAD”) systems; 
 
8. Wireless, Phase I and II; 
 
9. VoIP. 
 

(e) No less than eleven (11) hours in communication techniques and call processing, 
including but not limited to the following areas: 
 
1. Public relations; 
 
2. Call receipt; 
 
3. Interviewing; 
 
4. Controlling the call; 
 
5. Managing high risk/difficult calls, including but not limited to domestic 

violence; 
 
6. Managing differing call categories, i.e., law enforcement, fire/rescue, EMS, 

HAZMAT or acts of terrorism; 
 
7. Managing differing call types and events, i.e., in progress, just occurred, 

late, events requiring specific instructions, notifications; 
 
8. The importance of obtaining proper information, i.e., location, nature, 

injuries, weapons, chemicals, etc.;  
 
9. Telematics; 
 
10. Homeland Security issues, including but not limited to: 
 

(i) Protocols and procedures (i.e., call profiling, as in when to call 
in the FBI);  

 
(ii) NIMS (“National Incident Management System”), if 

applicable; and  
 

(iii) NORAD (“North American Aerospace Defense”) call 
procedures and protocols (dealing with emergency calls from 
planes and jets). 

 
(f) No less than twelve (12) hours in radio communications and dispatch techniques 

including, but not limited to the following areas: 
 

1. Procedures and protocols; 
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2. Radio discipline; 
 
3. Rules of the Federal Communications Commission (“FCC”) related to 

radios; 
 
4. Radio coverage; 
 
5.  Consoles; 
 
6. Responder safety. 
 

(g) No less than two (2) hours in stress management, including but not limited to the 
following areas: 
 
1. Causes; 
 
2. Strategies for dealing with stress; 
 
3. Peer support; 
 
4. Critical incident stress debriefing. 
 

(2) Course work shall include practical exercises duplicating communication center practices 
in which the student performs the subject matter being taught. 

 
(3) Course work shall include testing. 

 
Authority: Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 7-86-205 and 7-86-306(a)(1). 
 
 
0780-6-2-.05 Minimum On-the-Job Training Requirements 

 
(1) The minimum on the job training/course of study requirements for each 911 or public 

safety dispatcher who receives an initial 911 call from the public in Tennessee shall 
include a period of supervised instruction of no less than forty (40) hours related to the 
following: 

 
(a)  Agency/department policies, procedures (including a written handbook 

containing such policies and procedures); 
 

(b) Agency/department geographical area; 
 

(c) Agency/department telephone system and equipment operations; 
 

(d) Structure of local government and agencies being served; 
 

(e) Local ordinances, requirements; 
 

(f) Governmental and private resources; 
 

(g) National Crime Information Center data and records, if applicable. 
 

Authority: Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 7-86-205 and 7-86-306(a)(1). 
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0780-6-2-.06 Waiver. 
 

In the event of a natural or manmade disaster of such proportions that local emergency communications 
cannot remain operational without the assistance of individuals who have not completed the requirements 
included herein, said requirements are waived. 

 
Authority: Tenn. Code Ann. §§ 7-86-205 and 7-86-306(a)(1). 
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Legal and Technical Contact:    Lynn Questell, General Counsel 
      Emergency Communications Board 
      500 James Robertson Pkwy 
      Nashville, TN  37343 
      (615)741-2882 
 

 
 
I certify that this is an accurate and complete representation of the intent and scope of the rulemaking 
proposed by the Tennessee Emergency Communications Board. 
 
 
  

        
          Lynn Questell 

General Counsel 
Tennessee Emergency Communications Board 

 
 
 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this    day of    , 2005. 
 
 

        
          Notary Public 

 
My Commission expires on the    day of    ,  . 
 
 
 
 
 
The notice of rulemaking hearing set out herein was properly filed in the Department of State on this the  
   day of     , 2005. 
 
