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Introduction 
 
In accordance with our approved audit plan, we audited the Johnson County Emergency 
Communications Center (ECC) and the Johnson County Sheriff’s Communications 
Division (Communications). This audit focused on delivery of services for 9-1-1 call 
processing to the Johnson County community. We also validated reported performance 
metrics to ensure ECC’s reports to stakeholders were accurate and reliable.  
 
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government 
audit standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
sufficient and appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the evidence obtained 
provides a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on the audit 
objectives. 
 
Audit Objectives 
 
The audit objectives for this audit were to determine the answers to the following 
questions: 
 
Are emergency calls (fire, medical, and law enforcement) being dispatched in an effective 
and efficient way to meet community needs? 
 
Is reported call processing time data for emergency fire & medical calls accurate and complete? 
 
Conclusions 
 
Emergency calls in 9-1-1 operations for Johnson County’s two County-operated public 
safety answering points (PSAPs) are being dispatched effectively. We found opportunities 
for the County to achieve more efficiencies that will result in better outcomes for the 
community’s needs. 
 
The ECC’s reported processing times for emergency fire & medical calls are accurate and 
complete. 
 
The work of the communications specialists and deputies within the two PSAPs is 
impressive and requires a unique set of skills such as critical thinking, active listening, 
customer service, empathy, computer and software skills, and the ability to multi-task 
quickly. We would like to acknowledge their efforts in serving the community’s 9-1-1 
needs.  
 
We based our conclusions on the expectations of a professional emergency call center; 
which included use of industry standards and best practices, performance metrics, 
training and quality assurance. Additionally, we considered costs of operations, industry 
trends, the structure and performance of PSAPs in comparable counties/cities, and the 
potential for future population growth in the County. 
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Johnson County 9-1-1 Operations 

Executive Summary 
Why We Did This Audit 
 
The public relies on the 9-1-1 operations for response 
to emergency calls. The County is operating two out of 
seven of Johnson County’s Public Safety Answering 
Points (PSAPs) to process these calls and dispatch 
Emergency Response Units (ERUs); Communications 
for law enforcement, ECC for fire and emergency 
medical services. This audit was to determine if these 
PSAPs are operating effectively and efficiently to meet 
the community’s needs for emergency response. 
 
What We Found 
 
Both PSAPs are generally effective in processing calls 
and dispatching ERUs. 
 
The ECC is an accredited emergency call center which 
is meeting professional standards and incorporated 
those standards into operating procedures. It has an 
effective training program, resulting in 
communications specialists with certifications as 
Emergency Fire (EFD) and Emergency Medical (EMD) 
dispatchers. ECC’s quality assurance program 
includes both third-party and internal review of 
emergency calls to ensure the center and its 
communications specialists are continuously 
improving customer service and meeting standards. 
We found some conflicting policies in the training 
program. We also found they were not following one 
of their quality assurance procedures to create action 
plans for those communications specialists who were 
not meeting the quality assurance standards. 
 
Communications has not adopted a set of professional 
standards to incorporate into operating procedures. 
Emergency calls for law enforcement are processed 
differently for the various agencies they provide 
dispatching services to. This contributes to longer 
average call processing times. Communications is 
also taking longer to transfer fire and emergency calls 
to ECC than any of the other County’s PSAPs. 
Transfer times extend the time it takes to notify ERUs 
for fire and medical calls in the County. 
 

Communications training program is operating as 
intended. We found the Quality Assurance program 
did not include sufficient review of calls to ensure 
issues with customer service or compliance with 
operating procedures were detected. 
 
The County budgeted over $9.45 million in 
expenditures and 82 FTE in 2019 and 2020. The 
Sheriff’s use of sworn law enforcement deputies for 
call processing and dispatch is more costly than 
civilians both in base pay and overtime. We found 
many of the counties and cities considered 
comparable to Johnson County are operating 
consolidated PSAPs. 
 
What We Recommended 
 
JCSO Communications modify the answering 
protocol before transfer to help decrease call 
transfer times. 
 
JCSO Communications incorporate a set of 
professional standards into their call processing. 
 
ECC ensure policies agree and reflect current 
practices. 
 
JCSO Communications increase QA call review to 
meet APCO standards for a QA Program, which 
requires 2% of calls are reviewed. 
 
ECC consistently complete action plans as required 
by their policy. 
 
The County Manager and the Sheriff develop a plan 
to organizationally consolidate the County’s 9-1-1 
operations. The plan should consider converting 
sworn call-taker/dispatch positions to civilians using 
a phased, multi-year approach. We also 
recommend the County seek participation from the 
other five PSAPs in Johnson County. 



Johnson County 9-1-1 Operations 

 

Table of Contents 
 

Background & Scope ....................................................................................................... I 
Johnson County 9-1-1 Call Process Flowchart ................................................................ II 
 
Finding 1 - Incorporating Professional Standards in Operating Procedures 
Provides Consistency in Call Processing and Performance .......................................... 1 
 Recommendations 1 - 2 
 
Finding 2 - Training Programs Meet Minimum Standards and Are 
Functioning According to Standard Operating Procedures ......................................... 8 
 Recommendation 3 
 
Finding 3 - Quality Assurance Programs Help Ensure Effectiveness and 
Compliance with Best Practices ..................................................................................... 10 
 Recommendations 4 - 5 
 
Finding 4 - Johnson County’s PSAPs Can Achieve Greater Efficiencies and 
Outcomes  ....................................................................................................................... 12 
 Recommendation 6 
 
Appendix I – Historical Background & Methodology ................................................... 18 
Appendix II – Call Volume, Answer Time, & Call Processing Tables ........................... 21 
 



 

I 

Background & Scope 
 
This audit concentrates on the 9-1-1 operations of the County-operated Public Safety 
Answering Points (PSAPS): ECC and Communications. We reviewed policy, procedures, 
performance measures, and operations related to 9-1-1 and call center functions for 2019 & 
2020. 
 
