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In Mississippi, each county’s board of supervisors has the authority to create an 
emergency communications district (ECD). ECDs receive funding through service charges 
on commercial mobile radio services, prepaid wireless telecommunication services, 
Voice over Internet Protocol subscriber accounts, and residential and commercial 
telephone subscriber lines. Once 911 service charges are assessed, they are distributed 
to counties or ECDs based on requirements in Mississippi law and on the type of 
telecommunication service.  

Expenditure of emergency communications funds must relate to emergency 
communications and must comply with the purposes stated in MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-
301 (1972).  However, PEER believes that the statute does not provide sufficient 
direction to the counties and emergency communications districts for determining 
whether expenditures are acceptable. Further, no provision specifically requires periodic 
auditing of emergency communications districts. 

Also, state law does not define how counties should account for emergency 
communications revenues or detail how each county should organize daily operations of 
its ECD. Each county PEER selected for review had developed its own framework to 
provide accountability for its emergency communications expenditures.  In its review of 
seven counties’ reported financial detail, PEER noted that, in PEER’s opinion, this 
information reflected reasonable use of emergency communications funds when 
compared to the purposes outlined in law, with a few specific exceptions. 

In all of the counties selected for review, PEER noted operational deficits when the 
total cost of emergency communications is considered. Total cost factors in both the 
revenues and expenditures from an ECD’s operation and additional county and 
municipal support for emergency communications.  In all cases for the reviewed 
counties, additional costs of the ECDs were passed on to the counties and 
municipalities, which are prohibited from levying taxes or other fees to raise funds 
specifically for the costs incurred to provide emergency communications services. 
However, counties and ECDs should increase efficiency and accountability, using 
opportunities such as those PEER proposes, prior to the Legislature considering any 
options to generate additional funding for emergency communications services. 
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A Review of the Funding and Expenditures of 
Emergency Communications Districts of 
Selected Mississippi Counties 
 
Executive Summary 

 

Introduction 

In response to a legislative inquiry, the PEER Committee 
reviewed the funding and expenditures of emergency 
communications districts of selected counties in 
Mississippi. 

PEER selected nine counties as case studies for a review of 
emergency communications district expenditures from 
Fiscal Year 2011 through Fiscal Year 2013:  DeSoto, 
Franklin, Jackson, Jasper, Kemper, Madison, Newton, 
Panola, and Warren.∗  PEER chose counties based on two 
selection criteria: 

 phase capability (see footnote on page viii of this 
executive summary)--PEER selected counties for review 
in an effort to approximate most closely the existing 
distribution of county phase capability in the state; 
and, 

 population size and geographic location--counties 
selected represented the north, south, east, west, and 
central areas of the state.  

 

Background 

What is the purpose of the 911 system in Mississippi? 

The Legislature facilitated implementation of the 911 
system in Mississippi per MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-301 
(1972) with the purposes that 911 services are intended to 
help save lives and property, bring about quicker 
apprehension of criminals, and ultimately, reduce costs.   

 

What are the types of 911 systems? 

There are two primary types of 911 systems: Basic 911 and 
Enhanced 911. These systems are distinguished by both 
the technology infrastructure in place and the level of 

                                         
∗Due to time constraints of the project, PEER was unable to incorporate the statements received 
from Warren County and Franklin County into the financial analysis. 
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information obtained by the public safety answering point 
(PSAP) when a 911 call is received.  In a Basic 911 system, 
the caller dials 911 and the dispatcher receives no 
information until callers give their identity, the number 
from which they are calling, and the location where 
emergency services are needed. In an Enhanced 911 (E911) 
system, the E911 call-taker receives the callback number, 
location information, and who are the appropriate 
emergency responders for that location through the 
supporting technology.  

 

What are the federal and state requirements for implementation of 
E911?  

Neither the Federal Communications Commission nor the 
Mississippi Legislature has placed any timeline 
requirements on public safety answering points (or 
emergency communications districts) to upgrade to Phase 
1 or Phase 2 E911 capability.<  

 

What is the status of 911 systems in the state, by emergency 
communications district? 

Currently sixty-three counties (77%) in Mississippi are 
Phase 2 capable.  Thirteen counties (16%) are Phase 1 
capable and six counties (7%) are Phase 0 capable. While 
the ideal goal would be that all eighty-two counties are 
Phase 2 capable, neither the Federal Communications 
Commission nor the Legislature has placed any time 
requirements for upgrading to this capability. 

 

The 911 Delivery System in Mississippi and Current Funding 

Who are the participants in the state’s 911 delivery system and what 
are their roles?  

Key participants in the state’s 911 system are the Federal 
Communications Commission, the Commercial Mobile 
Radio Service Board, the Board of Emergency 
Telecommunications Standards and Training, the counties, 
the emergency communications districts, the public safety 
answering points, the service suppliers, and the consumers 
(see Exhibit 1, page 12, of the report). 

                                         
< Phase capability refers to a public safety answering point’s ability to capture data at the time a 
call is received. A Phase 0 PSAP can receive voice calls only, with no data associated with the call. 
A Phase 1 PSAP can see data associated with a voice call, such as the caller’s phone number. A 
Phase 2 PSAP can receive both the data associated with a voice call and the coordinates of the 911 
caller’s actual location.  
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While the Legislature established a funding mechanism for 
the implementation of 911 services through MISS. CODE 
ANN. § 19-5-301 (1972), it did not specify any standards or 
recommendations for implementation at the county level, 
aside from minimum training standards for 911 
dispatchers. Each county’s board of supervisors has the 
authority to create an emergency communications district 
(ECD). Furthermore, this emergency communications 
district has the discretion to structure the emergency 
dispatching operations as it deems necessary, including 
the determination of the number of PSAPs to establish and 
operate within the district. Thus local 911 service is 
delivered through a variety of mechanisms.  

 

What are the primary sources of funding for the 911 system? 

Emergency communications districts receive funding 
through service charges collected on commercial mobile 
radio services, prepaid wireless telecommunication 
services, Voice over Internet Protocol subscriber accounts, 
and residential and commercial telephone subscriber lines 
to implement the 911 system.  Counties and municipalities 
may also contribute direct or indirect support for the 
financial operations of the emergency communications 
districts and PSAPs, including paying salaries and benefits 
for dispatchers to answer 911 calls and dispatch the 
necessary emergency response. 

 

How are the assessed 911 service charges distributed based on the 
type of telecommunication service? 

Once the 911 service charges are assessed, they are 
distributed to the counties or the emergency 
communications districts based on specific requirements 
in Mississippi law and on the type of telecommunication 
service. Ultimately, the county board of supervisors and/or 
the emergency communications districts have discretion 
on how 911 funding is spent in regard to local operations. 

 

Case Studies of Emergency Communications Districts’ Expenditures  

What are acceptable expenditures for emergency communications 
funds? 

Expenditure of emergency communications funds must 
relate to emergency communications and must comply 
with the purposes stated in MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-301 
(1972).  However, PEER believes that the statute does not 
provide sufficient direction to the counties and emergency 
communications districts for determining whether 
expenditures are acceptable.  The Attorney General has 
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issued several opinions to clarify requirements of the 
statute.   

 

How are the emergency communications districts in the selected 
counties spending their funds?  

From fiscal years 2011 through 2013, the selected 
counties’ emergency communications districts spent an 
average of 96% of total expenditures on the following four 
categories: Salaries and Benefits; Capital Expenditures; 
Rent and Utilities; and Repairs, Maintenance and Materials. 

 

What accountability systems are in place for emergency 
communications expenditures? 

State law does not define how counties should account for 
emergency communications revenues or detail how each 
county should organize the daily operations of its 
emergency communications district. Each county PEER 
selected for review had developed its own framework to 
provide accountability for its emergency communications 
expenditures. 

 

Did the selected emergency communications districts’ expenditures 
comply with the purposes outlined in state law? 

In its review of seven◊ of the selected counties’ reported 
financial detail, PEER noted that, in PEER’s opinion, most 
counties’ financial detail reflected reasonable use of 
emergency communications funds when compared to the 
purposes outlined in MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-301 (1972). 
However, PEER did find some expenditures made by the 
Madison County Emergency Communications District in FY 
2011 ($54,594) and FY 2012 ($43,924) that, in PEER’s 
opinion, did not conform to the purposes outlined in law. 

 

What factors could contribute to potentially noncompliant 
expenditures of emergency communications funds? 

While several sections of the MISSISSIPPI CODE set out the 
legislative purpose for E911 and 911 services, no 
provisions set out clear guidelines for ECDs to follow when 
determining the ends to which they may direct their 911 
funds.  Further, no provision specifically requires the 
periodic auditing of emergency communications districts, 
thereby making it unlikely that any actions would be taken 
against districts for misspent funds.  

                                         
◊Due to time constraints of the project, PEER was unable to incorporate the statements received 
from Warren County and Franklin County into the financial analysis. 
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Is the current level of emergency communications funding adequate 
to provide for the selected counties’ emergency communications 
operations? 

In all of the counties selected for review, PEER noted 
operational deficits when the total cost of emergency 
communications is considered. Total cost factors in both 
the revenues and expenditures from an emergency 
communications district’s operation and additional county 
and municipal support for emergency communications.  In 
all cases for the reviewed counties, additional costs of the 
emergency communications district were passed on to the 
counties and municipalities, which are prohibited from 
levying taxes or other fees to raise funds specifically for 
the costs incurred to provide emergency communications 
services. 

 

Are there potential future costs that could be incurred by the 
emergency communications districts? 

With the advancements in technology, many 
communication devices can now transmit new forms of 
data to 911 call centers that could potentially introduce 
fundamental changes to the way the current 911 system 
could be operated and funded. This enhanced technology 
capability is referred to as Next Generation 911 (NG911). 
Regarding the potential future costs of NG911, the Blue 
Ribbon Panel on 911 Fundingϒ determined that while there 
are many different mechanisms currently in place to fund 
911, there does not currently exist any accurate and 
sufficiently detailed estimate of the funds needed to 
transition to NG911 or to operate a NG911 system. 

 

Options for Improving the Efficiency of Emergency Communications Districts 

What models do surrounding states utilize to operate emergency 
communications districts efficiently? 

PEER reviewed the emergency communications district 
state laws and structures for both Alabama and 
Tennessee. Each state structure operated through a more 
standardized and rigorous approach than the current 
system in Mississippi. In Alabama, general expenditure 
guidelines are established by the state regarding 911 

                                         
ϒThe Blue Ribbon Panel on 911 Funding provides specific expertise in economics and applies that 
expertise to develop models for funding and oversight of 911 systems that could be applied at 
local, and/or state levels of government. The panel includes academic economists, representatives 
of private equity companies, and people with experience with funding large infrastructure 
projects. 
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service delivery operations. In Tennessee, a statewide 911 
system with formal policies and procedures oversees 
emergency communications district operations and 
expenditures. 

 

What are some of the best practice standards for structuring 
emergency communications districts in order to improve efficiency? 

Best practices provide options for improving efficiency, 
where applicable and feasible, by consolidating the 911 
telecommunicator and dispatching operations of each 
county into one centralized PSAP; by consolidating 
emergency communications districts; and, by controlling 
staffing levels by following the National Emergency 
Number Association’s staffing guidelines for a PSAP, based 
on the population the emergency communications district 
serves. 

 

Next Steps and Potential Funding Options 

What legislative action could be taken to improve Mississippi 
emergency communications districts’ efficiency and minimize 
potentially noncompliant expenditures? 

The Legislature could enact legislation that would provide 
specific guidance in regard to how emergency 
communications districts may expend funding, similar to 
the structure of the Alabama 911 system. Furthermore, the 
Legislature could enact legislation that requires the 
periodic audit of 911 funds and expands the authority of 
the CMRS Board to establish a centralized entity to oversee 
aspects of the implementation of the 911 service delivery 
system in Mississippi. 

 

What options could be implemented to generate additional funding 
for emergency communications districts? 

While PEER acknowledges that the need for additional 
funding for emergency communications districts may 
exist, this additional funding should be contingent on 
having an accountability system in place to ensure that 
ECDs are expending existing 911 funds efficiently. 
Additional funding for emergency communications 
districts could be raised from several sources, including 
increasing emergency service charges, redirecting the 
thirty percent reserve in the CMRS Fund for provider 
reimbursement, or allowing counties and local 
governments to charge fees or assessments to help defray 
the cost of providing emergency communications services. 
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Recommendations 

 
1. To control expenditures and improve efficiency, 

emergency communications districts should consider 
the following: 
 
 where applicable, emergency communications 

districts with more than one PSAP operation 
should consider consolidating into one central 
PSAP operation; 
 

 where applicable, emergency communications 
districts should consider consolidating with 
neighboring emergency communications districts 
or entering into interlocal service agreements (e.g., 
a Phase 2 emergency communications district 
providing Phase 2 services for a Phase 0 county in 
return for a fee). 

 
 where applicable, follow the National Emergency 

Number Administration’s PSAP staffing guidelines 
(see Exhibit 7, page 45, of the report).  

 
2. To improve expenditure controls and improve the 

accountability of the 911 service delivery system, the 
Legislature should consider the following: 
 
 Amend MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-307 to provide 

specific statutory guidance in regard to how 
emergency communications districts may expend 
funds.  Mississippi could adopt language similar to 
that in Alabama’s law to govern how emergency 
communications districts may spend 911 service 
charges (see page 40 of report). 
 

 Require emergency communications districts 
operated by a board of supervisors to be included 
in the county audit conducted by the Office of the 
State Auditor (MISS. CODE ANN. § 7-7-211 [3] 
[1972]).  If the emergency communications district 
is established as a separate fund entity with a 
board of commissioners separate from the county 
audit, the emergency communications district 
should contract for an audit. 

 
 Expand the authority of the CMRS Board to 

establish a centralized entity to oversee aspects of 
the implementation of the 911 service delivery 
system in Mississippi. Examples of this expanded 
authority could include the power to recommend 
efficiency standards for ECDs, the power to audit 
an ECD, and the power to establish equipment 
procurement guidelines.  
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3. Contingent on ECDs implementing efficiency 

improvements, and should the Legislature consider 
additional funding for emergency communications 
districts, the Legislature could consider the following 
options to reduce the disparity between revenues and 
expenditures: 
 
 Option One:  Increase the current 911 and E911 

service charges for residential and commercial 
telephone subscriber lines (CODE § 19-5-313), 
Voice over Internet Protocol subscriber accounts 
(CODE § 19-5-313), commercial mobile radio 
services (CODE § 19-5-333), and prepaid wireless 
telecommunication services (CODE § 19-5-343); 
 

 Option Two:  Amend MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-335 
(1972) to redirect the portion of future CMRS 
service charges currently allocated for the 
reimbursement of actual cost incurred by the 
providers.  Such funds could instead be 
reallocated to increase the 70% disbursement of 
CMRS service charges to emergency 
communications districts or to create a fund 
under the management of the Commercial Mobile 
Radio Service Board to provide grants to more 
sparsely populated counties. 

 
 Option Three:  Amend MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-

301 (1972) to permit counties and local 
governments to generate fees for the purpose of 
funding the E911 system. 

