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I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
In these comments, we note that the proponents of disability indicators are 

looking to address two separate sets of concerns.  We note that these two sets of concerns cannot be addressed by a single mechanism.  We further note that if the State chooses to pursue both sets of concerns, it should pursue the following two separate mechanisms: (1) adding a disability indicator to the current E9-1-1 system to identify incoming calls from persons with disabilities and (2) creating a separate statewide database that would allow public officials to identify people with disabilities and notify those people of impending emergencies.  
In section II below, we provide background information about the legislation that gave rise to these comments, meetings the Commission has participated in that have informed these comments and the two mechanisms discussed above.


In section III of these comments, we focus on the first of the two mechanisms – adding a disability indicator to the E9-1-1 system to identify incoming calls from persons with disabilities.  We note that disability indicators could be added to either the statewide E9-1-1 database or to the local PSAP databases.  We conclude, for a variety of reasons, that if the State decides to add disability indicators to the E9-1-1 system, the indicators and associated information should be added to the local PSAP databases rather than the statewide E9-1-1 database.  In this section, we identify several impediments to incorporating disability indicators into the statewide E9-1-1 database and note that the elimination of some of these impediments must happen at the federal level.  We conclude this section by identifying possible next steps for addressing these limitations at the federal level and offer the Commission’s assistance in exploring ways to resolve these matters at the federal level if the State determines that it would like to pursue the incorporation of disability indicators into the statewide E9-1-1 database.


In section IV of these comments, we focus on the second of the two mechanisms that the proponents of disability indicators are seeking to explore - creating a statewide database that would allow public officials to identify people with disabilities and notify those people of impending emergencies.   We note that this function cannot be performed by the statewide E9-1-1 database and that if the State decides to pursue this function it should consider creating a separate database for doing so.  We note that the Commission does not have expertise in this area and defers to MEMA on recommendations regarding the creation, design and maintenance of a separate database to perform this broader emergency management function.
II.
BACKGROUND 





Last session, LD 2044, An Act to Enhance the Protection of Maine Families from Terrorism and Natural Disasters, was considered by the Legislature.  That bill, in amended form, was enacted as P.L. 2005, chapter 634.  Section 20 of chapter 634 requires the Director of the Maine Emergency Management Agency (MEMA) to consult with the Public Utilities Commission (Commission) on the feasibility of adding a disability indicator to the current 

E9-1-1 system that would allow individuals with disabilities and special health needs to choose to provide a two-digit code identifying special assistance needs in an emergency.  Section 20 also requires the Director of MEMA to, by September 18, 2006, file a report of his findings and recommendations with the Task Force to Study Maine’s Homeland Security Needs (Task Force).  

The Emergency Services Communication Bureau (ESCB), which is responsible for managing Maine’s E9-1-1 system, is a Division of the Commission.   In response to the requirements of section 20 of chapter 634, the Director of the ESCB, along with other members of the Commission’s staff, met three times with MEMA officials and representatives of other interested parties to discuss disability indicators.  On July 27, 2006, Commission staff met with MEMA representatives to discuss the requirements of section 20 of chapter 634 and how to best satisfy the requirements of that section.  On August 18, 2006 Commission staff met with MEMA and county Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) directors representing the Maine chapter of the National Emergency Number Association and Knox, Lincoln and Somerset Counties, to discuss the use of disability indicators at the local and statewide levels.  On August 22, 2006, Commission staff met with representatives of MEMA, the Maine Developmental Disabilities Council, the Maine Parent Federation, Alpha One and the AARP to discuss disability indicators and broader issues relating to emergency notification and response.    

Based on these meetings, the Commission understands that the proponents of disability indicators in Maine are trying to accomplish two very different things through the implementation of disability indicators.  
· Some proponents of disability indicators are focusing on calls 
coming into the current E9-1-1 system.  They want to incorporate some kind of code or signal into the E9-1-1 system that will alert the PSAP calltaker that a deaf, hard-of-hearing, speech impaired or disabled person may be making the call.  
Illustration of problem to be addressed:  A deaf, hard-of-hearing or speech-impaired person calling 911 could be hung up on because the caller is unable to speak and the PSAP calltaker has no way of knowing there is someone on the line who needs help.
  
