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1.
Background

In April, the Network Working Group (“NTWG”) was requested by the Emergency Service Working Group (“ESWG”) to evaluate two VoIP 911 architectures based on their technical merits. The architectures were presented in two separate contributions submitted to the ESWG.  FCI Broadband, Call-Net Communications Inc., Comwave Telecom Inc., Primus Telecommunications Canada Inc., and Yak Communications (Canada) Inc. submitted contribution ESCO193, IP Access to 911 Tandems on January 17, 2005.  Bell Canada submitted contribution ESCO196, Bell Canada View to VISPs’ Interconnection on March 14, 2005.
At the May 27 NTWG NTTF015 conference call, Bell Canada submitted contribution NTCO315, Architecture Evaluation Criteria, proposing a list of evaluation criteria.  In contribution NTCO317, VoIP 9-1-1 Architecture, Mr. Herb R. Charles provided initial analyses of the architectures based on a different set of criteria.
It was agreed that commonly supported evaluation criteria would be critical for NTWG to offer a meaningful assessment of the architectures.  The Chair suggested that NTWG should try to finalize a set of evaluation criteria at the next NTTF015 conference call and that members were invited to submit contributions that elaborate on existing criteria or they could propose additional criteria.

This contribution represents updated contribution from TELUS’ original NTCO0320 towards providing a list of agreed upon criteria for evaluation of these 911 architecture alternatives.
2. Evaluation Criteria
In the following table, TELUS proposes seven categories of analysis criteria.  In each of the evaluation items, a qualitative analysis statement should be provided for each of the proposed architectures.  Some items described in the Table 1 can be classified as "yes", "no", "don't know" or "not applicable".
A scoring system is not proposed because it is TELUS’ understanding that NTWG was not requested to make a deterministic choice.  If the final intent of these Evaluation Criteria Contributions is to recommend architecture, the NTWG should consider using a score point system by assigning relative importance or weightings to the various evaluation criteria.  
Table 1

	Evaluation Criteria
	Comments

	1.
Capabilities:

	1.1.
Selective routing
	

	1.2.
Selective transfer
	

	1.3.
Location identification
	

	1.4.
Others
	

	2.
Call control features:

	2.1.
Forced Disconnect
	

	2.2.
Called Party Hold (Bureau Hold)
	

	2.3.
Ring Back
	

	2.4.
Switch Hook Status
	

	2.5.
Others
	

	3.
Stakeholder Impact:

	3.1.
PSAP 
	

	3.2.
Existing 911 infrastructure
	

	3.3.
Existing circuit-switched network 
	

	4.
Survivability:

	4.1.
Security
	Protection of 911 network topology from external parties.

	4.2.
Redundancy
	Path, space, etc.

	4.3.
Reliability
	MTTR (Disaster recovery), etc.

	5.
Standards and Development:

	5.1.
Compliance to current ESWG documents and procedures
	

	5.2.
Proprietary / specific protocol dependencies
	

	5.3.
Migration to NENA standards
	Can the architecture migrate towards NENA with a limited lost capital investment?

	5.4.
Architecture is evolvable (development of additional capabilities and maturity of existing components).
	Growth capability to support future features for least cost implementation.

	6.
Feasibility:

	6.1.
Cost
	Maximum probability of call and data delivery for a ‘least cost’ approach.

	6.1.1.
Operational 
	

	6.1.2.
Implementation
	

	6.2.
Implementation time requirements
	

	7.
Others:

	7.1.
Maintains fundamental service characteristics of    E9-1-1 service
	Impact on E911 service level.