 
 

  
For More Information or Clarification, Contact: 

 
PEER Committee 
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Jackson, MS  39215-1204 
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Senator Nancy Collins, Vice Chair 
Tupelo, MS 

 
Senator Kelvin Butler, Secretary 

McComb, MS 
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A Review of the Funding and 
Expenditures of Emergency 
Communications Districts of Selected 
Mississippi Counties 

 

 

Introduction 
 

Authority  

The Committee acted in accordance with MISS. CODE ANN. 
Section 5-3-51 et seq. 

 

Problem Statement 

In response to a legislative inquiry, the PEER Committee 
reviewed the funding and expenditures of emergency 
communications districts of selected counties in 
Mississippi. 

This review was prompted by a legislative request to 
determine whether some emergency communications 
districts might be spending 911 emergency service funds 
in a manner that is not compliant with state law. PEER 
notes an increasing focus at the local level regarding 
whether current funding generated from 911 service 
charges for emergency communications districts is 
adequate.  Also, MISS. CODE ANN. §19-5-301 et seq. (1972), 
which authorizes the collection of service charges for 911, 
is set to repeal on July 1, 2014. 

 

Scope and Purpose 

Based on the request, PEER sought to address the 
following objectives: 

 describe the purpose of the 911 delivery system in 
Mississippi and the status of 911 systems, by 
emergency communications districts; 
 

 describe the system in place for 911 emergency 
service, including identification of key stakeholders, 
their respective roles, and how the emergency 
communications districts are governed; 
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 describe the funding system in place for 911 services 

and identify the process for the flow of revenue after 
the 911 service charge is assessed; 
 

 identify statutory requirements regarding the receipt 
and expenditure of 911 funds by emergency 
communications districts; 
 

 determine whether emergency communications 
districts have an accountability system in place (i. e., 
expenditure controls and oversight measures) to 
assure that 911 service charges are expended in 
compliance with state law; 
 

 identify causes or potential causes for any 
noncompliant expenditures of 911 funding; 
 

 identify major expenditures and determine whether 
the current 911 funding structure is adequate for the 
operations of the counties’ emergency communications 
services as a whole;  
 

 identify efficiency models or best practice standards 
for structuring emergency communications districts; 
and, 
 

 determine whether any legislative action is needed to 
restructure emergency communications districts, 
improve system efficiency for distribution and 
expenditure of 911 funds, or make clarifications to 
reduce confusion over the types of acceptable 911 
expenditures. 

 

Scope Limitations 

PEER notes the following scope limitations for this review: 

 PEER applied a purposive sample for selecting 
emergency communications districts and the data 
analyzed only represents the selected counties. This 
information should not be applied to draw 
conclusions for the other emergency communications 
districts not included within the sample of case 
studies.  (See “Method,” page 3, for additional 
information.) 
 

 PEER only reviewed emergency communications 
districts’ financial statements based on the 
reasonableness of the type of expenditure by 
budgeted category (see discussion on page 30). 
Because the financial information obtained from the 
counties was self-reported, PEER could not provide 
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any assurances on the financial statements provided 
by the emergency communications districts and only 
contacted the districts for clarification on 
expenditures noted by PEER as questionable in nature. 

 

Method 

During the course of this review, PEER: 

 reviewed relevant sections of Title 19, Chapter 5, 
MISSISSIPPI CODE ANNOTATED (1972);  

 reviewed Attorney General’s opinions pertaining to the 
authority of E911 commissions and acceptable uses of 
E911 funds;  

 interviewed Commercial Mobile Radio Service Board 
members; 

 interviewed the Office of the State Auditor’s staff to 
determine to what extent, if any, county audits include 
a review of financial information of emergency 
communications districts; 

 reviewed 911 emergency communications district 
governance in Tennessee and Alabama; and, 

 reviewed the federal role in 911 emergency services, 
led by the Federal Communications Commission and 
the U. S. Department of Transportation. 

In order to sample emergency communications districts 
for a case study review, PEER chose counties based on two 
selection criteria: 

 phase capability (see page 57 for an explanation of an 
emergency communications district’s capability)--PEER 
selected counties for review in an effort to 
approximate most closely the existing distribution of 
county phase capability in the state; and, 

 population size and geographic location--counties 
selected represented the north, south, east, west, and 
central areas of the state.  

The following nine counties were selected as case studies 
for a review of emergency communications district 
expenditures from Fiscal Year 2011 through Fiscal Year 
2013: 

 DeSoto; 
 

 Franklin;  
 

 Jackson;  
 

 Jasper;  
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 Kemper;  
 

 Madison;  
 

 Newton;  
 

 Panola; and, 
 

 Warren.  
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Background 

 

This chapter seeks to address the following objective: 

 Describe the purpose of the 911 delivery system in 
Mississippi and the status of 911 systems, by 
emergency communications districts. 

To address this objective, PEER answered the following 
questions: 

 What is the purpose of the 911 system in Mississippi? 
 

 What are the types of 911 systems? 
	
  

 What are the federal and state requirements for 
implementation of E911?  
 

 What is the status of 911 systems in the state, by 
emergency communications district? 

 

What is the purpose of the 911 system in Mississippi? 

The Legislature facilitated implementation of the 911 system in Mississippi per 
MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-301 (1972) with the purposes that 911 services are 
intended to help save lives and property, bring about quicker apprehension of 
criminals, and ultimately, reduce costs.   

In the 1960s, Congress determined that the public should 
have one uniform nationwide telephone number for 
reporting emergencies involving fire, police, and/or 
ambulance services to speed response and dispatch time 
and the 911 system was launched. 

In order to facilitate the 911 delivery system in 
Mississippi, the Legislature, per MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-
301 (1972), declared the following: 

(1) The Legislature finds and declares it to be 
in the public interest to reduce the time 
required for a citizen to request and receive 
emergency aid, and to raise the level of 
competence of local public safety and 911 
telecommunicators by establishing a 
minimum standard of training and 
certification for personnel involved in the 
answering and dispatching of calls to law 
enforcement, fire and emergency medical 
services. The provision of a single, primary 
three-digit emergency number through 
which emergency services can be quickly 
and efficiently obtained will provide a 
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significant contribution to law enforcement 
and other public service efforts by 
simplifying the notification of public service 
personnel. Such a simplified means of 
procuring emergency services will result in 
the saving of life, a reduction in the 
destruction of property, quicker 
apprehension of criminals and, ultimately, 
the saving of monies. Establishment of a 
uniform emergency number is a matter of 
concern and interest to all citizens of the 
state. 
 
(2) The Legislature also finds and declares it 
to be in the public interest to reduce the time 
required for a citizen to request and receive 
emergency aid, by requiring all owners and 
renters of residences, buildings and 
structures to obtain a 911 address from the 
county. 

These provisions make clear that 911 services are intended 
to help save lives and property, bring about quicker 
apprehension of criminals, and ultimately, reduce costs.  
Presumably these are costs not only of government, but 
those borne by individual citizens and property owners, 
who will be better protected as a result of the development 
of 911 services. 

 

What are the types of 911 systems? 

There are two primary types of 911 systems: Basic 911 and Enhanced 911. These 
systems are distinguished by both the technology infrastructure in place and the 
level of information obtained by the public safety answering point when a 911 call 
is received. 

At the time the 911 system began, most telephones were 
traditional wireline phones—i. e., phones connected 
physically by wire access or cable.  These phone systems 
convey voice and other information through wired 
networks.  Many of the telephones now in use are wireless, 
including cellular telephones.  Cellular phones are 
dependent on a network of radio towers and base stations 
that send and receive radio signals.  In addition, Voice over 
Internet Protocol (VoIP), utilizing broadband technology, is 
being used to access the telephone networks and 911 
bureaus.  Both wireless and wireline networks have built-in 
exchanges that allow users of one system to connect with 
users of the other.  

There are two primary types of 911 systems, basic and 
enhanced, based on the technology infrastructure in place 
and the level of information obtained by the public safety 
answering point (PSAP) when a 911 call is received.  
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Basic 911 

In a Basic 911 system, the caller dials 911 and the dispatcher receives no 
information until callers give their identity, the number from which they are 
calling, and the location where emergency services are needed.  

Basic 911 is defined as a telephone service terminated in 
designated public safety answering points accessible to the 
public by dialing 911.  Basic 911 is further defined as a 
voice-only service that does not display the caller’s 
address or telephone number information.  

In a Basic 911 system, the caller dials 911 and the 
dispatcher receives no information until callers give their 
identity, the number from which they are calling, and the 
location where emergency services are needed.  The 
answering dispatcher may be nearby, such as at the local 
police or sheriff’s office, or hundreds of miles away at an 
emergency operations facility established to serve a variety 
of emergency responders, depending on how the call is 
routed.  

 

Enhanced 911 

In an Enhanced 911 (E911) system, the E911 call-taker receives the callback 
number, location information, and the appropriate emergency responder for 
that location through the supporting technology.  

Enhanced 911 is defined as a telephone exchange 
communication service whereby a public safety answering 
point designated by the county or local emergency 
communications district may receive 911 calls.  Enhanced 
911 includes lines and equipment necessary for the 
answering, transferring, and dispatching of public 
emergency telephone calls originated by persons within 
the serving area who dial 911.  Unlike Basic 911, Enhanced 
911 is defined to include the displaying of the name, 
address, and other pertinent caller information as may be 
supplied by the caller’s service supplier (i. e., phone 
provider such as AT&T or C-Spire). In an Enhanced 911 
(E911) system, the E911 call-taker receives the callback 
number, location information, and who are the appropriate 
emergency responders for that location through the 
supporting technology.  This enables police, fire 
departments, and ambulances to find callers who cannot 
provide their precise location.  
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What are the federal and state requirements for implementation of E911?  

Neither the FCC nor the Mississippi Legislature has placed any timeline 
requirements on PSAPs (or emergency communications districts) to upgrade to 
Phase 1 or Phase 2 E911 capability. 1  

In creating the Commercial Mobile Radio Service Board and 
the $1 CMRS service charge under MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-
5-333 (1972) (see page 17 for an explanation of charges), 
the Mississippi Legislature noted that Mississippi wireless 
service providers should be Phase 1 capable by July 1, 
2005.  However the Legislature does not require 
emergency communications districts or PSAPs to upgrade 
to Phase 1 capability.   

The FCC also does not require the PSAPs (or emergency 
communications districts) to upgrade to Phase 1 or Phase 
2 capability. In 1996, the Federal Communications 
Commission mandated a five-year plan aimed at providing 
wireless telephone users with access to the same Enhanced 
911 features furnished to wireline subscribers.  The plan 
called for implementation of wireless E911 in two major 
phases:  

 Phase I:  By April 1, 1998, the FCC required providers 
to have in place a system to deliver to the PSAP the 911 
caller’s mobile telephone number, as well as the 
location of the cell tower from which the call 
originated.  

 Phase II:  By October 1, 2001, or within six months of a 
PSAP’s request for wireless E911 service, the FCC 
required providers to begin delivering to the PSAP not 
only the number of the wireless telephone making the 
911 call, but also the longitude and latitude of the 
origin of the call.  

In addition to the above-stated timelines regarding phase 
implementation, the CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS 
§20.18 has established additional timelines for minimum 
infrastructure and handset standards for wireless service 
providers in reference to the capability of Phase 2 E911 
service.  These regulations include infrastructure 
installation targets that continue until January 2019. 

However, these timeline requirements were placed only on 
the wireless service providers to ensure that the 
equipment and technology were available for use by a 
PSAP capable of providing Phase 1 or Phase 2 911 service. 
In addition, the emergency communications district must 
meet the following conditions:  

                                         
1Phase capability refers to a PSAP’s ability to capture data at the time a call is received. A Phase 0 
PSAP can receive voice calls only with no data associated with the call. A Phase 1 PSAP can see 
data associated with a voice call, such as the caller’s phone number. A Phase 2 PSAP can receive 
both the data associated with a voice call and the coordinates of the 911 caller’s actual location. 
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 request in writing that each wireless provider 
implement the E911 service; and, 

 have in place some method whereby the PSAP could 
recover some of its costs in upgrading to wireless E911 
capacity.  

 

What is the status of 911 systems in the state, by emergency communications 

district? 

Currently sixty-three counties (77%) in Mississippi are Phase 2 capable.  Thirteen 
counties (16%) are Phase 1 capable and six counties (7%) are Phase 0 capable. While 
the ideal goal would be that all eighty-two counties (emergency communications 
districts) are Phase 2 capable, neither the Federal Communications Commission nor 
the Legislature has placed any time requirements to upgrade to this capability. 

All counties in Mississippi can provide at least minimal 
Basic 911 access for wireline phones.  As the population 
has shifted and more constituents have purchased 
wireless phones in the last twenty years, there has been a 
growing need for 911 access for wireless phones.  Also, 
with the growth of 911 capabilities with Phase 1 and Phase 
2 Enhanced 911 versus Phase 0 Basic 911 (see Appendix A 
on page 57 for a definition of Phases 0, 1, and 2), there has 
been federal and state support for expanding Enhanced 
911’s current geographic outreach. 

While all counties in Mississippi are Phase 0 capable, 
currently sixty-three counties (77%) in Mississippi are 
Phase 2 capable. Of the remaining nineteen counties, 
thirteen counties (16%) are Phase 1 capable and six 
counties are Phase 0 capable.  (See Appendix A on page 57 
for a map of counties by phase.)  

Two counties PEER selected for review are actively 
upgrading to Phase 2 capability.  Franklin County is 
currently in the process of upgrading from Phase 0 to 
Phase 2 and also will have the capability of receiving text 
to 911, a NextGen 911 feature (discussed in more detail on 
page 37). Panola County is in the process of upgrading 
from Phase 1 to Phase 2.  Additionally, Kemper County, 
which is currently Phase 0, is pursuing an interlocal 
services agreement with Neshoba County, a Phase 2 
county, whereby Kemper County would pay Neshoba 
County a yearly fee in return for utilizing Neshoba 
County’s Phase 2 911 capabilities. 
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The 911 Delivery System in Mississippi and Its 
Current Funding 

 

This chapter seeks to address the following objectives: 

 Describe the system in place for 911, including 
identification of key stakeholders, their respective 
roles, and how the emergency communications 
districts are governed. 
 

 Describe the funding system in place for 911 services 
and identify the process for the flow of revenue from 
when the 911 service charge is assessed. 

To address this objective, PEER answered the following 
questions: 

 Who are the participants in the state’s 911 delivery 
system and what are their roles?  
 

 What are the primary sources of funding for the 911 
system? 
 

 How are the assessed 911 service charges distributed 
based on the type of telecommunication service? 

 
 

Who are the participants in the state’s 911 delivery system and what are their 

roles?  

While the Legislature established a funding mechanism for the implementation of 
911 services through MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-301 (1972), it did not specify any 
standards or recommendations for implementation at the county level, aside from 
minimum training standards for 911 dispatchers. Each county’s board of 
supervisors has the authority to create an emergency communications district 
(ECD). Furthermore, this emergency communications district has the discretion to 
structure the emergency dispatching operations as it deems necessary, including 
the determination of the number of public safety answering points to establish and 
operate within the district. Thus local 911 service is delivered through a variety of 
mechanisms.  

At the national level, the 911 system is guided by 
recommendations and guidelines issued by the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC). 