 
 

        
Riley C. Darnell 

Secretary of State 
 
 

By:        
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utilm Ad. to fadHtate the rM 1l ~ ~ apec:tram frIHn 8D~ta1 to ~
cia! -: to iJIIprD9'a, eDhaDce, aDd ~ the Nation'. boID81am 18:arity,
public 8afM:y, aDd citi88D 8ctivated 8II18r88IK:Y rwIpcm8e ~pabiJiti88 tJuuash the
aM of _h."1:ed 911 8r9b8, to (artb.. upgrade Pablic Saf&y AD8wmiDI PoiDt
~pablliti88 and t8lated ~ in ~r E-911 caD8, aDd to 8IppoTt in
the mD8val:tlAm aDd ~ ~ a ~ aDd reliabJe ~ actiftted
.,.tam: and to pnJVide d1at taDd8 1'8:8iftd &8 aDiv-.al 8er9iI:e -tribati0D8
1IDd8r ~ 264 ~ the ClQDJDnmcati0D8 Ad. ~ 193' aDd the UDiftr8a1 arvb
8UppJrt prUf1'8JD8 e8tabliebed pm8uaDt ~ are not -Ida to C»rtain pnJYi8IOD8
~ dtl8 31, United State. Code, mmm.q kDDwn &8 tba Ant!defi~"Y Act,
fIIr a .-rlod ~~.

Be it enacted by Uze Se7JOte and House of ~1'eBentatives of
Uze United States of A1nerica in Co1l&7'e8B assembled,

TITLE 1-E-911
SEc. 101. SHORT TlTLE.

This title may be cited as the "Ensuring Neede4 ~elp Arrives
Near Callers Employing 911 Act of 2004" ortbe "ENHANCE 911
Act of 2004".

SEC. 1M. FINDINGs.
The Congress finds that,-

(1) for the s. of our Nation's homeland security and
public safety, a universal emergency telephone number (911)
that is enhanced with the D¥>8t mOdem and state-of-the-art
telecommlJnications capabilities PQ88ible should be available
to all citizens in all regions oftbe Nation; .

(2) enhAn~~d emergency communications require Federal,
State, and local government reao~s and coo~~~~

(3) any fImda that are coIJected fi'Om fees impoBecl on con-
sumer bill8 fur the purpoaea of funding 911 services or enhanced
~~r only for the purposes fur which the funds are

(4) enhanced 911 is a ~ national priority and it requires
Federalleadershi-p. working m oooperation with State am local
~~nt8 and with the numerous organizationa dedicated
to delivering emergency communications services.

SEC. 118. PUBPosa.
The p1CJrpo8es ofthia title are-

(1) to coordinate 911 services and E-911 services, at the
Federal. State, and localleve1a: and
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(2) t4 ensure that lunda collected on telecommunicatiou.
bills fur enhancing ~ 911 eervicea are used only for
the purposes fur whichtbe funds are being ~ected.

Dc. 1M. COOBJ>INATION 0.. ~11 IMPLBMBNTATION.

Part C of title r of tJie National Telecommunications and
Information Administration Organization A&t (47 U.S.C. 901 et
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the following:
"BBc. 118. COOBDINATION 0.. ~IIIMPLBMBNTATION.

"(a) E-9111MPLBMBNl'ATION COORDINATION OPFICB.-
"(1) EBrABUBmmfr.-'lbe Assistant Secre~ and the

AdministratDr of the National Highway Traftic Barety Adminis-
tration ahall-

"(A) e8tabliah a . oint pro t4 facilitate CQOi'dination

and communication ~tween ~eral, State, and local emer-
~ communications 8yItems, eme~.cr personnel,
public lafety organizations, telecommUnIcations carriera.
and telecommunications equipment manufacturers and
vendors involved in the implementation of E-911 services;
and

"(B) create an E-911 Implementation Coordination
Ofti~ t4 implement the proviaiODB of this lection.

"(2) MANAGBMmn' PLAN.-The Aaaiatant SeCM~ and the
Administrator ahall jointly devel~ a man~t plan for
the pro~ 8Itabliahed Imder this section. S1K:h pIan ahall
include the organizational ~ and ~

( rofilea for

tJ1e 5-year ~n of ~ prosram. The A88i8tan ~

and the AdminiatratDr 8hall, within 90 day8 ~r the date
of enactment of thia Act, 8ubmit the management ~an to
the Committees on Energy and ('~~"C8 and cAPpropriationa
of the House of Reuresentativ81 and the Committeea on C0m-

merce, Science, and Transportation and Appropriations of the
Senate.

