9-1-1 Statewide Plan-GIS Subcommittee Meeting
Dec. 7, 2017
State Capitol, Helena, MT

Present:






6

Greg Brooks, Synergem Technologies ☎
Brian Chernish, Flathead Co. 9-1-1 
Michael Fashoway, GIS Programmer, MSL
Lisa Kelly, CenturyLink ☎
Chris Lounsbury, Missoula County ☎
Quinn Ness, Public Safety Communications Bureau (PSCB)
Kerry O’Connell, Writer
Zach Slattery, Helena 9-1-1
Wing Spooner, PSCB
Rhonda Sullivan, PSCB 
Kenneth Wall, AT&T

Absent:
Nicole Brown, Broadwater Co. GIS
Kevin Krausz, Custer Co. Commissioner (unable to join due to technical difficulties)
Sapphira Olsen, Sheridan Co. Dispatch 
Josh Waldo, Bozeman Fire

Introductions:  Members introduced themselves.  

Statewide Plan System Outline Discussion: Everyone should have received a copy of the System Plan Outline. Comments were inserted within the document based on all meetings up to this point.  The plan is a technology-requirements plan for 9-1-1 systems at the local level. The plan is focused on the statewide 9-1-1 system that is a system of systems, which includes individual PSAPs at the local level, regional systems that might include technology consolidation with shared assets and technologies. The plan does not have any fixed time constraints. How long it takes to deploy is dependent upon funding as well as the project time needed to implement those technologies at the local level, i.e. the time needed for purchasing, procuring and implementing hardware and software. 

The plan must be a consensus of stakeholders with their acceptance and support of the final plan.  It is not sufficient to merely require local PSAPS to meet certain industry or NENA standards. The stakeholders will develop and establish NG911 definitions and systems that we will be deploying as well as the minimum requirements for those systems since those stakeholders will ultimately be implementing and managing those systems. Finally, this plan does not address physical PSAP consolidation, PSAP operations, optimal staffing levels within a PSAP and other operational issues. Those are outside the scope of this plan. 

Scope of Work: The Scope of Work should be a set of proposals, and not the actual execution of the plan. Previously, the subcommittee has discussed Stakeholder Engagement and how that will take place. The methodology included Regional Town Hall Meetings. Quinn asked subcommittee members to comment on the number of meetings needed. The initial, kickoff meeting would provide an overview of the state plan process, with participants then breaking into focus group sessions where the contractor would start gathering PSAP assessment information. 

Once a draft plan or draft minimum standard is developed, what type of follow-up is needed? Members were asked how the contractor can continue to engage with stakeholders and gain additional feedback. 
· Hold additional town-hall site meetings
· Post the draft plan/standards on a website and obtain public comment; ensure there is a way for interested parties to contact the vendor with concerns; provide vendor phone numbers and email addresses. 
· Hold additional regional meetings 

Due to cost and time constraints, PSAP member representatives felt there was no need to schedule additional face-to-face meetings. Directing folks to a website would work better. If a region really desired an additional face-to-face meeting, an option to do so could be provided

Once the plan has been adopted by the 9-1-1 Advisory Council, members were asked if they want the contractor to hold final regional meetings to inform stakeholders about the results and to tell them how to apply for the grant program. Members felt that holding a final regional meeting could just be optional. 
The contractor will need to get the website up and going before the kick-off meetings.  Quinn will update the outline to reflect these preferences. We wanted to give the contractor an idea of projected travel expenses and locations for kickoff meetings. The contractor will hold seven regional meetings at these proposed locations: Billings, Bozeman, Glasgow/ Sidney, Great Falls, Kalispell, and Missoula. Unfortunately, Glasgow doesn’t have a lot of venues available for the meeting. Quinn suggested that we check with Sapphira to determine her preference for Glasgow or Sidney. 

The kick-off meetings will be town-hall style. The contractor will be asked to inform stakeholders about the 9-1-1 statewide plan and the process moving forward. Then the focus-group sessions will be held. The contractor will provide for remote access to meetings using the GoToMeeting application. Once the contractor starts collecting assessment data, it will be required to use Microsoft Access. If the 9-1-1 Advisory Council wants the State of Montana to assume responsibility for managing the inventory database, Microsoft Access is the preferred database software. In addition, the website must be DNN compatible. These are State requirements. The contractor also will be responsible for inviting stakeholders to meetings using email, website, flyers, etc. to encourage participation.  

