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September 15, 2025 

Via Electronic Submission 
Telecommunications Division  
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Ave.,  
San Francisco, CA 9410 
TD._PAL@cpuc.ca.gov 

Re: NGA911 (U-7347-C) Reply to Protests to Advice Letter 20 - Involuntary 
Service Discontinuance for NG 911 Service in Schedule Cal. P.U.C. 1-T 

To the PAL Coordinator: 

Pursuant to General Order 96-B, General Rule 7.4.3, NGA911 (“NGA”) (U 7347 C) 

hereby submits its reply to protests of Advice Letter 20 (“AL 20”).  The purpose of AL 20 is 

to inform the Commission of NGA911’s involuntary discontinuance of service and the 

resulting negative impact on public safety.   

I. Background

On August 20, 2025, NGA submitted AL 20 to obtain approval from the California 

Public Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) and to ensure that the CPUC was fully informed 

about NGA911’s involuntary discontinuance of service and the resulting negative impact on 

public safety.  Cal OES notified NGA on June 2025 that Cal OES intends to dismantle the 

Regional NG911 networks deployed by four regional carriers (including NGA911) and 

transition to a Single Statewide NG911 provider.  Because Cal OES required, and the 

Commission directed, that NG911 service be provided via tariff, the dismantling and 
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ultimate discontinuance of the NG911 service requires prior notice to, and approval from, 

the Commission.  

II. SUMMARY AND NGA911 RESPONSE TO PROTESTS 
 

 Seven parties submitted protests and responses to Advice Letter 20:  Sutter Yuba 

Taxpayer Association, Central Valley Taxpayers Association, Contra Costa Taxpayers 

Association, Public Safety Answering Points (“PSAP”), Koorsoh Rad, Central Valley 

Taxpayers Association (“CVTA”), Central Coast Taxpayers Association (CCTA) and the Cal 

OES.  NGA911 hereby responds to the protests.  

A. PUBLIC SAFETY ANSWERING POINTS PROTEST 

1. Protest Summary 

Roya E. Dardashti, a medical doctor, protested NGA911’s Advice Letter 20 raising 

numerous concerns about the effect of CalOES’ plan to dismantle the NG911 network on 

which medical professionals such as herself are depending to ensure that Californians 

experiencing a medical emergency can get the help they need. Dr. Dardashti gave a blunt 

assessment of the harms she anticipates if NGA911 and the other three regional carriers are 

forced to withdraw NG911 service.  She characterized CalOES’ plan to dismantle the NG911 

network as “a rollback of California’s public safety resiliency” that “will put lives at risk.”   

Dr. Dardashti summarized the primary flaws in the CalOES plan as follows:  

• removes reliability through redundancy; 
• sidelines hundreds of PSAPs; 
• places lives at risk, especially in our most populous regions; 
• void of procurement timelines and safety guarantees. 

Dr. Dardashti expressed concerns that CalOES has directed carriers to dismantle the 

NG911 network, but has not provided definitive timelines, offered little detail, and failed to 

address how most of California’s public safety answering points (PSAPs) will be supported 
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moving forward.   Dr. Dardashti expressed deep concern that CalOES’ precipitous decision 

to dismantle the NG911 network (already underway) “weakens, rather than strengthens, the 

state’s 911 system” and does not address the critical vulnerabilities facing the more than 400 

PSAPs that still rely on aging legacy infrastructure.  She notes that Phase II of CalOES’ plan 

to discontinue the existing NG911 network, expected to begin during the first quarter of 

2026, will focus on California’s 911 centers near the 23 PSAPs that have already migrated to 

the NG911 network, and therefore dismantling the NG 911 network will reduce redundancy, 

spreading fragility across the state. 

Dr. Dardashti stated that Phase III, projected to begin in October 2026, aims to migrate 

the remaining 400+ PSAPs onto a single, centralized network while a secondary system 

remains only conceptual. This approach concentrates all 911 traffic through one vendor, 

greatly increasing the potential for widespread failure. Dr. Dardashti noted that instead of 

phasing out the legacy system in a controlled, risk-aware manner, CalOES is extending its 

use and further entrenching dependence on an already fragile architecture.   

2. NGA911 Response 

PSAPs are the answering centers responsible for receiving emergency calls and 

coordinating the dispatch of appropriate emergency services like police, fire, and/or 

emergency medical services.   Because PSAPs are on the front lines of handling emergency 

911 calls, their concerns about the CalOES plan to dismantle the NG911 service should be 

given substantial weight.  NGA911 shares Dr. Dardashti’s concerns that CalOES is 

proceeding with the dismantling of the four regional NG911 networks without sufficient 

planning or safeguards in place to ensure that the 911 system will continue to function as a 

pivotal resource protecting the health and safety of Californians.   
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NGA911 received informal notice from CalOES and formal notice from  CPUC staff 

today that Advice Letter 20 is suspended to give staff additional time to consider the public 

health and safety considerations of NGA911’s involuntary withdrawal of its NG911 service 

and tariff pursuant to the CalOES shift in direction for the state’s emergency network.  

NGA911 stands ready to address Dr. Dardashti’s concerns and to answer questions from 

staff that will assist in their assessment of Advice Letter 20. 