Possible response:
Incorporate an indicator into the E9-1-1 system at the statewide or local level that will notify the PSAP calltaker that (1) the caller may have special needs and (2) identify the nature of the caller’s special needs. 

· Some proponents of disability indicators want to create a statewide database that would allow public officials to identify people with disabilities and notify those people of impending emergencies.  
Illustration of problem to be addressed:  An emergency evacuation notice is given over the radio or by some other means but cannot be received by a disabled person because of her or his disability. 
Possible response:
Create a statewide database that will (1) allow public officials to identify and locate people with disabilities who may need special notice and help during emergencies and (2) provide information to public officials about the nature of a person’s disability and any special assistance that may be required.  
When considering disability indicators, it is important to distinguish between these two functions discussed above.  We believe that each function requires a separate response.  In part III below, we discuss the merits of adding a disability indicator to the current E9-1-1 system.  In part IV below, we briefly discuss the creation of a separate statewide database that would allow public officials to identify people with disabilities and notify those people of impending emergencies.  
III.
ADD DISABILITY INDICATOR TO CURRENT E9-1-1 SYSTEM TO IDENTIFY INCOMING CALLS FROM PERSONS WITH DISABILITIES 
A.
How the E9-1-1 System Works
The statewide E9-1-1 system is an emergency call answering system at 45 locations in Maine.  The way the system operates depends upon whether the call is placed using a wireline, wireless or Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) connection.  


1.
Wireline E9-1-1 Calls

When an E9-1-1 call is placed from a wireline telephone, the 
call is automatically routed to the correct PSAP.  The telephone owner’s name, address, and the correct jurisdictional medical, fire department, and police department entity is shown on the computer screen in front of the PSAP calltaker. The calltaker then ensures that the caller’s address and type of request is relayed to the responder’s dispatch entity.  The caller’s wireline information that appears at the PSAP resides in a State-owned standalone E9-1-1 database that is housed and maintained by Verizon pursuant to a contract between the State and Verizon.  The database information is delivered to the PSAP only when E9-1-1 is called.  The E9-1-1 database does not allow the PSAP calltaker to search the E9-1-1 database. 

2.
Wireless E9-1-1 Calls

The federal government regulates wireless telephone 

providers.  States have very little regulatory authority over the acts and practices of wireless providers and no authority to mandate E9-1-1 compliance.  FCC rules require the wireless companies to provide E9-1-1 calling access.  When an E9-1-1 call is placed from a cellular or wireless device, the call is automatically routed to one of four regional Department of Public Safety Regional Communications Centers.  When this happens, the telephone owner’s wireless telephone number, and in most cases the latitude and longitude of the location of the telephone, appear at the PSAP on the calltaker’s computer screen.  The calltaker then attempts to relay the caller’s location (when available), and type of help requested, to a responder, based on the address of the cellular tower receiving the E9-1-1 call or an alternate responder because of the current location of the caller.  For wireless 911 calls, there is no jurisdictional responder information for the correct medical, fire, or police agency as there is with a wireline E9-1-1 call.  Based on the calltaker’s interrogation and the caller’s verbal description of the type of help requested, the calltaker then attempts to notify the jurisdictional responder for the medical, fire, or police assistance.  The caller’s wireless information that appears at the PSAP is from the wireless company’s private database, which is separate and distinct from the wireline E9-1-1 database.  Each of the six wireless companies that provide service in Maine house and maintain their own separate E9-1-1 database. 

3. VoIP E9-1-1 Calls

VoIP is a relatively new technology that allows telephone 
calls to be made over the internet by using a computer with a high speed internet connection.
  Initially, the providers of VoIP service were not required to provide E9-1-1 access to callers.  Recently, the FCC adopted rules that require VoIP providers to provide E9-1-1 access and the caller’s address when routing the E9-1-1 call to a PSAP.  The E9-1-1 address is self-reported electronically by the VoIP subscriber when requesting the VoIP service.  The E9-1-1 address may be located in any one of over 500 VoIP providers’ private databases.  This address will then appear on the computer screen of the PSAP calltaker.  For VoIP E9-1-1 calls, there is no jurisdictional responder information for the correct medical, fire, or police agency associated with the call as there is with a wireline E9-1-1 call. Based on the calltaker’s interrogation and the caller’s verbal description of the type of help requested, the calltaker then attempts to notify the jurisdictional responder for the medical, fire, or police assistance.  The caller’s VoIP information that appears at the PSAP is from the VoIP company’s private database, which is separate and distinct from the wireline and multiple wireless E9-1-1 databases.  Each of the 500+ VoIP companies that potentially provide service in Maine house and maintain their own separate E9-1-1database. 

