9-1-1 Statewide Plan-GIS Subcommittee Meeting
Oct. 26, 2017
State Capitol, Helena, MT
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Lisa Kelly, CenturyLink ☎
Chris Lounsbury, Missoula Co. 9-1-1 ☎

Quinn Ness, Public Safety Communications Bureau (PSCB)
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Steve Haynes, State Procurement
Kevin Krausz, Custer Co. Commissioner
Sapphira Olsen, Sheridan Co. Dispatch 
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Introductions:  Chris indicated that the subcommittee will address the last two bullets on its outline of work: Statewide Standards Requirements for PSAPs, GIS and ESINet as well as the Development of Strategic Initiatives and Projects. 

Members introduced themselves. Quinn indicated that work on the minutes is continuing. 

STATEWIDE 9-1-1 STANDARDS AND REQUIREMENTS FOR PSAPs, GIS AND ESINet

Chris reviewed the three bullets under this section as follows:
· Identify examples of efficiencies and sharing technological services
· Provide diagrams of system design for shared systems and individual systems
· Provide a consolidation model that determines an optimum number of primary PSAPs based on the criteria of the analysis models

Identify examples of efficiencies and sharing technological services
The vendor should provide a base level of what PSAP technology should be and what pieces it should encompass. For example, we don’t want PSAPs purchasing legacy phone equipment when they should be looking at IP phone equipment. The goal is to move the network to an IP-based network. 

At this point in the process, the PSAP assessment will have been completed. Now, standards and requirements are needed, so that when we move into the grant program, funding would be used for equipment that meets those standards.  As equipment is procured and deployed, we will have a uniform system that is interoperable. We don’t want the vendor to dictate exact brands and models, but whatever equipment PSAPs are buying forward, they should all be able to communicate with each other, even if it is as something as simple as patching a call. We also want the PSAPs to have compatible data systems.  Selective routers move the calls, but data delivery is dependent on what type of equipment the PSAP has that can manage the data when it comes in and how much storage capacity they have. All PSAP equipment should be at minimum IP capable. There are probably NENA recommendations associated with this area. 

Standards related to how data gets captured and recorded should be generated. PSAPs currently have their own voice recording systems, but it might not make sense for them to also have their own data recording systems.  We want recommendations on how best to capture and store data. 

Brian brought up a concern with how far the ESINet going to extend. It is pretty easy to obtain big bandwidth in larger cities in Montana, but what about rural areas? What kinds of bandwidth are we expecting to be delivered to the door of the PSAP and will be the cost of it? We not only have to look at available connectivity, but also how affordable it is. 

How can we look at potential cost savings and cost efficiencies as we go forward? It may not be possible to have identical classes of service due to the rural and vast nature of Montana. Direct fiber delivery to every PSAP may not be an option. Lisa reported that the group might be surprised at how much fiber is actually available to smaller PSAPs. 

Some smaller PSAPs today are using ethernet rather than T-1 delivery. In some cases, ethernet delivery is more cost effective. Lisa suggested that we add to the PSAP assessment a question about what type of bandwidth is available currently. This information can come from either the PSAP or its provider. Task item: Staff will add a question about bandwidth connectivity that is available at the PSAP to the PSAP assessment section. 

We want recommendations for a 9-1-1 system that includes technology within the PSAP that would be more cost effective. Lisa shared a term that has been used for years in this network: “Cost vs. Pain.” When we talk about efficiencies, there is efficiency when it becomes cost effective. But you also need to consider the efficiency of a T-1 versus a 10-MB pipe that’s where the cost vs. pain factor comes in. The 10-MB pipe provides much more data, but the cost is no longer affordable. 

What do you want the deliverable to be? What recommendations do you want from the contractor for the following?   
· PSAP Equipment
· Hardware/Software
· Network
· Data storage

All of the above. Recommendations should be based on most efficient, cost-effective statewide system. If the technology is out there, but we can’t afford it, it is useless. 

Provide a consolidation model that determines an optimum number of primary PSAPs based on the criteria of the analysis models
Brian pointed out that consolidation doesn’t have to mean consolidation of actual PSAPs, but it can refer to consolidation of hardware. It may be that a single PSAP phone system could handle voice traffic for multiple PSAPs if there were a cost-effective way to get that voice traffic into the appropriate PSAP. We would want a contractor to provide this type of analysis for us.  

