
COUNTY COMMISSION MEETING - SPECIAL SESSION 

MONilAY MORNING, DECEMBER 30, 1991 

BE I T  REMEMBERED THAT: 

COUNTY COMMISSION MET PURSUANT TO ADJOURNMENT I N  A SPECIAL 

SESSION OF THE SULLIVAN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS AND MEETING THIS 

MONDAY MORNING, DECEMBER 30, 1991, BI.OUNTVILLE, TENNESSEE. PRESENT AND 

PRESIDING WAS HONORABLE WILLIAM H. "JOHN: McKAMY, COUNTY EXECUTIVE, GAY 

8. FEATHERS, COUNTY CLERK AND CURTIS TACKETT, DEPUTY SHERIFF OF SAID BOARD 

OF COMMISSIONERS AND OF SAID COUNTY TO WIT: 

The m e e t i n g  was c a l l e d  t o  o r d e r  b y  C o u n t y  E x e c u t i v e ,  J o h n  McKamey. 
C u r t i s  T a c k e t t ,  D e p u t y  S h e r i f f ,  opened  C o u n t y  Commiss ion  and  Commiss ioner  
J i m  K i n g  g a v e  t h e  i n v o c a t i o n .  P l e d g e  t o  t h e  f l a g  was l e d  b y  C o u n t y  
E x e c u t i v e ,  John  McKamey. 

R o l l  was c a l l e d  by C o u n t y  C l e r k ,  Gay F e a t h e r s .  C o m m i s s i o n e r s  p r p s e n t  
and a n s w e r i n g  r o l l  c a l l :  

ROBERT L .  (BOB) AMMONS 
WAYNE ANDERSON 
A. B. ARRINGTON 
CAROL BELCHER 
J I M  BI AI OCK 
FRED CIIILDRESS 
MARGARET DEVAULl 
0 .  W .  FERGUSON 
RITA GROSECLOSE 
RALPH P. HARR 
EDLEY HICKS 

MARVIN HYATT 
TERRY D.  JONES 
JAMES L.  KING, JR. 
CARL R. KRELL 
WAYNE MCCONNELL 

ABSENT: HAROLD CHILORESS - JONES FORTUNE 

T h i s  b e i n g  a S p e c i a l  S e s s i o n  o f  t h e  B o a r d  o f  C o m m i s s i o n e r s ,  t h e r e  was 
t w o  r r , ; n l t i t i o n s  o n  ill? a q r n d a  - A d n p t i n n  o f  R e c o o r ~ ~ n i n  o r  McNeary 
i n s u r a n c e  C o n s u l t i n g  S e r v i c e s  f o r  P r o p e r t y ,  C a s u a l l y  and  L i a b i l i t y  
I n s u r a n c e  and R e a p p o r t i o n m e n t  o f  C o u n t y  Commiss ion .  The  F o l l o w i n g  
pages i n d i c a t e s  t h e  a c t i o n s  t a k e n  o n  e a c h  r e s o l u t i o n .  



RESOLUTION NUMBER 

TO THE HONORABLE Wm H. "JOHN" MCKAMW, COUNTY EXECUTIVE, AND THE 
MEMBERS OF THE S U W A N  COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS IN 
SESSION THIS THE -DAY OF December 1 9 a  

RESOI.UTION AUTHOlllZlNG Ado~tion of Recommendations of McNeaw Insurance 
Consultin~.Se~ices fo~Propertv. Casuaiiv and Liahililv Insurance Copy Attached) - 

WHEREAS, TENNESSEE CODE ANNOTATED; SECTION , AUTHORIZES 
COUrnES TO 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Board of County Commissioners of Sullivan 
County, Tennessee, assembled in S~ecial Session on the 30th day of December 
1991 

' W T  BE IT RESOLVED. That the S~ll;van Countv Board of Comrn ssioners adoDt the 
recommendations of McNeaw Insurance Cgnsultina Services for the Covntv's Properly. - 

Casualtv and Liabil~tv insurance. 

i?!?n/qi Motion b y :  Comm. Ammons To incl-de Options 2 and 3 
Seconded b y :  Comm. Anderson M o w  nv 2 7 3 d t e  vote  of -- 

t h e  Commission. 