At the state level, MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-301 et seq. 
(1972) establishes purposes for what emergency 
communications services should achieve based on FCC 
recommendations to promote the counties’ 
implementation and operation of these emergency 
communications services. These statutes establish the 
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amount of the 911 user service charges for wireline service 
and Voice over Internet Protocol service. Additionally, 
MISS. CODE ANN. §19-5-331 et seq. (1972) created the 
Commercial Mobile Radio Service Board to collect and 
distribute 911 service charges generated from commercial 
mobile radio service users, which includes both billed and 
prepaid wireless services.2 While the Legislature 
established a funding mechanism for the implementation 
of 911 services at the county level, the discretion on how 
these 911 services are provided remains at the county 
level. 

The state’s 911 system is directly governed at the county 
level through the emergency communications districts.  
Per MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-305 (1972), each county’s 
board of supervisors may create, by order duly adopted 
and entered on its minutes, an emergency communications 
district composed of all of the territory within the county.  
Furthermore, MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-307 (1972) 
authorizes a county’s board of supervisors to appoint 
itself as the district’s governing body or to appoint a 
separate seven-member commission. The emergency 
communications district’s board of commissioners 
oversees that county’s provision of emergency dispatching 
services. This commission also has the discretion to 
establish, with consideration from the municipalities, the 
number of public safety answering points (PSAPs) within 
the emergency communications district. 

Thus local 911 service is delivered through a variety of 
mechanisms. (For a list of various ECD operations, see 
Appendix B on page 59). In addition, currently no one 
central entity is charged with oversight of emergency 
communications districts to determine whether 
implementation of 911 service delivery systems is 
accountable or to establish standards for consistency in 
regard to implementation. 

Exhibit 1 on page 12 provides a breakout of the key 
stakeholders and their respective roles in regard to the 
911 delivery system within the state. 

                                         
2Per MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-331 (c) (1972), commercial mobile radio service includes the term 
“wireless” and service provided by any wireless real-time two­way voice communication device, 
including radio­telephone communications used in cellular telephone service, personal 
communication service, or the functional or competitive equivalent of a radio­telephone 
communications line used in cellular telephone service, a personal communication service, 
specialized mobile radio service, or a network radio access line.  Commercial mobile radio service 
does not include service whose customers do not have access to 911 or to a 911­like service, to a 
communication channel suitable only for data transmission, to a wireless roaming service or other 
nonlocal radio access line service, or to a private telecommunications system.  
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What are the primary sources of funding for the 911 system? 

Emergency communications districts receive funding through service charges 
collected on commercial mobile radio services, prepaid wireless telecommunication 
services, Voice over Internet Protocol subscriber accounts, and residential and 
commercial telephone subscriber lines to implement the 911 system.  Counties and 
municipalities may also contribute direct or indirect support for the financial 
operations of the emergency communications and PSAPs, including paying salaries 
and benefits for dispatchers to answer 911 calls and dispatch the necessary 
emergency response. 

The state’s 911 system is funded through two major 
categories:  

 legislatively created service charges on commercial 
mobile radio services, prepaid wireless 
telecommunications services, Voice over Internet 
Protocol subscriber accounts, and residential and 
commercial telephone subscriber lines; and, 
 

 local support for 911 operations, either directly or 
indirectly, including financial support of PSAP 
operations. 

In addition, emergency communications districts may 
generate revenue from other funding sources such as 
interest on checking accounts, renting out the emergency 
communications district’s radio towers to other users, and 
charging fees for services, including mapping, warrant 
checks, and license checks.  However, emergency 
communications districts are prohibited from levying 
taxes or other fees to raise funds under what is known as 
the “home rule” statute unless specifically authorized by 
state law (e. g., MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-313 [1972], as 
discussed in the following section).  Specifically, MISS. 
CODE ANN. § 19-3-40, which the Attorney General in 1991 
concluded extends to emergency communications districts 
(Opinion to Hall, October 23, 1991, WL 578036), prohibits a 
county board of supervisors from levying taxes other than 
those authorized by statute or increasing the levy of any 
authorized tax beyond statutorily established limits.  

The following sections briefly describe the legislatively 
created service charges and local funding support for 911 
operations. 
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Legislatively Created Service Charges on Devices Used to Call 
911 

To fund the 911 system in Mississippi, the Legislature created service 
charges on commercial mobile radio services, prepaid wireless 
telecommunications services, and emergency telephone service charges on 
residential telephone subscriber lines, commercial telephone subscriber 
lines, and Voice over Internet Protocol subscriber accounts. 

To fund the 911 system in Mississippi, the Legislature 
created service charges on: 

 commercial mobile radio services; 
 

 prepaid wireless telecommunications services; and,  
 

 residential telephone subscriber lines, commercial 
telephone subscriber lines, and Voice over Internet 
Protocol subscriber accounts. 

In accordance with MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-333 (1972), all 
commercial mobile radio service users (e. g., cell phone 
users) whose place of primary use is within Mississippi are 
billed up to a maximum of a $1 service charge by their 
service provider to support the operations of 911 in their 
emergency communications district.   

According to MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-343 (1972), when a 
consumer purchases prepaid wireless telecommunications 
service in Mississippi, the consumer is charged a $1 E911 
service charge per retail transaction at the point of sale.  
MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-343 (d) (1972) defines prepaid 
wireless telecommunications service as a service that 
allows a caller to dial 911 to access the 911 system, which 
service must be paid for in advance and is sold in 
predetermined units or dollars of which the number 
declines with use in a known amount.  

MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-313 (1972)  authorized county 
boards of supervisors to levy an emergency telephone 
service charge of up to one dollar per month per phone 
line to residential customers, two dollars per month per 
phone line for commercial customers, and one dollar per 
month per Voice over Internet Protocol subscriber account.  
However, per MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-313 (3) (1972), 
emergency telephone service charges are capped at twenty-
five exchange access facilities or VoIP lines per person per 
location.  Further, no service charges should be levied 
against trunk or service lines used to supply service to 
commercial mobile radio service providers.  

 

Local Financial Support for 911 Operations 

Emergency communications districts may receive additional funding either 
directly or indirectly from the counties and/or municipalities to support the 
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operations of the 911 system. For those county emergency communications 
districts that PEER reviewed, although the way in which districts received 
local support varied, each district received local financial support when local 
funding for 911 dispatchers was included. 

Emergency communications districts may receive 
additional funding either directly or indirectly from the 
counties and/or municipalities to support the operations 
of their 911 systems. Means of providing additional local 
financial support include: 

 formal or informal agreements with the county and/or 
municipalities within the emergency communications  
district; 
 

 direct subsidization of the emergency communications  
district by the county board of supervisors; and, 
 

 counties and municipalities may directly fund or 
operate a portion of the 911 operations of an 
emergency communications district instead. 

For the counties that PEER reviewed, although the way in 
which emergency communications districts received local 
support varied, each received local financial support when 
local funding for 911 dispatchers was included. 

Emergency communications districts may enter into 
formal or informal agreements with the county and/or 
municipalities in the emergency communications district’s 
territory.  For example, as of January 13, 2012, 
municipalities covered by the Lee County E911 
communication service operated under a “gentleman’s 
agreement” to each pay, based on its percentage of the 
county’s overall population, a percentage of the $500,000 
local supplement to the Lee County E911 budget.  With Lee 
County E911 operating with one consolidated PSAP for the 
county operated by the emergency communications 
district, Lee County E911 receives the local municipal 
subsidy to subsidize the service charges and cover the 
difference between the service charges and the cost to 
operate the Lee County E911 emergency communications  
district. Another example is that the Warren County Board 
of Supervisors has an agreement with Vicksburg to pay for 
the Vicksburg/Warren County 911 PSAP dispatcher 
personnel expenses and then bill Vicksburg for 65% of the 
PSAP dispatcher personnel expenses. 

In cases in which the county’s board of supervisors is the 
governing body of the emergency communications district, 
the board of supervisors may opt to subsidize the 
emergency communications district’s funding.  For 
example, Newton County provides funding for the Newton 
County emergency communications district, including 911 
telecommunication dispatchers, as well as other reported 
shortfalls in the emergency communications district 
budget not covered by the service charges. 
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Municipalities and counties may also provide support for 
911 operations by funding the PSAP and other operations 
operated by the municipality or county instead of the 
emergency communications district.  For example, in 
Jackson County, the Jackson County Emergency 
Communications District operates the district and 
purchases the equipment, including the 911 system, the 
radio communication system, and the radio towers 
necessary to operate the 911 system.  However, the 
Jackson County Sheriff’s Department (two PSAP locations) 
and other municipality police departments (six PSAP 
locations) fund, operate, and staff their own PSAPs, 
including the 911 dispatchers.  

 

How are the assessed 911 service charges distributed based on the type of 

telecommunication service? 

Once the 911 service charges are assessed, they are distributed to the counties or 
the emergency communications districts based on requirements in Mississippi law 
and on the type of telecommunication service. Ultimately, the county board of 
supervisors and/or the emergency communications districts have discretion on 
how 911 funding is spent in regard to local operations. 

Mississippi law establishes the amount of the maximum 
911 service charge and establishes how this service charge 
should be distributed based on the type of 
telecommunication service. While the law specifies the 
funding streams and how they are to be distributed, the 
county board of supervisors and/or the emergency 
communications districts have discretion on how to 
disburse and utilize these revenue streams for local 911 
service delivery. The following sections briefly discuss the 
distribution by telecommunication service type. 

Exhibit 2, page 20, depicts the distribution of the one-
dollar CMRS service charge assessed to the user. 

Once the service charge is remitted by the user, MISS. 
CODE ANN. § 19-5-335 (2) (1972) allows each service 
provider to retain one percent of the one-dollar service 
charge to cover administrative costs.  In accordance with 
MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-333  (2) (a) and (b) (1972), the 
remitted service charges (ninety-nine cents of every dollar 
charge) must be submitted to the Commercial Mobile 
Radio Service Board. 
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Exhibit 2:  Collection and Distribution of CMRS Service Charges (Billed 
Wireless Devices)  

 
SOURCE:  Compiled by PEER. 

 

Following the distribution formula outlined in MISS. CODE 
ANN. § 19-5-333  (2) (c) (1972), the Commercial Mobile 
Radio Service Board allocates and distributes the 
Commercial Mobile Radio Services Fund as follows:  no 
less than seventy percent is distributed to the emergency 
communications districts and thirty percent is deposited 
into the CMRS Fund.  Out of the money deposited into the 
CMRS Fund, no more than two percent (i. e., up to two 
percent) of the money allocated to the CMRS Fund is 
allowed for administrative expenses of the CMRS Board 
and the remaining money shall be identified for use to 
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Radio Service Board
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99¢
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(98%)
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Communications 
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code
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Administrative 
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Service Charges into the 
Commercial Mobile Radio 

Service Fund

29.7¢ 
(30%)

Reimbursement of 
Service Providers 

for Complying with 
E911 Requirements
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reimburse commercial mobile radio service providers for 
actual costs incurred in complying with the E911 service 
requirements established by the FCC regulations. 

Exhibit 3, below, depicts the distribution of the 911 
prepaid wireless telecommunication service charge 
assessed to the user. 

 

Exhibit 3:  Collection and Distribution of Prepaid Wireless 
Telecommunication Service Charges 

 

 

 

 

 

 

SOURCE:  Compiled by PEER. 
 

Once the 911 service charge is remitted by the user at the 
point of sale, the seller is entitled to deduct and retain up 
to two percent of the collected service charges to defray 
collection and administration costs. MISS. CODE ANN. § 
27-65-33 (1) (b) (1972) requires the seller to remit the 
service charges to the Mississippi Department of Revenue 
(DOR).  The Department of Revenue then remits the service 
charges to the CMRS Board within thirty days of receipt.  
The DOR is entitled to retain up to two percent of the 
collected service charges remitted by the sellers to 
reimburse costs associated with the collection and 
remittance of the service charges.  

Per MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-343 (3) (e) (1972), the CMRS 
Board then distributes the remaining ninety-six percent of 
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Prepaid Wireless 
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$1.00

98¢
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receives the funds and 
distributes to 
Emergency 

Communications 
Districts

The Department of 
Revenue retains 

1.96¢ for 
Administrative 

Expenses
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Distribution to the 
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96.04¢
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prepaid wireless telecommunication service charge 
collections (total receipts, less collection allowances 
outlined above) to the ECDs.  Each ECD’s distribution is 
based on its population.  Exhibit 4, below, depicts the 
distribution of the emergency telephone service charges 
assessed to the users of VoIP or traditional wireline 
telephones. 

Exhibit 4:  Collection and Distribution of Emergency Telephone 
Service Charges (VoIP and Wireline) 

SOURCE:  Compiled by PEER.
 

Unlike CMRS service charges and prepaid 
telecommunication service charges, there is not a central 
distribution agency for emergency telephone service 
charges.  Instead, emergency telephone service charges are 
collected by the respective wireline or VoIP service 

VoIP and Residential Phone 
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Pay a $1.00 Service Fee; 
Business Customers Pay a $2 

Customer Service Fee
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$2.00 Business
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Suppliers Retain 1% for 

Administrative Expenses
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customers, and up to $2 per month for 

business telephone customers

99¢ VoIP; 99¢ Residential; 
$1.98 Business

1¢ VoIP; 1¢ Residential; 
2¢ Business
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supplier and distributed directly to the county boards of 
supervisors (or emergency communications districts). 

MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-313 (5) (1972) directs wireline and 
VoIP service suppliers to remit all collected emergency 
telephone service charges to the counties no later than 
sixty days after the close of each month, minus one 
percent of gross collected service fees as reimbursement 
for the suppliers’ administrative costs to collect the fees.  
In addition, wireline and VoIP service suppliers must 
provide the county board of supervisors and the county 
board of commissioners, if applicable, with an annual 
audit of the service supplier’s books and records with 
respect to the collection and remittance of the emergency 
telephone service charges.  Service suppliers must also 
notify the counties, as directed by MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-
5-313 (4) (1972), of any service users who have not paid 
their emergency telephone service charges.  However, the 
service suppliers have no legal obligation to force 
consumers to pay the emergency telephone service charge.  
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Case Studies of Emergency Communications 
Districts’ Expenditures  
 

This chapter seeks to address the following objectives: 

 Identify statutory requirements regarding the receipt 
and expenditure of 911 funds by emergency 
communications districts. 
 

 Identify the major expenditures and determine 
whether the 911 funding structure is adequate for the 
operations of the counties’ emergency communications 
services as a whole.  
 

 Determine whether emergency communications 
districts have an accountability system in place (i. e., 
expenditure controls and oversight measures) to 
assure that 911 service charges are expended in 
compliance with state law. 
 

 Identify causes or potential causes for noncompliant 
expenditures of 911 funding. 

To address these objectives, PEER answered the following 
questions: 

 What are acceptable expenditures for emergency 
communications funds? 

 How are the emergency communications districts in 
the selected counties spending their funds? 

 What accountability systems are in place regarding 
emergency communications expenditures? 

 Did the selected emergency communications districts’ 
expenditures comply with the purposes outlined in 
state law? 

 What factors could contribute to potentially 
noncompliant expenditures of emergency 
communications funds? 

 Is the current level of emergency communications 
funding adequate to provide for the selected counties’ 
emergency communications operations? 