B. TAXPAYER GROUP PROTESTS  

1. Taxpayer Group Protests: 

Five county-wide taxpayer groups filed protests of Advice Letter 20.1  These taxpayer 

groups raised similar concerns about the waste of taxpayer dollars from the dismantling of 

the NG911 network that NGA911 built over the past five years for CalOES.  The groups 

indicated that dismantling the network will waste hundreds of millions of taxpayer dollars.2  

SYTA noted that $500 million has already been spent on regional NG911 infrastructure and 

that an additional $60 million will be wasted by CalOES while it continues to run the 

outdated legacy 911 system as it transitions to a new single NG911 vendor statewide.3 

The taxpayer groups also expressed concerns about public safety if NGA911 and other 

regional NG911 providers are required to dismantle the existing network and withdraw their 

NG911 service.   They noted that NG911’s regional design was built to prevent outages and 

provide seamless failover between vendors and that the decommissioning will eliminate that 

redundancy, forcing continued reliance on the failing legacy network.  In particular, the 

Sutter Yuba Taxpayers Association (“SYTA”) noted that Sutter and Yuba counties include 

 
1 Sutter Yuba Taxpayer Association, Central Valley Taxpayers Association, Contra Costa Taxpayers 
Association, and Central Coast Taxpayers Association. 
2 SYTA, CVTA, CoCoTA, CCTA. 
3 SYTA, CVTA. 
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rural areas where residents already face longer emergency response times and limited local 

responses. SYTA further noted that removing NG911 will reverse the gains of failure fixes 

through real-time monitoring and advanced location services and endanger rural 

Californians.  Similarly, the group stated that its membership covers the Central Valley of 

California, one of California’s most rural and underserved regions. CVTA also notes that 

NG911 in the Central Valley is already fully constructed, tested, and operational and state 

and local taxpayer funds that have been invested in building the network will be wasted if the 

system is dismantled and replaced. CVTA reiterates the financial consequences, as stated by 

SYTA, of dismantling the existing NG911 regional network as well as stating that the state 

has signaled its intent to work with Atos, a French IT services company.  CVTA also points 

out that to dismantle the NG911 will reduce public safety and increase outage risks. 

The Contra Costa Taxpayers Association (“CoCoTax”) stated that dismantling the 

existing NG911 network will reduce service quality by eliminating the redundancy that the 

NG911 regional design was built to provide, thereby forcing continued reliance on the 

outdated legacy network, which Cal OES data shows suffers an average of 263 outage hours 

per month.  CoCo Tax points out that removing NG911 service will roll back gains in 

accuracy, outage prevention, and response time, leaving both rural residents and dense 

population centers more vulnerable in emergencies. 

CVTA states that CalOES is still working on a request for proposal (“RFP”) a plan to 

dismantle the NG911 network, and that the RFP will be the first small step in what will be “a 

prolonged and difficult process.” CVTA notes that the complex undertaking will strand the 

larger and more complex PSAPs, including Los Angeles—which serves nearly 17 million 

residents—on the “failing legacy 911 system” until 2030 under the CalOES schedule.  
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The Central Coast Taxpayers Association (CCTA) stated that dismantling the NG911 

system and consolidating the four regional systems under a single architecture undermines 

public safety and reduces the resilience of the 911 network that residents rely on in 

emergencies.  CCTA notes that the four-region design was intentionally created to avoid any 

single statewide point of failure and to allow seamless failover between vendors in the event 

of a disruption.  The proposed single-vendor approach eliminates that redundancy and keeps 

the outdated, failure-prone legacy network in place for at least five years.  CCTA also states 

that the reversal directly contradicts the 2018 Business Continuity Plan, created after the 

Paradise Fire, which prioritized regional redundancy to ensure uninterrupted emergency 

service during disasters. 

2. NGA911 Response 
 

California taxpayers have already invested more than $500 million to build and deploy 

a modern, resilient NG911 system that is fully constructed, tested, and ready to serve. 

Dismantling that system now and reverting to an outdated, failure-prone legacy network is 

not just wasteful, it is fiscally irresponsible. Cal OES’s decision would force taxpayers to 

foot the bill twice: continuing to spend $60 million per year to keep the legacy system on life 

support, and then hundreds of millions more to rebuild a single-vendor model that strips 

away redundancy and reliability. 

This reversal effectively discards a network that Californians have already paid for and 

places residents, especially in rural and underserved areas, at greater risk during emergencies. 

Taxpayer groups from across the state have rightly called this a betrayal of both public trust 

and fiscal responsibility. Their message is simple: taxpayers should not be required to pay 

again for something we’ve already built. 



  

 
 

 

7 
 

 
C. CALOES PROTEST 
 

In its protest to Advice Letter 20, CalOES confirmed its plan to dismantle the NG911 

system, but somewhat confusingly asserts that the Commission should play no role in 

reviewing and approving the tariff modifications and eventual withdrawal of NGA911’s 

tariff necessitated by its plan. CalOES further raises purported procedural issues with Advice 

Letter 20 and claims that NGA911 is incorrect about the technical changes CalOES is 

carrying out and the resulting risk to public safety. 

CalOES asserts that its protest is based on General Order 96-B, section 7.4.2, which sets 

forth narrow grounds for protests.  Specifically, CalOES’ protest attacks NGA911’s advice 

letter on three of the grounds set forth in Section 7.4.2 (lack of statutory authorization for 

requested relief, purported service issues, and purported material errors of fact).  Thereafter, 

the protest veers off on a wide-ranging and unsupported set of claims about lack of 

Commission jurisdiction over tariff changes for NG911 service and NGA911’s purported 

motive for submitting Advice Letter 20 notifying the Commission of the need to modify and 

eventually withdraw its NG911 tariff and other assorted technical claims.  NGA911 responds 

to CalOES’ protest below. 