AU resolutions in conflict herewith be and the same rescinded insofar as such conflict exist. 

This resolution shall become effective on , 19, the public welfare requiring it. 
A 

roved this m K l a y  of December . 1991 

ate:=?& k! m~d&u-~ate: /A- a-?/ 
Coun(yEr- I 

INTRODUCED BY COMMISSIONER 'lalock ESnMATED COST: 
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER Fercluson FUND: 

COMMllTEE ACI1ON: APPROVED DISAPPROVED DEFERRED DATE 
Administrative - - - - 
Budget - - - - 
Executive - - - - 
COMMISSION ACTION {AYE ? {NAY ) {PASS 1 {ABSENT) {TOTAL) 

ROU call  ~n 2 2 2 4  
Voice Vote 

COMMENTS: Motion was made by Corn. Harr and Seconded by Comm. Ferguson 
t o  a d o p t  th. resoiltlon as amendea. 

PASSED 12/30/91 R O L L  C A L L  VOTE (AS A M E N D E D )  



McNeary Insurance Consulting Services, lnc. i 
- 

o/i"i'? 
! 

i 
December 13, 1991 i 

Mr. William H. McKamey 
County Executive 
Sulllvan Coulity 
P.O. Box 509 
Blountville, TN 37617 

RE Competitive Bids - G e n e d  Liability, Automobile tiability & Physlcal Damage, 
Excess Liability, Crime, Law Enforcement Liability, PubUc Offidals Liability, 
Ambulance Attendant Errors & Omissions Liability, Properly, Boiler & Machinery, 
Electronic Data Procersh~g, a~id Inland Marine 

Dear Mr. Mcffimey: 

McNcsry Insurance Consulring Secvica, Inc. wa, engaged to prepare specifications and 
scrk romperirive bids for the Cnv~btf~ E I ~ P ~ O Y C C  Benefit Prop,tnms and the above ~e f r renc r l  
coverage; for their respective anniversary dates. ~t is my understanding that the Employee 
Denelit Program has been placed inlo effect. With regards to the above referenced lines 
of coverage, the following agencies and companies were invited to present a proposal: 

1. Sedgwick James, Lnc. - Knoxville, TN 
2. Sam Bray Insurance, Inc. - Kingspon. TN 
3. Kingsport Development Company - Kingsport, TN 
4. Edwards, Tipton, Witt Agency - f&gsport, TN 
5. Burke, Powers & Matty, Inc. - Bristol, 'IN 
6. Paramount Insurance Agency, Inc. - Blistol, TN 
7. P.J. Brownefl& Son - Kingsport, TN 
8. Pope Robinette hlsurance Agency- Kingsport, M 
9. Rogers Agency - Kingsport, TN 
10. Bennett & Edwards insurance - Kingspon, TN 
11. Toohey & Jordan Agency, Inc. - Kingsport, TN 

We did not get a resgonse fiom the following agenrs: 

1. Rogers Agency 
2. Bennett &Edwards Insurance 
3. Toohey & Jordan Agency, Inc. 

6S25Ms!rlwo Rlrd., SuitcZW/ PaatO(lkeBor;770925 1 Charlotlc. tbrlhCsrollnu28222j (7Wj365-4 IY)/ FAX:l704)%5.4 155 
. . 1 I 



Mr. WilUam H. kfcKamey 
December 13,1991 
Page 2 

Sedgwlck J a m q  Inc. ierpqlvely decllned to panleipate in the p m a s  and speciflcadonr 
wen  mdcd to the folfowlng agents: 

1. &%$I Bmy Inquqnce, Inc. 
2. Ki&port Dq'elopmmt Company 
3. Edwards, Tipton, Win Agency 
4. Burke, Pow- & Harry, Inc. 
5.  Pafatnoqht imurance Agen~y, tnc. 
6. Q.J. B m e l l  & Son 
7. Pope Rablncttc Insurance Agency 

We received proposals from the following agents: 

1. Kingspon Dwelopment Company 
2. Burkc, Powera & Ha*, Inc. 
3. Patamaht tnsurance Company. Ine. 

Sam Bray Insurapce, Inc. submitted our specificarion$ to PENCO, whlch is the managing 
general agent for the County Self-lnsurmce Pool and they declined to submit a proposal. 

