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zone without obtaining permission from 
the COTP or their designated 
representative. 

IV. Regulatory Analyses 

We developed this rule after 
considering numerous statutes and 
Executive orders related to rulemaking. 
Below we summarize our analyses 
based on a number of these statutes and 
Executive orders. 

A. Impact on Small Entities 

The regulatory flexibility analysis 
provisions of the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act of 1980, 5 U.S.C. 601–612, do not 
apply to rules that are not subject to 
notice and comment. Because the Coast 
Guard has, for good cause, waived the 
notice and comment requirement that 
would otherwise apply to this 
rulemaking, the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act’s flexibility analysis provisions do 
not apply here. 

Under section 213(a) of the Small 
Business Regulatory Enforcement 
Fairness Act of 1996 (Pub. L. 104–121), 
if this rule will affect your small 
business, organization, or governmental 
jurisdiction and you have questions, 
contact the person listed in the FOR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT section. 

Small businesses may send comments 
to the Small Business and Agriculture 
Regulatory Enforcement Ombudsman 
and the Regional Small Business 
Regulatory Fairness Boards by calling 1– 
888–REG–FAIR (1–888–734–3247). The 
Coast Guard will not retaliate against 
small entities that question or complain 
about this rule or any policy or action 
of the Coast Guard. 

B. Collection of Information 

This rule will not call for a new 
collection of information under the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. 3501–3520). 

C. Federalism and Indian Tribal 
Governments 

We have analyzed this rule under 
Executive Order 13132, Federalism, and 
have determined that it is consistent 
with the fundamental federalism 
principles and preemption requirements 
described in that Order. 

Also, this rule does not have tribal 
implications under Executive Order 
13175, Consultation and Coordination 
with Indian Tribal Governments, 
because it does not have a substantial 
direct effect on one or more Indian 
tribes, on the relationship between the 
Federal Government and Indian tribes, 
or on the distribution of power and 
responsibilities between the Federal 
Government and Indian tribes. 

D. Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 
As required by The Unfunded 

Mandates Reform Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 
1531–1538), the Coast Guard certifies 
that this rule will not result in an 
annual expenditure of $100,000,000 or 
more (adjusted for inflation) by a State, 
local, or tribal government, in the 
aggregate, or by the private sector. 

E. Environment 
We have analyzed this rule under 

Department of Homeland Security 
Directive 023–01, Rev. 1, associated 
implementing instructions, and 
Environmental Planning COMDTINST 
5090.1 (series), which guide the Coast 
Guard in complying with the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 
U.S.C. 4321–4370f), and have 
determined that this action is one of a 
category of actions that do not 
individually or cumulatively have a 
significant effect on the human 
environment. 

This rule is a safety zone. It is 
categorically excluded from further 
review under paragraph L60(c) of 
Appendix A, Table 1 of DHS Instruction 
Manual 023–01–001–01, Rev. 1, because 
we must get the safety zone into effect 
before imminent salvage operations 
begin. 

List of Subjects in 33 CFR Part 165 
Harbors, Marine safety, Navigation 

(water), Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Security measures, 
Waterways. 

For the reasons discussed in the 
preamble, the Coast Guard amends 33 
CFR part 165 as follows: 

PART 165—REGULATED NAVIGATION 
AREAS AND LIMITED ACCESS AREAS 

■ 1. The authority citation for part 165 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 46 U.S.C. 70034, 70051, 70124; 
33 CFR 1.05–1, 6.04–1, 6.04–6, and 160.5; 
Department of Homeland Security Delegation 
No. 00170.1, Revision No. 01.4. 

■ 2. Add § 165.T14–0850 to read as 
follows: 

§ 165.T14–0850 Safety Zone; Naval 
Salvage Operation, Apra Harbor, GU. 

(a) Location. The following area is a 
moving safety zone: All navigable 
waters within a 100-yard radius 
surrounding the USNS SALVOR and M/ 
V VOYAGER as it transits within the 
U.S. Coast Guard Forces Micronesia/ 
Sector Guam COTP Zone, as described 
in 33 CFR 3.70–15. 