1. Response to Claim that the Commission lacks jurisdiction over tariff review 

CalOES claims that Advice Letter 20 “fails to identify the statute or Commission 

Order that allows CPUC to consider this advice letter.”4  The Commission’s jurisdiction 

over tariff matters, however, is long-standing and beyond question.  The California 

Constitution authorizes the Commission to "fix rates," which directly relates to tariff 

 
4 CalOES protest, at p. 2. 
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regulation, as tariffs are schedules of rates, terms and conditions.5  California courts have 

upheld the Commission’s jurisdiction over tariffs.  For example, in Nader v. Allegheny 

Airlines, the California Supreme Court noted the long line of cases in which the 

Commission has been found to have primary jurisdiction “when an action otherwise within 

the jurisdiction of the court raises a question of the validity of a rate or practice included in a 

tariff filed with an agency.”6    

CalOES’ protest challenging the Commission’s authority to oversee NG911 tariffs is 

especially odd given the history of these tariffs.  As noted in Advice Letter 20, CalOES 

required winning bidders to provide NG911 service via tariff7 and the Commission directed 

carriers to tariff their NG911 services.8  CalOES did not protest NGA911’s Advice Letter 

14 amending its tariff to add NG911 service.   But CalOES now assaults the Commission’s 

jurisdiction over tariffs because it now wishes to make unilateral decisions to dismantle the 

NG911 network and corresponding NG911 services. 

Because NG911 service is offered via tariff, NGA911 submitted Advice Letter 20 to 

provide the required notice prior to material modifications or withdrawal of its NG911 

service. While NGA911 does not have a definitive date on which CalOES will require all 

steps of the dismantling process, NGA911 decided to proceed to provide the required notice 

given the extreme importance of the public safety issues raised by CalOES’ plan.  NGA911 

is surprised by CalOES’ disrespectful tone toward the Commission and its authority over 

 
5 Cal. Constit., Art. XII §6; City and County of San Francisco v. Uber Technologies, Inc., 36 Cal. 
App. 5th 66. 
6 Nader v. Allegheny Airlines (1976) 426 U.S. 290, 304 (citing, e.g., Danna v. Air France (1972), 463 F. 
2d 407; Southwestern Sugar & Molasses Co. v. River Terminals Corp. (1959), 360 U.S. 411, 417-418; 
United States v. Western Pacific R. Co. (1956)  352 U.S. 59, 66-67).  
7 Statement of Work between CalOES and NGA911, at p. 4 (“All Region NG9-1-1 services shall be 
purchased off of Tariffs.”) (August 20, 2019). 
8 NGA911 Advice Letter 20, at p. 1. 
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tariffs since CalOES itself insisted that NG911 contracts be codified as tariffs.   

Far from asking the Commission to “interfere” with CalOES’ administration of the 

NG911 network,9 or to “run afoul” of the Warren 9-1-1- Act,10 Advice Letter 20 merely 

notifies the Commission of anticipated material changes and eventual withdrawal of the 

very tariff that CalOES insisted the winning carriers for the NG911 network submit. 

CalOES’ actions placed the Commission squarely in the administration of the NG911 

network.11  If CalOES truly believed that the Commission’s oversight of NG911 tariffs 

would violate the Warren 911 Act, presumably it would not have insisted that winning 

carriers tariff the rates, terms and conditions of their contracts as a tariff. 

CalOES seems to misunderstand the purpose of advice letters generally and misreads 

NGA911’s advice letter 20 in at least two material ways.  First, CalOES claims that NGA 

“plainly overreaches by asking CPUC to substitute its judgment for that of the agency 

charged by the Legislature with determining the most effective model for 911 services”.  

NGA911 did not ask the Commission to do anything other than play its lawful role in 

reviewing and deciding whether to approve material changes, and the ultimate withdrawal, 

of its tariff.  The Commission certainly has a right to know the potential risks to public 

safety arising from such tariff changes. 

Second, CalOES claims that NGA911 is asking that it “be allowed to unilaterally 

determine when to decommission NG911 circuits.”12  This is completely false.  NGA911 is 

asking the Commission to determine the timing and effect of decommissioning the NG911 

network that CalOES confirms it is undertaking.  CalOES will ultimately determine when or 

 
9 CalOES protest, at p. 2. 
10 CalOES protest, at p. 3. 
11 See CalOES Statement of Work. 
12 CalOES protest, at p. 3. 
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if the NG911 network and associated services are dismantled, but the Commission must 

review such changes in advance.   

2. Response to claim of alleged Procedural Issues in Advice Letter 20 

CalOES claims that NGA911’s Advice Letter 20 has several procedure defects, but its 

claims are incorrect.  First, CalOES claims that the Advice Letter was not “properly served” 

on CalOES.13  CalOES appears to have confused the draft customer notice included with 

Advice Letter 20 with the general requirement to service advice letters. If Advice Letter 20 

is approved, NGA911 will send the approved customer notice to CalOES, thus it is 

premature for NGA911 to provide the customer notice.   

On the other hand, advice letters are served  on a wide variety of interested persons 

who sign up for one or all of the  advice letter service lists maintained by the Commission.14   

General Order 96-B, Industry Rule 10-2 states in relevant part, “ [t]he Commission will host 

service lists on the Commission’s public web site by means of which persons or entities can 

request to be served with particular categories of advice letters filed by all 

Telecommunication Carriers.”15 NGA911 served Advice Letter 20 on the service list for 

advice letters not fitting any other specific category.  Apparently CalOES neglected to sign 

up for service of advice letters despite having directed winning carriers to tariff their NG911 

services. NGA911 was not obligated to add CalOES to the service list.  In any event, 

CalOES obviously obtained a copy of Advice Letter 20 since it filed a protest.  NGA911 

notes that CalOES did not request a copy of Advice Letter 20, as it could have done under 

the GO-96 rules. 

