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Before the

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554
In the Matter of



)







)

Revision of the Commission’s Rules

)

CC Docket 94-102

to Ensure Compatibility with Enhanced
)

911 Emergency Calling Systems

)







)

MLTS Proposal of NENA and MMTA
)

RM-8143

MLTS PROPOSAL OF NENA AND APCO


The National Emergency Number Association (“NENA”) and the Association of Public-Safety Communications Officials, Inc. (“APCO”) hereby propose amending Parts 68 and 64 of the Commission’s Rules to improve compatibility of Private Branch Exchanges (“PBXs”) and other Multi-Line Telephone Systems (“MLTS”) with enhanced 9-1-1 (“E9-1-1”) emergency calling systems.  The proposal is attached as Exhibit A.

More than eight years have passed since AdComm Engineering first petitioned to amend Part 68 for this purpose (RM-8143).  In that span, national rules for identifying and locating wireless callers to 9-1-1 have been adopted and refined but no similar progress has been made on calls from MLTS equipment.  NENA and APCO hope their proposal will advance a process stalled for too long.


Background.  NENA estimates that  nearly 90% of the population in the U.S. is covered by “enhanced” wireline 9-1-1.  That is, the 9-1-1 call taker at a Public Safety Answering Point (“PSAP”) receives the calling party’s telephone number on a computer screen at the same time the voice call is delivered.  Because the telephone number is pre-associated with a fixed location 

for the wire telephone, a database “lookup” quickly establishes the physical address or origin of the call.  Locating the caller allows the 9-1-1 call to be “selectively routed” to the PSAP and the emergency responder assigned to that location.


For mobile wireless callers, there is no single location.  Thus the Commission’s Rules anticipate a phased introduction of automatic location determination methods -- a Phase I using the location of the wireless base station first receiving a 9-1-1 call and a Phase II specifying calculation of latitude and longitude within certain margins of error. 47 C.F.R.§20.18.

For wire calls from most PBXs, key telephones and other MLTS devices, the fixed location conveyed to the PSAP is the billing address for the MLTS service.  If the system connects widely dispersed calling stations, as in a campus or industrial park or cluster of office buildings, the billing address may be far removed from the origin of a 9-1-1 call.  As AdComm explained in its petition eight years ago:


Unless a trunk capable of carrying distinct station numbers


is provided to the E9-1-1 system and the telephone company’s


ALI data base is modified to reflect them, all callers from the


system will appear as though they were at a single location.


Without this trunk the telephone company data base will show


a location based on the main calling number of the PBX.

The result is always troubling and sometimes seriously harmful or fatal: emergency response to the wrong address.


The Commission proposed to deal with the problem by requiring, under Part 68 of the Rules, that all MLTS installed 18 months after the effective date of the new regulation be capable of identifying the emergency response location of at least some of the stations communicating through the MLTS, and that the callback numbers and locations of these stations 

be provided to the PSAP with the placement of any 9-1-1 call.  The proposed rules also required a PSAP to be reachable by the direct dialing of 9-1-1, independently of any prefix normally needed to place an “outside” call.  The MLTS equipment was to be capable of notifying an “attendant” or other on-premise person when 9-1-1 was dialed, and was to be labeled if non-compliant.


Individuals and groups engaged in emergency communications generally endorsed the proposed amendments to Part 68, while vendors, distributors and small-business users of MLTS opposed them.  Larger business users also questioned the need for the rules in terms of frequency of calls to 9-1-1 from the workplace after-hours and the FCC’s lack of jurisdiction over workplace safety.  Larger MLTS equipment manufacturers and telephone companies were somewhat supportive while suggesting revisions to the proposals.  Hoping to find some common threads in these disparate views, the FCC’s Common Carrier Bureau conducted public hearings in September of 1996.


Following the hearings, representatives of public safety, the MultiMedia Telecommunications Association (“MMTA”)
 and the Ad Hoc Telecommunications Users Committee (“ATUC”) met repeatedly over a span of six months in an effort to forge a consensus on locating and identifying 9-1-1 callers using MLTS.  Their proposal was submitted to the FCC in April of 1997 and put out for public comment by the agency.  Without taking formal action, the Commission let it be known, through staff, that it did not consider the proposal an acceptable basis for resolving the MLTS aspects of the 1994 rulemaking.


