AGENDA
NORTH CAROLINA 911 BOARD MEETING

September 25, 2015
Banner Elk Room
3514A Bush Street
Raleigh, NC

10:00 AM —-12:00 PM

Time
Tab Topic Presenter min
1. Vice Chairman’s Opening Remarks Jason Barbour 15

o Introduction of Greg Hauser, Charlotte Fire Department, Representing
North Carolina State Firemen’s Association, appointed by the
Speaker of the House

o Introduction and Swearing In of Dave Bone, Martin County Manager,
Representing North Carolina Association of County Commissioners,
appointed by the Governor

o0 Recognition of Christie Jordan, Bladen County Sheriff's 911 Center

o Roll Call Richard Taylor

2. Ethics Awareness/Conflict of Interest Statement Jason Barbour 5

In accordance with G.S. 138A-15, It is the duty of every Board

member to avoid both conflicts of interest and potential conflicts of
interest. Does any Board member have any known conflict of interest or
potential conflict of interest with respect to any matters coming before
the Board today? If so, please identify the actual or potential conflict and
refrain from any undue participation in the particular matter

involved.

3. Consent Agenda (vote required) Richard Taylor 5
(Complete Reports Located in Agenda Book On Web Site)
a) Minutes of August 28, 2015 Board Meeting
b) PSAP Liaison Report
c) Network Specialist Report - Bone
d) Network Specialist Report - Corn
e) Update On 2015 Revenue Expenditure Reporting
f) Grant Project Updates
g) CMRS Fund Balance $ 2,419,374
1) CMRS Disbursements $ (225,239)



h) PSAP Fund Balance $ 21,216,861
1) PrePaid CMRS Revenue $ 829,156
i) Grant Fund Balance $ 918,394
1) Grant Fund March Encumbered $ (19,174,486)

4. Public Comment Jason Barbour

The NC 911 Board welcomes comments from state and local government
officials, first responders, finance directors, 911 directors, citizens and
interested parties about any 911 issue(s) or concern(s). Your opinions are
valued in terms of providing input to the NC 911 Board members.

When addressing the Board, please state your name and organization

for the record and speak clearly into the microphone.

5. Executive Director Report Richard Taylor
a) Legislative Update
1) H730 (County Provide 911 Dispatch Services)
b) Update On City of Rocky Mount Police Dept. Back Up Plan
c) Evaluation Statement of David B. Bone from the State
Ethics Commission
d) Update On Radio Advertising

6. Recommendation From Standards Committee Laura Sykora
Regarding Proposed 911 Rules
(vote required)

7. Recommendation From Funding Committee Jason Barbour
Regarding Funding Reconsiderations
a) Martin County 911
b) Perquimans County 911
c) Scotland County 911
(vote required)

8. Approval of Funds Transfer for FY15 Grants Marsha Tapler
(Vote Required)

9. Update from NG911 Committee On Technical Jeff Shipp
Consultant

10.  FY2014 North Carolina State Auditor Report Marsha Tapler

11.  Update On NC APCO/NENA State Conference David Dodd

Dave Corn
Other Items

Adjourn

40

15

10

15

10



Next 911 Board Meeting October 23, 2015
NC 911 Office

3514 A Bush Street

Raleigh, NC

Statewide PSAP Managers Meeting will be held on Thursday, November 19, and Friday,
November 20, 2015, at the Raleigh Convention Center. Hotel accommodations will be across
the street at the Marriott City Center hotel

NextGen 911 Committee
Wednesday, September 30, 2015
10:00 am

Pinehurst Room

3514A Bush Street

Raleigh, NC

Education Committee
Thursday, October 1, 2015
10:00 am

Pinehurst Room

3514A Bush Street
Raleigh, NC

Funding Committee
Tuesday, October 6, 2015
10:30 am

Pinehurst Room

3514A Bush Street
Raleigh, NC







Ethics Awareness/Conflict of Interest Statement
Chris Estes



In accordance with G.S. 138A-15, It is the duty
of every Board member to avoid both conflicts of
interest and potential conflicts of interest.

Does any Board member have any known
conflict of interest or potential conflict of interest
with respect to any matters coming before
the Board today?

If so, please identify the actual or potential
conflict and refrain from any undue participation
In the particular matter involved.



Consent Agenda Chris Estes
(Complete Reports Located in Agenda Book On
NC 911 Board Web Site)

(vote required)



a) Minutes of September 25, 2015 Board
Meeting



North Carolina 911 Board

3514A Bush St, Raleigh

MINUTES

September 25, 2015

Members Present

Staff Present

Guest

Jason Barbour (NCNENA) Johnston
Co 911 (911 Board Vice Chair)

Tina Bone (ITS)

Ron Adams-Southern Software

Dave Bone (NCACC) Martin Co

Richard Bradford (DOJ)

Fred Baggett-NCACP

Ninnet Bowman (pending VolP
representative from TWC) (WebEx
and phone)

Dave Corn (ITS)

Randy Beeman-Cumberland Co ES

Eric Cramer (LEC) Wilkes
Communications (WebEx and
phone)

David Dodd (ITS)

Bill Boger-Charlotte Mecklenburg
Police Communications

Rick Edwards (CMRS) Sprint

Karen Mason (ITS)

Brian A. Drum-Catawba Co 911

Len Hagaman (Sheriff) Watauga Co

Marsha Tapler (ITS)

Derrick Duggins-Carolina Recording
Systems

Greg Hauser (NCSFA) Charlotte Fire
Dept (pending)

Richard Taylor (ITS)

Melanie & Max Duncan-Bladen Co
911/S.0.

Rick Isherwood (CMRS) Verizon
(WebEx and phone)

Jeff Holshouser-Airbus PS Comm

Dinah Jeffries (NCAPCO) Orange
Co Emergency Services (WebEx
and phone)

Christie Jordan-Bladen Co 911

Robert Smith (LEC) AT&T

Gary Jordan-Christie Jordan family

Jeff Shipp (LEC) Star Telephone

Michael Jordan-Christie Jordan family

Jimmy Stewart (NCAREMS) Hoke
Co911

Chris Knights-Motorola Solutions

Slayton Stewart (CMRS) Carolina
West Wireless (WebEx and phone)

Sarah Murphy-Bladen Co 911

Laura Sykora (LEC) CenturyLink

Tonya Pearce-Durham 911

Shirley Phillips-Christie Jordan family

Steve Rahn-Harris Corporation

Rick Thomas-Apex PD

Jeff Tyler-Bladen Co S.O.

Members Absent

Staff Absent

Pat Vaughn-GeoComm

Darryl Bottoms (NCACP) Pilot
Mountain PD

Keith Whitfield-Durham

Chris Estes (NC State ClO)[911
Board Chair]

Andrew Grant (NCLM) Town of
Cornelius

WebEx Guest Attendees

Rachel Bello-Wake Co




William Boger-CMPD

David Boggs-Apex

Dexter Brower-Alamance Co

Nelson Clark-Synergem

Sarah Collins-NCLM

Anna Curtis-Burlington

Greg Ellenberg-AT&T

Del Hall-Stokes Co

Kenyon Harris-Burlington

Melanie Neal-Guilford Metro

Jonathan Nixon-Perquimans Co

Laura Nock-Dare Co

Todd Sims-Mecklenburg EMS Agency

Jim Soukup-City of Durham 911

Lisha Stanley-Henderson Co

Candy Strezinski-Burke Co

Andy Underwood-Kings Mountain

Tammy Watson-Pineville PD

Victor Williams-Beaufort Co

Brenda Womble-Wilson Co

Brett Wrenn-Person Co

Chairman’s Opening Remarks

At approximately 10:01 911 Board Vice-Chair Jason Barbour convened the meeting, introducing and
welcoming new 911 Board member (pending) Greg Hauser from Charlotte Fire Department, representing
the North Carolina State Firemen’s Association, appointed by the Speaker of the House. He then moved
to swearing in Dave Bone, also a new Board member, representing the North Carolina Association of
County Commissioners, appointed by the Governor. In welcoming Mr. Bone, Mr. Barbour told the meeting
attendees that Mr. Bone was no stranger to the 911 Board, having been a member of the Funding
Committee for a long time, and that he was glad to now have him as a member of the 911 Board itself.

Following the swearing in ceremony, Vice-Chair Barbour announced how pleased he was to be able to
offer recognition to the Bladen County Sheriff's Office 911 Center for a particular job well done and asked
Executive Director Richard Taylor to provide details. Mr. Taylor then asked Sarah Murphy from Bladen
County to provide background about the call being recognized. Ms. Murphy related that at approximately
4:30 AM on June 6 she was on duty with her co-worker Christie Ramirez (now Jordan) when the 911 call
came in from a grandmother with her daughter and a six month old baby with a stemi who was not
breathing. Ms. Murphy praised Ms. Jordan for handling the call very professionally, providing instructions
for how to perform CPR while law enforcement and EMS were dispatched. She shared that law
enforcement arrived before EMS and took over CPR, but observed how it was Ms. Jordan’s taking the
lead and providing guidance over the phone that allowed them to take over, ultimately saving the baby’s
life.



Mr. Taylor then played a portion of the recording of the call to allow people in attendance to hear just what
transpired, observing that 911 calls very seldom progress in a calm, textbook-like way; that this one
illustrates the reality of how challenging it is for a telecommunicator to remain in control of a call, and just
how well Ms. Jordan accomplished that.

After playing the recording, Mr. Taylor invited Ms. Jordan to the podium, observing that the call must not
have been easy for her. She responded that she’s been a telecommunicator for almost ten years, but this
was the first trach call she had ever handled, and on top of that, it being a baby was even more
challenging. Mr. Taylor commended her for “maintaining” all the way through the call, remaining patient
and steady in guiding the very upset caller through all she needed to do. He said that is “Truly, truly what
911 is all about.”

Vice-Chair Barbour then presented Ms. Jordan with a plaque from the 911 Board recognizing the
outstanding job she did. He also commended Bladen County for providing her with the tool of an EMD
protocol to assist her in doing this “Job well done.”

Mr. Taylor then called the roll of Board Members attending via WebEx and telephone, noting that unlike at
past meetings, he will not be calling the roll of guest attendees, instead using the WebEx report of who
signed into the WebEx meeting as the attendance record. He also related that Board Member Darryl
Bottoms had intended to be online, but had learned only a few minutes before the meeting that his wife
had been involved in an automobile collision and was with her now. Mr. Taylor said he had no more
information than that, and asked all to remember her in their prayers. Board Members Ninnet Bowman,
Rick Isherwood, Dinah Jeffries, Slayton Stewart, all responded to the roll call, and Mr. Taylor advised he
had just moments before received a message from Eric Cramer saying he might be a bit late in logging
in.

Ethics Awareness/Conflict of Interest Statement

Vice-Chair Barbour read the ethics awareness/conflict of interest statement printed on the agenda and
asked Board members to indicate if they felt they had any conflict or potential conflict of interest with any
of the matters scheduled to come before the Board today. Board Member Laura Sykora said she would
be abstaining from the vote for items 7a) and 7b), the reconsideration requests for Martin County 911 and
Perquimans County 911. Board Member Rob Smith said he would be abstaining from the vote for item
7¢), the reconsideration request for Scotland County 911. Board Member Dave Bone said he would be
abstaining from item 7a), the reconsideration request for Martin County 911, as well. No Board Members
on the phone responded when Vice-Chair Barbour polled them. He then asked Mr. Taylor to report on the
consent agenda.