1 am attaching a spreadsheet detailing insurance proppsals received from the above agents 
as well as your current program. The following is a brief narrative on each program. 

Paramount prodded a quotadon on General Liability. Police UnMlity, Exeers Umbrella 
Liability, Public Offidals Errors & Omissions, and Aurbmobile I used premlumr quoted by 
Kingsport Development Company for thek mono-line proposal to fill in where Paramount 
Insurance Compwy a d  not quote so that I could come up with a bottomline figure for this 
program of $618,699, prcludlng the Umbrella. 

ITds program has a $50,000 deductible per clatm with B $100.000 aggregate. The pollce 
liability coverage wac quoted on a daims made bqis, whkh is a disadvantage to the 
coverages you currenrly have.  his program also excludrr idury to any volunteers, whlch 
Is a disadvantage. There may be some other dis;ldvsntsges and qucstlons t would have 
about the prop@ bur, due to the hvohd ,  I have not spent a great deal of additional 
time on this proposal. 

The second option offered by this agency was a Reaospecdve Rated Program with a 
$100,000 Self-Insured Retention and a $50,000 Self-Insured Retention. I have cxhlbired 



Mr. William H. McKaniey 
December 13,1991 : 
Page 3 

the $50,000 Self-lmured Retention on the attached. major disadvantage to a Thme- 
Year Retro is hi loss& In +ny year can spill over to spother y e a  and th$t the total Retro 
pmgmm is sobjeqt to rbe ( b e e  yenr maximum, wwch'in your case would be $2,R51,118. 
which includes the SR30.000 aggrzgate aeductible l!m(t. I have lo use tl$ deductible limit 
sllice your prevlit loss fnfo~kwrion ir; not credible otlgh to forecast accumre loss=. Ihis 
would translare I. an a"nke m u a l  r n d n u r n  089r,373. u you we& ID edd tho non- 
subject premium of $1140.963, you would have a t tal maximum anilual 'pre*un of 
$1,092,336. 

This agency rubmitteda proposal for Ambulance Artepdant Emrs & Ot@ssions, Property. 
Boiler & Machinqy, Electrohic Data Processing P.qulp~enr, and Inland Mi@. As you can 
see from the spr+dshee& diis proposal was higher then the mono-line picposal submlrted 
by Kingspon Dclielopment Company. 

Ihis is your incumbent agcpt and they sub~rlirted t h e e  different options. lhe fint option 
was a fullv ins~urd Dromm whrra each wlicv was scanrate. I h e  total prcmi~un for this . . -  
program, ;xclud!ng-t11'~~brella, . . IS $87&,7zi. 

I h e  second oprlvn k an All Llnm Amrgate with Uoydr, whkh is your incun brut carrier. 
Ihir program hns a $50.000 self-fruurcd Relcntioq u co a max imumof~35b ,~)O for the 
I .  There is a Sl.WO ddntenance deductible I!C ! loss a ld  a $1,006,000 Exces~ limit 

the General Liability, 

an Ntemate All Uncs 
Self.Imqed Retention 

deductibleand a $1,000,000 
Loss Pund. . includer:GenPml 1.iability. 

Lcw Enforo2ment Uabiliry, 
equipment, 

is d t t e n  r e w t e f y .  
7 l e  total premlum for this plan $447,960, exclusive of the Umbrella. 



Mr. WWam H. hfdtamey 
Duunbff 13,1991 
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As you can see, the[{ + approximately $81,578 diierence betwevl the two Nl l J n e  
Aggregate opdok. However. Crum B Fonter has a $75.000 Wf-Iwured Retention, with 
a $420 000 madpqm,~lus).ou must take Into considetation the potendalS25.000 pwloss 
deducdble under' the Publis OfR~lqlr Liability, f i e  Lloyds Aggregare ?&gram includes 
dlscriminarlon roverage. w h e w  under the Cmm & Forster program yeu must go ro the 
Publlc Offidalr t,ipbility policy for this coverage, a d  it la subject to a separate $25,000 
deducthle. The %nrm:& Porstff program offers sesuiil harassment coverage, whereas the 
Lloyds program does not. 7he UOY& program will {ffer ~ r e d s e s  t i a b ~ ~ c o v e r a g e  for 
landfills, whereas the Crum 8 P o r s r e r m o m  doer not. 1 d z c  ~hls  Is not a factor ot the 
present rlme, bui should the County &elect to pGhase a landfill, this could bec~me 9 