Johnson County currently has 6 primary PSAPs that are the first to answer 9-1-1 calls in 
designated areas of the County: 

 Johnson County Sheriff’s Communications 
 Leawood PD 
 Lenexa PD 
 Overland Park PD 
 Prairie Village PD 
 Shawnee PD 

 
The ECC is the County’s only secondary PSAP. The ECC processes and dispatches all 
emergency calls for Fire & Emergency Medical Services (EMS) services in the County.  
 
Communications answers initial 9-1-1 calls, then processes and dispatches law 
enforcement calls for the following jurisdictions: 

 Unincorporated portions of Johnson County 
 Johnson County Parks & Recreation District 
 Olathe Police Department 
 Meriam 
 Mission 
 Roeland Park 
 Fairway 
 Westwood 
 Gardner 
 DeSoto 
 Edgerton 
 Spring Hill 
 Lake Quivira 
 Kansas Wildlife & Parks (within Johnson County) 

 
The following page illustrates the process flow of 9-1-1 calls with associated average times 
for each step of the process as it relates to ECC and Communications.
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1. Incorporating Professional Standards in Operating Procedures Provides 
Consistency in Call Processing and Performance 

 
Johnson County’s PSAPs are meeting call industry standards for 9-1-1 answer times 
and are generally effective based on key performance indicators used in the 
emergency communications industry. However, we found Communications’ transfer 
times were the highest in the county and do not meet standards for transfer time to 
the ECC for Fire & EMS calls.  
 
Communications has not incorporated professional standards into their standard 
operating procedures. The PSAP is using different protocols for the various law 
enforcement agencies they provide services to. Consequently, call processing is not 
consistent. Communications could improve their call processing time by using the 
standards in their protocols to process all calls consistently.  
 
ECC’s reported call processing times for Fire & EMS calls are accurate and complete. 
 
Recommendations 
 

1. JCSO Communications modify their answering protocol before transfer to help 
decrease call transfer times. 
 

2. JCSO Communications incorporate a set of professional standards into their 
Standard Operating Procedures to increase consistency in call processing. 

 
Management Response 
 
See management’s response to audit recommendation no. 6 on page 12. 
 
Key Performance Indicators & Call Processing Standards 
 
There are several key performance indicators the various emergency call center 
standards recommend leadership track in order to measure call center effectiveness 
and operational performance. Some of the common ones are: 

 Call Volume –Number of incoming calls, broken down into emergency (9-1-1 
calls) and non-emergency (administrative) calls. 

 Answer Time – The time it takes for a PSAP to answer the 9-1-1 call when the 
call comes in (usually tracked as a percent of calls answered in time 
increments based on the standards followed). 

 Transfer Time – The time from when the primary PSAP answers the call until 
the time the call is answered by the secondary PSAP. 

 Call Processing Time – The time from when a PSAP answers a call until the 
Emergency Response Units (ERUs) are notified to respond by dispatch. 

 
ECC and Communications collect their call volume data and answer time information 
from MARC’s 9-1-1 software reporting. Administrative outgoing calls are also tracked 
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by each PSAP and included in their reported call volume in the County’s budget. (See 
Appendix II, Table A2.1 for the County’s incoming call volume by PSAP.) 
 
Answer time is tracked by percent of calls answered in 10 - 15 seconds or less, 20 
seconds or less, 40 seconds or less and 60 seconds or less. All the Johnson County 
PSAPs are meeting standards for Answer Time. (See Appendix II, Table A2.2 for the 
County’s PSAP answer times.) 
 
Transfer Time 
 
Transfer time extends the time for the ECC to assign fire and ambulance ERUs. The 
average county PSAPs transfer time for 2020 was nearly 28 seconds for all primary 
PSAPs. However, Communications average’s nearly 8 seconds longer for their transfer 
time. Table 1.1 shows each of Johnson County’s PSAPs average transfer times to the 
ECC. 
 

Table 1.1 - Average Transfer Times 
Primary PSAP 2019 2020 
Sheriff Communications 35.78 36.11 
Prairie Village 29.34 30.94 
Leawood 26.79 28.03 
Shawnee 25.69 25.60 
Lenexa 24.41 24.72 
Overland Park 21.93 22.05 
County PSAP Average 27.32 27.91 
* Time in seconds   
Source: Audit Services analysis of MARC monthly triage 
(transfer) time. 

 
Communications answering protocol is “9-1-1, what is the address of the emergency?” 
Communications verifies address and then determines the nature of the call. If the 
emergency is fire or EMS, they transfer the call to ECC and stay on the line to listen 
and determine if law enforcement needs to be sent. Prairie Village is following this 
same answering protocol.  
 
Other JOCO PSAPs are answering the calls to determine the nature of the emergency 
first, i.e. “9-1-1, what is your emergency?” If the emergency is for Fire or EMS, the 
call is immediately transferred and all the PSAPs remain on the line while ECC 
answers. ECC’s first step in answering the call is determining the address of the 
emergency. The other PSAPs are verifying the address of the emergency 
simultaneously with the ECC and have ensured that the transfer was complete.  
 
