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COMMENTS OF APCO INTERNATIONAL
The Association of Public-Safety Communications Officials-International, Inc. (APCO),1
offers the following comments in response to the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in the abovecaptioned proceeding.2 The Commission seeks comment on proposals to implement section 902
of the Consolidated Appropriations Act which requires the Commission, among other things, to
issue final rules designating the acceptable uses of 9-1-1 fees by states and other jurisdictions
that support the provision of 9-1-1 services and to establish an interagency strike force to study
how the federal government can end the diversion of 9-1-1 fees.3 As the Commission works to
incorporate this congressional directive and take action to address fee diversion, APCO
encourages the Commission to focus on the overall sufficiency of 9-1-1 funding and ensuring
that emergency communications centers (ECCs) have the resources they need.
As APCO has explained, 9-1-1 fee diversion is a harmful practice that exacerbates
significant challenges facing ECCs.4 When funding is designated to support 9-1-1, it should be
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expended in support of 9-1-1. However, the most important goal in addressing fee diversion,
from a public safety perspective, is ensuring that 9-1-1 has the funding it needs.
The Commission seeks comment on how to effectively gather information on the impact
of any underfunding of 9-1-1 services.5 The law requires the Commission, for submission to the
strike force and in future annual reports, to include “any information regarding the impact of any
underfunding of 9-1-1 services.”6 This language demonstrates Congress’s intent to understand
how any underfunding, not just underfunding as a result of diversion, is impacting 9-1-1 service
across the country. Therefore, to satisfy Congress’s intent, the Commission should take a broad
approach to investigating and analyzing the extent to which 9-1-1 is underfunded and the impacts
of underfunding on emergency response.
Sufficient funding is needed to keep agencies fully staffed and trained, keep equipment
and technology up to date and secure, and help public safety telecommunicators best meet the
public’s expectations when carrying out their life-saving missions. Using the strike force and
annual reports to better understand the relationship between funding for 9-1-1 and emergency
response will produce helpful information for public safety agencies and serve the Commission’s
and Congress’s goal of discouraging fee diversion while looking at the bigger picture of the
extent of underfunding regardless of the source.
The Commission seeks comment on its proposed lists of acceptable and not acceptable
purposes and functions for the obligation or expenditure of 9-1-1 fees or charges.7 While
important, evaluating whether expenditures fit a particular definition of acceptable purposes and
functions and labeling states as diverters if their expenditure was not included in a pre-approved
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list does not necessarily align with the broader goal of ensuring the adequacy of funding for
9-1-1 because:
-

-

The total cost of providing 9-1-1 service far exceeds the revenue collected from phone
bill fees.8
Not all states have established a dedicated funding mechanism for 9-1-19 which means
they could not be labeled as a “diverter” regardless of whether governance and funding
mechanisms are in place to adequately support 9-1-1.
State-level reports might not accurately reflect expenditures at the local level.10
State legislative reforms might eliminate “diversion” without altering funding levels for
9-1-1. For example, if fee diversion is eliminated but contributions to 9-1-1 from a state’s
general revenue fund or other sources are commensurately decreased, legislative reform
might not be the panacea it seems.
APCO appreciates the Commission’s quick work to implement the statutory mandate and

looks forward to supporting its ongoing efforts to address 9-1-1 funding.
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