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THE LEGISLATIVE POST Audit Committee and 
its audit agency, the Legislative Division of Post 
Audit, are the audit arm of Kansas government.  
The programs and activities of State government 
now cost about $11 billion a year.  As legislators 
and administrators try increasingly to allocate tax 
dollars effectively and make government work more 
effi ciently, they need information to evaluate the 
work of governmental agencies.  The audit work 
performed by Legislative Post Audit helps provide 
that information.

 We conduct our audit work in accordance 
with applicable government auditing standards 
set forth by the U.S. Government Accountability 
Offi ce.  These standards pertain to the auditor’s 
professional qualifi cations, the quality of the audit 
work, and the characteristics of professional and 
meaningful reports.  The standards also have been 
endorsed by the American Institute of Certifi ed 
Public Accountants and adopted by the Legislative 
Post Audit Committee.

 The Legislative Post Audit Committee is a 
bipartisan committee comprising fi ve senators and 
fi ve representatives.  Of the Senate members, three 
are appointed by the President of the Senate and 
two are appointed by the Senate Minority Leader.  
Of the Representatives, three are appointed by the 
Speaker of the House and two are appointed by the 
Minority Leader.

 Audits are performed at the direction of 
the Legislative Post Audit Committee.  Legislators 

or committees should make their requests for 
performance audits through the Chairman or any 
other member of the Committee.  Copies of all 
completed performance audits are available from 
the Division’s offi ce.

The Legislative Division of Post Audit supports full access to the services of State government for all 
citizens.  Upon request, Legislative Post Audit can provide its audit reports in large print, audio, or other 
appropriate alternative format to accommodate persons with visual impairments.  Persons with hearing 
or speech disabilities may reach us through the Kansas Relay Center at 1-800-766-3777.  Our offi ce 
hours are 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday.
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 This report contains the fi ndings, conclusions, and recommendations 
from our completed performance audit, Wireless Enhanced 911: Reviewing 
Implementation of the 2004 Act. 

 The report also contains appendices showing information by PSAP.  One 
shows implementation status, expected date of Phase II wireless enhanced 911 
service implementation, estimated 2006 call volume, grant moneys awarded in 
2005 and 2006, local fee funds received and spent, the current monthly land-line 
tax, and balance of land-line tax funds.  Another shows projected funds available 
and estimated expenditures.  The report includes recommendations for the 
Department of Administration and the Kansas Wireless Enhanced 911 Advisory 
Board.  

 We would be happy to discuss the fi ndings presented in this report with 
any legislative committees, individual legislators, or other State offi cials.  These 
fi ndings are supported by a wealth of data, not all of which could be included in 
this report because of space considerations.  These data may allow us to answer 
additional questions about the audit fi ndings or to further clarify the issues raised 
in the report.

     Barbara J. Hinton
      Legislative Post Auditor
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Get the Big Picture
Read these Sections and Features: 

1. Executive Summary - an overview of the questions we 

asked and the answers we found. 

2. Conclusion and Recommendations - are referenced in 

the Executive Summary and appear in a box after each 

question in the report. 

3. Agency Response - also referenced in the Executive 

Summary and is the last Appendix. 

Helpful Tools for Getting to the Detail 

� In most cases, an “At a Glance” description of the agency or 

department appears within the first few pages of the main report. 

� Side Headings point out key issues and findings. 

� Charts/Tables may be found throughout the report, and help provide 

a picture of what we found. 

� Narrative text boxes can highlight interesting information, or 

provide detailed examples of problems we found. 

� Appendices may include additional supporting documentation, along 

with the audit Scope Statement and Agency Response(s).

Legislative Division of Post Audit 

800 SW Jackson Street, Suite 1200,   Topeka, KS 66612-2212 

Phone: 785-296-3792      E-Mail: lpa@lpa.state.ks.us

Web: www.kslegislature.org/postaudit
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 Wireless E-911 services improve emergency response to calls 
made from cell phones.  Enhanced 911, which automatically identifi es the 
location from which an emergency call is being made, has been available 
for calls made from regular “land-line” telephones for many years.  In 
contrast, enhanced 911 for “wireless” calls made from cell phones is a fairly 
recent development.  Determining the location from which a wireless E-911 
phone call is being made involves complex, costly technology that many 
Public Safety Answering Points (or PSAPs for short) couldn’t afford.  

 A funding source was established in 2004 to help pay for 
implementation of wireless E-911 services.  The Wireless Enhanced 
911 Act, which took effect July 1, 2004, assesses fees on all cell phone 
subscribers and purchasers of pre-paid wireless phones.  The Act created 
a 25¢ local fee and a 25¢ grant fee that’s assessed monthly on all cell 
phone subscriber accounts, as well as a 1% grant fee assessed on the 
retail price of pre-paid phone service. Local fees are distributed to PSAPs 
based on each wireless cell phone subscriber’s primary place of use.  
Grant fees are remitted to the Secretary of Administration and held in the 
Statewide grant fund.  PSAPs in counties with fewer than 75,000 people 
are eligible to apply for grants to supplement their revenue from the local 
fee.

 The Statewide grant fund will be eliminated in 2010.  Any remaining 
balance will be distributed to PSAPs based on population.  Within each 
PSAP, the 911 fees for land-line or wireless phones, or for the Internet 
through Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) must be equalized.  They also 
will be capped at 25¢ each in counties with populations of 125,000 or 
more, and at 50¢ each in counties with populations less than 125,000.        

 State law limits the use of wireless E-911 fees.  The Act 
specifi es that wireless E-911 fees can be spent only on necessary and 
reasonable costs to implement services, buy equipment and upgrades, pay 
maintenance fees, and train personnel.  Wireless E-911 fees can’t be used 
to lease, construct, acquire, remodel, renovate, or furnish a building.

 

 Wireless E-911 services should be fully implemented in half 
the PSAPs in 2006, and in all but one by 2010.  Fully implemented E-
911 services means the PSAP can receive the cell phone number, billing 

Overview of Wireless Enhanced 911 Services in Kansas

Question 1: What Is the Status of Implementation of Wireless 
Enhanced 911 Service?
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address, and a location based on longitude and latitude coordinates.  In all, 
53% of PSAPs told us they expected to be at this point by the end of 2006. 
More than 80% of Kansans live in areas that already have wireless E-911 
services.  

 By 2010, all but one PSAP expects to be capable of offering full 
wireless E-911 service.  Offi cials with that PSAP, which serves Comanche 
County, said they have installed all the necessary equipment, but because 
there’s only one cell tower in their county, they can’t reliably locate callers.

 The availability of grant funds will affect whether some PSAPs are 
able to fully implement wireless E-911 service by the dates they estimated.  
Implementation is costly, and many PSAPs are counting on grant funds.  
For 2007, 56 PSAPs requested grant funding totaling almost $8 million; 
however, only 37 PSAPs received awards, totaling about $5 million.     
       
 

 
 Through June 2006, PSAPs spent $6.7 million from wireless 
E-911 fee revenues.  About half the money ($3.5 million) has been spent 
on such things as equipment, monitors, and software.  PSAPs also have 
spent $1.6 million on contractual services, such as ongoing costs for phone 
lines and maintenance contracts.  In all, fee revenues of approximately $21 
million have been collected between July 2004 and November 2006.          
            

 Wireless E-911 fee moneys generally have been used as 
allowed by law. PSAPs can spend wireless moneys only on necessary 
and reasonable costs for implementing wireless E-911 service, buying 
equipment and upgrades, maintaining that equipment, and training 
personnel.  Although the statute seems to limit equipment-related 
purchases to equipment that’s used exclusively for wireless E-911 services, 
in reality the same equipment often handles both land-line and wireless 
calls or data.

