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SUMMARY 

 

CTIA-The Wireless Association® and our member companies share the Commission’s 

goal to provide Public Safety Answering Points (“PSAPs”) and first responders with the ability 

to accurately identify the location of wireless 9-1-1 callers regardless of whether the caller is 

located indoors or outdoors.  However, there is no evidence that any location technology solution 

currently available or under consideration in this proceeding is capable of satisfying the 

Commission’s proposed location information requirements on a nationwide basis within the 

timeframes proposed by the Commission’s rules.  

 

Against this backdrop, the Commission proposes aspirational horizontal and vertical 

location accuracy rules.  The NPRM takes the view that if accuracy and deployment benchmarks 

are established the technology will soon follow.  The Commission took the same approach in the 

Phase II E911 rules, and that experience demonstrates that location accuracy proposals must be 

grounded in verified data about the technical feasibility and commercial availability of 9-1-1 

location information solutions, not overly aggressive target-setting.   

 

Prior to implementing or requiring compliance with any new benchmarks, the 

Commission should allow a test bed to validate the technical feasibility and commercial 

availability of any location information solution.  The Commission should only set accuracy 

requirements – or the timeline for compliance – after a test bed can independently verify that 

location information solutions can meet the Commission’s accuracy requirements.  CTIA also 

supports the Commission’s test bed “safe harbor” approach: once a technology is certified as 

compliant in the test bed, a carrier should be deemed in compliance with the accuracy 

requirements if the technology is deployed in a manner consistent with the test bed methodology. 

 

Moreover, Commission action in this proceeding can enhance PSAPs’ abilities to identify 

the location of wireless 9-1-1 callers only if PSAPs have the resources, capabilities, and training 

necessary to utilize the information.  As Chairman Wheeler recently noted, “it takes two to 

tango.  Providers will deliver the information but it will mean little if PSAPs and state and local 

governments do not take the necessary steps on their part.” 

 

CTIA looks forward to working with the Commission to advance our common goal of 

improving indoor location accuracy for the public safety community and wireless 9-1-1 callers.  
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CTIA – The Wireless Association® (“CTIA”) submits these comments in response to the 

Commission’s Third Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking proposing new location accuracy 

rules governing 9-1-1 calls placed from indoor locations.
1
  CTIA supports the Commission’s 

efforts to open a dialog on this issue, and stresses that the Commission may only adopt a 

framework for location accuracy rules that appropriately accounts for wireless carriers’ technical 

capabilities and deployment feasibility.  CTIA makes the following points herein: 

 CTIA and its member companies share the Commission’s goal to provide Public Safety 

Answering Points (“PSAPs”) with the ability to accurately identify the location of 

wireless 9-1-1 callers regardless of whether the caller is located indoors or outdoors. 

However, there is no evidence that any location technology solution currently available 

or under consideration in this proceeding is capable of satisfying the Commission’s 

proposed location information requirements on a nationwide basis within the timeframes 

proposed by the Commission’s rules.  

 The Commission should incorporate a test bed into the development of any indoor 

location accuracy rules that can validate the technical feasibility of any location 

information solution. The Commission should only set accuracy requirements – or the 

timeline for compliance – after a test bed can independently verify that location 

information solutions can meet the Commission’s accuracy requirements.  

 Commission action in this proceeding can enhance PSAPs’ abilities to identify the 

location of wireless 9-1-1 callers only if PSAPs have the resources, capabilities, and 

training necessary to utilize the information.   

                                                 
1
 Wireless E911 Location Accuracy Requirements, Third Further Notice of Proposed 

Rulemaking, PS Docket No. 07-114, 29 FCC Rcd 2374 (2014) (“NPRM”). 
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In sum, any new accuracy requirements must be based on technical realities, rather than 

aspirational goals, and reflect the important role PSAPs play. 

DISCUSSION 

I. CTIA’S MEMBER COMPANIES ARE COMMITTED TO IMPROVING 

INDOOR LOCATION ACCURACY FOR WIRELESS 9-1-1 

COMMUNICATIONS 

The Commission initiated this proceeding to ensure that public safety answering points 

(“PSAPs”) “have the ability to accurately identify the location of wireless 911 callers regardless 

of whether the caller is located indoors or outdoors.”
2
  All stakeholders – CMRS carriers, 

consumers, public safety, and technology vendors – share this goal. 

To that end, over the years CTIA member companies have taken steps to improve 9-1-1 

location accuracy beyond the requirements set forth in the FCC’s Phase II E911 rules.  These 

efforts provide benefits for indoor location accuracy – even absent a regulatory mandate.  For 

example, some carriers have determined that A-GPS accuracy can be further improved by 

utilizing GLONASS satellite data and have requested that GLONASS capabilities be 

incorporated into new LTE handset designs.
3
  Others have determined that Observed Time 

Difference of Arrival (“OTDOA”), which may outperform Advanced Forward Link Trilateration 

(“AFLT”), can be used as a replacement for AFLT to improve the accuracy of A-GPS on LTE 

networks.
4
 

                                                 
2
 NPRM at ¶1. 

3
 See Comments of Verizon and Verizon Wireless, PS Docket No. 07-114 at 6 (Sept. 25, 2013); 

Verizon Ex Parte Notice, PS Docket No. 07-114 at 1 (Dec. 19, 2013) (“Verizon Ex Parte 

Notice”); AT&T Written Ex Parte Presentation, PS Docket No. 07-114 at 6 (Jan. 31, 2014); 

accord Comments of T-Mobile USA, Inc., PS Docket No. 07-114 at 9 (Jan. 19, 2011). 

