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August 13, 1998

Ms. Magalie R. Salas

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.-W. Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: ExParte Presentation
CC Docket # 95-116 (Number Portability)

Dear Ms. Salas:

Today, August 13, 1998, the Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association
(“CTIA”), represented by Michael F. Altschul, have attached, for filing, a letter to Steve
Weingarten, Chief, Commercial Wireless Division, Wireless Telecommunications
Bureau, with copies to several listed staff members.

Pursuant to Section 1.1206 of the Commission’s Rules, an original and one copy
of this letter and its attachments are being filed with your office. Also, four copies of
these materials are being filed for your convenience. If you have any questions regarding
this submission, please contact the undersigned.

Sincerely,
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olita D. Smith
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1250 Connecticut Avenue, NW  Suite 200  Washington, DC 20036 202,785.0081 phone  202.785.0721 fax  www.wOwW-COM.cOM
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August 13, 1998

Steve Weingarten, Esq.

Chief, Commercial Wireless Division

Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2100 M Street

Washington, D.C. 20554

Re:  Nine Month Extension of Implementation Deadline Applicable to CMRS
Providers for Telephone Number Portability

Dear Mr. Weingarten:

On Friday, July 17, 1998, Lori Messing, Lolita Smith and I met with you and
several members of your staff regarding CTIA’s filings requesting an extension of, or
forbearance from, the June 30, 1999 implementation deadline applicable to CMRS
providers for number portability. At that time, you indicated that the factors outlined in
the First Report and Order’ for a nine month extension were not sufficiently addressed in
the record. The clear implication was that the Wireless Bureau could not grant the
requested extension pursuant to delegated authority since the record did not seem to
satisfy the test set forth in the First Report and Order.

Subsequent to the meeting, CTIA has reviewed both the First Report and Order
and the record, and respectfully submits that it has met the test set forth in the First
Report and Order in this proceeding. Cognizant of the burden to be met for obtaining an

1

Telephone Number Portability, First Report and Order and Further Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking in CC Docket No. 95-116, 11 FCC Rcd 8352 (1996) (“First Report
and Order”).
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extension, CTIA’s filings, particularly the Petition for Extension, have sought to provide
the Bureau, as early as possible, with the information it requires to grant the requested
relief. The purpose of this letter is to highlight that information and the additional
information that recently has been provided to the Bureau.

The First Report and Order provides that extension requests must set forth: (1) the
facts that demonstrate why the carrier is unable to meet the Commission’s deployment
schedule; (2) a detailed explanation of the activities that the carrier has undertaken to
meet the implementation schedule prior to requesting an extension of time; (3) an
identification of the particular switches for which the extension is requested; (4) the time
within which the carrier will complete deployment in the affected switches; and (5) a
proposed schedule with milestones for meeting the deployment date.

The industry is unable to meet the deployment schedule established by the
Commission for several reasons. As CTIA indicated in its Petition,’ although the
Commission did not specify how carriers were to provide number portability, the wireless
industry determined that separation of the Mobile Station Identifier (“MSID”) from the
mobile directory number (“MDN”’) was necessary to achieve number portability capable
of supporting nationwide roaming. The implementation of the MSID/MDN separation is
complex and has far reaching consequences affecting all of a wireless carrier’s operating
systems -- which the Commission certainly never contemplated.

To deploy CMRS number portability, the industry has to engage in a three step
process: development of numerous industry (and inter-industry) standards,
implementation of these standards, testing and deployment of the new capabilities
throughout the wireless industry if nationwide roaming is to be preserved. Each step
requires anywhere from eighteen to twenty four months to complete. Once standards
have been developed, implemented and tested, every CMRS provider will have to change
both its network systems and customer service /back office support systems to distinguish
between the MSID and the MDN. Furthermore, CMRS providers are dependent upon the
implementation of wireline number portability in order to develop compatible systems
between wireline and wireless carriers. As to the far reaching consequences of the
MSID/MDN separation, the single MSID/MDN used today for such tasks as performing

registration, call processing, provisioning, customer care, and billing will have to be split
to provide wireless number portability.*

2 Petition for Extenston of Implementation Deadlines of the Cellular

Telecommunications Industry Association filed by CTIA November 24, 1997, CC
Docket No. 95-116 (“Petition™).