Stakeholder Engagement Deliverables. Having a clear idea of what the deliverables should be can be important in reducing scope creep and costs. Quinn noted a few deliverables that should be included, such as hosting a website and copies of meeting materials (including any PowerPoint presentations). Brian indicated that performance metrics should be included to ensure that a high percentage of PSAP participation at public meetings is obtained. This will ensure that information is being gathered from the correct stakeholders. Attendance records will be a deliverable. The group decided to include a performance metric of reaching a minimum of 80% of PSAP participants. If the contractor has difficulty reaching this metric, then subcommittee members will need to do some outreach to encourage participation and emphasize the importance of involvement. However, the onus should be on the contractor to try to reach 100% of the 58 PSAPs in the state. Eighty percent of PSAPs translates to 12 non-participating PSAPs, which should be achievable. 

Follow-up will be needed with those PSAPs that don’t participate in the kick-off meetings. For example, it may be that the PSAP did not participate due to cost, scheduling or weather issues rather than a purposeful choice not to be involved. The contractor should not be penalized if a PSAP chooses not to participate. The contractor must do the best it can to support reaching a 100% goal. 

Minutes: Chris Lounsbury joined the meeting, so a quorum became available to address adopting the minutes of Oct. 12 and Oct. 26. Lisa moved to accept the minutes. Zac seconded. The motion carried. 

Assessment of Current Environment: Include under methodology that the contractor will verify the accuracy of the data. After a draft inventory is obtained, it would be sent back to the PSAP for confirmation. Once the information is collected, it should be verified and sign-off on so that everyone knows the information is accurate. Quinn will add this verification and authorization requirement. 

Brian suggested that when the contractor is talking to a PSAP, it should find out about the PSAP’s budget plans so that guidance could be provided to ensure compatibility of upcoming purchases. If big infrastructure changes are being planned, they should be in line with what the 9-1-1 Advisory Council has recommended. So, the vendor should ask if the PSAP has a capital improvement plan and if they do, the vendor should obtain a copy of it. PSAP capital improvement plans will be useful to have when it comes to prioritizing funding and discussion of economies of scale. 

Most PSAPs have five-year budgets. The contractor should try to acquire copies. The information in these budgets should mainly be used to ensure that new technology acquisitions can be integrated into the new statewide system and not to determine whether a PSAP should receive grant funding.  Local funds will be needed in addition to the grant program to fund technology acquisitions. When a PSAP applies for grant funding, that’s where the budget information could potentially be used as part of the criteria, which may not be fair to those PSAPs who are already budgeting and planning for technology. 

Perhaps the requirement to submit a capital improvement plan should be included in the Administrative Rules. One of the requirements for submitting a grant request might be that the PSAP submit its capital improvement plan to document how the technology will be funded now and how it will be maintained. 

Quinn emphasized that it is important to get the Statewide Plan adopted before opening the grant program to avoid the possibility of having PSAPs purchasing equipment that don’t meet the minimum standards that will be included in the plan or engaging in projects that aren’t part of the plan. The vendor should make sure that all 58 PSAPs are aware that a statewide plan is being worked on, and they are informed that their local budget decisions and plans will need to be consistent with the statewide plan as we move forward. This could be part of the discussion in the initial kick-off meetings. 

Number and Type of Call Data Required: Information about 9-1-1, NG911 and ten-digit 9-1-1 calls will be useful to collect as well as the number of wireline and wireless calls received, if available. Information about administrative or ancillary calls is not needed. It may be useful to know the number of times a PSAP has to answer calls for an adjacent county. Perhaps a request could be made for all the calls that come through the selective router. However, ten-digit numbers do not touch the selective routers. 
Members discussed whether the PSAP or the contractor should gather the data. For Missoula, gathering this data is not a burden, but for smaller PSAPs it might be. Lisa advised first asking the PSAPs for this information and if they have any difficulty obtaining the information, they could contact their network carrier.  Statistical information on wireline and wireless is available from the MPLS network. This information is harder to access from the old TDM network. Network carriers do not have access to any 10-digit call information because it does not hit the selective routers or the ALI database. We can ask PSAPs to include this information in the online survey. If the information is not submitted, then a total count could be obtained from selective routers, with the recognition that the data will not include 10-digit calls. The consensus was to put the onus on the PSAP to obtain this information. However, Rhonda reported that frequently her requests for information are ignored. 