 Are there potential future costs that could be incurred 
by the emergency communications districts? 
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What are acceptable expenditures for emergency communications funds? 

Expenditure of emergency communications funds must comply with the purposes 
stated in MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-301 (1972).  However, PEER believes that the 
statute does not provide sufficient direction to the counties and emergency 
communications districts for determining whether expenditures are acceptable.  
The Attorney General has issued several opinions to clarify requirements of the 
statute.   

As previously in this report, local emergency 
communications districts receive money from providers 
and the CMRS Board.  These funds help defray the costs of 
the districts’ operations.  While provisions of Chapter 5, 
Title 19, MISSISSIPPI CODE OF 1972, do not set out a 
specific list of permissible items of expenditure or set out 
broad categories of permissible items of expenditure, a 
reading of the CODE sections authorizing the creation and 
funding of 911 and E911 services together shows that 
spending must be for purposes related to emergency 
communications.   

Several districts have requested opinions from the 
Attorney General seeking guidance on prospective 
purchases.   Several opinions rely on the general legislative 
purpose section (CODE Section 19-5-301).  These 
provisions make clear that 911 services are intended to 
help save lives and property, bring about quicker 
apprehension of criminals, and ultimately, reduce costs.  
Presumably these are costs not only of government, but 
those borne by individual citizens and property owners, 
who would be better protected as a result of the 
development of 911 services. 

Further, CODE Section 19-5-303 (f), which defines 
Enhanced 911 services, and Section 19-5-333 (2) (c) (ii) 
bring some guidance to the question of how E911 funds 
should be expended, as these define Enhanced 911 and 
discuss the distribution of E911 funds to local emergency 
communications districts. 

While not exhaustive, Appendix C, page 66, shows 
examples of Attorney General’s opinions that have 
addressed ECDs’ questions on which types of purchases 
are permissible with E911 or 911 funds and which are not.  
In general, those purchases that are supportive of 
acquiring necessary 911 and E911 equipment are 
permissible, as well as those for supporting services such 
as staff and facilities. 
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How are the emergency communications districts in the selected counties 

spending their funds?  

From fiscal years 2011 through 2013, the selected counties’ emergency 
communications districts spent an average of 96% of total expenditures on the 
following four categories: Salaries and Benefits; Capital Expenditures; Rent and 
Utilities; and Repairs, Maintenance and Materials. 

PEER sought to gain an understanding of how emergency 
communications districts in the selected counties are 
spending their emergency communications funds.  Because 
each of the selected counties’ emergency communications 
districts was asked to provide detail of its last three years 
of fiscal data, PEER was able to analyze and report on the 
expenditures of the selected counties’ emergency 
communications districts. 

While the selected counties’ emergency communications 
districts use the chart of accounts outlined in the 
Mississippi County Financial Accounting Manual, this 
system still allows for variability in how expenditures are 
classified.  In an effort to provide more consistency in the 
presentation of the financial data received, PEER 
consolidated the financial information provided by each of 
the selected counties into a standard list of major 
categories.  The categories used in this review were: 

 Salaries/Benefits; 

 Rent/Utilities; 

 Capital Expenditures; 

 Repairs/Maintenance/Materials; 

 Travel/Training; and, 

 Miscellaneous Expenditures. 

The full results of PEER’s analysis of the emergency 
communications districts’ information and examples of 
the types of expenditures included in the above categories 
are included in Appendix D on page 68. 

To help draw comparisons between emergency 
communications districts of different sizes and phase 
capabilities, PEER included a table in Exhibit 5 on page 27 
showing an average of each county’s emergency 
communications district’s spending in the major 
categories compared to the average total spending for the 
three fiscal years selected.  
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From Exhibit 5, from Fiscal Year 2011 through Fiscal Year 
2013, it can be concluded that the selected counties’ 
emergency communications districts spent a majority of 
their emergency communications funds in the following 
four categories: 

 Salaries and Benefits     47.40% 

 Capital Expenditures   22.89% 

 Rent and Utilities     17.79% 

 Repairs, Maintenance and Materials      8.00% 

These categories represent 96.08% of the tested emergency 
communications districts’ total expenditures. The 
variability of each district’s expenditure percentages can 
be attributed to several factors, including the model they 
have implemented to provide emergency communications 
services, the phase status of the county’s equipment, 
population density within the county, and the short time 
frame used in reviewing the county expenditure data.   

For example, DeSoto and Jackson counties’ payroll average 
is well below the average for all the selected counties 
because of the shift of the payment of dispatchers’ salaries 
and benefits to other county operations or to the 
municipalities.  Additionally, DeSoto and Jackson counties’ 
average repairs, maintenance, and materials expenses are 
greater than those of the other selected counties because 
their districts have more PSAPs and thus more equipment 
to maintain than the other districts selected. 

Finally, the chart shows higher than average capital 
expenditure costs for DeSoto County relative to the other 
selected counties.  This is due to the construction of a new 
office building for the DeSoto County emergency 
communications district during Fiscal Year 2011.  These 
construction costs were included in the financial 
information provided by the localities and created the 
large difference between DeSoto County’s capital 
expenditures and those of the other selected counties 
because of their size and the infrequent nature of these 
costs that occurred during the fiscal years PEER selected 
for this review. 
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What accountability systems are in place for emergency communications 

expenditures? 

State law does not define how counties should account for emergency 
communications revenues or detail how each county should organize the daily 
operations of its emergency communications district. Each county PEER selected for 
review had developed its own framework to provide accountability for its 
emergency communications expenditures 

State law does not define how counties should account for 
emergency communications revenues or detail how each 
county should organize the daily operations of its 
emergency communications district.  Therefore, PEER 
conducted interviews with employees of the nine selected 
counties to gain a better understanding of the 
accountability systems that counties/emergency 
communications districts have implemented regarding the 
receipt and expenditure of emergency communications 
funds. 

The interview questions covered the following topics:  

 county emergency communications organization and 
governance; 

 structure and arrangement of county emergency 
communications funding; 

 equipment maintenance and procurement policies; 
and, 

 county emergency communications staffing methods 
and expense distribution. 

From these interviews, PEER was able to obtain a general 
understanding of the operations of the nine selected 
counties.  In summary: 

 All but one of the selected counties account for all 
emergency communications revenues and expenditures 
in a separate fund within the county’s ledger system.  
Newton County accounts for its emergency 
communications activity within the general fund.  

 Expenditures from the counties’ emergency 
communications funds are primarily requested and 
directed by the county’s E911 coordinator/director.  

 Expenditure requests are processed in accordance with 
state procurement policies, including having all 
expenditures ultimately approved in a meeting of the 
county/emergency communications district’s 
regulating board.   
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 None of the counties tested have an official 
procurement policy check-off in place to assure that all 
expenditures from emergency communications funds 
are in line with the criteria defined in MISS. CODE ANN. 
Section 19-5-301 et seq. (1972).  Assurance of the 
appropriateness of the expenditure is left up to the 
best judgment of county personnel or in some cases 
the attorney for the emergency communications 
district’s governing board.  

 Only Madison County affirmed that it documents all 
emergency communications expenditures in the board 
minutes as recommended by the Attorney General’s 
opinions.  

 Three of the counties (DeSoto, Jackson, and Panola) 
have a separately appointed board of commissioners in 
charge of their emergency communications operations.  

Based on the interview results, PEER concluded that each 
of the selected counties had developed its own framework 
to provide accountability for its emergency 
communications expenditures.   

 

Did the selected emergency communications districts’ expenditures comply with 

the purposes outlined in state law? 

In its review of seven3 of the selected counties’ reported financial detail, PEER noted 
that, in PEER’s opinion, most counties’ financial detail reflected reasonable use of 
emergency communications funds when compared to the purposes outlined in 
MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-301 (1972). However, PEER did find some expenditures 
made by the Madison County Emergency Communications District in FY 2011 
($54,594) and FY 2012 ($43,924) that, in PEER’s opinion, did not conform to the 
purposes outlined in law. 

To further understand how the selected counties were 
expending emergency communications funds, PEER 
reviewed selected counties’ emergency communications 
district expenditures and assessed them for 
reasonableness. 

To determine reasonableness, PEER first requested the 
revenue and expenditure detail for all activity involving 
emergency communications funds for fiscal years 2011 
through 2013 for the selected counties. The statements 
received listed each amount that was deposited into or 
expended out of emergency communications funds.  Due 
to time constraints of the project, PEER was unable to 
incorporate the statements received from Warren County 
and Franklin County into the financial analysis. 

                                         
3Due to time constraints of the project, PEER was unable to incorporate the statements received 
from Warren County and Franklin County into the financial analysis. 
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Next, PEER examined the requested financial data, noting 
the general financial situation of each county/emergency 
communications district (i. e., whether each county was 
operating from surplus revenues or a deficit) and 
evaluating the overall classification of income and 
expenditure categories for conformity of purpose to the 
uses detailed in MISS. CODE ANN. Section 19-5-301 (1972). 

Finally, PEER reviewed the expenditures in each category 
looking for consistency of the detailed expenditures with 
the purpose its category implied.  Any expenditure that 
did not, in PEER’s opinion, maintain the consistency within 
each category was noted and discussed with county 
personnel to help PEER evaluate its true purpose. 

The review PEER conducted into the accountability system 
in place regarding emergency communications 
expenditures was limited in nature to the procedures 
described previously.  PEER did not conduct any 
procedures that examined the detail behind the 
transactions included in the detailed statements of 
revenues and expenditures provided by the selected 
counties or verify any explanations given by county 
personnel. 

In its review of the seven selected counties’ reported 
financial detail, PEER noted that most counties were 
spending emergency service funds in accordance with the 
purposes outlined in MISS. CODE ANN. Section 19-5-301 
(1972) for acceptable use of emergency communications 
funds.  However, PEER did notice expenditures in Madison 
County that, in PEER’s opinion, did not conform to the 
purposes outlined in MISS. CODE ANN. Section 19-5-301 
(1972) for acceptable use of emergency communications 
funds.   

For the fiscal year ended September 30, 2011, PEER noted 
$54,594 in expenditures of the Madison County ECD that it 
believes do not conform to the guidelines in the law:  

 $18,240 on pallets of bottled water; 

 $34,988 on mosquito spray; 

 $718 on a bulletproof vest; and, 

 $648 on a full-face respirator. 

For the fiscal year ended September 30, 2012, PEER noted 
$43,924 in expenditures that it believes do not conform 
with the guidelines in the law:  

 $38,706 on mosquito spray and mosquito spray 
equipment; 

 $383 on poly sand bags; 

 $2,340 on bottled water; 

 $1,195 on scuba gear; and, 
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 $1,300 on raincoats. 

PEER did not note any expenditures for the fiscal year 
ended September 30, 2013, that it believes fall outside the 
guidelines in the law. 

The expenditures highlighted above reiterate the close 
relationship between emergency communications services 
and emergency management services. While these 
expenditures could result in the reduction of the amount 
of time required for a citizen to receive emergency aid, 
result in the saving of life, and potentially reduce the 
destruction of property, they do not facilitate the 
answering, transferring, and dispatching of public 
emergency telephone calls. Thus, they may not be an 
acceptable expenditure of emergency communications 
funds as discussed in more detail on page 25.   

When PEER staff contacted the Madison County 
Administrator in regard to the expenditures in question, 
his response was, “After review of these expenditures, it 
appears that payment from another source would have 
been most appropriate.” 

In reviewing the financial records of the seven selected 
districts, PEER noted the following two situations where 
additional caution should be applied when expending 
emergency communications funds: 

 If emergency communications personnel are engaged 
in multiple roles within the county’s operations, then 
care should be taken to allocate their salaries between 
the budgets of each operation based on the amount of 
time spent fulfilling each role. 

 Emergency communications funds are to be segregated 
and held for use as prescribed in MISS. CODE ANN. 
Section 19-5-301 (1972) and should not be used as a 
rainy day fund that can be spent and reimbursed as 
the county elects. 

 

What factors could contribute to potentially noncompliant expenditures of 

emergency communications funds? 

While several sections of the MISSISSIPPI CODE set out the legislative purpose for 
E911 and 911 services, no provisions set out clear guidelines for ECDs to follow 
when determining the ends to which they may direct their 911 funds.  Further, no 
provision specifically requires the periodic auditing of emergency communications 
districts, thereby making it unlikely that any actions would be taken against 
districts for misspent funds.  

PEER identified the primary factors that could contribute 
to inappropriate expenditure of funds by emergency 
communications funds.  These are: 
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 the lack of specific statutory guidance on how funds 
may be expended; and, 

 the lack of a statutory requirement for the periodic 
auditing of emergency communications districts. 

The following sections briefly discuss each of these 
factors. 

 

Lack of Specific Statutory Guidance on Expenditure of Funds 

MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-301 et seq. (1972) outlines the general purposes 
that emergency communications districts’ services should achieve, but 
provides no specific statutory guidance on how funds may be expended.  
Without specific formal guidance, the potential exists for the inappropriate 
expenditure of emergency communications funds. 

As noted on page 25, MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-301 (1972) 
outlines the general purposes that emergency 
communications districts’ services should achieve.  
However, the lack of specific statutory guidance on how 
funds may be expended within the CODE sections could 
contribute to the expenditure of emergency 
communications funds for county operations that are 
closely related to the general purposes outlined in the 
statute but not for the purposes of telecommunications 
expenditures. 

For example, while a defibrillator would result in the 
saving of lives as outlined within the purposes of the 
statute, because it does not facilitate the answering, 
transferring, and dispatching of public emergency 
telephone calls (as noted in Appendix C on page 66) it 
would not be an acceptable expenditure of emergency 
communications funds. 

 

Lack of a Statutory Requirement for the Periodic Auditing of 
Emergency Communications Districts’ Funds 

MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-301 et seq. (1972) does not include any provisions 
for the assurance of the appropriateness of emergency communications 
expenditures. In addition, due to the level of activity in the emergency 
communications fund relative to the activity of the county as a whole, 
conventional county audits do not provide oversight and assurance of 
emergency communications expenditures, except for the assurance provided 
by possible selection of these expenditures in the aggregate testing of all the 
minor functional areas.   

Emergency communications funds are distributed to the 
counties and administered by the counties.  Therefore 
assurance of the compliance of the expenditure of 
emergency communications funds is a function of county 
government.   

Because MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-301 et seq. (1972) does 
not include provisions for assurance of the 
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appropriateness of emergency communications 
expenditures, the only measure of assurance provided for 
these expenditures falls under the general county audit 
provisions for the Mississippi State Auditor’s office.  MISS. 
CODE ANN. § 7-7-211 (e) (1972) states that one of the 
powers and duties of the department of audit is: 

. . .to postaudit and, when deemed 
necessary, preaudit and investigate 
separately the financial affairs of (i) the 
offices, boards and commissions of county 
government. . . . 

Each year, the counties in Mississippi receive a financial 
and compliance audit by the staff of the State Auditor’s 
office or a private accounting firm contracted with the 
State Auditor’s office.  These audits are conducted in 
accordance with American Institute of Certified Public 
Accountants (AICPA) Standards, Generally Accepted 
Auditing Standards (GAAS), and the Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) Circular A-133 standards, if applicable. 