4
 See Comments of T-Mobile USA, Inc., PS Docket No. 07-114 at 33 (Sept. 25, 3013); T-Mobile 

USA, Inc. Written Ex Parte Presentation, PS Docket No. 07-114, at 2 (Nov. 16, 2013); Verizon 

Ex Parte Notice at 1. 
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CTIA member companies are committed to achieving demonstrable enhancements to 

today’s wireless 9-1-1 location capabilities and have actively participated in – and provided 

substantial resources to – the Commission’s Communications Security, Reliability, and 

Interoperability Council’s (“CSRIC”) 9-1-1 location accuracy efforts.
5
  In 2011, the FCC tasked 

CSRIC with evaluating various location technologies to support E911 in indoor environments.
6
  

As discussed further below, CSRIC III Working Group 3 conducted an indoor location test bed 

during the winter of 2012-13.  The resulting March 2013 Test Bed Report significantly advanced 

all stakeholders’ understanding of current indoor location technologies’ capabilities, but 

demonstrated that additional developments are necessary for “actionable location” information.
7
  

CTIA and its member companies also participated in the November 2013 E911 Location 

Accuracy Workshop (“E911 Accuracy Workshop”), and work side-by-side with local public 

safety representatives to provide available, accurate location information to PSAPs across the 

country.     

Against this backdrop, the Commission now proposes rules that would require wireless 

carriers to provide horizontal location information for indoor 9-1-1 callers accurate within 50 

                                                 
5
 CTIA, along with the following CMRS carrier members, are participating in CSRIC IV and/or 

participated in CSRIC III: AT&T; Sprint Nextel Corporation; T-Mobile USA, Inc.; and Verizon. 

See FCC Announces Membership of the Communications Security, Reliability, and 

Interoperability Council, Public Notice, 28 FCC Rcd 6904 (2013), 

http://www.fcc.gov/document/fcc-announces-csric-iv-membership; Communications Security, 

Reliability & Interoperability Council Members (Jan. 31, 2013), 

http://transition.fcc.gov/bureaus/pshs/advisory/csric3/List%20of%20CSRIC%20Members.pdf.  

6
 See Wireless E911 Location Accuracy Requirements, PS Docket No. 07-114, Third Report and 

Order, 26 FCC Rcd 10074, 10088-89 (2011) (“E911 Third Report and Order”);  accord NPRM 

at ¶11. 

7
 CSRIC III, Working Group 3, Indoor Location Test Bed Report at 8 (Mar. 14, 2013) 

http://transition.fcc.gov/bureaus/pshs/advisory/csric3/CSRIC_III_WG3_Report_March_%20201

3_ILTestBedReport.pdf (“Test Bed Report”). 

http://www.fcc.gov/document/fcc-announces-csric-iv-membership
http://transition.fcc.gov/bureaus/pshs/advisory/csric3/List%20of%20CSRIC%20Members.pdf
http://transition.fcc.gov/bureaus/pshs/advisory/csric3/CSRIC_III_WG3_Report_March_%202013_ILTestBedReport.pdf
http://transition.fcc.gov/bureaus/pshs/advisory/csric3/CSRIC_III_WG3_Report_March_%202013_ILTestBedReport.pdf
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meters in indoor environments.  This proposed benchmark must be met for 67 percent of indoor 

9-1-1 calls within two years of the effective date of new rules, and for 80 percent of such calls 

within five years.
8
  The Commission also proposes to require wireless carriers to locate 9-1-1 

callers vertically within 3 meters for 67 percent of indoor 9-1-1 calls within three years of the 

effective date of the rules, and for 80 percent within five years.
9
  The rules would apply 

nationwide but, as discussed below, there is no evidence that any location technology solution is 

capable of satisfying these requirements on a nationwide basis within the time frames proposed 

by the Commission’s rules.   

The Commission should adopt a framework that accounts for the technical capabilities, 

feasibility, and commercial availability of location information solutions.  The NPRM seeks 

comment on what role the CSRIC test bed can fill.
10

  As described below, the CSRIC test bed 

can serve an important role in validating a path toward enhanced indoor location accuracy for 

wireless 9-1-1 communications. 

II. THE FCC’S “NEAR-TERM” PROPOSAL TO ENHANCE WIRELESS 9-1-1 

LOCATION ACCURACY REPRESENTS AN ASPIRATIONAL APPROACH 

THAT UNDERMINES THE GOALS IT SEEKS TO ACHIEVE  

A. The 2013 CSRIC Test Bed Report Set the Benchmark for the State of Indoor 

Location Technology and Showed More Work Needs to be Done  

In the 2011 Second Further Notice in this proceeding, the Commission recognized the 

importance of indoor testing and “refer[red] the indoor testing issue to the CSRIC [III] for 

further development of technical recommendations.”
11

  CSRIC III formed Working Group 3 

                                                 
8
 NPRM at ¶¶3, 44. 

9
 NPRM at ¶¶3, 73. 

10
 NPRM at ¶¶3, 60-61.   

11
 See E911 Third Report and Order,  26 FCC Rcd at 10088-89. 
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(“WG3”), which established an indoor location test bed subgroup that included twelve 

technology and equipment vendors, six government and public safety representatives, and five 

CMRS carriers.
12

 

The test bed provided “insight into which technologies are technically feasible and 

economically reasonable for providing indoor location for wireless emergency calls.”
13

  The test 

bed was located in the San Francisco Bay area because it included dense urban, urban, suburban, 

and rural morphologies where wireless service is used.
14

  It was modeled after ATIS 

recommendations and tested all morphologies where wireless indoor 9-1-1 calls could be 

expected.
15

   

The test bed evaluated the performance of location technologies on both horizontal and 

vertical levels.  Boeing BTL, CommScope, CSR, NextNav, Polaris Wireless (“Polaris”), 

Qualcomm, and TruePosition all expressed interest in participating in the test bed, but only three 

– NextNav, Polaris, and Qualcomm – ultimately did so.
16

 Nevertheless, the test bed was a 

collaborative success involving public safety, mobile providers, and location vendors, providing 

objective and verifiable data on location technologies’ performance.   