 
13 CalOES protest, at p. 11-13. 
14 General Order 96-B, Industry Rule 10-2 
15 Id. 
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Second, CalOES makes contrary claims that Advice Letter 20 is not really an advice 

letter16 but then also claims that NGA911 did not submit it in the correct advice letter 

category. 17  Advice Letter 20 falls squarely within the types of advice letters appropriate for 

Tier 1, namely “A change by an URF Carrier to a rate, charge, term, or condition of a retail 

service (except for ILEC Basic Service rates).  Changes to terms and conditions for Basic 

Service that do not conflict with law or the Commission’s decisions or orders are 

permitted.”18  Tier 1 advice letters take effect on one day’s notice.  NGA911 anticipated that 

staff would need more than a single day to consider the public safety implications of Advice 

Letter 20, and voluntarily submitted it in Tier 2, which the rules explicitly allow.  Tier 2 

advice letter include “[a]n advice letter otherwise appropriate to Tier 1 but for which the 

Utility submitting the advice letter requests review and disposition under Tier 2.”19 

Furthermore, NGA911 stated explicitly in Advice Letter 20 that the notification about 

CalOES’ dismantling of the NG911 network and services appeared to fit best in Tier 2, but 

that it stood ready to file an application if Commission staff directed it to do so.20  In any 

event, if staff disagrees with the tier in which NGA911 submitted the advice letter, the 

remedy is to direct NGA911 to use a different Tier or to file an application, not to reject the 

Advice Letter “with prejudice” as CalOES urges.21  CalOES appears to be attempting to 

block NGA911 from re-submitting an advice letter notifying the Commission about the 

CalOES decommissioning of the NG911 network components and services provided 

pursuant to  tariff.  NGA911 is unaware of any mechanism through which a protestor has 

 
16 CalOES protest, at p. 7, 11. 
17 CalOES protest, at p. 10. 
18 General Order 96-B, Telecommunications Rule 7.1(5). 
19 General Order 96-B, Telecommunications Rule 7.2. 
20 NGA911 Advice Letter 20, at p.6 
21 CalOES protest, at p. 11. 
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ever been allowed to prevent a carrier from correcting or amending an advice letter or to re-

submit an advice letter in a different tier. 

Third, CalOES claims that NGA911’s Advice Letter 20 is “unclear”22 and 

“unreasonable.”23  Neither of these assertions is correct, and they also are not valid grounds 

for protesting an advice letter.  CalOES claims that Advice Letter 20 “may be interpreted as 

asking to withdraw NGA’s support for NG 911 services altogether.”24  CalOES’ confusion 

appears to be an unfamiliarity with the advice letter process.  NGA911 is not asking to 

withdraw support for NG911 services altogether.  Quite the contrary, NGA911 is concerned 

that it is being directed by CalOES to take steps to dismantle the NG911 network it 

deployed over the past five years and that such dismantling will inevitably lead to 

discontinuance of NG911 services.  To be clear, NGA911 stands ready to continue 

providing NG911 service pursuant to its tariff unless or until CalOES cancels the services 

and the Commission approves NGA911’s tariff withdrawal reflecting that cancellation. 

Further CalOES misunderstands the purpose of the PAL cover sheet.  NGA911 

included the requested effective date of September 29, 2025 thirty days after Advice Letter 

20 was filed, as required by General Order 96-B. Such effective date simply means the 

Commission has 30 days to consider the contents of an advice letter and determine whether 

to approve it.  If the Commission does not approve Advice Letter 20, NGA911 will continue 

providing NG911 service at the rates, terms and conditions set forth in its tariff.  Moreover, 

any protest (such as the one submitted by CalOES) typically triggers a suspension of the 

advice letter.  Now that Advice Letter 20 has been suspended by Commission staff, 

 
22 CalOES protest, at p. 8. 
23 CalOES protest, at p. 11. 
24 CalOES protest, at p. 11. 
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NGA911 will continue to provide NG911 services pursuant to the rates, terms and 

conditions of its NG911 tariff. Advice Letter 20 is apparently suspended for 120 days, thus 

NGA911 clearly will be continuing to provide NG911 service during that period and 

beyond. 

3. Response to alleged technical and data errors in Advice Letter 20 

CalOES claims there are inaccurate statements in Advice Letter 20 regarding the public 

safety risks associated with dismantling the NG911 network.25 The filing correctly identified 

the public safety risks of dismantling a redundant, regionally designed system in favor of a 

single-vendor approach that prolongs reliance on the failing legacy network. If staff sought 

clarifications, the proper remedy would be to request amendments, not to deny the filing 

“with prejudice.” Both premature and unwarranted. NGA911 stands by its filing and by its 

commitment to taxpayers and public safety.  NGA911 explains below why the identified 

statements are not inaccurate, but even if clarifications were needed, the correct procedure is 

for staff t request amendments to Advice Letter 20, not a denial “with prejudice” as CalOES 

urges.26 

a. Number of PSAPs receiving voice traffic from NGA911 
 

CalOES asserts that NGA911 reported that 13 PSAPs currently receive 911 voice traffic 

from NGA911, but the correct number is 14.27 

 
NGA911 Response: The number PSAPs receiving NG911 from NGA 911 does not have a 

material effect on the concerns that NGA 911 raised in Advice letter 20. 

 
b. Reason CalOES placed a “project hold” on NG911 

 
25 CalOES protest, at p. 4. 
26 CalOES protest, at p. 7. 
27 CalOES protest, at p. 4. 
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CalOES asserts that it has placed the NG911 project “on hold” to evaluate unidentified 

“complexities” arising from having multiple regional NG911 providers and to better 

understand PSAPs’ “user experience” that has slowed migration to the NG911 network28   

 
NGA911 Response: CalOES appears to be re-characterizing its notice that it intended to 

dismantle the NG911 networks as a “hold.”   