"(3) PuBPOSB OP OPPfCB.-The Office shall-
"(A) take actions, in concert with coordinatorl de.

~ted in accordance with 8ubsection (bX3XAXii), t4
improve such coOrdination and communication;

"(B) develop, collect, and dialeminate information con-
~ practices, prcx:edures, and technology used in the
implementation ofE-9118ervice8;

"(C) advise and B88ist eligible entitie8 in the prepara-
tion of implementation plana required under subeection

(bX3XAXili);
"(D) re~ive, review, and recommend tJie approval or

disapproval of applications fur grants uDder 8UbSect.ion (b);
and

"(E) oversee the use of funds 'provided by 8uch grants
in fuJfilling 11:K:h implementation plana.
"(4) RBPORTS.-The Aaai8t8nt ~ and the Adminia.-

trat4r shall provide a joint annual ~ t4 CoDgre.. by the
first day of OctOOer of each year on the activities: IJf the Office
t4 improve cmntinatiOD and communication with respect t4
the implementation ofE-911 8ervi~8.
"(b) PHASB n E-911 IMPLBMBNrATION GRANl'B.-

"(1) MA'OOIDNG GRANTS.-The Assiatant 8ecre~ and the
Admini8trator, 8itM conaultation with the Secretary of Home-
land Security and the Chairman of the Federal COmmunications
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C..-n...I_ilWt. aIMi Bd.i,Dg tblVoih the OfIim, lball roride pota
b» eIi8ibIe entit8 Cor the implementation ~ operatioo oC
Phue -n E-911 aervi~.

-<2) MATCHING RBQUmWBNT.-'lbe Federal ahare of the
~ of . project eligible fill a ~t 1IDder thia aection ahall
DOt esceed 60 p.-cent. 'nIe DCHl-Federal .hare of the aI8t ahall
be provided from non-Federal ~.

-<3) COORDINA'DON ~UIRBD.-:'1n providing ~ta IlDder
~b (1), the AMi8taDt Seaoetary and the Adminjstrator
8hall require an eligib1e entity to certify in ita application
~

-<A> in the case of an eli81ble entity that il a Sta~
gov~Dt, the entity-

-Ci) baa mordiDated ita application with the public
aafety aD8we~ poiDt8 (ae Such ~rm it defined in
aection 222CbX4) of the Communicationa Act of 1934)
Iocatsd ""thin thejuriadiction ofauch entity;

-cii) baa de 1 a aiDcie oOimr or govemmeDtai
body m the entity to aene .. the ~ of
implementation ~ E-911 lenima, eEept that lucb
deai~tion need not vest IIM:h coordinab»r with direct
lepi authority to implement E-9111ervicea or IDaDap
~ oommuDicalj!!DI ~D8;

-<ill) baa _t~liahed . plan iJr the coordination
and implementation of E-911 Servil8l; and

-<iv) baa integr:ated telecommunicationa IerviCeI
inwIved in the implelDeDtation aDd delivery of phue
n E-S11 aervil88; or
-<B) in. the cue of an ~ble entity that it not .

Sta~, the entity baa cmnplied with claaRa (i), (ill), and
(iv) of ~b (A), and the State in whid1 it it
Ioc:a.t8d baa cmnpli8d with claD88 (ii) of 8IM:h ~b.
-<4) CRn'BRIA.-The Aaaiatant Secretary and the AdmiDi.

tratDr Ihall jointly i88U8 ~ationa wi~n 180 dayl after
the date of eD8CtID8nt of ttie ENHANCE 911 Act m 2004.
ak a public l¥Wft t period oC DOt leu tIIan 60 d&Y8, -
acnbiq the cri~ria - 8eJeI:ticm - pnta uDder thiI aect1Oii.
and abaII update ltU:h reguiationa U ~aary. The -criteria
Ihall includ:e perf~ ~ta and . ti...AII- for
ccxnpletim of any prqect to be ~ by a pnt UIMi8r
tbia aection.
-<c) DIVBRSION or E-911 CHARG88.-