Quinn believes we need to just focus on technology. PSAP operations and consolidation is a very contentious issue. Consolidation will be a local decision after we have a technology blueprint for a statewide system. Then decisions can be made regarding consolidation. The focus of the plan should be on where the technology needs to be. That’s where grant funds will be directed.  

Mike concurred: set the technology standards and keep that as the goal. This leaves it open for PSAPs to evaluate where they are at, where they need to be, and what level of “pain” and costs are associated with getting there. That’s when they will have to weigh whether it makes sense to continue their operations and equipment as they have in the past. There are varying levels of consolidation at the equipment level or with routing.  We also want to be mindful that a single PSAP doesn’t end up requiring a disproportional amount of funding to get over their “Pain” threshold, when, in reality, maybe they could be doing something differently. 

Brian did not want to sound as though he was advocating consolidation. He just wanted to reiterate that from a hardware perspective, the contractor might be able to identify where some efficiencies could be gained by consolidation. Equipment that should be evaluated includes phone switching and also recording equipment that will keep archival data that will be coming into PSAPs. The contractor should be directed to look at the feasibility of consolidation at some of the hardware levels. 

Perhaps we should move away from the “consolidation” term and use the terms “shared services,” “shared equipment,” and “shared technology” to get away from the negative connotations of “consolidation.” There was wide agreement to do this. 

Scalability is another factor to be considered. Any kind of technology solution, plan or blueprint suggested should be scalable so that if there is a proposal to share resources, it can be a local, regional or statewide decision. For example, shared data management or data security options might work in one region of the state but not another. Shared services in one area should not affect the interconnected statewide system, which will provide the same base level of services. 

Chris indicated that he likes the “scalability” term, but he also likes “cost-effectiveness” because that is a critical component of local government decision making as well as service or technology procurements. 

Based on today’s discussion, Quinn proposed striking the bullet “Provide consolidation models,” indicating the group consensus that we don’t need physical consolidation model recommendations. Chris suggested that we instead ask the contractor to provide a model of consolidation of equipment or shared services where cost efficiencies could potentially be obtained.  Task Item: Staff will strike the “provide consolidation model” language and clarify “optimum number of primary PSAPs” and replace with technology verbiage. 

Provide diagrams of system design for shared systems and individual systems
When we go out for the funding and procurement side of this project—which will be implemented by individual PSAPS—it will be important to not just to have a high-level statewide system design available in system diagrams. Quinn believes that information valuable for PSAPs be provided so they can include it when they do their procurements. That’s why he included “individual PSAP systems.” 

Four key words apply to this section: cost-effective, efficient, shared and scaled. It was suggested to also add the word “secure.” Data security will be a more critical concern and will be a major cost center. Brian said that when PSAPs look for last-mile solutions, security could be a vital component. Security from end-to-end of this system needs to be considered at every step of the way. Task Item: Quinn said amendments will be made and distributed for final review.
Members were asked to think about anything else they would want as a deliverable? In particular, they were asked for suggestions that would help simplify the PSAP procurement process, such as templates for RFPs. 

GIS Standards
Michael said that the data itself needs to be standardized so that it is interoperable and easy to aggregate up to a statewide level. He also noted that NENA is working on other GIS standards. We can ask the vendor to look at other GIS standards that need to be considered in a shared system. 

Lisa noted that the NENA websites shows quite a few updates in process. We can specify that we comply with the most current NENA recommendations. Lisa pointed out that NENA calls them “standards,” but since it has no authority over carriers or PSAPs, the term “recommendations” is preferred. 

Quinn reiterated that the State 9-1-1 Program does not regulate telecommunications providers or PSAPs. Recommended standards would be requirements for a grant award. The PSAP can meet receive state grant fund to purchase, say hardware, but the hardware they purchase has to meet the minimum standards that we adopt in the statewide plan. 

Brian said we might want to ask the vendor to provide examples or possible models for keeping GIS data current. This concept came up at the last meeting where the group wanted to look for recommendations on a DIS maintenance structure and model. This could be different for every PSAP. 