fecror. The Lloyds progr@n offers Fire Legal UaMllty, whereas the Crum & Forster 
program does not. f i e  Uoyds program does-not haJe an Aggregate limit on the liability 
ponion of your policy. whereas the Crum 4 Forster policy doea. The Woyds program offem 
Unbiliw coveraat! for dot and dvil commotion. whereas the Cnun & Forster dou  not. The - 
~ o y d ~ p r o m  onem  cove^ fo: d~selGninition, whereas the Crum & Forrter program 
does not. 

There are -1 options to the Uoyds program that I have negotiated on your behalf. 

1. Since the All Lines Aggregate has a S50,WO Self-Insured Retention. and 
accor&g t~ your Rlsk Management DepBrtment, your ma ey and 6eciiriric.s 
cxposl)le'at &I1 of the locations listed in the'specif(eatlon8, wi 3, d ~ e  exception OF 
one, Is below the $50,000 limit, I would sug est that you consider deletlng 
Inride,& Ou~rldepobbeiy coverage fmm this A& L i n e  Aggregate Program and 
incrcasc the Fgthhd Performance Bond h m  $75,000 IQ a mldrnum OF 
$250,600. .In my opinlon, Employee ~ i shone ty  is a larger exposure to the 
Coun+ t h ~  the small mount of monies. that you may have on hand being 
stolen by robbery or burglary. 

@! tloydr will Credit you $10,0o0 on their pr<mium if the $l,OMI.WO Excess Lou 
Fund )s reduced to S500,OOO. In my opinion. this would be worthy of y o u  
~0~lderaf ldII  d y e  y o q  $350,000 loss fund is reduced during rhe period of a 
year by the amount of losw you have. we thls loss fimd Is reduced, you have 
fim dollar coverage up to $1,000,000. Foy the credit that [Int dollar c c r a g e  
would only be up to $500,000 and then you would go back to rhe f 50,000 per 
lorr d 'educ~lf i  In essence, you would hale to have $850,000 in losses In any 
one year before you would start incurring the $50,000 deductible again. 



Mr. William H. McKamey 
December 13, 1991 
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@ lloyds wlll glve G u  a Sl5,OOO credit on thdrpremium if you delete the liability 
coverage assocla(ed with' your atnbulanctr.' 7% would include the Automobile 
Ilnhility nnd Phyricd bamage as well as Ambulance Atiendant F~rors  & 
Oinissiotls l$b'ijty. You can thcn purchase this coverage frdm Voltinteer 
Firvmens $ur+ce Services Orzanization on a f a t  dollar bqsis not subject to 
any deductibles. :l%k coverage would cost you $38,781 for a'S1.000.000 limit. 
Por an:additjinal$5,517, you could purchaSe Fellow Member Liability, Poitable 
Eq~llpr!~ent <ove&ge, and a $1,000,000 Excess policy. T l u  main sdvantage to 
this would be first dollar coverage for yojr Ambulance Phyrkal Damage and 
Liabiliiy. pe ,asadvantages would be' thc addirlonal pkemium and the 
Ambulance Attendant F n o n  & Omissions Liability wodd  be On a Claims Made 
form. 

4. You can puqchase an additional $1,0w,OW Umbrella over and above the limits 
already afforded j r h  the Uoyds program, for $100,000. ThFr Umbrella would 
serve as excw over Public Officials. Policq Professional, as well as all of your 
other liability coberages. This option merits your conslderarion. 