These audits are designed to test compliance in a majority 
of the county’s activity.  This is accomplished by testing all 
of the county’s major functional areas first.  These major 
functional areas, such as public safety, education, and 
public works, involve large amounts of county resources, 
and as such, a larger portion of the expenditures for any 
given year.  Functional areas that contain smaller amounts 
of revenues and expenditures, such as emergency 
communications, emergency management, and public 
library funds, are classified as minor functional areas and 
do not receive the same level of scrutiny.  All minor 
functional areas are aggregated and the group is sample 
tested for compliance with state guidelines. 

No matter the size of the fund, these audit procedures are 
designed to test for compliance with state guidelines in 
areas such as state procurement policy, contracting, and 
travel and training.  These audit programs do not include 
any testing for the additional requirements set forth in 
MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-301 et seq. (1972). 

Due to the level of activity in emergency communications 
funds relative to the activity of the counties as a whole, 
conventional county audits do not provide oversight and 
assurance of emergency communications expenditures, 
except for assurance provided by the possible selection of 
these expenditures in the aggregate testing of the minor 
functional areas. 

Noncompliant spending of emergency communications 
funds can be considered misappropriation of funds and 
would fall under the provision provided in MISS. CODE 
ANN. § 7-7-221 (g) (1972) for the misappropriation of 
funds. In cases in which a misappropriation of emergency 
communications funds has been discovered, the State 
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Auditor can send a letter to the offending county 
demanding reimbursement of the noncompliant 
expenditure or expenditures back into the funds reserved 
for emergency communications expenditures. 

However, due to the level of activity in emergency 
communications funds relative to the activity of the 
counties as a whole, it is unlikely that any noncompliant 
expenditures would be identified and repaid to the 
appropriate county funds. 

 

Is the current level of emergency communications funding adequate to provide for 

the selected counties’ emergency communications operations? 

In all of the counties selected for review, PEER noted operational deficits when the 
total cost of emergency communications is considered. Total cost factors in both 
the revenues and expenditures from emergency communications districts’ 
operations and additional county and municipal support for emergency 
communications.  In all cases for the reviewed counties, additional costs of the 
emergency communications district were passed on to the counties and 
municipalities, which are prohibited from levying taxes or other fees to raise funds 
specifically for the costs incurred to provide emergency communications services. 

Because the funding mechanism for emergency 
communications service charges provides funds on the 
county level, PEER tried to compile an accurate picture of 
the cost incurred by each of the selected counties for 
emergency communications operations. This picture also 
helps to provide some understanding of the variability in 
the financial results of each selected county’s emergency 
communications district’s operations. 

Of the nine counties selected for testing, seven counties 
responded in enough time to have their financial 
information included in PEER’s review. Warren County and 
Franklin County did provide the requested financial data 
but were unable to provide it within the limited time 
window provided for this review. 

The information provided by the selected counties’ 
emergency communications districts is presented in the 
first column of the tables in Appendix D on pages 68 
through 76.  These columns show a summary of the 
revenues and expenditures for each selected county’s 
emergency communications district’s operations. The 
reported financial records of the selected emergency 
communications districts show a wide range of operational 
results, with some emergency communications districts 
such as Jasper, DeSoto, and Jackson counties having 
operating surpluses in two of the three fiscal years 
reviewed.  Other districts, like the ones in Kemper and 
Newton counties, report operational deficits in at least two 
of the three fiscal years reviewed. 
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However, in almost all of the reviewed districts, the 
information provided in the first column of Appendix D 
only represents a portion of the total costs associated with 
the selected counties’ emergency communications 
operations. Total cost factors in both the revenues and 
expenditures from emergency communications district 
operations and additional county and municipal support 
for emergency communications.   

PEER then requested information from the selected 
counties, and municipalities within the selected counties, 
in regard to additional support contributed to the 
counties’ emergency communications operations.  
Information received in regard to the additional county 
and municipal support provided for emergency 
communications operations is detailed in the second 
column of the charts included in Appendix D on pages 68 
through 76.  

In almost all cases for the counties selected, the additional 
support consisted of salaries and benefits expense for 
dispatchers and other PSAP personnel.  One municipality 
in DeSoto County, Southaven Police Department, reported 
additional training and maintenance expenditures.  

The only county that deviated from the observed pattern is 
Newton County.  As shown in the Newton County table in 
Appendix D, on page 75, there was no additional county 
and municipal support reported for its emergency 
communications district operations. Due to deficits in its 
emergency communications fund in previous fiscal years, 
Newton County consolidated its emergency 
communications fund into the county general fund during 
Fiscal Year 2012, thus the information initially provided by 
Newton County (the first column of Appendix D) reflected 
the true cost of its operations.  

The third set of columns in Appendix D, on pages 68 
through 76, shows the total county and municipal support 
provided for the operation of each selected county’s 
emergency communications district.  This column is the 
sum of the information in columns one and two. 

  

Operational Deficits in the Selected Counties’ Emergency 
Communications Operations 

In all of the counties selected for review, PEER noted operational deficits 
when the total cost of emergency communications is considered. In all of the 
reviewed counties, additional costs of operating the emergency 
communications district were passed on to the counties and municipalities, 
which are prohibited from levying taxes or other fees to raise funds 
specifically for the costs incurred to provide emergency communications 
services. 

Some of the counties’ emergency communications 
districts, as in Jasper and Kemper counties, operate only 
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one PSAP for the entire county. Other models, as in DeSoto 
and Jackson counties, operate four or more PSAPs, 
including a PSAP at the county sheriff’s headquarters and 
at a municipality’s police headquarters. 

In all of the counties selected for review, PEER noted 
operational deficits when the total cost of emergency 
communications is considered. Total cost factors in both 
the revenues and expenditures from the emergency 
communications district’s operation and additional county 
and municipal support for emergency communications.  

Exhibit 6, below, shows an example of the operational 
deficits in the DeSoto County emergency communications 
district. 

 

Exhibit 6:  DeSoto County: County’s and Municipalities’ Emergency Communications 
Operations Financial Results for Fiscal Years 2011 through 2013 
 

  FY 2011  FY 2012  FY 2013 

ECD Revenues  $1,674,391     $1,714,675    $1,716,339  
ECD Expenditures   (1,899,232)   (1,014,207)   (1,220,626) 
ECD Operational Surplus 
(Deficit)   $(224,841)   $700,468   $495,713  
Additional County and 
Municipal Support   (3,542,686)   (3,675,014)   (4,041,860) 
Total County and Municipal 
Deficit  

 
$(3,767,527)  

 
$(2,974,546)  

 
$(3,546,147) 

 
SOURCE:  PEER analysis of reviewed counties’ financial detail. 

 

 

These operational deficits have been passed on to the 
counties and municipalities. As noted on page 35, counties 
and municipalities are prohibited from levying taxes or 
other fees to raise funds specifically for the costs incurred 
to provide emergency communications services under 
what is known as the “home rule” statute (MISS. CODE 
ANN. § 19-3-40 [1972]).  

 

Are there potential future costs that could be incurred by the emergency 

communications districts? 

With the advancements in technology, many communication devices can now 
transmit new forms of data to 911 call centers that could potentially introduce 
fundamental changes to the way the current 911 system could be operated and 
funded. This enhanced technology capability is referred to as Next Generation 911 
(NG911). Regarding the potential future costs of NG911, the Blue Ribbon Panel on 
911 Funding determined that while there are many different mechanisms currently 
in place to fund 911 today, there does not currently exist any accurate and 
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sufficiently detailed estimate of the funds needed to transition to NG911 or to 
operate a NG911 system. 

As technology continues to shift, the funding model for 
911 needs to be continually reexamined.  Up until 
approximately ten years ago, most people used landline 
telephones to reach 911, but with the advent of new 
technology, people are now using a multitude of devices to 
reach 911.  These forms of technology include 
smartphones; VoIP, which includes devices such as tablets 
and laptops; automatic collision notification systems; and, 
text-to-911.  In December 2012, CTIA, The Wireless 
Association (formerly known as the Cellular 
Telecommunications and Internet Association) reported 
that thirty-six percent of all U. S. households had only 
wireless communication devices, more than double the 
reported number in December 2007 (sixteen percent).  In 
the same period, the number of wireless E911 calls 
increased from 260,000 to more than 400,000 (up from 
55,000 in December 1997).  

With the advancements in technology, many 
communication devices can now transmit new forms of 
data to 911 call centers and potentially introduce 
fundamental changes to the way the 911 system could be 
operated and funded.  Next Generation 911 (NG911) is an 
Internet Protocol (IP)-based system comprised of managed 
Emergency Services IP networks (ESInets), functional 
elements (applications), and databases that replicate 
traditional E911 features and functions and provide 
additional capabilities. NG911 is designed to provide 
access to emergency services from all connected 
communications sources and provide multimedia data 
capabilities for PSAPs and other emergency service 
organizations. 

While there have been advancements in 911, the overall 
system architecture has essentially not changed. The 
current 911 system is designed around telephone 
technology and cannot handle the text, data, images, and 
video that are both increasingly common in personal 
communication devices (such as laptops, internet protocol 
phones, and third-party call centers like General Motors’ 
OnStar service). Being able to receive these new technology 
capabilities could significantly enhance the decision-
making ability, response, and quality of service provided 
to emergency callers. 

Regarding the potential future costs of NG911, the Blue 
Ribbon Panel on 911 Funding4 determined that while there 

                                         

4
Procured by the National 911 Program (housed within the Office of Emergency Medical Services 

at the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, part of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation), the Blue Ribbon Panel on 911 Funding was contracted to provide specific 
expertise in economics and apply that expertise to develop models for funding and oversight of 
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are many different mechanisms currently in place to fund 
911, there does not currently exist any accurate and 
sufficiently detailed estimate of the funds needed to 
transition to NG911 or to operate a NG911 system.  Some 
states have pilot systems in place or are in the process of 
implementing NG911 components, but it is uncertain 
whether the costs incurred by these states will be 
replicated in other states, including Mississippi.  

Appendix E on page 77 identifies potential funding 
methods identified by the Blue Ribbon Panel on 911 
Funding, issues with each of the potential funding 
methods, future challenges for each funding method, and 
the status of each funding method as used for 911 in 
Mississippi. 

 

 

                                                                                                                         
911 systems that could be applied at local and/or state levels of government. The Blue Ribbon 
Panel includes academic economists, representatives of private equity companies, and people with 
experience with funding large infrastructure projects.  
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Options for Improving the Efficiency of 
Emergency Communications Districts 

 

This chapter seeks to address the following objective: 

 Identify efficiency models or best practice standards 
for structuring emergency communications districts. 

To address this objective, PEER answered the following 
questions: 

 What models do surrounding states utilize to operate 
emergency communications districts efficiently? 
 

 What are some of the best practice standards for 
structuring emergency communications districts in 
order to improve efficiency? 

 

What models do surrounding states utilize to operate emergency communications 

districts efficiently? 

PEER reviewed the emergency communications district state laws and structure for 
both Alabama and Tennessee. Each state structure operated through a more 
standardized and rigorous approach than the current system in Mississippi. In 
Alabama, general expenditure guidelines are established by the state regarding 911 
service delivery operations. In Tennessee, a statewide 911 system with formal 
policies and procedures oversees emergency communications district operations 
and expenditures. 

To develop options for better defining the criteria for 
acceptable expenditures for emergency communications 
districts in Mississippi and the structure for 911 in 
Mississippi, PEER reviewed the financial expenditure 
requirements and 911 structures of neighboring states 
Alabama and Tennessee, both of which had been 
suggested as potential model states during the course of 
the review. 

 

Alabama’s 911 System 

Alabama has clearly defined in law how emergency communications districts 
may spend 911 service charges to establish, operate, maintain, and replace 
an emergency communications system.  Also, Alabama has defined in law 
the procedures for setting a statewide emergency service charge and 
procedures for periodically adjusting the amount of the statewide 
emergency service charge. 
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In 2012, the Alabama Legislature amended the CODE OF 
ALABAMA OF 1975 to make systemic changes to its 911 
system. Alabama has a single statewide emergency service 
charge of $1.60 for VoIP, wireline, prepaid, and 
commercial mobile radio services.   Also, Alabama went 
from a Commercial Mobile Radio Service Board similar to 
that of Mississippi to having a single statewide 911 Board. 
The Alabama 911 Board establishes the statewide 
emergency service charge, based on the procedures in the 
CODE OF ALABAMA OF 1975, in conjunction with the 
separate Permanent Oversight Commission (a maximum 
rate is not set, but the rate is based on a baseline rate). 
There are also procedures for periodically adjusting the 
amount of the statewide emergency service charge.  Also, 
the Alabama 911 Board collects and distributes all 911 
service charges, not just CMRS service charges and prepaid 
wireless service charges. Also, as discussed in more detail 
on page 49, Alabama has clearly defined in law how 
emergency communications districts may spend 911 
service charges revenue to establish, operate, maintain, 
and replace an emergency communications system.  

 

Tennessee’s 911 System 

Tennessee’s emergency communications districts are under the oversight of 
the Tennessee Emergency Communications Board, which develops policies 
and procedures to oversee emergency communications districts’ operations 
and expenditures.  Also, recognizing that small, rural emergency 
communications districts receive less funding due to their smaller 
population, the Tennessee Emergency Communications Board adopted a 
formula to provide $80,000 to each ECD for essential expenditures. 

Tennessee emergency communications districts are under 
the oversight of the Tennessee Emergency 
Communications Board with a full-time staff.   Also, all 
Tennessee emergency communications districts must be 
governed by boards of directors, not by the respective 
counties or municipalities. The county’s mayor must 
appoint the emergency communications district’s board of 
directors in Tennessee (the board of supervisors may not 
appoint itself).  

Recognizing that small rural emergency communications 
districts received less funding due to their small 
populations, the Tennessee Emergency Communications 
Board developed the Recurring Operational Funding 
Program to provide funding annually to all emergency 
communications districts for essential expenditures of 
PSAPs. The board adopted a formula that recognizes that 
all PSAPS have essential expenditures and provides 
$80,000 to each of the ECDs.  Further, the formula divides 
the ECDs into seven population-based categories based on 
average audited costs, excluding personnel costs, since not 
all ECDs have personnel.   
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The Tennessee Emergency Communications Board also 
develops policies and procedures to oversee emergency 
communications districts’ operations and expenditures. 
Tennessee Emergency Communications Board Policy No. 
25 requires that all agreements or arrangements between 
an ECD and another governmental entity in which 
facilities, resources and/or income of any kind are shared, 
contributed, or obtained be memorialized in writing and 
adopted by the ECD Board.  The Tennessee Legislature 
directs the Tennessee Emergency Communications Board 
to “establish operating standards concerning acceptable 
uses of revenue for emergency communications districts.”  
The Tennessee Emergency Communications Board 
specifically outlines seven required uses of 911 revenue, 
thirty permissible uses of 911 revenue, and eight 
prohibited uses of 911 revenue in the 911 Revenue 
Standards manual. TENN. CODE ANN. § 7-86-102 (d) 
further requires emergency communications districts to 
expend funds received by emergency communications 
“from all sources [including 911 revenue]. . .exclusively in 
the operation of the emergency communication districts.” 