Lisa said that currently CenturyLink provides the State of Montana with a monthly report on the MPLS network showing a database breakdown of wireline vs. wireless calls. Lisa indicated that CenturyLink has many tools for breaking down the data further. When asked if the contractor could simply ask CenturyLink directly for the information, Lisa requested that they only do that if the contractor is not able to get the information from the PSAP. Legacy Qwest network information is going to be much for difficult to obtain. Rhonda has asked for this information previously, and has not received it. 

A voluntary approach should be used first to obtain this information, and 9-1-1 Advisory Council members should emphasize to PSAPs why collecting this data is valuable. The potential exists in the future to make providing this information more compulsory if the 9-1-1 Advisory Council decides there is a need for this information when making funding decisions. In other words, call data information could potentially be used as a prioritization criterium. Call data information should be included as an inventory requirement, which will be part of the online survey of PSAPs. The contractor will be asked to obtain it in the online survey of PSAPs. 

ESInet Inventory: A few bullet points from the Nov. 29 Statewide Plan outline were deleted from this section, where they had accidently been placed, and moved to their correct location in Recommendations for Statewide Minimum Standards section. 

Members discussed having the contractor conduct a bandwidth assessment. This could include a bandwidth assessment of the current environment and then an assessment once the network requirements are known. A future network will need to transport a lot more data across it. The contractor will need to advise us on what are the minimum requirements of a future network, i.e. carrying capacity, interoperability, interconnection, and reliability. These are more requirements than standards.   

Bandwidth is an intangible today because we don’t know what we’re even going to be thinking about putting cross this network five years from now or even two years from now. It may not be possible to come up with a minimum bandwidth for the ESInet, but it needs to be done. Talking to other states that have implemented NG911 might be able to provide data on the traffic they now handle. The statewide network must be scalable as we move forward. Consultants probably already know how much data is needed for a photo or a 2-minute video and can extrapolate this data for each PSAP. 

A deliverable could be for the contractor to provide recommendations for minimum ESInet requirements. These minimum requirements could inform an RFP for the network for the future. We will have an awareness of what those minimum levels should be when we go out for procurement. Deliverables will be the network inventory and network diagrams. 

GIS Inventory: Michael sent an updated outline this morning, but apologized that it didn’t go to everyone. He explained that information is being requested for both the GIS Data Assessment and GIS Inventory. Discussion took place about whether the GIS assessment should be part of the Statewide Plan in the same format, or if it should be a separate document, like an annex to the plan. Either way is workable. Michael and Quinn will visit outside the meeting to determine how the GIS assessment should be incorporated. It is likely that the GIS section will be a separate section of the RFP. 

Recommendations for Statewide Minimum Standards: Recommended minimum standards for hardware and software. Is it necessary to break out specific type of hardware, can the statement be more general, such as “The contractor will present minimum standards for hardware and software?” Everyone was comfortable with this wording. Chris indicated a desire to have the recommendations be written a bit more broadly, so that vendors can truly present their best recommendations. 

Recommendations for the minimum network requirements could be provided in three tiers: 1) Minimum, 2) Best case, and 3) Gold standard. Network capacity requirements should be provided for each of these tiers. 

Lisa was asked for her opinion about providing network diagrams. She indicated that potential contractors would probably like to see some sort of high-level design; however, many contractors already have a variety of designs in mind. It might be more helpful to have contractors focus on what the standards are so that vendors can present a variety of ideas for how certain requirements could be met. It would be better, then, not to be diagram based. When procurement takes place, the vendor can show us how its design plans meets the three standard tiers (minimum, best case, and gold). 

[bookmark: _Hlk502913484]Requirements for Meeting Statewide Minimum Standards by PSAP with Cost Estimates: If the Statewide Plan will be used to guide budgets at the local level and to guide grant awards, then we may need to choose one of the three standard tiers (minimum, best case, and gold) again.

