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Introduction

AT&T Ohio
, by its attorneys and pursuant to Ohio Admin. Code § 4901-1-12(B)(1), opposes the Joint Petition for Waiver and Supplemental Order filed by the Hamilton County Department of Communications and Intrado Communications Inc. ("Joint Petitioners") on July 25, 2008.  The Joint Petitioners ask the Commission to waive the requirement that Public Safety Answering Points ("PSAPs") may be served by Competitive Emergency Services Telecommunications Carriers only on a countywide basis.  They also ask the Commission to "clarify" that the goal for seamless 9-1-1 services includes transferability within a county as well as among PSAPs across county lines, and between other 9-1-1 system service provider networks.


At the outset, AT&T Ohio must take exception to the Joint Petitioners' claim that "(t)he requests made in this Joint Petition have no effect upon the issues in current arbitration proceedings."  Petition, p. 2 (emphasis added).  That is simply not true.  While the notion of a "beta test" and the goal of interoperability are not issues in the arbitration proceedings, each of those clearly implicates issues in the arbitrations.
  Interconnection issues are at the heart of the arbitration proceedings, and the Commission should be careful not to prejudge arbitration issues in the narrow context of deciding if a limited "beta test" is appropriate and in discussing the goal of system interoperability, if it chooses to do so.  The record here will not contain any of the testimony and analysis put forth in the arbitrations, and the Commission should not act in the absence of a complete record.
The Proposed "Beta Test" Cannot Be Done In Isolation


The Joint Petitioners' request is painted with a very broad brush and raises far more issues than appear on its surface.  Their request is premised on the need to conduct a "beta test" of Intrado's 9-1-1 services with Hamilton County.  It is understood, however, that Intrado currently has no interconnection agreements in place and that the terms of any potential interconnection with ILECs are being arbitrated in multiple dockets, none of which has been completed.  But for a "beta test" to work, isn't interconnection with the other carriers that participate in 9-1-1 service in Hamilton County required?  It appears that every other participating carrier would have to link to Intrado, somehow, but the Joint Petitioners do not address the technical issues or the costs involved in reaching that goal (e.g., additional network facilities to interconnect with Intrado).  The Joint Petitioners are asking other industry participants - - including AT&T Ohio and/or its affiliates - - to step up to the plate and finance a test of their business plan.
  There are many significant network requirements and costs associated with the establishment of this network architecture that include facilities, trunks, and switch translations, as well as technical resources to monitor the actual test activities to ensure that other participants' critical 9-1-1 services are not negatively impacted by this experimental network.  Why all of this should be accomplished at no apparent expense to the Joint Petitioners is not at all clear.


The technical issues and cost issues are not glossed over in the Joint Petitioners' request - - they are not addressed at all.  Nor do the Joint Petitioners even indicate that potentially affected industry members have agreed to participate in their "beta test."  An effective "beta test" cannot be conducted without commitments and active participation by companies who are at least representative of those that will ultimately be affected.  Perhaps the absence of other participants can be explained by the reluctance of any industry members to participate in the test until interconnection issues have been resolved in the pending arbitrations.  The Joint Petitioners have placed the cart before the horse, and ask the Commission to do the same.


The Joint Petitioners argue that the "countywide restriction" violates the Commission's "pro-competitive principles."  Petition, p. 4.  This suggests that the Commission's certification order is self-contradictory.  It is not.  The Commission allowed competitive entry but conditioned it with the "countywide restriction," consistent with how 9-1-1 service has always been implemented in Ohio - - on a countywide basis.  The Joint Petitioners should not be heard to request an untimely rehearing of the certification order in this regard.



In this regard, it should be remembered why the Commission adopted the countywide approach:

Certification of competitive emergency services telecommunications carriers should occur on a countywide basis in order to ensure that all PSAPs in a given county are served by the same competitive emergency services telecommunications carrier for the purpose of provisioning seamless 9-1-1 service. In addition, the 9-1-1 systems in Ohio are planned, structured, and established on a countywide-basis. Therefore, competitive emergency services telecommunications carriers should not serve individual PSAPs but, instead, the entire countywide 9-1-1 system.

Finding and Order, February 5, 2008, p. 8.



The waiver request is also open-ended.  It does not seek a temporary waiver.  It seeks the elimination of the countywide restriction altogether, regardless of whether "beta testing" is required or any special justification for a waiver exists.  The Commission should not entertain such a request.

The Proposal Presents Many Unanswered Technical Issues


AT&T Ohio will highlight just a few of the technical issues raised by the Joint Petition.  First, it is suggested that Intrado will deliver 9-1-1 traffic from wireless, VoIP, and CLEC providers, but not from Cincinnati Bell's ("CBT") landline system.  Petition, p. 2.  For this to occur, all CLECs' and wireless service providers' existing connections to the CBT 9-1-1 selective router would have to be replaced with - - or supplemented by - - trunks to an Intrado selective router.  These carriers would also need to separate their 9-1-1 traffic destined for the Hamilton County PSAP via Intrado from their 9-1-1 traffic destined for the other three PSAPs in the county that are not part of the proposed beta test.  No mention is made of the cost of this work or by whom those costs would be borne.  If these costs are to be absorbed by the participants, AT&T Ohio and its affiliates will be adversely affected, since there is no mechanism for recovering such testing-related costs.  While most VoIP providers contract with CLECs for gateway services, they will also incur additional costs to establish connectivity to the Intrado router, because Intrado has indicated in arbitration documents that it will not accept carrier traffic through third party facilities.