All professional standard setting bodies require PSAPs to remain on the line during 
transfer. This is referred to as an “attended transfer”. All JOCO primary PSAPs are 
meeting this standard. Professional standards also recommend verifying an address 
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before a transfer and allow variations of the answering protocol. Instead of answering 
“9-1-1, what is the address of the emergency?”; PSAPs can use “9-1-1, what is the 
nature and address of the emergency?” 
 
The NFPA requires that when calls are transferred for Fire or EMS, the agency 
responsible for the PSAP shall establish a performance measure of a transfer time of 
not more than 30 seconds for at least 95% of the calls processed.  
 
In 2020, 19% of 9-1-1 calls in Johnson County were transferred to ECC for fire & EMS 
services. Of those calls, 80% were for medical services. All fire & EMS calls are time 
sensitive as every second counts when emergency medical care is needed. On 
average, a transferred call for fire & EMS takes 28 seconds longer before ERUs can be 
notified to respond. A call transferred by Communications to ECC, averages 36 
seconds longer before ERUs can be notified.  
 
Call Processing Time 
 
Call processing time is one of the measures that any single PSAP can control based on 
their own performance. It is the core work of a call center.  
 
The National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) requires fire departments to establish 
a performance objective of having call processing time of not more than 64 seconds 
for at least 90% of the calls and not more than 106 seconds for at least 95% of the 
calls for fire and emergency medical services.  
 
NFPA extends the call processing time to 90 seconds for 90% of calls, and 120 seconds 
for 99% of calls when the call requires special processing, such as:  

 Emergency medical dispatch questioning and pre-arrival instructions,  
 Language translation,  
 Law enforcement staging,  
 TTY/TDD devices or audio/video relay services,  
 Hazardous materials,  
 Technical rescue,  
 Calls received by text message, or  
 Calls requiring determination of the emergency location due to insufficient 

information. 
 
The National Emergency Number Association (NENA) and Association of Public-Safety 
Communications Officials (APCO) do not have standards for call processing times other 
than that the communications centers should have performance measures related to 
their call processing times. 
 
At least 80% of the 9-1-1 calls the ECC receives are medical calls requiring medical 
dispatch questioning and pre-and/or post-arrival instructions. Some fire calls may also 
require the additional processing time required above. 
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The ECC breaks down their call process into two time increments, to better 
understand their call processing times for improvements. The first increment is the 
time from the call-takers answer the calls until the time they send ERU 
recommendations to dispatch. The second increment is the time it takes dispatch to 
accept the recommendations and assign ERU(s). Once ERU(s) are assigned they are 
automatically notified in the field through an alarm. Table 1.2 provides ECC’s average 
call processing time for all call processing and high priority calls: 
 

Table 1.2 - ECC Call Processing Time (in Seconds) 

 All Priorities High Priority 

 2019 2020 2019 2020 
Call-Taker Info 
Collection  46 80 39 29 
Dispatch Assignment  13 15 14 13 
Call Processing Time  59 95 52 42 
Source: Audit Services analysis of call processing times from ECC CAD data and performance 
reports. 

 
The increase in ECC’s call processing time in 2020 can be attributed to the additional 
COVID questioning added to call processing in March 2020.  
 
Table 1.3 shows Communications’ average call processing times for all call processing 
and high priority calls:  
 

Table 1.3 - Communications Call Processing Time (in Seconds) 

 All Priorities High Priority 

 2019 2020 2019 2020 
Call-Taker Info Collection  60 61 37 36 
Dispatch Assignment  119 148 22 21 
Call Processing Time 179 209 59 57 
Source: Audit Services analysis of Communications reported call processing times. 

 
Communications is limited by law enforcement unit availability to assign and dispatch 
units to calls, which results in longer dispatch times. The processing time displayed 
does not include any calls that were held due to lower priority with no available units. 
Communications also follows different protocols for processing and dispatching the 
various jurisdictions they serve. A priority 1 call for one police department may be a 
priority 2 call for another; this affects how the calls are processed and dispatched. 
 
Communications tracks only Priority 0-1 calls processing time for reporting of 
performance measures. When compared to the other 5 primary PSAPs in the County, 
Communications has the fastest processing time of the primary PSAPs. (See Table A2.4 
in Appendix II for a comparison of call processing times for highest priority calls in the 
County)  
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Standards 
 
Following professional standards for 9-1-1 calls by PSAPs serves as a basis for the 
development of Standard Operating Procedures. Their use can standardize the 
method of call handling across jurisdictional boundaries and provides consistency in 
the processing of emergency and non-emergency calls. 
 
Emergency call centers have several sets of standards they can follow based on the 
type of service they provide to the community; law enforcement, fire, and EMS. 
These standards include: 

 National Emergency Number Association (NENA) 
 Association of Public-Safety Communications Officials (APCO) 
 National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 
 International Academies of Emergency Dispatch (IAED) 

 
The ECC is required to follow the NFPA standards for processing Fire & EMS calls. They 
also follow IAED standards for their accreditation through the IAED. These standards 
have been incorporated into their Standard Operating Procedures providing their 
communications specialists with clear instruction and call scripts for processing calls. 
 
Communications has not formally adopted a set of standards to guide their standard 
operating procedures. They have selected some APCO and NENA standards to follow; 
however, these standards are not referenced in operating procedures or used for all 
processes. Communications serves several jurisdictions each with different protocols.  
Communications leadership noted adopting standards would prevent them from using 
unique protocols for the jurisdictions they serve.   
 
