NENA
The ©9=1=1 Association

1700 Diagonal Road | Suite 500 | Alexandria, VA 22314

M. Julius Knapp, Chief Engineer
Office of Engineering and Technology
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street SW

Wiashington, D.C. 20554

March 22™. 2013
RE: WT Docket No. 11-49

Dear Mr. Knapp:

On behalf of NENA: The 9-1-1 Association, I write to correct the record with respect
to the public safety community’s support for M-LMS technologies such as that currently
being deployed by Progeny parent NextNav, Inc.

NENA originally filed a notice of ex parte presentation in this docket in 2012 to ex-
press the compelling interest of the 9-1-1 community in the deployment of advanced loca-
tion technologies such as terrestrial M-LMS networks. Since that time, at least one
commenter has cast doubt on the specific utility of M-LMS networks such as Progeny’s
for Eg-1-1 location determination." While it may be technically correct that Progeny’s
technology does not meet public safety’s ideal for location accuracy, 7o technology that is
currently available or yet conceived can meet that standard.

Public safety commenters, including NENA, have previously suggested that an indoor
location accuracy requirement in the rough range of sm/3-axis /90% would be ideal for
ease-of-search reasons.” As the public safety foreword to the recent CSRIC working
group report recognized, however, “lacking the specific building and floor, the desire
would be for the smallest possible search ring....”> NENA agrees with that statement.
Our prior location accuracy suggestion is premised on the large and still-growing fraction
of 9-1-1 calls that now originate from wireless devices. Anecdotally, NENA believes this
fraction to be greater than 70%. Additionally, the real-world experiences of the 9-1-1
community indicate that it is no longer a valid assumption that wireless 9-1-1 calls will
originate outdoors. This experience is borne out by data showing a precipitous decline in
wireline subscribership,* which implies that consumers now rely on wireless devices even
for calls from work or home. Neither any GNSS technology (assisted, augmented, differ-

!'The Part 15 Coalition, Letter to Ms. Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, Federal Communications
Commission, WT Docket No. 11-49, at 2 (filed Mar. 20, 2013).

2 See, e. g., Comments of Roger Hixson, NENA Technical Issues Director, before the FCC Work-
shop on Upcoming Test Bed to Improve Indoor Location Accuracy for Wireless grx Calls (Oct.
24, 2012) (available at: http://www .fcc.gov/events/workshop-upcoming-test-bed-improve-indoor-
location-accuracy-wireless-grr-calls).

3 CSRIC III - Working Group 3, Eg-1-1 Location Accuracy Indoor Location Testbed Report ¢
(Mar. 14, 2013).

* Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, Wireless Substitution: Early Release of Estimates
from the National Health Interview Survey, January-June 2012, at 1 fig.r (Dec. 2012) (available at:
http://www.cde.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/wireless2or212. PDF).
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entiated, or otherwise), nor any terrestrial trilateration technology, nor any database tech-
nology, nor any other technology of any kind of which NENA is aware, however, can cur-
rently meet those exacting figures even outdoors. The Commission’s existing CMRS loca-
tion accuracy rules, for example, allow location precisions as large as 30om, a figure which
produces a search area nearly the size of 53 football fields.” It is for precisely that reason
that technologies such as those tested by the recent CSRIC working group are critically
important: Any significant improvement over the current regime of impossibly-large out-
door search rings and indeterminate indoor search rings must be encouraged, whether or
not it can reach our ultimate ideal right away. It may be a cliché, but NENA passionately
believes that we must not let the perfect become the enemy of the good in the area of lo-
cation accuracy. The comments of the Part 15 Coalition in this docket would have the
Commission do just that.

To be clear, NENA takes no position with respect to the technical aspects of Progeny’s
test methods or results. However, as NENA has previously stated,® M-LMS technologies
such as Progeny’s represent a tremendous opportunity to enable immediate and dramatic
improvements in wireless location accuracy in precisely those areas of the country that are
the most challenging for existing technologies. The outcome of this docket will have a
major impact on the future of the M-LMS industry as a whole: Progeny is the first M-
LMS provider to begin deployment of a functioning network. Should Progeny be exclud-
ed from the market based on the objections of incumbents seeking to override the shared
nature of the ISM band by essentially squatting on that spectrum, the M-LMS market
envisioned by the Commission’s Part go rules could be destroyed before it even comes in-
to existence. Such an outcome is manifestly contrary to the public interest, and the inter-
est of the 9-1-1 community, and NENA urges the Commission not to overlook these vital
interests as it considers the future of Progeny and other Part go licensees.

Sincerely,

L7

. 2
Telford’ E. Forgety, f?
Director of Goyeyrim,

& Regulatory Counsel

5;Telegommunication — Commercial Mobile Service — 911 Service, 47 C.F.R. § 20.18(H)(1)(ii)
2013).

¢ NENA: The 9-1-1 Association, Letter to Mr. Julius Knapp, Chief Engineer, FCC Office of Engi-
neering Technology, WT Docket No. 11-49 (filed Dec. 21, 2012); NENA: The 9-1-1 Association,
Notice of Ex Part%resentation, WT Docket No. 11-49 (filed Apr. 18, 2012).
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