Consent Agenda

Observing he had received no request for corrections to the minutes of the August 28 meeting, Mr. Taylor
moved to the financial report. He reported CMRS account distributions of ~$225K, with a balance of
$2,419,374, and PSAP fund distributions of $4,130,307, with a balance of $21,216,861. Turning to the
grant account, he shared that several grants are slowly closing out, with some extensions such as
Rockingham County, which will be going on until December 31as they work out issues with their Fire
paging system. He reported the current unencumbered Grant Fund balance is $918,394. Vice-Chair
Barbour asked for any questions regarding the consent agenda, and hearing none, asked for a motion to
approve. Laura Sykora so moved, Jeff Shipp seconded, and the motion carried unanimously.

Public Comment

Vice-Chair Barbour next opened the floor to public comment from members of the audience, confirming
with Mr. Taylor that online guests would not be able to do that. Mr. Taylor agreed that was true, adding,
however, that no one had registered with him in advance to be able to do that. As no one responded to
the offer, Vice-Chair Barbour moved to the next agenda item, the Executive Director's Report.

Executive Director Report




Mr. Taylor shared that H730, which had formerly been a bill regarding counties billing cities for 911
service, had been completely rewritten, stripping that language and substituting language establishing a
Next Generation 911 fund, among other things (see
https://www.nc911.nc.gov/Board/agenda/Book/20150925 Tab05al H730v4.pdf in the online agenda
book). He reminded all that Representative Boles and several additional legislators had been very
concerned about the 911 Board not having access to funding specifically earmarked for NG911, and
more specifically the NG911 network. Other changes were made to language in 62A as well, notably
striking the word “voice” from “voice communications service provider”.

The new language states “The 911 Board must allocate ten percent (10%) of the total service charges to
the Next Generation 911 Reserve Fund to be administered as provided in G.S. 62A-47.” Mr. Taylor
explained that means the top 10% of all revenues received must be designated to this fund before
allocations are made to the CMRS fund and the PSAP fund, and that will probably be somewhere
between $7M and $8M per year. He added there was some talk about putting a sunset on this, but that
was not done simply because all the costs which will be associated with NG911 are simply unknown at
this time.

Mr. Taylor said there were several other changes as well, some which he considered major. One was to
uses of grant funds, which formerly were restricted to purchases normally eligible for use of 911 funds
unless the grant was for a consolidation, which allowed fund use for purchases associated with
enhancing the 911 system which were normally ineligible. The new language stipulates the funds shall
now be used only for expenses” that enhance the 911 system”, i.e. normally ineligible 911 fund uses.
Funding for 911 eligible expenses will now be provided through funding reconsideration requests rather
than grants.

Another long sought after change was the addition of language directing the Board “To establish
cooperative purchasing agreements or other contracts for the procurement of goods and services,” which
Mr. Taylor reminded everyone has been discussed by the Board and in the Funding Committee for a long
time as providing for a “state contract”, for lack of a better term. It is hoped that this will lessen the wide
disparities in pricing for similar goods from various different vendors. He pointed out that evening out
these disparities becomes more important as 10% of all revenue is designated for the NG911 Reserve
Fund, which is going to diminish the Grant Fund and will necessitate making wise and economical use of
the remaining funds to compensate. He said that in other words, the way to keep the Grant Fund as
healthy as possible is to control what PSAPs are paying for eligible goods and services. He said that if
they can shop better and buy better, and the Board helps them do that, then money can be saved to use
toward grants. Mr. Taylor further observed most PSAPs don't have the technical expertise to write RFPs,
and usually go with whatever vendor helps them do that, regardless of how much that vendor’s product
costs, so eliminating that dependency is going to be huge.

Mr. Taylor pointed out that the liability language that the Board had voted on had been included in this bill,
and one additional piece had also been added that has nothing to do with 911; this bill had simply been
used as the vehicle to add a technical correction to another bill (H117) if it is enacted. He concluded by
noting this act becomes effective January 1, 2016, having already passed the Senate and having been
enrolled in the house, with no opposition to it in Committee, Senate, or House.

Ms. Sykora asked Mr. Taylor if, since this becomes effective January 1, that means money will begin
being allocated to the NG911 Reserve Fund after that date, and he confirmed that is the case. She then
asked him if anyone has budgeted to see what that's going to look like, and his reply was “Yes”. Vice-
Chair Barbour asked him to emphasize the fact that the NG911 Fund is a special reserve fund, which
does not have to be zeroed out at the end of the year as required for all the other 911 funds, which he
did.

As he displayed the spreadsheets, Mr. Taylor said staff had simply taken total revenues from FY13, 14, &
15, noting that only six months of prepaid could be applied to FY14, but the full year of prepaid was
included in FY15, comparing them to see what next year might be expected to look like. He noted that
their prediction for FY16 was for the whole year, however, when it should only have been for the last six
months of it, but when that was factored in, the Grant Fund should end up being about $2.4M. Mr. Bone
then asked if the next gen money will be used exclusively for statewide projects, or would PSAPs be able



to access it. Mr. Taylor replied he believed it would be for next gen projects, whether statewide or local
projects, then asked Board Counsel Richard Bradford for his opinion.

Mr. Bradford replied the fund is to be used to pay for a single statewide next gen network, so Vice-Chair
Barbour speculated that PSAPs, then, would not be able to access it. Mr. Taylor disagreed, citing
language from H730 (8 62A-47(e) lines 46 & 47) stating that “The 911 Board may provide funds directly to
PSAPs to implement the next generation 911 system.” Mr. Bradford acknowledged that, but observed the
reserve fund is to pay for a single network, so ostensibly it would be paying for the network cost at the
PSAP. He added that the Board is probably going to find it necessary to pay directly; that there are
several issues here that require some further consideration, and that is one. Ms. Sykora asked if that
would be “a Funding Committee thing or a Next Gen Committee thing as far as trying to nail that down?”
Mr. Taylor replied he thought it would be both and Mr. Bradford concurred.

Mr. Taylor displayed the spreadsheets onscreen. Projecting at both a 60¢ and a 65¢ rate, and allowing for
additional spending from the PSAP fund to accommodate anticipated PSAP funding reconsideration
requests (Raleigh-Wake and Charlotte-Mecklenburg, among others) and any additional secondary
PSAPs that may come onboard, he observed if the rate stays at 60¢ the projected FY17
revenues/expenditures will result in a $5M deficit for the Grant Fund, while using 65¢ would put the
balance at $930K. Projecting at 70¢, which is the maximum amount the Board can go to, he said it would
take it up to $6.6M. He emphasized that these were just rough numbers.

Ms. Sykora speculated that things would be okay for the current fiscal year, and Mr. Taylor asserted that
was the case. He pointed out that all of the Board’s major expenses for FY16 have already been
encumbered. Mr. Bone asked if Mr. Taylor was suggesting that a rate increase will be necessary to
absorb the reconsideration requests from Raleigh-Wake and Charlotte-Mecklenburg. Mr. Taylor replied a
rate increase to at least 65¢ will be necessary next year, adding that the Board has until March to make
that decision. Saying that he understood these were just preliminary calculations, Mr. Bone asked if this
information had been shared with anybody in the legislature yet, and Mr. Taylor said yes, it had been
discussed when the creation of the reserve fund was being considered, and Representative Boles was
very determined on that 10%. Acknowledging that, Mr. Bone said he was referring more to discussions
about raising the surcharge rate, and Mr. Taylor replied yes, they had noted that if 10% was pulled from
the top of revenue, the rate would have to be increased. He said the legislators’ big concern is having
enough money to do next gen; it is not concern over the Grant Fund, etc.

Ms. Sykora thanked Mr. Taylor for sharing the rough projections, and he re-emphasized that this is just
providing a “very 50,000 foot view of what we’re looking at;” that by March, when the Board has to make
the decision about the fee for next year, there will be more detail. Board Member Rick Edwards asked for
confirmation there was no indication of whether or not there will be any federal money available by next
year, just a lot of noise, and Mr. Taylor concurred, observing there will possibly be some grant money,
“But if we get some, it will be matching money, and we don’t yet know what the match will be, but
whatever it is, it will only be a one-time deal.” Mr. Bone asked if there is a time frame for deploying
NG911. Mr. Taylor replied there is none, but AT&T has already announced it wants to shut down its
CAMA (Centralized Automatic Message Accounting) network in 2017, and he believes Frontier has said
basically the same thing. Acknowledging they are not simply going to “flip the switch” on December 31,
2017, he said this just illustrates how we need to be building towards an all IP solution since they won't be
supporting selective routers beyond that general time. He observed “We've got the notice, we've got the
time, and that's why Representative Boles does not want us dragging our feet.”

Vice-Chair Barbour asked if there were additional questions about H730, and hearing none asked Mr.
Taylor to proceed with his update. Mr. Taylor reminded everyone that last month the Police Chief from the
City of Rocky Mount had submitted an appeal to the Board regarding its decision not to fund a grant
request Rocky Mount PD had submitted for a backup center. He also reminded everyone that Chairman
Estes had at that time directed staff to work with Rocky Mount to determine how to proceed. Mr. Taylor
said he has read through the backup plan they submitted to him a few days later and spoken with the
PSAP manager, Allen Moore, because the plan is very outdated. Mr. Taylor made some
recommendations to him about what could be done, possibly even using an ideal facility that the Board
paid for with a grant, the Nash County Backup Center, which could easily be adapted for them to use as
their backup center as well. At this point Mr. Taylor thinks Mr. Moore is revising his plan based upon those
recommendations, so it is still a work in progress.



Vice-Chair Barbour remarked he wanted to keep this on the Board’'s agenda because Rocky Mount’'s
appeal is still in front of the Board, pointing out that a decision and vote were not taken at the August
meeting regarding that. Mr. Barbour said he has discussed this with Chairman Estes, and they will not let
it fall by the wayside.

Next in Mr. Taylor’s report was the finding from the State Ethics Commission regarding Dave Bone
becoming a member of the Board. Mr. Taylor reminded everyone this is something all Board members
have to do, pointing out that Greg Hauser and Ninnet Bowman will be doing that soon. As is always the
case, the commission found there is potential conflict of interest because the very qualifications he brings
from his “real job” which recommend him for a seat on the Board could possibly present a conflict of
interest in some of the Board’s decision making. Mr. Taylor added Mr. Bone still must complete a
Lobbying Education class as well. Mr. Taylor again welcomed Mr. Bone to the Board, adding that in
addition to his work in the Funding Committee, he has also worked diligently with agencies adjoining
Martin County to help them with 911 issues they have faced.

The last item in the Executive Director Report was an update on the advertising campaign Mr. Taylor
spoke about at the August meeting. He said the first radio spots on the Carolina News Network will
appear October 1, and he played two sample spots for meeting attendees to hear, one a statewide spot
and one a regional spot. He said the state is divided into four regions for the regional spots, which will
recognize PSAPs or telecommunicators within each region for exemplary work. The statewide spots will
provide a less targeted message, applicable to 911 throughout the state. Guest attendee Rick Thomas
from Apex PD said someone had already told him they had heard the “know your location” spot on a radio
station they were listening to. That surprised Mr. Taylor, but he laughingly said “We’'ll take the freebies!”

Recommendation from Standards Committee Regarding Proposed 911 Rules

Vice-Chair Barbour next turned the floor over to Standards Committee Chair Laura Sykora to present the
committee’s recommendation regarding proposed 911 rules. She said that since the Public Hearing the
committee members and Board staff have done a lot of work, holding two 3-4 hour long committee
meetings to discuss both the oral and written comments received from the public and determine how to
move forward. She said they went through all of the comments, comment by comment, and also went
through a list of recommendations provided by the Rules Review Commission. The result was the revised
set of rules before Board members today.