-<1) DBSlGNATBD 8-911 CHARGE.-For the purJiO8el of thit
aub8ectiOD, the term '~~ated E-811 chaqes' - any
taxea, ", Ia" ot.ber ~ imp(8ed b.)' . Stat. Ia" ot.ber tuiDI
juriadiction that an d_~ 01' p~tad .. dedicamd to
deliver or improve E-911 lervi~

-<2) C8RrJP1CA'DON.-Eacb ap~icant b a ma~hing grant
uDder tbia 8eC:tim abaIl ~rtify b» the Aaailtant Secret&f7 and
the AdmiDi8tzamr at the time of application, and ead1 applicant
that receivel lucb a grant abaIl ~rtify to the Aaaiatant Sec-
retary aDd the AdIDiIiiBtrator annually thereafter during any
~ of time duriI;I,g which the fwMIa frIXD the erant an
a'Yailahle b» the appliCant, that no ~cm of any G88i8D8t8d
E-911 cbar8es im~ed by a Sta~ or other ~ junaaiction
within wbicn the applicant ia looa~d are being obligated or
upended rIa" any pUI"pC8e other than the ~ fill which
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such charges are designated IX" presented during the period
be~~ 180 days immediately p~ the da~ of the
application and oontlnuing ~h the period of time ~
which the funds from the grant are available to the applicant.

"(3) CoNDmON OP GRANT.-Each applicant for a grant
under this section shall agree, as a condition of reC2ipt of
the grant, that if the State or other taxing jurisdiction within
which the s,pplicant is located, during any period of ~e d~
which the funds -from the grant are available to the applicant,
obligates or expends designated E-911 ~8 for any ~~
other than the purposes Cor which such charges are de8ignat.ed
or presented, all of the fimds fl-cxn such grant shall be returned
to the Office.

~.) PENALTY POR PRovmmG PALSB INPORMA110N.-Any
applicant that provides a certifimtlon under paragraph (1)
knowing that the infurmation provided in the certification was
false shall-

"(A) not be eligible to receiw the grant under sub-
section (b>;

"(B) return any grant awarded under subsection (b)
d~ the time that the certification was not valid; and

-(C) not be eligible to re~ive any subsequent grants
uDder subsection (b);

"(d) AIrrHoRI2A1roN; TBRMINATION.-
"(1) AU'nIOBJZATION.-'nI.ere are autmrized to be appro-

pnatsd to the Department of Transportation, for the purposes
of grants tmder the joint protram operated under thia section
with the Department of Comme~t not more than $250,000,000
for each of the fiscal yeare 2005 tIll'Ough 2009, not more than
5 percent of which mr any ascaI year may be obliga~d or
expended for administratlw costs.

"(2) TBRMJNATION.-Tbe provisions of this section shall
cease to be effective on October 1, 2009.
"(e) DBPINmONB.-As used in this section:

"(1) OJ'PICE.-Tbe term 'Office' means the E-911
Implementation Coordinatlon Office.

"(2) ADMINIBrRATOR.-The ~rm 'Adminiatl-atar' means the
Administrator of the National Highway Traffic Safety ~-
tratlon.

"(3) EUGIBLB ENTITY .-
- "(A) IN GENBRAL.-Tbe tenD 'eligible entity' means a

State or local government or a tribal organization (as
defined in section 4(1) of the Indian Self-Determjpation
and Education A88istan~ Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(1»).

"(B) INSl'RuMBNTAUTIM.-Such term includes public
authorities, boards, commiAAiOIl8, aM aimi18r ~es cre-
.d by one or more eligible entitles de8:ribed in subpara-
graph (A) to provide E-911 servi~

"(C) ExCBPTION.-Such term does _t include any
entity that has failed to submit the most ~ required
certification under subsection (c) within 30 dayS after the
da~ on which such certification is due. -
'4) E-911 SBRVICES.-Tbe term 'E-911 services' means

IK>th phase I and phase n eDhanced 911 sernce.. as described
in section 20.18 Of the Commission's regulatiOIl8 (47 C.F.R.
20.18), as in effect on the date of enactment of the ENHANCE
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911 Act of 2004, or as s~uentJy reviled by the Federal
Communicationa Commiaaion.