In March 2013, WG3 issued the Test Bed Report, providing results and conclusions from 

its indoor accuracy test bed.  The Report stressed that the test bed was designed “to provide 

                                                 
12

 See CSRIC, CSRIC WG#3 Indoor Location Accuracy Test Bed Report, PowerPoint 

Presentation at 4 (Mar. 6, 2013), available at 

http://www.fcc.gov/pshs/advisory/csric3/3B%20WG%20Presentation%2003-06-13.ppt.  

13
 NPRM at ¶12. 

14
 Test Bed Report at 11. 

15
 Id. 

16
 Id. at 24-25, 55; NPRM at ¶14 n.27. 

http://www.fcc.gov/pshs/advisory/csric3/3B%20WG%20Presentation%2003-06-13.ppt
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comprehensive, unbiased, and actionable data to the FCC.”
17

  The report noted that “progress has 

been made in the ability to achieve significantly improved search rings in both a horizontal and 

vertical dimension” and that “all technologies tested demonstrated relatively high yield and 

various levels of accuracy in indoor environments.”
18

     

The Test Bed Report also revealed shortfalls.  First, no technology achieved the accuracy 

benchmarks proposed by the Commission in all environments. 

 NextNav was unable to satisfy the horizontal benchmarks in urban and dense urban 

environments and was unable to satisfy the vertical benchmarks in all environments;
19

 

 Polaris was unable to satisfy the horizontal benchmarks in any environment;
20

 

 Qualcomm was unable to satisfy the horizontal benchmarks in urban, dense urban, and 

suburban environments.
21

   

In addition, the Test Bed Report indicated that “two of the three participating vendors 

could not test their technology as it would be deployed in a provider’s network to provide an 

end-to-end E911 location solution.”
22

  For example, NextNav attached standalone receivers 

capable of detecting beacons and computing their location to smartphones in order to test their 

solution.
23

  It also attenuated the signal “to make it more equivalent to the envisioned handset 

based implementation.”
24

   

                                                 
17

 Test Bed Report at 10. 

18
 Id. at 54. 

19
 Id. at 27-37. 

20
 Id. 

21
 Id. 

22
 NPRM at ¶93 (citing Test Bed Report at 54). 

23
 Test Bed Report at 24.   

24
 Id. 



 

– 7 – 

The Public Safety representatives serving on WG3 issued a Foreword to the Report, 

concluding that  “the results clearly indicate additional development is required to ensure the 

positional coordinates provided on an emergency caller sheltered indoors result in an ‘actionable 

location’ for emergency response, especially in urban and dense urban environments.”
25

  

The Test Bed Report also concluded that more testing is needed: 

Various technologies have projected improved performance in the 

future, but none of those claims have yet been proven through the 

test bed process.  It is hoped that such technologies would be tested 

and validated in future test bed campaigns.
26

 

 

B. The NPRM Fails to Cite Any Verified Evidence of Advancements in 9-1-1 

Location Information Solutions to Suggest that the Proposal’s Timelines Can 

Be Achieved 

The Commission recognizes that existing technology cannot satisfy the proposed 

accuracy requirements,
27

 but it theorizes that technology advancements will occur to make the 

proposed accuracy levels achievable.
28

  For example, the NPRM “acknowledge[s] that the test 

bed results indicate that further improvement is necessary” to satisfy the proposed requirements 

in all environments.
29

  In the Commission’s view, however, making the new accuracy 

requirements effective in two years “would afford CMRS providers with sufficient time and 

                                                 
25

 Id. at 8 (Public Safety Foreword). 

26
 Id. at 54-55.   

27
 In a few places, the NPRM indicates that one technology can currently satisfy the proposed 

vertical accuracy requirement.  See NPRM at ¶¶74, 79.  Based on the CSRIC test bed, the 

Commission should have stated that the technology can satisfy the proposed requirements in 

some environments.  As previously noted, no technology is currently capable of satisfying the 

requirements in all environments. 

28
 See NPRM at ¶46. 

29
 Id. at ¶47; see also id. at ¶¶15, 42 (citing Test Bed Report at 8 for the proposition that 

“‘additional development is required to ensure’ the provision of an ‘actionable location,’ 

especially in urban and dense urban environments.”). 
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incentive to develop the necessary technology to enable compliance with the proposed 

requirement regardless of the environment.”
30

     

Vendor representations should not inform the Commission’s view.  As a basis for 

Commission action, these statements and others like them fail to provide sufficient, verified 

evidence to justify mandating the hoped-for metrics under the proposed timelines of two, three, 

and five years.  Further, the proposed timelines fail to account for the practical implementation 

of technology deployments once technologies are identified that can meet the desired metrics.  