 All purchases we reviewed made from grant funds were 
appropriate.  Expenditures made from grant moneys are carefully reviewed 
by staff in the Governor’s Grants Program.  PSAPs usually are reimbursed 
only after they submit invoices or other documentation.  In our sample of 
77 purchases accounting for $875,000, all but one purchase ($295 for a fi le 
cabinet) appeared reasonable, and staff at the Governor’s Grants Program 
didn’t reimburse the PSAP for that purchase.                                                

  We identifi ed a small amount of spending from local fee funds 
that either wasn’t allowable, or wasn’t supported by documentation.  
Unlike grant funds, there’s no regular outside oversight of the spending 
of local fee moneys that go directly to PSAPs.  The League of Kansas 
Municipalities provides guidance to PSAPs about allowable purchases, 

    Question 2: Are Public Safety Answering Points Using Wireless 
E-911 Fees Appropriately?
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and PSAPs are required to send bi-annual informational reports to the 
Governor’s Grants Program.  Those reports show fees received, amount 
spent, and brief descriptions of purchases. In our sample of 55 purchases 
totaling $1.2 million, we found no problems with 52 purchases.  For the 
three other purchases: one purchase of $1,286 wasn’t an allowable 
expense, and two other expenditures totaling about $5,200 involved 
inaccurate reporting or lacked supporting documentation.                            
 
 About half the PSAPs haven’t yet spent any local fee moneys.  
These 55 PSAPs are at varying levels of implementation.  Some have a 
very small wireless subscriber base and don’t generate much revenue.  
After receiving money for more than two years, 14 of the 16 PSAPs with 
only Basic wireless 911 service have less than $20,000 in their wireless 
funds.  Some other PSAPs have used grant moneys to improve their 
systems, while saving the local fee money for future upgrades or ongoing 
expenses.

 This early assessment of the adequacy of wireless E-
911 funding had to involve many estimates, projections, and 
assumptions.  Looking accurately into the future is diffi cult because 
there’s so little actual experience to base projections on.  To develop 
estimates of PSAPs’ future E-911 costs and the revenues that will be used 
to fund them, we surveyed PSAPs regarding their 2007-2012 estimated 
expenditures and any other sources of revenue they expected to use, and 
projected the wireless E-911 local and grant fee revenues over the next 
few years.   

 Expenditure estimates are particularly subject to error because 
some PSAPs have had little experience with actual implementation costs, 
and have little basis for knowing what their ongoing and upgrade costs 
will be in the future.  Revenue projections also are subject to error.  For 
example, the number of wireless phone subscribers could turn out to be 
quite different from our estimates, and the amount of grant funds PSAPs 
request could change as they get a better handle on their costs.                 
 
 On a Statewide basis, estimated wireless E-911 revenues 
would far exceed PSAPs’ estimated costs.  From 2007 through June 
30, 2010, projected fee revenues overall would be $42 million, which is 
$15 million greater than the expenses PSAPs estimated for our survey.  
Estimated revenues and expenditures are fairly close in 2007, but PSAPs’ 
expenditure estimates drop off sharply in 2008 and beyond.                        

 Some individual PSAPs wouldn’t have enough funding to 
cover their estimated costs through June 30, 2010.  The only revenues 
PSAPs are guaranteed to get are the local fees levied on wireless phones 
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Question 3: Is the Amount of Fee Money Being Collected Adequate 
To Fund the Implementation of Wireless Enhanced 911, and 

What Level of Funding Is Needed for Ongoing Support of the System?
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This audit was conducted by Lisa Hoopes, Brenda Heafey, Jill Shelley, and Ivan Williams.  Cindy Lash 
was the audit manager.  If you need any additional information about the audit’s fi ndings, please contact  
Lisa at the Division’s offi ces.  Our address is: Legislative Division of Post Audit, 800 SW Jackson Street, 
Suite 1200, Topeka, Kansas 66612.  You also may call us at (785) 296-3792, or contact us via the 
Internet at LPA@lpa.state.ks.us.

in their areas.  Based on the revenues and expenditures estimated, only 
46 PSAPs would be able to cover their estimated costs with their local fee 
revenues alone.  Many PSAPs applied for grants for 2007, others reported 
they expect to apply for grants in future years, and 50 reported they plan to 
bring in other sources of revenue to help pay costs.                                      

 PSAPs’ ability through June 30, 2010 to fund their estimated 
expenditures with the projected funds they expect to have available is 
mixed.  (Projected funds includes local fee revenues, grants they said they 
expected to apply for, and other local revenues they said they expected to 
spend on 911.) We compared the projected funding each PSAP might have 
available between 2007 and June 30, 2010, to the estimated expenditures 
they reported for that period.  Based on those estimates, 85 PSAPs would 
be able to cover their estimated costs, while 26 PSAPs wouldn’t be able 
to cover costs.  The PSAPs that wouldn’t be able to cover their estimated 
expenditures were more likely to have smaller populations.                          

 Additional grant funds would be available for PSAPs that 
come up short in being able to cover their costs.  Based on what 
PSAPs reported, after calendar year 2007 the grant requests would drop 
off dramatically.  In contrast, fees going into the grant fund are expected 
to continue to increase each year.  This could result in $17.6 million in 
grant money being available to help most PSAPs cover their “unfunded” 
estimates between now and 2010.                                                                 

 Some PSAPs may not be able to cover their ongoing expenses 
with their wireless E-911 revenues after 2010.  When the fee structure 
changes in 2010, the grant fund will be eliminated and PSAPs will be 
able to set their own wireless E-911 fees, within limits set by statute.  We 
compared projected wireless E-911 revenues in 2011 for each PSAP 
(assuming they charged the maximum fee allowed) with the estimates 
of ongoing operating costs the PSAP provided us.  Based on these 
projections and estimates, at least 16 PSAPs wouldn’t be able to cover 
their ongoing operating costs with the new fee structure.  Those PSAPs 
would need to charge fees ranging from 52¢ to $1.52 to pay monthly 
expenses.  In addition to these ongoing costs, PSAPs will have to fund 
recurring equipment upgrades.                                                                      
 Conclusion
 Recommendations        
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APPENDIX B: Local Funds, Grants, and Call Volume by PSAP  
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The Wireless Enhanced 911 Act imposed fees on all cell phone 
or “wireless” subscribers, and on all prepaid wireless phones.  
Those fees were intended to help local governments  upgrade their 
911 phone systems to provide enhanced 911 services (E-911) for 
wireless callers.  With wireless E-911 services, local dispatchers 
can determine the location of a 911 call made on a wireless phone.

Wireless carriers collect a 50¢ wireless E-911 fee from their cell 
phone subscribers each month.  Half that fee is distributed back to 
local governments.  The other half—as well as all fees collected on 
prepaid wireless phones—is maintained in a Statewide grant fund.  

The Act requires Legislative Post Audit to conduct an audit of 
the wireless E-911 service system during calendar year 2006 to 
determine whether local governments are using these moneys 
appropriately, whether the amount of money being collected is 
adequate, the status of implementation, and the need and level of 
continued funding of the system.  The statute calls for a similar 
audit during calendar year 2008. 

This performance audit answers the following questions:

What is the status of implementation of wireless enhanced 
911 service?

Are public safety answering points using wireless E-911 fees 
appropriately?

Is the amount of fee money being collected adequate to 
fund the implementation of wireless enhanced 911, and 
what level of funding is needed for ongoing support of the 
system? 

To answer these questions, we surveyed all emergency response 
centers for 911 services (these are called public safety answering 
points, or PSAPs) to determine the current status of their wireless 
E-911 services, and their estimated dates for full implementation.  
We also obtained PSAPs’ estimates of future expenditures. 
We visited a sample of PSAPs to gain an understanding of the 
equipment needed and the process involved in receiving a wireless 
E-911 call. 

1.

2.

3.

Wireless Enhanced 911: 
Reviewing Implementation of the 2004 Act
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We reviewed documentation for a sample of expenditures 
from both the Statewide grant fund and  PSAPs’ local funds to 
determine whether the expenditures were allowable, and whether 
self-reported expenditure data were reliable.  We obtained 
information from the Kansas Association of Counties and the 
League of Kansas Municipalities on the amount of wireless fees 
paid to PSAPs through October 2006.  