5. Self-Iwurance is of course anorher option for the County to pursue. However, 
In my opinion, it is not a real option at the preen[ t h e .  I say this for the 
followhg reasons: 

We redly do not have a tnie picture of what your losses will be. With only 
one ye& of ciedible loss experience (and it is peen), it is d i c u l t  to forecast 
what hture losses would be. In addjtion to losses, you would have to 
punhas? excess coverage to protect the County against 4 catwtrophlc loss 
and judglng'from the premiums reviewed in this proposal, this exceu 
coverage for all lines would probably be in the nelghbor hood otS300,000 - 
$500,060. Based upon the premium being charged for your P r o m  
coverages o n a  mono-line basls, it would not make sen% to self-insure that, 
so you would have to add the Property premlum (for $100,000 deducrlble) 
of $65,275; plus the Boiler p r e m l d  of $8,000, and the Contractors 
E uipment premium of $22,148, for a t.ofal of roughly $100.000. On top of 
t 4 s you will have to add whatever your total losses would be and the eost 
of having these losses adjusted. 111 my opinion, before self-insurance can be 
realistically consldered, the County mu$[ build s credlble data base of losses 
in thc appropriate lines of coverage. nlis  should include both paid and 
reserved losses. 
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In sumrnwy, if it ti no(a&dy eviqent, I reconunqd hat the County remain with the All 
Lines Aggregarc Wgrafd %ugh qodr of Lundon. '8 program ism tm roVement ovm 
lam year as r, r+rrrlt, bf this process. both in pr um d n g s  as wclf as t e r n  and 
conditions. 

4 
1, There is a $58,025 ravings in hard dollars. 
2. Tbtre fr a $50,400 reduction in the S*;ln6ured petendan per bu m d  a 

$75,000 reducdob In the Aggregate Self-Jqured Retention. 
3. Lpss expenses are lneluded in the SelCIn$ured Retention. 
4. The PQow l$nployee exclqsion has been pli' hated, thereby offering protecrion 

for sup.etvltdrs s e t  rUits fmm fellow k$loyeea 

I will now be ha py to entptaln any questlorn that you ~r the commlssionen may have 
with regerds to & 8 eqercise or the coverages sffbrde,d 

Respectfully submitted, 



rim,- W,mO SIR 

Insilded 
la W 
Y a  L o r  w. Ire<& 
X) s1,m )*in:. Dd 

M n,m,mm~le~ 
ra Lou F w d  

Irelld'd *o 1 D O n p K C  

k. 

IN. 
Ihcludcd 

I*s(ldcd 
1 U l M  

Y" 

Y e s  

r u  
1" 









TO I R E  ~ 1 O N O ~ L I . :  Wm. H. "JOEIN" MCKAMEY, COUNTY EXECUTIVE, AND M E  
MEMBERS OF 1NE SULLIVAN COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS IN m r  
SESSION THIS TI-IL =DAY OF Drcember 1 9 a  

RESOLUTION AUEIORIZING Reapportionment of CountV Commission 

-- 

WFIERFA5, TENNESSEE CODE ANNO'TATED; SECTION , AUTHORIZES 
COUNITES TO 

NOW, THEIlLPORE BE IT IESOLVED by the Board of County Commissioners of Sullivan 
County, Tennessee, assunbled in Regular Session on the day of December 
1991 

THAT WHEREAS, Tennessee Code Annotated 5-1-111 does  require County 
~ornmiss ions  to reapeortion itsself predicated by the last Census (1990). and 

~.H_c~RE/~s. The County cot1irnission is required t o  reapportion by January 1.1992 under 
subiect T.C.A. Code, therefore 

BE IT RESOLVED. That the-Sullivan County Commission consider all ~ l a n s  for - 
reapp_ortionment developed bv the State Reqional Plannino Office and ~ l a n s  submitted 
~ ~ ~ r n m i s s i o n e r s ,  and reapportion itsself bv January I .  1992. 

12/30/91 Motion by: Corn. Harr TO AMEND: Vote on Shbool Board's -&ions 
-d -by: Corn. Ferguson r i r s t .  Motion passed . The amended 

calculations were approved by r o l l  ca l l  vote 
mc LI-. LU AJ?, L Nay, L K s e n t  

. . e r s  
2'30/91/ be d 

Motion approved - Show of hands 

(WAIVER OF RULES REQUESTED) 
12/30/91 Motion hy: Corn. Ilicks AMMENO PI.AN B as follows: 

Seconded hy :Cm.  Belcher Change Prccinct # R  to 1Y 
- - - 7 7  

All resolutions in conflict herewith be and the same rescinded insofar as such conllict exist. 

