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FINAL ORDER

BEFORE THE COMMISS ON:

Higory of the Proceedings

By Order entered February 17, 1999, a Docket No. P-00971203, we granted
the Joint Petition For Rdief Establishing Uniformity for 9-1-1 Provisoning filed by the Joint
Petitioners, Bdl Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc. (Bell), the City of Philaddphia (City), the
Commisson's Law Bureau Prosecutory Staff (Prosecutory Staff), the Pennsylvania Tdephone
Asodaion (PTA), and Sprint Communications Company, L.P. (Sorint). See Docket No. P-
00971203, Petition of Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc. for a Declaratory Order Relating
to Provison of Master Sreet Address Guidesto Local Exchange Carriers.

1 The procesding was before the Commission upon remand from the
Commonwedth Court. City of Philadelphiav. Pa. P.U.C., 702 A.2d 1139 (Pa. Cmwith.



In an Order entered February 19, 1999 (Tentative Form), we proposed,
conggent with the terms of the Settlement Agreement reached in the métter, to adopt certain
taiff guiddines addressng munidpd 9-1-1 sysems, accessto municipd 9-1-1 sysemsby
competitive loca exchange tdecommunications carriers, and uniform statewide protocols
related to munidpd 9-1-1 sysems. The Tentative Order was published in the Pennsylvania
Bulletin, Vol. 29 Pa.B., No. 12, p. 1576 (March 20, 1999). Commentsto the Tentetive
Order were due twenty (20) days after publication. Reply comments were due ten (10) days
ater publication.  Thefallowing partiesfiled commentsto the Tentative Order: ALLTEL
Pennsylvania, Inc. (ALLTEL), AT& T Communications of Pennsylvania, Inc. (AT&T), and the
PTA. Reply Comments were recaived from the City.

The Commisson dso recaived |etters from Allegheny Telephone (acoin phone
provider and aredler of inmate phone sarvice), and Shared Communications Sarvices, Inc. (a
resdler of Sorint long distance tdecommunications services in Pennsylvania) Sating thet they
eaech determined that there was no need to respond to the E-9-1-1 Sarvice Provider
guestiomnaire atached as an gppendix to the Tentative Order.

Also before the Commisson for condderation isaMarch 4, 1999, Pdtition for
Claification (Clarification Petition) filed by the City dso & Docket No. P-00971203. The
City, inter alia, requests darification thet the “working group of stakeholdersto be established
will indude dl partiesto the Sattlement Agreement ... In the Clarification Petition, the City
further expressed a concern that the purpose and scope of authority of the working group of
dakeholders shdl be expliatly Sated as*implementation of the Sattlement Agreement and Joint
Petition, and shdl not indude deve opment of procedures or pratocols which are inconsstent
with the Sattlement Agreement and Joint Petition.” See Joint Petition, pp. 1-2.

1997). Upon remand, the parties to the proceeding submitted a Sattlement Agresment to
terminate the litigation.
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On March 17, 1999, Bell filed an Answer to the Claification Petition. Bdl
responds that “while BA-PA bdievesthat the Commisson’s Order as presently written does
gand for the proposition requested by the City, it does not object to such darification.” Bel
agrees with the City’ s position thet during severd sages of litigating the ingant controversy
involving the Madter Street Address Guide (MSAG),? dll interested parties had legd notice and
an opportunity to participate. Thus, Bl concurs with the City thet the results of the Settlement
Agreament and Joint Petition should be binding on dl service providers sesking 9-1-1 acocessin
the City of Philaddphiaand accessto the MSAG for purposes of providing service in the City
of Philaddphia. (Bl Answer, p. 2). The mater isnow ripe for digpogtion.

Discusson

A. Summary of Comments

1 ALLTEL

ALLTEL’sfird comment rdaes to Subsection “c” regarding, Conditions of the

Proposad Service Providers E-9-1-1 Protocols.® Thissub-saction pertainsto the lighility and
indemnification provisonsrediveto 9-1-1 sarvice.