3 Petition at 2-3.

Petition, Declaration of Arthur L. Prest at 3-4.



CTIA also provided detailed explanations of the activities the wireless industry
has undertaken to meet the implementation schedule.” Arthur L. Prest, Vice President of
Science and Technology at CTIA, submitted a declaration in support of CTIA’s Petition,
which was attached thereto. In his declaration, Mr. Prest stated that the industry began
working on number portability prior to the release of the First Report and Order. The
declaration provides a detailed account of the chalienges faced by the industry and work
that has been done to meet those challenges.

In fact, CTIA has a Numbering Advisory Group (“NAG”) comprised of wireless
service providers from all wireless technologies. Soon after release of the First Report
and Order, the NAG released a request for information to the industry. CTIA received
several substantive responses which served as the basis for a Number Portability Forum
held in October 1996. It was at this Forum that the industry agreed that separation of the
MSID from the MDN was the best method of realizing wireless number portability. A
NAG Number Portability Sub Task Group drafied a Wireless Standards Requirements
Document which was released to both TIA and Committee T1 standards committees on
January 22, 1997. The Sub Task Group also drafted the CTIA Wireless Number
Portability Report which was submitted to industry standards bodies in April 1997, the
North American Numbering Council in May 1997, and to the FCC as an attachment to
CTIA’s Petition.’

CTIA conducted three separate Subject Matter Expert Workshops in the Fall of
1997 and early 1998 to further address issues necessary for successful implementation of
CMRS number portability. The CTIA Number Portability Sub Task Group was
reconvened at the close of these workshops to document the results and build upon the
ongoing wireless industry input. In July of 1998, CTIA released Version 2.0 of the CTI4
Report on Wireless Number Portability which incorporates the industry’s progress over
the year since the original architecture baseline. Specifically, Version 2.0 provides further
delineation of the MSID/MDN Separation, a definitive Short Message recommendation,
as well as roaming and billing impacts.

All CMRS switches will be affected by number portability because of the
mandate from the Commission that "...by June 30, 1999, CMRS providers must...be able
to support nationwide roaming."’ This requirement represents the most complicated
challenge for successful CMRS number portability. Once the MSID and the MDN are
separated, every serving switch both within and outside the Top 100 MSAs must be
capable of recognizing these parameters as separate and distinct.

5

Petition at 6-7; CTIA Report on Wireless Number Portability, Version 2.0, July 7,
1998, Ex Parte presentation on July 17, 1998.

6 Petition, Declaration of Arthur L. Prest .

7 Telephone Number Portability, First Memorandum Qpinion and Order on

Reconsideration in CC Docket No. 95-116, 12 FCC Red 7236 at § 136 (1997).



While no carrier can meet the June 30, 1999 deadline, this is especially true for
rural carriers. If carriers outside the Top 100 MSA's have not upgraded their switches, a
significant service impact may occur. For example, the wrong subscriber may be billed
for the call, the long distance carrier may not be able to bill the call, and some calls may
be dropped. All service providers involved in roaming must enhance their network to
serve subscribers with MSIDs not equal to MDNs.