Oddly, the NPRM makes references to these realities – asking how long standards bodies need to 

develop necessary standards and seeking comment on the impact of network and handset 

upgrades – but it ignores them in putting forward its proposed timelines.
31

  To establish that rules 

are “based on a consideration of the relevant factors” and not “a clear error of judgment,” the 

“record must establish that the required technology is feasible, not merely possibly feasible.”
32

   

For example, the NPRM cites NextNav’s claims that the capabilities of near-future 

wireless location technologies warrant the adoption of indoor accuracy rules.
33

  Nothing in the 

record, however, indicates how long it will take (i) for the technology to evolve and satisfy the 

accuracy requirements in all environments, (ii) for the necessary standards supporting the 

NextNav technology to be developed, (iii) for manufacturers to integrate NextNav’s technology 

                                                 
30

 NPRM at ¶47. 

31
 See id. at ¶¶57, 58. 

32
 See Citizens to Preserve Overton Park, Inc. v. Volpe, 401 U.S. 402,416 (1971); Bunker Hill 

Co. v. EPA, 572 F.2d 1286, 1294, 1301 (9
th

 Cir. 1977) (citing Portland Cement Ass’n v. 

Ruckelshaus, 486 F.2d 375, 402 (D.C. Cir. 1973), cert. denied, 417 U.S. 921 (1974)).  Courts 

have determined that “[i]mpossible requirements imposed by an agency are perforce 

unreasonable” and that the “law does not compel the doing of impossibilities.”  See Alliance for 

Cannabis Therapeutics v. DEA, 930 F.2d 936, 940 (D.C. Cir. 1991); Hughey v. JMS 

Development Corp., 78 F.3d 1523, 1530 (11
th

 Cir. 1996). 

33
 NPRM at ¶22 n.50.   
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into handsets, (iv) for consumer adoption of such handsets, and (v) for NextNav to deploy its 

beacon technology nationwide.  There is no basis for assuming that all of these issues can be 

resolved within the two-year timeframe proposed as the first indoor accuracy benchmark. 

Further, while the NPRM proposes that the rules apply on a nationwide basis,
34

 NextNav 

acknowledges that a nationwide deadline is unworkable.  In particular, it states that “no reliable 

solution can be deployed by wireless carriers immediately, or made available on the same 

timeframe in all communities.”
35

  This position is understandable given that (i) NextNav’s 

technology requires the construction of a nationwide network of beacons by its subsidiary 

Progeny LMS, LLC, and (ii) neither NextNav nor Progeny currently has the spectrum necessary 

to implement the network nationwide.  The Commission thus should consider approaches that 

would phase-in the new requirements – especially where network elements are a part of the 

technology solution.   

Polaris “expects” and “projects” location technologies to evolve over the next 3-5 years 

to be able to meet the proposed requirements.
36

  But it provides no concrete evidence or 

timetable to support these general “projections.”  The projections are based on the timely rollout 

of LTE with OTDOA capabilities and “leveraging complementary location systems.”
37

    

Moreover, vendors themselves recognize the deployment challenges faced by various 

technologies.  For example, Polaris has noted that competing technologies face significant 

challenges, including “long deployment lead-times for new hardware overlay systems and a lack 

of support for legacy user equipment, the expense of dedicated infrastructure to receive/process 

                                                 
34

 Id. at ¶¶38, 104. 

35
 NextNav Ex Parte, PS Docket No. 07-114 at 4 (Dec. 23, 2013). 

36
 Polaris Comments, PS Docket No. 07-114 at 3 (Sept. 25, 2013).   

37
 Polaris Ex Parte, PS Docket No. 07-114 at 1 (Aug. 14, 2013). 
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the uplink signals from a handset, and the practical difficulties resulting from standards body 

protocol inertia.”
38

  Similarly, TruePosition has stated that “current technologies do not yet 

support the Z-axis,” and potential Z-axis solutions “have yet to be proven in commercial 

systems, and on a large scale.”
39

  It recognized that, for horizontal location solutions, 

improvements are necessary and “have yet to be demonstrated on commercial ready 

platforms.”
40

  Qualcomm also testified before Congress that “even though 4G technology shows 

promise, it has yet to go through the scrutiny of the CSRIC test bed so that everyone can look at 

it in the day of light and see its performance. . . .  You cannot outpace the laws of physics, you 

cannot outpace the laws of the technologies.  It needs to be tested and then decisions must be 

based on that.”
41

 

C. The Proposal Threatens to Repeat the Mistakes of the Commission’s Phase II 

E911 Rules 

The NPRM takes the view that if accuracy and deployment benchmarks are established 

the technology will soon follow.  The Commission took the same approach in the Phase II E911 

rules, and that experience teaches that location accuracy proposals should be grounded in 

                                                 
38

 Id. at 2. 

39
 TruePosition Ex Parte, PS Docket No. 07-114 at 5 (Sept. 25, 2013).   

40
 Id. at 6. 

41
 Kirk Burroughs, Senior Director of Technology, Qualcomm Engineering Services Group, 

responding to a question from Sen. Ron Johnson (R-WI).  See Hearing Video: Locating 911 

Callers in a Wireless World, held by the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and 

Transportation Subcommittee on Communications, Technology, and the Internet (Jan. 16, 2014) 

(discussion beginning at 2:03 mark of video), available at 

http://www.commerce.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?p=Hearings&ContentRecord_id=c8765be1-

6155-459f-8ca7-7e9e557e84b5&ContentType_id=14f995b9-dfa5-407a-9d35-

56cc7152a7ed&Group_id=b06c39af-e033-4cba-9221-

de668ca1978a&MonthDisplay=1&YearDisplay=2014. 