We used those data—along with projected growth rates in 
population and in cell phone subscribers—to project future 
revenues of individual PSAPs.  Finally, we used the projected 
revenues and estimated expenditures to assess whether the 
amount of money being collected will be adequate to fund the 
implementation and ongoing costs of wireless E-911 services.

A copy of the scope statement for this audit approved by the 
Legislative Post Audit Committee is included in Appendix A. 

In conducting this audit, we followed all applicable auditing 
standards set forth by the U.S. Government Accountability Offi ce 
except that, because of time constraints, we did only limited 
testing of the monthly amounts of local fees paid out to the PSAPs.  
This testwork determined the accuracy and reliability of the data 
provided, it disclosed no errors, and we found no indication that 
the data are grossly or systematically wrong.  Any inaccuracies 
would tend to overstate or understate the projected future revenues 
for PSAPs, but are unlikely to be extreme enough to affect our 
fi ndings and conclusions. 

The reader should note that the future expenditures used in our 
analyses were estimates PSAPs reported to us, which for some 
PSAPs may have been based on little or no experience with 
actual costs.  In the absence of any other data, we had to use 
those estimates in concluding whether the fees being collected 
likely would be adequate to implement wireless E-911 services in 
Kansas.

Our fi ndings begin on page 7, following a brief overview of 
wireless E-911 services in the State.
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Enhanced 911, which automatically identifi es the location from 
which an emergency call is being made, has been available for 
calls made from regular “land-line” telephones for many years.  
Although not all 115 emergency response centers in Kansas 
(offi cially called public safety answering points, or PSAPs for 
short) were equipped to receive this location information, most 
were, particularly in the more populous areas.

In contrast, Enhanced 911 for “wireless” calls made from cell 
phones or other pre-paid wireless phones is a fairly recent 
development.  Determining the location from which a wireless 911 
phone call is being made involves complex and costly technology 
that many PSAPs couldn’t afford.  When the Wireless Enhanced 
911 Act was passed in 2004, however, PSAPs in Kansas were 
encouraged to update their systems to handle emergency calls from 
wireless phones.  

Kansas generally has one PSAP per county, although four counties 
have more:  Cowley and Leavenworth Counties each have two 
PSAPs, Butler County has three, and Johnson County has seven.  
Currently, PSAPs vary in the level of information they’re capable 
of receiving about wireless calls.  As described below, that can 
affect their ability to respond to emergencies:
  

Basic 911 means the PSAP simply has the capability to receive a call 
from a wireless phone.  If the caller doesn’t know his or her location, 
or is unable to respond to the dispatcher’s questions, the PSAP may 
be unable to make any type of emergency response. 

Phase I refers to the lowest level of wireless enhanced 911 services.  
PSAPs operating at Phase I automatically receive the number of 
the wireless phone and billing address of the phone’s owner.  This 
additional information can help PSAPs locate some emergency 
callers, but isn’t adequate in situations where the caller is away from 
home and unable to respond.

Phase II refers is the highest level of wireless enhanced 911 
services.  In addition to Phase I information, the PSAP automatically 
receives location information based on longitude and latitude 
coordinates.  This level is most similar to Enhanced 911 for land-line 
phones.

With Phase II wireless E-911 services, PSAPs can determine 
the location of a cell phone call in two ways.  The fi rst is through 
a method called triangulation.  The signal from the wireless phone 
is picked up by three cell towers, then sent to the dispatch center.  
The second way is through Global Positioning System (GPS) 

Overview of Wireless Enhanced 911 Services in Kansas

Wireless E-911 Services 
Improve Emergency 
Response to Calls Made
From Cell Phones 
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coordinates if the cell phone has a locater chip installed.  Figure OV-1 
shows the steps a wireless call must go through to transmit information 
to a PSAP that has fully implemented Phase II of wireless E-911. 

The Wireless Enhanced 911 Act, which took effect July 1, 2004, 
assesses fees on all cell phone subscribers and purchasers of pre-paid 
wireless phones to help offset the costs of implementing and offering 
E-911 services for wireless users.  Although there’s no State or federal 
requirement to offer Enhanced 911 for wireless callers, the funding 
provided as a result of the Act encouraged the development of that 
service throughout the State.  The Act created the following fees:

a 25¢ local fee, assessed monthly on all cell phone subscriber accounts 
a 25¢ grant fee, assessed monthly on all cell phone subscriber accounts 
a 1% grant fee, assessed on the retail price of pre-paid wireless phone 
service

These fees are collected by wireless phone companies (such as Verizon 
or Cingular) and by wholesalers of pre-paid wireless phones.  Local 
and grant fees are handled differently:

Local fees are remitted to the Kansas Association of Counties, which 
serves jointly with the League of Kansas Municipalities as administrator 
of the local fees.  The Act calls for these local fees to be distributed to 
PSAPs based on each wireless cell phone subscriber’s primary place of 
use.

�
�
�

�

A Funding Source Was 
Established in 2004 
To Help Pay for 
Implementation of
Wireless E-911 Services 
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Grant fees are remitted to the Secretary of Administration, who 
contracts with the Governor’s Grants Program to administer the grant 
program.  Grant fees are pooled, and PSAPs in counties with fewer 
than 75,000 people are eligible to apply for grants to supplement 
their revenue from the local fee.  The State’s fi ve largest counties—
Douglas, Johnson, Shawnee, Sedgwick, and Wyandotte—aren’t 
eligible for these grants.

The Act requires the Secretary of Administration to obtain an audit 
during 2006 of wireless companies’ records of fee collections 
and remittances under the Act.  The Governor’s Grants Program 
currently is conducting this audit on behalf of the Secretary.  Staff 
are reviewing subscriber lists from each wireless company to 
determine if those lists substantiate the number of subscribers the 
companies report receiving fees from each month.  The report is 
expected to be available in March 2007.    

During the 2006 legislative session, the Legislature amended the 
Act to include Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) subscribers 
beginning July 1, 2006.  Companies that provide VoIP service must 
collect the local fee and the grant fee from their subscribers, and 
remit those fees in the same manner as wireless companies.

The Statewide grant fund will be eliminated in 2010.  The 
Act calls for signifi cant changes to the funding stream for all 911 
services (land-line, wireless, and VoIP) effective July 1, 2010.  At 
that time, the following things happen:

grant fees on wireless and VoIP subscribers will be eliminated, and 
the balance in the grant fund will be distributed to PSAPs based on 
population
land-line 911 fees (currently up to 75¢ per month) will be limited to no 
more than 25¢ per month per line in counties with populations of at 
least 125,000 (currently only four counties), and to no more than 50¢ 
per month in counties with populations fewer than 125,000 
local fees for wireless cell phone and VoIP subscribers must be the 
same as for land-line phones

Figure OV-2 shows how these 
changes will affect the maximum 
fees that can be charged.  All 
911 fees (land-line, wireless, and 
VoIP) will be merged after July 
1, 2010, and can be spent on 
necessary costs for emergency 
911 services.
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The Act specifi es that wireless enhanced 911 fees can be spent 
only on necessary and reasonable costs in the following areas:

implementation of wireless E-911 services
purchase of equipment and upgrades and modifi cation to equipment 
used solely to process the data elements of wireless E-911 services
maintenance and license fees for such equipment, and training of 
personnel to operate equipment

Allowable expenditures can include such items as software 
programs that map the general location of the caller, telephone 
trunk lines for receiving wireless phone calls, and staff training on 
the specialized software that’s needed.  The Act specifi cally states 
that wireless E-911 fees can’t be used to lease, construct, acquire, 
remodel, renovate, or furnish a building.  