The standards setting bodies for CMRS number portability have not yet
completed their review and ballot cycle. We know from experience that vendors require
time to build the necessary enhancements into the existing network infrastructure. While
it is impossible to pinpoint an exact timeframe, we can look to historical benchmarks
which suggest that approximately 18 months will be necessary for the vendors to
complete their work. Additionally, given the absence of standards and equipment capable
of supporting CMRS number portability, the wireless industry has been unable to
participate in the various Number Portability field trials that are necessary to ensure
network interoperability. At a minimum, once equipment and software is available, the
wireless industry should expect to need an additional 6 months to perform testing,
followed by installation of the new capabilities throughout the industry.®

The wireless industry has been working in standards committees, open fora
facilitated by CTIA, and NANC working groups and task forces to implement CMRS
number portability. Despite these efforts, CMRS number portability is a complex
undertaking with many issues that are unique to the wireless industry. It is clear that the
wireless industry will not be able to meet the CMRS number portability deadline. Itis
equally clear that the wireless industry will need more than the nine months extension
that CTIA has requested pursuant to the Bureau’s delegated authority in order to
implement CMRS number portability and deploy it throughout the United States. As
CTIA advised the Commission in the context of its request for a blanket extension of the
CALEA compliance date, it makes no sense to require carriers to file switch-specific
showings when a blanket request is justified by the absence of industry standards.” Ata
minimum, the Commission should expeditiously act on CTIA’s Petition and grant the
requested nine month extension.

8 In a similar nationwide mandate, the Modification of Final Judgement provided

the Bell Operating Companies with a two year period to phase in equal exchange access,
which was the comerstone of the government’s antitrust relief. See United States v.
American Telephone and Tel h Co., 552 F.Supp. 131, 196-197 (stating, “Major

changes in switching equipment . . . realistically can take months or in some instances
years to accomplish.)

® See CTIA Comments filed May 8, 1998, CC Docket No. 97-213, In the Matter of

Communications Assistance for Law Enforcement Act. These comments are attached for
your convenience.
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Jeanine Poltronieri
Janice Jamieson
Clint Odom

Sincerely,

VAT, 7

Michael F. Altschul
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SUMMARY

The Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association
("CTIA") submits these comments in response to the Public
Notice issued by the Federal Communications Commission
("Commission") on April 20, 1998, to support an immediate
industry-wide extension of the October 25, 1998,
Communications Assistance for Law Enforcement Act ("CALEA")
compliance date. The grounds for extension are clear: CALEA-
compliant technology is not available and will not become
available until the Commission resclves the dispute over the

scope of a carrier's obligations under Section 103 of CALEA.

At the time of the Public Notice, the Commission had
before it five petitions that all agreed that carriers needed
an extension of time to meet the assistance capability
obligations of Section 103 of CALEA. All petitioners agreed
that CALEA-compliant equipment currently was not available and
likely would not be available for up to two years after the
Commission resolved the dispute over the scope of Section 103
requirements. Six more extension petitions have been filed
since the Public Notice. In light of the unanimous views of
all petitioners that there is a need for an industry-wide

extension, and because Section 107 of CALEA authorizes the



Commission to act, CTIA urges the Commission to stay all CALEA
compliance pending resolution of the standards dispute by the
Commission and then to grant a blanket extension of time for

all of industry to comply.



Before The

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

Communications Assistance for
Law Enforcement Act

CC Docket No. 97-213

To: The Commission

c S OF THE CELL T Q ICATIONS T STRY
ASSOCIATION

The Cellular Telecommunications Industry Association
("CTIA")! submits these comments in response to the Public

Notice? issued by the Federal Communications Commission

("Commission") on April 20, 1998, regarding resolution of

1 CTIA is the international organization of the wireless
communications industry for both wireless carriers and
manufacturers. Membership in the association covers all
Commercial Mobile Radio Service (“CMRS") providers, including
48 of the 50 largest cellular and broadband personal
communications service (“PCS”) providers. CTIA represents
more broadband PCS carriers and more cellular carriers than
any other trade association.

2 public Notice, DA 98-762, In the M o
mmunication i for A" A cCC D
No. 97-2 (released April 20, 1998) (the "Public Notice").



various disputes over the implementation of the Communications
Assistance for Law Enforcement Act ("CALEA"). CTIA's comments
are submitted in support of an immediate industry-wide
extension of the October 25, 1998, CALEA compliance date
because CALEA-compliant technology is not available and will
not become available until the Commission resolves the dispute

over the scope of a carrier's obligations under Section 103 of

the Act.

