ORIGINAL

S ———

MR 1 1995

Before the
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554
In the Matter of

Revision of the Commussion’s Rules to En-

CC Docket No. 94-102

sure Compatibility with Enhanced 911 Emer- RM-8143
gency Calling Systems
DOCKET FILE COPY ORIGINAL
To:  The Commission
REPLY COMMENTS

BELLSOUTH CORPORATION

John F. Beasley

William B. Barfield

Jim O. Llewellyn

1155 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30309-3610
(404) 249-4445

Charles P. Featherstun

David G. Richards

1133 21st Street, N.W., Suite 900
Washington, D.C. 20036

(202) 463-4132

Its Attorneys

March 11, 1996

No. of Copiesrecd___~" |
List ABCDE




TABLE OF CONTENTS

L. THE COMMISSION SHOULD CONVENE AN INDUSTRY ADVISORY
GROUP REGARDING WIRELESS E911 IMPLEMENTATION . ..... ... .. ... .. 2

IL THE CONSENSUS AGREEMENT RAISES A MULTITUDE OF QUES-
TIONS THAT MUST BE ADDRESSED BEFORE THE COMMISSION
ADOPTS MANDATORY TIMETABLES FOR WIRELESS E911 IMPLE-

MENTATION . . e 5
A There Is Not Yet a Wireless Industry Consensus on the Timing of
Wireless E911 Implementation . .. .. . ... . ... ..., 6
1. Many Technical Issues Remain Regarding Implementation of ANI
and Pseudo-ANI Information . .. ... ... ... L 7
2. It Is Premature To Establish Specific ALI Requirements For Wireless
Systems Since ALI Technology is Still in the Developmental
Stages .. ... 8

B. The Consensus Agreement Fails To Address Its Applicability To Carriers
Other than Urban/Suburban Analog Cellular Carriers . ... ... ... ... .. . ... 9

C. The Provision Of ALI Technology Should Not Be Required In Areas
Where The PSAPs Do Not Have The Ability To Retrieve The ALI
Information ... .. . e 11

m.  THE COMMISSION MUST ADDRESS COST RECOVERY ISSUES IN
ADVANCE OF MANDATED IMPLEMENTATION ... .. .. .. .. ... .. .. ... 12

CONCLUSION . .. .. 13



Mip ¢
Before the /i"oglw R1 / [9967
Federal Communications Commission o%“'%cq
Washington, D.C. 20554 43 9;85”00330
%ﬂﬁyﬁ'mfsslom

In the Matter of

Revision of the Commission’s Rules to En- CC Docket No. 94-102

sure Compatibility with Enhanced 911 Emer- RM-8143
gency Calling Systems
To:  The Commission
REPLY COMMENTS

BellSouth Corporation (“BellSouth™), by its attorneys, hereby replies to the comments filed
in response to the “Public Safety-Wireless Industry Consensus, Wireline Compatibility Issues”
(“Consensus Agreement”) jointly submitted in the above-referenced proceeding by the Cellular
Telecommunications Industry Association (“CTIA”), National Emergency Number Association
(“NENA”), Association of Public-Safety Communications Officials (“APCQO”), and National
Association of State Nine One One Administrators (“NASNA”).! BellSouth reemphasizes its
support for the Consensus Agreement’s efforts to facilitate wireless compatibility with enhanced 911
(“E911”) services but remains concerned about the viability of implementing such specific
requirements and timetables without further information and analysis from affected groups.

SUMMARY

It is clear from the comments submitted in response to the Consensus Agreement that many

unanswered questions remain regarding the technical and economic issues concerning the imposition

of enhanced 911 (“E911") requirements on wireless providers, including whether the provisions of

! FCC Public Notice, (‘ommission Seeks Additional Comments in Wireless Enhanced 911
Rulemaking Proceeding Regarding “Consensus Agreement” Between Wireless Industry
Representatives and Public Safety Groups, DA 96-198 (Feb. 16, 1996).



the Consensus Agreement should apply to all wireless providers. The Consensus Agreement urges
the Commission to establish a mandatory twelve to eighteen month time frame for the provision of
cell site information using a 7 or 10-digit pseudo-ANI? and a 7 or 10-digit caller automatic number
identification (“ANI”), and a five-year time frame for the provision of automatic location
identification (“ALI") information accurate to latitude and longitude coordinates of 125 meters root
mean square (“RMS™).* In the absence of a broad consensus on the technical and economic issues
among all the groups affected, however, it is premature to set such deadlines.