County management has identified 19 counties/cities considered comparable to 
Johnson County. We surveyed 17 of them to benchmark ECC’s and Communications’ 
performance. All responding PSAPs follow at least one set of standards and many of 
them follow more than one. The pie chart 1.4, at the top of the next page, illustrates 
how many of the benchmarked counties/cities follow each set of specific standards. 
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1 
Accreditation 
 
PSAPs and call centers can seek accreditation through the professional standard 
setting bodies. Benefits of attaining accreditation from the professional organizations 
include the following:  

 Increased level of transparency, accountability and integrity 
 Increased community advocacy, 
 Support from government officials, 
 Stronger defense against civil lawsuits, 
 Reduced risk and liability of exposure. 

 
In 2020, the ECC became an Accredited Center of Excellence (ACE) emergency call 
center. The IAED describes the ACE accreditation as follows: 
 

ACE promotes organizational excellence in public safety communications 
by encouraging committed agencies to complete “20 Points of 
Accreditation”, a rigorous and measurable set of globally recognized 
best practices.  
 
ACE designation is reserved for high-performing agencies that 
consistently put in the work to achieve excellence. It’s a distinguished 
award and badge of honor for those who go all-in to cultivate center-
wide pride, teamwork, and innovation by putting their communities 
first. 

 
1 Source: Audit Services analysis of comparison counties/cities survey responses. 

APCO
11

NENA
9

NFPA
8

IAED
6

OTHER
3

Chart 1.4 - Standards Followed by Benchmarked 
Counties/Cities
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Nine of the responding PSAPs to our survey were accredited by one of the professional 
organizations, five were not. Some of the responding PSAPs were accredited by more 
than one organization.  
 
Since the inception of 9-1-1 nearly 50 years ago, roles and responsibilities have 
changed and continue to do so as technology and public expectations increase. Across 
the nation communications centers are highly secure, often standalone facilities, 
operating in support of public safety, with their own management, training, and 
quality assurance divisions. While once commonly known as public safety answering 
points (PSAPs), 9-1-1 organizations, such as NENA and APCO, now identify these 
centers as emergency communications centers (ECCs). This reflects the increasing 
types of information received and processed by communications specialists and the 
evolution of technology used. 
 
Gone are the days when the communications/dispatch center is simply a clerical or 
support position to first responders. With the increased expectations of 
professionalism, PSAPs should strive to follow at least one of the sets of standards 
available to them to ensure they are serving the community to the best of their 
ability.  
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2. Training Programs Meet Minimum Standards and Are Functioning According 
to Standard Operating Procedures 

 
ECC and Communications are meeting their own internal training requirements and 
both programs meet the professional standards’ minimum requirements for a training 
program. The programs also require Continuing Professional Education (CPE). Training 
and CPE are important to maintain competent and proficient call-takers and 
dispatchers in the 9-1-1 operations. 
 
We noted ECC had some conflicting policies in their CPE requirements. Conflicting 
policies can cause confusion for employees and may lead to non-compliance with 
ECC’s intended practices. 
 
Recommendation 
 

3. ECC ensure training Policies 4-101, plus the 4-101 Appendix, and 4-104 agree 
and reflect current practices. 

 
Management Response 
 
See management’s response to audit recommendation no. 6 on page 12. 
 
Communications Training & CPE Program 
 
Communications’ training program is 16 weeks and concentrates on the discipline of 
law enforcement call-taking and dispatch. The program meet’s APCO’s minimum 
training requirements for law enforcement telecommunications training. Trainees are 
quizzed throughout the training and are required to attain a minimum score of 70% to 
pass. 
 
We tested all newly hired employees from 2018 – 2019 to determine if they met the 
training program requirements and found they met all internal training requirements. 
 
All Kansas Law Enforcement personnel are required 40 hours of continuing education 
each year. A portion of the general CPE they receive may be considered applicable to 
Communications practices, such as stress management, mental health awareness and 
Police Legal Sciences scenario based training. Additionally, Communications performs 
ride-a-longs and administers Communications Division knowledge tests to keep 
deputies current on division policy and procedures. 
 
ECC Training & CPE Program 
 
ECC’s training program for communications specialist exceeds the minimum standards 
for a training program. The program requires at least 24 weeks of training with a 
probationary period of up to 12 months. Communications specialists are trained for 
both the Fire and EMS disciplines. During ECC training, communications specialists 
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become certified as Emergency Fire Dispatchers (EFD) and Emergency Medical 
Dispatchers (EMD) through the IAED. They are given exams throughout the training 
period and are required to attain a minimum score of 85% on the exams to pass. 
 
We tested all newly hired employees from 2018 – 2019 to determine if they met the 
training program requirements and found they met all internal training requirements. 
 
ECC’s CPE program requires dispatchers to maintain their EFD and EMD certifications. 
In order to maintain these, dispatchers are required to take a minimum of 24 hours of 
CPE every two years. During testing we found that ECC exceeds this requirement. In 
addition to the certifications, they keep their Incident Command System training up 
to date, complete PSAP sit-a-longs, Fire and EMS ride-longs, as well as complete other 
training related to emergency communications best practices.  
 
We tested 2019 – 2020 CPE for 5 employees, hired prior to 2018 and found the ECC 
CPE program is operating as designed. 
 
We did find some inconsistencies in two different policies in how often sit-a-longs and 
ride-a-longs should be performed. We also found one of these policies still contained 
requirements for a specific course that was no longer recommended. The 
inconsistencies can cause confusion to the employees and may lead to non-
compliance in the ECC’s intent if they are not corrected.  
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3. Quality Assurance Programs Help Ensure Effectiveness and Compliance with 
Best Practices 

 
The ECC and Communications Quality Assurance (QA) Programs are very different 
from one another. ECC performs both in-house and third-party reviews of the quality 
and compliance of calls and exceeds the standards for quality review. 
Communications does not have dedicated QA personnel and requires Sergeants to 
review their deputies calls. We found the number of calls they review does not meet 
the minimum standards and they were not ensuring all deputies had calls reviewed 
each month.  
 