This resolution shall become effective on , 19, the public welfare requiring it. 
n 

proved t h i s w  day of _ ~ r ~ ~ h ~  . 1Qa 
a t e : m q & ,  

INTRODUCED BY COMMISSIONER Ammons 
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER Anderson FUND: 

COMMTEE ACTION: APPROVED DISAPPROVED DEFERRED 
Administmtive - - - - 
Budget - - - - 
Executive - - - - 
COMMISSION ACTION {AYE 1 {NAY 1 {PASS 1 {ABSENT) {TOTAL) 

Roll Call 
Voice Vote -- 

COMMENTS: FIRST R E A D I N G  12/16/91 by R o l l  C a l l  Vote O f  The 
rnmissi 

h ? f m l ~ l  ROLL CALL 
n t 



BULLIVAN COUNTY BCBOOL BOARD 

AMENDED CALCULATIONS 

SULLIVAN COUNTY REAPPORTIONMENT 
PLAN D 

7 BOARD MUnBERS 
TOTAL DEVIATION = 9.83% 

TOTAL POPULATION r 143,596 
1 = 20,514 

12/30/91 Mot ion by: Corn. Harr  To vote on School Boards '  amended c a l c u l a t i o n s .  
Seconded by: Comm. Ferguson Mot ion passed 12/30/91 R o l l  C a l l  vo te  of t h e  Com- 

m iss ion .  20 Aye 2 Ndy 2 Absent 



S W A N  COUNTY REAI'PORTIONMENT 

PLAN B 
24 Commissioners 

TotalDeviation = 9.5% 

Total Po ulation = 143,596 
1 = 5,98f 
2 = 11,966 
3 = 17,949 

VIII 15 3769 
(2) 13-C 3220 

13-P 3372 
11-kl 1908 
-2.5% 12269 

PASSLD AS AMCNOCD 17/3(3/91 ROLL'CALL 
13  Votes o f  the  Comnission 



SUUNAN COUNTY REAPPORTIONMENT 

Existing Districts 
24 Commissioners 

Total Deviation = 39.5% 

Total Population = 143,596 



S W A N  COUNTY REhPPORTIONMENT 

PLAN A 
24 Commissioners 

Total Deviation = 7.0% 

Total Po ulation = 143,596 
1 = 5,98f 
2 = 11,966 
3 = 17,949 





SULLIVAN COUNTY REAPPORTIONMENT 

PLAN C 
21 Commissioners 

, , . . ., .. .. . . , Total Deviation = 7.2% 
. ~. 

Total Po ulation = 143,596 
1 = 6,8d 
2 = 13,678 
3 = 2 0 , 5 4  



%:' 
. . BULLIVfi COUNTY REAPPORTIONMENT 

. . 
. . . . 

: 
SUBMITTED BY, Bob Ammons 



S W A N  COUNTY REAPPORTIONMENT 

PLAN D 
18 Commissioners 

Total Deviation = 7.3% 

Total Po ulation = 143,596 
1 = 7,97l 
2 = 15,956 
3 = 23,934 



T o t a l  D e v i a t i o n  = 8.4% 

V I I I  I l - C  3537 
( a )  11-J 3369 

12-LO 2437  

TOTAL POPULATIOU = 143 ,596  





PLAn P 
2 1  C o d s s i o n e r s  

T o t a l  m i a t i o n  = 9 . 8 3  

VII  4-A 3318 
17-C 1899 
17-B 4549 
17-R 2856 
17-8 3234 
17-W 2919 

T o t a l  Populat ion = 143,596 
3 = 20,514 



24 commissioners 
12 Districts 

IV. 4-0 4092 
(2) 16-UC 3604 

9 2916 
2 0  1235 

VI. 6 3297 
(2) 10-BD 6607 

10-OR -. 1393 

11.297 

Total population = 143,596 
1 = 5,983 
2 = 11,966 
3 = 1./,949 

VII. 7 6831 
( 2 1  18 2347 

IX. 11-D 2572 

XI. 11-W 337'1 

X I I .  13-P 33.12 
(2) 14-CH 6008 

15 3765 

13,149 





AND THEREUPON COUNTY COMMISSION ADJOURNED TO MEET AGAIN IN 

REGULAR S E S S I O N ,  JANUARY 20, 1994. 