To ensure compliance with the expenditure requirements, 
the Alabama Legislature requires the Alabama Department 
of Examiners of Public Accounts to audit each emergency 
communications district’s revenue and expenditures on a 
biennial basis.  The Tennessee Emergency 
Communications Board requires each Tennessee 
emergency communications district to spend 911 revenue 
to contract for an annual audit.  However, the Tennessee 
Comptroller of the Treasury may modify the requirements 
for an audit for any districts whose activity, in the 
comptroller of the treasury’s judgment, is not sufficient to 
justify the expenses. 

 

What are some of the best practice standards for structuring emergency 

communications districts in order to improve efficiency? 

Best practices provide options for improving efficiency, where applicable and 
feasible, by consolidating the 911 telecommunicator and dispatching operations of 
each county into one centralized PSAP; by consolidating emergency 
communications districts; and, by controlling staffing levels by following the 
National Emergency Number Association’s staffing guidelines for a PSAP, based on 
the population the emergency communications district serves. 

Best practices provide several options to gain economies to 
control the costs of staffing and equipment to provide 911 
services, yet still provide an effective level of 911 services 
to the population.   
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Consolidate Telecommunicator and Dispatching Operations 
from Multiple PSAPs into a Centralized PSAP 

Consolidating multiple PSAP operations into a centralized PSAP operation 
would potentially reduce excess personnel and equipment costs associated 
with operating multiple systems providing like services. 

One option for improving efficiency is to consolidate the 
911 telecommunicator and dispatching operations of each 
county into one centralized PSAP.  For example, Jackson 
County currently has six PSAPs staffed and operated by 
the Jackson County Sheriff’s Department and the local 
municipalities and Hinds County has four primary PSAPs 
and three backup-up secondary PSAPs.  In contrast, Alcorn 
County ECD and Lee County ECD each operate one 
centralized PSAP branch.  

By reducing the number of PSAPs within the district, 
capital expenditures for new equipment and repairs, 
maintenance, and materials costs could be reduced.  
Additionally, consolidated operations would facilitate 
assessment of the overall call volume and staffing needs 
of the district as a whole and create opportunities to 
eliminate excess capacity, if present.  For example, Jackson 
County could operate one primary PSAP dispatching from 
a central location and one back-up, secondary PSAP in the 
case of a hurricane or flood instead of six fully-staffed, 
24/7, operational PSAPs each dispatching their own local 
fire and law enforcement for the county and respective 
municipalities.  However, the medical director for 
emergency medical responders could still provide field 
direction for emergency medical services personnel, not 
the dispatchers, thus not reducing the medical response 
capability. 

 

Consolidate Emergency Communications Districts 

Consolidating emergency communications districts would potentially reduce 
duplication of 911 system equipment purchases, allow for shared facilities 
and resources pool, thus creating the potential for greater economies of 
scale, especially for emergency communications districts with smaller 
populations that generate less revenue from 911 service charges.  
Consolidation also could create greater potential for emergency 
communications districts to upgrade to the next phase (e. g., Phase 2 or 
NG911) by spreading the costs to upgrade across multiple emergency 
communications districts instead of each buying their own 911 system. 

A second option for improving efficiency is to consolidate 
emergency communications districts, particularly for less 
populated counties that do not generate sufficient 
revenues due to a smaller consumer base.  Although MISS. 
CODE ANN. § 19-5-315 (3) (1972) permits two or more 
counties to establish a single emergency communications 
district, all eighty-two counties currently operate their own 
separate emergency communications districts. 
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For example, George County reported receiving an average 
of seven calls per day, yet still operates independently. In 
comparison, Alcorn County reported receiving 100 911 
calls per day, 250 emergency calls per day, and 150 
administrative calls per day.5 (For a list of the current 
number of PSAPs, dispatchers, and average calls received 
by emergency communications districts, see Appendix B 
on page 59.)  Hence, George County ECD could potentially 
be consolidated with neighboring Stone County, Perry 
County, and/or Greene County.  

Emergency communications districts currently operating a 
single PSAP may also consider consolidating or entering 
into interlocal services agreements with neighboring 
emergency communications districts to create similar 
economies of scale as the multi-PSAP districts discussed 
previously.  Currently, Phase 0 Kemper County is pursuing 
an interlocal agreement with neighboring Phase 2 Neshoba 
County to utilize Neshoba County’s 911 system equipment 
and PSAP operation, since Kemper County does not 
generate 911 service charges sufficient to support a 911 
system. 

Consolidating emergency communications districts would 
potentially reduce duplication of 911 system equipment 
purchase and allow for shared facilities and resources pool 
through a consolidated PSAP.  As a result, consolidated 
emergency communications districts have the potential for 
greater economies of scale, especially for emergency 
communications districts with smaller populations who 
generate less revenue from 911 service charges. 
Consolidation also creates greater potential for emergency 
communications districts to upgrade to the next phase 
(e.g., Phase 2 or NG911) by spreading the costs to upgrade 
across multiple emergency communications districts 
instead of each buying their own 911 system.  However, 
911 addressing and mapping would still need to be 
maintained in both emergency communications districts 
(Warren County currently does it through the chancery 
clerk’s office as a part of current employee’s job tasks). 

 

Utilize Staffing Guidelines of the National Emergency Number 
Association 

Following NENA’s staffing guidelines would provide guidance to emergency 
communications districts for efficient staffing to meet call volume without 
overstaffing. 

A third option for improving efficiency is to follow NENA’s 
staffing guidelines for a PSAP based on the population 

                                         
5911 call volume, emergency call volume, administrative call volume, and total call volume 
reporting capabilities vary by emergency communications district.  Average call volume reported 
by the emergency communications districts surveyed ranged from 25 per day to over 200. 
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served.  NENA provides staffing formula guidelines for 
PSAPs with small populations (less than 19,000); medium 
populations (19,000 to 100,000); and large populations 
(100,000 to 140,000), as depicted in Exhibit 7, below. 
Following NENA’s staffing guidelines would provide 
guidance to emergency communications districts for 
efficient staffing to meet call volume without overstaffing.  
NENA also provides guidance for adjusting 911 and other 
emergency call volume, as well as potential options for 
efficiency for answering non-emergency calls such as 
water and street maintenance, or 3116 calls, that could be 
answered at a consolidated PSAP answering center 
performing multiple county functions in addition to 911.  
However, in Mississippi, the non-911 roles performed by 
staff must be paid for with funding other than 911 service 
charges funds. 

 

Exhibit 7:  National Emergency Number Association Recommended Staffing 
Guidelines for Public Safety Answering Points 

 

 Small PSAP  Medium PSAP Large PSAP 

Population < 19,000 19,000 to 
100,000 

100,000 to 
140,000 

Telecommunicators 7 12 19 

Operations Supervisor  1 2 4 

Support Staff  1 2.6 3.2 

Total Unadjusted Staff (1) 9 16.6 26.2 

Database Administrator 
Adjustment 

   

Stable community 
(2) 

0 0 0 

Dynamic 
community (3) 

0.4 0.8 1 

New mapping and 
addressing in 
progress 

1.5 3 4 

Calls Adjustment    

                                         
6311 is a FCC-designated number reserved nationwide to field non-emergency calls or city service 
calls such as potholes or fallen trees. 
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911, 7-/10- digit 
emergency calls, 
and other 
emergency calls 
only (4) 

0 0 0 

Municipal Utilities 
(5) 

1 1 2 

Jurisdiction official 
(6) 

2 4 6 

Total Staff 9 + Adjustment 16.6 + 
Adjustment 

26.2 + 
Adjustment 

(1) Total PSAP staffing need based on PSAP coverage area, before adjusting for staffing for data 
base administration and call volume. 

(2) Defined by little growth with no to few new subdivisions.  Person-hours required for 
addressing and mapping a stable jurisdiction will be minimal. 

(3) Defined by a growing population with much new development and/or a highly mobile 
population, creating a frequent number of address updates for the database administrator to 
update. 

(4) 7-/10-digit emergency calls and other emergency calls may include emergency calls where 911 
is not available; burglary and fire alarm security calls; out-of-state 911 transfer calls; and, 
dispatch calls from law enforcement, fire, emergency medical services, and other responders in 
the district. 

(5) Includes PSAP telecommunicators and operators answering calls for departments such as water 
or street maintenance. 

(6) Includes PSAP telecommunicators and operators answering calls to answer questions on any 
local question, as in the case of 311. 

SOURCE:  “PSAP Staffing Guidelines Worksheet,” National Emergency Number Association, October 
2003. 

 

In reviewing the options for each emergency 
communications district and its PSAPs, it is critical to 
understand and measure fully the costs of the services 
provided by the current PSAP staff, including any non-911 
services provided by each PSAP and its respective staff 
that would still need to be performed if consolidation were 
to occur.  Further, while Working Group 1A of The 
Communications Security, Reliability and Interoperability 
Council reported to the FCC’s Public Safety and Homeland 
Security Bureau “there are clear benefits to consolidation,” 
emergency communications districts and PSAPs “should be 
aware that although consolidation can produce long-term 
cost efficiencies by reducing operations and technology 
duplication, not all consolidations result in cost savings. 
Also, savings may not be realized for several years due to 
capital and other start-up costs.”  

Whether consolidating within an existing district or 
between two or more existing districts, care should be 
taken to make sure all parties involved are in agreement 
about jurisdictional responsibilities and have a clear 
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picture of respective responsibilities for the operation and 
financing of the consolidated district. 
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Next Steps and Potential Funding Options 

 

This chapter seeks to address the following objectives: 

 Determine whether legislative action is needed to 
restructure emergency communications districts and 
improve system efficiency for distribution and 
expenditure of 911 funds, as well as minimizing any 
noncompliant expenditures (i. e., legal changes or 
clarification/focusing of existing requirements). 

To address these objectives, PEER answered the following 
questions: 

 What legislative action could be taken to improve 
Mississippi emergency communications districts’ 
efficiency and minimize potentially noncompliant 
expenditures? 
 

 What options could be implemented to generate 
additional funding for emergency communications 
districts? 

 

What legislative action could be taken to improve Mississippi emergency 

communications districts’ efficiency and minimize potentially noncompliant 

expenditures? 

The Legislature could enact legislation that would provide specific guidance in 
regard to how emergency communications districts may expend funding, similar to 
the structure of the Alabama 911 system. Furthermore, the Legislature could enact 
legislation that requires the periodic audit of 911 funds and expands the authority 
of the CMRS Board to establish a centralized entity to oversee aspects of the 
implementation of the 911 service delivery system in Mississippi. 

Three primary methods are available for the Legislature to 
implement to improve emergency communications 
districts’ efficiency and minimize the potential for 
noncompliant expenditure of 911 funds: 

 provide specific guidance in state law on how 
emergency communications districts may expend 911 
funds; 

 require periodic audits of 911 funds; and, 

 expand the authority of the CMRS Board. 

The following sections briefly discuss each of the above 
methods. 
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Option for Legislative Action: Provide Specific Guidance in State 
Law on How Emergency Communications Districts May Expend 
911 Funds 

The Legislature could provide more specific statutory guidance in regard to 
how emergency communications districts may expend funds. While existing 
law establishes the general purposes that emergency communications 
service should achieve, additional specificity regarding how 911 funds may 
be expended could minimize potentially noncompliant expenditures. 

The Mississippi Legislature could follow the Alabama 
Legislature’s lead by defining in law how emergency 
communications districts may spend 911 service charges.  
Alabama specifies that emergency communications 
districts may, without limitation, spend 911 emergency 
service charges to establish, operate, maintain, and replace 
an emergency communications system for the following:  

 telephone communications equipment to be used in 
answering, transferring, and dispatching public 
emergency telephone calls originated by persons 
within the service area who dial 911;  

 emergency radio communications equipment and 
facilities necessary to transmit and receive dispatch 
calls;  

 the engineering, installation, and recurring costs 
necessary to implement operate and maintain an 
emergency communications system;  

 facilities to house 911 operators and related services, 
with the approval of the creating authority, and for 
necessary emergency and uninterruptible power 
supplies for the systems; and, 

 administrative and other costs related to the above 
expenditures.  

In Alabama, subject to the rules adopted by the 911 Board, 
an emergency communications district may expend 
available funds to establish a common address and 
location identification program and to establish the 
emergency service number database to facilitate efficient 
operations of the 911 system.  Also, the county and the 
emergency communications district are jointly responsible 
for purchasing and installing signs to identify all roads 
and streets in the emergency communications district.  

By defining what are acceptable expenditure categories, 
the Mississippi Legislature could alleviate the current 
ambiguity in the law as previously discussed on page 25 
and provide better direction for emergency 
communications districts’ expenditures. 
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Option for Legislative Action: Require Periodic Audits of 911 
Funds 

The Legislature could require periodic audits of emergency communications 
districts’ expenditures of 911 funds to help ensure that they are in 
compliance with requirements established in state law. 

The Legislature may also consider mandating audit 
requirements for the emergency communications districts 
to help ensure that emergency communications districts’ 
expenditures comply with state law, which is a 
requirement in the accountability systems in both 
Alabama and Tennessee.  Options range from annual 
audits to audits every three years, with audits being 
conducted by a central governing body such as the State 
Auditor or by contracting for private audits. 

 

Option for Legislative Action: Expand the Authority of the CMRS 
Board 

The Legislature could expand the authority and responsibilities of the CMRS 
Board in order to establish a centralized entity to oversee aspects of the 
implementation of the 911 service delivery system in Mississippi and hold 
the ECDs accountable for efficient use of 911 funding. 

The Legislature could expand the authority and 
responsibilities of the CMRS Board. Examples of an 
enlarged subject matter jurisdiction of the board might 
include the following: 

 the power to hire staff; 

 the power to recommend efficiency standards for 
ECDs, including the limitation of the number of PSAPs 
the state will support; 

 the power to establish equipment procurement 
guidelines for items that may be purchased with state 
funds; 

 the authority to receive Basic 911 and to deduct 
service charges from all 911 fund sources for the 
operation of the board; 

 the authority to pay the board per diem and travel; 

 the duty to report to the Legislature on current and 
future environments for emergency communications 
and to recommend legislation to ensure that 
Mississippi directs its resources to accomplish state 
and federal goals for emergency communications; 
and, 

 the authority to audit, if necessary, any provider or 
ECD. 

Expanding the authority of the CMRS Board would 
establish a centralized entity to oversee aspects of the 
implementation of the 911 service delivery system in 
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Mississippi and hold the ECDs accountable for efficient 
use of any current and future 911 funding. 

 

What options could be implemented to generate additional funding for emergency 

communications districts? 

While PEER acknowledges that the need for additional funding for emergency 
communications districts may exist, this additional funding should be contingent 
on having an accountability system in place to ensure that ECDs are expending 
existing 911 funds efficiently. Additional funding for emergency communications 
districts could be raised from several sources, including increasing emergency 
service charges, redirecting the thirty percent reserve in the CMRS Fund for 
provider reimbursement, or allowing counties and local governments to charge 
fees or assessments to help defray the cost of providing emergency 
communications services. 

As previously noted, PEER discovered operational deficits 
in all of the selected counties’ emergency communications 
operations when both 911 service fee revenue and local 
support from the counties were taken into consideration 
(see page 35).  While PEER notes that the need for 
additional funding may exist, the Legislature should 
consider options to generate additional funding for 911 
service delivery systems after the emergency 
communications districts have an accountability system in 
place that would help to ensure that existing 911 funds are 
expended efficiently.  