B.
How Disability Indicators Work
A disability indicator is typically a two-letter abbreviation for a 

person’s specific physical disability.  Disability indicators may be used by emergency responders and others to provide advance notice of a possible need for additional support and resources that may be required to meet the caller’s particular needs. 

If a disability indicator were added to the E9-1-1 database, it would 
be shown on the PSAP calltaker’s computer screen along with the normal E9-1-1 information for wireline E9-1-1 calls.  It is important to note that people with disabilities would not be required to provide information relating to their disability or to participate in the disability indicator process.  Participation in the disability indicator program is voluntary.  Experience in other states indicates that many people with disabilities choose not to participate in a disability indicator program due to privacy and confidentiality considerations.  As discussed below, this voluntary nature of the disability indicator program is very important.  

If a disabled person chooses to participate in the program, that 

person would have to submit the necessary information to state or local officials who would review it for completeness and then submit it to the proper entity for entry into the applicable state or local database. 
1. Entry of Disability Indicators Into the Statewide E9-1-1 

Database

If the disability indicator were added to Maine’s 
statewide E9-1-1 database, the necessary information would be submitted to Verizon for entry.  Because there is no vacant field in the current E9-1-1 database that could be used for disability information, that information would have to be entered into the “comments” field of the database.  Upon notification from Verizon that the data had been entered, the State would audit the information for accuracy and file the original request along with associated paper work.   Because the State has no jurisdiction over the E9-1-1 databases of wireless or VoIP providers, there is no corresponding data entry process for such providers.

2. Entry of Disability Indicators into the Local CAD 

Databases 
An alternative method or model for holding and maintaining  

a disability indicator database is to place it within the local PSAP Computer Aided Dispatch (CAD) computer.  As discussed below, information from other jurisdictions suggests that local PSAPs are able to work more closely with responders and maintain more accurate disability indicator information in their databases.  In addition, key technological limitations in the statewide E9-1-1 database do not exist in the local CAD databases.
Five states are currently using disability indicators in some 

form.  Our review of their experiences and how disability indicators are working in those states and is contained in section III (D) below.  
C.      Issues Regarding the Incorporation of Disability Indicators into 
the E9-1-1 System 


There are several issues relating to the incorporation of disability 

indicators into the E9-1-1 system that should be considered by MEMA and the Task Force.  Our review of these issues indicates that if the State decides to incorporate disability indicators into the E9-1-1 system, the disability indicators should be incorporated into the local CAD databases rather than the statewide E9-1-1 database.
1. Integrity of Information  

As indicated above, if disability indicators were incorporated 


into the current statewide E9-1-1 database, they would have to be entered by Verizon into the “comments” field of the database. This “comments” field is commonly used by Verizon for adding one-time additional or supplemental information to the E9-1-1 database record.  If disability indicator information is included in the “comments” field and any field of the record is subsequently modified in any way (such as, for a change of address, phone number, addition or disconnection of calling features such as caller ID, etc.),  the disability indicator information would be lost.  Such changes are quite common.
  This volatility of the “comments” field means that storing disability indicator information in that field would significantly undermine the integrity of the disability information. 

If there is a change in any data field which results in the 
automatic removal of disability indicator information from the record, someone or some entity would have be responsible for requesting that the disability indicator information be re-entered into the database.  In other jurisdictions where disability indicators are part of the statewide E9-1-1 database, the person with the disability who initially requested disability indicator is typically the one who is responsible to restart the application process and request that the disability indicator be re-entered into the statewide database.  Experience in other jurisdictions has shown that (1) the state in question does not have sufficient resources to routinely audit disability indicator information to ensure that such information remains current and (2) it is not reasonable to expect the person who requested the disability indicator to monitor the accuracy of such information.  As a result, the integrity of disability indicator information that is stored in the statewide E9-1-1 database is significantly compromised. 



