-----Original Message-----
From: Evelyn Bailey [mailto:bailey@e911.psd.state.vt.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, April 12, 2005 3:55 PM
To: michael.fargano@qwest.com
Cc: mnelson@intrado.com; Charles Pyott; Maureen A. Napolitano (E-mail); rhixson@nena.org; d.irwin@emd.wa.gov; Jim Nixon (E-mail)
Subject: Vermont's Comments on TF 34
Mr. Fargano, et al.,

The following constitutes the State of Vermont's official comments on TF

34's ESMI proposal.  The State of Vermont is deeply concerned that

proprietary interfaces and protocols seem poised to be adopted as ANSI

standards.  Vermont's published procurement policies favor open source

solutions.  

1) The document refers to protocols and message sets that are developed

specifically for this solution rather than using existing open source

protocols and applying them to the solution. Even though web services (a

readily available open source protocol) for delivery of location

information from the source to the ESnet is outlined in the

recommendation. If Web Services is appropriate to deliver a service to

the ESnet, why is it not appropriate to deliver that service to the

PSAP?

2) The use of both a proprietary interface and group of protocols will

increase the cost associated with this solution, which contradicts

NENA's future path plan. Common protocols have stacks and other parts

that are generally available, often in open source form.  The State of

Vermont goes on record as opposing adoption of a national standard that

is based on a vendor's proprietary interfaces and protocols.  ESIF, and

by extension ATIS, should avoid the appearance of bending to the

commercial interests of one particular vendor.

3) ANSI accreditation means nothing to a PSAP. Rather than providing

this solution to a PSAP it is directed more at the 9-1-1 service

providers. This further diminishes the PSAP's ability to (if they wish)

begin the process of internalizing the PSAP to ALI DB transaction. The

architecture insists on inserting a middle man between the actual

service and the PSAP.  

4) Rather than encouraging a competitive landscape for providing third

party ALI services this solution narrows down the scope to maybe one or

two manufacturers capable of building the architecture for supporting

ESMI transactions.

5) The complexity of this solution is comprehensive and is again a

contradiction to NENA's future path plan.

6) The requirements of this solution were not solicited from the PSAP

community on the whole. Very FEW individuals accustomed to true PSAP

operations were involved in the requirements development process (with

recognition of those that were involved).

7) TF 34 is not currently being considered in any part by NENA's NG

9-1-1 (i3) technical development process. NG 9-1-1 has not yet decided

what its requirements are, so it is premature to assume TF 34 is the

answer. As NENA i3 work is still in requirements definition, it seems

inappropriate to advance ESMI work until we understand what the

requirements are. While TF34 did its own requirements work, it did not

look at the big picture the way the i3 work is doing. We do not know if

TF34 work is an appropriate solution to i3 requirements.

8) This solution relies on the PSAP continuing to query a mechanism for

delivery of ALI (and additional information) rather than a controlled

direct push to the PSAP by information sources.

9) Operational impacts have not been fully resolved and the solution

does not scale well. How does the PSAP decide what sources of

information get included on this interface and, more importantly, how

does the PSAP manage these information sources to allow them to provide

information over the interface?

10) It has already been suggested that the NG 9-1-1 technical

development around delivery of location information within NENA should

consider the components of Task Force 34 while moving forward because it

WILL become an ANSI standard. This statement impacts the ability to

"think outside the box" for development of NG 9-1-1 services within NENA

and makes a rather broad assumption and bold statement on the part of

the largest TF 34 supporters also participating in the NENA i3 (NG

9-1-1) process.

11) There is a general agreement within the larger public safety

community that there will be an Emergency Services Network, but it will

not be a 9-1-1 network. It will be shared among many agencies. TF34 work

assumes that the 9-1-1 community can specify the mechanisms on this

network, when clearly, if it is to be shared, than the other agencies

and the 9-1-1 community must sit down and work out common mechanisms.

12) Similarly, there is widespread understanding that in order to

facilitate information sharing among agencies, common data, message, and

security mechanisms will have to be agreed. There is effort that seems

to be accepted, concerning data and message formats, and there will soon

be similar efforts in security and other areas. TF34 does not take such

efforts into account.

13) Solutions for 9-1-1 must be extremely robust, especially when

dealing with systems that are (indirectly) connected to the Internet.

This would indicate a bias for solutions that are proven reliable,

rather than new protocols.

14) The cost to build systems is influenced by the software tools that

are available to help build such systems. No tools exist for TF34. Use

of existing protocols would tend to lower the cost of building new

systems.

15) TIA in general, and TF34 in specific, does not have experience

designing IP based protocols. TF34 work has not been reviewed by

organizations, such as the IETF, which has such expertise.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Evelyn Bailey 

Executive Director 

Vermont Enhanced 9-1-1 Board 

bailey@e911.psd.state.vt.us 