Also have the vendor make suggestions on where that aggregation should occur and where these functions should reside, i.e. under the State 9-1-1 Program or under the State Library, or do we want to stay away from this topic. Michael believes it does not put the library in an awkward position if the subcommittee is simply looking for recommendations on where those functions should reside. 

What is the deliverable we want from the contractor? We are asking for GIS system that is cost effective, efficient, shared, scalable, and secure. The GIS aspect has some unique issues and challenges that should be called out specifically, so we might need to expand the data discussion, especially the GIS aspect. 

Development of ESINet Technical and Operational Requirements
Quinn referenced of the statute, which says that once the statewide plan is complete, the plan is implemented at the local level. Section 5 (1) After the department determines baseline next-generation 9-1-1 principles in accordance with rules adopted and a statewide 9-1-1 plan, the department shall delegate implementation to local government entities that host PSAPs. 

We will ask the contractor for recommendations on statewide ESINet standards that are cost effective, efficient, shared, scalable, and secure. Local PSAPs will then apply for that funding and implement the ESINet for their PSAP or regionally. That will be a discussion between the PSAPs as far as how it is assembled. 

· There are parts with the existing network that are common to the network. They are not PSAP specific. 
· When going out for an RFP, an outside contractor is not going to have those common elements already built. So, Lisa is not sure how they would do that on a PSAP-to-PSAP basis; there must be some pieces of the statewide ESINet that are common elements to everyone. 
· There are common elements that are an integral part of the network that PSAPs don’t currently pay for. 
· Some pieces are the backbone that wouldn’t be implemented at a local or a regional level. They are more of a statewide element. 
· PSAP can’t implement common backbone pieces. 
· It might be possible to get agreement from all primary PSAPs that will be connected to the ESINet to have one local government, say Missoula County, to do an RFP and procurement. This could fulfill the intent of the statute. 
· Did not want the State of Montana to take over or assume any 9-1-1 services. That was the intent of the clause.  Perhaps a consortium of local governments that will all be users of the ESINet could be responsible for those common elements. 
· These aren’t necessarily pieces of hardware, but there are loops built within the network that are common to the network, but not necessarily individual to each PSAP. Lisa struggled with the concept of asking a PSAP to go out to bid for the ESINet.
· Look at the existing model. Essentially we have a vendor, CenturyLink, that operates the core part of the 9-1-1 network. PSAPs do not pay a fee directly for this; perhaps they pay for it indirectly through other services. 
· Does it make sense that the PSAPs need to award a contract to build and operate a core network along with all the functionality it brings because there are physical pieces of hardware that are common components of the ESINet backbone? 
· The last-mile from the core network out to individual PSAPs is something PSAPs will have to deal with on their own. 
· Somehow all PSAPs will have to get together and come up with a funding mechanism to allow the vendor to recoup costs.

Lisa provided some history. Thirteen years ago when CenturyLink put this network in place, the state did not want to own any equipment. It negotiated a contract that allowed the PSAPs to purchase from the contract. The contract basically said this is what we want it to look like. The vendor set a rate and told PSAPs that if they want to buy into it, here is the rate. The state doesn’t want the obligation to own anything, but it can define what it should look like and establish a capability for a PSAP to become a part of that. 

Michael can see a similar issue potentially on the GIS side of things when it comes to the high level shared aspects of a statewide GIS model and it’s funding. 

· Thirteen years ago, did the state come up with grant money to fund initial purchases of equipment, such as the routers; the parts of the network that had to be purchased. 
Original discussions focused on upgrading routers so they are IP capable. Does is make sense for the vendor to say these are the core and common elements of the system. Put that out for bid to determine the cost for implementing the core network and then have to deal with last-mile connectivity to PSAPs,

Is it feasible to get the specifications of the core network? It is a physical point-to-point network, lost routers, gateways, etc. that are common elements to every PSAPs. Does it need to be funded in the form of a contract with a vendor, be it CenturyLink or whoever?  They comes up with a cost

Lisa explained that a grant was provided to assist with lowering the cost to PSAPs. It didn’t buy hardware. Then, fees to PSAPs were set based on minimum 5-year contract associated with pulling that original grant money out. The state is not in a position to do something like this again. 