(b) Definitions. As used in this 
section, designated representative 
means a Coast Guard Patrol 
Commander, including a Coast Guard 

coxswain, petty officer, or other officer 
operating a Coast Guard vessel and a 
Federal, State, or local officer 
designated by or assisting the COTP in 
the enforcement of the safety zone. 

(c) Regulations. (1) Under the general 
safety zone regulations in subpart C of 
this part, you may not enter the safety 
zone described in paragraph (a) of this 
section unless authorized by the COTP 
or their designated representative. 

(2) To seek permission to enter or 
transit through the zone, contact the 
COTP or their designated representative 
via VHF Channel 16 or by phone at 671– 
355–4800. Those within the safety zone 
must comply with all lawful orders or 
directions given to them by the COTP or 
their designated representative. 

(d) Enforcement period. This section 
will be enforced for designated periods 
of time, while the USNS SALVOR is 
engaged in vessel salvage operations, on 
days requested by the Navy. The Coast 
Guard will inform mariners of the 
enforcement period via a Marine Safety 
Information Bulletin, Local Notice to 
Mariners, or Broadcast Notice to 
Mariners. 

Jessica S. Worst, 
Captain, U.S. Coast Guard, Captain of the 
Port, U.S. Coast Guard Forces Micronesia/ 
Sector Guam. 
[FR Doc. 2025–17841 Filed 9–15–25; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 9110–04–P 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

47 CFR Part 4 

[PS Docket Nos. 21–346 and 15–80; ET 
Docket No. 04–35, FCC 25–45; FR ID 
311054] 

Resilient Networks; Concerning 
Disruptions to Communications 

AGENCY: Federal Communications 
Commission. 
ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: In this document, the Federal 
Communications Commission 
(Commission) adopts an Order on 
Reconsideration (Order) which grants in 
part, the Alliance for 
Telecommunications Industry 
Solutions’ (ATIS’s) petition for 
reconsideration of the Second Report 
and Order & Further Notice Proposed 
Rulemaking (FNPRM)—in which the 
Commission adopted certain rules 
governing Disaster Information 
Reporting System (DIRS) activations—to 
clarify what the Commission expects 
from providers during DIRS activations. 
Specifically, the Order clarifies the 

VerDate Sep<11>2014 16:20 Sep 15, 2025 Jkt 265001 PO 00000 Frm 00072 Fmt 4700 Sfmt 4700 E:\FR\FM\16SER1.SGM 16SER1lo
tte

r 
on

 D
S

K
11

X
Q

N
23

P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 R
U

LE
S

1



44561 Federal Register / Vol. 90, No. 177 / Tuesday, September 16, 2025 / Rules and Regulations 

scope of the suspension of Network 
Outage Reporting System (NORS) 
reporting obligations during DIRS 
activations, thereby reducing filing 
burdens. The Commission otherwise 
denies ATIS’s petition. 
DATES: Effective September 16, 2025. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Jeanne Stockman, Attorney Advisor, 
Cybersecurity and Communications 
Reliability Division, Public Safety and 
Homeland Security Bureau, at (202) 
418–7830, or Jeanne.Stockman@fcc.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a 
summary of the Commission’s Order on 
Reconsideration (Order), FCC 25–45, 
adopted August 4, 2025, and released 
August 6, 2025. The full text of this 
document is available by downloading 
the text from the Commission’s website 
at: https://docs.fcc.gov/public/ 
attachments/FCC-25-45A1.pdf. The full 
text of this document is available for 
public inspection and copying during 
regular business hours in the FCC 
Reference Center, 45 L Street NE, 
Washington, DC 20554. To request 
materials in accessible formats for 
people with disabilities (Braille, large 
print, electronic files, audio format), 
send an email to FCC504@fcc.gov or call 
the Consumer & Governmental Affairs 
Bureau at 202–418–0530 (voice). A 
Proposed Rule relating to 47 CFR part 4 
is published elsewhere in this issue of 
the Federal Register. 

Procedural Matters 

Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 
The Regulatory Flexibility Act of 

1980, as amended (RFA), requires that 
an agency prepare a regulatory 
flexibility analysis for notice-and- 
comment rulemaking proceedings, 
unless the agency certifies that ‘‘the rule 
will not, if promulgated, have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities.’’ 
Accordingly, the Commission has 
prepared a Final Regulatory Flexibility 
Analysis (FRFA) and Initial Regulatory 
Flexibility Analysis (IRFA) concerning 
possible impact of the rule and policy 
changes contained in the Order on 
Reconsideration on small entities 
concerning possible impact of the rule 
and policy changes contained in the 
Order on Reconsideration on small 
entities. The FRFA is set forth in 
Appendix C. 