The alternative to storing disability indicator information in the statewide E9-1-1 database is to store it at the local level in the various PSAP CAD systems.  These CAD systems do not rely on the Verizon database and therefore do not have the “comments” field limitation discussed above.  As a result, disability indicator information stared at the local level would not be subject to automatic and unintentional deletion and would be significantly more secure than the same information being stored in the statewide database. 
There are several other questions regarding the integrity of 
disability indicator information that must be addressed irrespective of whether the information is placed in the statewide E9-1-1 database or the local CAD database.   Such questions include the following:  

· Who should be responsible for addition, change, or removal of the disability indicator? 
· How should a “disability indicator” be defined and how many different codes should be allowed? 
· Who is legally liable, and to what extent, if disability indicator information is compromised or used incorrectly?

· Who should be authorized to sign the application for disability indicator insert?

· What level of confidentially can be maintained under state and federal laws and rules?

· Experience in other jurisdictions indicates that, because of privacy and confidentiality reasons, many disabled people choose not to provide information about their disability to the State.  What would the participation rate in Maine likely be and how would this participation rate affect the effort?
· How would authentication of a caller’s request to be removed from the list be undertaken?
 
2.
“Next Generation” Database


The limited nature of the current Verizon E9-1-1 database 
stems from the fact that the database was developed 35 years ago.  Requirements for the database have evolved significantly since it was put into service and the database has been subsequently modified to the maximum extent possible.  There is no additional capacity in the Verizon E9-1-1 database to specifically accommodate disability indicator information.



The alternative to using the “comments” field in the existing Verizon E9-1-1 database is the creation of a “next generation” E9-1-1 database that could, among other things, establish national standards for such things as the storage of disability indicator information.  Because the Verizon E9-1-1 database (and other comparable E9-1-1 databases) is currently being used by several states, the creation of a “next generation” E9-1-1 database would need to be overseen by the federal government.  In fact, the United States Department of Transportation recently issued an RFP for consultants to design the “next generation” E9-1-1 database.  The USDOT intends to work closely with public and private 9-1-1 stakeholders during the next two years to produce a national framework and deployment plan for an NG-9-1-1 System. 




If MEMA and the Task Force are interested in addressing the limitations of the current Verizon E9-1-1 database, the place to do so is at the federal level.  The Commission is very willing to provide assistance to MEMA and the Task Force in this regard.
3.
Danger to Responder  

Protection of the emergency responder or the citizen passer-
by is another issue to be considered.  An illustration of this concern is the national “TOTS” program that fire departments across the country introduced several years ago.  This program included the placement of a sticker on the widow of a child’s bedroom.  As the program progressed, it quickly became evident to firemen and policemen that what appeared to be a benefit to both the responder and the victim in fact represented a significant risk to responders. The program was quickly abandoned.  
Some typical scenarios which led to the abandonment of the 

program include the following:  A “TOTS” sticker is placed on the bedroom window of a small child and one of the following occurs:  (1) the family moves out of the house and the new homeowner/renter fails to remove the “TOTS” sticker; (2) the family is on vacation or (3) the child is spending time with a divorced parent.  In each of these situations, there is a potential to place the responder or citizen passer-by at risk of harm should the house be reported to be on fire and the responder sees the “TOTS” sticker and takes extraordinary measure to save a child that is in fact not in the house.  



Inaccurate or outdated disability indicator information that resides in the E9-1-1 system could pose a similar danger to medical, fire and police responders.  This is another reason why it is necessary to take whatever reasonable steps are available to ensure the accuracy of such information and why the Commission favors the storage of such information at the local PSAP level in the CAD databases rather than in the statewide E9-1-1 database.
4. A Disability Indicator Program Would be Limited to Wireline Calls  
As noted above, the wireless or cellular companies are 
largely unregulated and did not provide their customers with E9-1-1 access until the FCC required them to meet specific E9-1-1 implementation timelines.  Five of the six wireless companies that provide service in Maine provide E9-1-1 (Phase II); all six provide 9-1-1 calling (Phase I).  In addition, each wireless company in Maine creates, houses, and maintains its own database for E9-1-1. The State has no authority to require these wireless companies to participate in a disability indicator program.  Each entity has its own form of database and field design over which the ESCB has very limited control.  The ESCB’s authority over such entities is limited to screen placement of the E9-1-1 fields at the PSAP.  Accordingly, the State has no authority to require wireless carriers to participate in a disability indicator program or to include disability indicators in their respective databases.  For similar reasons, the State cannot require VoIP providers to include disability indicators in their databases.  Thus, only wireline 9-1-1 calls would include disability indicator information.  This is true whether the disability indicators are stored in the statewide E9-1-1 database or in the local CAD system.
Because only wireline subscribers would be involved in a 
disability indicator program that is built into the E9-1-1 system, the program would be significantly limited in scope and coverage.  In Maine, 42% of all E9-1-1 requests for help are placed using a wireless or cellular telephones.  Wireless technology is expanding rapidly in Maine.  If this trend continues, the scope and coverage of a disability indicator system that relies on the statewide E9-1-1 database will shrink over time.  This coverage of the disability indicator system would further shrink if VoIP service becomes more popular in Maine.