Without a sufficient quality assurance review, it is difficult to determine if 
Communications is performing effectively or if there is a pattern of noncompliance 
that may need to be addressed through additional training to improve customer 
service. 
 
ECC’s QA policy includes a requirement to develop Action Plans for communications 
specialists who fall below a performance threshold. We found that those Action Plans 
were not issued to callers falling below the performance threshold from 2019 – 2020.  
 
Recommendations 
 

4. JCSO Communications increase their call review to meet the APCO standards of 
a QA Program, which requires 2% of calls are reviewed. 
 

5. ECC consistently complete action plans as required by policy.  
 
Management Response 
 
See management’s response to audit recommendation no. 6 on page 12. 
 
Communications QA Program 
 
Starting in mid-2019, Communications QA policy was updated to require that all calls 
with an audio request from the public, courts, or media would be reviewed for 
quality. This was changed from the prior policy to increase the volume of calls 
reviewed because Communications realized they were not hitting the APCO and NENA 
minimum QA standards. We calculated the percent reviewed to total emergency calls 
and found they were reviewing just a little over 1% of their emergency calls.  
 
APCO and NENA recommend a communications center review at least 2% of their calls 
for quality assurance.  
 
Communications’ policy also states at least one random call for all deputies and three 
random events for newly trained deputies will be reviewed monthly. We reviewed 
quality assurance reporting for five months and found a total of 11 deputies did not 
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have the required number of call reviews performed in four out of five months. This 
occurred because Communications did not have tool to track reviews and ensure that 
all deputies had at least one call reviewed, or three calls reviewed if they were hired 
in the past 24 months.  
Communications took immediate action and developed a tool to ensure all deputies 
are reviewed according to the policy when alerted to this discrepancy.  
 
ECC QA Program 
 
ECC exceeds the IAED requirements of evaluating a minimum of 3% of calls for quality 
assurance to maintain their accreditation. ECC uses a third-party reviewer that 
randomly selects and evaluates at least 3% of their calls. The ECC also has a Quality 
Assurance supervisor dedicated to their QA program. In addition to the third-party 
review, ECC reviews calls for newly hired call-takers and call-takers who have fallen 
below a performance threshold. 
 
We found the third-party reviewer was reviewing 4% of all EMS calls and 8% of all Fire 
calls on average. These reviews with the additional in-house reviews exceed the 
minimum requirements for IAED, APCO, and NENA. 
 
ECC’s QA program also holds communications specialists accountable for their 
performance and compliance with the call standards from IAED. The QA policy 
requires a quarterly review of performance in their QA software to determine if any 
communications specialists are falling below a performance threshold based on their 
quality reviews in the ECC QA software. If a communications specialist falls below the 
performance threshold for either EMS or Fire calls, an Action Plan is supposed to be 
completed to help improve their performance.  
 
We reviewed the quarterly performance threshold reports for all of 2019 and 2020. 
We found 19 instances where 15 communications specialists had fallen below the 
performance threshold in a quarter and did not have an Action Plan implemented to 
improve performance. In four of the instances, there were not enough calls reviewed 
to fairly assess performance and implement an Action Plan. There were also three 
instances that the communications specialist had left employment with the ECC in the 
quarter reviewed.  
 
The previous QA manager who was responsible for implementing the Action Plans left 
employment with the ECC in early 2020. We could not determine why the Action Plans 
were not done by the previous QA Manager. The current QA Supervisor assumed duties 
in the second quarter of 2020; however, she didn’t complete any action plans in 2020.  
 
Without the Action Plans, communications specialists may not be provided the 
additional training needed for quality improvement.  
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4. Johnson County’s PSAPs Can Achieve Greater Efficiencies and Outcomes  
 
Johnson County budgeted approximately $9.5 million in expenditures and 82 FTEs for 
9-1-1 operations in 2019 and 2020 for its two PSAPs. Johnson County’s other 5 primary 
PSAPs have their own individual 9-1-1 budgets. The nature of 9-1-1 technology and 
operational complexities continue to evolve. The estimated population growth in 
Johnson County over the next decade will continue to add fiscal pressure on the 
County’s total 9-1-1 operations.  
 
We believe there are opportunities for Johnson County to experience greater 
efficiencies and outcomes in its 9-1-1 operations. The County could reduce 
operational cost and eliminate the call transfer of 911 calls, which would improve 
emergency response times, if PSAP operations were consolidated.  
 
Recommendation 
 

6. The County Manager and the Sheriff develop a plan to organizationally 
consolidate the County’s 9-1-1 operations. The plan should consider converting 
sworn call-taker/dispatch positions to civilians using a phased, multi-year 
approach. We also recommend the County seek participation from the other 
five PSAPs in Johnson County.  

 
Management Response 
 
Management (Sheriff and County Manager) concur. 
 
The audit of the County’s 9-1-1 operations yielded six recommendations for 
management’s consideration. This response addresses these six recommendations in a 
cumulative manner, as a direct response to the sixth, and final recommendation. 
 
The planning for this effort is in fact, already underway. As part of this effort, 
Management further agrees to consider the other five recommendations as part of 
this planning process. 
 
We appreciate the County Auditor’s acknowledgment that the work of the staff of 
both the Sheriff’s Communications Division and the County Communications Center 
are impressive and requires a unique set of skills such as critical thinking, active 
listening, customer service, empathy, computer and software skills, and the ability 
to multi-task quickly. We couldn’t agree more! We are very fortunate to have such 
highly skilled and professional staff serving our community in their time of need. 
 