Ms. Sykora said the comments led to many good conversations, with the committee looking at things
such as “How would you measure that” and “How would you enforce that” and “Is that within our
authority?” and that type of thing. She said they have brought these revised rules to the Board for a vote,
but also want to talk about implementation, suggesting they may want to wait on the vote until
implementation has been discussed. She relayed that Andrew Grant, one of the Board members, has
raised a question about implementation and the effective date of the rules. She reminded the Board that it
has, as a Board, approved the review process and who will act as reviewers, and that the committee feels
that once the rules have been approved, a form needs to be developed which can be sent to the PSAPs
to expedite the review process. She added that, however, committee members agreed they need to
ensure it is correct before the Board begins using it.

Once the form has been vetted and socialized, she observed, the reviewers would first use it to review
one another's PSAPs to make sure “everybody knows what's going on.” She said there should be a bit of
time between the rules being approved and the beginning of the review process, which may make the
assumed July 1, 2016 effective date a bit of a tight squeeze. She then asked Board Counsel Richard
Bradford if there is a way that the Board could make a recommendation to the Rules Review Commission
for an effective date which takes that into consideration.

Mr. Bradford began his response by clarifying that the “blank” on the rules that says “effective date” is
there because we didn’'t have one, not because we expect a certain date. He observed that the effective
date discussion over several years has always resolved to making it prospective; rules approved by the
Rules Review Commission become effective upon approval. He said the desire has been to make sure
there is a prospective date that aligns with not just the accounting world, in terms of this Board’s
functions, its fiscal duties, and what it does, but also with the budget and operational aspects at the local
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level. He noted we have always discussed this in the context of fiscal years rather than calendar years, so
it would be up to the Board to decide what it thinks an appropriate date would be. He suggested the
earliest date should be no sooner than July 1 of next year (2016), but the Board must make that decision.
He added there is absolutely no problem in specifying a date in the future as far as Rules Review is
concerned; they expect the agency to identify a date, and it obviously cannot be retrospective.

Vice-Chair Barbour speculated that maybe by setting a date where we say the rules would start no earlier
than a particular date it would not lock us in to starting them on that date, just that we couldn’t start them
any sooner than that date. Mr. Bradford responded that would not work; it must be a date certain. He
observed that for discussion purposes, “no earlier than a specific date” is fine, but for Rules Review and
the process there, it is not; a date must be specified. Ms. Sykora noted that while committee members
have discussed this being a prospective date, they have not discussed what that date would be. Mr.
Bradford said one thing he would hasten to add is that there is a lot of focus on particularly two rules, or
certainly one section within the rules, that has impact on PSAPs, but the rules also provide other things,
such as hearings, declaratory rulings, appeals to this Board, how those are handled, etc., and so you
have, perhaps, a seeming dichotomy between the desire to put some of those things in place sooner
rather than later, as in the hearings and so forth, and some of them that may relate to the PSAPs in
Section 200 at a later date. He said the schism that occurs there, of course, is that in order to appeal a
rule that becomes effective six months after the hearing process, then what’s the hearing for? He
reiterated that his recommendation would be no earlier than July 1, 2016, and, of course, the date is for
the Board to determine at the recommendation of the committee.

Ms. Sykora said that since the committee has not discussed a recommendation, she would welcome
thoughts of the Board members, whether serving on the committee or not, and asked for any member in
attendance, whether in person or online, to chime in. Board Member Dinah Jeffries said her only worry is,
again, the budget cycle. She added that though she is not opposed to July 1, 2016, her thoughts have run
to possibly changing it to 2017, her reasoning being that the review form will likely not be created before
local governments begin their next year's budget deliberations, noting that in her case, that will be in less
than a month. She said if she had a check off list of stuff she could put in her budget, it could work, but if
not, it will be too late, as their final budgets are due in January. She added “It kinda seems like we’ve got
to give all of the PSAPs ample time to budget for what they need, but they don’t know what they need,
because there is no review yet, so | don’t know if I'm in compliance, and it depends upon where | find out
if I'm in compliance or not, where in my budget cycle am 1?”

Ms. Sykora said she really appreciated Ms. Jeffries’ comments, and would add, if everyone will remember
from the review process that was approved by the Board, there is the opportunity for a corrective action
plan. So if, for example, a PSAP didn’t get an item it needs into its budget for FY16-17, and is found out
of compliance, the action plan could be to include it in the FY17-18 budget, so it would not impact the
PSAP’s funding from the Board. She added that after being in meetings with Representative Boles where
he has been adamant about getting the standards, she feels that if the Board goes to July 1, 2017 for the
effective date, “He’s gonna come unglued.” Mr. Taylor said he is in total agreement; Rep. Boles wants
those standards in place.

Mr. Taylor asked Mr. Bradford if the Board could make the effective date July 1, 2016, but state up front
that it would use the first year after the effective date to set up the review process, go out and work with
the PSAPs doing all the initial compliance review stuff, and would not take action against anybody in that
first year, is there anything to prohibit such an approach? Saying he understood the spirit of the comment
and the question, and he thought everyone listening did as well, Mr. Bradford offered to break it down a
little further. Short answer: yes, there is something to prohibit that. The rules are enforceable on the
effective date. Longer answer: is there a requirement that you really start going after violations and saying
PSAPs are not in compliance and start penalizing them within the extent of the Board’s authority
immediately? No, there isn't.

He observed the question here is how Section 200 would be enforceable toward the PSAPs; that this
process has taken several years; that many, many people have participated; and that there may be
issues within the process that people don’'t understand, but that is going to be true of any legislation or
any rule until you try to implement it. He said his assessment is that the Board and staff have been
consistent in trying to ensure that no harm is done, and keeping that in mind, he wouldn’'t expect that to
change going forward. At the same time, however, he added that having appeared on behalf of clients in

7



front of different Boards, Commissions, County Councils, County Governments, etc., when an election
happens, decisions change. So the “Regulated Public”, which is the language the Rules Review
Commission uses for the PSAPs in this instance, may be concerned. He suggested their concern is that
the Board will start to enforce the rules to the fullest extent possible, although he thinks the will of the
Board is not that. Rather, the will of the Board is to find a way to achieve success—Ilead by success or
lead by example—rather than lead by sanction.

Ms. Sykora stated she believed that is evident by the review process the committee has outlined, with the
number of opportunities for PSAPs to correct compliance problems, or develop corrective action plans,
before the committee even becomes aware those problems exist. She observed that penalizing PSAPs or
removing their funding is counter to “why we’re all here.” Noting that they want the standards to be met,
she emphasized they want to help the PSAPs to meet them, not penalize them.

Mr. Shipp observed that with that said, he thinks the July 1, 2016 date is obtainable. Ms. Sykora said she
thinks the committee can have the review process, including the form, and some of the initial “reviews by
reviewers” done by that time, noting that will provide a bit more clarity. Mr. Bradford added that he would
want to point out that unless and until you have the facts that would be provided by some sort of review,
the presumption is that the PSAP is in compliance, so if they haven’t been found, factually, to be out of
compliance, they are presumed to be in compliance.

Board Member Jimmy Stewart noted that some of the things that will have to be enforced have to do with
time periods, e.g. QA and QI are to be completed over a one year period and records of maintenance
must be kept for a like period. He asked if those records would have to be kept for a year before that
standard takes effect, and Mr. Bradford replied “No’. Mr. Stewart then asked if the Board could go in and
demand those records as soon as the rules become effective, and again, Mr. Bradford replied “No”,
although observing that in many cases PSAPs would have those records anyway. He stressed that once
this goes into effect, it's effective going forward, not backward.

Asking if everybody on the Board has read the changes to the proposed rules coming before the Board,
Vice-Chair Barbour asked if everybody was okay with them. Hearing only positive responses, he then
asked if a motion was needed. Ms. Sykora replied a motion is necessary regarding the effective date, but
the recommended changes to the rules coming from the committee does not require a motion. Mr.
Barbour asked which should be voted on first, and Mr. Bradford advised voting on the revised rules first,
then the effective date.

Vice-Chair Barbour asked for any further discussion before calling the vote, and Mr. Bradford said he
wanted to add one further administerial point. He advised that with the General Assembly’s recent
passage of a budget bill, the Office of Information Technology Services was changed to the Department
of Information Technology, which recodifies the statutes. It moves the statutes for this Board to a section
in Chapter 143B of the General Statutes. He observed that the mechanics of this process are such that
even though the General Assembly assigned those numbers, they may or may not stay that way: the
Reviser of Statutes will go through and make changes to the numbers, which may take a couple of
months. Mr. Bradford noted that when we have those revised numbers, all of the history notes, authority,
etc. in the rules will have to change, and internal references will have to change as well. He advised we
are somewhat hostage to that process at the moment, and will try to move forward as best we can, but he
wanted to let everyone know that will be necessary. Vice-Chair Barbour asked if that had a bearing on
today’s vote, and Mr. Bradford replied it does not, it just has a bearing on the appearance of what is being
voted on—it won't change the intent in any way, shape, or form.

Vice-Chair Barbour then called the vote on accepting the rules revision, and it passed unanimously. He
then entertained a motion to establish the effective date of the rules, and Mr. Shipp moved that it be set at
July 1, 2016, and Ms. Jeffries seconded. Mr. Shipp also observed he doesn’t see this as mandates
coming down from the Board; that he still sees it as checks and balances between the individual PSAPs
in reviews between one another on a peer level. Ms. Sykora offered that was a good insight, and thanked
Mr. Shipp for it.

Vice-Chair Barbour asked for further discussion on the motion, and hearing none, called the vote. Once
again, it passed unanimously.



Recommendation from Funding Committee Regarding Funding Reconsiderations

Vice-Chair Barbour advised that the funding committee had met this week to discuss funding
reconsideration requests, and asked Mr. Taylor to report on the committee’s findings. Mr. Taylor first took
a moment to confirm that Board Member Eric Cramer had joined the meeting remotely, which he had.

Mr. Taylor began with the funding reconsideration request from Martin County911, reporting that they

were doing an extensive CAD upgrade, and adding mobile data terminal capability. He pointed out the

original CAD was installed in 1999, with a refresh in 2009, so they are certainly due for an upgrade. He

said 911 Board Financial Analyst Marsha Tapler and Jason Stewart, the PSAP manager, have reviewed Steward
quotes, pulling ineligible items from them. Mr. Taylor said their fund balance is $217,829, with proposed

funding from the Board for FY16 at $207,640, capital expenditures at $155,910, annual recurring

expenses of $19,284. He said that using part of the fund balance, while leaving them a 20% carry

forward, resulted in a staff recommendation to increase their funding to $247,004.81.

Since Vice-Chair Barbour is the chair of the Standards Committee, he asked its Vice-Chair, Sheriff Len
Hagaman, to bring the recommendation to the floor. Sheriff Hagaman did so, and Mr. Barbour asked if
anyone had further questions. Hearing none, he called the vote, which passed in favor of the
recommendation with Laura Sykora and Dave Bone abstaining as noted at the beginning of the meeting.

Mr. Taylor next turned to the reconsideration request from Perquimans County 911, observing it is doing
a major overhaul: new CAD server, new phone server, voice logging server, computer workstations, UPS,
generator, hardware and mapping software. He pointed out that the computer workstations were
“extremely high priced”, so because they exceeded the new funding eligibility amount of $1,000 per
workstation, Ms.Tapler used a percentage allocation method to determine how much could be paid using
911 funds. Mr. Taylor reported the proposed FY16 funding had been $134,584, anticipated capital
expenditures at $257,129, and the county planned to use $82,122 from its fund balance. He said the
recommendation from staff to the Funding Committee was to increase funding for Perquimans County
911 to $309,592.31.