2 MSAGs are used in the provison of Enhanced 9-1-1 sarvice and indude the
liding of dl dreat names, housa/building numbers, and addressrangesin the 9-1-1 sarvice
areas, aswdl asrouting information to the Public Safety Answering Point (PAP) locations, and
the gopropriate emergency sarvice providers: They aretypicdly mantained by the affected
munidpdity and are usad for the Autometic Location | dentification function, whichisa
component of the Enhanced 9-1-1 sarvice purchased by the municipdlity from the incumbent
locd exchange carrier.
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ALLTEL commentsthat Act No. 78, Section 7019(c),* govaming immunity,
datestha “No tegphone company, or agent or employee or director of ateephone company
shdl beliableto any person who uses the 911 emergency sarvice edablished under thisact: .. .
for rdease. . . of information specified in this section that is not dreedy part of the public
records, induding nonpublished telephone numbers; or for interruptions, omissons, defects,
errors, migakes or ddaysin transmisson occurring inthe course of rendering 911 emergency

Fvice. . s

Based on the foregoing languagein Act No. 78, ALLTEL comments thet the
Settlement Agreement Pratocol which rdaesto lighility and indemnification is neither necessary
nor proper. (ALLTEL Comments, p. 2).

ALLTEL ds0 expressesasmilar comment regarding E-9-1-1 Protocol,
Section“d.” Thisguiddine would require that each sarvice provider fully dateitsinsurance
provisons, or those which prevent the need for insurancein whole or in part. (Commentsat 2).

ALLTEL dso commented upon section “g” which gates the fallowing: “(€) (i)
Each service provider' s 9-1- 1 taiff provisons should date: (1) How the sarvice provider will
hende 9-1-1 savice interruptions” ALLTEL commentsthat thisinformation is dso requested
in Appendix B, item 7, and is, therefore, redundant. ALLTEL further commentsthet this
information is not properly contained in atariff. (Comments, p. 3).

: The Settlement Agreement protocols were atached as Appendix “A” to the
Tentative Order and the E-9-1-1 Quedtionnaire as Appendix “B.”  The protocolswill
varioudy bereferred to as“ Guiddines’ or “ Pratocols”

‘ See Act 78, Act of July 9, 1990, P.L. 340, No. 78, 35 P.S. 887011-7921
(Public Sefety Emergency Tdephone Act).

s This provison goes on to exdude willful and wanton misconduct of the
telephone company, or its agents, employees or directors from this protection.
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ALLTEL doesnot have any critidsm of E-9-1-1 Protocol, Section (g)(ii), thet
the service provider will agree nat to use the municpdity’ SMSAG for any purpose thet is not
directly rdaed to and required for the provison of 9-1-1 serviceto its cusomers. (Comments,

p. 3).

ALLTEL next commentsthat it disagrees with the fallowing guiddine

() (iii) Thet the service provider shdl not modify or cregte any
derivaive of the munidpdity’ SMSAG, exoept thet one (1)
copy may be made for archiva purposes only.

ALLTEL does not agree with the above-dted, tariff guiddine ALLTEL dates
thet it usesthe information in the MSAG initsfrontware for error correction and vaidation of
Street and community names and customer records. (Comments, p. 3).

ALLTEL further opposesthe E-9-1-1 Protocal Section (€)(iv), which obligetes
the sarvice provider to inddl the MSAG in “read only” format on one computer network and
its back up, unless the provider obtains permisson to modify the format to make it competible
with the sarvice provider’ s software sysem.  ALLTEL observesthat “read only” isnot eesily
ussd with the exising design of the 911 system and processes. Therefore, comments ALLTEL,
it must be permitted to modify the MSAG format as required by its sysem. (Comments, p. 4).
Asan example, ALLTEL notesthat it may be required to reorder the datafidds (not deta
content) based on the fact that M SAG formats do not dways follow recognized gandards
Further, ALLTEL backsup dl dataasit doeswith any essentid sysem. 1d.

ALLTEL’s comments with regard to the obligation to use a*read only” formet

for MSAG dso goply toits oppogtion to Section (€)(v). Thisguiddinewould requirethe
sarvice provider to agree nat to modify the content of the municpdity’ SMSAG.
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Findly, ALLTEL indicatesthat it does not oppose E-9-1-1 Protocol, Section
(&)(vi), which prohibits the service provider from sdlling, leesing, licenaing, renting, loaning,
providing, or trandering the MSAG to any other person without the express written
authorizetion of the munidpdlity’s9-1-1 Coordinator. (Comments, p. 4).