http://www.commerce.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?p=Hearings&ContentRecord_id=c8765be1-6155-459f-8ca7-7e9e557e84b5&ContentType_id=14f995b9-dfa5-407a-9d35-56cc7152a7ed&Group_id=b06c39af-e033-4cba-9221-de668ca1978a&MonthDisplay=1&YearDisplay=2014
http://www.commerce.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?p=Hearings&ContentRecord_id=c8765be1-6155-459f-8ca7-7e9e557e84b5&ContentType_id=14f995b9-dfa5-407a-9d35-56cc7152a7ed&Group_id=b06c39af-e033-4cba-9221-de668ca1978a&MonthDisplay=1&YearDisplay=2014
http://www.commerce.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?p=Hearings&ContentRecord_id=c8765be1-6155-459f-8ca7-7e9e557e84b5&ContentType_id=14f995b9-dfa5-407a-9d35-56cc7152a7ed&Group_id=b06c39af-e033-4cba-9221-de668ca1978a&MonthDisplay=1&YearDisplay=2014
http://www.commerce.senate.gov/public/index.cfm?p=Hearings&ContentRecord_id=c8765be1-6155-459f-8ca7-7e9e557e84b5&ContentType_id=14f995b9-dfa5-407a-9d35-56cc7152a7ed&Group_id=b06c39af-e033-4cba-9221-de668ca1978a&MonthDisplay=1&YearDisplay=2014
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verified data of technologically and economically feasible solutions, not aspirational 

target-setting.   

In 1996, the Commission adopted E911 Phase II rules requiring that carriers provide 

location information accurate to within 125 meters to PSAPs within five years.
42

  In reaching its 

conclusion that network-based solutions would be capable of satisfying the accuracy 

requirements and could be deployed within five years, the Commission noted that “[w]hile some 

wireless carriers see obstacles to implementing Phase II in five years, the equipment 

manufacturers believe a five-year deadline is achievable.”
43

  Thus began a long record of E911 

location accuracy mandates grounded in aspirational vendor claims, absent verified data.   

Three years later, the Commission revised its rules to permit the deployment of 

handset-based solutions and adopted a more rigorous accuracy standard based on vendor 

representations about what emerging location technologies and implementation deadlines could 

achieve.
44

  The location technologies did not develop as the vendors promised.  A year later the 

FCC had to modify its implementation benchmarks – the first in a series of “clarification” 

orders.
45

  Among other changes, the Commission pushed back the final handset penetration 

deadline by one year.
46

  These new deadlines again were based on certain vendor representations 

                                                 
42

 See Revision of the Commission’s Rules to Ensure Compatibility with Enhanced 911 

Emergency Calling Systems, CC Docket No. 94-102, Report and Order and Further Notice of 

Proposed Rulemaking, 11 FCC Rcd 18676, 18712 (1996) (“E911 Location Accuracy First R&O 

and FNPRM”). 

43
 Id. at 18711. 

44
 Id. at 18680-82.  

45
 See Revision of the Commission’s Rules to Ensure Compatibility with Enhanced 911 

Emergency Calling Systems, CC Docket No. 94-102, Fourth Memorandum Opinion and Order, 

15 FCC Rcd 17442 (2000) (“4
th

 MO&O”). 

46
 Id. at 17443-44. 
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that “a wide range of ALI solutions that offer wireless carriers a reasonable prospect for 

compliance with [the] E911 Phase II requirements either are currently, or will soon be, 

available.”
47

  The Commission adopted timeframes based on aggressive claims made by 

Snaptrack, SiRF Technologies, and KSI, Inc. (as well as the general opposition of public safety 

to longer deadlines)
48

 and disregarded concerns expressed by others that more time may be 

necessary – as the Commission stated, “GPS-capable handsets produced by other manufacturers 

may be available substantially sooner than the timeframes estimated by Nokia, Motorola, and 

Ericsson.”
49

   

Again, the vendor promises underlying the new deadlines adopted by the Commission 

did not materialize.  Despite millions of dollars in investments, carriers could not meet the 

revised benchmarks and filed waiver upon waiver and, in some cases, faced enforcement action.  

Even Congress stepped in, providing a roadmap for prompt FCC action in response to requests 

for relief from the smallest of carriers in the ENHANCE 911 Act.
50

     

Rather than learn from the Phase II experience, the NPRM risks repeating it.  It proposes 

to adopt accuracy requirements that are unachievable today in the hope that solutions will follow.  

The Phase II model forced carriers to make stranded investments rather than pursue technologies 

that were more accurate, but that could not be deployed by the artificial deadline set forth in the 

rules.  Carriers were forced to file more than 80 petitions seeking waivers of the Phase II 

deployment benchmarks.  All told, the Commission issued roughly 40 waiver orders and more 

                                                 
47
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48
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49
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50
 See Enhance 911 Services, Pub. L. No. 108-494, 118 Stat. 3986 (2004). 
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than a dozen enforcement decisions.  This tremendous drain on Commission and industry 

resources could have been avoided by adopting technically feasible rules. 

The Phase II aftermath should be instructive:  pursue rules tied to verifiable technology, 

not assurances. 