-<5) PHASB n 8--911 BERVIC88.-The term 'phase n E-
911 services' means only phase n _halK:ed 911 servicea, as
described in sum section 20.18 (47 C.F.R. 20.18), 88 in effect
on such date, or as subsequentlY reviaed by the Federal Commu-
nicaRODl COm~~on.

-<6) STATB.-The term 'State' meana any State of the
United States, the District of Columbia, PUerto Rico, the
Northern Mariana Islands, and any terriwry or po8ae8aion of
the United States.".

SBc. 101. GAO S'roDY OJ' STATE AND LOCAL 11SB OF 811 SDVJCB
CHABaa.

(a) IN GBNBRAL.-Witbin 60 days after the date of enactment
of this Act, the ComR.trol1er Ge_ral 8hall initiate a s~ of-

(1) the impC8ltion of taxea, fees, or other charges imposed
by States or pcilitical subdiviaiODl of States that are d-;gn_tad
or presented as dedicated w imfl'OV8 emqency oommunica-
tions servi~, including 911 ~ or enhanced 91188rvices,
or related w emergency oommuDications. services operations

or improvements; and

(2) the use of -nues derived from Such taxes, fees, or

~ORT.-Witbin 18 months after initiating the stud.,
required by subsection (a), the COm~ller General sbll transmit
a ~ ==~on tJle results of the stMy w the Senate Committee
on &:ie~, and ~rtatiOB and tJ)e House of Rep-
resentatives mmittee on EMrgy and C<XDmerce setting forth
the fi~.inp, oonclusions, and recom!'!en~tioDl, if any, of the study,' cl"""fi;m

1) the identity of each State or pcilitical subdivision that
imJXl8eS such taxes, fees, or other ~s; and

(2) the amount of revenues obligatsd or expended by that
State or political subdivision for any purpose other than tJle
purposes for which such taxes, fees, or cbaiges were designated

orpresented.

aBC. 108. KBPOBT ON TJIB ])BPI.oYMBNT OF E-ell PHASB II 8BaV[ca
BY TIBa m SBBVIa PBOvmBBS.

Within 90 days after the date of enactment of thia Act, the
Federal CommUDicatioDl Commission shall submit a report w the
Committee on Enew and Comme1oce of the House of Representa-
tives and tJle COIDDllttee on Co~, Science, and Transportation
of the Senate detailing:-

(1) the number of tier m commercial mobile service pro-

vilJers that are offering phase U E-911services;

(2) the number of ~ fur waivers from c»mp1i~
with the Comm;aaion's phUe U E-911 service requirements
received ~ the Co'!'~ion from such tier m providers;

(3) the number of waivers gIanted or denied by the
Commiuion w such tier m providers;

(4) how l~ esch waiver request remained pending berore
it was granted or denied; ,

(5) how ~ waiver requests are pending at the time
of the ~ of the report;

(6) when the pending requests will be gIanted or denied;
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(7) ad.iODa the C.nmlni_inn baa taken m -~ the amcxmt
or time a waiver request remaina pen4inI: and

(8) the tedmmo~e. that are the molt effective in the
~oyment or phase n E-el1 Iervi~ by .uch tier m pro-
fldera.

ac. 10'7. YCC UQUIRZMBN1'8 MB CBB.TAIN TIBB. m c~-~
(a) IN GBNBRAL.-'lbe Federal ~UDicatioils Commi8ion

8ba]1 act 00 any petitiWl filed by a gualifted Tier m carrier
requeating a waiver of compliance with tile requirements of section
2O.18(aXIXv) of the Comm;..;nn'. ruls (47 C.F.R. 2O.18(cXIXv»
within 100 da~ after the Cmnmi8lion ~88 the ~tion. The
r~mil8ion aIiall grant the waiver of compliance witti the require-
ment. ofaection 2O.l8(gXIXv) af'the C~lni_in..'. rule8 (47 C.FA
2O.1a:gXIXv» !'eqU88tea ~ the petitioo if it detenDiDM that atrict
enfarciment of the requirements of that secticm would reault in
COO8WDer& baviiig decreaaed ~ m ~ serviceL

(b) QuALmBD TI8R m CARRIBR ~.-In thia section, the
term -qualified Tier m ~ ID88D8 a ~ oC commercial
mciille 8eI'Vi~ (Ia defined in .«tion 332(d) of the Communicationl
Ad oC 1934 (47 U.s.C. 332(d» that had 500,000 or 8W8r 8UlJ.:ribe1'8
Ia ofDece.mer 31, 2001.