In 1999, NENA included representatives of MMTA on a special task force to look into the problem.  A list of task force members is attached as Exhibit B.  Instead of relying solely on federal rules to achieve their objectives, the group produced both a “Request to the FCC Concerning MLTS Integration to E9-1-1” and “Model Legislation” for state use.  The Model Legislation is attached at Exhibit C.  An MMTA executive has described the state initiative in a recent article:



Callers to 9-1-1 can be identified individually, or in groups



of 48 stations or less, at the PSAP. . . . Standard network



interfaces, including use of ANI, DID and ISDN, are included



as means of implementation.



In addition, the proposed legislation offers alternative methods



to support E9-1-1, including the MLTS operator’s use of



attendant notification; MLTS redirection of calls to a private



9-1-1 answering point; alerting devices near the telephone



that has dialed 9-1-1; and other means for local identification



of the 9-1-1 caller.  Signaling between the MLTS and the



public telephone network, user dialing instructions, MLTS



operator education, limitation of liability and exemptions are



also addressed.

The author also noted that: “Coinciding with the proposed model legislation will be changes to the existing FCC part 68 rules and regulations for MLTS equipment, a procedure required for most MLTS manufacturers.” Id.

Part 68 Proposal.  Under the proposal at Exhibit A, MLTS systems manufactured after two years from the effective date of rules would be required to comply with a new Section 68.319.  For MLTS serving 48 or fewer stations, the listed directory number and street address would be sufficient to identify and locate all calls through the system.  Each aggregate of 48 stations must be identified by a separate Emergency Response Location (“ERL”) and by a unique number associated with that location. Section 68.319(b), (c).


Simultaneous “Local Notification” to an MLTS attendant or operator that a 9-1-1 call had been placed would assure assistance to PSAP and responder if the caller is unable to provide verbal information.  Callback from the PSAP or responder, if necessary, would be to the Local Notification station.  The proposal would permit, but not require, direct callback to ERLs if equipped with telephone numbers dialable from the outside.


The proposal would also allow “private” Emergency Answering Points to function in place of PSAPs, but signaling and Local Notification obligations would remain. Section 68.319(f) and Note.
  Key telephone systems would be partly exempt from the Part 68 rules, while wireless and Internet Protocol (“IP”)-based MLTS would not be covered until two years after adoption of industry standards acceptable to the FCC. Section 68.319(g).


For MLTS not requiring an access digit to reach the public telephone network, 9-1-1 must be recognized and processed.  Access digits are allowed for systems so configured, but clear user instructions must be provided on how to reach the public network with a 9-1-1 call. Section 68.319(a).


Part 64.  A new Subpart V of Part 64 is proposed to assure the cooperation of local exchange carriers in providing switching, trunking and technical information needed for MLTS support of E9-1-1.


Conclusion.  NENA and APCO agree with the assessment of Robert Chrostowski (note 4, supra):



[W]hile each group may not have achieved its ultimate objective,



the proposals put forth represent a compromise and workable



solution to the identical goal, MLTS support of E9-1-1.

We ask that the FCC, and the commenting public, consider the attached proposals in that spirit.  Action is needed now, before another emergency becomes a tragedy through the failure of a 9-1-1 call to get through to a responder, or through misdirection of the responder to the wrong location.
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� Petition for Rule Making, received by FCC October 26, 1992, 3.


� Proposed Section 68.320, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 9 FCC Rcd 6170, 6184 (1994).


� Formerly an association of MLTS manufacturers, vendors, distributors and users, MMTA is now the Global Enterprise Market Development Department of the Telecommunications Industry Association (“TIA”).


� Robert Chrostowski, “Initiative Underway to Standardize MLTS E9-1-1 Regulations,” NENA News, Spring 2001.  Then serving as Chair of the MMTA Government Relations Committee, Chrostowski is also Senior Vice President for Iwatsu America.


� The ERL is defined physically in the Model Legislation at Exhibit C.  For residential buildings, each living unit is an ERL unless an acceptable alternative to 9-1-1 PSAP calling is used.  For business settings, no space of 7000 square feet or less need have more than one ERL, no matter how many telephone stations are contained in the space.  At the same time, if a space is served by 48 stations or fewer, it can range up to 40,000 square feet and still be considered a single ERL.  The square footage and numbers of stations to be associated with a given ERL are based on consensual criteria for rescue search time.


� See also the definition in the Model Legislation, as well as the definition for “Alternative Methods of Notification.”