Congressional Review Act 
The Commission has determined, and 

the Administrator of the Office of 
Information and Regulatory Affairs, 
Office of Management and Budget, 
concurs, that this rule is ‘‘non-major’’ 
under the Congressional Review Act, 5 

U.S.C. 804(2). The Commission will 
send a copy of this Order on 
Reconsideration to Congress and the 
Government Accountability Office 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A). 

Paperwork Reduction Act 
This Order on Reconsideration does 

not contain proposed information 
collections subject to the Paperwork 
Reduction Act of 1995 (PRA), 44 U.S.C. 
3501–3521. In addition, therefore, it 
does not contain any new or modified 
information collection burden for small 
business concerns with fewer than 25 
employees, pursuant to the Small 
Business Paperwork Relief Act of 2002, 
44 U.S.C. 3506(c)(4). 

Synopsis 
In this Order, we grant, in part, ATIS’s 

Petition for Reconsideration and/or 
Clarification of the Second Report and 
Order. The Second Report and Order 
codifies the suspension of NORS 
reporting requirements when filers 
timely report outages in DIRS while 
DIRS is activated. We clarify that when 
any NORS filing is due prior to the first 
DIRS filing deadline, providers must 
submit that filing in NORS. 
Requirements to submit NORS filings 
with deadlines that occur after the 
deadline for the first DIRS filing 
deadline are waived so long as the 
outage is timely reported in DIRS. We 
otherwise deny the petition. 
Specifically, we decline ATIS’s request 
to clarify that the waiver of NORS 
reporting during DIRS activations 
extends to 911 and 988 special facility 
notifications. We reaffirm that the final 
rules that the Commission adopted in 
the Second Report and Order regarding 
the waiver of NORS reporting during 
DIRS activations serve the public 
interest. We dispose of the other issues 
raised in ATIS’s petition, concerning 
DIRS final reports and extending the 
NORS reporting waiver to DIRS-Lite 
activations, pursuant to § 1.429(b). 
These arguments were not raised in 
response to the 2021 Resilient Networks 
NPRM, and we do not believe that 
consideration of ATIS’s arguments on 
these points is required in the public 
interest, as necessary for us to address 
an issue that was not raised during the 
proceeding for which reconsideration is 
sought. We nonetheless seek comment 
on these issues in the Third Further 
Notice to more fully consider 
alternatives in response to the points 
ATIS raises. 

A. Clarifying the Situations in Which 
NORS Reporting Is Waived 

We clarify our outage reporting 
requirements for outages that occur in 

the same geographic area as a DIRS 
activation. In these circumstances, 
providers must file in NORS if the 
required filing will become due prior to 
the first DIRS filing deadline of the 
activation. Requirements to submit any 
NORS filings with deadlines that occur 
after the first DIRS filing deadline will 
be waived as long as the outages are 
timely reported in DIRS. If the first DIRS 
filing deadline occurs before the NORS 
notification is due, then the provider 
may file solely in DIRS. This waiver 
does not apply to outages occurring 
outside of the geographic area where 
DIRS is activated, nor does it apply to 
outages with notification deadlines that 
occur after DIRS is deactivated. All 
outage impacts that are not timely 
reported in DIRS must still be reported 
in NORS. We believe the clarity we 
provide today will serve the public 
interest by confirming reporting 
obligations in those limited 
circumstances when an outage occurs, 
in ATIS’s phrasing, ‘‘just prior to’’ a 
DIRS activation. This clear demarcation 
defining when NORS reports must be 
filed for outages occurring ‘‘just prior’’ 
to a DIRS activation will remove any 
potential uncertainty among providers. 
We agree with ATIS that by providing 
greater certainty regarding how the 
NORS waiver is to be applied, this 
waiver will be more effective at 
reducing filing burdens during 
emergencies. 