The regional NG911 networks are not hypothetical or incomplete; they are already 

constructed, tested, and carrying live 911 traffic without the widespread outages that plague 

the legacy system. CalOES has not cited a single factual operational failure to justify halting 

migration.  

In fact, the record shows that the regional design has improved accuracy, reliability, 

and resiliency for the PSAPs it serves. Calling this a “hold” obscures the fact that CalOES is 

actively moving to replace a functioning, taxpayer-funded system with an unproven single-

vendor model that eliminates redundancy and extends dependence on the legacy network for 

years to come. 

c. Service quality issues arising from continued user of legacy 911 
network 

  
CalOES takes issue with NGA911’s statement in  Advice Letter 20 that if the NG911 

network is dismantled, Californians will necessarily have to continue relying on the outage-

prone and less feature rich legacy 911 network.29  It claims that the NG911 network is 

configured with a statewide prime vendor, which purportedly has “three layers of 

redundancy”.30  CalOES states that its plan is to dismantle the four-region NG911 network 

 
28 CalOES protest, at p. 4. 
29 CalOES protest, at p. 5. 
30 Id. 
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but replace it with a second statewide provider. 

 

NGA Response: CalOES does not address the lack of redundancy during the period of 

contract award, planning and installation for a second statewide provider.  Dismantling the 

regional NG911 networks forces Californians back onto the outage-prone legacy system for 

years while a new statewide system is procured and built. Even if a second statewide vendor 

is eventually added, that does not address the immediate gap in redundancy during transition. 

Further, “three layers of redundancy” within a single vendor is not equivalent to the vendor 

diversity and failover built into the four-region model. The regional design was intentional; 

to prevent a single statewide point of failure.  The regional NG911 system already delivers 

superior features like accurate caller location, text and video capabilities, and real-time 

monitoring. Dismantling it in favor of an uncertain statewide buildout reduces service quality 

and puts Californians at greater risk. 

 Cal OES claim that the only statewide network is the prime Network is a false claim. 

The state has a network of four regions that traverse the entire state. Additionally, these four 

regions have diversification across providers giving additional resilience and redundancy to 

the network. 

The regional approach is consistent with efforts in other large states across the US. 

d. Delay and increased outages during transition to statewide provider 
 

CalOES claims that the existing statewide provider network is already built and that 

somehow this network will ameliorate concerns about outages and poor network 

performance during the dismantling of the regional NG911 networks.  CalOES also claims 

that moving to a statewide provider will in some unspecified way reduce complexities. 



  

 
 

 

16 
 

 
NGA911 Response: See response above for 3.c   

e. Loss of redundancy due to move to statewide provider 

CalOES claims there are “six layers of redundancy in the current NG911 design and 

that NGA911 provides three of those layers.  Therefore, CalOES claims there will not be a 

complete loss of redundancy during the dismantling of the NG911 network and conversion to 

a new statewide provider.31 

 
NGA Response: See response above for 3.c 

f. Increased reliance on antiquated legacy 911 system 

CalOES asserts that NG911 systems have unspecified “unanticipated complexities” and as a 

result it has put a hold on the project. CalOES claims that this “hold” will not result in an 

increased reliance on the legacy 911 system. 

 

NGA Response:  CalOES fails to provide any details and instead makes a blanket assertion 

that putting a “hold” on the NG911 network will not result in increased reliance on the 

antiquated 911 system.  It is reasonable to conclude, however, that any delay in completing 

the NG911 system necessarily prolongs the use of the legacy 911 system.    

 
The fact is simple: every day the NG911 migration is delayed keeps Californians dependent 

on a legacy system that is outage-prone, lacks modern features, and costs taxpayers millions 

each year to maintain. Calling it a “hold” does not change the reality that delaying 

completion of NG911 means prolonging reliance on the very system the state has already 

determined must be replaced. 

 
31 CalOES protest, at p. 6. 
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III. CONCLUSION 

 
The purpose of CalOES’ request that the Commission reject Advice Letter  20 is 

perplexing.  CalOES acknowledges that it has put a “hold” and is planning to replace the four 

regional NG911 networks with a statewide provider.  Because NGA911 was required to tariff 

its NG911 service, it must notify and obtain approval from the Commission for any material 

changes or withdrawal of its NG911 service.  CalOES’ primary issue, then, appears to be the 

timing of NGA911’s advice letter, and not the need for NGA911 to inform the Commission 

that CalOES intends to dismantle the existing NG911 network.  NGA911 followed the 

requirements of GO 96-B by providing advance notice that its tariffed NG911 service is 

being discontinued by CalOES. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
/s/ Anita Taff-Rice 
Counsel for NGA911 

 
 

 cc: Paul Troxel 
9-1-1 Branch Manager  
California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services 
Paul.Troxel@CalOES.ca.gov 

  
 David Neill 

Office of Legal Affairs 
California Governor’s Office of Emergency Services 
David.Neill@cal.@CalOES.ca.gov 
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Risa Hernandez rhh@cpuc.ca.gov CPUC 7/6/2012

Steven Fenker steve@tsihomephone.com
Nexus

Communications
U-4387-C 9/17/2012

John Clark jclark@goodinmacbride.com 11/14/2012

Stefanie Edwards sedwards@bluecasa.com Blue Casa Telephone 12/3/2012

Bill Peters bill.peters@argusmedia.com Argus Media N/A 2/26/2013

Kristopher Twomey kris@lokt.net 5/23/2013

Margaret Tobias info@tobiaslo.com 6/18/2013

Heather Kirby hkirby@telecomcounsel.com
Lance J.M. Steinhart,

6/24/2013
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P.C.