2. AT&T Comments

AT&T initidly commentsthet as agenerd méter, the February 19, 1999 Order
isaressonable firs $ep towards the development of a uniform set of sandards and rules
governing MSAG accessand taiffs AT& T obsarves that to the extent some uniformity of
goproach replaces the “patchwork” of municipa ordinances, the proposed rules may effect a
sgnificant reduction in the transactiond cogts of entry for multi-area competitive local exchange
cariers and reduce adminidrative burdens of compliance for dl carriers (AT& T Comments p.
1).

AT&T does, however, note that cartain darifications or modifications should be
congdered to fully achieve the objectives of the partiesin this matter.

Frd, AT&T comments thet the Tentative Order envisons thet issues between
the sarvice provider and the municipdlity will be resolved through negatiaions However, the
Order does not provide for any dioute resolution. Therefore, AT& T suggeststhat the
Commission should modify the Tentative Order to provide for resolution of such disputes
through an expedited dipute resolution process, such as those used with interconnection
arbitrations under the Tdecommunications Act of 1996, 47 U.SC. 8251, et s20. (AT&T
Comments, pp. 1-2).

Next, AT& T datesthat the Order dso requires carriers to submit a“ Sarvice
Provider E-9-1-1 Quedionnaire’ to fadilitate the exchange of information necessary for proper
E-911 provisoning. And, one of the factors requiring the submisson of these reportsisa
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“ggnificant” changein the carrier’ snetwork. AT& T datesthat thetext of the Order setsforth
examples of these changes i.e the inddlaion of anew switch, or the adoption of SS7 sgnding.
However, AT& T obsarvesthat the Order does not fully define the term “ Sgnificant.”
Therefore, it isrequested that the Order should be amended to define as completdy as possible,
the sgnificant changes that would implicate the need for updating the questionnaire

(Comments, p. 2).

Additiondly, AT& T notesthat thereis arequirement thet the questionnaire be
submitted quarterly when certain changes occur. For example, changesin the network
monitoring manager, manager in charge of trouble reporting, the Automatic Location
Identification (ALI) look-up manager, and the contact person for the municipdity, would come
within this requirement. While acknowledging thet the information isimportant, AT& T
comments that the Order provides no reason why these changes, danding done, warrant
quarterly reporting. (Comments, p. 2). The more gopropriate course, daes AT& T, isto
require submission of an updated quesionnaire a the time, and only when, thisinformation
changes Id.

FHndly, AT& T commentsthet there does not gppeer to be any provisoninthe
Order that municipdity updatesto the MSAG (adding new strest names, or changing address
ranges) bemade. Thisiscritical information to the sarvice providers aaility to meet E-911
obligations Therefore, AT& T requests thet the Order be amended to spedificdly darify the
procedures to be followed for rdlease of MSAG updates or revisons. (Comments, p. 3).

3. PTA Comments

The PTA filed comments limited to Guiddine“e” and to Paragraph (4) of the
Savice Provider E-9-1-1 Pratocols (Appendix A).
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The PTA firg comments regarding Protocdl eiii. That provison datesthat the
savice provider shdl not modify or cregte any derivative of the MSAG, except for one copy to
be mede for archival purposes The PTA points out thet, in addition to the MSAG being usd
for live 9-1-1 cdls service providers creste “mirror imeges’ of the MSAG. The mirror image
is used by the service provider for such things as database recondliaion, address verification for
new connections of sarvice, and planning for service to new housing devdlopments. (PTA
Comments, pp. 2-3). The PTA explanstha the use of the MSAG for these functions dlows
savice providersto ensure that name and addressinformation provided to the municipdity is
accurate and fitswithin the MSAG format. Additiondly, the mirror imegeis used to dlow the
munidpdity to update the MSAG on an ongoing bass Thus commentsthe PTA, Protocdl eiii
preventsthe service providers use of the MSAG for purposes such asthe mirror image. The
PTA proposes that this guiddine be revised to read asfollows

“that the service provider shdl not modify or cregte any
derivaive of the munidpdity’s MSAG, without the
permission of the municipality, except that one (1) copy may
be made for archiva purposesonly.” (additionsin bold).