When the Act was passed in 2004, it called for us to conduct two 
audits:  one in 2006 and one in 2008.  The current audit looks at 
several issues related to wireless E-911 services, as follows:

the status of implementation 
whether fee moneys are being spent appropriately
whether fee moneys are adequate
the need and level of continued funding
 

The 2008 audit is substantially broader, including the wireless E-
911 system, the VoIP E-911 system, and the land-line system.  That 
audit will address the following issues:

the status of enhanced 911 implementation for wireless and VoIP 
systems
whether wireless and VoIP fee moneys are being spent appropriately
whether fees collected for wireless and VoIP are adequate
the need and level of continued funding for wireless enhanced 911, 
VoIP enhanced 911, and the land-line 911 system

That audit is required to be submitted at the beginning of the 2009 
legislative session, which will give legislators updated information 
before the changes to the fee structure take effect July 1, 2010.

�
�

�

�
�
�
�

�

�
�
�

State Law Limits
The Use of Wireless 
E-911 Fees 

An Audit in 2008
Will Take a Broad
Look at E-911 
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ANSWER IN BRIEF: By the end of 2006, more than half the 115 PSAPs across the State 
expected to have implemented wireless E-911 services, essentially 
covering 83% of all Kansans.  All but one PSAP said they 
planned to have wireless E-911 services fully implemented by July 
2010.  State grant funds are available to help local governments 
implement wireless E-911 services, but in 2007 PSAPs requested 
$3 million more in grant funding than was awarded.  These and 
other fi ndings are described in the sections that follow.

Counties’ emergency response centers (called public safety 
answering points, or PSAPs for short) are under the control 
of local offi cials.  We contacted representatives of each PSAP 
during November 2006 to fi nd out what they expected their 
implementation status to be as of December 2006 as well as 
by July 1, 2010, when grant funds for wireless E-911 service 
are eliminated.  (At that point, the remaining fees for land-line, 
wireless, and VoIP E-911 service must be equalized.)

By the end of 2006, slightly more than half the PSAPs expected 
to have fully implemented Phase II of wireless E-911 service.  
As noted in the Overview, Phase II means the PSAP can receive 
the cell phone number, billing address, and a location based on 
longitude and latitude coordinates.  

As Figure 1-1 on the next page shows, 61 of the State’s 115 
PSAPs (53%) told us they expect to have fully implemented Phase 
II by the end of 2006.  An additional 26 PSAPs (23%) said they 
expected to have started implementing Phase II by the end of 2006.  

More than 80% of Kansans live in areas that already have 
wireless E-911 services.  In all, 18 of the State’s 21 most populous 
counties—including Johnson, Sedgwick, and Shawnee—have 
fully implemented Phase II of wireless E-911 services.  PSAPs 
expecting to offer full Phase II wireless E-911 services by the end 
of 2006 covered 83% of the Kansas population.

By 2010, all but one PSAP expects to be fully capable of 
offering Phase II wireless E-911 services.  Offi cials in Comanche 
County are facing an interesting challenge.  Although their PSAP 
has all the necessary Phase II equipment, wireless carriers have 
only installed one cell tower in the area.  For a PSAP to receive 
the Phase II data, the cell phone must either have Global Position 
System (GPS) capability, or there need to be three towers in the 

Question 1:  What Is the Status of Implementation Of Wireless 
Enhanced 911 Service?

Wireless E-911 Services
Should Be Fully
Implemented in Half 
The PSAPs in 2006, and 
In All But One by 2010
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area to triangulate the phone’s signal.  Offi cials in Comanche 
County said the PSAP receives data from triangulation with cell 
towers in neighboring Clark and Ford Counties, but that method 
provides inaccurate data, typically showing the caller to be located 
in Ford County.  In their opinion, until wireless providers install 
more towers in the area or all phones in use in the County become 
GPS capable, the PSAP will not be fully at Phase II.

The availability of grant funds will affect whether some PSAPs 
are able to fully implement wireless E-911 service by the dates 
they estimated.  Implementing wireless E-911 services is costly, 
and many PSAPs are counting on grant funds to do so.  For 2007, 
56 PSAPs requested grant funding totaling almost $8 million.  
However, only $5 million was awarded.  

Only 37 of these 56 PSAPs were awarded grant funds for 2007, 
and some of those didn’t receive the full amount they’d requested.  



PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT
Legislative Division of Post Audit
February 2007

9

The box on the left describes the situation in Chase County, a PSAP we 
visited during the audit whose grant request for 2007 wasn’t funded.   
Question 3 of this audit, beginning on page 16, explores in detail the 
suffi ciency of current funding.  

Wireless E-911 Service—Even When Fully Implemented—Will Have Holes

Advances in technology have signifi cantly improved PSAPs’ ability to provide emergency services to people 
calling for help from cell phones, but some fairly serious issues remain.  As noted in a recent Consumer Reports 
article, these issues are nationwide.  Some of these issues are discussed below.
 
Wireless phone signals can be diffi cult to locate.  For a cell phone caller to be accurately located, there 
must be a clear signal.  Trees, buildings, and other obstructions can interfere with the signal.  In addition, some 
signals may not be located accurately if the caller is inside a vehicle or building.  The Federal Communications 
Commission requires wireless phone companies to be able to locate a call within 50 meters for 67% of the 
wireless calls received, and within 150 meters for 95% of the wireless calls received for phones with GPS 
capability.  This level of precision may not be very helpful in crowded areas.  

Not all cell phones are equipped with a Global Positioning System (GPS) chip. The Federal 
Communications Commission required wireless companies to ensure that 95% of their customers’ handsets 
are “location-capable” by the end of 2005, but customers can’t be forced to buy those phones or update their 
old non-GPS-enhanced phones.  Without a GPS chip, dispatch centers must rely on a cell phone signal being 
triangulated among cell towers to determine a general location of the caller.  Often, towers can only narrow the 
caller’s location to a square mile or more. 

Cell phone calls can be sent to the wrong PSAP.  Sometimes a signal bounces off the wrong face of a 
tower, and the call is sent to a dispatch center in a county different from where the call is originating.  Because 
of technology or system differences, some PSAPs are unable to transfer these misguided calls, and the 
accompanying data, to the proper PSAP.  

Pre-paid phones and “donated” phones can’t fully benefi t from wireless E-911 services.  These phones 
don’t provide pertinent information to the PSAP—such as subscriber address—and often don’t have location-
reporting capabilities.  Without this information, it’s diffi cult to fi nd and help callers who aren’t able to state their 
locations.  Also, “donated” phones only have the capability of making an outgoing call to 911; they can’t receive 
an incoming call. 

PSAPs Must Begin Implementation of 
Wireless E-911 Services 

To Continue Receiving Funding  

Although PSAPs aren’t required to implement wireless 
E-911 services, State law has created incentives to do 
so—and to do so in a timely manner—by instituting fees on 
all wireless subscribers yet placing the following limits on 
use of that money:

it can be spent only for necessary and reasonable 
costs related to wireless enhanced 911
PSAPs have to submit a valid request for wireless 
enhanced 911 services to wireless companies by July 
1, 2007.  Up to two one-year extensions are available.
if a PSAP hasn’t submitted a request by 2008, local 
offi cials must turn over all local fee money they’ve 
received for wireless E-911 services to the State 
Wireless Enhanced 911 Grant Fund, where it will be 
awarded to other PSAPs.  

�

�

�

Wireless E-911 Services Likely Will Be 
Delayed in Chase County Because 
Its 2007 Grant Request Was Denied

The PSAP for Chase County has begun 
implementing Phase I of wireless E-911 services, 
but needs a mapping system and additional trunk 
lines to complete Phase II.  When we visited 
this PSAP, offi cials told us they’d been able 
to purchase some wireless E-911 equipment 
through a Homeland Security grant.  Part of that 
equipment was in use, but part of it remains in 
storage—not usable until the PSAP comes up 
with funding to fully implement Phase II.  The 
PSAP requested more than $46,000 in State 
grant funds for 2007, but its request was denied.  
A PSAP offi cial said he was relying on 2007 
grant funds to fully implement the wireless E-911 
system.