Inna Vinogradov inna@icommlaw.com 8/6/2013

Paula Schneider paula@crockerlawfirm.com Crocker & Crocker 8/9/2013

Scott Kellogg scottekellogg@me.com
Kellogg Law Group,

LLC
8/12/2013

Nicole Winters Nicole.Winters@windstream.com Windstream 8/16/2013

Kristin Manwarren regulatory@intelepeer.com IntelePeer U-7175-C 8/19/2013

N.A. Tannenbaum cpuclists@gmail.com 9/8/2013

Angel Barragan Angel@FirelineBroadband.com 11/21/2013

G Rogers grogerswcms@live.com 2/2/2014

Timothy Naple tnaple@luxbridge.com LuxBridge 2/6/2014

Todd Lantor TLantor@fcclaw.com

Lukas, Nace,

Gutierrez & Sachs,

LLP

5/30/2014

Douglas Denney dkdenney@integratelecom.com
Electric Lightwave,

LLC
5377 8/13/2014

Patti Ringo paringo1@gmail.com 8/24/2014

Virginia Morales thelegend831@live.com
Choke Wireless

Communications
9/15/2014

Patrice Rogers progers@rtcteam.net RTC Associates, LLC 10/10/2014

Kennyatta Perkins kperkins@rtcteam.net RTC Associates, LLC 10/10/2014

Aisha Perkins aperkins@rtcteam.net RTC Associates, LLC 10/10/2014

Regulatory Dept regulatory@ecomobile.com 1/9/2015

Tina Allen tallen@telecomservicebureau.com 1/19/2015

Alan Galloway alangalloway@dwt.com
Davis Wright

Tremaine
1/22/2015

Becky Heggelund bheggelund@nbglaw.com
Nowalsky &

Gothard, APLLC
3/18/2015

Rachel Schmeidler rachel.schmeidler@sprint.com Sprint 6/29/2015

Justin Barnes jbarnes@kfwlaw.com 8/18/2015

Carla Liff Carla.Liff@cgminc.com 8/27/2015

Anne Clements Anne.Clements@cgminc.com 8/27/2015

Julie Poon julie.poon@consolidated.com
Consolidated

Communications
9/23/2015

Jason VanArsdall jvanarsdall@iwirelesshome.com Access Wireless 10/27/2015

Ira Gorsky igorsky@elevationllc.net Elevation 11/2/2015

Kim Malcolm klmalcolm@gmail.com 11/4/2015

Susan Berlin susan.berlin@telrite.com Life Wireless U-4442-C 3/3/2016

Sharon Warren swarren@tminc.com
Technologies

Mgmt., Inc.
3/10/2016

Domenic Fontana domenic.fontana@viaoneservices.com Via One Services 4/29/2016

Karen Chung karen.chung@sce.com 5/10/2016

Jim McTarnaghan CPUC_AL-Rates@perkinscoie.com 11/14/2016

Katherine Marshall kmarshall@potomaclaw.com 2/13/2017

CPUC Office of
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Ana Maria Johnson aj1@cpuc.ca.gov Ratepayer

Advocates

3/16/2017

Kim Isaacs Kim.Isaacs@allstream.com 6/7/2017

Melissa Slawson mslawson@geolinks.com
California Internet

L.P. DBA GeoLinks
U-7326-C 7/6/2017

Cassandra Milligan cassandra.milligan@tagmobile.com TAG Mobile, LLC U-4411-C 8/22/2017

Dale Wiltshire dale@fatpbx.com
Fresno Area

Telephone & PBX
U-1420-C 9/12/2017

J.G. Harrington jgharrington@cooley.com 1/12/2018

Jack Conklin jhcon@hotmail.com Dr. 2/16/2018

Kevin Rhoda krhoda@telecomreg.com
Rowland & Moore

LLP
3/2/2018

Kelly Faul kelly.faul@verizon.com
XO Communications

Services, LLC
U-5553-C 3/12/2018

Ken Garnett kgarnett@cal.net Cal.net, Inc. U-1340-C 3/20/2018

Lesli Rowe lesli.rowe@viaoneservices.com SafetyNet Wireless U-4458-C 3/26/2018

Pam Brewer pbrewer@inteserra.com
Inteserra Consulting

Group
3/30/2018

Matt Dean regcompliance@telecompliance.net
Telecom

Professionals, Inc.
4/4/2018

Bob Kelly bkelly@swwc.com 4/20/2018

Vince Coppey vc1@cpuc.ca.gov
Public Utilities

Commission
7/3/2018

Michael Anderson mikea@clientworks.com Clientworks, Inc. 7/5/2018

Jennifer Carter jcarter@gcioa.com
Global Connections

Inc. of America
7/23/2018

Jason VanArsdall jvanarsdall@standupwireless.com StandUp Wireless 8/28/2018

Choua Her choua.her@mossadams.com Moss Adams 10/1/2018

G. Joseph Buck complaint.Frontier@gmail.com
Frontier California

Inc.
U1002C 10/6/2018

Karen Higgs Karen.Higgs@motorolasolutions.com Vesta Solutions, Inc. U-7348-C 11/7/2018