We deny ATIS’s request to clarify that 
NORS filers be allowed to withdraw 
notifications or reports that are filed in 
NORS before the first DIRS filing 
deadline solely because DIRS has been 
activated in the area of the outage. ATIS 
suggests that without this clarification, 
the Commission may receive 
‘‘duplicative outage reports for the same 
disaster.’’ We find that the benefit of 
maintaining the NORS report on file 
outweighs any burden of potentially 
receiving duplicative reports. 
Maintaining the NORS report on file 
allows the Commission to retain a 
record that the provider satisfied its 
obligation. Additionally, allowing 
withdrawals solely in response to a 
DIRS activation would not reduce any 
reporting burden to communications 
service providers, as the effort to create 
and submit a NORS report would have 
already been expended (and 
withdrawing a NORS report would 
arguably expend additional provider 
resources). Further, withdrawing a 
NORS report would deprive the 
Commission of potentially useful 
information that is not collected in 
DIRS, such as the outage start time. To 
be clear, we do not preclude 
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communications service providers from 
withdrawing NORS reports if there are 
other reasons in addition to the 
activation of DIRS that support 
withdrawal (e.g., the outage is 
determined not to meet the NORS 
reporting threshold). But absent some 
other reason justifying withdrawal in 
addition to a DIRS activation, we find 
that the public interest is best served by 
maintaining such NORS reports on file 
and therefore decline ATIS’s request. 

B. 911 and 988 Special Facility 
Notifications 

We decline ATIS’s request to clarify 
that the NORS reporting waiver during 
DIRS activations applies to 911 and 988 
special facility outage notification 
requirements because ATIS’s request is 
both procedurally and substantively 
infirm. With respect to the procedural 
soundness of ATIS’s request for 
clarification, we agree with APCO that 
ATIS’s argument is procedurally barred 
because ATIS failed to present it to the 
Commission at the appropriate juncture. 
ATIS does not dispute that its 
comments and reply in response to the 
2021 Resilient Networks NPRM failed to 
request that the Commission extend its 
proposed NORS waiver to include 
special facility notification 
requirements, but asserts that its 
argument is nonetheless timely because 
some special facility notification 
requirements stem from subsequent 
Commission orders on 911 and 988 
reporting that post-date the 2021 
Resilient Networks NPRM. While it is 
true that the Commission adopted 
additional 911 and 988 special facility 
outage notification obligations following 
issuance of the 2021 Resilient Networks 
NPRM, substantially similar 911 special 
facility outage notification rules have 
been codified in the Commission’s rules 
for several years. Since 2004, originating 
providers of cable communications, 
wireless, satellite communications, and 
wireless service have been required to 
notify a 911 special facility ‘‘as soon as 
possible’’ whenever an outage 
potentially affects that 911 special 
facility. In 2013, the Commission 
expanded this 911 special facility 
notification requirement to ‘‘covered 
911 service providers’’ and imposed 
more specific requirements on the 
timing and content of those 
notifications. Thus, although the 
Commission took further incremental 
steps to refine the timing for delivery of 
those notifications in the November 
2022 911 Outage Notification Order and 
expanded their application to the 988 
context in the July 2023 988 Outage 
Notification Order, the special facility 
notification requirements were a 

longstanding component of the 
Commission’s rules when ATIS 
submitted its comments and reply in 
response to the 2021 Resilient Networks 
NPRM. ATIS therefore cannot satisfy the 
requirement under the rules of 
establishing that it did not know, and 
could not have ascertained with 
ordinary diligence, its argument about 
waiving 911 and 988 special facility 
notification requirements when DIRS is 
activated until it filed its petition in 
May 2024. We therefore decline to 
consider this argument on procedural 
grounds. 