Throwing the onus of upgrading the network to some PSAP saying this is what we want, and that PSAP would have to allow other PSAPs to join in. How does the service provider recoup its costs? 
At one time, $5 million was going to be designated for updating network elements, such as hardware or connectivity to get that to the NG911 level. How would a PSAP write an RFP to request an ESINet without those common elements out there? Lisa doesn’t understand how that could happen. Brian agrees. The question about how to allow other PSAPs to participate is difficult. Realistically, if this is a statewide 9-1-1 system, how do you do that without requiring them to be part of a consortium? Small PSAPs will also have to pay to be a part of the ESINet. The ESINet will be the biggest cost on this project going forward. 

Ken Wall said that at the previous meeting of the National States GIS Information Council there was a lot of discussion about the NAD and AT&T’s contract for that, which directly relates to the NENA i3 solution and the ESINET. No one has yet mentioned the advent of all the other technologies that the ESINet handles, everything from the lats and longs of a trail in Montana to a blue-tooth beacon, the Internet of Things and other components that the consortium of primarily mobile providers and the whole NAD part of this.  They’re designing the standards on how to deal with conflicts when someone’s phone provides a different location that their address than a sensor or a blue-tooth beacon provides and how that all gets aggregated together for the dispatch function.  

He indicated that we’re somewhat limited on our pass-through ability to work with local governments. Oregon recently passed legislation to allow for inter-governmental pass-through support between state, local governments and tribal entities. In Montana, we don’t seem to have that same broad level of collaborative pass-through capability.  

NG911 from a GIS perspective is focused on required layers, such as street center lines, structure locations and admin boundaries for fire and emergency services as well as PSAP legal boundaries. There are various forms of GIS data for streams and rivers, hydrology. There are a lot of aspects that go beyond what people typically think of in terms of GIS. 

The GIS and ESINet will clearly need to interoperate. Lisa is still struggling with the notion that these services will need to be requested through a PSAP or a consortium without requiring every PSAP in the state to be a member. Previously, there was not a requirement for all 56 PSAPs to participate, which is why 41 PSAPs are on a “pseudo” ESINet because the ESINet is in place, but not the hardware. The legacy PDM network serves 16 PSAPs.  

Rhonda reiterated Quinn’s point that the State of Montana is not a regulator of the PSAPs and can’t mandate what they do.  

We may be getting too far into the weeds. At this point, we are asking a vendor to put forth a proposal. We don’t need to get into how or who is going to pay for it at this point. We need to know what the network should look like, what elements are required and what it’s going to cost. Then the next step is to look at feasibility. A firm understanding of the network, what the minimum requirements are, and all the individual elements of the network (servers, list services, etc.) is needed. Once all the specifications of the network are identified and put out to bid, then we can look at who could do the RFP. Get a handle on what the network looks like and what is going to cost. Then look at feasibility. But the issue of who is going to pay for it or how it will be paid for doesn’t need to be decided now. 

A strategy eventually will need to be developed for implementing and funding the ESINet. We should just focus on requirements, standards and recommendations on a technology level. 

Is the State 9-1-1 Program eligible to ask for grant money on behalf of PSAPs according to HB 61? Lisa indicated that she was viewing the State’s role as setting the standards to establish what is being requested. We can ask for those standards through the RFP. There was confusion about the ESINet RFP that has to come from a PSAP and the RFP for the consultant on the statewide plan regarding where the state need to go to advance NG911 Task Item: Ask Quinn about this issue.  

Brian, is it feasible that Flathead could put out an RFP to all vendors to build and operate the network for the state of Montana’s 9-1-1 network without Flathead County end up having to pay for it? The RFP has to come from the entity that will be paying for it. Flathead County would need to ask for cost recovery. 

We still need to know the technical requirements and costs before the overall strategic plan for implementing the ESINet can be formulated.  

Task Item: PSCB will prepare draft documents based on today’s discussion. 

FINAL STATEWIDE STRATEGIC PLAN
Everyone felt that the draft language on the outline pretty well summarizes the steps involved with putting together the statewide strategic plan. 

Public Comment: None

Next Meeting: The next meeting is Thursday, Nov. 9 and is scheduled from 10:30 to noon and again from 1 to 3 in Room 7 of the Mitchell Building, 125 N. Roberts. 

Adjournment: The meeting adjourned at 11:35 am. 