The Commission should reevaluate the time frames and specific objectives that should be
met regarding wireless E911 by utilizing a negotiated rulemaking approach. Accordingly, BellSouth
joins others in urging the Commission to establish an Industry Advisory Group (“IAG”) composed
of representatives from all affected groups. Its mission would be to seek consensus on economically
and technologically reasonable requirements and timetables for the implementation of E911

services.

L THE COMMISSION SHOULD CONVENE AN INDUSTRY ADVISORY
GROUP REGARDING WIRELESS E911 IMPLEMENTATION

The numerous comments submitted in response to the Consensus Agreement indicate that,
despite the progress that has been made since the VPRM, a multitude of technical, compatibility, and
cost recovery questions remain unanswered. In order to address the concerns raised by the various
affected groups, BellSouth urges the Commission to establish an Industry Advisory Group (“IAG”)
composed of wireless providers, wireless manufacturers, local exchange carriers (“LECs”), Public

Safety Answering Point (“PSAP”) associations, and vendors of location technology products. The

z “Pseudo-ANTI" refers to the transmission of coded information identifying a cell site or sector
instead of the billing number ordinarily transmitted as ANI.

3 Consensus Agreement at [-2.



goal of the IAG would be to obtain information from each of the affected groups regarding the
technical and implementation problems, possible timetables, and solutions to address the concerns
of all affected groups. The Consensus Agreement reflects an increased understanding among the
wireless industry and public safety organizations of each other’s respective capabilities and
concerns. Nevertheless, there are many viewpoints not taken into account by the Consensus
Agreement: Input is still needed from vendors, manufacturers, and wireline providers. BellSouth
suggests that convening an 1AG would best accommodate the views of all affected interests and
permit the Commission to conduct a negotiated rulemaking to achieve its goal of ensuring broad
availability of 911 services to users of wireless systems.

This concept has been before the Commission in various formats since the initial set of
comments filed in response to the Commission’s original NPRM in this proceeding * In its initial
comments, ALLTEL proposed the establishment by the Commission of a broad-based industry
advisory board to address wireless 911 issues through a deliberate and thorough evaluation of need,
expenses and technological capabilities® NYNEX determined that the appropriate role for the
Commission prior to implementation of any standards is to encourage interested parties to participate
in industry forums and to establish general guidelines for forum activity.®

Similarly, Nextel encouraged the Commission to facilitate a coordinated effort among all
segments of the industry to determine the most appropriate means of fulfilling the 911 objectives

for the wireless industry ~ Bell Atlantic submitted that the Commission should defer its 911

4 Notice of Proposed Rule Making, CC Docket No. 94-102, FCC 94-237 (Oct. 19, 1994), 59
Fed. Reg. 54878 (1994) (“NPPRAM™).

> ALLTEL Mobile Communications, Inc. (“ALLTEL”), Initial Comments to NPRM, at 1.
6 The NYNEX Companies (“NYNEX"), Initial Comments to NPRM, at 10.
7 Nextel Communications, Inc. (“Nextel”), Initial Comments to NPRM, at 2.
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proceedings pending completion of proceedings by joint industry experts on appropriate protocol
and standards for implementation of the 911 objectives for the wireless community.® In its
comments regarding the Phase 1I timetable outlined in the Consensus Agreement, GTE suggests that
the Commission should charge an industry work group, composed of a well balanced industry
representation, with the task of establishing a work plan to meet milestone dates, disseminate
information to the industry and report back to the Commission.’