On alternative and independent 
grounds, we deny ATIS’s clarification 
request because it raises public interest 
concerns that cannot be overcome by 
the purported benefits that ATIS claims. 
To justify its request, ATIS asserts that 
this clarification ‘‘will better satisfy the 
purpose of the waiver’’ and ‘‘reduce the 
burden on providers during major 
disasters. . . .’’ APCO cites 
‘‘substantive concerns’’ with ATIS’s 
request, noting that the special facility 
outage notifications provide ‘‘a degree of 
situational awareness that is 
qualitatively different from the 
information available in DIRS[]’’ and 
‘‘are much more likely to enable PSAP/ 
ECC personnel to recognize the impacts 
on their community’’ and take prompt 
responsive action. Contrary to ATIS and 
CTIA’s contentions that these 
notifications are unnecessary, DIRS 
daily reports are not an adequate 
substitute for the outage notifications to 
911 and 988 special facilities required 
by our rules. ATIS is incorrect when it 
asserts that PSAPs can access DIRS data 
directly pursuant to the Commission’s 
information sharing rules with state and 
federal governments under section 4.2. 
PSAPs generally would not qualify for 
such access because they are not state 
agencies. While we expect that PSAPs 
would derive value from the aggregated 
DIRS daily reports made publicly 
available during disaster events, outage 
notifications made directly to PSAPs are 
more timely than those provided 
through DIRS daily reports and provide 
more specific information including the 
identity of the service provider 
experiencing the outage. Moreover, 
while we recognize that there is some 
burden in preparing and submitting 
these notifications, we believe that 
burden is outweighed by the situational 
awareness these notifications will afford 
911 and 988 special facilities in times of 
disaster when emergency services are 
needed most. For example, when 911 
special facilities receive notification of 
an outage within 30 minutes, as 
required under the notification rules, 

they are able to timely publicize 
alternative methods for contacting 
emergency services. In contrast, DIRS 
reports must be submitted only once per 
day, and the information they contain 
could therefore be less up-to-date. To 
foster continued realization of these 
important public safety benefits, we 
deny ATIS’s request for clarification and 
confirm that providers must continue to 
comply with applicable 911 and 988 
outage notification requirements during 
DIRS activations. 

Final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 

As required by the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act of 1980, as amended 
(RFA), the Commission incorporated an 
Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 
(IRFA) in the 2021 Resilient Networks 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM), 
released in October 2021, and in the 
Second Report and Order & Further 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (Second 
Report and Order & FNPRM), released 
in January 2024. The Commission 
sought written public comment on the 
proposals in the 2021 Resilient 
Networks NPRM and the Second Report 
and Order & FNPRM, including 
comment on the IRFAs. No comments 
were filed addressing the IRFAs. This 
Final Regulatory Flexibility Analysis 
(FRFA) conforms to the RFA, and it (or 
summaries thereof) will be published in 
the Federal Register. 

A. Need for, and Objective of, the 
Proposed Rules 

In today’s Order on Reconsideration 
(Order), the Commission addresses the 
Alliance for Telecommunications 
Industry Solutions’ (ATIS’s) petition for 
reconsideration of the Second Report 
and Order & FNPRM clarifying how the 
waiver of Network Outage Reporting 
System (NORS) reports will apply 
during Disaster Information Reporting 
System (DIRS) activations when outages 
occur in the same geographic area as a 
DIRS activation, to outages for which 
notifications or initial reports have 
already been filed in NORS, and to the 
Commission’s Public Safety Answering 
Points (PSAPs) and 988 Suicide & Crisis 
Lifeline notification requirements. We 
clarify that when any NORS filing is due 
prior to the first DIRS filing deadline, 
providers must submit that filing in 
NORS. Requirements to submit NORS 
filings with deadlines that occur after 
the deadline for the first DIRS filing 
deadline are waived so long as the 
outage is timely reported in DIRS. The 
Commission believes this clarity will 
serve the public interest by providing 
certainty to service providers regarding 
their outage reporting obligations. 
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We decline to extend the NORS 
reporting waiver to the Commission’s 
PSAP and 988 Suicide & Crisis Lifeline 
notification requirements for procedural 
and substantive reasons. We find this 
request for clarification is beyond the 
scope of the Second Report and Order 
& FNPRM because neither the 2021 
Resilient Networks NPRM nor the 
Second Report and Order & FNPRM 
contemplated waiving these 
notifications, and because granting this 
relief would be contrary to the public 
interest as it would deprive public 
safety stakeholders of timely 
information about service outages. 

In the Third Further Notice 
accompanying the Order on 
Reconsideration, the Commission seeks 
comment on the remaining issues raised 
in the underlying petition for 
reconsideration. Specifically, we seek 
comment on whether the NORS filing 
waiver should apply to DIRS-Lite 
activations and whether DIRS final 
reporting obligations should be 
eliminated. These issues will be 
addressed based on the record from the 
Third Further Notice. 