Conclusions and recommendations for the audit are contained on page 
24 at the end of Question 3.
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Public safety answering points (PSAPs) spent more than $6.7 
million in wireless E-911 fees through June 2006.  About half 
that money was spent on equipment, and nearly one-fourth was 
spent on contractual services such as maintenance and phone 
bills for wireless lines.  Nearly all the purchases have been for 
items allowed by law.  All of the purchases made with grant 
funds—which receive lots of scrutiny from the Governor’s Grants 
Program—appeared to be appropriate.  Spending from local fee 
funds doesn’t receive much outside oversight, but we found only 
very minor problems in that area.  By the end of June 2006, about 
half  the PSAPs hadn’t spent any of the local fees moneys they had 
received.  These and other fi ndings are discussed in the sections 
that follow.

Since July 2004, a monthly fee of 50¢ has been collected from 
wireless phone subscribers, as well as a 1% fee on prepaid wireless 
service.  These fees generated total revenues of approximately $21 
million by the end of November 2006.  

As noted in the Overview, 25¢ of each monthly fee goes directly 
to PSAPs based on the billing addresses of wireless subscribers.  
The remaining 25¢ and the fee on prepaid service goes into a grant 
fund administered by the Kansas Wireless Enhanced 911 Advisory 
Board.  Grants have been awarded competitively to PSAPs since 
calendar year 2005.

About half the $6.7 million spent from wireless E-911 fee 
moneys has been spent on equipment.  As Figure 2-1 shows, 
about $3.5 million has been used to buy such things as Phase I and 
Phase II packages of equipment, monitors, and software.

The fi gure also shows that PSAPs have spent: 

About $1.6 million (23.4% of the total) on contractual services, such 
as ongoing costs for phone lines added to handle wireless calls, 
maintenance contracts, and mapping services. 
About $1.3 million (19%) on payments to the Mid-America Regional 
Council (MARC), which provides 911 equipment, maintenance, and 
technical support to PSAPs in the metropolitan Kansas City area and 
adjoining counties in Kansas and Missouri.
About $310,000 on other miscellaneous purchases, which included 
equipment installation, geographic information systems work, and a 
percentage of PSAP utility costs.

�

�

�

Question 2: Are Public Safety Answering Points Using Wireless 
E-911 Fees Appropriately?

ANSWER IN BRIEF:

Through June 2006,
PSAPs Spent $6.7 Million 
From Wireless E-911 
Fee Revenues
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As noted in the Overview, State statutes prohibit PSAPs from using 
wireless E-911 fee moneys to lease, construct, acquire, remodel, 
renovate, or furnish a building.  They can spend those moneys only 
on necessary and reasonable costs in the following areas:

implementation of wireless E-911 service
equipment and upgrades, and modifi cation of equipment used solely 
to process the data elements of wireless E-911 service
maintenance and license fees for such equipment, and training of 
personnel to operate it

Although the statute seems to limit equipment-related purchases 
to equipment that is used exclusively for wireless enhanced 911 
services, in reality the same equipment often handles both land-
line and wireless calls or data.  For example, a voice recorder used 
to capture a wireless 911 call also will be recording calls received 
from land-line phones.  

�
�

�

Wireless E-911 Fee 
Moneys Generally 
Have Been Used
As Allowed by Law
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To address this situation, the Kansas Enhanced 911 Wireless 
Advisory Board and the League of Kansas Municipalities have 
interpreted “implementation of wireless E- 911 service” to include 
any item that is necessary for a PSAP to provide that service, 
except those items specifi cally prohibited by law.  (Offi cials said 
requests for grant funding have been greater than the amount of 
funding available; the Board has decided that grant funds will be 
awarded only for a pro-rated share of the costs of equipment that 
can be used for land-line and wireless E-911 calls.)  Staff from 
the Revisor of Statutes Offi ce told us this broader interpretation 
appeared to be consistent with legislative discussions at the 
time the bill was passed.  For that reason, we followed that 
interpretation in determining whether PSAPs’ purchases were 
allowed by law.  However, we did verify that the service or 
equipment was a necessary component of a wireless E-911 system.

Figure 2-2 to the right contains pictures of PSAP operations and 
lists examples of purchases made by PSAPs to implement and 
maintain wireless E-911 services.

Purchases made from grant funds appeared to be appropriate.  
During this audit, we reviewed a sample of 77 purchases from 20 
PSAPs accounting for about $875,000 of the $3.8 million in grant 
funds spent through June 2006.  PSAPs are required to attend a 
class on grant requirements and, as described below, expenditures 
made from grant moneys are carefully reviewed by the staff of the 
Governor’s Grants Program:

the Wireless Enhanced 911 Advisory Board reviews / approves 
detailed grant applications.  We observed Board members 
questioning specifi c proposed expenditures.
PSAPs usually are reimbursed only after they submit invoices or 
other documentation to the Governor’s Grants Program (sometimes 
a PSAP will get an advance to pay a large bill)
PSAPs must submit quarterly reports and report detailed information 
on equipment costing $1,000 or more
the Governor’s Grants Program performs on-site reviews after grant 
funds have been spent to ensure—among other things—that the 
proposed items actually were purchased, and that they were in place 
and in use

In our sample, all but one of the 77 expenditures we reviewed 
appeared to be reasonable (an expenditure of $295), and staff at 
the Governor’s Grants Program didn’t reimburse the PSAP for that 
purchase.

We identifi ed a small amount of spending from local fee 
funds that either wasn’t allowable, or wasn’t supported by 

�

�

�

�
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Figure 2-2
A System To Receive and Process Wireless E-911 Calls Has Many Components

The components needed for a PSAP to receive wireless E-911 calls are complex, but include certain basic things:

a 911 controller.  This computer is the system’s “traffi c director.”  It determines whether the calls coming in will 
require additional information—such as the caller’s location—and makes that information available to the PSAP.
equipment to access remote databases.  This equipment includes phone lines  that connect each company to 
the PSAP, and computers, cables, and the like to run the 911 call-taker’s work station. 
maps that can help pinpoint an emergency location.  The necessary software and monitors often are part of 
a computer-aided dispatch system, but some stand-alone packages also have this capability.  The maps must 
show suffi cient detail (e.g., seldom-used roads, small streams) to be useful to the personnel on the ground.  
addresses.  The phone company must have an up-to-date master street address guide showing all addresses 
within the PSAP’s jurisdiction for its database, so that the location information can come to the PSAP through the 
controller.  Developing this database is a cooperative effort between the phone company and the PSAP.
a means to record 911 calls.  A recorder’s many components allow the PSAP to capture call information.

�

�

�

�
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documentation.  We reviewed detailed supporting documentation 
for a sample of 55 purchases from 31 PSAPs totaling $1.2 million.  
These purchases accounted for 41% of the $2.9 million in local fees 
PSAPs reported spending through June 2006.  (We also looked at the 
descriptions of the remaining expenditures to see if there were any that, 
on their face, appeared to be a questionable use of local fee money.) 

Unlike the situation described above for grant funds, there’s no 
regular outside oversight of the spending of local fee moneys that go 
directly to PSAPs.  The League of Kansas Municipalities provides 
guidance to PSAPs and answers specifi c questions about whether items 
are allowable.   And as required by law, PSAPs send informational 
reports to the Governor’s Grants Program every six months showing 
the amount they received in fees, the amount they spent, and brief 
descriptions of what was purchased.  But State staff have no authority 
over that spending.  