As indicated by the above referenced comments, the most important aspect of the IAG is that
its members represent all the affected groups, such as trade associations and public safety
organizations as well as LECs, vendors, wireless providers, manufacturers, and federal, state, and
local governments. The record that has been developed before the Commission in this proceeding
currently contains insufficient information that is essential to a reasoned decision, due to the lack
of comment from location technology groups and standards groups. These groups can provide the
Commission with the most reliable information concerning technological capabilities and
implementation time frames that is essential to achieving the goals of both the Commission and the
Consensus Agreement.

BellSouth indicated in its comments on the Consensus Agreement that it has recently issued
a Request for Information (“RFI”),' because of the lack of reliable information from vendors
regarding the technical issues associated with the Commission’s proposal. The RFI seeks
information from emergency service providers, wireless service providers, and suppliers of

technology, hardware, software, network and operational support infrastructure, and subscriber

8 Bell Atlantic Initial Comments to NPRM. at |
? GTE Service Corporation Comments at 5 (“GTE").
10 BellSouth Comments at 7, Attachment A.
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terminals regarding the technical feasibility of providing wireless caller location of E911 services.
BellSouth anticipates that once it receives the responses to its RFI it will be in a much better position
to understand the alternatives and relative costs associated with the implementation of E911 by
wireless providers and a better position to assess realistic timetables for deployment of location
technology.

Now is the right time for the Commission to take an more active rule in moving all affected
groups to reach a consensus  BellSouth urges the Commission to follow the suggestions of the
commenters and establish an IAG composed of representatives from all affected groups, and request
information from these groups. This will allow the Commission to obtain information that will
enable it, through a negotiated rulemaking, to address the numerous questions raised in this
proceeding, the technological possibilities and constraints of the Commission’s proposal, the costs
associated with such a proposal, and set realistic timetables for the deployment of each phase of the

Consensus Agreement.

IL. THE CONSENSUS AGREEMENT RAISES A MULTITUDE OF QUESTIONS
THAT MUST BE ADDRESSED BEFORE THE COMMISSION ADOPTS
MANDATORY TIMETABLES FOR WIRELESS E911 IMPLEMENTATION
BellSouth encourages the Commission not to act with undue haste in mandating

implementation timetables for E911 services. Before adopting a mandatory implementation

schedule, the Commission must resolve the many difficult issues that have been raised in response
to the Consensus Agreement, and it should obtain information from all affected groups regarding

the technical and economic issues associated with the implementation of E911 by the wireless

industry.



A. There Is Not Yet a Wireless Industry Consensus on the Timing
of Wireless E911 Implementation

The majority of commenters expressed concerns similar to those of BellSouth regarding the
practicality and reality of the implementation time frames proposed by the Consensus Agreement.
Relative to Phase I implementation, other parties raised specific concerns regarding the use of ANI
and pseudo-ANI, whereas BellSouth’s concerns focused primarily on calling party number (“CPN”).
PCIA points out that since ANI and ALI technologies “have been reviewed by only a small portion
of the parties responsible for their implementation, and the technology is not currently available to
implement certain aspects of these proposals. [it] is not convinced that the suggested implementation
schedule is realistic. ™" Similarly, GTE believes that the “Phase I and Phase II implementation
deadlines require further study™'* and that due to the lack of rigorous field testing, it is premature
at this time to commit to a definitive date for Phase 11 implementation "

Motorola asserts that the Phase I 12 to 18 month implementation schedule for ANI is “almost
certainly unachievable”'* and that given the “unpredictability of technological developments” it
cannot assure the Commission that it would be able to meet the Phase I1 timetable.'> Nortel concurs
that the Phase I time frame is “not sufficient to allow for deployment” of the Phase I functionalities
and that it may require up to 24 months after adoption of an Order to complete this process.’® Other

commenters, however, supported the implementation schedules set forth in the Consensus

Personal Communications Industry Association Comments at 3 (“PCIA”).
12 GTE Comments at |
B Id at 4.

M Motorola, Inc. Comments at 1 (“Motorola”).