And, we recognize that there are opportunities for the County to achieve more 
efficiencies in our collective 9-1-1 operations, resulting in better outcomes for our 
community. 
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Finally, as has been Management’s experience during the tenure of the current 
County Auditor, this audit was conducted with the utmost professionalism and 
collegiality by the County Auditor and staff. We continue to find great value in the 
audit function in our quest to continue to be a truly high performing organization. 
 
 
Table 4.1 shows the budgeted expenditures for the County operated PSAPs in 2019 
and 2020: 
 

Table 4.1 - Johnson County 911 Operations 2019 - 2020 

 
FY 2019 

Expenditures 
FY 2019 

FTE 
FY 2020 

Expenditures 
FY 2020 

FTE 

ECC Operations  
         
$3,992,020  34 

         
$4,201,718  35 

Communications  
         
$5,458,270  48 

         
$5,270,260  47 

Total 9-1-1 Budget 
Operations 

        
$9,450,290  82 

         
$9,471,978  82 

Source: Audit Services analysis of Johnson County budget information for ECC and Communications 

 
Use of Sworn Personnel 
 
The Sheriff’s Office Communications Division is staffed with sworn law enforcement 
personnel at the operations and command levels. Our research revealed it is rare to 
use sworn law enforcement personnel in dispatch operations. 
 
Johnson County’s 5 other primary PSAPs and the benchmarked counties/cities we 
surveyed all use civilian personnel to take 9-1-1 calls and dispatch ERUs. Table 4.2 on 
the next page shows the results of surveyed PSAPs. 
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Table 4.2 – Comparison Counties/Cities Dispatching Personnel 
 
 
Responding County/City 

Civilian or sworn 
call-taker/dispatch 
personnel?  

 
 
Type of PSAP 

Davidson County (Metro Nashville) TN Civilian Consolidated 
Saint Louis County, MO Civilian Primary 
Austin, TX (Police) Civilian Primary  
Douglas County, NE (City of Omaha) Civilian Consolidated 
Wyandotte County, KS (KCK) Civilian Primary 
City of Austin, TX - Travis County (Fire)2 Fire personnel Secondary  
Prince William County Office of Public 
Safety Communications, Prince William 
County, VA  Civilian 

 
 
Consolidated 

City of Portland Bureau of Emergency 
Communications (Multnomah County, 
OR) Civilian 

 
Consolidated  

Jefferson County, CO Civilian Consolidated 
City of Raleigh, NC (Wake County) Civilian Consolidated 
Sedgwick County, KS Civilian Consolidated 
Oklahoma City, OK Civilian Consolidated 
Henrico County, VA Civilian Consolidated 
Cobb County, GA Civilian Consolidated 
JOCO Primary PSAPs: 
Prairie Village, KS (Johnson County) Civilian Primary 
Leawood, KS (Johnson County) Civilian Primary 
Shawnee, KS (Johnson County) Civilian Primary 
Lenexa, KS (Johnson County) Civilian Primary 
Overland Park, KS (Johnson County) Civilian Primary 

Source: Survey responses from Comparable Counties/Cities and Johnson County primary PSAPs 

 
We contacted officials at the National Emergency Number Association (NENA)3 and 
The Association of Public-Safety Communications Officials (APCO) International4 to 
gain an industry perspective of the use of sworn law enforcement personnel in PSAP 
operations. Both NENA and APCO officials state Johnson County’s use of sworn law 
enforcement in their PSAP operations is rare within the industry. Both noted the vast 
majority of PSAPs staff their operations with civilian personnel. Officials noted, it’s 
all about the training! Dispatch is a “skilled trade” requiring specialized training; one 
can learn it.  
 
The APCO official stated: “You don’t have to be a sworn law enforcement official to 
be successful at dispatching.” 

 
2 Travis County (fire) uses Fire Personnel to dispatch for Fire and EMS calls. 
3 NENA’s 9-1-1 and PSAP Operations Director 
4 APCO International’s Communications Center and 9-1-1 Services Manager 
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Salary Cost for Sworn Law Enforcement Deputies and Civilian Emergency 
Communications Specialists in 9-1-1 Operations 
 
Table 4.3, below, compares the average hourly pay rates of Communications’ sworn 
personnel, the ECC’s Communication Specialists, and the average hourly pay rate for 
a public sector Public Safety Telecommunicator5 published by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics (BLS).  
 

Table 4.3 - Average Hourly Pay Rates - BLS, ECC, and SHR 

 
2019 2020 

BLS Public Safety Telecommunicator  21.40 22.08 

ECC Communications Specialist  22.26 22.23 

Communications Sworn Personnel   27.43 29.09 

Hourly Rate Difference – Sworn Personnel vs 
Communications Specialist  5.17 6.86 

 Source: Audit Services analysis 

 
In 2020, sworn personnel in Communications were making, on average, $6.86 more 
per hour than ECC’s Emergency Communications Specialists. Annualized, the base 
salary for sworn officers, on average, was $14,270 more than their ECC counterparts.  
 
Overtime Costs 
 
Communications and ECC worked significant overtime hours in 2019 and 2020. 
Communications overtime is more costly, on an hourly basis, due to the pay 
differential law enforcement personnel receive. Table 4.4, below, identifies overtime 
hours paid for Communications and ECC in 2019 and 2020. The overtime hourly rate, 
on average, is approximately 20% higher for law enforcement personnel over their 
ECC civilian counterpart.  
 