III. THE FCC SHOULD ALLOW A PERMANENT TECHNOLOGY TEST BED TO 

VERIFY THAT THE PROPOSED INDOOR LOCATION ACCURACY 

MEASUREMENTS ARE ACHIEVABLE 

CTIA supports meaningful improvements in the location information associated with     

wireless 9-1-1 calls placed in indoor environments, but there are better ways to effect 

improvements than repeating the Phase II experience.  In particular, the Commission should 

refine the proposal to incorporate the CSRIC test bed into the development of indoor location 

accuracy rules.  Indeed, as the National Emergency Number Association (“NENA”) previously 

recognized, the primary goal of the CSRIC test bed was “to provide the FCC with verified data 

for the capabilities of indoor location technologies on which to base their decisions as regards 

the strategic direction of public safety services in this [indoor] environment.”
51

  The Commission 

should only set accuracy requirements – or the timeline for compliance – after location vendors 

are able to establish, through a test bed’s independently verified data, that the requirements can 

be achieved.    

The NPRM seeks comment on this approach – “to address potential uncertainty in the 

development of technology,” it asks “should we consider initiating the compliance timeline only 

after the test bed administrator certifies that a technology has met the proposed accuracy 

                                                 
51

 NENA Press Release, FCC CSRIC Issues Indoor Location Test Bed Report at 1 (Mar. 21, 

2013) (emphasis added) available at https://www.nena.org/news/120049/FCC-CSRIC-Issues-

Indoor-Location-Test-Bed-Report.htm.  
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standards in the test bed?”
52

  Similarly, Commissioners Ajit Pai and Michael O’Rielly urged that 

consideration for such an approach ensures that the indoor accuracy rules are technically 

feasible.
53

   

Moreover, it is essential that new rules be based on the capabilities of multiple location 

technologies, rather than a single one.  The Commission properly recognizes the importance of 

ensuring competitive options so that CMRS providers have a choice of potential vendors.
54

  

Competitive options will further the Commission’s goal of ensuring that the rules are 

“economically reasonable”
55

 because competition will drive down prices and spur innovation.  

As Chairman Wheeler has noted, “‘competition is better than regulation at stimulating 

innovation.’”
56

  Multiple technology options also minimize scale concerns.  If only one vendor 

has a technology capable of satisfying the rules, it will be difficult to fill orders from every 

CMRS carrier and rollout the necessary technology nationwide in a reasonable timeframe.  

                                                 
52

 NPRM at ¶60.   

53
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.”).   

54
 See id. at ¶¶59, 74. 

55
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56
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The NPRM’s primary proposal – to set deadlines now and revisit them in the compliance 

test bed context – is not sound policy.
57

  As former FCC Office of Engineering and Technology 

Chief Dale Hatfield noted in his report on E911, constantly changing requirements and deadlines 

will lead to delays in implementation.
58

  He recommended that the Commission avoid imposing 

new requirements during critical stages of rollout.
59

  An approach that adopts deadlines with a 

promise that they will be modified if technically infeasible does not provide regulatory certainty.  

The Phase II experience demonstrates that such an approach may result in stranded investment – 

carriers may be forced to purchase and deploy less accurate technologies to show good faith 

efforts to comply with arbitrary deadlines.  Further, many CMRS carriers demonstrated that the 

October 1, 2001 Phase II E911 deadline was technically infeasible but nevertheless were unable 

to get waivers of the deadline.  Instead, the Commission generally referred the issues to the 

Enforcement Bureau for evaluation. 

In any event, the Commission should focus its policies on current, state-of-the-art and 

next-generation air interface technologies and grandfather legacy air interface technologies.  For 

example, new accuracy requirements would apply only to LTE and subsequent air interface 

technology deployments, but older technologies such as GSM and CDMA that are being 

phased-out by carriers would remain subject to the existing Phase II location accuracy 

requirements.  The reality is that it becomes quite complex for international standards bodies to 

revisit standards for older technologies.  Such an approach, moreover, would ensure that more 

                                                 
57
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resources are available for Next Generation 9-1-1 deployments as providers transition their 

subscriber bases from legacy GSM and CDMA networks to LTE.     

IV. THE NPRM PROPOSES A NUMBER OF VIABLE COMPLIANCE AND 

IMPLEMENTATION APPROACHES, BUT OTHERS MUST BE REJECTED 

A. The FCC Should Pursue a Compliance Test Bed and Safe Harbor, and 

Refrain from Adopting Periodic Re-Testing and Complaint Policies that 

Disregard the Basis for the Test Bed  

The Commission proposes to use a test bed process for verifying compliance because 

“ubiquitous in-building testing is likely to be both costly and impractical due to security and 

permission issues that make it difficult to access private buildings.”
60

  CTIA agrees and supports 

use of a test bed rather than field testing in all markets.  Other proposals involving field testing, 

including periodic re-testing and in-building accuracy measurements in complaint proceedings, 

must be rejected for the same reason the test bed was proposed – such testing is expensive and 

impractical. 

Throughout the NRPM, the Commission recognizes that test beds are necessary to 

eliminate the need for impractical in-building testing nationwide.  It notes, for example, that a 

“test bed approach, representative of real-life call scenarios, would be the most practical and 

cost-effective method for testing compliance with indoor location accuracy requirements.”
61

  The 

Commission further proposes a safe harbor for technologies certified in the test bed and explains 

the benefits of such an approach:  “a technology that meets the location requirements in the test 

bed, upon certification by the CMRS provider that it has been deployed in a manner consistent 

with the test bed parameters, would be presumed to comply with the Commission’s rules, 

without the need for the provider to conduct indoor accuracy in all locations where the 

                                                 
60
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technology is actually deployed.”
62

  It thus tentatively concludes, “by avoiding the need for 

ubiquitous testing, our proposed test bed process would significantly lower costs.”
63

 

CTIA supports the Commission’s proposal that certification in a test bed would serve as a 

safe harbor for CMRS providers.  Once a technology is certified as compliant in the test bed, a 

carrier should be deemed in compliance with the accuracy requirements if the technology is 

deployed in a manner consistent with the test bed methodology.
64

  A finding of compliance in the 

test bed must operate as a safe harbor – and not just a presumption – because no two geographic 

areas and no two buildings will have identical properties for the purpose of generating location 

information.   