Jerry Weikle jweikle@windstream.net 12/12/2018

Ashley Salas asalas@turn.org
The Utility Reform

Netwok (TURN)
1/7/2019

Shelly Lyser shelly.lyser@cpuc.ca.gov 3/12/2019

Kristin Jacobson kristin@kljlegal.com
Law Offices of

Kristin L. Jacobson
3/15/2019

TD PAL TD._PAL@cpuc.ca.gov

CPUC

Communications

Division

3/27/2019

Phil Rotheram phil.rotheram@atos.net Atos Public Safety 4/8/2019

Lydia Freemon lydfreemon@gmail.com 5/25/2019

Karen Wolf karen.wolf@motorolasolutions.com Vesta Solutions, Inc. U7348C 6/4/2019

Susan Ornstein susan.ornstein@comtechtel.com
TeleCommunication

Systems, Inc.
6/4/2019
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Crystal Prahl crystal.prahl@charter.com 10/14/2019

Paul Porter paul.porter@ooma.com Ooma, Inc. 1291 10/16/2019

Frank App Frank.App@charter.com
Charter

Communications
10/24/2019

Randy Whitehead randy@infrastructurerealty.com
Infrastructure Realty

Trust
10/25/2019

thomas crowe tcrowe@logicaltelecom.com Logical Telecom U-7263-C 12/2/2019

linda peng lindapeng@comnet-telecom.com ComNet(USA) LLC U-7330-C 2/13/2020

Teresa Bitterling teresa@crockerlawfirm.com Crocker & Crocker U-6641-C 3/2/2020

Tommy Johnson tommy.johnson@charter.com

Time Warner Cable

Information Services

(California)

6874 3/31/2020

Rachelle Chong rachelle@chonglaw.net
Law Offices of

Rachelle Chong
4/10/2020

Wendy Perez accounting@evocative.com Fiber International U-7227C 4/27/2020

Kristin Jacobson kristin.jacobson@us.dlapiper.com DLA Piper 5/1/2020

Jody Kannally jody.kannally@theswitch.tv
The Switch

Enterprises, LLC
0002460434 5/13/2020

Raisa
Ledesma

Rodriguez
raisa.ledesma@cpuc.ca.gov

Public Advocates

Office
5/17/2020

Aja King AKing@jenner.com 8/5/2020

Katie Zack kzack@telecomcounsel.com
Lance JM Steinhart

PC
9/4/2020

kieuchinh tran kieuchinh.tran@cpuc.ca.gov 9/14/2020

Wesley Liu liuhq1@chinaunicom.cn

China Unicom

Americas

Operations Ltd

U-4507-C 9/24/2020

Aggie Hill aggie@icommlaw.com iCommLaw 10/14/2020

Zeb Zankel CPUCfilings@jenner.com 10/21/2020

Anita Taff-Rice anita@icommlaw.com 11/8/2020

Kate Beck kate.beck@cpuc.ca.gov 12/2/2020

Stephen Milton cpuc-advice@isofusion.com 12/18/2020

Mark Schreiber mschreiber@cwclaw.com
Cooper, White &

Cooper LLP
1/4/2021

Steven McFerson mcferson.steve@gmail.com 1/5/2021

Jeanette Green jgreen@uc-green.com
UC-Green

Communications
1/6/2021

Jim Burt James.R.Burt@charter.com 1/6/2021

Darren Lee darren@brblawgroup.com BRB Law LLP 3/8/2021

Mindy Duvall-Harris mindyd@ponderosatel.com 5/20/2021

Kerry Grimes kerry.grimes7@t-mobile.com T-Mobile 9/8/2021

CDCompliance CPUC CDCompliance@cpuc.ca.gov 10/5/2021

Louis Lupinacci louis.lupinacci@t-mobile.com Assurance Wireless 11/24/2021

Al Aksterowicz al.aksterowicz@t-mobile.com T Mobile 11/24/2021

Sindy Yun Sindy.yun@cpuc.ca.gov CPUC 12/2/2021
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Jen Rose jen.rose@iwirelesshome.com i-wireless, LLC 1/4/2022

Jen Rose jen.rose@iwirelesshome.com i-wireless, LLC 1/4/2022

Jane Whang jane.whang@verizon.com Verizon 1/20/2022

Matthew Spiegel m_spiegel@hotmail.com 3/3/2022

Peter Engdahl peter@snowcrest.net SnowCrest U-7172-C 3/9/2022

Jodie Grimshaw Jodie@csilongwood.com
Compliance

Solutions, Inc.
3/11/2022

Kara Light kara.light@t-mobile.com T-Mobile 3/15/2022

Wes Zuber wes@uia.net
Ultimate Internet

Access, Inc
U7269C 3/29/2022

Nathan Patrick cpuc-telecom-al@sonic.net 4/8/2022

Shilton Hasunuma shilton.hasunuma@itstelecom.com

ITS - Integrated

Telemanagement

Services, Inc.

5617 4/18/2022

Richard Williams rickw@ponderosatel.com
The Ponderosa

Telephone Co.
U-1014 4/26/2022

Georganna Payne georgannap@ponderosatel.com
Ponderosa

Telephone Co
5/4/2022

Genya Meharg genya.meharg@nelsonmullins.com 5/5/2022

Kitty Whitt kitty.whitt@claconnect.com

CLA

(CliftonLarsonAllen

LLP)