As noted above, Maine has very limited jurisdiction over wireless and VoIP providers.  Under the current regulatory framework at the federal level, wireless and VoIP providers are not required to participate in any disability indicator program.  If MEMA and the Task Force would like to pursue regulatory changes for wireless and VoIP providers regarding disability indicator programs, the place to do so is at the federal level.  The Commission is very willing to work with MEMA, the Task Force and Maine’s Congressional delegation on such issues.
5. Compliance with Confidentiality and Equal Access Requirements 
A key issue relating to disability indicators is the fact that 
much of the associated information is very private.  State and federal laws have long recognized the sensitive nature of medical information and explicitly limited the use and dissemination of that information. The ESCB statute specifically identifies the confidentially of medical information and how that information must be treated.
  In addition, both state and federal Health Information and Privacy Portability Act (HIPPA) regulations may limit access to this information outside the original call for help.  
Any disability indicator program must take these 

confidentiality requirements into account and ensure that the use and dissemination of confidential information is consistent with state and federal law.  

A disability indicator program must also comply with state 
and federal equal access and anti-discrimination laws.  For instance, the federal Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires the E9-1-1 must provide “equal access” to all E9-1-1 callers.  To ensure equal access to the E9-1-1 system, no special identification, telephone number or routing to the PSAP prior to the calltaker answering the call at the PSAP is permitted.  After the call is answered, the calltaker can use the interrogation process to determine any special needs of the caller.  Any disability indicator program must be sure to comply with ADA and other equal access requirements.  




The above discussion underscores two important points that must be considered when weighing the relative merits of a disability indicator program.  First, the information at issue is very sensitive and procedures must be adopted to ensure the proper handling of such information.  Second, participation in a disability indicator is voluntary.  Because of the sensitivity of the information at issue, some people who could otherwise benefit from participating in a disability indicator program will choose not to participate because of their unwillingness to share such sensitive information with state or local officials.   


6.
Telecommunications Device for the Deaf (TDD)
 Training



In section III above, we noted that some proponents of disability indicators believe that such indicators are needed to address the specific situation in which a deaf, hard-of-hearing or speech-impaired person calling 911 could be hung up on because the caller is unable to speak and the PSAP calltaker has no way of knowing there is someone on the line who needs help.  This is a valid concern that the ESCB is already taking steps to address.  



The ESCB believes that the answer to the problem is enhanced training for each of the state’s 750 E9-1-1 calltakers.  As discussed above, ADA requirements prohibit the identification of discrete groups of E9-1-1 callers.  There can be no special identification of the caller prior to the calltaker answering the phone.  As a result, the calltaker has no way of knowing who is calling prior to answering the phone.  The ESCB believes that the way to address the concern listed above is to make sure that all calltakers are properly trained to recognize situations when a deaf, hard-of-hearing or speech impaired person may be calling and respond accordingly.  The ESCB has developed an enhanced training program for all E9-1-1 calltakers to address this precise set of issues.



Under the enhanced training protocols that were developed with input from a stakeholder group that included users of TDDs, the calltaker will send a TDD message when the line appears to be dead.  A TDD user would then be able to respond with their request for help using their TDD.  This training program will ensure that all E9-1-1 calltakers are aware of this issue and know how to properly respond.

D.      Review of Other States

There is much to be learned about disability indicators from the 

experiences of other states.  In an effort to gather information about other states’ experiences with disability indicators, the ESCB conducted an informal email survey of members of the National Association of State 9-1-1 Directors (NASNA).  The survey asked NASNA members to indicate whether they employed disability indicators in their E9-1-1 systems and, if so, to provide any comments they may have about their disability indicator programs.  