B. Legal Basis 
This action is authorized pursuant to 

sections 1, 4, 201, 214, 218, 251, 301, 
303(b), 303(g), 303(j), 303(r), 307, 309, 
316, 332, and 403, of the 
Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended, 47 U.S.C. 151, 154, 201, 214, 
218, 251, 301, 303(b), 303(g), 303(j), 
303(r), 307, 309, 316, 332, 403, sections 
2, 3(b), and 6–7 of the Wireless 
Communications and Public Safety Act 
of 1999, 47 U.S.C. 615 note, 615, 615a– 
1, 615b, and section 1.429 of the 
Commission’s rules, 47 CFR 1.429. 

C. Description and Estimate of the 
Number of Small Entities to Which the 
Proposed Rules Will Apply 

The RFA directs agencies to provide 
a description of and, where feasible, an 
estimate of the number of small entities 
that may be affected by the proposed 
rules, if adopted. The RFA generally 
defines the term ‘‘small entity’’ as 
having the same meaning as the terms 
‘‘small business,’’ ‘‘small organization,’’ 
and ‘‘small governmental jurisdiction.’’ 
In addition, the term ‘‘small business’’ 
has the same meaning as the term 
‘‘small business concern’’ under the 
Small Business Act. A ‘‘small business 
concern’’ is one which: (1) is 
independently owned and operated; (2) 
is not dominant in its field of operation; 
and (3) satisfies any additional criteria 
established by the SBA. 

Small Businesses, Small 
Organizations, Small Governmental 
Jurisdictions. Our actions, over time, 

may affect small entities that are not 
easily categorized at present. We 
therefore describe three broad groups of 
small entities that could be directly 
affected by our actions. First, while 
there are industry specific size 
standards for small businesses that are 
used in the regulatory flexibility 
analysis, in general, a small business is 
an independent business having fewer 
than 500 employees. These types of 
small businesses represent 99.9% of all 
businesses in the United States, which 
translates to 34.75 million businesses. 
Next, ‘‘small organizations’’ are not-for- 
profit enterprises that are independently 
owned and operated and not dominant 
their field. While we do not have data 
regarding the number of non-profits that 
meet that criteria, over 99 percent of 
nonprofits have fewer than 500 
employees. Finally, ‘‘small 
governmental jurisdictions’’ are defined 
as cities, counties, towns, townships, 
villages, school districts, or special 
districts with populations of less than 
fifty thousand. Based on the 2022 U.S. 
Census of Governments data, we 
estimate that at least 48,724 out of 
90,835 local government jurisdictions 
have a population of less than 50,000. 

The actions taken in the Order will 
apply to a substantial number of small 
entities in the following industries: All 
Other Telecommunications, Media 
Streaming Distribution Services, Social 
Networks, and Other Media Networks 
and Content Providers; Radio Stations; 
Satellite Telecommunications; 
Telecommunications Resellers; 
Television Broadcasting; Wired 
Telecommunications Carriers; and 
Wireless Telecommunications Carriers 
(except Satellite). Affected entities 
within these identified industries 
include: Competitive Local Exchange 
Carriers; Incumbent Local Exchange 
Carriers; Local Exchange Carriers; Wired 
Telecommunications Carriers; 
Interexchange Carriers; Operator Service 
Providers; Local Resellers; Toll 
Resellers; Telecommunications 
Resellers; Wireless Telecommunications 
Carriers (except Satellite); Specialized 
Mobile Radio Licenses; and Wireless 
Telephony. 

D. Description of Economic Impact and 
Projected Reporting, Recordkeeping, 
and Other Compliance Requirements for 
Small Entities 

The requirements in the Order will 
not impose new or modified reporting, 
recordkeeping and/or other compliance 
obligations on small entities. The Order 
clarifies the timing of outage reports and 
situations in which NORS reporting is 
waived. Providing a clear demarcation 
defining when NORS reports must be 

filed for outages occurring ‘‘just prior’’ 
to a DIRS activation will remove any 
potential filing requirements 
uncertainty for small and other 
providers. Further, the certainty 
provided by the Commission’s 
clarification of how the NORS waiver is 
to be applied should reduce filing 
burdens during emergencies for small 
and other providers. The Order will not 
impose additional obligations or 
expenditure of resources on small 
businesses, and our clarifications 
should not require small entities to hire 
professionals. 