ThePTA, amilar to ALLTEL, dso commented upon guiddine eiv. Asnoted,
this guiddine requires the sarvice provider to inddl the MSAG in “read only” format. The PTA
would request thet the guiddine be amended to permit inddlation of the MSAG in “readiwrite’
forma. (Commentsat 3). Thisisreguested so that the sarvice provider can meke
modificationsto the MSAG, a the municipdity’ s request, or can make changesto the MSAG
as required by software modifications -- with parmisson from the municipdity. The PTA
arguesthat the “read only” format requirement would necessitate systern modifications on the
part of both the sarvice providers and the municipdlities, and would diminate the ghility to
update the MSAG on an ongoing bads 1d.

The PTA dso requests that Protocol Section ewv., which prohibits the service
provider from making any modifications to the contert of the municipdity’sMSAG, be revised
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to date”. . .the sarvice provider agrees not to modify the content of the municipdity’ SMSAG,
without the permisson of the municipality.” Thebassaf the PTA’s comments regarding
this proposed amendment is that service providers are often requested to meke changesto the
MSAG by the municipdity and sometimes make changesto the formeat of the MSAG so that
information contained in the provider’ s detabase can be coordinated or reconciled with the
information contained inthe MSAG. (PTA Commentsat 4). The PTA representsthet these
format changes or additions do not modify the origind content of the MSAG, but merdy
enhance the sarvice provide’ s aaility to usethe MSAG information in conjunction with the
information contained in the provider’ s database. Therefore, the PTA requedtsthet this
guiddine be amended as noted, above.

The PTA’sfind comment is directed to Paragrgph (4) of the Service Provider
E-9-1-1 Protocols (Appendix A to the Tentative Order). After satisfectory answversto the E
9-1-1 Quedtionnaire have been completed, this provison explansthat a Public Safety
Answering Point (PSAP) representative will contact the service provider within ten (10)
busnessdays Thisisfor the purpose of conducting testing according to PSAP conditions The
PSAP tegting conditions change from day to day and from hour to hour. Thus, Paragrgph (4)
provides thet “[g]ny testing canceled by the county/municipality will be rescheduled & the
ealies avalable date. Sarvice provider[g mud provide a least seven (7) business days prior
natice to the PSAP representative upon any cancdlation of tegting by a service provider, or
upon any request for additiond teting.” See PTA Comments, p. 4.

The PTA isaf the opinion that the municipaity should aso be required to give a
least seven (7) business days natice prior to the cancdlaion of any tegting, except in
extraordinary drcumstances. Based on the foregoing, the PTA asksthat the third sentence of

6 Act No. 78 defines a public safety answering point asthefird point a which
cdls from emergency assistance from individuds are answered, operating 24 hours a day.
See City of Phila. v. Pa.PUC, supra.
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Paragraph (4) of the E-9-1- 1 Protocol be changed to read: These conditions change from
day to day and hour to hour, therefore, all testing is subject to cancdlation. The PSAP,
however, shall givethe service provider saven (7) busnessdaysnatice prior to such

cancdlation.

132482v1 10



4. City Reply Comments

The Commisson'sfilesindicate thet only the City filed respongve comments?

(@  ResponsetoALLTEL

The City explainsthat it is both necessary and proper for eech sarvice
provider' staiff to fully gateits lidbility and indemnification provisonsrdaiveto E9-1-1
savice TheCity daifiesthat ALLTEL’ scitation to theimmunity provison of Act No. 78,
Section 7019(c), is misplaced. The City ates that Section 7019(c) does not addressthe
lighility of competitive locd exchange carriers or non-9-1-1 service providers with respect to
municipdities. (City Response, p. 1). Nather does Section 7019(c) address possible lighility
with respect to the use or misuse of the MSAG itsdf. The City points out thet
tel ecommuni cations companies which are permitted access to the MSAG are providing access
to 9-1-1 services, but are not themsalves, “rendering 9-1-1 emergency service’ pursuant to
Act No. 78.