Sheriff Hagaman brought the recommendation from the Funding Committee, thanking Ms. Tapler for all
the work she had put into all of the reconsideration requests, noting that “Going through these things is
sometimes not a whole lot of fun.” He asked if there were any questions about the recommendation, and
Board Member Rick Edwards replied he did have one, saying “The monies that are being requested and
appropriated—maybe I'm looking at it from the wrong direction, here—okay—how “down the road” are we
looking at how this integrates to where we want to go with Next Generation 9117 Is this to solve a
problem now, or does it help us enhance ‘now’ and get us to ‘later’?” Mr. Taylor immediately replied he
thinks it's the latter, pointing out that in this situation, as in Martin County’s, the use of outdated
equipment is reducing their level of service capability; that Perquimans County’s equipment is very
outdated and needs to be replaced now. He pointed out that, like so many other PSAPs, Perquimans
County does not have a technology replacement plan in place; that their servers are still running Windows
XP. Mr. Edwards observed, “If you're upgrading from a brick cell phone to a flip phone, you're still not
getting to where we are today.” Mr. Taylor acceded that was exactly right, adding that, however, we are
still several years away from full implementation of NG911, and likely will then be looking at the best
situation as going to hosted site solutions. So this would be a good investment now, and when the
network comes on line and the hosted solution is available, that would be about the time for doing an
upgrade from what they’re doing now.

Mr. Shipp said he thinks possibly Mr. Edwards’ concern stems from whether or not this was addressed in
light of this being such a complete system overhaul, to which Mr. Edwards acceded, and could it not have
been addressed six or eight months earlier and been factored into budgetary considerations without
requiring a reconsideration request. Mr. Taylor replied Perquimans County has undergone a complete
change of management, and he senses that the new team has realized how behind the old system was
and recognizes the urgency of correcting that. He added that the Board has always encouraged PSAPs
to keep their equipment up to date, but county and city governments too often say they don't have the
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money to do that, even when their 911 funds could easily accommodate such expenses. He said that
staff's focus has been on counseling PSAPs not to go out and “buy a pig in a poke” just because some
salesman tells you it's good, but rather to carefully try to understand what next generation 911 is going to
require. Mr. Edwards said he understood, and just wanted to make sure we're looking down the road as
well as taking care of needs today.

Mr. Barbour asked for any further questions, and hearing none, called the vote, which passed in favor of
the recommendation, with Laura Sykora abstaining as noted at the beginning of the meeting.

The last reconsideration request Mr. Taylor brought before the Board was that of Scotland County 911.
Reminding everyone of that county’s recent consolidation, he said they have encountered some
additional expenses which they want to address. He reported they have a fund balance of $298,548, with
proposed FY16 funding of $229,928, anticipated FY16 capital expenditures of $13,456, anticipated FY16
recurring monthly expenditures of $92,107, and available carry-forward of $40,654, resulting in a staff
recommendation to the committee to approve a funding increase to $335,492.72.

Confirming that Sheriff Hagaman was bringing that recommendation from the Funding Committee to the
Board in the form of a motion, Vice-Chair Barbour asked for questions or further discussion. Hearing
none, he called the vote, which passed in favor of the recommendation with Rob Smith abstaining as
noted at the beginning of the meeting.

Approval of Funds Transfer for FY15 Grants

Vice-Chair Barbour invited Ms. Tapler to bring everyone up to speed on the FY15 grant funds transfer.
She reported that the PSAP fund balance at the close of FY15 (June 30, 2015) was $18,618,895, the
CMRS fund balance was $1,772,394, and the FY15 Grant Fund balance was $918,394, all based upon
accrual accounting. She said the staff recommendation is to transfer the PSAP fund balance of
$18,618,859 without adding any CMRS fund balance to that. Adding the PSAP fund balance and the
FY15 Grant Fund balance brings the unencumbered Grant Fund balance to $19,537,289. She noted that
the Board has already approved grants for FY16 in the amount of $17,102,704, which will leave the
remaining Grant Fund balance as of June 30, 2015, at $2,434,585. She said the reason there is an
increase in fund balance is that at the time of grant awards, an estimated amount is calculated, but this
year two grants closed ~$500K under budget and prepaid revenues increased dramatically. Since the
accounting is based upon accrual, those increases got caught up in this. She added that some revenue
was transferred to another department in error, and once that was corrected that money came into this
fund as well.

Mr. Taylor remarked that the grants which came in under budget were the FY13 and FY14 orthography
grants, observing CGIA continues to do an excellent job under the direction of Tim Johnson of improving
the quality while keeping the cost below budget.

Ms. Tapler reiterated the staff recommendation is to transfer $18,618,895 to the Grant Fund. Mr. Shipp
made a motion to accept the staff recommendation and Sheriff Hagaman seconded. Ms. Sykora said “So,
since we're looking at an unencumbered Grant Fund balance of ~$2.4M, what if we transferred less—still
enough to take care of the encumbered—but left it...” and Mr. Taylor cut her off before she finished her
guestion, saying “We can't do it.” He explained the PSAP Fund has to zero out at the end of the year, so
if we don't transfer all of the grant fund, we have to distribute it to the PSAPs. Ms. Sykora said okay, that
she was thinking about the reconsideration requests but forgot that remaining funds had to be distributed
per capita. She thanked Mr. Taylor for his response, and Mr. Bone then asked if the $2.4M fund balance
was factored into the $6M that was estimated earlier as available for next year, and Ms. Tapler replied it
was not. Mr. Bone then asked if that $6M might be $8.5, and Mr. Taylor said yes.

Vice-Chair Barbour asked for further questions, and receiving none, called the vote, which passed
unanimously.

Update from NG911 Committee on Technical Consultant

Mr. Barbour asked Mr. Shipp to provide an update from the NG911 Committee. Mr. Shipp said first he
wished to commend staff and the Funding Committee for working with legislators in regard to H730,
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saying he thought it was financially prudent to create the reserve fund and is glad we were able to getitin
this calendar year. He reported staff has continued to devote a considerable amount of time working on
the Next Gen project, with up to four consultants from Federal Engineering (FE) in the last week working
with staff diligently. He said they have completed the data discovery phase or portion of the project,
providing a massive amount of information, not only on individual PSAPs, but also on the 911 Board, its
financial positions, etc., to FE. Mr. Shipp also noted the first part of the project is still on schedule
regarding Concept of Operations and Cost Analysis, which should be completed by the end of October.
He added the Next Gen committee is working on its project plan, with a lot of work to do and a meeting
coming up next week, and that all of this is to stay on schedule for the Board’'s December work session
and Board meeting. He said the committee will want to recommend a project plan to the Board at that
time, as well as review these first parts of the project, the Concept of Operations and Cost Analysis, as
the committee will require Board approval of some things at the December Board meeting. He concluded
by once again commending staff for its work, saying he looks forward to the committee meeting next
week.

FY2014 North Carolina State Auditor Report

Vice-Chair Barbour asked Mr. Tapler to once again take the floor to review the findings of the State
Auditor Report for FY2014. Saying the representative from the State Auditor’s office spent several weeks
with staff and did not find any misconduct, although she did find some errors and omissions that required
correction, Ms. Tapler said there was a total of three findings, with the first being that the Fund did not
disclose the $29,631,856 of the fund balance as being committed to grants. Ms. Tapler stated she
believed it was noted initially in the Management Discussion and Analysis, but it was not disclosed as an
item in the audit itself—the financial statement. She said she has met with the Accounting Manager of the
Department of Information Technology (formerly ITS) and they have updated the financial statements to
include that, and it will be disclosed in all future financial statements. She added that this finding was
actually for FY2015.

Ms. Tapler indicated the second finding was that expenditures and accounts payable were understated by
$863,465 due to unrecorded liabilities, which was due to ITS failing to do an accrual on some of these
funds. For example, she said, the CMRS provider fund was not accrued because Board policy always
showed it as payment, historically accounted for in the period of the payment rather than the period of
obligation. She said that, too, has been corrected going forward.

Ms. Tapler referred to the third finding earlier in the meeting as the one where $293,049 was recorded to
the wrong fund and inadvertently transferred to the wrong agency. That money has been returned, and
the classification has been corrected to reflect the correct account, so going forward there will be more
monitoring of those funds to make sure they are not paid out to the wrong agency.

Ms. Tapler concluded her report by reiterating that although those three findings were reported, no
misconduct was associated with them. Mr. Taylor said he wanted to add that when the Board approved
the budget for the coming year, funding was included for hiring another fiscal staff member. He said Ms.
Tapler has spoken with the fiscal manager over at ITS and one of the things they're talking about doing is
letting this new person be 100% responsible for all the 911 transactions. He said the people in fiscal
handling it now are also doing additional duties as well, and understanding how the 911 funds are
handled differently sometimes gets lost in the shuffle. He added that the fiscal manager was very
amenable to that, and it would actually take care of a lot of these issues because we would have better
oversight of what's going on with the monies that are coming in, how they’re being disbursed, whether
they’re being put into the right funds, etc.

Update on NC APCO/NENA State Conference

Vice-Chair Barbour asked Staff Member Dave Corn to share the staff experiences at the NC
APCO/NENA annual conference. Mr. Corn observed it was a good conference which began with a very
compelling presentation from an individual whose wife was murdered in Florida while she was calling 911.
Although the call was received, they did not have a good location, so it was never dispatched, and the
message was that PSAPs need to have more processes and procedures in place to make sure this type
of thing doesn’t happen again.
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Mr. Corn reported that he made a presentation with Red Grasso, from the FirstNet group, comparing and
contrasting ESINet with FirstNet: FirstNet is federal, FirstNet is radio; ESINet is state, primarily connecting
PSAPs together and the PSAPs to the public. He felt he and Red worked well together as a team, noting
the session was extremely well attended, with people standing in the back of the room. Near the end of
the session they discussed what an active shooter call might look like in the future, potentially with
multiple videos coming to the PSAP and staff having to determine which to view and which to pass up,
which to send to responders or incident command, etc. Mr. Corn observed it got everybody thinking about
the technology and how things are going.

Mr. Corn related that near the end of the conference staff did an update on all the committees. He said
Mr. Taylor talked about standards, some of the individual standards that attendees should be aware of,
and encouraged everybody to attend this meeting. Mr. Corn added that he talked a little bit about next
gen, and emphasized the fact that the Board does not want people to sign ten year contracts because the
new system going in will probably be deploying in mid-2017 and bringing PSAPs on around the first part
of 2018, so long term contracts are not in the PSAPS’ best interest. He said staff urged people, as they
were buying equipment, to ensure it would be IP compliant, therefore next gen compliant.

Staff Member David Dodd took over the floor, saying the only thing he would add is a couple of numbers.
He noted that the conference was one of the larger ones they’ve had in recent years, with upwards of 240
people registered for the conference. The Sunday pre-conference class the 911 Board paid for, Bullying
and Negativity in the Communications Center, was attended by 31 people, and another Sunday class
having to do with negotiations which was also offered, though not paid for by the Board, garnered 24
attendees. Mr. Dodd said he received several good reviews of the bullying class, and mentioned that in
the staff presentation about committees Mr. Corn referred to, he offered a little more information about the
radio advertising program, playing the same spots Mr. Taylor played at today’s meeting. He also related
how pleased he was to finally announce that the statewide PSAP Managers meeting is now scheduled for
November 19" & 20", a Thursday and Friday, at the Raleigh Convention Center, with hotel
accommodations across the street at the Raleigh Marriott City Center. He reminded everyone that this will
be during the same week as the National 911 Program’s onsite portion of the state assessment project,
with the National 911 Program’s assessment team reporting its preliminary findings on Thursday
afternoon to the assembled PSAP managers as part of that group’s itinerary. Mr. Dodd added that all
Board members are invited to that session as well.