One of the ways that operational deficits could be closed is 
by implementing options that would generate additional 
funding for counties’ emergency service operations. In the 
course of its review, PEER noted the following options for 
generating additional revenues for emergency 
communications districts: 

 increase emergency service charges; 

 redirect the thirty percent reserve in the CMRS Fund 
for provider reimbursement; or, 

 allow counties and local governments to charge fees or 
assessments to help defray costs. 

 

Funding Option:  Increase Emergency Service Charges 

One option to consider for increasing revenues would be to increase the 
current 911 and E911 service charges for residential and commercial 
telephone subscriber lines, Voice over Internet Protocol subscriber accounts, 
commercial mobile radio services, and prepaid wireless telecommunication 
services.  The increases could take the form of a blanket increase to the rate 
limit or indexing of the current service charge rate to an economic indicator.  

One option to consider for increasing revenues would be 
to increase the current 911 and E911 service charges for 
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residential and commercial telephone subscriber lines 
(CODE §19-5-313), Voice over Internet Protocol subscriber 
accounts (CODE §19-5-313), commercial mobile radio 
services (CODE §19-5-333), and prepaid wireless 
telecommunication services (CODE §19-5-343).  To provide 
direction on these possible increases, see how Mississippi’s 
service charge structure compares to other states in 
Appendix F on page 81. 

This method would raise additional funds for emergency 
service operations using established collection and 
distribution channels and allow the burden of additional 
service charges to be passed on to current and future 
users of the system.  

If a blanket increase in the rate limit is considered too 
drastic, then the rate structure currently in place could be 
tied to the consumer price index or some other economic 
indicator to allow the service charges to keep pace with 
rising costs.  The current rate structures for emergency 
service charges were enacted in 1998 for wireline and 
billed wireless lines and 2010 for VoIP accounts and 
prepaid wireless lines.  Tying the rates to an economic 
index would allow the rates to increase gradually as costs 
increase due to the economy.  However, this method of 
rate increase could create confusion, as rates could 
potentially change every year.  

 

Funding Option:  Redirect the Portion of Future CMRS Service 
Charges Currently Allocated for Provider Reimbursement  

Another option for increasing revenues could be to redirect the portion of 
future CMRS service charges currently allocated for provider 
reimbursement.  For the three fiscal years PEER reviewed (FY 2011 through 
FY 2013), this change would have generated average additional revenues of 
approximately $6,449,474 per year.  

Another option for increasing revenues could be to 
redirect the portion of future CMRS service charges 
included in the Commercial Mobile Radio Services Fund 
that are allocated for provider reimbursement. MISS. CODE 
ANN. Section 19-5-333 (1972) requires that thirty percent 
of all emergency telephone service charges collected by the 
Commercial Mobile Radio Service Board be deposited into 
the CMRS Fund and used to repay the approved actual 
costs incurred by service providers and to defray 
administrative costs of the CMRS Board. 

At the time this law was enacted, the Federal 
Communications Commission had not completed writing 
the orders governing providers’ responsibility for 
implementation of new emergency service infrastructure.   
Early drafts included a provision requiring states to pay 
the actual cost of service providers, but this provision was 
not included in the final order. Mississippi has no federal 
obligation to reimburse service providers.  Therefore, state 
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law created this obligation and can eliminate this 
obligation. 

Redirecting the portion of the CMRS service charge 
currently allocated for provider reimbursement frees an 
additional 29.1 cents of every emergency service charge 
dollar to be used for other purposes. For additional 
clarification on the division and allocation of wireless 
service charges, see Exhibit 2 on page 20.  For the three 
fiscal years PEER reviewed (FY 2011 through FY 2013), this 
change would have generated average additional revenues 
of approximately $6,449,474 per year.  These revenues 
could be directly given to the counties in accordance with 
the distribution provisions laid out in state law.  
Alternatively, these additional funds could be repurposed 
to create a fund under the management of the CMRS Board 
that could provide infrastructure and equipment grants to 
sparsely populated counties.   

As stated on page 8, the CODE OF FEDERAL REGULATIONS 
§20.18 established additional timelines for minimum 
infrastructure and handset standards for wireless service 
providers.  These regulations include infrastructure 
installation targets until January 2019.  Mississippi is not 
obligated by federal statute to reimburse providers for 
cost incurred in the implementation of the Enhanced 911 
emergency system.  However, if the provision that 
allocates money for the reimbursement of providers’ costs 
is removed, it might discourage wireless providers from 
providing coverage to sparsely populated areas until 
mandated by federal law.  

 

Funding Option:  Allow Counties and Local Governments to 
Charge Fees or Assessments to Help Defray Costs 

Another option for generating additional revenues would be to permit 
counties and local governments to generate fees for the purpose of funding 
the E911 system.  These fees and assessments defray actual costs incurred 
and allow localities the ability to generate funds through a mechanism such 
as a user fee rather than adjusting the service charge fee structure 
statewide. 

Another option for generating additional revenues would 
be to permit counties and local governments to generate 
local fees for the purpose of funding the E911 system.  
These local fees could take the form of user hook-up fees 
or assessing fees for address changes.  This option would 
assign the increased expense to localities and individuals 
without having to raise the service charge fee structure 
statewide.  The local fees would also generate revenues to 
defray actual costs created, such as payroll for individuals 
who must change and update address databases when 
people move or build a building.  However, having a local 
emergency service fees creates an additional source of 
revenue for the counties and municipalities that might not 
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receive oversight. For a list of states that allow localities to 
assess fees or taxes for emergency communications, see 
Appendix F on page 81. 
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Recommendations 

 
 

1. To control expenditures and improve efficiency, 
emergency communications districts should consider 
the following: 

 
 where applicable, emergency communications 

districts with more than one PSAP operation 
should consider consolidating into one central 
PSAP operation; 
 

 where applicable, emergency communications 
districts should consider consolidating with 
neighboring emergency communications districts 
or entering into interlocal service agreements 
(e.g., a Phase 2 emergency communications 
district providing Phase 2 services for a Phase 0 
county in return for a fee); 
 

 where applicable, follow the National Emergency 
Number Administration’s PSAP staffing 
guidelines.  

 
2. To improve expenditure controls and improve the 

accountability of the 911 service delivery system, the 
Legislature should consider the following: 

 
 Amend MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-307 (1972) to 

provide specific statutory guidance in regard to 
how emergency communications districts may 
expend funds.  Mississippi could adopt language 
similar to that in Alabama’s law to govern how 
emergency communications districts may spend 
911 service charges (see page 49). 
 

 Require emergency communications districts 
operated by a board of supervisors to be included 
in the county audit conducted by the Office of 
the State Auditor (MISS. CODE ANN. § 7-7-211 [3] 
[1972]).  If the emergency communications 
district is established as a separate fund entity 
with a board of commissioners separate from the 
county audit, the emergency communications 
district should contract for an audit. 

 
 Expand the authority of the CMRS Board to 

establish a centralized entity to oversee aspects 
of the implementation of the 911 service delivery 
system in Mississippi. Examples of this expanded 
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authority could include the power to recommend 
efficiency standards for ECDs, the power to audit 
an ECD, and the power to establish equipment 
procurement guidelines.  

 
3. Contingent on ECDs implementing efficiency 

improvements, and should the Legislature consider 
additional funding for ECDs, the Legislature could 
consider the following options to reduce the 
disparity between revenues and expenditures: 

 
 Option One:  Increase the current 911 and E911 

service charges for residential and commercial 
telephone subscriber lines (CODE § 19-5-313), 
Voice over Internet Protocol subscriber accounts 
(CODE § 19-5-313), commercial mobile radio 
services (CODE § 19-5-333), and prepaid wireless 
telecommunication services (CODE § 19-5-343); 
 

 Option Two:  Amend MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-
335 to redirect the portion of future CMRS 
service charges currently allocated for the 
reimbursement of actual cost incurred by the 
providers.  Such funds could instead be 
reallocated to increase the 70% disbursement of 
CMRS service charges to emergency 
communications districts or to create a fund 
under the management of the Commercial Mobile 
Radio Service Board to provide grants to sparsely 
populated counties. 
 

 Option Three:  Amend MISS. CODE ANN. § 19-5-
301 (1972) to permit counties and local 
governments to generate fees for the purpose of 
funding the E911 system. 
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Appendix A:  911 Phase Status of Emergency 
Communications Districts in Mississippi, as of 
October 1, 2013  

 

Currently, sixty-three counties (77%) in Mississippi are 
Phase 2 capable, thirteen counties (16%) are Phase 1 
capable, and six counties (7%) are Phase 0 capable. 

 Phase 0:  911 telecommunicators at Phase 0 PSAPs can 
answer voice only calls, but cannot see the data 
associated with the call.  If the Phase 0 PSAP has caller 
ID, the 911 telecommunicator can see the caller’s 
phone number.  Beyond that, the 911 
telecommunicator will have to query the caller to 
obtain additional information about the location of the 
caller, name of the caller, etc.  Further, because Phase 0 
PSAPs are considered Basic 911, 911 calls made to a 
Phase 0 PSAP can only be made through an analog 
telephone line, as opposed to dedicated 911 trunks.  

 Phase 1:  Upgrading from Phase 0 to Phase 1 911 status 
enhances the 911 capabilities of PSAPs in two ways.  
First, unlike Phase 0 PSAPs, 911 telecommunicators at 
Phase 1 PSAPs can see the data associated with the 
voice call.  As a result, Phase 1 911 telecommunicators 
receive the caller’s phone number, the address of the 
macro cell (i. e., cell phone tower) through which the 
call is processed, and in some instances, the 
coordinates of the cellular phone.  Second, unlike 911 
calls to Phase 0 PSAPs, the 911 calls are delivered to 
the Phase 1 PSAP via dedicated 911 trunks.  

 Phase 2:  Phase 2 PSAPs have the same Phase 1 systems 
in place, with some specific upgrades that enable them 
to receive the coordinates of the 911 caller’s actual 
location as opposed to the coordinates of the macro 
cell through which the call is processed.  Also, unlike 
Phase 0 or Phase 1 PSAPs, Phase 2 PSAPs often have 
their phone and computer-aided dispatch systems 
linked to a mapping system that pinpoints the caller’s 
location on the map, providing the 911 
telecommunicator with more access to information 
about the location to provide to emergency responders.   

SOURCE:  Commercial Mobile Radio Service Board.  
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Appendix B:  Limited Profile of County 
Emergency Communications Districts and 
Operations 

 

PEER contacted the 911 coordinators or 911 directors for 
the county emergency communications districts in order 
to obtain general information based on the district 
infrastructure and general operations, including the 
number of public safety answering points (PSAPs) in the 
county, the number of staff and dispatchers involved in 
emergency communications, the average number of calls 
received by the PSAPs per day, how the emergency 
communications districts are governed, how the 911 
service charge revenue is accounted for regarding the 
overall county budget, and whether any local county or 
municipal financial support is provided to help fund the 
emergency communications operations.  

PEER notes that this appendix does not include all counties 
and only represents the information provided by those 
emergency communications districts PEER contacted 
successfully. The table on the following pages lists the 
information obtained from the emergency 
communications districts surveyed. 

The purpose of this information is to provide a general 
comparison of how each emergency communications 
district is set up and operated. Such information could be 
useful in establishing the number of necessary PSAPs and 
determining staffing needs based on population and 
average call volume using standards established by the 
National Emergency Number Association (NENA) as shown 
in Exhibit 7, page 45.  

Counties have established their respective emergency 
communications districts in a variety of ways. The least 
tracked or least readily available information of the survey 
questions administered by PEER pertained to the average 
number of calls received by the PSAPs per day. While some 
personnel were able to provide an average estimate 
quickly, several respondents noted that the average 
number of calls was either not tracked or that the 
information was kept outside of the main office at the 
actual call centers for each respective PSAP. PEER also 
notes that the majority of emergency communications 
operations are subsidized by county and municipal 
financial support. This was most often noted for 
dispatcher salaries. 

 
SOURCE:  PEER survey of counties’ emergency communications 
districts.
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Appendix C:  Examples of Attorney General 
Opinions Regarding 911 Expenditures 

 

PEER searched the Mississippi Attorney General’s website 
for opinions regarding 911 and E911.  From the search 
results, PEER noted that, while an Attorney General’s 
opinion cannot determine compliance regarding the 
purchase of an individual piece of equipment, it can 
provide determinations on the acceptableness of certain 
types of expenditures.  The following table lists examples 
of Attorney General’s opinions regarding these 
expenditures and types of expenditures deemed as either 
acceptable or not acceptable. 

 

Examples of Attorney General’s Opinions Regarding the 
Acceptableness of Emergency Communications Fund Expenditures  

Acceptableness of the Potential 
Expenditure 

Expenditure or Expenditure Type 

Acceptable Employing emergency communications 
district personnel, including salaries and 
benefits, and utilizing a pro rata share 
based on duties performed if the employee 
is also engaged in other areas of county 
operations  

Acceptable Facility and infrastructure costs associated 
with operation of the emergency 
communications district, based on a pro 
rata share if the facility is jointly used with 
another entity  

Acceptable Equipment for the 911 system, such as 
radio equipment, cellular phones, personal 
computers for dispatchers, and mapping 
software  

Acceptable Renaming and renumbering of streets, 
including repair and installation of street 
signs  



 

PEER Report #579   67 

 

Unacceptable Equipment that does not facilitate the 
answering, transferring, and dispatching 
of public emergency telephone calls, such 
as defibrillators and outdoor warning 
sirens  

Unacceptable County activities that are not related to 
emergency communications services, such 
as counting the number of waste 
dispensers or fire hydrants  

Unacceptable A stipend for an emergency 
communications district chairman  

 
SOURCE:  Mississippi Attorney General’s website.  

 

While the above table lists only a few examples, these 
inquiries further demonstrate the breadth of the purposes 
listed within the law regarding expenditure of funds for 
emergency communications services. This is compounded 
by the close relationship between emergency 
communications services and emergency management 
services. It is often difficult to distinguish between 
appropriate expenditures for each respective service. For 
example, while a defibrillator would result in the saving of 
lives as outlined within the purposes of statute, because it 
does not facilitate the answering, transferring, and 
dispatching of public emergency telephone calls, it is not 
an acceptable expenditure of emergency communications 
funds. 