Despite the fundamental nexus between the test bed and a safe harbor, as well as the 

bases underlying each proposal, the Commission seeks comment on periodic re-testing and 

in-building testing in response to complaints.
65

  These proposals are at odds with the conclusions 

that field testing is impractical.
66

 

First, periodic re-testing is inconsistent with the safe harbor approach.  Once a specific 

technology has been certified as compliant, there is no need for re-testing.  Any requirement for 
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market-specific testing is inconsistent with the finding that such testing is impractical and costly.  

At most, if the Commission deems re-testing necessary to verify new technologies or 

technological improvements, such testing must occur in the test bed rather than on a 

market-by-market basis.       

Second, the test bed safe harbor approach will become useless if the FCC entertains 

complaints seeking in-building field testing in particular markets.  Such a complaint process 

would effectively require carriers to test deployments in all markets, which would be inconsistent 

with the Commission’s findings that ubiquitous testing is both costly and impractical.
67

  Instead, 

the Commission should encourage the public safety, carrier, and vendor stakeholders to address 

any concerns cooperatively.  CTIA and its member companies stand ready to work with public 

safety to address concerns regarding indoor accuracy without creating a field-level testing 

regime. 

B. The FCC Should Clarify Time to First Fix (“TTFF”) Requirements and 

Reflect Such Findings in its Yield Policy 

The Commission’s E911 Accuracy Workshop highlighted the trade-off between the 

accuracy of location information and the time to generate a location fix, and it demonstrated that 

PSAPs do not have a uniform view.  Some PSAPs want a location fix as soon as possible, 

whereas others prefer more accurate location information if accompanied by only a slight delay.  

The NPRM proposes a 30 second TTFF requirement to ensure that PSAPs and wireless carriers 

have the same expectations regarding the timeframe for delivering location information.
68

 

CTIA supports the TTFF proposal, but it must be reflected in any proposed yield 

requirements.  Unfortunately, although the NPRM provides carriers 30 seconds to generate and 

                                                 
67
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deliver the first 9-1-1 location fix, it proposes that 9-1-1 call yield should include all calls lasting 

10 seconds or more.
69

  These two positions are at odds.  As noted by Commissioner Pai, the 

failure to exclude all calls lasting less than 30 seconds from yield and compliance calculations 

could result in a carrier being liable for not providing location information on a call lasting 11 

seconds even though it is not required to provide location information unless the call lasts 30 

seconds or more.  The 10 second yield proposal is all the more misguided given that (i) some 

PSAPs prefer more accurate location information, (ii) accuracy improves over time, and (iii) the 

Commission proposes that carriers should have 30 seconds within which to generate a compliant 

location fix.  Similarly, the yield proposal could create the following anomaly:  a technology 

satisfies the 9-1-1 accuracy requirements when measured from TTFF, but a carrier is found in 

violation of the accuracy requirements because the technology does not satisfy the accuracy 

requirements when calls lasting less than 30 seconds are included in the calculation. 

To eliminate this inconsistency, the Commission should permit CMRS carriers to exclude 

from any yield calculations calls lasting less than 30 seconds.  If a carrier deploys a technology 

that can obtain an accurate location fix in less than 30 seconds, however, the carrier should have 

the option to include such information in any compliance testing.   

C. The FCC Should Ensure a Meaningful Waiver Process 

As noted above, the Commission should adopt new indoor accuracy requirements only 

after a test bed verifies that multiple technologies are capable of satisfying the proposed 

requirements and that implementation deadlines are achievable.  CTIA anticipates that such an 

approach would largely obviate the need for waivers, in contrast to the Phase II experience. 
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However, CTIA also believes that proper application of the current waiver standard, or a 

useful discussion of how that standard would be applied here, would be a productive step as 

history shows that E911 location accuracy is rife with “unforeseeable circumstances that might 

arise that would justify limited relief.”
70

  A waiver standard that requires a commitment to 

achieve compliance within a specific timeframe, however, is problematic given the uncertainties 

associated with technology availability and deployability.  The waiver process should not be a 

weigh station on the way to enforcement. 

V. MEANINGFUL IMPROVEMENTS IN 9-1-1 LOCATION ACCURACY ARE 

TIED TO PSAP READINESS AND COOPERATIVE EFFORTS 

Commission action in this proceeding can improve location accuracy only if PSAPs have 

the resources, the capabilities, and the training necessary to utilize the information.  This concept 

is not new.  Back in 1999, the Commission concluded that “the benefits of ALI to public safety 

will be realized only to the extent that PSAPs upgrade their systems to receive and use the 

additional information ALI provides for 9-1-1 calls.”
71

  As Chairman Wheeler recently noted, “it 

takes two to tango.  Providers will deliver the information but it will mean little if PSAPs and 

state and local governments do not take the necessary steps on their part.”
72

 