Granting an extension does not mean that carriers will
not have the ability to perform wiretaps during the extension
period. All carriers currently provide technical assistance
to law enforcement to conduct lawfully authorized wiretaps,
whether digital or analogue, wireless or wireline. The vast
majority of these wiretaps are carried out without impediment.
CALEA solutions will result in advanced features being
available for wiretapping in addition to the basic
surveillance already being conducted. Thus, granting an

extension does not mean that electronic surveillance will come

to a standstill.

On the need for an extension, at the time the Public
Notice was issued, the Commission had before it five petitions

that, despite a range of views on other CALEA issues, all



agreed that carriers needed an extension of time to meet the

assistance capability obligations of Section 103 of CALEA.3
All petitioners agreed that CALEA-compliant equipment
currently was not available and likely would not be available
for up to two years after the Commission resolved the dispute
over the scope of Section 103 requirements. Since that time,

six more extension petitions have been filed, further

validating the need for an industry-wide extension.? Faced

3 The five petitions included (1) CTIA's Petition for
Rulemaking, filed July 16, 1997 ("CTIA Petition");
(2) Petition for Rulemaking under Sections 107 and 109 by the
Center for Democracy and Technology ("CDT"), filed March 26,
1998 ("CDT Petition"); (3) Joint Petition for Expedited
Rulemaking by the Department of Justice ("DOJ") and the
Federal Bureau of Investigation ("FBI"), filed March 27, 1998
("DOJ Petition"); (4) Petition for Rulemaking by the
Telecommunications Industry Association ("TIA"), filed April
2, 1998 ("TIA Petition'"); and (5) Petition for Extension of
Compliance Date by AT&T Wireless Services Inc. ("AWS"), Lucent
Technologies Inc. ("Lucent"), and Ericsson Inc. ("Ericsson'"),
filed March 30, 1998 ("AWS Petition). The Commission also has
before it the Response to Petition for Rulemaking by CTIA, the
Personal Communications Industry Association ("PCIA") and the
United States Telephone Association ("USTA"), filed April 9,
1998 ("Joint Industry Response').

4 pPetition for an Extension of Time to Comply with the
Capability Requirements of Section 103 of CALEA by Powertel,
Inc., filed April 23, 1998 ("Powertel Petition"); Petition for
an Extension of CALEA's Assistance Capability Compliance Date
by PrimeCo Personal Communications, L.P., filed April 21,
1998; Petition for Extension of time by Ameritech, filed
April 24, 1998 ("Ameritech Petition"); Petition for Extension



with the unanimous views of all petitioners on the need for an
extension, and empowered to act by Section 107 of CALEA, there

is every reason for the Commission to act now and no valid

reason not to do so.

I. ALL FACTORS SUPPORT AN EXTENSION OF THE COMPLIANCE
DATE

A, There Is No Dispute that CALEA-Compliant
Technology Is Not Available

CTIA applauds the Commission'‘s recognition in the Public
Notice of the need for an immediate extension, particularly if
it appears the factors supporting an extension apply equally
to large numbers of telecommunications carriers. The
Commission already has its answer because in response to its

first notice of proposed rulemaking on implementation of

CALEA,> the Commission received an overwhelming carrier

response that the October 25, 1998, compliance deadline could

of Compliance Date by USTA, filed April 24, 1998 ("USTA
Petition"); AirTouch Paging Services, Inc., Petition for an
Extension of the CALEA Capability Compliance Date, filed May
4, 1998; AirTouch Communications, Inc., and Motorola, Inc.,
Joint Petition for an Extension of the CALEA Assistance
Capability Compliance Date, filed May 5, 1998.