Table 4.4 - PSAP Overtime  
  Communications   ECC  

 2019 2020 2019 2020 
Total OT Hours 
Worked 9,486  8,211  7,638  6,916  

Total OT Paid  $ 405,951   $ 366,188   $ 273,771   $ 258,087  
Average OT Hourly 
Rate  $ 42.79   $ 44.60   $ 35.84   $ 37.32  
Source: Audit Services analysis of ECC and Communications overtime payroll data 

 
5 See Appendix II for BLS definition of a Public Safety Telecommunicator 
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The Case for Consolidation 
 
As noted in Table 4.2, 10 of the benchmarked counties/cities responding to our survey 
have consolidated PSAPs into emergency communications centers that process and 
dispatch response units for all emergency call types. 
 
Benefits noted in studies resulting in consolidated emergency call centers include: 

 Reduce or eliminate call transfer time  
 Staffing synergy/improvement to provide enhanced coverage for 24/7 

operations 
 More consistent and effective service delivery 
 Greater opportunities for interagency response and backup 
 Better data sharing between agencies and responders in the field 
 Operational savings 
 Reductions in future capital investment 
 Elimination of duplicate technology systems and maintenance agreements 

 
JOCO’s Population Growth 
 
Wichita State University reported Johnson County’s 2020 population at 628k and 
estimates JOCO’s population in 2030 to be 734k, a 17% growth rate in 10 years over 
2020 levels.  
 
The following quote from the Bureau of Labor Statistics notes the impact of 
population growth and the corresponding increase in 9-1-1 call volume.  
 

Employment of police, fire, and ambulance dispatchers is projected to 
grow 6 percent from 2019 to 2029, faster than the average for all 
occupations. Although state and local government budget constraints 
may limit the number of dispatchers hired in the coming decade, 
population growth and the commensurate increase in 9-1-1 call volume 
is expected to increase the employment of dispatchers.6  

 
Conclusion 
 
JOCO’s approach to providing 9-1-1 and emergency dispatching services has worked 
well for 30 + years. Both the Emergency Communications Center and the Sheriff’s 
Communication Division are performing effectively. However, in the spirit of 
“continuous improvement”, Johnson County can achieve better for its citizens.  
 
The circumstances noted above create an opportunity to identify alternative 
strategies for meeting the 9-1-1 emergency dispatching needs of Johnson County 
Kansas. Consolidating operations would eliminate “call transfers” thus achieving 

 
6 Bureau of Labor Statistics website: Occupational Outlook Handbook; Job Outlook: Police and Ambulance 
Dispatchers 
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better outcomes. Converting sworn law enforcement personnel, in call-taker/dispatch 
positions, using a phased, multi-year approach would generate efficiencies in cost and 
operations over time.  
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Historical Background 
 
Since the inception of 9-1-1 in 1973, Johnson County has had multiple Public Safety 
Answering Points (PSAPs) that were answering emergency calls for service and 
dispatching response units. Johnson County Sheriff’s Office was dispatching law 
enforcement to the unincorporated areas of Johnson County and the Johnson County 
Fire Dispatch Service was providing fire and emergency medical services (EMS) 
communication services which was operated by fire chiefs of the Northeast Johnson 
County City and District Fire Departments.  
 
In 1975, the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) passed Resolution No. 1265-75 
which transferred the operations and maintenance of the existing Fire Dispatch 
Communication System to the BOCC as a Johnson County function and established the 
Johnson County Emergency Communications System, now known as the Emergency 
Communication Center (ECC). The resolution establishing the ECC was to provide an 
emergency communication system for coordinated communication between all law 
enforcement agencies, fire departments, ambulances, and EMS, as well as all other 
emergency medical resources, during emergency events.  
 
In June 2009, Johnson County opened the County Communications Center (CCC). The 
CCC is a state-of-the-art 9-1-1 and communications facility which houses the ECC and 
the Sheriff’s Communications Division (both County operated PSAPs). The facility has 
7,000 square feet of operations floor space and 4,500 square feet of radio 
communications and technology equipment space, which is hardened, secure, space 
designed to withstand F4 tornado winds. The CCC has built in electronic and 
technological redundancies designed to keep operations going 24/7 without 
interruption. It meets all industry radio and NFPA standards. The operations floor 
space was designed to accommodate 31 console positions with two additional 
training/overflow/backup rooms with 5 additional consoles each. There is available 
space for future modifications that would allow up to an additional 16 consoles 
positions if/when needed.  
 
The Mid-America Regional Council (MARC) serves as the coordinating agency for the 
Kansas City Regional 9-1-1 System. MARC uses 9-1-1 software connected to all PSAPS 
lines in nine counties that cover the bi-state Kansas City Metropolitan Area. MARC 
through their call software reports on all participating counties PSAPs call volume, 
answer, and transfer times. Both the ECC and SHR Communications use MARC’s 
reporting for information about their call centers.  
 
In addition to processing all JOCO Fire & EMS calls, ECC has an agreement with Miami 
County to process & dispatch EMS services in Miami County. The agreement with 
Miami County added 2,670 calls in 2020 to the ECC’s 9-1-1 call volume. Miami County 
reimbursed Johnson County $39,272 in 2020 for their services. This activity was not 
reviewed in this audit. 
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Communications also processes self-initiated radio calls from law enforcement field 
units they provide services to. This activity added 193,988 dispatched events in 
addition to their incoming call volume in 2020. This activity was not reviewed in this 
audit.  
 