Basad on the foregoing, the City indststhet the lighility and indemnification
provison contained in the proposed E-9-1-1 Protocal is necessary to protect municipdities
from damsarigng out of the use or misuse of the MSAG by locd exchange cariers
(Responsg, p. 2).

The City further endorses the language in the E-9-1- 1 Protocol s that requires
eech savice provider' staiff to fully dateitsinsurance provisons or those provisonswhich
diminate the need for insurance in whole or in part. Again, the City notes thet the section of Act

! The City’ s respondve comments do not spedificdly identify the PTA origind
comments. Thoserepliesto ALLTEL are, for the mogt part, gopropriate for condderation of
the City’ s pogtion regarding the PTA.
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No. 78 onwhich ALLTEL rdiesasfurnishing alimited immunity, in fact does nat provide such
protection. (Response, p. 2).

The City a0 repondsto ALLTEL’s comments regarding sarvice interruptions
The City bdievesit is gopropriate to indude tariff provisons gating how 9-1-1 sarvice
interruptions will be handled. Such interruptions affect the aaility of public safety agendesto
respond to emergency cdls Thus arguesthe City, the need for sarvice providersto commit
themsdaves to gpedific procedures for dedling with service interruptions as a part of thar taiff is
not obviated merdy because there are a0 questionsinduded in the guestionnare thet dedl with
trouble reporting procedures. (Response, p. 2). Basad on the foregoing, the City advisesthat it
Isnot unreasonable or burdensome for local exchange carriersto explain in tharr tariffs how they
will maintain the rdiahility of 9-1-1 sarvice. Id.

In further response, the City strongly opposes ALLTEL s suggestion thet
savice providers should be entitled to modify or creste any derivative of the MSAG. The City

takes the pogtion thet the aaility of public safety agendiesto repond to emergency cdls
depends upon the accuracy of the MSAG. It dso reminds the partiesthat acritica issue which
has led to litigation invalving the MSAG, was the nead for munidpdlities to ensure the integyrity
of the MSAG. Thus the City arguesthet the only entity that should control the MSAG isthe
munidpdity that ownsit. (Responsea 3). If sarvice providers are parmitted to menipulate and
revisethe MSAG a will, effective municipal oversght will be compromised arguesthe City.
Thiswill, in the City’' s view, jeopardize public sefety. (Response, p. 3).

The City further reppondsto ALLTEL’s specific example of how it would use

the information in the MSAG in its frontware for error correction and vaidation of sreet and
community names and cusomer records. The City Sates

In addition, to dlow locd exchange carriersto modify the
MSAG or put it to non-public safety uses opensthe way for
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commerdd exploitation of the MSAG. The MSAG is cregted
and mantained & the expense of the munidpdity, and no use
other than for 9-1- 1 access should be permitted without the
express authorization of the municpdity. ALLTEL datesthat
information inthe MSAG isused “in itsfrontware, for error
correction and vaidation of sreet and community names and
customer records.” Althoughit isundear what ALLTEL
means by “frontware,” use of the MSAG for areview of data
initshilling records or other commerdd usesis an improper use
of the MSAG. Theonly legitimate use of the MSAG isto
provide accessto 9-1-1 sarvices, absent spedific authorization
from the municdpdity which created it and has an overriding
public sfety interest in ensuring itsintegrity.

(Response, p. 3).

The City ds0 resstsALLTEL’ s suggestion that the MSAG be provided in
some format other than“read only.” Thisprovigon isvitd in order to mantain the integrity and
accurecy of the MSAG database assartsthe City. (Responsg, p. 3). Asthe owner of the
MSAG and the provider of emergency savice it isthe responghility and commitment of the
municipdlity to ensurethet it isaccurate. Thus, the City dates that many different entities must
have accessto the MSAG in order to provide 9-1-1 sarvices. If eachis permitted to modify
and manipulate the database for its own internd purposes and unmonitored by any centrd
agency, erors and corruptions of the dectronic dataare inevitable. (Responsg, p. 4). The City
argues that this fact would degrade the munidpdlity’ s aility to repond quickly and accuratdly
to cdlsfor emergency sarvice and would placethe public a risk. 1d.

Basad on the foregoing, the City viewsthe “read only” format requirement as
esntid.