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, CC Docket No. 97-213, FCC 97-
356, released October 10, 1997.



not be met due to the absence of technology.6

Now, petitions for extension are being filed under
Section 107 (c), including the AWS Petition and petitions from
Powertel, PrimeCo, Ameritech, AirTouch Paging Services,
AirTouch Communications, Motorola and USTA on behalf of its

1000 members. Each petition for extension justifies an

& See Comments of the American Mobile Telecommunications
Association, filed December 12, 1997, p. 8; Comments of the
Ameritech Operating Companies, filed December 12, 1997, pp. 8-
10, Comments of AT&T Corp., filed December 12, 1997, pp. 27-
28; Comments of Bell Atlantic Mobile, Inc., filed December 12,
1997, pp. 8-9; Comments of BellSouth Corporation, filed
December 12, 1997, pp. 18-19; CTIA Comments at 6-8; Comments
of GTE Service Corporation, filed December 12, 1997, p. 14;
Comments of Motorola, Inc., filed December 12, 1997, p. 11;
Comments of Nextel Communications, Inc., filed December 12,
1997, pp. 15-16; Comments of Omnipoint Communications, Inc.,
filed December 12, 1997, p. 8; Comments of the Organization
for the Promotion and Advancement of Small Telecommunications
Companies, filed December 12, 1997, pp. 6-8; Comments of
Paging Network, Inc., filed December 12, 1997, pp. 13-15; PCIA
Comments, filed December 12, 1997, pp. 3-6; Comments of
PrimeCo Personal Communications, L.P. ("PrimeCo") filed
December 12, 1997, pp. 5-6; Comments of the Rural
Telecommunications Group, filed December 12, 1997, pp. 6-7;
Comments of SBC Communications Inc.; filed December 12, 1997,
p. 24; 360 Communications Company, filed December 12, 1997,
pp. 7-8; Comments of United States Cellular Corporation, filed
December 12, 1997, pp. 13-14; USTA Comments, filed December
12, 1997, pp. 13-14; Comments of U S WEST, Inc., filed
December 12, 1997, p. 30; Reply Comments of AirTouch
Communications, Inc., filed February 11, 1998, pp. 9-12;

Reply Comments of ICO Services Limited, filed February 11,
1998, pp. 3-4.



extension on the same grounds--the absence of commercially

available technology.

Thus, equally and for all carriers, the record is
undisputed that compliance is not reasonably achievable with
technology commercially available within the compliance
period. DOJ itself admitted as much in its January 26, 1998,
report to Congress when it acknowledged that not even a

partial solution would be by the compliance date available

from the three biggest suppliers of switching equipment.’

B. Stable Standards Are Needed to Develop CALEA
Technology

It should be no surprise that there is an absence of
commercially available CALEA technology. The absence of
stable technical standards has guaranteed that result. Yet it
did not have to be that way. On July 16, 1997, CTIA requested

that the Commission initiate a rulemaking to resolve the very

7 See Communications Assistance for Law Enforcement Act
Implementation Report, at 15, Appendix B to DOJ Petition.
Remarkably, the FBI advised Congress that a non-switch
solution would be available from Bell Emergis within the
compliance date when the FBI apparently had in its possession
clear information from the only carrier that tested the

product that it was infeasible. See Ameritech Petition at 6-
7.



guestions now raised by the DOJ Petition. DOJ opposed the
petition in meetings with the Commission while at the same

time law enforcement attempted to block promulgation of any

industry standard.8 As a result, nine months were lost in

bringing the standard forward.