Mr. Barbour asked what the times would be for the PSAP Managers meeting, and Mr. Dodd replied
around 1:00 PM Thursday until 5-ish, with the Board providing dinner and hotel accommodations for the
night, continental breakfast Friday morning, reconvening after breakfast with the Friday morning session
concluding just before lunch time.

Mr. Taylor reiterated what Mr. Dodd had said about the National 911 Program’s presentation,
encouraging all Board members to attend. He also encouraged them to stay for the Thursday night dinner
to mingle with the PSAP directors in a relaxed atmosphere, which had proven to be a highlight of last
year’s meeting. Mr. Shipp added that a lot of good information came out of the regional roundtable
discussions last year, so he would recommend Board members attend those if possible, too.

Other Items

Mr. Taylor projected the upcoming committee meeting dates and times onscreen, saying “If you can, be
here, if you can't, dial in.” Ms. Sykora recalled an earlier discussion about what the next steps will be for
the Standards Committee, asking Mr. Taylor if there was any update to that. He said that now the revised
rules have been adopted, he thinks they should set a date to discuss how the review process is going to
work, as well as other things.

Mr. Taylor announced that the October Board Meeting has been moved from October 30" to October 23

at today’s location. He noted that will be the last full Board meeting before the work session in December
(3" and 4™), reminding everyone that will be in Asheboro near the North Carolina Zoo.

Adjourn
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Vice-Chair Barbour asked if anyone had anything else to bring before the Board, and Sheriff Hagaman
observed that although some people may have the perception that the Board is dragging its feet, it has
taken care of standards, with a date set for that; it's looking at bids which may address some of Mr.
Edwards’ issues down the road, and of course the next gen progress, and said he'd give the Board a
good pat on the back. Mr. Taylor chimed in with accolades for the staff, observing they are working non-
stop to make stuff happen. By way of example, he offered that committee members don’t just show up 15
minutes before a meeting and get started; there’s a lot of preparatory work that goes into every meeting.
He ticked off all that each of the staff members does to make all this work in addition to all their normal
daily responsibilities, obviously proud of all that they accomplish. He said his goal next week is to start
work on getting the new fiscal employee hired because there’s just “Not enough of us to go around”.

Vice-Chair Barbour called for a motion to adjourn, which Sheriff Hagaman offered, and the meeting
adjourned at 11:48
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CMRS Fund Balance



July-15 August-15 September-15 October-15
CMRS Revenue 755,329.89 825,442.67 690,604.43 -
Interest 587.16 864.28 1,271.87 -
CMRS
Disbursement (263,884.10) (225,238.68)| (219,778.40) -
GRANT
Allocation
CMRS Prev
Balance 1,326,272.78 1,818,305.73| 2,419,374.00 2,891,471.90
CMRS Fund
Balance $1,818,305.73| $2,419,374.00| $2,891,471.90 $2,891,471.90




PSAP Fund Balance



GRANT Monthly

Revente Allocation ~ Expenditure  Fund Balance

PSAPB0%  Wireling VOIP PrepaidWireless  Interest Total §16,312.532.9

Juk1 §3021.31956 § LIBALL4 §L00307205 § 134946080 § 722078 § 65168543 (4299,366.18) 1652973200
Augld 330077069 119301667 14841543 8295561 880760 681743600 (4130307.15)  21,216,861.05

pld 270040173 L230%RAM1L  OMTAG 9343019 1115379 SR6BAI338 (186188%.26) (4105.25687) 436112030




Grant Fund Balance



Fund Balance

FY2012 Grant Completed Grant
Grant Award FY2012 Award Total ~ Disbursement
Burke County 7,280,630.00
Rockingham County 7,826,000.00

FY2013 Grant Completed Grant
Grant Award FY2013 Award Total  Disbursement
Brunswick County 2,100,000.00
Lenoir County 7,400,000.00

FY2014 Grant Completed Grant
Grant Award FY2014 Award Total  Disbursement
Anson County 2014-01 949,000.00
Bladen County 2014-02 300,000.00
Gates Co. Central 2014-03 149,000.00
Henderson County 2014-04 ) 3,600,000.00
Hertford County 2014-05 4,250,000.00
Orange County 2014-06 625,828.00
Swain County 2014-07 610,000.00

FY2015 Grant Completed Grant
Grant Award FY2015 Award Total ~ Disbursement
Caldwell County 1,022,399.00
Dare County 7,002,795.00
Haywood County 2,694,827.00
Swain-Jackson County 859,681.00
STATEWIDE PROJECTS:
E-CATS " 3,000,000.00
Ortho Project I1l Image 14 3,987,667.00
Ortho Project I1l Image 15 3,719,332.00
Ortho Project I1l Image 16 4,076,752.00

Approved Transfer from PSAP Fund
Interest
Total Ending Fund Balance

CASH BASIS REPORTING

Grant
Completion (+/-)

Total Disbursed

FY 2011 - Remaining Grant
FY2014 Jul-15 Aug-15 Sep-15 Balance
$22,137,701.90 $21,126,286.12" $20,092,880.40
-6,951,958.20 f 328,671.80
-6,801,027.57 -234,248.42 -22,830.01 -73,280.35 694,613.65
-1,374,083.13 -237,562.83 -278,300.57 f 210,053.47
-6,595,558.27 f 804,441.73
-797,434.36 f 151,565.64
-175,515.31 -200,670.00 76,185.31 0.00
-149,000.00 0.00
-3,371,610.72 -36,699.43 -8,703.25 182,986.60
-379,504.45 -154,292.07 -208,144.44 3,507,969.04
-538,141.28 -16,237.50 71,449.22
-568,446.02 -28,799.45 12,754.53
0.00 -244.209.747 778,189.26
-160,785.33 -19,887.62 5051840  6,762,603.65
-131,738.80 -20,923.96 -62,15396  -537,863.81 1,942,146.47
-763,309.04 96,371.96
-2,440,646.07 -57,600.00 -59,854.12 -57,600.00 384,299.81
-3,421,187.39 -11,272.84 -29,087.40 526,119.37
-1,517,972.83 -22,909.95 -363,189.40
4,076,752.00
18,618,895.26
9,800.67 10,041.80 10,562.91

$ 21,126,286.12 $20,092,880.40 $37,817,348.33 $ 20,530,988.20

$ 20,530,988.20
$ 17,286,360.13



Consent Agenda Chris Estes
(Complete Reports Located in Agenda Book On
NC 911 Board Web Site)

(vote required)



Public Comment Chris Estes



The 911 Board welcomes comments from state
and local government officials, first responders,
finance directors, 911 directors, citizens and
Interested parties about any 911 issue(s) or
concern(s).

Your opinions are valued in terms of providing
iInput to the 911 Board members.

When addressing the Board, please state your
name and organization for the record and speak
clearly into the microphone.



Speaker(s):



Executive Director Report Richard Taylor



Executive Director Report Richard Taylor
a) PSAP Manager's Group Meeting Update
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Executive Director Report Richard Taylor
b) Legislative Update
) H512v5 SL2015-219
i) H730v6 SL2015-261



GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA
SESSION 2015

SESSION LAW 2015-219
HOUSE BILL 512

AN ACT TO ALLOW TIME EXTENSIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF BACK-UP
PSAP REQUIREMENTS, TO DEFINE UNIFORM STANDARDS FOR BACK-UP
PSAPS, AND TO DEVELOP A MASTER PURCHASING LIST FOR 911 SYSTEM
ELIGIBLE EXPENSES.

Whereas, Session Law 2014-66 amended Article 3 of Chapter 62A of the North

Carolina General Statutes to require development of a back-up PSAP when calls cannot be

completed by the primary PSAP; and

Whereas, the changes in Session Law 2014-66 are applicable to 911 fund
distributions made on or after July 1, 2016; and

Whereas, many counties in North Carolina are unable to fully implement a back-up
PSAP by July 1, 2016; and

Whereas, counties would save cost and increase efficiency by partnering under a
standard model for a back-up PSAP developed by the 911 Board; and

Whereas, the assistance of the 911 Board in facilitating group procurement pricing
for eligible 911 expense items would save money and eliminate price disparities between larger
and smaller jurisdictions; Now, therefore,

The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts:

SECTION 1. G.S. 62A-46(e)(4a) reads as rewritten:

"(4a) A-ByJuly 1, 2016, a PSAP must have a plan and means for 911 call-taking
in the event 911 calls cannot be received and processed in the primary
PSAP. If a PSAP has made substantial progress toward implementation of
the plan and means, the 911 Board may grant the PSAP an extension until
July 1, 2017, to complete implementation of the plan and means. The plan
must identify the alternative capability of taking the redirected 911 calls.
This subdivision does not require a PSAP to construct an alternative facility
to serve as a back-up PSAP."

SECTION 2. The 911 Board shall investigate alternatives for facilitation of
uniform procurement and pricing of 911 eligible expenses through bulk purchasing and other
means. No later than May 1, 2016, the Board shall report its findings, including any requests
for legislative action, to the Joint Legislative Oversight Committee on Information Technology.
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SECTION 1. G.S. 62A-46(e)(4a) reads as rewritten:
"(4a) A ByJuly 1, 2016, a PSAP must have a plan and means for 911 call-taking
in the event 911 calls cannot be received and processed in the primary
PSAP. If a PSAP has made substantial progress toward implementation of
the plan and means, the 911 Board may grant the PSAP an extension until
July 1, 2017, to complete implementation of the plan and means. The plan
must identify the alternative capability of taking the redirected 911 calls.
This subdivision does not require a PSAP to construct an alternative facility
to serve as a back-up PSAP."
SECTION 2. The 911 Board shall investigate alternatives for facilitation of
uniform procurement and pricing of 911 eligible expenses through bulk purchasing and other
means. No later than May 1, 2016, the Board shall report its findings, including any requests
for legislative action, to the Joint Legislative Oversight Committee on Information

Technology.
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GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA
SESSION 2015

SESSION LAW 2015-261
HOUSE BILL 730

AN ACT TO CREATE A NEXT GENERATION 911 RESERVE FUND TO IMPLEMENT
NEXT GENERATION 911; TO REQUIRE PSAPS TO IMPLEMENT NEXT
GENERATION 911; TO AUTHORIZE THE 911 BOARD TO ESTABLISH
PURCHASING AGREEMENTS FOR STATEWIDE PROCUREMENT,; TO ALLOW
THE PSAP GRANT ACCOUNT TO BE USED FOR EXPENSES USED TO ENHANCE
911 SERVICE; TO AMEND THE LIMITATION OF LIABILITY FOR THE 911
SYSTEM; TO UPDATE THE 911 STATUTES TO INCLUDE NEW TECHNOLOGY;
AND TO MAKE A TECHNICAL CORRECTION.

The General Assembly of North Carolina enacts:

SECTION 1.(a) G.S. 62A-40 reads as rewritten:
"8 62A-40. Definitions.
The following definitions apply in this Article.

(42)

911 system provider. — An entity that provides a 911 system to a PSAP.

{4a)(4b) Back-up PSAP. — The capability to operate as part of the 911 System and

( 14 a)

all other features of its associated primary PSAP. The term includes a
back-up PSAP that receives 911 calls only when they are transferred from
the primary PSAP or on an alternate routing basis when calls cannot be
completed to the primary PSAP.