We found no problems with 52 of the 55 purchases in our sample.  For 
the other three purchases, we found the following:

we identifi ed only one payment for an item that wasn’t allowable: $1,268 
in trunk-line fees from Smith County.  A Smith County offi cial told us the 
expense had been for land-line phone lines, not wireless, and that paying 
the bill from the wireless fee fund had been an error.  She also said the 
County had previously identifi ed and corrected other bills inadvertently 
charged to the wireless fund, but had missed this one.  

we identifi ed two situations where the payment wasn’t accurately 
recorded or supporting documentation wasn’t available.  In one case, 
Marion County reported spending $1,266 more from wireless fee moneys 
for a $92,000 mapping project than was shown on vouchers from the 
various accounts used to pay for the item.  In the other case, Shawnee 
County offi cials said they couldn’t fi nd the invoices for $3,963 in “software 
licensing and maintenance.” 

About half the PSAPs haven’t yet spent any local fee moneys.  
As shown in Figure 2-3, these 55 PSAPs are at varying levels of 
implementation.  Some have a very small wireless subscriber base 
and don’t generate much revenue.  After receiving fee moneys for 
more than two years, 14 of the 16 PSAPs with only Basic wireless 911 
service have less than $20,000 in each of their wireless funds.  These 
PSAPs likely will need State grants to implement wireless E-911 
services.

Just because a PSAP hasn’t spent any of its local fee moneys doesn’t 
mean it’s not working on implementation.  Figure 2-3 shows that many 
of these PSAPs (indicated with dashed lines) have used State grant 
moneys to progress beyond Basic wireless service.  Information about 
the amount of grant moneys received is included in Appendix B, which 

�
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also contains information about wireless and land-line moneys 
available to the PSAPs.

We asked a few of the PSAPs who hadn’t spent any of their local fee 
funds how they planned to use the moneys.  Here’s what they told 
us:

Reno County offi cials said they’re planning to spend all the money in 
this account, plus more, in the next few months to purchase Phase I 
and Phase II equipment.
Sumner County offi cials said they’re saving for approximately 
$300,000 in major upgrades that will be needed in later years.  At 
some point they will also begin using local fee moneys for on-going 
expenses.  The County received a Homeland Security grant for its 
initial purchase of equipment.
Wyandotte County offi cials said they’re saving for new equipment.  
A representative of the Mid-America Regional Council (of which 
Wyandotte County is a member) said they are planning an extensive 
equipment upgrade in 2007-2008, and that some equipment a PSAP 
might need—such as  radios that tie in with the dispatch equipment—
wouldn’t be covered by the fees paid to MARC.

Conclusions and recommendations for the audit are contained on 
page 24, at the end of Question 3.

�
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Because there are still so many unknowns, our assessment had 
to involve many estimates, projections, and assumptions.  If they 
held true, wireless revenues through June 30, 2010, would exceed 
estimated expenditures on a Statewide basis by about $15 million.  
But 26 individual PSAPs would fall $1.5 million short of being 
able to cover their estimated costs with all the funding sources they 
projected they’d have available.  Because PSAPs’ estimates of the 
grant funds they would request are almost $18 million less than 
the estimated amount of grant funds that would be available, grant 
funds likely could cover most of these funding “shortfalls” through 
2010.  After that, grant funds dry up, and at least 16 PSAPs would 
need to charge a fee higher than the 50¢ anticipated by State law 
just to cover their estimated ongoing operating costs.  In addition, 
PSAPs will have recurring costs for equipment upgrades.  These 
and other fi ndings are discussed in the sections that follow.

Looking accurately into the future is diffi cult because there’s 
so little actual experience to base projections on.  To develop 
estimates of PSAPs’ future E-911 costs and the revenues that will 
be used to fund them, we did the following:

Surveyed all 112 PSAPs regarding their 2007-2012 estimated 
expenditures for:

fully implementing wireless E-911
ongoing monthly costs (like maintenance contracts and phone 
bills)
for those PSAPs that already have implemented wireless E-911, 
any expected system upgrades to keep their components up-to-
date with changing technologies (like equipment replacement)

Note: Earlier sections reported on 115 PSAPs, but three were 
combined for fi nancial reporting.  Geary County didn’t provide 
fi nancial data; therefore all analysis was completed on data for 111 
PSAPs.

Projected the wireless E-911 local and grant fee revenues that 
will be generated over the next few years based on historical actual 
revenue data, national data on the projected growth in cell phone 
subscribers, and county-specifi c projections of population growth.

Surveyed all PSAPs regarding the amount of money they expected 
to use for wireless E-911 from other sources of revenue in 2007-
2009 (including the amount of grant funds they expected to apply for, 
any land-line 911 revenues or general fund moneys they expected to 
use, and the like)

�

�
�

�

�

�

Question 3:  Is the Amount of Fee Money Being Collected Adequate 
To Fund the Implementation of Wireless Enhanced 911, and 

What Level of Funding Is Needed for Ongoing Support of the System?

ANSWER IN BRIEF:

This Early Assessment of 
The Adequacy of Wireless 
E-911 Funding Had To
Involve Many Estimates, 
Projections, and 
Assumptions
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Expenditure estimates are particularly subject to error.  That’s 
because some PSAPs may have had little or no experience with 
actual implementation costs, they may have little basis for knowing 
what their ongoing costs will be or how they will increase in the 
future, and they may have no idea about what their upgrade costs will 
be.

Revenue estimates also are subject to error.  For example, the number 
of wireless phone subscribers potentially could be quite different 
from our estimates, and the amount of grant funds PSAPs request 
may change considerably in the future as they get a better handle on 
their costs.

Despite such limitations, we had to use those estimates in this initial 
assessment of whether the fees being collected likely would be 
adequate to implement wireless E-911 services in Kansas.  Our 2008 
audit should be able to provide much more accurate estimates.

Finally, as noted in the Overview, on June 30, 2010, the current 
funding structure of local fees, grant fees, and mandated fee levels 
will be replaced with a system that eliminates the grant program and 
gives PSAPs the fl exibility to determine their own fee level, within 
a statutory cap.  The following sections address the adequacy of fees 
under both structures.

Revenues for wireless E-911 services are generated in the form of a 
local fee, grant fee, and a fee on the sale of prepaid wireless phones.  
PSAPs use those revenues to cover the costs of implementing the 
wireless E-911 systems, and for ongoing expenses and necessary 
equipment upgrades.  Figure 3-1 on the next page shows that, from 
2007 through June 30, 2010, projected fee revenues overall would 
be $15 million greater than the expenses PSAPs estimated for our 
survey.

As the fi gure shows, estimated revenues and expenditures are 
fairly close in 2007, but PSAPs’ expenditure estimates drop off 
sharply in 2008 and beyond.  Some potential factors could be 
coming into play here: 
 

PSAPs are bound to have a much better idea of what their 
expenditures will be during the current year than during the “out” years
by the end of 2007, 100 PSAPs expect to have fully implemented 
wireless E-911.  As a result, far fewer PSAPs would have signifi cant 
costs in future years, and most of those PSAPs are ones with smaller 
populations
as noted above, many PSAPs may not know what their equipment 
upgrades costs will be in future years, so they didn’t report those costs 
on their surveys

�

�

�

On a Statewide Basis,
Estimated Wireless 
E-911 Revenues
Would Far Exceed
PSAPs’ Estimated Costs



PERFORMANCE AUDIT REPORT
Legislative Division of Post Audit

February 2007

18

�������	
��
�
��������������

��
���������������
���������������

�
�������������������
��������������������������������������

��
����� 
���
�
!����������
"�

#������ � $%%&� $%%'� $%%�� $%�%�!�(����(�
)����	%"�!�"� *����
�

�
���������������
� � � � � �
�������		� 
��
� 
���� 
���� 
���� 
�����
�������		�� � � � � �

��������	��� 
���� 
���� 
���� 
���� 

����
��	 ��!� 
���� 
���� 
���� 
���� 
����

*������
�+��������
� ,��+%� ,��+&� ,�$+-� ,-+&� ,.$+%�
�
�
��������
�����������
�

� � � � �

"# �	#	�������� 
���� 
���� 
���
� $��	� 
����
%�&���&�'����� 
���� 
���� 
���� 
��(� 
�����
) &��!	�� 