Despite DOJ opposition, industry promulgated JSTD-025 in
December 1997. But in March 1998, DOJ challenged the standard
as deficient, alleging that it failed to provide enough
capabilities, while CDT challenged the standard, arguing that
it provided too many capabilities thereby impinging on
privacy. TIA then filed a petition, asking the Commission to
resolve the dispute because manufacturers cannot devote
significant engineering resources developing and implementing

a standard that may or may not be radically modified in the

next few months.® CTIA agreed and now all carriers and

manufacturers alike await Commission resolution of the dispute

8 See CTIA Petition at 8-12; CTIA NPRM Comments at 4.

9 TIA Petition at 5.



so that industry can get on with its compliance obligations.10

Once the requirements of Section 103 are clarified, the
standard can be modified to reflect the Commission's
determination. CTIA has urged that the Commission then remand

the standard, if changes are necessary, to TIA's TR45.2

committee for final implementation.ll

Once CALEA's requirements are standardized, there again
1s complete agreement between the parties that it will take up
toc 24 months to develop the necessary technology to implement
the standard. All carriers are equally situated because they
rely on their vendors to make available the necessary
equipment and the vendors rely upon stable standards. During
this development period, under Section 106 of CALEA, carriers

and their vendors will be consulting on installation of the

10 see e.g., TIA Petition at 5-6 ("Until the current
uncertainty surrounding J-STD-025 has been resolved,
manufacturers should not be required to devote engineering
resources developing and implementing a standard that may be
radically modified in the next few months.")

11 As the Commission has requested in its Public Notice,
CTIA will address the benefits of such a remand in subsequent
comments.



technology.12

Finally, the Commission should understand that if relief
is not granted soon, it may not be enough for some carriers to
simply petition for an individual extension and then wait for
Commission action. Some carriers may opt for non-standard
solutions to guard against possible enforcement actions under
Section 108. This approach will make compliance much more
expensive for law enforcement, which will have to acquire
nonstandard collection equipment to receive the intercepted
information. CTIA agrees with TIA that if solutions are not
uniform, there is a risk of incompatibility of systems and

network elements.13

In no event should the Commission abandon carriers to the
prospect of DOJ enforcement actions and potential penalties of
$10,000/day when the Commission has the power to extend the

compliance date for all carriers, thereby relieving the

12 1t is important for the Commission to recognize that
many wireless carriers use equipment from multiple
manufacturers and sc must consult not only on achieving
compliance, but coordinating it within the network as well..

13 TIA Petition at 6-7.



administrative and legal burden.14

C. The Commission Should Reject Any Attempt to

Bifurcate an Extension

CTIA has urged the Commission to adopt a two-phased
approach in response to the Petitions: (1) grant an immediate
stay of CALEA compliance pending determination of CALEA's
capability requirements and (2) grant a year for TR45.2 to
complete technical specifications upon remand by the
Commission and extend the compliance date for 24 months after
completion and promulgation of the revised standard. DOJ
proposes that the Commission grant a limited extension for

industry to proceed with development of JSTD-025 while the
punch list items are evaluated by the Commission.l15

Presumably, any changes to the standard would then be the

subject of a further extension.

CTIA strongly opposes such a bifurcated approach to any

14 The threat is real. Attorney General Reno told
Congress that if DOJ files a deficiency petition, as to
carriers that are not in compliance on October 25, 1998, ''we
will avail ourselves of all lawful mechanisms available.''
Testimony of the Attorney General before the House
Appropriations Subcommittee for Commerce, State, Justice, the
Judiciary and Related Agencies (Feb. 26, 1998).

-10-



extension because it not only presupposes that the CDT

petition will not be granted but because it will substantially

increase the cost of compliance.l® CTIA members have been
told by manufacturers that bifurcated development of the punch
list will be the functional equivalent of a second development
effort, perhaps doubling the cost of compliance. These are
costs that would be passed on to the carrier by the

manufacturer and ultimately fall on the shoulders of

subscribers.

DOJ can only justify the bifurcated approach because it
opposed CTIA's July, 1997, Petition asking the Commission to

intervene in order to ensure that CALEA technology "made it to

the streets" as soon as possible.l? Thus responsibility for
the nine month delay before acting to resolve the CALEA

dispute lay sgquarely at the feet of the government.