(b) Regponseto Commentsof AT&T
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The City regpondsto AT& T’ s query regarding the propriety of quarterly
updates when the service provider makes certain Sgnificant changesin the carrier’ s network.
The City agreesthat the best course of action isimmediate natification of such changes, but
notes thet the Tentative Order datesthat in the event of such changes, the sarvice provider isto
give 2uch information to the muniapelity no lessthan quarterly. See Response, p. 4.
Consequently, this provison ensuresthat if there are changesin the carrier’ s critica contact
personnd, the muniapdlity will be natified & leest quarterly. The City viewsthisguiddine as
furnishing an important measure of protection that should be maintained. (Responsg, p. 5).

132482v1 14



B. Dispostion

1 Liability and Indemnity Provisons

On condderation of the lighility and indemnity provisons of the E-9-1-1-
Protocal (Section c), we shdl nat direct an amendment. We condude that the City hasthe
better view. ALLTEL’sreferencesto amilar languagein Act No. 78 pataining to alimited
immunity for entities rendering 9-1- 1 sarvice does not spedficaly addressthe potentid lighility
of munidpditiesfrom daims arisng out of the use of the MSAG by locd exchange cariers

2. Statement of Insurance Coverage

We ds0 acknowledge thet the City’ s position with regard to the insurance
provisons of the service provider’ stariff, (Section d), should not be modified for the same

reasons as discussed with reference to Guiddinec.

3. Statement of Policy on Service Interruptions

ALLTEL’scomment regarding sarvice interruptionsis primarily based on
dleged redundancy. E-91-1- Protocol, Section e 1 dates:

Each service provider' s 9-1- 1 taiff provisonswill date

1) how the service provider will handle 9-1-1
saviceinterruptions
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The Sarvice Provider E-9-1-1 Questionnaire provides asfollows

7. Provide atrouble reporting procedure.

A. Isthere adedicated trouble reporting center?

1. Whaisthelocation of the center?
2. provide a24x7 number for trouble reporting.
3. Whoisthe center’ s manager?

a Name/address/phone number of manager?

b. Can the manager be reached 24x7? How?

On review, we observe thet there may be redundancy. However, this
redundancy is, in our view, minima. The quedionnaire provides amore detailed synopgs for
the sarvice provider to follow for purposes of itstrouble reporting procedures. Thisleve of
Oetall may, but is not required, to beinduded in the tariff. Therefore, wewill not direct a
modification of the E-9-1-1 Pratocal provison. We condude that responding to both is not
unduly burdensome or repetitious

4. M odifications and Derivatives of the M SAG

The City adamantly opposes any suggestion that service providers should be
entitled to modify or cregte any derivative of the municipdity’ sSMSAG. The City’ smgor
objection liesin the patentid for the corruption of the data.and the resuiting imparment of public
safety and, d o, the potentid use of the MSAG for non-public safety purposes At thistime,
and based upon our review of the extengve litigation higtory of this metter, we shdl not require a
modification of the proposed E-9-1-1 Protocol. The Commission notes thet the City, however,
has nat expresdy fored osad the possibility thet there may be conditions or circumstances under
which it would permit amodification or derivaive of the MSAG. ALLTEL hasdted catan
drcumgancesinvolving “frontware” error correction and validation of street and community
names and customer records as abassfor credting a derivative of the MSAG -- with the
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permisson of the municipdity. The PTA amilarly dtesits preference to creste whet it teemsa
“mirror image’ of the MSAG for such things as database recondliation, address verification for
new connections of sarvice, and planning for service to new housing devdopments® While
these examples of the usesfor which aderivaive MSAG may not entirdy rdate to public sefety
uses - and the City is opposad to any such use- cartain other uses could, when implemented in
cooperation with the municpdity, enhance the accuracy and effectiveness of the MSAG. This
could especidly be the case with regard to new housing developments and new connections of
savice Further, mere format changes which do nat, in themsdves dter the content should be
liberdly granted by the municipdity. We dhdll, in the context of resolving the ingtant matter,
refer these concerns for consderation by the working group of stakeholders