 

SOURCE:  PEER analysis of relevant Attorney General’s opinions.
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Appendix D: Selected Counties’ Expenditures for 
Emergency Communications Operations, Fiscal 
Years 2011 through 2013 

 

While the selected counties use the chart of accounts 
outlined in the Mississippi County Financial Accounting 
Manual, this system still allows for variability in how 
revenues and expenditures are classified.  In an effort to 
provide more consistency in the presentation of the 
financial data received, PEER consolidated the financial 
information provided by each of the selected counties into 
a standard list of major categories. Below is a list of the 
categories used in this review and examples of the types of 
expenditures each category could contain: 

 Salaries/Benefits 

o salaries and wages for all personnel paid by the 
emergency communications district.  This could 
include director, assistant directors, 
administrative assistants, dispatchers, and 
GIS/database personnel 

o employer matches on FICA taxes and 
unemployment tax 

o any amounts paid for insurance coverage 
offered to employees   

 Rent/Utilities 

o emergency communications operations 
facilities rent 

o tower/repeater rents 

o power, water, gas, sewer, internet, and cable 

o telephone lines and interchanges 

 Capital Expenditures 

o principal/interest payments on all financed 
equipment purchases 

o payments on leased equipment 

o facilities and other real property 

o service/maintenance contracts on all 
equipment 

 Repairs/Maintenance/Materials 

o repair of equipment and facilities owned by the 
emergency communications district 
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o maintenance of equipment and facilities (other 
than vehicles) owned by the emergency 
communications district 

o materials used in the repair and maintenance of 
emergency communications assets 

 Travel/Training 

o seminars and professional training 

o all travel to training 

o reimbursement for use of personal vehicle 

o gasoline and fuel for emergency 
communications vehicles 

o expenses for maintenance of vehicles (oil 
changes and tires) 

o professional dues 

 Miscellaneous Expenditures 

o insurance 

o office supplies 

o professional services 

 

SOURCE:  PEER analysis of selected counties’ self-reported 
financial statements, Fiscal Year 2011 through Fiscal Year 
2013. 
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Appendix E: Issues and Challenges in Funding 
911 and Next Generation 911  
 

Funding 
Method 

Today’s Funding 
Issues 

Future NG911 Funding 
Challenges 

Mississippi 
Status 

Surcharge on 
Wireline 
Telephone 
Subscribers 

The number of wireline 
subscribers continues to 
decline. 
 
Funds are insufficient in 
most cases to fund 
necessary system 
improvements. 

Subscribership is predicted 
to continue to erode. 
 
Funds will continue to be 
insufficient for operations, 
the investment required to 
implement NG911, and the 
system transition period. 

$1 per residential 
telephone 
subscriber line 
per month, minus 
a 1% 
administrative fee  
 
$2 per 
commercial 
telephone 
subscriber line 
per month, minus 
a 1% 
administrative 
fee. Cap of no 
more than 
twenty-five 
exchange access 
facilities or VoIP 
lines service 
charges per 
person per 
location  

Surcharge on 
Wireless 
Telephone 
Subscribers 

Funds may not be 
sufficient in some 
applications. 
 
Cost recovery (if 
applicable) to carriers 
decreases available 
funding. 
 
Audit process for 
carriers is not 
universally defined or 
performed. 

The number of subscribers 
may continue to increase 
for a period of time and 
then plateau or decrease 
over time. 
 
Subscribers are shifting 
service from wireless to 
VoIP or prepaid cellular. 
 
Long-term funding outlook 
may not be sufficient. 
Good fund maintenance 
and fiscal responsibility 
will be key. 

$1 per month per 
commercial 
mobile radio 
service 
connection 
(including 
wireless 
telephone)  
 
Only 70% of 
collections are 
distributed to 
emergency 
communication 
districts 
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Funding 
Method 

Today’s Funding 
Issues 

Future NG911 Funding 
Challenges 

Mississippi 
Status 

Surcharge on 
Voice over 
Internet 
Protocol (VoIP) 
Subscribers 

Surcharge reporting and 
remitting is voluntary in 
most states. 
 
Even with legislation, 
methods to collect are 
inconsistent. 
 
Audit process of service 
providers is not 
universally defined or 
performed. 

Collections methods will 
continue to be a challenge 
and are complicated 
further by non-U.S.-based 
providers. In states where 
legislation has been 
adopted to equalize 
collections on VoIP 911 
access (as with wireline 
and wireless), this fund 
will continue to grow. 
 
As the number of VoIP 
subscribers is currently 
small, it is not known 
whether funds will be 
sufficient. 

$1 per Voice over 
Internet Protocol 
subscriber 
account per 
month, minus a 
1% administrative 
fee  
 
Cap of no more 
than twenty-five 
exchange access 
facilities or VoIP 
lines service 
charges per 
person per 
location  

Prepaid 
Cellular Point-
of-Sale Charge 

According to the 
Chairman of T-Mobile, 
more than 25 states 
have laws similar to 
Mississippi’s prepaid 
telecommunication 
service charge laws. 
 
However, states not 
collecting prepaid 911 
service charges from 
the seller have trouble 
collecting 911 service 
charges on the growing 
prepaid wireless device 
market, since they are 
not billed like other 
wireless subscribers 
above. 

No monthly 
billing/contract exists as a 
mechanism for collections. 
 
Eighty percent of prepaid 
services are sold by third 
parties who do not have a 
relationship with the 
customer. The number of 
point-of-sale transactions 
continues to increase. 
 
Retail point-of-sale 
legislation is needed to 
ensure collections. 
 
It is unknown whether 
funds will be sufficient for 
NG911. 

$1 per prepaid 
wireless retail 
transaction minus 
2% deducted by 
the seller for 
administrative 
costs and 2% 
deducted by the 
Department of 
Revenue for 
collection costs  

General Fund 
Tax 

In the current economic 
environment, increases 
in taxes are politically 
unpopular. 
 
Sometimes levy limits 
prohibit additional 
taxing for public safety 
application. 
 
Taxing mechanism is 
not consistent with 
costs. 

Already stressed funding 
mechanism will likely not 
be able to provide all 
necessary additional 
funding needed for 
NG911. 

Not currently a 
source of funding 
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Funding 
Method 

Today’s Funding 
Issues 

Future NG911 Funding 
Challenges 

Mississippi 

State 
“Universal 
Service” Fee 
(USF) 

Thirteen states have 
their own state 
Universal Service Fee-
type collection 
mechanism, but none, 
other than Vermont, can 
use it for 911. 
 
In all cases, state USF-
type mechanisms must 
be coordinated with 
Federal USF. 

In Vermont, funds are 
collected to pay for 911 at 
the point of billing—not 
the point of sale. Before 
widespread cellular and 
VoIP usage, these two 
points were the same, but 
this is not true today. Out-
of-state visitors call 911; 
out-of-state college 
students use cellular 
telephones billed to their 
home area; in-state 
residents have out-of-state 
service (either cellular or 
VoIP). In all of these cases, 
a local agency provides 
911 service but sees no 
911 revenue. This is 
complicated by 
competition in the 
telecommunications 
marketplace driving down 
the amount subscribers 
pay and thus the 
percentage-based 911 
funding collected from 
Universal Service Fees. 
 
It is unclear whether a 
state Universal Service Fee 
would be sufficient to fund 
NG911. 

Not currently a 
source of funding 

Percentage of 
Local Service 
Revenue 

This mechanism is 
applicable to wireline 
only. 
 
It does not take into 
account most of the 
calling methods 
employed today. 
 
This is an inconsistent 
and declining source of 
funds. 
  

With the number of 
wireline subscribers 
decreasing, this 
mechanism does not 
provide sufficient funding 
for NG911 needs. 

Not currently a 
source of funding 
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Funding 
Method 

Today’s Funding 
Issues 

Future NG911 Funding 
Challenges 

Mississippi 

Percentage of 
Toll Revenue 

In Texas and California, 
legacy 911 is funded, in 
part, with explicit 
assessments against 
intrastate 
(predominantly wireline) 
toll revenue. 
 
The Federal 
Telecommunications Act 
of 1996 opened all 
communications 
markets to competition, 
thus 
continuation/expansion 
of such legacy 
methodology is neither 
competitively nor 
technologically neutral. 

Owing to wireless and VoIP 
substitution, toll is a 
seriously declining 
revenue source for service 
providers. As such, it is an 
unsustainable source of 
funding. 
 
Assessment and collection 
methodologies should be 
equitable among all 
communications service 
providers that have an 
obligation to provide 
subscribers with access to 
911. 

Not currently a 
source of funding 

State and 
Federal Grants 

This mechanism is often 
one-time and limited in 
scope. 
 
Ongoing operations and 
maintenance uses are 
rarely eligible for 
funding. 

This funding source is 
unreliable and limited in 
scope. 

Only two of the 
seven selected 
counties in 
Appendix D 
reported 
receiving grant 
funds in any of 
the three fiscal 
years reviewed  

Public-Private 
Partnerships 

Private sector 
participation is common 
in design, building, 
finance, operations, and 
maintenance of next 
generation technology 
of core social 
infrastructure assets. 
 
The goal of such 
procurement methods is 
to take advantage of 
market efficiencies 
while reducing public 
sector exposure to risk. 

Difficulty in developing a 
commercial valuation of 
911 call centers for private 
investment and operation 
interest. 
 
Difficulty in developing an 
attractive partnership 
agreement with the private 
sector that meets 
operational expectations 
for the public sector and 
investment return 
expectations for the 
private investor. 

Not currently a 
source of funding 

 
SOURCE:  PEER analysis of Current State of 911 Funding and Oversight.  National 911 
Program and the Blue Ribbon Panel on 911 Funding.  March 20, 2013.  Pages 2-5.  
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Appendix F:  911 Surcharge-User Fees by State, 
as of November 2013  

State Wireline Wireless VoIP 
Alabama $1.60  $1.60 

 
$1.60 Prepaid 

$1.60  

Alaska $0.00 - $2.00 $0.00 - $2.00 Not Reported 
Arizona $0.20  $0.20  $0.20  
Arkansas 5% - 12% of Tariff 

Rates 
$0.65 

 
$0.65 Prepaid 

$0.65  

California .50% of 
intrastate calls 

.50% of 
intrastate calls 

.50% of 
intrastate calls 

Colorado $0.43 - $1.50 
(max) 

$0.43 - $1.50 
(max) 

 
1.4% of Sale - 

Prepaid 

$0.43 - $1.50 
(max) 

Connecticut $0.67  $0.67 
 

$0.67 Point of 
Sale - Prepaid 

$0.67  

Delaware $0.60  $0.60  $0.60  
District of 
Columbia 

$0.76 Wireline 
 

$0.62 Centrex 
 

$4.96 PBX Trunk 

$0.76 
 

2.0% Point of 
Sale - Prepaid 

$0.76  

Florida $0.50 (max) $0.50  $0.50  
Georgia $1.50  $1.00 - $1.50 

 
$0.75 Prepaid 

$1.50  

Hawaii $0.27  $0.66  $0.66  

Idaho $1.00 (max) $1.00 (max) $1.00 (max) 

Illinois $0.25 - $5.00 $0.73 
 

$2.50 City of 
Chicago 

 
7.0% of Sale City 

of Chicago - 
Prepaid 

 
1.5% of Sale - 

Prepaid 

$0.25 - $5.00 

Indiana $0.90  $0.90 
 

$0.50 of Sale - 
Prepaid 

$0.90  



 

         PEER Report #579 82 

 
 
 

State Wireline Wireless VoIP 

Iowa $1.00 max $0.65 
 

$0.33 Point of 
Sale - Prepaid 

$0.65  

Kansas $0.53  $0.53 
 

1.06% of Retail 
Sale - Prepaid 

$0.53  

Kentucky $0.36 - $4.50 $0.70 
 

$0.70 Prepaid 

$0.36 - $4.50 

Louisiana $0.62 - $1.00 
Residential 

 
$1.30 - $2.00 

Business 

$0.85 - $1.50 
(max) 

 
2% of Retail Sale 

- Prepaid 

$1.00  

Maine $0.45  $0.45 
 

$0.45 Point of 
Sale - Prepaid 

$0.45  

Maryland $1.00  $1.00  $1.00  
Massachusetts $0.75  $0.75 

 
$0.75 Prepaid 

$0.75  

Michigan $0.19 State Fee 
 

$0.00 - $3.00 by 
County 

$0.19 State Fee 
 

$0.00 - $3.00 by 
County 

 
1.92% Point of 
Sale - Prepaid 

$0.19 State 
Fee 

 
$0.00 - $3.00 

by County 

Minnesota $0.80  $0.80  $0.80  
Mississippi $1.00 

Residential; 
$2.00 

Commercial 

$1.00 
 

$1.00 Prepaid 

$1.00  

Missouri 2% - 15% of Base 
Rate (52 
Counties) 

 
1/8% - 3/4% of 
Sales Tax (44 

Counties) 
 

General Revenue 
(2 Counties) 

 
Unfunded (16 

Counties) 

None Not Reported 

Montana $1.00  $1.00  $1.00  
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State Wireline Wireless VoIP 

Nebraska $0.50 - $1.00 $0.45 - $0.70 
(max) 

 
1.1% of Retail 
Sale - Prepaid 

Not Reported 

Nevada Varies by 
Jurisdiction – 
Property tax 

and/or 
Surcharge 

Must be equal to 
wireline 

Surcharge 

Not Reported 

New 
Hampshire 

$0.57  $0.57  $0.57  

New Jersey $0.90  $0.90  $0.90  
New Mexico $0.51  $0.51  Not Reported 
New York $0.35 - $1.00 $1.20  $0.35  
North Carolina $0.60  $0.60 

 
$0.60 Point of 
Sale – Prepaid  

$0.60  

North Dakota $1.00 - $1.50 
(max) 

$1.00 - $1.50 
(max) 

 
$1.00 - $1.50 

(max) - Prepaid 

$1.00 – 1.50 
(max) 

Ohio $0.50 (max) 
(Legally limited 

to a few 
counties; no 

general 
surcharge) 

$0.25 
 

0.2% Point of 
Sale – Prepaid  

Not Reported 

Oklahoma 3-15% of Base 
Rate 

$0.50 
(Approximately 
42 Counties) 

 
$0.50 Prepaid 

$0.50  

Oregon $0.75  $0.75  $0.75  
Pennsylvania $1.00 - $1.50 $1.00 

 
$1.00 Point of 
Sale - Prepaid 

$1.00  

Rhode Island $1.00  $1.26  $1.26  
South Carolina $0.30 - $1.00 $0.61 

 
$0.61 Prepaid 

$0.30 - $1.00 

South Dakota $1.25  $1.25 
 

2% Point of Sale 
- Prepaid 

$1.25  



 

         PEER Report #579 84 

 
State Wireline Wireless VoIP 

 

 

 

NOTE:  Exact amounts may be adjusted locally. 

SOURCE:  National Emergency Number Association, as of November 2013.  

 

Tennessee $0.45 - $1.50 
Res./ $1.52 - $3 

Bus. 

$1.00 
 

$0.53 Point of 
Sale - Prepaid 

$1.00  

Texas $0.50 State 
Program 

 
Fees Vary by 

District 

$0.50 
 

2% of Sale - 
Prepaid 

$0.50  

Utah $0.61 Local Fee 
plus 

 
$0.08 State Fee 

$0.61 Local Fee 
plus 

 
$0.08 State Fee 

 
1.9% Point of 
Sale - Prepaid 

$0.61 Local 
Fee plus 

 
$0.08 State 

Fee 

Vermont Universal Service 
Funding 

Universal Service 
Funding 

Not Reported 

Virginia $0.75  $0.75 
 

$0.50 Prepaid 

$0.75  

Washington $0.25 Statewide 
 

$0.70 by 
Counties 

$0.25 Statewide 
 

$0.70 by 
Counties 

$0.25 
Statewide 

 
$0.70 by 
Counties 

West Virginia $0.98 - $6.40 by 
County 

$3.00 
 

6% Point of Sale 
- Prepaid 

$0.98 - $6.40 
by County 

Wisconsin $0.40 - $1.00 None Not Reported 
Wyoming $0.25 - $0.75 $0.25 - $0.75 $0.25-$0.75 
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