TITLE ll-SPECTRUM RELOCATION
Dc. 81. mI:OaT TrrI.B.

Thia title ~ be cited .. the -cmnmercia1 8~ &1haD~-
ment~.
DC. .. BBLOCATION OJ' WT.rnnT.W J'BDBBAL ~ J'OB TO U.

AU.OCATION OJ' :&1JM J'OB OO~ PCB..
P<M88.

Section 113<f) of the Na~onal TelecommW1icationa and
InforIDaRlXl AdminiaUation OrK8--!1L~tioD Act (47 U.S.C. 923(g»
iI ...Med by striking ~ba (1) tJJroaIh (3) aDd ~
the foll~

"(1) EuGIBL& .-DUAL 8m'lD8.-Any 'edaral entity that
operate8 a Federal GOV'erDmeDt 8tatim1 u8igDed to a band
of ~ci88 s~ in ~pb (2) and that incun Nloca-
tiOD mats because of the reaDcx:ition of Crequenciee &om Federal
U88 to noo-FederaJ UM 8hall receiw ~ m ad ~
fIvm the 8~ Relcx:atiOD FuM, in 8aXIrdan~ with IectMJn
118 o~ this Act. For p~ of thiI. ~ f h, Federal power
8IeDae8 aempted aDder mtJ88ctioD (cx. that c1KIC8e to
~ rn.n the freqU8Dci88 identified for reallocation pursu-
ant tA subsection (a), are elil1o1e tA receiw payment under
thiI h.

~~.. ~C188.-1be baJxi8 of eligjble &eo
quenciea mr ~ of'thiI section are aa follows:

"(A) the 216-220 megaherta b8Dd, the 1432-1435
m828bertz a.Dd, the 1710-1766 megahertz band; aDd the
~2390 ~herta band of freq-~ and

M(B) any other band of ~uenciea reallocated fIvm
Federal U88 tA _Federal U88 after January 1, ~,
that iI ~ by mm time bi~ uant to 8Ctian
3O9(j) of the Commani~OD8 Act of 19s1(47 U.S.C. SO9(j)},
except frr balKia of' frequendM previously identified by



December 8, 2004 CO1
tar Wlll!8nle8, a committee formed to Dele-
brate tb18 national achievement: Now, there-
tore, be it

SA ((1M. Mr. FRIST (for Mr. RoB-
BRTS) propoeed an amendment to the
bill H.R. 2121, to amend the Eiaenhower
Exchange Fellowship Act of 1900 to au-
thorize additional appropriations for
the :mi8enhower ExohaDge FelloWBhip
Program Trust Fund. and for other
purposes; as follows:

OD~ .. on 1m. 6 ADd 8, strike "for fta-
C&l te&r UK".

PRIVn.EGES OF THE FLOOR
Ma. COLLmS. I ask unanimous oon-

sent floor priv1legee be extended to
Deborah Barger. a ~ det&Uee in my
ofr1oe. for the duration of toda.v'a con-
aideration of S. ~.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection. it 18 80 ol'dered.

Me. COLLINS. I ask unanimous oon-
Bent that the atAff members of the Sen-
ate Intellicence Committee be 8'1ven
floor privi1erea during consideration of
the intelitgence reform oonference re-
port.

The PUSIDING OFFICER. Without
objeotion, it ia 80 ordered.

Mr. i.AUTENBERG. Mr. Preaident, I
ask unanimous oonsent that floor
privi181'ea be extended to Bob Kenney.
a BrOokings Legialative Fellow on loan
to my oMce fl'om the Environmental
Protection Agency, for the rest of to-
d&y'a Ie.ion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection. it 18 80 ordered.