Nineteen of 36 NASNA members responded to the ESCB’s email.  

Two facts became immediately evident from the responses:  (1) no two states have identical E9-1-1 programs and (2) differences in E9-1-1 programs make comparisons of such programs problematic.  Each E9-1-1 program is funded, operated, and managed in different ways and at different levels.  One has to be mindful about “apples to oranges” comparisons and careful about drawing specific conclusions from such comparisons.  However, the following general conclusions can be drawn for the results of our survey.   
· The following six states have statewide E9-1-1 programs with funding, collections, service implementation and contracting features that are similar to Maine’s program: Connecticut, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, and Rhode Island. 

· The following five states incorporate disability indicators in their respective statewide E9-1-1 databases: Connecticut, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Vermont, and Delaware. 
· The following 12 states have chosen to not incorporate disability indicators into in their respective statewide E9-1-1 databases: Arizona, California, Georgia, Indiana, Maryland, Minnesota, Michigan, Missouri, New Jersey, Oregon, Tennessee, and Washington. 
· Seven of the 12 states that chose not to incorporate disability indicators into their statewide E9-1-1 databases indicated that they either supported, or did not object to, the inclusion of disability indicators in the local CAD databases or as a function of a local program such as TRIAD. 

To gather additional information from states that were identified in the email survey and during discussions with interested parties, the ESCB called representatives from, and/or reviewed corresponding web sites of, the states of Delaware, Vermont, Massachusetts and Rhode Island.
1. Delaware 

Delaware incorporates disability indicators into its statewide 
E9-1-1 database.  At the request of local police departments, disability indicators are also incorporated into CAD systems at the local level.  Delaware also has a program called the Special Needs Alert Program (SNAP) which identifies children with special needs.  The SNAP program is part of Delaware’s disability indicator initiative.   As part of the program, local fire department representatives visit each SNAP applicant to familiarize the department with the location and needs of the applicant.   

The Director of Delaware’s E9-1-1 system indicated that 
information integrity issues associated with SNAP have become a problem.  SNAP information is entered into the statewide E9-1-1 database, but is not updated by the applicant.  In addition, the State does not have the resources to routinely audit SNAP and other disability indicator information.  As a result, the reliability of the disability indicator information in Delaware’s statewide E9-1-1 database is significantly compromised.  
2.
Vermont 
The web page for the Vermont E9-1-1 system indicates that 
there are approximately 1,600 disability indicator entries
 in Vermont’s statewide E9-1-1 database.  Vermont’s E9-1-1 employees enter the disability indicator information into the statewide E9-1-1 database, but do not routinely update or audit that information.   

3.
Massachusetts 

In Massachusetts, disability indicator information is included 
in both the statewide E9-1-1 database and the local CAD databases.   In the Boston area, the function of accepting the disability indicator information is performed by the local police department. Contacts within the Boston Police Department indicate that such information is kept in the police CAD system and is not sent to the statewide E9-1-1 database.  Our review indicates that the decision to store disability indicator information at the local level is driven in large part by the volatility of the statewide system which requires that such information be entered in the “comments” field of the database.  As discussed above, information in the “comments” field is automatically overwritten every time there is any change in the record.  This fact significantly compromises the integrity of disability indicator information stored in the statewide E9-1-1 database.  In response, it appears that most of the disability indicator information that is used in Massachusetts is stored at the local level rather that in the statewide E9-1-1 database.  


4.
Rhode Island
The Rhode Island E9-1-1 system is significantly different 

from other systems discussed above.  Rhode Island has only one PSAP.  Unlike other states, Rhode Island owns and maintains its own statewide E9-1-1 database.  As a result, Rhode Island has significantly more control over how the database is designed and the functions it performs.  The Rhode Island web site indicates that the state uses disability indicator information for evacuation, transportation, and communications when calling 9-1-1.  This suggests that the Rhode Island statewide database may be designed to perform some of the broader emergency management functions that are discussed in section IV below.  If MEMA and the Task Force are interested in pursuing that broader emergency management function through disability indicators, the Commission recommends that more research should be done about the Rhode Island system.  
E. Conclusions and Recommendations
In considering whether to incorporate disability indicator information 
into the E9-1-1 system, MEMA and the Task Force must carefully weigh the available facts.   As discussed above, there are a variety of issues relating to disability indicators that must be considered.  