15 Id at7.
16

Northern Telecom Inc. Comments at 3-4 (“Nortel”).
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Agreement.!” In short, there is no consensus even among the vendors whose participation is
essential to achieving any implementation schedule.

Until affected groups have had an opportunity to form a consensus on how to best address
these and other issues relating to the provisioning of location information, it is pointless to set
timetables for implementation of specific features. No one commenter has provided credible
evidence that the proposed Phase I and Phase 11 time frames can actually be achieved, and major
manufacturers and equipment vendors have voiced serious doubts about the achievablility of these
objectives. Further discussions are essential.  Until the Commission has received input from all
affected groups, particularly vendors and manufacturers, it is premature to require date certain ANI
and ALI implementation.

1. Many Technical Issues Remain Regarding Implementa-
tion of ANT and Pscudo-ANI Information

Numerous technological developments and standards must occur before specific emergency
service access requirements can be imposed on wireless providers. As BellSouth emphasized in its
comments on the Consensus Agreement. the provision of reliable and ubiquitous calling party
number information requires the existence of Switching System 7 (“SS7”) and ISDN user part
(“ISUP”) capabilities in both the wireline and wireless networks'®* Imposing this requirement on
carriers would imposc substantial additional costs to these parties and may not be economically or
technically feasible in some cases.

PCIA concurs that upgrading SS7 to provide both ANI and pseudo-ANI is a costly

undertaking—and not all .LECs and wireless carriers even operate SS7 networks."> Motorola voices

1 See KSI, Inc. Comments at 2-3: Concepts to Operations Comments at 2.
18 BellSouth Comments at 4.

19 PCIA Comments at 9-10.



similar concerns and also points out that since SS7 currently accepts only one form of ANI, a “new
protocol must be defined by standards bodies, implemented, tested, and deployed in both wireless
and wireline networks before both ANI and Pseudo-ANI can be transmitted.”*® Motorola further
notes that “[i]n order to provide PSAPs with both pieces of information either SS7 capable selective
routers must be installed in 1.EC networks or an interim alternative arrangement must be defined.”
Both BeliSouth and PCIA anticipated that comments submitted in this proceeding by manufacturers
would shed some light on these technical issues. Nevertheless, the comments of the only
manufacturers to respond. Motorola and Nortel, make clear that these issues are far from being
resolved.

An industry consensus among a// affected members of the industry must be reached. Before
the Commission can reasonably request [LECs and wireless carriers to implement such costly
changes to their existing systems, it is essential that there be a reasonable degree of certainty
concerning the technical efficacy of these changes.

2. It Is Premature To Lstablish Specific ALI Requirements
For Wireless Systems Since ALI Technology is Still in the
Developmental Stages

In its comments, BellSouth urged the Commission to refrain from imposing specific 911
capabilities for wireless systems until standards are developed by affected groups and technology
develops further”” A number of other commenters agreed that the imposition of specific

requirements would be premature. PCIA points out. for example, that the state of technology has

not sufficiently advanced in the past year since the issuance of the NPRM to the point where the

0 Motorola Comments at 4

A Id at 5.
2 BellSouth Comments i 5; BellSout!: Initial Comments to NPRM, at 12-13.
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newly proposed five year deadline is any more teasible for the implementation of a less precise
location technology then that originally proposed.

BellSouth agrees with PCIA that the Commission “should not over-extrapolate the results
of the three city trial using cellular telephone technology discussed in the Exhibits [attached to the
Consensus Agreement] into sweeping technical requirements encompassing every air interface
technology used by the entire wireless industry ”** This performance could even vary from state to
state, city to city, depending on various factors involved. > BellSouth anticipates that the results it
receives from its RFT will proviile more inforiation from a variety of sources that will make it better
able to analyze the feasibility of providing ALI technology capable of meeting the proposed 125
meter RMS standard.