E. Response to Comments From the 
Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Small 
Business Administration 

The Chief Counsel for Advocacy of 
the Small Business Administration did 
not file any comments in response to the 
proposed rules in this proceeding. 

F. Discussion of Steps Taken To 
Minimize the Significant Economic 
Impact on Small Entities, and 
Significant Alternatives Considered 

The Commission in the Order 
considered and denied ATIS’s request 
for clarification that NORS filers be 
allowed to withdraw notifications or 
reports that are filed in NORS before the 
first DIRS filing deadline solely because 
DIRS has been activated in the area of 
the outage. We also considered and 
denied ATIS’s request to clarify that the 
NORS reporting waiver applies to 911 
and 988 special facility outage 
notification requirements, and confirm 
that small and other providers must 
continue to comply with applicable 911 
and 988 outage notification 
requirements during DIRS activations. 

Ordering Clauses 
Accordingly, it is ordered that the 

Order on Reconsideration in PS Docket 
Nos. 21–346 and 15–80 and ET Docket 
No. 04–35 is adopted and the Alliance 
for Telecommunications Industry 
Solutions’ Petition for Clarification and/ 
or Reconsideration is granted as 
discussed herein and otherwise denied. 

It is further ordered that the Office of 
Managing Director, Performance 
Program Management, shall send a copy 
of this Order on Reconsideration in a 
report to be sent to Congress and the 
Government Accountability Office 
pursuant to the Congressional Review 
Act, 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A). 

It is further ordered that this Order on 
Reconsideration shall be effective upon 
publication in the Federal Register. 

List of Subjects in 47 CFR Part 4 
Airports, Communications common 

carriers, Communications equipment, 
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Reporting and recordkeeping 
requirements, Telecommunications. 
Federal Communications Commission. 
Marlene Dortch, 
Secretary, Office of the Secretary. 

Final Rules 

For the reasons discussed in the 
preamble, the Federal Communications 
Commission amends 47 CFR part 4 as 
follows: 

PART 4—DISRUPTIONS TO 
COMMUNICATIONS 

■ 1. The authority citation for part 4 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: 47 U.S.C. 34–39, 151, 154, 155, 
157, 201, 251, 307, 316, 615a–1, 1302(a), and 
1302(b); 5 U.S.C. 301, and Executive Order 
no. 10530. 

■ 2. Amend § 4.18 by revising paragraph 
(b) to read as follows: 

§ 4.18 Mandatory Disaster Information 
Reporting System (DIRS) reporting for 
Cable Communications, Wireless, Wireline, 
and VoIP providers. 

* * * * * 
(b) Facilities-based cable 

communications, wireline 
communications, wireless service, and 
interconnected VoIP providers who 
provide a DIRS report pursuant to 
paragraph (a) of this section are not 
required to make submissions in the 
Network Outage Reporting System 
(NORS) under this chapter pertaining to 
any outage that occurs in an area in 
which the Commission has activated 
DIRS, as long as the first daily DIRS 
report for the activation is due before 
the NORS submission under section 4.9 
of this chapter would be due for the 
outage, and the outage is timely 
reported in DIRS. Subject providers 
shall be notified that DIRS is activated 
and deactivated pursuant to Public 
Notice from the Commission and/or the 
Public Safety and Homeland Security 
Bureau. 
[FR Doc. 2025–17899 Filed 9–15–25; 8:45 am] 

BILLING CODE 6712–01–P 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

47 CFR Part 52 

[WC Docket No. 18–336; FCC 25–42; FR 
ID 313142] 

Implementation of the National Suicide 
Hotline Act of 2018 

AGENCY: Federal Communications 
Commission. 
ACTION: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: In this document, the Federal 
Communications Commission 
(Commission) adopts rules requiring 
covered text providers, including 
wireless providers, to develop the 
capability to transmit georouting data in 
a format that is compatible with the 
Lifeline’s platform to allow the routing 
of covered 988 text messages by the 
Lifeline Administrator to the 
appropriate crisis center based on the 
texter’s general location, rather than 
area code; and to provide such 
georouting data for covered 988 text 
messages, when available, to the 
Lifeline Administrator. To protect the 
privacy of 988 texters, this document 
defines ‘‘georouting data’’ as location 
data generated from a cell-based 
location technology that is aggregated to 
a level that will not identify the precise 
location of the handset, but only the 
general area from which the text 
originated, thereby making local 
resources available while protecting 
texters’ identities. 
DATES: 

Effective date: This rule is effective 
October 16, 2025. 