Next generation 911 system. — An IP-enabled emergency communications

(14b)

system using Internet Protocol, or any other available technoloqgy, to enable
the user of a communications service to reach an appropriate PSAP by
sending the digits 911 via dialing, text, or short message service (SMS), or
any other technological means.

Next generation 911 system provider. — An entity that provides a next

generation or IP-enabled 911 system to a PSAP."

SECTION 1.(b) G.S. 62A-42(a)(1) reads as rewritten:

"(1)

To develop the 911 State Plan. In developing and updating the plan, the 911
Board must monitor trends in wveice—communications service technology
utilized for the 911 system and in enhanced 911 service technology,
investigate and incorporate GIS mapping and other resources into the plan,
ensure individual PSAP plans incorporate a back-up PSAP, and formulate
strategies for the efficient and effective delivery of enhanced 911 service."

SECTION 1.(c) G.S. 62A-42(b) reads as rewritten:

"(b)  Prohibition. — In no event shall the 911 Board or any other State agency lease;
construct, operate, or own a communications network for the purpose of providing 911 service.
The 911 Board may pay private sector vendors for provisioning a communications network for
the purpose of providing citizens access to 911 serwvieeservices and completing call-taking
processes through one or more PSAPs."

SECTION 1.(d) G.S. 62A-44 reads as rewritten:
"§ 62A-44. 911 Fund.
@ Fund. — The 911 Fund is created as an interest-bearing special revenue fund within
the State treasury. The 911 Board administers the Fund. The 911 Board must credit to the 911
Fund all revenues remitted to it from the service charge imposed by G.S. 62A-43 on veice
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communications service connections in the State. Revenue in the Fund may only be used as
provided in this Acrticle.

(b) Allocation of Revenues. — The 911 Board may deduct and retain for its
administrative expenses a percentage of the total service charges remitted to it under
G.S. 62A-43 for deposit in the 911 Fund. The percentage may not exceed two percent (2%).
The percentage is one percent (1%) unless the 911 Board sets the percentage at a different
amount. The 911 Board must monitor the amount of funds required to meet its financial
commitment to provide technical assistance to primary PSAPs and set the rate at an amount
that enables the 911 Board to meet this commitment. The 911 Board must allocate ten percent
(10%) of the total service charges to the Next Generation 911 Reserve Fund to be administered
as provided in G.S. 62A-47. The remaining revenues remitted to the 911 Board for deposit in
the 911 Fund are allocated as follows:

1) A percentage of the funds remitted by CMRS providers, other than the funds
remitted by the Department of Revenue from prepaid wireless
telecommunications service, to the 911 Fund are allocated for
reimbursements to CMRS providers pursuant to G.S. 62A-45.

2 A percentage of the funds remitted by CMRS providers, all funds remitted
by the Department of Revenue from prepaid wireless telecommunications
service, and all funds remitted by all other weiee-communications service
providers are allocated for monthly distributions to primary PSAPs pursuant
to G.S. 62A-46 and grants to PSAPs pursuant to G.S. 62A-47.

(3)  The percentage of the funds remitted by CMRS providers allocated to
CMRS providers and PSAPs shall be set by the 911 Board and may be
adjusted by the 911 Board as necessary to ensure full cost recovery for
CMRS providers and, to the extent there are excess funds, for distributions
to primary PSAPs.

SECTION 1.(e) G.S. 62A-46(a)(3) is amended by adding a new sub-subdivision to
read:
"el. Any expenditure authorized by the 911 Board for statewide 911
projects or the next generation 911 system."
SECTION 1.(f) G.S. 62A-47 reads as rewritten:
"§ 62A-47. PSAP Grant and Statewide 911 Projects Aeceeunt-Account; Next Generation
911 Reserve Fund.

@ Account and Fund Established. — A PSAP Grant and Statewide 911 Projects
Account is established within the 911 Fund for the purpose of making grants to PSAPs in rural
and other high-cost areas and funding projects that provide statewide benefits for 911 service.
The PSAP Grant and Statewide 911 Projects Account consists of revenue allocated by the 911
Board under G.S. 62A-45(c) and G.S. 62A-46._The Next Generation 911 Reserve Fund is
established as a special fund for the purpose of funding the implementation of the next
generation 911 systems as approved by the 911 Board.

(b) PSAP Grant and Statewide 911 Projects Grant Application. — A PSAP may apply to
the 911 Board for a grant from the PSAP Grant and Statewide 911 Projects Account. An
application must be submitted in the manner prescribed by the 911 Board. The 911 Board may
approve a grant application and enter into a grant agreement with a PSAP if it determines all of
the following:

1) The costs estimated in the application are reasonable and have been or will
be incurred for the purpose of promoting a cost-effective and efficient 911
system.

2 The expenses to be incurred by the applicant are consistent with the 911
State Plan.

(3)  There are sufficient funds available in the fiscal year in which the grant
funds will be distributed.

4) The costs i S ,
for consolidating one or more PSAPSs with a primary PSAP, erthe relocation
costs of primary PSAPs, or capital expenditures that enhance the 911
system, including costs not authorized under G.S.62A-46(c) and
construction costs.
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(c) PSAP Grant and Statewide 911 Projects Grant Agreement. — A grantPSAP Grant
and Statewide 911 Projects agreement between the 911 Board and a PSAP must include the
purpose of the grant, the time frame for implementing the project or program funded by the
grant, the amount of the grant, and a provision for repaying grant funds if the PSAP fails to
comply with any of the terms of the grant. The amount of the grant may vary among grantees.
If the grant is intended to promote the deployment of enhanced 911 service in a rural area of the
State, the grant agreement must specify how the funds will assist with this goal. The 911 Board
must publish one or more notices each fiscal year advertising the availability of grants from the
PSAP Grant and Statewide 911 Projects Account and detailing the application process,
including the deadline for submitting applications, any required documents specifying costs,
either incurred or anticipated, and evidence demonstrating the need for the grant. Any grant
funds awarded to PSAPs under this section are in addition to any funds reimbursed under
G.S. 62A-46.

(d) Statewide 911 Projects. — The 911 Board may use funds from the PSAP Grant and

Statewide 911 Projects Account and funds from the Next Generation 911 Reserve Fund for a
statewide project if the Board determines the project meets all of the following requirements:

(1) The project is consistent with the 911 plan.
(2)  The project is cost-effective and efficient when compared to the aggregated
costs incurred by primary PSAPs for implementing individual projects.
(3)  The project is an eligible expense under G.S. 62A-46(c).
(4)  The project will have statewide benefit for 911 service.
(e) Next Generation 911 Fund. — The 911 Board may use funds from the Next

Generation 911 Fund to fund the implementation of next generation 911 systems.
Notwithstanding Article 8 of Chapter 143C of the General Statutes, the 911 Board may expend
funds from the Next Generation 911 Fund to provide for a single data network to serve PSAPS.
The 911 Board may provide funds directly to PSAPs to implement next generation 911
systems. By October 1 of each year, the 911 Board must report to the Joint Leqislative
Commission on Governmental Operations on the expenditures from the Next Generation 911
Fund for the prior fiscal year and on the planned expenditures from the Fund for the current
fiscal year."

SECTION 2. G.S. 62A-42(a)(4) reads as rewritten:

"(4) To establish cooperative purchasing agreements or other contracts for the
procurement of goods and services, to establish policies and procedures to
fund advisory services and training for PSAPs, to set operating standards for
PSAPs and back-up PSAPs, and to provide funds in accordance with these
policies, procedures, and standards."

SECTION 3. G.S. 62A-53 reads as rewritten:

"§ 62A-53. Limitation of liability.

(a) Except in cases of wanton or willful misconduct, a weiee-communications service
prewviderprovider, and a 911 system provider or next generation 911 system provider, and #s
their employees, directors, officers, vendors, and agents are not liable for any damages in a
civil action resulting from death or injury to any person or from damage to property incurred by
any person in connection with developing, adopting, implementing, maintaining, or operating
the 911 system or in complying with emergency-related information requests from State or
local government officials. This section does not apply to actions arising out of the operation or
ownership of a motor vehicle._The acts and omissions described in this section include, but are
not limited to, the following:

(1) The release of subscriber information related to emergency calls or
emergency Services.

(2)  The use or provision of 911 service, E911 service, or next generation 911
service.

(3)  Other matters related to 911 service, E911 service, or next generation 911
service.

(b) In any civil action by a user of 911 services or next generation 911 services arising
from an act or an omission by a PSAP, and the officers, directors, employees, vendors, agents,
and authorizing government entity of the PSAP, in the performance of any lawful and
prescribed actions pertaining to their assigned job duties as a 911 or public safety
telecommunicator or dispatcher at a PSAP or at any public safety agency to which 911 calls are
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transferred from a primary PSAP for dispatch of appropriate public safety agencies, the

plaintiff's burden of proof shall be by clear and convincing evidence."

SECTION 4.(a) G.S. 62A-40 reads as rewritten:
"8 62A-40. Definitions.
The following definitions apply in this Article.

(4)

(62)

911 system. — An emergency telephene-communications system using any
available technology that does all of the following:

a. Enables the user of a weiece—communications service connection to
reach a PSAP by dialing the digits 911.
b. Provides enhanced 911 service.

Communications service. — Any of the following:

(6b)

a. The transmission, conveyance, or _routing of real-time
communications to a point or between or among points by or through
any electronic, radio, satellite, cable, optical, microwave, wireline,
wireless, Internet protocol, or other medium or method, regardless of
the protocol used.

The ability to receive and terminate voice calls, messages, videos,
data, or other forms of communication to, from, and between the
public switched telephone network, wireless networks, IP-enabled
networks, or any other communications network.

C. Interconnected VolP service.

Communications _service connection. — Each telephone number or trunk

=

(6¢)

assigned to a residential or commercial subscriber by a communications
service provider, without regard to technology deployed.
Communications service provider. — An entity that provides communications

(17)

(20)
(21)

service to a subscriber.

Proprietary information. — Subscriber lists, technology descriptions,
technical information, or trade secrets that are developed, produced, or
received internally by a veiee-communications service provider or by a veice
communications service provider's employees, directors, officers, or agents.

Subscriber. — A person who purchases a weice-communications service and

is able to receive it or use it periodically over time.

Voice communications service. — Any of the following:

a. The transmission, conveyance, or routing of real-time, two-way
voice communications to a point or between or among points by or
through any electronic, radio, satellite, cable, optical, microwave,
wireline, wireless, or other medium or method, regardless of the
protocol used.

b. The ability to receive and terminate voice calls to and from the public
switched telephone network.
c. Interconnected VolP service.

SECTION 4.(b) G.S. 62A-42(a)(8) reads as rewritten:

"(8)

To undertake its duties in a manner that is competitively and technologically
neutral as to all veiee-communications service providers.”

SECTION 4.(c) G.S. 62A-43 reads as rewritten:
"8 62A-43. Service charge for 911 service.
@ Charge Imposed. — A monthly 911 service charge is imposed on each active veice
communications service connection that is—capable—ef—-accessingprovides access to the 911
system-system through a voice communications service. The service charge for service other
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than prepaid wireless telecommunications service is seventy cents (70¢) or a lower amount set
by the 911 Board under subsection (d) of this section. The service charge is payable by the
subscriber to the veice-communications-service-provider-provider of the voice communications
service. The provider may list the service charge separately from other charges on the bill.
Partial payments made by a subscriber are applied first to the amount the subscriber owes the
provider for the voice communications service.