��� 

��� 
���� 

��� 
����
*������
�+�������+� ,��+/� ,-+�� ,/+�� ,.+	� ,$&+%�
0�������1��2��3����
�
���������������
�
�����
��������
�����������
�

!,%+/"� ,/+&� ,&+/� ,$+	� ,�/+%�

�
*�+�
�����,���&,�-��	���������!	��	���#��	!�	. 	�!����	�����	!����/��	�	����		�����
�0�
������.�#���,�1�,��������,	�
����	���#��	!���&���&�	. 	�!����	�1���!���������,	�
����
	���#��	!�� &��!	����������2��# �	#	��	!���3�����
�����	�����3�����2��������	4	��	�!������!�	���#��	!�	. 	�!����	��

The only revenues PSAPs are guaranteed to get are the local fees 
levied on wireless phones in their areas.  Based on the revenues 
and expenditures estimated for this audit, only 46 PSAPs would 
be able to cover their estimated costs with local fee revenues 
alone.  Appendix C shows fi nancial information for all PSAPs 
and identifi es those 46.  As described in the Overview, however, 
through June 30, 2010, all PSAPs except those located in the 
State’s fi ve most populous counties are eligible to apply for the 
grant fees levied on wireless phone users.  

Many PSAPs applied for grants for 2007, others reported they 
expected to apply for grants in future years, and 50 reported 
they plan to bring in other sources of revenue (often land-line 
911 fees or local general fund moneys) to help pay the costs 
of implementing, operating, or upgrading their wireless E-911 
systems.  

For the revenue and expenditure comparisons in the subsections 
that follow, we used “projected funds available” for each PSAP, 
which includes the local fee revenue we projected for each year, 
as well as any grant moneys the PSAP said it planned to request 
through 2009, and any other funds the PSAP said it planned to 
use.  In all cases, if PSAPs reported grant requests exceeding 
total expenditures, we reduced the grant request to equal total 
expenditures.

Some Individual PSAPs
Wouldn’t Have Enough
Funding To Cover Their
Estimated Costs
Through June 30, 2010
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PSAPs’ ability to fund their estimated expenditures through 
June 30, 2010, with the projected funds they expect to have 
available, is mixed.  We compared the projected funding each 
PSAP might have available between 2007 and June 30, 2010, to 
the estimated expenditures they reported for that period.  That 
comparison showed there was a signifi cant difference between 
the cumulative projected funds available and estimated costs for 
some individual PSAPs.  Based on the estimates in this audit:

85 PSAPs (77% of the total) would be able to cover their estimated 
costs with the projected funding available; 25 of these PSAPs 
would have at least $100,000 “leftover” as of June 30, 2010.
26 PSAPs (23% of the total) wouldn’t be able to cover their 
estimated costs.  For these 26 PSAPs, the estimated shortfall 
would be a total of $1.5 million.

Figure 3-2 on the next page shows the difference between 
projected available funds and estimated expenditures through 
June 30, 2010, for the 20 PSAPs with the largest positive 
difference and the 26 PSAPS with a negative difference.  
Appendix C shows this information for all PSAPs.

In general, PSAPs with the largest amount of “excess” projected 
funding tended to be more populous. The PSAPs that wouldn’t 
be able to cover their estimated expenditures were more likely to 
have smaller populations.  

The exception was Sedgwick County, where the PSAP’s 
estimated expenditures exceeded its projected funds available 
by more than $500,000. Sedgwick County is planning a major 
upgrade that’s expected to cost $2.4 million through 2010, and an 
additional $3 million beyond 2010. 

Finally, we looked at the annual (rather than cumulative) 
differences between projected available funding and estimated 
costs for each PSAP.  That information is summarized in Figure 
3-3 on page 21.

In all, 18 of the 27 PSAPs shown on that fi gure already have 
implemented wireless E-911, but based on current estimates they 
wouldn’t be able to cover their ongoing operating or equipment 
upgrade costs.  (Greenwood County is included in Figure 3-3 
because of a shortfall in 2007, but isn’t included in Figure 3-2 
because it won’t have a negative difference by 2010.)

�

�

New Fees Help Extend E-911 for 
Internet Phones

Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) 
is a relatively new technology that 
allows voice calls using a broadband 
Internet connection rather than an 
ordinary telephone line.  The 2006 
Legislature imposed 911 fees on 
VoIP users whose service allows 
calls to and from regular land-line 
phones.  Those local and grant fees 
are the same amount as for wireless 
telephone users, a total of 50¢ for 
each line, and are to be used to 
assist PSAPs with costs of providing 
VoIP enhanced 911 service.  VoIP 
companies submitted approximately 
$20,000 in fees in the fi rst four 
months the fees were collected.

The current limitations of using VoIP 
for emergency calls include that calls 
may go to a PSAP’s administrative 
line, not to a 911 call-taker, and that 
PSAPs may not have the special 
equipment needed to locate a mobile 
computer using VoIP.
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Additional grant funds would be available for PSAPs that 
come up short in being able to cover their costs.  Based on what 
PSAPs reported, after calendar year 2007, the grant requests would 
drop off dramatically.  However, fees going into the grant fund are 
expected to continue to increase each year.  

As Figure 3-4 on the next page shows, this could result in $17.6 
million in grant money being available to help most PSAPs cover 
their “unfunded” estimated costs between now and 2010 (the fi ve 
largest PSAPs aren’t eligible for grant funds).  As that happened, 
much more of the grant funds would be awarded than shown on the 
fi gure.

Under State law, any balance in the grant fund as of June 30, 2010, 
is to be distributed to PSAPs based on population.  PSAPs in the 
most populous counties, which weren’t eligible to apply for grants, 
will receive a pro-rata share of any fund balance. 
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When the fee structure changes in 2010, the grant fund will be 
eliminated and PSAPs will be able to set their own wireless E-911 
fees, within the following caps determined by the Legislature:

PSAPs in counties with populations of 125,000 or more will be able to 
charge the same amount they currently receive (25 cents per wireless 
phone per month)
PSAPs in the remaining counties will be able to double their current fee 
(up to 50 cents). 

We compared PSAPs’ projected monthly wireless E-911 revenues in 
2011—the fi rst full year after the fee change—with the estimates of 
ongoing operating costs they provided us.  In projecting fee revenues, 
we assumed that PSAPs would charge the maximum fee allowed.  
It’s important to note that PSAPs’ cost estimates varied greatly; some 
showed their ongoing operating costs increasing over time, while 
others showed their costs remaining fl at across the years.  

Given these estimates and assumptions, at least 16 PSAPs wouldn’t 
be able to cover their ongoing operating costs with the new fee 
structure authorized by law.  As shown in Figure 3-5, those PSAPs 
would need to charge a fee higher than the 50¢ cap set by statute.  
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As the fi gure shows, many of these PSAPs are in rural areas, with 
populations of less than 5,000.  All but four have not yet fully 
implemented Phase II.  

In addition to ongoing costs, PSAPs will have to fund 
recurring equipment upgrades.  We have limited data in this 
area, but the PSAPs that already have implemented Phase II 
have begun to budget for upgrades to their equipment.  Based on 
the estimates they reported, we calculated an estimated average 
annual upgrade cost for different-sized PSAPs:

For PSAPs with populations more than 100,000, the estimated 
average annual cost was $68,000
For PSAPs with populations between 25,000 and 100,000, the 
estimated average annual cost was $38,000
For PSAPs with populations less than 25,000, the estimated 
average annual cost was $21,000

Although very rough estimates, these averages give some 
indication that upgrades will be a signifi cant cost for PSAPs in 
the future.  PSAPs that purchased an entirely new system when 
upgrading to Phase II may not have to buy any upgrades for 
several years.  But many PSAPs told us they “made-do” with as 
many parts of their existing systems as they could, buying only 
the elements they absolutely needed to fully implement wireless 
E-911.  These PSAPs anticipate fairly signifi cant expenses soon, 
as they begin to replace other aging parts of their emergency 
response system.  