In evaluating any petition under Section 107(b), the

15 poJ pPetition at 4.

16 Joint Industry Response at 11.

17 Freedom of Information Act documents obtained by CTIA
indicate that the FBI urged the Commission to "sit on" the
CTIA petition.

-11-



Commission is obligated to ensure that any rule the Commission

promulgates will implement CALEA in a cost-effective manner

with a minimal impact on subscriber rates.l8 The Commission
does not have a record before it to make the required finding
on cost-effectiveness or impact on subscriber rates. If the
DOJ approach is even considered in these proceedings, the
Commission, at a minimum, must require manufacturers to

disclose the cost of a bifurcated development effort.

CTIA believes the better approach is to stay CALEA
compliance while the Commission expeditiously resolves the
dispute over the scope of CALEA requirements. Then, the
Commission can remand the requirements to the technical
standards committee with a definite schedule for completion of
work and an extension of 24 months thereafter to develop the
solutions. CTIA does not believe, given the comment schedule
announced by the Commission, that such an approach will

materially delay CALEA compliance.

IXI. CALEA EMPOWERS THE COMMISSION TO GRANT AN INDUSTRY-
WIDE EXTENSION OF THE COMPLIANCE DATE

With the record before the Commission supporting an

18 47 U.s.c. § 1006(b) (1) & (3).

-12-



extension, the Commission has clear authority under Section
107 (b) of CALEA to set a reasonable time for compliance after
it resolves the standards dispute. Section 107 (b)
contemplates an industry-wide extension when a person
challenges an industry standard. Congress was well‘aware that
the modern telecommunications industry has been built on

standards and sought to ensure that those most affected by

CALEA had the primary role in designing the solution.1?
Should the standard for the industry be challenged, Congress
mandated that the Commission set a reasonable time for

compliance after resolution of the dispute for carriers to

19 H. Rep. No. 103-837, at 19, reprinted in 1994
U.S.C.C.A.N. 3489, 3499. Congress stated:

The legislation provides that the
telecommunications industry itself shall decide
how to implement law enforcement's
requirements. The bill allows industry
associations and standard-setting bodies, in
consultation with law enforcement, to establish
publicly available specifications creating
"safe harbors" for carriers. This means that
those whose competitive future depends on
innovation will have a key role in interpreting
the legislated requirement and finding ways to

meet them without impeding the deployment of
new services.

-13-



meet their obligations.2?0 wWith the Petitions now before the
Commission, the requirements of Section 107 (b) (5) are
triggered and a reasonable time for meeting CALEA after the
Commission determines the scope of a carrier's compliance

obligations is mandated.

The grant of a blanket extension to similarly situated
carriers to avoid the administrative burden of filing and
granting individual petitions is not without Commission
precedent. 1In the recent radiofrequency emissions
proceedings, the Commission eliminated the need for the filing
and granting of individual extension requests following a
delay in the issuance of guidelines for carriers and extended

the compliance deadline for all carriers an additional eight
months.2l A further extension of the compliance date in this

same proceeding was granted to all carriers after guidelines

had to be revised to include clarifications requested by

20 14, at 3507.

-14-



carriers.22 The Commission's reasoning there applies equally
to CALEA, where a blanket extension is warranted by a delay in

issuance of "guidelines" that affects all carriers equally.

As an alternative, the Commission certainly can act on
individual petitions now being filed before the Commission
under Section 107(c). However, as the Commission implies in
the Public Notice, such individual petitions impose
significant administrative burdens on both carriers and the

Commission, with no countervailing benefit.

The grounds for extension under Section 107(c) (2) is that
compliance is not reasonably achievable through application of
technology available in the compliance period.23 There is no
dispute that this ground has been met for all carriers. Since
individual carriers each would be entitled to an extension
under Section 107(c), there is no reason for the Commission to

refrain from granting an extension that would apply in the

23 47 U.s.C. § 1006(c) (2).

-15-