(c) Remittance to 911 Board. — A weiee-communications service provider must remit
the service charges collected by it under subsection (a) of this section to the 911 Board. The
provider must remit the collected service charges by the end of the calendar month following
the month the provider received the charges from its subscribers. A provider may deduct and
retain from the service charges it receives from its subscribers and remits to the 911 Board an
administrative allowance equal to the greater of one percent (1%) of the amount of service
charges remitted or fifty dollars ($50.00) a month.

(d)  Adjustment of Charge. — The 911 Board must monitor the revenues generated by the
service charges imposed by this section. If the 911 Board determines that the rates produce
revenue that exceeds or is less than the amount needed, the 911 Board may adjust the rates. The
rates must ensure full cost recovery for weice—communications service providers and for
primary PSAPs over a reasonable period of time. The 911 Board must set the service charge for
prepaid wireless telecommunications service at the same rate as the monthly service charge for
nonprepaid service. A change in the rate becomes effective only on July 1. The 911 Board must
notify providers of a change in the rates at least 90 days before the change becomes effective.
The 911 Board must notify the Department of Revenue of a change in the rate for prepaid
wireless telecommunications service at least 90 days before the change becomes effective. The
Department of Revenue must provide notice of a change in the rate for prepaid wireless
telecommunications service at least 45 days before the change becomes effective only on the
Department's Web site.

(e) Collection. — A-veiece communications service provider has no obligation to take
any legal action to enforce the collection of the service charge billed to a subscriber. The 911
Board may initiate a collection action, and reasonable costs and attorneys' fees associated with
that collection action may be assessed against the subscriber. At the request of the 911 Board,
but no more than annually, a wetee-communications service provider must report to the 911
Board the amount of the provider's uncollected service charges. The 911 Board may request, to
the extent permitted by federal privacy laws, the name, address, and telephone number of a
subscriber who refuses to pay the 911 service charge.

SECTION 4.(d) G.S. 62A-44(b)(2) reads as rewritten:

"(2) A percentage of the funds remitted by CMRS providers, all funds remitted
by the Department of Revenue from prepaid wireless telecommunications
service, and all funds remitted by all other weiee-communications service
providers are allocated for monthly distributions to primary PSAPs pursuant
to G.S. 62A-46 and grants to PSAPs pursuant to G.S. 62A-47."

SECTION 4.(e) G.S. 62A-46(c)(3) reads as rewritten:

"(3) Charges associated with the service supplier's 911 service and other service
supplier recurring charges. The PSAP providing 911 service is responsible to
the weiee-communications service provider for all 911 installation, service,
equipment, operation, and maintenance charges owed to the wveice
communications service provider. A PSAP may contract with a veiece
communications service provider on terms agreed to by the PSAP and the
provider.”

SECTION 4.(f) G.S. 62A-48 reads as rewritten:

"§ 62A-48. Recovery of unauthorized use of funds.

The 911 Board must give written notice of violation to any veiee-communications
service provider or PSAP found by the 911 Board to be using monies from the 911 Fund for
purposes not authorized by this Article. Upon receipt of notice, the veice-communications
service provider or PSAP must cease making any unauthorized expenditures. The weice
communications service provider or PSAP may petition the 911 Board for a hearing on the
question of whether the expenditures were unauthorized, and the 911 Board must grant the
request within a reasonable period of time. If, after the hearing, the 911 Board concludes the
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expenditures were in fact unauthorized, the 911 Board may require the weiee-communications
service provider or PSAP to refund the monies improperly spent within 90 days. Money
received under this section must be credited to the 911 Fund. If a weiee-communications service
provider or PSAP does not cease making unauthorized expenditures or refuses to refund
improperly spent money, the 911 Board must suspend funding to the provider or PSAP until
corrective action is taken."

SECTION 4.(g) G.S. 62A-51 reads as rewritten:

"8 62A-51. Subscriber records.

Each CMRS provider must provide its 10,000 number groups to a PSAP upon request. This
information remains the property of the disclosing CMRS provider and must be used only in
providing emergency response services to 911 calls. CMRS weice-communications service
provider connection information obtained by PSAP personnel for public safety purposes is not
public information under Chapter 132 of the General Statutes. No person may disclose or use,
for any purpose other than the 911 system, information contained in the database of the
telephone network portion of a 911 system."

SECTION 4.(h) G.S. 62A-52 reads as rewritten:

"§ 62A-52. Proprietary information.

All proprietary information submitted to the 911 Board or the State Auditor is confidential.
Proprietary information submitted pursuant to this Article is not subject to disclosure under
Chapter 132 of the General Statutes, and it may not be released to any person other than to the
submitting SMRS—veice—communications service provider, the 911 Board, and the State
Auditor without the express permission of the submitting EMRS-veiee-communications service
provider. Proprietary information is considered a trade secret under the Trade Secrets
Protection Act, Article 24 of Chapter 66 of the General Statutes. General information collected
by the 911 Board or the State Auditor may be released or published only in aggregate amounts
that do not identify or allow identification of numbers of subscribers or revenues attributable to
an individual EMRS-veiee-communications service provider."”

SECTION 5.(a) If House Bill 117, 2015 Regular Session of the General Assembly
is enacted, G.S. 105-164.13(65), as enacted by Section 6(b) of House Bill 117, 2015 Regular
Session of the General Assembly, reads as rewritten:

"(65) The sale-sale, lease, or rental of an engine provided-with-an-operator-to a
professional motorsports racing team or a related member of a team for use
in competition in a sanctioned race series. For purposes of this subdivision,
the term "sale" includes gross receipts derived from an agreement to provide
an engine to a professional motorsports racing team or related member of a
team for use in competition in a sanctioned race series, where such
agreement does not meet the definition of a "service contract” as defined in
G.S. 105-164.3 but may meet the definition of the term "lease or rental” as
defined in G.S. 105-164.3. This subdivision expires January 1, 2020."

SECTION 5.(b) G.S. 105-164.13 is amended by adding a new subdivision to read:

"(65a) An engine or a part to build or rebuild an engine for the purpose of providing
an engine under an agreement to a professional motorsports racing team or a
related member of a team for use in competition in a sanctioned race series.
This subdivision expires January 1, 2020."
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SECTION 6. Sections 1 through 4 of this act become effective January 1, 2016.
The remainder of this act is effective when it becomes law.
In the General Assembly read three times and ratified this the 28" day of

September, 2015.

s/ Daniel J. Forest
President of the Senate

s/ Paul Stam
Presiding Officer of the House of Representatives

s/ Pat McCrory
Governor

Approved 4:00 p.m. this 30" day of September, 2015
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Executive Director Report Richard Taylor
c) Update On City of Rocky Mount Police
Dept. Grant Appeal



Taylor, Richard

From: Bone, Tina G

Sent: Thursday, October 08, 2015 4:24 PM
To: Taylor, Richard

Subject: Fwd: Copy of an approved backup plan
FYI

Thanks

Tina Bone

Begin forwarded message:

From: Linda Jones <linda.jones@rockymountnc.gov>
Date: October 8, 2015 at 3:49:10 PM EDT

To: "Bone, Tina G" <tina.bone@nc.gov>

Subject: Re: Copy of an approved backup plan

I am so grateful for you and Richard paying us a visit. |, for one, am a lot more clear on what
you are needing from us. Bruce showed up about 10 minutes after you left, and after briefing
him it was clear he was operrating under the wrong premise too. He will be contacting you and
is looking forward to meeting with you soon.

Linda K Jones

Support Services Division Manager
Rocky Mount Police Department
PH: (252) 972-1453

FX: (252) 972-1452

cL: (252) 343-3190

On Thu, Oct 8, 2015 at 3:29 PM, Bone, Tina G <tina.bone@nc.gov> wrote:

Hey folks,

I have attached a several documents. An approved backup plan that I was telling you
about...Person County. The other documents explain what needs to be in a backup plan. If you
have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Thanks,

Tina Bone



Executive Director Report Richard Taylor
d) Request from Anson County for Grant
Extension
(vote required)



Anson County Finance Department Tiffany E. Randall, CPA

Finance Officer

101 S. Greene Street, Suite 238 704-994-3203
Wadesboro, NC 28170 704-994-3238 (fax)

trandall@co.anson.nc.us

June 30, 2015

Mr. Richard Taylor
North Carolina 911 Board

Mr. Taylor,

Anson County would like to request an extension of the term period for the NC 911 Board Grant
received. The original period of the grant was for August 23, 2013 - June 30, 2015 and we
would like to request an additional 4 months (moving the period end date to October 31, 2015).

A portion of the amount awarded is to be spent for the construction of a tower; this is all that
remains in completing the project. The original project included plans for a tower of a specific
height, however, the County was later approached by NCDPS requesting an increase in the tower
height. With this increase, NCDPS indicated they would also participate in and contribute to the
project in order for the tower to accommodate viper hardware. Obtaining re-engineered specs
for a tower of the requested height took time. Subsequently, NCDPS moved on with other plans.

In light of these events, the County now plans to return to the originally planned tower height —
the height necessary to accommodate the needs of Anson County Communications. A minimal
amount of additional funds may be needed to complete the originally planned tower.
Completing this tower would be the first component in the County’s plan to evolve to a P25
Solution.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,

Tiffany E. Randall

Finance Officer
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Taylor, Richard

From: Tiffany Randall <TRandall@co.anson.nc.us>
Sent: Friday, October 09, 2015 8:37 AM

To: Taylor, Richard

Cc: Tapler, Marsha

Subject: RE: Grant Extension Request

Mr. Taylor,

We did put things on hold while waiting on the extension approval. In light of this, extending the deadline to January 31,
2016 would give us sufficient time to finish this project and allows for any possible scheduling conflicts that may come
up. Instead of constructing a new tower, we intend to add to the top of our water tank and move our antenna to that
location. We will also replace our generator, some radio equipment, and install remote ears in both Lilesville and
Burnsville.

We anticipate that we should be able to complete this project using the remaining grant funds of $151,566. If you need
any additional information, please let me know.

Tiffany E. Randall, CPA
Finance Officer

County of Anson

Phone 704.994.3203
Fax 704.994.3238
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Staff Recommendation Is to Approve
The Grant Extension Request



Executive Director Report Richard Taylor
e) Request from Rockingham County for
Grant Extension
(vote required)



Taylor, Richard

From: Micky Silvers <micky_silvers@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, October 05, 2015 9:44 PM

To: Taylor, Richard

Cc: Johnny Bowles; David Whicker; Bob Shaver; Reece Pyrtle; Sam Page; Chief Robert
Hassell; Chief 180 Tim McMillion; David French; Rodney Stewart

Subject: Fw: Request for Grant Extension -- Information requested this morning

Good Evening Richard,

| am forwarding you the below information that you requested this morning when we talked, so you
can have it to meet with your legal council about our Board's request for an additional extension. |
also gave a hard copy to Marsha this morning. Our 911 Board has discussed this in the past as well
as at our last meeting this past Thursday, Oct. 1. The listing was compiled by David Whicker,
County IT, and Bob Shaver, County Attorney. | know you were very busy this morning and | did not
want to keep you on the phone as you were traveling.

In addition, when | returned to Rockingham County this afternoon, | went by Emergency Services and
talked to Johnny Bowles, County Director of Emergency Services.