Methodology 
 
We reviewed the following for criteria for effectiveness: 

 ECC and SHR Communications Standard Operating Procedures for: 
o Call Processing 
o Training 
o Quality Assurance 

 Standards for call answer and processing: 
o NFPA 
o NENA 
o APCO 
o IAED 

 
We analyzed and tested the following: 

 ECC and SHR Performance Measures and Management Reports 
 ECC CAD Data 
 ECC Training records 
 SHR Training records 
 ECC Quality Assurance reports 
 SHR Quality Assurance information 
 SHR CAD reports 

 
We reviewed the following in examining efficiencies: 

 ECC and SHR Budget Information 
 ECC and SHR employee pay rates 
 ECC and SHR overtime hours and pay 
 PSAPs costs per call 

 
The localities we used to benchmark performance were identified by Johnson County 
leadership as communities comparable to Johnson County, Kansas. They were: 
 
Cobb County, GA (Atlanta Metro) Douglas County, NE (Omaha Metro) 
Henrico County, VA (Richmond Metro) Jefferson County, CO (Golden/NW Denver 

Metro) 
Sedgwick County, KS (Wichita Metro) St. Louis County, MO (St. Louis Metro) 
Lake County, IL (Waukegan/Chicago 
Metro) 

Davidson County, TN (Nashville Metro) 

Brevard County, FL (Titusville/NE of 
Orlando) 

Washington County, OR (Hillsboro/Portland 
Metro) 
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We sent surveys to both City of Austin’s Police and Fire Departments and received 
responses from both. 
 
We did not receive responses from Lake County, IL, Washington County, OR, and 
Mecklenburg County, NC.  
 
Data Validation 
 
We performed a thorough data validation on all ECC reported performance measures 
and management reports for 2019 and 2020 to ensure accuracy. In the management 
reports for 2020, dispatched events were off by a little over 1,000 records and call 
processing time reported was longer than actual processing time based on analysis of 
ECC CAD records. This was due to a transfer of the CAD server that occurred in August 
of 2020 when ECC’s IT support was transitioned from DTI to JIMS. We also reviewed 
the ECC’s CAD data field definitions and obtained the CAD Administrator’s validation 
techniques when creating reports from the CAD system. 
 
We performed data validation on the SHR Communications reports by examining the 
Sheriff’s CAD Administrator’s query scripts and validation techniques when creating 
the reports. 
 
We obtained time and payroll data from the County’s Oracle system and performed 
basic data validation techniques during our analysis of that data.  
 
We found no scope limitations during our audit.  
 
 

Mecklenburg County, NC (Charlotte 
Metro) 

Multnomah County, OR (Portland Metro) 

Prince William County, VA (DC Metro) City of Austin, TX 
City of Oklahoma City, OK City of Raleigh, NC 
City of Kansas City, KS 
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Johnson County Call Volume 2019 – 2020 
 

Table A2.1 - Total Johnson County PSAPs Call Volume 2019 - 2020  

  
 Total Incoming Call 

Volume  
9-1-1 Calls 

 Calls Transferred 
to ECC  

  2019 2020 2019 2020 2019 2020 

JOCO ECC  
  

115,741  113,407     47,744  46,316   N/A   N/A  

Communications 
   

268,780  263,677     81,669  
   

82,747  
   

15,873  
    

15,289  

Leawood  
    

71,758  60,201     10,938  
   

12,239  
    

2,177        1,969  

Lenexa  
    

88,181  82,496     27,937  
   

26,121  
    

4,681        4,366  

Overland Park  
   

266,833  257,044     87,058  
   

80,608  
   

14,182  
    

15,877  

Prairie Village  
    

33,990  31,370      7,760      7,379  
    

1,823        1,658  

Shawnee  
    

79,846  79,273     25,220  
   

25,398  
    

4,730        4,593  

Total  
   

925,129  
        

887,468    288,326  
  

280,808  
   

43,466  
    

43,752  
Source: Audit Services analysis of MARC 2019 and 2020 Johnson County PSAP Call Volume 

 
Johnson County Answer Times by PSAP 
 
NENA requires 90% of calls answered within 15 seconds and 95% within 20 seconds, 
while the NFPA requires 95% of calls answered within 15 seconds and 99% of calls 
answered within 40 seconds. 
 

Table A2.2 - Johnson County PSAP Answer Times - 2020 

PSAP 
15 

seconds 
20 

seconds 
40 

seconds 
60 

seconds 
JOCO ECC  99.75% 99.91% 100.00% 100.00% 
JOCO Sheriff's 
Communications  98.84% 99.59% 99.98% 100.00% 
Leawood PD 98.73% 99.36% 99.90% 99.99% 
Lenexa PD 99.88% 99.95% 100.00% 100.00% 
Overland Park PD 99.26% 99.62% 99.94% 99.98% 
Prairie Village PD 97.60% 98.56% 99.73% 100.00% 
Shawnee PD 99.88% 99.92% 100.00% 100.00% 
County Average  99.13% 99.56% 99.94% 100.00% 
Source: Audit Services analysis of MARC 2020 Johnson County PSAP answer time.  
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Johnson County Total Call Processing Times by PSAP for Highest Priority Calls 
 
The table below shows total call processing times for Johnson County’s primary PSAPs 
for the highest priority calls. This represents the performance for 8% of the JCSO 
Communications total calls processed and dispatched. 
 

Table A2.4 - Total Call Processing Time by 
JOCO PSAP for Highest Priority Calls 

Agency 2019 2020 
JCSO Communications 59 57 
Leawood PD 75 65 
Lenexa PD 76 72 
Shawnee PD 77 76 
Prairie Village PD 78 98 
Overland Park PD 108 104 
Average 75 73 
Source: JCSO Communications reporting of Johnson County 
Primary PSAPs highest priority call processing times (in seconds).  

 
 