Access to 911 services by wireless customers is being hampered because of a lack of
standards, not because of a lack of effort by wireless providers, as some would have the Commission
believe.® Because of the lack of standards and proven location technologies, BellSouth continues
to urge the Commission to defer consideration of specific ALI requirements for wireless systems
until affected industry and technical groups establish standards, and determine that accurate,
economically feasible lacation technologies are available

B. The Consensus Agreement rails To Address Its Applicability To
Carriers Otho: than Urbaii/Suburban Analog Cellular Carriers

Many questions are raised by the Commenters inquiring as to which members of the wireless

industry should be subject to F911 compatibility requirements. For example, questions have been

B PCIA Comments at |1,

H 1d at 12.

2 See GTE Comments. at 4-5.

% See Ad Hoc Alliance for Public Access to 911 Comments.

0.



raised regarding the appiicainlity of the 911 requirements in the Consensus Agreement on
commercial mobile radio service (“CMRS”) providers that are in rural areas, Mobile Satellite
Service (“MSS”) and private mobile radio services (“PMRS”) providers not connected to the public
switched telephone network (“"PSTN”). or providers that utilize a “cell system” incompatible with
that envisioned by the Consensus Agreement.

The Consensus Agreenient’s proposal to implement ALI requirements with 125 meter RMS
accuracy would be extremely burdensome and costly for CMRS providers in rural areas. The
majority of ALI technologies use triangulation to locate the caller, which requires the existence of
three overlapping cell sites. Most rural systems. however, are engineered using large, widely-spaced
cells, so that it would be uncommon to find three overlapping cell sites within a given area. Thus,
rural area service providers inay not be ule to meet the 125 meter standard without building
unnecessary and costly cell sites, the sole purpose of which would be to make triangulation
possible.”’

ICSAR and AMSC. providers of MSS, argue that E911 features related to caller location
would not serve their purpose with MSS systems since one cell in a system may encompass the area
from Quebec to Florida™ or the entire continental US. ** Similarly, it is unclear whether PMRS

providers will be subject to E911 compatibility requirements, and, if so, the manner in which any

z See Rural Cellular Association Comments: GTE Comments.
2 AMSC Comments. at <
» ICSAR Comments, at |
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such requirements will applv ' Traditional local area SMR providers and dispatch-only providers
seek clarification as to the applicability of the rules to their unique situation.”

It is clear from the commenters that the Consensus Agreement does not account for a wide
variety of wireless situations Further industry analysis must be done prior to requiring MSS,
PMRS, SMR, and rural area wireless providers to incur the substantial costs involved in redesigning
systems that users may not even expect to use for 911 access.

C. The Provision Of ALl Technology Should Not Be Required In

Areas Where The PSAPs Do Not Have The Ability To Retrieve
The AL Information

Many commenters noted that requiring wireless carriers to provide ALI information is
useless without the existence of a PSAP who is willing and able to use such data. In establishing
rules and policies in this proceeding, the Commission should “keep in mind that any obligation
imposed on a wireless carrier must be premised on the availability and willingness of a PSAP to take
the call and the information provided.™ The deployment of Phase I and Phase II technology should
be driven by the needs and capabilities ot the PSAPs to use these new technologies effectively.
Otherwise, many wireless providers will incur substantial costs in upgrading their existing systems
for the provision of ALI technology and information, but no one will be receiving this information.

BellSouth suppoi:= SEMS’ proposi! requiring that a carrier’s obligation to provide such
service is based on a bona fide request for such service from the local municipalities, public service

i3

organizations or other PSAPx

30 Comments of Blooston, Mordkofsky. Jackson & Dickens.
3 See Nextel Comments. AMTA Conuunents.
3 Southwestern Bell \!. bile Systems. inc. Comments at 2 (“SBMS”).

