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As mandated by the 2017 session of the Montana Legislature in HB 61, the Montana State Library will award a contract to assess the status of GIS data needed for Next Generation 9-1-1 (NG9-1-1) in Montana. The goal of this assessment is to provide PSAPs in Montana a clear understanding of the status of the GIS data used in their 9-1-1 systems today, and the improvements needed for GIS data to be used for location validation and emergency call routing in a standards-based NG9-1-1 system.

To be considered for this bid, the contractor is required to:
1. Have successfully completed three statewide 9-1-1 GIS data analysis, development, and/or enhancement projects of PSAP-level data in the previous four years. Contractor may substitute two large regional (minimum of 12 PSAPs) for two of the statewide projects. The projects must have included:
a. MSAG/ALI/GIS comparison and discrepancy reporting
b. Analysis and reporting of GIS dataset compliance with NENA NG9-1-1 standards
c. Analysis and reporting of GIS datasets for potential errors or anomalies that could affect NENA i3 location validation or call routing functions
2. Provide references for the above projects

As part of the GIS data assessment, the contractor is required to:
1. Obtain copies of the GIS datasets and 9-1-1 databases listed below used by all 58 PSAPs in Montana. The contractor will also provide copies of the datasets to the State Library.
a. Road centerlines
b. Emergency service boundaries (law, fire, EMS, PSAP), or ESN/ESZ boundaries, if separate emergency service boundaries do not exist
c. Site/structure address points
d. MSAG
e. ALI
2. Analyze GIS datasets against MSAG and ALI databases
a. Comparison of MSAG with Road Centerlines
b. Comparison of ALI with Site/Structure Address Points
c. Comparison of ALI with Road Centerlines
3. Analyze GIS datasets for compliance with NG9-1-1 data standards
a. Using NENA-STA-006.1-201X, NENA Standard for NG9-1-1 GIS Data Model (or most currently available Draft version), evaluate GIS datasets for:
i. Compliance with database schema 
1. Do all “Mandatory” NG9-1-1 attributes exist in current data, and what is the status of “Conditional” and “Optional” attributes?
2. Do existing attributes comply with schema (field types, lengths, domain values, etc.)?
3. For missing attributes, could they be populated based on existing attributes (e.g., parsing full address into parts)?
ii. Contractor will note any “Required” data model layers that do not exist
4. Analyze GIS datasets for potential errors or anomalies that could affect i3 location validation or call routing, including but not limited to the tests below:
a. Road Centerlines
i. Null geometry
ii. Missing required attributes
iii. Address range overlap
iv. Address range gap
v. Address range From/Low value greater than To/High value
vi. Inconsistent Odd/Even address range parity
vii. Segment geometry overlap
viii. Segment geometry gap
ix. Potential parity flip
x. Inconsistent vector directionality
xi. Cross jurisdictional wrong direction
xii. Cross jurisdictional range overlap
xiii. Not covered by PSAP boundary
xiv. Crosses PSAP boundary
xv. Coincident with PSAP boundary
xvi. Multipart features
xvii. Duplicate geometry
xviii. Not segmented and snapped at road intersections
xix. Not segmented and snapped at emergency service boundaries
xx. Not segmented and snapped at jurisdictional boundaries (county, incorporated municipality)
xxi. Not connected to other centerlines
xxii. Major gaps in coverage (e.g., no road centerlines on public lands)
b. Emergency Service Boundaries (Law, Fire, EMS, PSAP), or Emergency Service Number/Emergency Service Zone boundaries, if Emergency Service Boundaries do not exist
i. Gaps
ii. Overlaps
iii. Inconsistencies with MSAG
c. Site/Structure Address Points
i. Null geometry
ii. Duplicate address points
iii. Address point not in road centerline data (does not geocode)
iv. Out of order
v. Out of range/wrong block
vi. Wrong side of street
vii. No matching street name
viii. No matching address range
ix. Parity error
x. Not covered by PSAP boundary/outside jurisdiction
xi. Major gaps in coverage (e.g., rural address points only – limited or no address points in cities/towns)
xii. Address point placement method (e.g., structure, driveway access point, geocoded to road centerline, mixed placement locations, etc.)
5. Each PSAP, as well as the State Library, will receive a report containing the results of the analysis. The report will include:
a. Summary information for each test including, but not limited to: 
i. Total number of records in the test
ii. Number of records that failed the test
iii. Percentage that failed the test
b. Detailed information for each test including, but not limited to: 
i. Report tables, spreadsheets, and/or GIS datasets listing each record/GIS feature that failed test with information to uniquely identify the record/GIS feature and assist in error correction
c. Recommendations for, but not limited to:
i. Prioritizing error correction and improvement of existing GIS datasets
ii. Prioritizing development of new GIS datasets
iii. Any additional recommendations regarding improvement or maintenance of GIS datasets
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