Statutory changes to the wireless E-911 funding system in 
2010 also will have an effect on the revenues PSAPs earn from 
land-line phones.  Most PSAPs currently charge a land-line 911 
fee of 75¢.  When changes are made in 2010, the land-line fee 
must be equal to that of the wireless fee, which will be capped 
at 50¢ for most PSAPs.  Although PSAPs will be able to double 
their local wireless fee in 2010, that increase may be offset by a 
decrease in land-line revenues.  There may be more of an impact 
on the four largest counties, which will have to cap their wireless 
and land-line fees at 25¢ starting July 2010. 
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Conclusion:

Recommendations:

When the Wireless E-911 Act was passed, little was known about 
how quickly local PSAPs could implement systems that allow 
them to identify the location of people who call 911 from their 
wireless phones, or how much that would cost.  Most reported 
their wireless E-911 systems would be fully implemented by 
the end of 2007; all but one said they will be fully implemented 
by 2010.  The wireless fee levels currently set in statute should 
generate more than enough money to fund overall implementation 
and operations costs of the system, but many individual PSAPs 
will have to rely on grant funds for wireless E-911 or local 
moneys to cover their costs over the next several years.  Most 
PSAPs have no way of knowing what their post-implementation 
equipment upgrade costs may be in the future.

It’s too early to say with any certainty how PSAPs’ fi nancial 
status will be affected by the changes in the fee structure in 2010, 
but there are indications of potential problems ahead.  Even 
assuming that PSAPs will charge the maximum allowed by law 
for wireless and VoIP subscribers, those fees probably won’t 
generate enough revenue just to pay ongoing monthly operating 
costs for about 14% of the PSAPs.  Many PSAPs also could face 
a notable reduction in their landline 911 revenues (after 2010, 
those fees have to be the same as the wireless 911 fees).  Our 
2008 audit of the E-911 system will address this issue further, and 
should give the Legislature enough time to decide what changes, 
if any, will need to be made in the 911 fee structure going out 
beyond 2010.

Because there currently is no ongoing way to know whether 
wireless companies and VoIP providers are collecting and 
remitting all E-911 fees owed to the local PSAPs and the State 
grant fund, the Department of Administration should do the 
following:

use its statutory authority to conduct periodic audits 
of providers’ records, in addition to the initial audits 
mandated in 2006 for wireless providers and in 2008 for 
VoIP providers. 
 
require these audits to identify all providers who should 
be collecting 911 fees, make sure they are collecting the 
fees, and make sure they are remitting the fees.  Such 
audits could include site visits to review and evaluate 
applicable accounting and control procedures, and to 
ensure those procedures are being appropriately followed.

1.

a.

b.
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To help ensure that all PSAPs achieve timely implementation 
of wireless E-911, the Wireless Advisory Board should follow 
up with the PSAPs identifi ed in Appendix B of this report as 
implementing Phase II in 2008 or later.  The Board should 
determine whether those PSAPs need technical assistance in 
planning for implementation, and whether they have a reliable 
funding strategy.  

2.
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APPENDIX A
Scope Statement

 This appendix contains the scope statement approved by the Legislative Post Audit 
Committee for this audit on July 11, 2006.  The audit was required by the 2004 Kansas Wireless 
Enhanced 911 Act.

Wireless Enhanced 911: Reviewing Implementation of the 2004 Act
 
 The Wireless Enhanced 911 Act imposed  fees on wireless subscribers and prepaid 
wireless phones to generate funds that would enable local governments to upgrade their 
emergency phone systems to provide Enhanced 911 services (E-911) for wireless callers.  An 
enhanced 911 system automatically displays the caller’s phone number and location when a call 
is received.   
      
 Wireless carriers collect a 50¢ E-911 fee from their subscribers each month.  They remit 
half of the fee to the Local Collection Point Administrator, who distributes that money back to 
the local units of government where the subscribers are located.  The other half of the fee, as 
well as the fee on prepaid wireless services, is remitted to the Department of Administration, 
where it is used to make grants to counties with a population of less than 75,000 to assist with 
implementation. 

 To help ensure that wireless fees are being spent appropriately, the law requires each 
answering point to report to the Department of Administration semi-annually on how the local 
fee moneys are being used.  There are additional reporting requirements for grant funds.  

  The Act requires Legislative Post Audit to conduct an audit of the wireless enhanced 
911 service system during calendar year 2006 to determine whether local units of government 
are using moneys received under this act appropriately, whether the amount of money being 
collected is adequate, the status of implementation, and the need and level of continued funding 
of the system.  The statute calls for a similar audit during calendar year 2008.  

 A performance audit of this topic would answer the following questions:

What is the status of implementation of wireless enhanced 911?  To answer this question, 
we would review spending and accomplishment reports that answering points submit to the 
Department of Administration for local fee moneys and grant moneys.  In addition, we would 
survey answering points and conduct site visits as necessary to obtain specifi c information on 
what they have left to do, when they expect to be done, and the reasons for any delays.  We 
would use this information to prepare an inventory showing implementation status for each 
answering point, as well as an assessment of overall State progress, areas of greatest delays, 
and an estimate of when full implementation will be accomplished Statewide.  

1.
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Are Public Safety Answering Points using money from local fees and grant fees 
appropriately?  To answer this question, we would review State statutes to identify 
allowable uses for wireless enhanced 911 fee moneys.  We would review and summarize the 
detailed purchasing reports and grant expenditure reports submitted to the Department of 
Administration to identify broad categories of spending. To assess the accuracy of this self-
reported spending, we would look at the grant compliance reviews that have been conducted, 
and for a sample of answering points, we would review documentation of purchases made 
with local fee moneys to see if those purchases were for allowed uses.  We would conduct 
additional work as needed.

Is the amount of fee money being collected adequate to fund the implementation of 
wireless enhanced 911, and what level of funding is needed for ongoing support of 
the system?   To determine whether the amount of money being collected is adequate, we 
would analyze the answering points that have not yet completed implementation of wireless 
enhanced 911.  We would obtain their cost estimates for the work that remains to be done, 
and compare that to the local fee moneys on hand and available over the next few years as 
well as the to grant fee moneys for which they might qualify.  In addition, we would compare 
their proposed expenses to those of answering points that have completed implementation, 
to see if unreasonable expenses might be contributing to delays.  To determine the level of 
ongoing funding needed after implementation, we would review the types and amounts of 
ongoing expense that answering points that have completed implementation are incurring to 
maintain their systems.  We would compare that to the amount of funding they receive from 
the current local fee.  We would conduct additional work as needed.

Estimated Time To Complete: 8-10 weeks
     

       

2.

3.
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APPENDIX B

Local Funds, Grants, and Call Volume by PSAP

 This appendix provides additional information about individual PSAPs:

number of wireless 911 calls per month (estimated average)
number of total 911 calls per month (estimated average)
percentage of wireless 911 call volume
grant moneys awarded in 2005 and 2006
local fee funds received and spent through June 30, 2006
current monthly land-line tax
balance of land-line tax funds as of June 30, 2006

 Information on grant awards and local fee funds came from the Governor’s Grants 
Program staff.  All other information was supplied by PSAPs.  

 For ease of viewing, we grouped PSAPs into the regions similar to those used by the 
Kansas Highway Patrol.

Table 1: Northwest
Table 2: North Central
Table 3: Northeast
Table 4: Southwest
Table 5: South Central
Table 6: Southeast  
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APPENDIX D

Agency Responses

 On January 24, 2007 we provided copies of the draft audit report to the Department of 
Administration, the Chair of the Wireless Enhanced 911 Advisory Board, and the Governor’s 
Grants Program.  Their responses are included as this Appendix; the Administrator of the Grants 
Program responded on behalf of the Advisory Board. 

 The agencies generally concurred with the report’s fi ndings, conclusions, and 
recommendations. 
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