However, it may be difficult to recommend a standard because large PSAPs (Missoula, Flathead) will have different minimum requirements for bandwidth, levels of equipment, etc. than for a PSAP in Two Dot, Montana. It won’t be workable to expect a PSAP in Two Dot to look just like a PSAP in Missoula. Quinn reminded participants that this is a technology plan. Previously, the group has talked about having a minimum service level. The hardware and software standards can be statewide, but operational requirements within various PSAPs can be different. For example, PSAPs will be required to have IP connectivity, which can be scaled for their service area. 

A base cost estimate for IP connectivity could be established. PSAPs in Eureka and Flathead can both be IP capable, but operational requirements and call volumes will dictate the cost. PSAPs can either pay for something with local funds or they can apply for a grant. One of the requirements for use of the grant funds is that the PSAP must purchase equipment that meets these minimum standards. Not sure if it is realistic to have the contractor provide a cost estimate for every PSAP.  Is it realistic to be able to obtain a cost estimate for the ESInet. 

Recommendations are needed for requirements for minimum, best case, and gold standards along with a cost estimate. This information can be extracted from the plan and used in the procurement for the ESInet. This information will be needed to help inform future procurement.

At the PSAP level, the contractor is to conduct a current inventory, compare it to the three standards and tell us what the deficiencies are.  The contractor may not be able to provide costs.  Then, the contractor should do the same thing with the ESInet: conduct an inventory, compare this information to the three standards, and identify deficiencies as well as the related costs.  These cost aspects are universal to PSAP centers.  We need to ask for an analysis of the existing PSAP inventories compared to standards, and a list of deficiencies. The deliverable is the output of this analysis. For the ESInet analysis, we also want the contractor to include costing information because we are looking for a standardized statewide platform.  Quinn will re-work the wording in this section. 

A gross cost estimate is needed because if this will be a living document, it will be useful in identifying gaps to the legislature. We will know what the cost will be to plug those gaps. If something changes in the industry in the way that calls are dealt with—and PSAPs must respond to those changes—we will be able to identify to the legislature unfunded gaps and how they should be addressed. The deliverables from this section drive the next section, Prioritization. 

Prioritization of PSAP, ESInet and GIS Requirements (Projects) Section: Re-wording of this section may be needed because prioritization is more of how this should be deployed from a technology perspective. We will not be developing an index score to rank a PSAP or project over another. Instead, we are asking for advice on how should this plan be implemented from a technology perspective. For example, do we roll out the network first and then upgrade the PSAPs, GIS, etc. We want the contractor to provide guidance and recommendations on how everything should be deployed. Which one of these items is the one that drives the funding bus first? 

Strike the word “Prioritization” because this conveys the idea of rank ordering projects of PSAPs. Quinn will research how to best express the notion of scheduling a logical order for how projects should be deployed based on technology requirements of the network and systems. 

Michael will continue to work on the GIS Section. Chris emphasized the need to include how the GIS data will be synthesized and kept current. We all understand at the technical level the connection between GIS data and NG911, but it will be important to be able to convey that connection to members of the legislature. This document will be vital in telling that story. Michael reassured Chris that he has included similar language in the document he sent out this morning that should cover his concerns. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Quinn indicated that we are ready to move forward on the final draft. Michael, Rhonda and Quinn will meet with State Procurement Bureau staff, to get some direction on the format of the document. A draft document will be developed from the outline which will be e-mailed for comments and edits.  Final corrections will be made, adopted, and transmitted to the 9-1-1 Advisory Council.  

Plans are to get the draft Scope of Work document for the statewide plan and GIS assessment sent to everyone and ask for comments and edits to be sent back electronically. A meeting on Tuesday, Jan. 16 from 1:00 to 4:00 was set to finalize the document before it is transmitted to the 9-1-1 Advisory Council for adoption at its meeting on Jan. 23.  

Public Comment: None

Next Meeting: The next meeting is Tuesday, Jan. 16, 2018. 

Adjournment: Brian moved to adjourn. Lisa seconded. The meeting was adjourned at 1:05 am. 