Compliance dates: Nationwide 
Commerical Mobile Radio Service 
(CMRS) providers must comply with the 
addition of 47 CFR 52.203 by 18 months 
after October 16, 2025. All covered text 
providers, including non-nationwide 
CMRS providers, must comply with the 
addition of 47 CFR 52.203 by 36 months 
after October 16, 2025. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
further information, contact Merry 
Wulff, Wireline Competition Bureau, 
Competition Policy Division, at 
Merry.Wulff@fcc.gov or (202) 418–1084. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a 
summary of the Commission’s Fourth 
Report and Order in WC Docket No. 18– 
336, FCC 25–42, adopted on July 24, 
2025 and released on July 25, 2025. The 
full text of the document is available on 
the Commission’s website at https://
docs.fcc.gov/public/attachments/FCC- 
25-42A1.pdf. To request materials in 
accessible formats for people with 
disabilities (e.g., braille, large print, 
electronic files, audio format, etc.), send 
an email to FCC504@fcc.gov or call the 
Consumer & Governmental Affairs 
bureau at (202) 418–0530 (voice). 

Synopsis 

I. Discussion 
1. In this Fourth Report and Order, we 

take further steps to facilitate access to 
the 988 Lifeline’s critical local support 
services by requiring covered text 
providers to develop and implement 
georouting solutions for 988 text 
messages. First, based on a review of the 

record in the Implementation of the 
National Suicide Hotline Act of 2018, 
Third Further notice of Proposed 
Rulemaking (988 Georouting Third 
Further Notice), 89 FR 91636 (November 
20, 2024) we find that establishing 
georouting for 988 text messages is 
essential to ensure that text users are 
routed to geographically appropriate 
crisis centers and will provide 
important benefits to Lifeline users. 
Next, we define ‘‘georouting data’’ and 
other relevant terms for purposes of our 
rules, and adopt a two-part requirement 
to delineate the scope of covered text 
providers’ obligations. Finally, in order 
to facilitate ongoing efforts to develop 
988 text georouting capabilities, we 
adopt an implementation time frame of 
18 months for nationwide providers, 
and 36 months for non-nationwide 
providers. 

A. Text-to-988 Georouting Will Improve 
Access and Efficiency of the Lifeline 

2. Georouting refers to the technical 
solutions for directing calls based on a 
geographic location of the originating 
call without transmitting information 
about the handset’s precise location. 
Georouting is distinct from geolocation, 
which involves the transmission of 
precise location information (e.g., street 
address) often used to dispatch 
emergencies services. Today, in the 
absence of georouting, providers route 
988 text messages to the Lifeline’s 
centralized system. After a text message 
reaches 988, the Lifeline Administrator 
is responsible for routing the text 
message to an individual crisis center 
and currently does so based on the area 
code associated with the text user’s 
wireless device. This inhibits the 
Lifeline’s ability to provide access to 
more localized services when a text 
user’s area code does not correspond to 
their geographic location. 

Based on our review of the record, we 
find that requiring providers to 
implement a georouting solution for 988 
text messages is essential to improving 
access to the Lifeline’s critical mental 
health crisis and suicide prevention 
services. The record overwhelmingly 
supports the conclusion that georouting 
for 988 text messages will help connect 
individuals with more geographically 
appropriate crisis centers that should 
have a better understanding of available 
local resources and unique community 
stressors. As Reimagine Crisis Response 
explains, local crisis centers are better 
positioned to connect individuals ‘‘with 
local mental health care, resources, and 
support that can help . . . beyond the 
initial crisis.’’ According to the current 
Lifeline Administrator, many 
individuals that reach out to 988 need 
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