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	Evaluation Criteria
	The Companies
	Bell Canada
	Comments

	1.
Capabilities:
	
	
	

	1.1.
Selective routing
	
	
	

	1.2.
Selective transfer
	
	
	

	1.3.
Location identification
	
	
	Only applies to non-nomadic.

	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
	
	
	Further definition required on July 6-7 meeting.

	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.
Implementation Issues:
	
	
	

	6.1.
Costs
	
	
	High level cost comparison of the two proposals.

	6.1.1. Operational 
	
	
	

	6.1.2. Implementation
	
	
	

	6.2.
Time to implement
	
	
	

	7.
Others:
	
	
	

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