There are network costs associated with the establishment of the proposed interconnection arrangement, and many aspects of it go to issues that are at the heart of the arbitration.  There are several fundamental network architectural determinations at impasse, such as location of POI and how to route traffic when an AT&T Ohio wire center is split between PSAP jurisdictions.  Intrado appears to want to establish a configuration for a beta test that it can then argue creates a status quo, regardless of the outcome of the arbitrations.  Any such beta test is premature at this time.  To date, no carrier has agreed with Intrado's network architecture proposals, as many of Intrado's proposals do not follow industry guidelines.


Second, the Joint Petitioners briefly discuss 9-1-1 call transfer capabilities, but do not address the very real limitations on, and impact on, current generation 9-1-1 customer premises equipment (CPE), or indicate exactly what services (i.e., ANI/ALI) they expect to provide to the other PSAPs.  Petition, p. 3.  9-1-1 networks and PSAP equipment have traditionally been designed to accommodate only one 9-1-1 system service provider, so the addition of another could require duplication of equipment at the PSAP.  It appears that both database ALI providers would have to use identical data formats in order to allow uniform screen display of critical information to the 9-1-1 call-takers and dispatchers.  9-1-1 CPE has evolved into much more than simple displays of the calling number and ALI of the caller.  It interfaces with mapping programs, computer-aided dispatch files (which can provide specific information by address, by customer, etc.) and with 9-1-1 call record management systems.  In addition to the cost associated with duplicating this data in multiple 9-1-1 databases, there remain unknowns regarding processes needed for error and call routing resolution should discrepancies occur.  There is also no consideration of how critical incidents will be handled, or how call traps and traces will be accomplished.  These issues need to be addressed in order for the Commission to make a fully-informed decision on the Joint Petition.


Third, and related to the interoperability issue, the Joint Petitioners sidestep the question as to whether 9-1-1 call transfers between PSAPs will be done in the conventional manner or via a 9-1-1 router-to-9-1-1 router process.  But this is a fundamental question that must be clearly answered by Intrado before the full impacts of its proposal can be addressed.  Various outcomes in network design depend upon the answer to that question.  Until there is clear definition as to the expected design for both the short term (beta test) and long term deployments, no 9-1-1 service participant can assess the technical or cost issues.  Only then can the Commission assess how the Intrado proposal impacts the incumbent 9-1-1 service providers, the PSAPs to which Intrado is selling its services, and the PSAPs to which Intrado is not selling its services, but whose 9-1-1 systems will be affected by the Joint Petitioners' proposal.


In the conventional approach, call transfers from one 9-1-1 provider's PSAP to another 9-1-1 provider's PSAP utilize a 7- or 10-digit number, with caller information relayed verbally.  A router-to-router process would require that 9-1-1 database records be loaded into both providers' 9-1-1 databases, and would require interconnection of 9-1-1 service providers' selective routers.  Should the Intrado design require use of tandem-to-tandem networks (including, among other things, additional interconnecting trunks, modified network translations, call-through tests, database duplication, and location of 9-1-1 systems in one provider's network to edit and maintain data associated with the other PSAPs in the other 9-1-1 service provider's network), a significantly different outcome would be required.  Again, this is an issue that is not addressed at all in the Joint Petition but that is directly at issue in the pending ILEC arbitrations with Intrado.

In-County and Inter-County Interoperability


The Joint Petitioners' request for "clarification" of the goal of interoperability necessarily flows from their waiver request.  Petition, pp. 1, 6-7.  In establishing its "countywide" policy, the Commission intended a provider to serve the entire county, precisely so that "in-county" interoperability would not be an issue.  The Commission's goal of interoperability, then, properly focused on other counties.  Now that Intrado wants to serve less than a full county, it has asked the Commission to address in-county interoperability as well.


It is one thing to discuss interoperability as a "goal" and another to actually achieve it.  Here again, the Petition lacks any specifics regarding the work required by, and the financial obligations of, other participants in the proposed new 9-1-1 network.  But these specifics are critical, and are directly implicated by the pending arbitrations between ILECs and Intrado.  For example, it is not clear from the Petition how the other three PSAPs in Hamilton County, or those outside the County to whom calls could be transferred, would access the calling party's 9-1-1 database record, which may no longer be in the Cincinnati Bell 9-1-1 database.  This could also impact the PSAPs in adjoining systems that did not request the Intrado services, because of the higher costs imposed on them through duplicated database entries, additional MSAG development, and telephone record error correction work.


It appears to be Intrado's expectation that the Commission will simply force those parties that are not included in its agreement with Hamilton County, as well as the ILECs and other 9-1-1 service providers serving adjacent 9-1-1 systems, to voluntarily participate in the beta test and absorb any associated costs.  But Intrado has not provided a system design (validated with documented testing and results), timelines, or a projection of costs to be incurred by the affected incumbent carriers and other service providers in effecting this interoperability.  Also left unsaid is who - - the county, the other providers, or the end users - - will bear the cost of such development.

Conclusion


For all of the foregoing reasons, AT&T Ohio urges that the Joint Petitioners' waiver request be denied.
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� The Ohio Bell Telephone Company uses the name AT&T Ohio.


� The Intrado/AT&T Ohio arbitration petition is pending in Case No. 07-1280-TP-ARB; Intrado is also arbitrating with Cincinnati Bell (08-537), Embarq (07-1216) and Verizon (08-198).


� AT&T Ohio is an ILEC and a 9-1-1 system service provider in areas surrounding Hamilton County and would therefore be affected by the Joint Petitioners' proposals.  Some of its affiliates, such as AT&T Mobility, provide services in Hamilton County and would also be affected by the proposals.


� See, Issues Matrix filed by Intrado in the Intrado/CBT Arbitration, Case No. 08-537-TP-ARB, Issue 2, proposed paragraph 3.8.7.


� It is also unclear how the 9-1-1 locator-type services provided to Centrex and PBX customers will work under the Joint Petitioners' proposal.
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