Despite the best intentions of PSAPs, multiple factors can undermine public safety’s 

ability to obtain more accurate location information regarding 9-1-1 calls placed indoors.  First, 

many PSAPs utilize a mapping system and/or computer-aided dispatch (“CAD”) system to 

convert the latitude and longitude information provided by wireless carriers into a dispatchable 
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street address.  If the equipment and software used to make these conversions is outdated, very 

accurate location information provided by a wireless carrier pursuant to new technologies could 

be converted into a less accurate location fix.
73

   

Second, the ability of PSAPs to update their systems may be compromised by raids on 

9-1-1 funds.
74

  In its last Report to Congress on State Collection and Distribution of 911 

Enhanced 911 Fees and Charges, the Commission concluded that four states transferred funds 

collected for 911/E911 purposes – totaling nearly $30 million – to their General Fund.
75

  Two 

other states used the money for public safety-related purposes, but not for 911/E911 

improvements.
76

  Diverting this money away from 911/E911 compromises public safety and may 

inhibit the ability of PSAPs to take full advantage of more accurate 911 location information.   

Finally, even if PSAPs are capable of utilizing new location information, they must have 

proper training to put the new information to use.  As the Commission’s E911 Accuracy 

Workshop demonstrated, CMRS carriers deliver Phase II location information but many PSAPs 

were not following best practices to re-bid for more accurate location information and thus were 

not using all the location information available.  It would be unfortunate if rules are adopted 

                                                 
73
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requiring carriers to adopt new systems that generate more accurate information that is not put to 

use by PSAPs. 

VI. THE NPRM RAISES NUMEROUS PROPOSALS FOR “LONG-TERM” INDOOR 

ACCURACY SOLUTIONS THAT WARRANT FURTHER STUDY  

The Commission asks numerous questions about “long-term” solutions that could further 

improve indoor location accuracy.
77

  For example, it correctly identifies DAS/small cell and 

other technologies as promising vehicles for expanding mobile wireless service – and possibly, 

for providing location information.
78

  The CSRIC has committed to further investigate the merits 

of these technologies, as well as others, for improving indoor E911 accuracy.
79

  CTIA supports 

further study, but urges the Commission to maintain a technology-neutral position with regard to 

location accuracy requirements. 

The Commission has a long history of ensuring that its 9-1-1 rules are 

technology-neutral.
80

  The NPRM seeks to preserve this approach with regard to indoor 

accuracy.
81

  CTIA agrees with the Commission that “a technology-neutral indoor accuracy 

requirement should allow CMRS providers flexibility to adopt an indoor accuracy solution that 

best fits with their long-term business and technology plans.”
82

  If DAS and small cell 

technologies become viable options for solving indoor accuracy problems, they will constitute 
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only one technology option.  The Commission should ensure that any review of specific 

technologies does not become a specific technology mandate.   

However, the Commission should refrain from adopting the proposal to require CMRS 

carriers to include information regarding whether a 9-1-1 call was placed indoors or outdoors in 

the data sent to PSAPs.
83

  CMRS carriers generally cannot identify whether a call was placed 

indoors or outdoors.  Moreover, it is unclear whether or how PSAP systems would be able to 

utilize the information. 

VII. UNIFORM LOCATION ACCURACY RULES SHOULD BE REJECTED 

The Commission seeks comment on whether it should accelerate the transition to a single 

E911 accuracy standard.
84

  In particular, the NPRM asks whether all CMRS providers could 

comply with a 50 meter accuracy/67% reliability requirement for all calls – indoors and outdoors 

– within two years.
85

   CTIA opposes such an approach.   

In September 2010, the Commission adopted an eight-year transition period toward a 

single accuracy standard – the handset-based standard – for locating 9-1-1 callers outdoors.
86

  

This transition period was adopted despite the objections of many CMRS carriers utilizing 

network-based solutions that expressed reservations over this timeline given the highly technical 

nature of the migration and reliance on consumer adoption of location-capable handsets.
87

  The 

following year, the Commission concluded that it would be premature to revisit the issue:  “The 
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record shows convincing support from wireless carriers and the public safety community for 

retaining the Commission’s current bifurcated approach for cost reasons. . . .  We thus conclude 

that continuing this approach will provide the benefit of regulatory certainty without the likely 

precipitate costs of a unitary standard at this time . . . .”
88

 

These same concerns remain valid today with regard to any proposal to unify the 

accuracy rules for indoor and outdoor environments.  Any new requirements regarding the 

transition to a uniform standard would undermine regulatory certainty and impose additional 

costs without any significant public benefit.   

VIII. A UNIFORM LIABILITY STANDARD WOULD BE HELPFUL  

The Commission correctly notes that the NET 911 Act and the NG911 Advancement Act 

provide adequate liability protection for CMRS carriers providing E911 services.
89

  These 

statutes generally rely upon state level liability protection.  However, as CTIA has urged on 

several occasions, adoption of a uniform, nationwide liability protection standard is preferred by 

the wireless industry.
90

  The adoption of a uniform nationwide standard would be technology-

neutral and would eliminate the patchwork of regulations currently governing E911 liability.  

Perhaps most importantly, such an approach would eliminate potential disputes over the scope of 

protection – especially for E911 services provided by non-traditional over-the-top service 

providers.  
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CONCLUSION 

CTIA and its member companies support efforts to improve the accuracy of locating 

wireless 9-1-1 callers, whether they are indoors or outdoors.  Any new rules, however, must be 

based on verifiable evidence that multiple technologies currently exist that can satisfy the 

Commission’s proposed accuracy requirements in all environments.  At a minimum, the 

Commission should use a test bed to determine whether multiple technologies can generate 

compliant location fixes in all environments and only then set the effective date for new rules. 
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