7/12/2022

Jessica Jandura jessicajandura@dwt.com
Davis Wright

Tremaine LLP
9/9/2022

Alex Rodriguez alex.rodriguez@cgminc.com CGM LLC 10/17/2022

Leo Fitzpatrick lfitzpatrick@TURN.org
TURN - The Utility

Reform Network
11/15/2022

Jenny Smith jenny.smith@ftr.com Frontier 11/29/2022

Salina Estifanos salina.estifanos@nelsonmullins.com
Nelson Mullins Riley

& Scarborough
12/1/2022

Joshua Guyan joshua.guyan@nelsonmullins.com
Nelson Mullins Riley

& Scarborough
12/1/2022

Debra Mercer debra.mercer@nelsonmullins.com
Nelson Mullins Riley

& Scarborough
2/6/2023

Paul Goodman pgoodman@c4at.org

Center for

Accessible

Technology

2/14/2023

Matt Mirolla matt@globalvsi.com 3/13/2023

Joshua Trauner joshua.trauner@lumen.com Lumen Technologies 3/13/2023

Ryan Beattie taxadmin@ccicom.com
CCI Network

Services LLC
U-7007-C 3/29/2023

Jennifer Kashatus jennifer.kashatus@us.dlapiper.com DLA Piper LLP (US) 3/31/2023

Naisleth Rodriguez naisleth.rodriguez@usclaro.com
Claro Enterprise

Solutions, LLC
U-6413-C 3/31/2023

Carlos Alcantar telco-compliance@race.com

Race

Telecommunications U-7060-C 4/3/2023
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LLC

Gail Karish gail.karish@bbklaw.com 4/13/2023

PILLAR COLWELL pdezcolwell@gmail.com 5/2/2023

Kevin Rhodes krhodes@uia.net
Ultimate Internet

Access, Inc.
8/22/2023

Jeff Mitchell jdmitchell@resource-innovations.com RI RI 9/19/2023

Peter Pratt peter.pratt@cpuc.ca.gov
Office of Public

Advocates, CPUC
11/27/2023

Sara Yocum sara.yocum@caltelcorp.com
Calaveras Telephone

Company
1004 12/27/2023

Sara Yocum sara.yocum@caltelcorp.com
Calaveras Telephone

Company
6509 12/27/2023

Kitty Whitt kwhitt@inteserra.com Inteserra 1/4/2024

Giovanna Bretous giovanna.bretous@dish.com DISH Wireless L.L.C. U-4533 1/5/2024

Julia Browning julia.browning@dish.com DISH Wireless L.L.C. U-4533 1/5/2024

Carole Williamson carole.williamson@consolidated.com

Consolidated

Communications of

California Company

U-1015 1/8/2024

Stephen Bowen bowenlawgroup@gmail.com 1/9/2024

Joshua Cooper joshua.cooper@cpuc.ca.gov 1/25/2024

Suzanne Toller suzannetoller@dwt.com
Davis Wright

Tremaine LLP
2/2/2024

Alexandra Green agreen@turn.org
The Utility Reform

Network
2/6/2024

Judy Pau dwtcpucdockets@dwt.com 2/7/2024

Christina Chushuk chris.chushuk@lumen.com Lumen 2/14/2024

ALEXANDRA GREEN agreen@turn.org 2/16/2024

Leon Bloomfield lmb@wblaw.net
Law Offices of Leon

Bloomfield
2/20/2024

Caliber
Advice

Letters
caliberadviceletters@gmail.com 3/1/2024

Robert Grimaldi robert.grimaldi@dish.com 3/5/2024

Brenda Villanueva bvillanueva@turn.org TURN 3/13/2024

Andrew Cardin acardin@digitalpath.com DigitalPath, Inc 3/27/2024

Rachelle Chong rachelle.chong@chonglaw.net
Law Office of

Rachelle Chong
3/27/2024

Adam Herron aherron@phillipslytle.com 4/30/2024

Indy Nelson admin@sequoiawireless.com Sequoia Wireless U-4565-C 5/27/2024

Prescott Matthews prescott.matthews@cpuc.ca.gov
Public Advocates

Office
6/4/2024

Shawn Trento shawnt@anzaelectric.org
Anza Electric

Cooperative
8/8/2024

Jennifer Deiter jenniferd@anzaelectric.org
Anza Electric

Cooperative
8/8/2024

Leon Bloomfield lmb@wblaw.net 9/13/2024
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Pise Goebel pise.goebel@cpuc.ca.gov CPUC 10/31/2024

Lauren Wilson lauren.wilson@dentons.com Dentons US LLP 12/17/2024

Robert Grimaldi robert.grimaldi@dish.com 1/28/2025

Oren Weiner Oweiner@naturgy.com 2/12/2025

Ebony Webb compliance@uzurv.com UZURV Holdings, Inc 2/24/2025

Jennifer Rohrbach jennifer.rohrbach@tpx.com
U.S. TelePacific

Corp.
U-5721-C 2/27/2025

Rhandy Francisco rfrancisco@gigglefiber.com Giggle Fiber LLC 7391 3/2/2025

Rhandy Francisco regulatory@kloudcomm.com

Kloud

Communications,

Inc.

7439 3/2/2025

Rhandy Francisco info@certus8.com Certus8 LLC 7391, 7439 3/2/2025

Kristina Beck kristina.beck@jsitel.com 3/5/2025

Melissa Slawson melissa.slawson@verizon.com Verizon 3/10/2025

Rachel Sweetnam rsweetnam@c4at.org CforAT 3/13/2025

Jordan Pinjuv jpinjuv@wbklaw.com 3/24/2025

Michael Shultz mike.shultz@consolidated.com
Consolidated

Communications
3/27/2025

Jack Quinn jquinn@verrill-law.com Verrill Dana LLP 4/29/2025

WAN-YUN HO wan-yun.ho@italkglobal.com
iTalk Global

Communication, Inc.
U1664C 5/5/2025

Thomas MacBride tmacbride@downeybrand.com 5/21/2025

TURN Telecom telecom-service@turn.org TURN 6/4/2025

Troxel Paul.Troxel@CalOES.ca.gov

Neill David david.neill.CalOES.ca.gov

Paul CalOES

CalOES
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