A threshold issue is whether disability indicator information should 

be stored at the statewide or local level. Based on our email survey and discussions with states that include disability indicators in their statewide E9-1-1 databases, we draw the following general conclusions: (1) for a variety of reasons, it is difficult to maintain the integrity of disability indicator information in a statewide E9-1-1 database and (2) because of fundamental problems of storing disability indicator information at the statewide level, it makes more sense to store disability indicator information at the local level in the local CAD systems.



In these comments, we identify two fundamental impediments to the use of disability indicators in Maine’s E9-1-1 system.  First, the limitations of the current Verizon E9-1-1 database do not allow for the adequate storage of disability indicator information in the statewide E9-1-1 database.  Second, the current regulatory framework does not allow states to require wireless or VoIP providers to participate in disability indicator programs.  To the extent MEMA and the Task Force want to address these issues, the place to do so is at the federal level.  The Commission is very willing to work with MEMA, the Task Force and Maine’s Congressional delegation on “next generation” E9-1-1 issues. 
IV.
CREATING A STATEWIDE DATABASE THAT WOULD ALLOW PUBLIC OFFICIALS TO IDENITFY PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES AND NOTIFY THOSE PEOPLE OF IMPENDING EMERGENCIES  
Section 20 of chapter 634 directs MEMA to “determine the 
feasibility of adding a disability indicator to the current E-E9-1-1 system.”  As discussed above, the statewide E-E9-1-1 database is designed to handle incoming emergency calls from individuals.  However, during meetings with interested parties during which disability indicators were discussed, it became clear that some parties are interested in the creation and/or expansion of a separate statewide database that can be used by public officials to identify people with disabilities and provide notice and assistance to designated people under more general emergency circumstances.  

The Commission does not have expertise in this area and defers to 
MEMA on recommendations regarding the creation, design and maintenance of a separate database to perform this broader emergency management function.  
� This illustration was provided by interested parties during the August 22nd disability indicator meeting.  As discussed in section III(C)(5) below, the ESCB is already taking steps to address this specific problem.  


� There are three types of wireline 9-1-1 configurations. (1) Call forwarding 9-1-1 is the routing of subscribers 10-digit telephone number to a PSAP based on tariffs, central offices, or rate centers, when the subscriber calls 9-1-1.  No telephone information is available. (2) Basic 9-1-1 (B9-1-1) is the routing of the subscriber’s 10-digit telephone number to a PSAP as above and provides the call-back telephone number to the calltaker. (3) Enhanced 9-1-1 (E9-1-1) is the selective routing of the subscriber’s 10-digit telephone number to the correct or predetermined jurisdictional PSAP which provides the PSAP with the subscriber’s telephone number, name, address, and correct emergency responder for medical, fire, and police for the address.  


� The FCC allows wireless 9-1-1 to be implemented in two phases. (1) Wireless 9-1-1 Phase I provides the PSAP with the call-back telephone number of the wireless telephone and the address of the radio tower currently in use by the telephone. (2) Wireless E9-1-1 Phase II is the FCC requirement for the carrier to provide the PSAP with the caller’s call-back telephone number, latitude and longitude of the telephone’s location within certain location accuracy limitations based on the carrier’s current technology, and the address of the radio tower currently in use.











� Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) is a technology that allows a subscriber with a high speed internet connection to place computer generated telephone calls over their internet connection, thus bypassing the traditional public switched network.  The State treats a VoIP call like a wireline call for the purpose of E9-1-1 access. The VoIP service provider supplies the PSAP with the caller’s call-back telephone number and the caller’s self-reported and entered (non-validated) address.  


� Our records indicate that Maine currently has over 1,200 VoIP subscribers.  


� Our records indicate that Maine averages over 45,000 changes to the statewide E9-1-1 database per month.


� The statute may be reviewed on our web page at 


http//:janus.state.me.us/legis/statutes/25/title25sec2929.html


� A TDD is an electronic device that interfaces with a conventional telephone to provide, among other things, text-based 9-1-1 requests.  TDDs are frequently used by deaf, hard-of-hearing and speech-impaired persons.


� This number includes an unknown number of entries from a separate program called “Private Citizen” (PC).  The PC designations are mixed with disability indicator designations in a way that makes identifying the actual number of disability indicators in the system problematic.
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