33 [d
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III. THE COMMISSION MUST AuDRESS COST RECOVERY ISSUES IN
ADVANCE OF MANDATED IMPLEMENTATION

A number of commenters urged the Commission to develop a method for recovering the
costs associated with providing access to 1911 services wireless systems* BellSouth agrees.
Because the Commission is proposing to provide wireless subscribers access to E911 services
similar to those enjoyed by traditional landline customers, a mechanism for recovering the costs of
providing access to these services must be developed

BellSouth further supports the application of this mechanism in both the Phase I and Phase
IT time frames. The Consensus Agreement contemplates that the expenses involved with Phase 1
will be minor.” Nevertheless, [1'S WEST correctly observes that the Consensus Agreement does
not take into account v costs that wil. be incurred by landline carriers for installing new
technologies to provide the pseudo-ANI information.*

To ensure that all such issues are fully addressed, the Commission must establish an TAG
with representatives from all aftected groups. including the LECs, so as to resolve the many issues

raised by the NPRM and the Consensus Agreement

4 See SBMS Comments at 5; U S WEST Comments at 5; Vanguard at 6-7, RCA at 5-6.

¥ Consensus Agreement at 3 n.9

36 U S WEST Comments at 5.



CONCLUSION

For the forgoing reasons, BellSouth urges the Commission to forego the adoption of
mandatory E911 time tubles for wireless systems until an industry consensus can be reached
regarding technology, standards, economics, and feasibility of providing access to pseudo-ANI,
ANI, and ALI services BellSouth further urges the Commission to implement an Industry Advisory
Group to seek consensus on the economical and technical requirements associated with the
implementation of E911 services by wireless providers.

Respecttully submitted,

BEL! SOUTH CORPORATION
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illiam B. Barfield
Jim O. Llewellyn
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David G Richards
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KENTUCKY EMERGENCY NUMBER ASSOCIATION (KENA)

c/o  Jack Y. Sharp
1240 Airport Road
Frankfort, KY 40601



KSI INC.
c/o Charles J. Hinkle, Ir.

7630 Little River Tumnpike

Suite 212
Annandale, VA 22003

LIBERTY CELLULAR
c/o David L. Nace
Marci E. Greenstein
Lukas, McGowan, Nace & Gutierrez
1111 19th Street, N.W.
12th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

CADDO PARISH COMMUNICATIONS
DISTRICT NUMBER ONE

c/o Martha Carter

1144 Texas Avenue

Shreveport, LA 71101

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC SAFETY AND CORRECTIONAL
SERVICES EMERGENCY NUMBER SYSTEMS BOARD

c/o Theodore I. Weintaub

Suite 209, Plaza Office Center

6776 Reisterstown Road

Baltimore, MD 21215-2341

OFFICES OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
c¢/o  Stephen H. Sachs
Emory A. Plitt, Jr.
C.J. Messerschmidt
Munsey Building
Calvert and Fayette Streets
Baltimore, MD 21202-1918

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORP.
c¢/o  Larry A. Blosser

Donald J. Elardo
1801 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.'W.
Washington, D.C. 20006



.9.

JACKSON COUNTY EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS
DISTRICT MISSISSIPPI CHAPTER OF NENA

c/o Patricia M. Balduf

600 Convent Avenue

Pascagoula, MS 39567

MOTOROLA, INC.

c/o  Michael D. Kennedy
Michael A. Menius

1350 I Street, N.W.

Suite 400

Washington, D.C. 20005

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF REGULATORY
UTILITY COMMISSIONERS

c/o  Paul Rodgers

P.O. Box 684

Washington, D.C. 20044

NATIONAL CELLULAR SAFETALK CENTER, INC.
clo John Cusack

385 Airport Road, Suite A

Elgin, IL 60123

DEPARTMENT OF LAW AND PUBLIC SAFETY
STATE OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
c¢/o  George N. Rover

Hughes Justice Complex

CN 080

Trenton, NJ 08625-0080

NEXTEL COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
c/o Robert S. Foosaner
Lawrence R. Krevor
800 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 1001
Washington, D.C. 20006

NORTH AMERICAN TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION
c/o Albert H. Kramer
Robert F. Aldrich
Keck, Mahin & Cate
1201 New York Avenue, N.W.
Penthouse Suite
Washington, D.C. 20005-3919