We would request thet the working group of sakeholders established in our
February 17, 1999 Order a the“P’ docket, condder those circumstances and conditions
under which the municipdity would permit the maodification and/or cregtion of aderivative of the
MSAG. The necessty for mere forma changes which do not dter the content should also be
conddered. We expredy darify our agreement with the City' s position, however, (thisisa
position with which dl commenting parties do not disagree), thet it isthe municipdity which
ownsthe MSAG and has the public safety respongibility for its proper use

5. Read Only Format for MSAG

For reasons subgtantidly smilar to the above discussion, we will nat reguire the
modification of the E-9-1- 1 Protocal to be accessble in aformat other then “read only.” The
PTA has properly noted thet there could be amutua benefit to the municipaity and the service
providers were the format changed to “readiwrite” That is, updatesto the MSAG could be

8 Protocal eiv gopearsto provide amechanism for the service provider to obtain
permisson from the muniapdity to modify the format to make the MSAG competible with the
sarvice provider’ s software sysem.
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meade on an ongoing bads a potentidly reduced adminidtrative codsto each. See PTA
Comments p. 3. However, a thistime, we will maintain the E-9-1-1 Protocol as proposed.
We dhdl direct that the working group of stakeholders further congder the propriety of
accessing the MSAG on a*“reed/write’ bass?

6. Reporting of Changesin Management

On condderation of the response of the City to those commentsof AT& T, we
condude thet the reporting requirement is not unduly burdensome. The City’ s obsarvation, with
which we agreg, istha “ggnificant” changesin the sarvice provider’ s critica contact personnd
will be submitted no lessthen quarterly. We do acknowledge AT& T’ s concern thet the types
of changesin asarvice provider’ s network which are“sgnificant” could be further devel oped.
Thisisnat to say thet any definition will be dl-encompassng. However, we would request the
working group of stakeholdersto further refine those changesin the network which would fall
within the definition of “ggnificant.” At present, the overdl reguirement to file quarterly updates
does address the municipdity’ s concern for prompt natification with the service providers
contact personnd.

7. Dispute Resolution Procedures

AT&T notesthet the Tentative Order envisons that issues between the sarvice
provider and the municipdity will be resolved through negatiations, but did not provide dispute
resolution procedures in the event the partiesfail to achieve anegotiated resolution. See AT&T
Commentsa 1. AT&T aso suggedts that we establish expedited, “E9-1-1" pecific
procedures for resolving maters between the service provider and municipdity Smilar to what

® We a0 note that the MSAG, dthough owned by the muniapdlity, was crested
by Bdl asthe incumbent loca exchange carrier. As competition progresses, this function could
concavably be performed by an dternative sarvice provider.
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was accomplished with interconnection arbitration. SeeInre: Implementation of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Docket No. M-00960799 (Order entered June 3, 1996).

On condderaion of the comments of AT& T, we condude thet in the first
ingtance, Mediaion procedures conducted pursuant to Section 69.395 of the Alterndtive
Dispute Resolution Guiddines of the Commission, 52 Pa. Code 869.395, provide a sufficient
adminidrative forum for the prompt congderation of isues arigng between the sarvice provider
and the munidpdity. This Commisson notesthat E-9-1-1 Protocol, Section g, gates, in
pertinent part, thet “[t]he county/municipality and the service provider will work together to
resolve theissuesin amutudly agressble manner.”  Thus, the sarvice provider and muniapdlity
would have expressad awillingnessto resolve disputes amicably. This Commisson does not
uggest, however, that dl issues can or will be resolved amicably. We shdl, therefore, request
the working group to condder any additiona procedures and make any such further

recommendations concerning this metter.

8. Notification to Service Providers of Updates

AT&T requested that the Tentative Order be amended to darify the procedures
to befollowed for rdlease of MSAG updates or revisons  This concamn iswdl-taken. At such
time as quarterly updates are furnished by the sarvice providers, we see no reason why the
municipdity should not aso provide natification to the service provider of any updates or
revigonstotheMSAG. Thiswould enhancethe overdl public ssfety effectiveness of the
MSAG. Conseguently, athough we will not require modification of the E-9-1- 1 Protocol
guiddines asfiled, wewill indude in this Hindl Opinion and Order that the municipdity should
exercise agoad fath obligation to natify the service provider of updatesto the MSAG no less
then quarterly.©
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0. Notification of Test Cancdlation