OOMM:mROIAL 8P:BIarRUM
~c:mM:mNT Aar

Mr. FRIST. I uk nnanimoua consent
that the Benatenow proceed to conaid-
eration of H.R. 5419. which 18 at the
desk.

The PREBmING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill' by title.

The 1eri8lative cl~k read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 6419) to ammd the National

Telacommun1C&tion8 ADd ID!ormat1on Ad-
min18tr&t1on Ors&n1zation Act to !8D1l1t&te
the re&llooation ot apectrum from .ovem-
ment.8.l to commerc1al1l88rB; to jmprove, en-
h&Doe. and promote the Nation', ham8l&Dd
1ecUr1t7, public I&!ety, ADd a1t1s8D &Ot1vated
emerpnay reePOnae oapabWtte8 tIIroqh the
use ot 8nh&DC8d 911 88rv1O88. to fIJrtJ18r up-
gn.de Public S&fetJ' ~~ Point caP8.-
b111t1e8 &Ddrel&ted !unctions in ~1vm. B-
eu ~, and to BUP}XIrt in the ooJlatructton
ADd operation or a ubiquitous ADd r.11able
a1ttsen &ct1vated 1.vBt.8Jn; ADd to Provide that
fIIDd8 received u univeral88J'V1ce con1a'1bu-
ti0n8 under 8ection 2&4 ot the Communica-
t1oD8 Act or ~ and the univ81'8&1 aerv1oe
support IJI'OIf8.m8 88t&bl18h8d PD1'8U&Dt
thereto &re not subject to certain prov'la1ona
of titla 31. United Sta. Code. commonly
knoWD u the Ant1deOctency Act, tor a pe-
riod or time.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to oonatder the bill.

LIF:mSA VING E-9U SERVICE
Mr. FRIST. Mr. Preaident. I Wiah to

engage the Senator from Montana in a

~GRESSIONAL RECORD-SEN)
brief colloquy for a point of clarll1.ca-
tion on the bill,

Fint, I w1ah 00 COnlT&tulate the sen-
ator and othen who worked tirelelaly
on this bill. Th1a b1ll providee critical
&8818t&noe 00 State and local govern-
ments to help them reach the 10a18 and
stAndards set by Congreea and the FCC
for bring1ng lifesaving E-9lleervioe to
all Americans. I espec1a11y commend
the bill's authors for providing much
needed. finano1al asa1stanoe in the form
of grants for ~1n1ng, equipment &ad
other needs in providing and advancing
E-eU eervioe.

I am very proud of my home State's
~U leaden. They, along witJ1 the
wtrel888 industry, have helped make
Tenn888ee one of the N.tion 's leaden
in wireless E-9ll implementation. I am
informed that to date all but one of oux:
95 counties are Phase n E-9U ready,
with the goal of reaching 100 percent
by tJ1e end of this year. Since 1_, our
State has committed iteelf tobr1ng1Dg
:E-eU service 00 all its citizens, rural
and urban, from Memphis to Mountain
City.

However, much work rema1nB to be
done. Our State 18 re-writing its re-
quirements for 911 di8patohers and
their tra1n1ng. We currently have no
formal tra1n1ng progTam or academy.
In apite of all of Tenne88ee's aooom-
pl18hments, ftnano1a1 ohal18n8'es con-
tinue to grow.

I am concerned that the Federal
agency ad!!'l~iBter1ng the bill's grant
program w1l1 not give equal funding
and eligibility consideration to States
and localities that have achieved E-9U
service, thus pen&11zing States such &8
Tenne88ee and others for their acoom-
p118hments. Womd such an outcome be
the intent of the bill's authora?

Mr. BURNS. I thank tJ1e Senator
from Tenn8888e for his Q.uestion and
commend his State for ite leaderah1p
on E-9U 188U88. It 18 not our intent to
give any Ie. priority in grant e1ig1-
b1lity and funding to States-like Ten-
neeaee that have made substAntial
prom. in wtrel888 E-9U deployment.
We r8(jogn1se that once a State ~ local
government achieves E-911 aerv1ce,
other chall8n8'es and needs emt such
&8 thOle pointed out by the Senator. 80
that was not our intent in tJ1e crafting
of the "grants" prov1aion.