The following were provided to me my Johnny. These have also been discussed by our Board, in
addition to David's and Bob's compilation:

« Originally, we were going to co-locate on Viper towers. These Viper locations were going to be
in our original RFP a while back. We were told by NCSHP that we would have to reinforce all
of the towers we were going to locate on. This would have been 3 Viper towers. When
Verizon was looking at this, their estimate to add an antenna to each of the 3 towers and to
reinforce these towers was $100,000/per -- $300,000 total. This was very costly and too
expensive for us to undertake, so this prevented us from doing our RFP then.

e Also, due to having to find other suitable locations to put up these 3 antennas, we are still in
the process of obtaining permission to co-locate.

« Until we get these potential antenna locations identified, and a 2nd propagation study
completed, we cannot adequately do our RFP.

Believe me, Rockingham County has been adamantly working toward completing our needs during
this current grant extension period. But with being handed both the above listed and below listed
setbacks, this has given us very unexpected challenges.

Even before contacting you about this additional extension to June 2016, our 911 Board saw the
need to go to 2 meetings per month instead of one meeting in order to expedite all needs
possible. Other than myself, all our Board members have full time jobs, so an additional monthly
meeting is very taxing for them, but they all saw this need and agreed to do this.

Again, Johnny and | talked this afternoon and discussed the following scenario -- this is just a
scenario.:

o If all 3 antenna locations can be nailed down and we complete our RFP in less than 2 weeks
e And our 911 Board agrees to submit this RFP for bids at our next meeting -- Thursday, Oct. 15
e And bids are received by a 2-week deadline -- say, Friday, Oct. 30
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e And the bid awarded at 2:00 PM, on that Friday, Oct. 30
« Johnny realistically feels that, with no major hick-ups (i.e.: weather, contractor, etc.), that it
would be February before this could be completed.

Again, that is with no hick-ups and everything falling into place in less than 2 weeks for our RFP.

This is the reason we wanted to contact you and the State 911 Board before we get too close to the
end of the year. We feel this additional grant extension request is a definite need.

Rockingham County has some definite real needs and we need these resources to accomplish
satisfying these.

Also, | received emails from 2 more of our County's Board members voting to support this extension,
in addition to the 4 members | gave Marsha this morning.

Thanking, in advance, you, your Board, and your legal council for understanding.
Safe Travels.

My Best,

Micky Silvers

Chair

Rockingham County Emergency Communication Governance Board

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: David Whicker <dwhicker@co.rockingham.nc.us>

To: Micky Silvers <micky_silvers@yahoo.com>

Cc: Reece Pyrtle <rpyrtle@edennc.us>; Sheriff Sam Page <spage@-co.rockingham.nc.us>; Johnny Bowles
<jbowles@co.rockingham.nc.us>; "Robert Hassell, Chief" <rhassell@ci.reidsville.nc.us>; Bob Shaver
<rshaver@co.rockingham.nc.us>; "Tim McMillion (tim@bmacelectric.com)" <tim@bmacelectric.com>; David French
<djfrench45@bellsouth.net>; Rodney Stewart <rstewart@co.rockingham.nc.us>

Sent: Friday, October 2, 2015 10:41 AM

Subject: Request for Grant Extension

Chairman, Vice-Chairman, and Members of the Board:

Bob Shaver and | spoke this morning regarding the meeting yesterday afternoon particularly the
several challenges we face to accomplish the RFP and installation process of the paging system. The
message clear to me yesterday from most seemed to be one of concern for timing and feasibility to
accomplish this.

The primary list of concerns are summarized as follows:

1. Solving the paging coverage regarding fire dispatch
o Location commitment/agreements
o REFP process (a well written and thorough document)
o Various approvals (towers, location, RFP vendor, and cost of connectivity responsibility)
o Finalized and thoroughly tested installation solution
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2. Remaining Building Tasks
o Although maybe only 5 to 10 outstanding items, a few new things cropped up that need
to be addressed
3. Information Technology Tasks
o There are several items, both small and large, that require detailed attention and in
some cases policy/procedure/MOU's
o Resource constraints at all levels
o Closeout items to be finalized from GovConnection IT contractors regarding data-center
components
4. Use of any remaining funds
o This is somewhat of an unknown but we have a rough figure of what we might have
remaining
o We have not formally requested from all members a list of potential needs/uses at which
point we would need to prioritize and vote

All this being said, we are in October and we still have to account for holidays, vacations, and other
scheduling conflicts. There is no rule to my knowledge that prohibits us from requesting another
extension and given the circumstances it appears to be the best path forward.

Micky, | believe you mentioned you would be visiting Richard Taylor perhaps. As the Chair, the formal
request for extension of course would come from you so | believe if others agree, it would be prudent
to request a final extension of the grant project until June 2016.

Please feel free to provide any comments or concerns. | believe | have captured the correct email
addresses for each board member and included in the CC.

Regards,

David L. Whicker, CGCIO

Chief Information Officer
Rockingham County, NC

Phone (Single Reach): 336.342.8359
Helpdesk Line: 336.394.9999
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Taylor, Richard

From: Micky Silvers <micky_silvers@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 06, 2015 7:12 AM

To: Taylor, Richard

Subject: Rockingham's main need -- Repeater issues for Fire Departments

Good Morning Richard,
| forgot to mention in my e-mails from last evening, but you may have already been aware.

Rockingham County's main issues, for the remaniing grant funding, are for repeaters where some of
our fire departments are not getting pager signals for fires.

This safety concern is out #1 priority.
Thanks and have a good day.

Take care,
Micky
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Information S

he total calls were delivered over wireless, 7% were Voice over IP (VolP) and
e from landline.

The State is comprised of 880 9-1-1 answering positions in the State, about one for
every 11,300 persons.

The present answering equipment is fairly current and up-to-date with legacy 9-1-1
practice.

Disparate 9-1-1 equipment, networks and processes at the county level can
discourage sharing of systems and resources.

The radio systems in the State consist of disparate networks (different frequency
bands and different non-compatible technologies), making interoperability on the
dispatch side of 9-1-1 (calls forwarded) challenging, and most PSAPs cannot dispatch
other PSAPs first responders.

A more effective and efficient method for allowing PSAPs to back each other r up in an
emergency is imperative.
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ESInet
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calable
Diversity

Redundancy

Legacy integration

The network architecture is expected to maximize cost
efficiency and increase sharing of resources

— Collaborative procurement and purchasing decisions
— Data centers




NG9-1-1 funct

Viedia Anchoring
— Message Session Relay Protocol for text
RFC 4975 and NENA std for i3 text
— 10 Gbps backbone (initially)

— Routing protocol specific — OSPF interior, BGP
exterior

— Network and Hardware diversity if possible
— Integration with Legacy PSTN

— Evergreen solution

— Service Management approach




Hosted call h

ESInet
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CPE (hosted c&

lizing NG9-1-1 functional elements
— SIP based call delivery
— May allow hosted / shared call recording solutions




- Primary focus to determine location and route the
call to the correct PSAP.

— Dispatch
 Primary focus to allow for the dispatch of service
during a 9-1-1 call.

— Workflow
* Updates, maintenance, QA QC procedures




Network Mo
_Center (NMA

rease the technical support and service management
ability for all PSAPs

Includes — Routing, Security, Legacy interfaces,
Monitoring, Maintenance Troubles, Disaster Recovery,
PSAP assistance

Would contain a Network Operations Center function

and Security Operations Center function

— Service Management

— Help Desk

— Problem, Trouble, and Incident management and reporting

— SLA adherence




haring CAD among PSAP’s
— Most CAD systems are customized




Radio Interop

adio to Radio communication in the field (mobile to
mobile — first responder to first responder)

— PSAP to Radio in the field (dispatch)
— Radio to Radio is being focused upon by SIEC

— PSAP to Radio in the field is the emphasis for the NC
911 board

— Abillity to allow PSAP’s (using NG9-1-1 network) to
transfer calls to another PSAP and continue radio
communication to first responders




Cost Analysis

NC NG9-1-1 Cost marix

Current Plans Current Costs Future Costs Considerations
ESInet Trunks ESInet Connections
GIS Equipment CPE Distances
CPE CAD CAD Capacity
NOC Recording Recording NG capable
* CAD Backup centers Radio Hosting
* Radio Admin Lines GIS Replacement cost
ECaTs Text
ECaTls
Service Management
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Phase |

Phase ll

Roadmap (draft

Esinet specifications

Hosted Call Handling specification

GIS specification

Network Monitoring and Assistance Center specification
Contract Negotiation ESInet, Hosted call handling, GIS
Contract Negotiation NMAC

2016 2017
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec

ESInet implementation

Hosted call handling implementation

GIS implementation

Network Monitoring and Assistance Center implementation
Radio interoperability specifcation

CAD interoperability specification
ESInet / Hosted call handling / GIS test and acceptance
ESInet / Hosted call handling / GIS system soak




nput and uses this information to route an emergency call toward
the appropriate PSAP for the caller’s location

— Location Validation Function (LVF)
Function that ensures that civic address can be used to determine

a route to a PSAP

— Location Information Server (LIS)

A Location Information Server (LIS) is a functional entity that
provides locations of endpoints. A LIS can provide Location-by-

Reference, or Location-by-Value, and, if the latter, in geo or civic
forms

— Location to Service Translation (LoST)

Used generally for location-based call routing. In NG9-1-1, used as
the protocol for the ECRF and LVF
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Terms to kno

Border Control Function
Provides a secure entry into the ESInet for emergency calls presented
to the network including firewall, security and validation tools

Policy Based Routing Function (PRF)

Applies various PSAP state elements to determine precise routing
addresses based on policy information associated with the destination
PSAP




Gateways

aly C \ J = Ch 9

- Legacy Network Gateway (LNG)
- Secure gateway between the Legacy PSTN network and the and NG9-
1-1 Core services a




Update On Rules Compliance Process
Laura Sykora



Proposed Steps for Verification Process of Rules Compliance

1) Develop the process for PSAP Compliance Review
2) Final Rules Approved

3) Develop Survey Checklist Based on Final Approved Rules
a. Write a commentary for each rule that will be reviewed
. Solicit comments from non-committee members
Provide for PSAP Self-Assessment Checklist
Develop A Pre-Survey Checklist (for electronic submissions)
“No” answers require justification

© oo o

4) Qualifications for Reviewers
5) Train Reviewers
a. Set “Test” Review Date(s) or Time Period
b. Target test dates 3/1/16 -7/1/17
c. Use Carteret, Burke as Test PSAPs
d. Review the Reviewer’s PSAPs
6) Electronic reviewers (separate from on-site reviewers)
7) Establish Training Sessions for Rules / 2 per region

8) On-Site is more visual check, Electronic review before on-site visit

9) Compliance surveys to Begin July 2017



Proposed Meeting Dates for 2016
Richard Taylor
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North Carolina 911 Board Proposed Board
Meeting Dates For the Year 2016

January 29 Raleigh &

February 26 Raleigh

March 18 Kinston

April 22 Raleigh

May 20 Raleigh

June 24 Raleigh

July 29 William

August 26 Ralelg{ )

September 30 Ielgh N

October J C&t’ro (Thursday)

&bson (Work Session)

D ber

December 2 Dobson
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Update on Proposed Rules  Richard Bradford



Discussion On December 3, 2015 Work Session
Richard Taylor



Other Items

Adjourn

Next 911 Board Work Session & Board Meeting

December 3-4, 2015
Multi-Purpose Room
North Carolina Zoo
4401 Zoo Parkway
Asheboro, NC 27205




NG911 - GIS Committee
Tuesday, November 10, 2015
2:30 pm

Pinehurst Room

3514A Bush Street

Raleigh, NC

PSAP Managers Annual Meeting
Thursday/Friday, November 19-20, 2015
Raleigh Convention Center

Raleigh, NC
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