Asnoted from the PTA Comments it took the podition thet the municipdlity
should aso be required to give a leest saven (7) business days natice prior to the cancdlation
of any testing, except in extraordinary drcumgtances. (PTA Commentsa 5). Similar to our
discusson of the good faith obligation to natify the sarvice provider of updatesto the MSAG,
we will dso nat require modification of the E-9-1-1 Pratocol guiddines asfiled, but will indude
in this AHnd Opinion and Order that the munidpdity (the PSAP) should exerdse agood fath
obligation to natify the service provider of cancdlaionsin scheduled tesing. For consgency,
this should aso be done a least seven (7) business days prior to the cancdlation, unless
extraordinary drcumstances make this unreasonable.

C. City Request for Clarification

The Claification Petition of the City is granted to the extent congstent with this
Opinion and Order. For purposss of E-9-1-1 savicein the City of Philaddphia, we agree that
adl interested parties had notice and an opportunity to participete in the metter. Therefore, the
Sattlement Agreement which was reached among the parties and gpproved at the“P’ docket is
binding upon those 9gnataries. Therefore, we would antidipate that the working group of
dakeholderswill not provide recommendations which are incongstent with those obligations
agreed to by the parties to the Settlement Agreement. Consequently, the City’ s concern thet
the procedures and protocols agreed to by the parties and Sgnatories to the Joint Settlement
Agreament be complied with by entities dedling directly with the City of Philaddphia See
Claification Petition, p. 2.

10 The E-9-1-1 Protocal discusses atriennid evauation for certification and re-
catification purposes. The natification of updates and changesisin addition to this occurrence.
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We shdl nat, however, define the purpose and scope of authority of the
working group of dakeholders as limited to implementation of the Settlement Agreement and
Joint Petition. Ordering Paragrgph No. 4 of our February 17, 1999 Order provided:

4. Thet the Office of Executive Director isdirected to
edablish and convene aworking group of sakeholders
to addresstheissue [MSAG| on ageneric bass

Therefore, while the City’ s participation in the working group is essentid, and
the working group should repect the terms of the Settlement Agreement in fashioning any
proposed recommendations to this Commisson, congderation of issues pertaining to MSAG on
ageneic bads may involve broader concerns than those reflected in the Settlement Agresment.
Asaresult, the City isfreeto voluntarily consider theimplication of the generic evolution of
MSAG issues, (which are complex), asthey are developed by the working group.

Basad on the foregoing, the Claification Ptition is granted only to the extent
conggent with our discusson.

Condusion
Basad on the foregoing, the Tentative Order is made Find, subject to the
discusson contained in the ingant Opinion and Order. Al resolutions and discussonsin sad
Tentetive Order are incorporated by reference THEREFORE,
IT ISORDERED:
1 That the Tentative Order entered February 19, 1999, at Docket No.
M-00991217, is mede Find, subject to, and as modified by, the discusson contained in the

ingant Opinion and Order.
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2. Thet the munidpdity which adoptsthe indant E-9- 1- 1 Protocols shdl
further exerdse agood faith obligation to give notice to the sarvice provider of updatesto the
MSAG a such time as quarterly updates of sgnificant changesto the sarvice provider’ ssysem
arerecaived.

3. Thet the munidpdity which adoptsthe indant E-9- 1- 1 Protocols shal
further exerdse agood fath obligation to give seven (7) business days notice to the sarvice
provider of cancdlaionsin the scheduled testing of the E-9-1-1 systems, unless extraordinary
crcumgtances make this unressoncble

4, That the Comments of the parties are acoepted or rgjected congstent
with the discusson contained in this Opinion and Order.

5. That the working group of stakeholders established in our Order
entered February 17, 1999, at Docket No. P-00971203, shdl congder theissuesraisad inthe
ingant Opinion and Order for such recommendations as thet group deems necessary.

6. That the Petition for Claification filed by the City of Philaddphiais
granted congstent with the discusson contained in this Opinion and Order.

7. Tha the record in this matter shdl be marked dosed.

BY THE COMMISS ON

James J. McNulty
Secretary

(SEAL)
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ORDER ADOPTED: May 21, 1999

ORDER ENTERED:
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