Mr. FRIST. I thank the Senator for
that clartftcation and commend his
leaderah1p on this very important leg-
islation.

Mr. FRIST. I &8k nnanimous COn8ent
that tJ1e bill be read a third time and
p&Beed, the motion 00 reoon81der be
laid upon the table, and that any state-
mente relating to the bill be printed in
the RBCORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it 18 80 ordered.

The bill (H.R. 5419) waa read the third
timeandpaaeed.

~TE 812083
PROVIDING FOR SINE DIE AD-

JOURNMENT OF THE SENATE
AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES
Mr. FRIST. I ask unanimous consent

that the Senate now proceed to the
consideration of H. Con. Rea. 531. the
adjournment resolution; provided that
the concurrent resolution be &STeed to.
and the motion to reoon81der be laid
upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objeotion. it 18 10 ordered.

The concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 531) was &STeed to. as follows:

H. OOJl. RE. &31

~olvecl", ~ H- 01 ~- (u..
Saatc corlCUnillq), That when the HoU88 ad-
journa on &DY leI1BJ&tived&y fIoom Tuead8.,v.
I)eoember 7, ~, tb.ro1J&'h Prida.v, December
10. ~. on a motion o~ered panU&Dt to th1a
oonOUlT8Dt reeolUt1OD by ita Majortty Leader
or h18 d_trnee. 1t at&Dd &djOumed ame die,
or until the time of -.nJ' ~bl.v pur&uant
to aeotton 2 of th1a oonourrent reMl1u~0D;
and that when the B8D&te &djOU1'D8 on &DY
d8.,V &om Tueada.,v, December 7. D)f. tbroup
8&tIlrd&J'. D_mber U. ~. on a motion of-
fered par8u&Dt to th1a ooncurrent reeolution
by 1te Majority Leader or h18 d_1ID&e, 1t
at&Dd adjourned ame die, or until the t1me of
-.nJ' ~bl.v ~U&Dt to aeotton 2 of th18
OODOUlT8Dt reaolu~on.

Bmo. 2. The SJ)8a,ker of the Houae and the
Majority Leader of the 8eD&te. or tl1e1r re-
apecttve deatrneea. 8Dt1D&' jotntly alter oon-
ault&t1on 1rith the Mtnortty Leader of the
House and the M1DorttiY Leader of the Sen-
ate, ah&U notUJ' the Membera of the HoU88
and the S8D&te' re8P8Ct1ve]y, to rauembla
at auch p1&~ and t1me u th8J' m8,J' de.-
18D&te whenever. 1D the1r op1n1on. the public
tntereet ~ W&rr&Dt 1t.

P&M8d the HOUE of RepreIeDt&tivea De-
oember 7. ~.

ORDERS FOR TUESDA¥. JANUARY
~. aOO6

Mr. FRIST. I ask nnanimous ooneent
that when the Senate completes ita
bua1neu today. it adjQurn 8in8 die
under the provil1ona of H. Con. Res.
531.

The PRESmING 01"~'!u.dfo. Is there
objection? Without objection. it 18 BO
ordered.

Mr. FRIST. I further ask consent
that when the Senate returna on TuM-
day. January ~. at 12 noon. following
the presentation of the oert1.ftcatel of
election and the swearing in of elected
Meinbe1'8. aud the required l1ve
quorum. the morninC hour then be
deemed expired, thf Journal of pro-
ceedings be approved to date. the time
for the two leaders be reserved, and
that there then be a period for morning
bus1neBB with Senatore permitted to
speak for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection. it 18 80 ordered.

The Senator from Nevada.
Mr. REID. Mr. Preeident. the hour 18

late. but let me 8&y that I have some
real mixed emotions tonight. I have
had this desk for. 6 Y8&1'8 and it has
been a great experience for me to serve
as the as8istant leader; the whip. of the
Senate Democrats. I have learned 80
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