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	(3:30 p.m.)


		MR. WILHELM: Ladies and gentlemen, before we get started I have two announcements.  One is that at quarter to nine tomorrow morning the sponsors of the Steering Committee and the Subcommittee chairs and co-chairs will meet outside this room.  We'll then adjourn someplace for an informal meeting.  The location, we're not sure of yet.


		The second item is that the streets of New York City are no longer safe.  Lieutenant Ted Dempsey has retired from the force and is on to bigger, better and more profitable things.  Including chairing this Subcommittee.


		Ted?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Mentally I just found out that they transferred me to the warrant division today.  There's a big shake up in headquarters.  So, I guess they figured since I retired they could transfer me.  In name only.  If everyone has a copy of the agenda I'd just like to go over it.  And, get a motion to approve it so we can move on as quickly as possible.  Can we take a look at it?  Does anyone want to make a motion to approve?


		PARTICIPANT: So moved.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Thank you.  Second?  Thanks Betty.  First item on the agenda is a status report on our final report.  And, basically, the writing group has been getting together in the in between months working on, obviously, a draft final report.  And, we're finished.  We're waiting, now, for my working group and other members of the Subcommittee to finalize their write up in that.  Which, hopefully, we'll have it by today.  And, we'll present the final report to the NCC tomorrow.  So, that's the status report for that.  It's, like I said, hopefully, as long as we get a couple of last minute inputs we should be in pretty good shape.


		As far the draft final report goes, we broke it down into each of our recommendations.  There aren't any copies of it out there yet because I didn't want to put it out before we, obviously, before the rest of the Subcommittee has seen it.  And, we only finished working on it late last night.  But, it'll also be posted on the list server Monday or Tuesday.  But, since I think the majority of all work was pretty much done and discussed and discussed and discussed there really hasn't been any other changes.  I'm sure minor editorial changes will be allowed once it's submitted.


		But, just to summarize it real quick.  We made six recommendations.  The first one was the use of preplanning procedures be required at a minimum at the Regional Planning Committee Board.  And, the FCC should require the use of the pre-allotment data base or pre-coordination data base to protect the adjacent border regions that have not yet begun the planning process.  The second one is the use of the, I'll say NIJ because I can't say, the database shall be mandatory for preplanning and review of the adjacent regions plans.  


		The third recommendation is the FCC shall require regions to form a 700 MHZ RPC within three years of the submission.  I should say with the, how do we reword it, we changed the wording at the last minute.  Within three years of a date set by the FCC.  Whether it's based on the adoption of the final report in order or by a date set by the FCC.  And, that's the recommendation that we made.  After that time the FCC certified frequency coordinators or adjacent region chairperson and, or the National Planning Oversight Committee will draft a plan for that particular region that doesn't have one.  We also recommended that regions reevaluate the pre-allotments at least every five years.  And, to report to the National Planning Oversight Committee.  


		The fifth is the FCC should establish a 700 megahertz National Planning Oversight Committee to resolve disputes between regions at the regional level.  And, to monitor the progress of the 700 megahertz regional planning process nationwide.  And, the sixth recommendation, again, these are summaries of the recommendations.  We request that the FCC adopt procedures to expedite approval of regional plans and subsequent modifications to make the process run smoother and quicker to get this spectrum out as soon as possible.  


		And, I think after listening to Glen's meeting, at Glen's suggestion, it looks like we're probably going to also add another recommendation.  If we could do it tonight and get some information to add in some way.  And, we'll open it for some discussion.  Some information to either ULS or to the Electech data base to describe the system, the type of system, that will be implemented once the channels are assigned.  


		Obviously, we can't do it in the pre-allotment stage because we don't know what an entity is going to use for their system.  But, once the system is, and this is what I think I understand going to the meeting, once the system is licensed the license should include information on the type of system that they can use.  So that the other frequency coordinators and planners and RPC's can use that information in assigning the remainder of the spectrum.  So, we'll try to get some discussion on that.


		And, that's really a summary of the six major recommendations, and now possibly seven, that we're going to make.  The report just, basically, contains a little bit more information on each of the recommendations.  Then individual reports from the working groups and their chairs.  And, finally we've got, I don't know how many appendices and attachments and sub-parts to the document.  Which we won't know until, probably, tonight, how many we'll have.  Because we got a couple more today from Tom.  And, that's where we stand.


		MR. SHAHNAMI: This is Ali Shahnami.  In reference to the seventh recommendation, is it our understanding, Glen here too, that you're asking to include additional technical information that coordinators usually ask from applicants on the FCC issued license?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Well, I'm not so sure you said license but we have to come up with some vehicle that would allow this information to be out there.


		MR. SHAHNAMI: Right.  The reason, I'm waiting for him to say yes or no because if it's license, good luck working with FCC on the ULS system.  Which is, it's in the process of itself or constantly overhauling.  And, I know the coordinators I work with are having difficulty working with it at this time to learn electronic filing.  If it's database within the pre-coordination database then it's something else.


		MR. NASH: Okay.  Glen Nash.  And, I guess, the answer to your question at this moment is maybe.  And, the reason I say that is we don't yet know what the recommendation is from TIA.  If TIA's recommendation is a single set of numbers then we don't need to know anything about the applicant system.  Because, we're going to apply the same set of numbers regardless of what the applicant does.  If TIA comes back and says we have to know the exact make and model of the equipment then we need to have some way to capture that information someplace for existing systems.  So, that we can use it in later coordination.


		And, at that point I would leave it to your committee to decide where you think the best place is to capture that information.  You know, is it in pre-coordination database?  Is it in the Commission's records?  You know, where is it?  You know, and I agree.  Having dealt with 601 lately and ULS it is a pain in the ass.  But, none the less, in the microwave side of the world we've been doing it for years.  And, it is captured.  So, it can be done.  I don't know what is the best way.  But, at the moment I don't know what the question is.  So, I can't.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: I think it would be safe that we could probably suggest that it be added to the database.  And, suggest both because it would be a good idea to have, I guess, a fallback in case they can't modify ULS to contain that information.  I see no reason why it couldn't.


		MR. NASH: It's easiest to say that it'd be part of the database.  Again, I might caution you that, you know, that database in an unofficial repository of information.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: That's why I would rather see it on ULS.


		MR. NASH: And, since it is unofficial is that, again, depending upon the level of information that is required in order to satisfy the TSB88 requirements to the extent that a user could change that without having to come back and update your database, makes your database unreliable.  You know, so, if it's a condition of licensing that, that information be there, as it is with the microwave, then in order to change it the applicant knows he has to go back to the licensing process.  Which gets the database updated.  Where as if it's in, you know, this unofficial database I could decide to change it.  And, since it costs me money to go through coordination why should I be paying for you to keep your database up to date?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: No.  I agree.  But, I think there would be no harm in adding to the pre-coordination database.


		MR. NASH: It's a place to put it now.  You know, and you might want to have an interim solution and a long term solution.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: But, I don't think, and, you know, we could discuss this further, but I don't think there would be any downside to requesting, asking the NCC Steering Committee to make a recommendation to the FCC that, that be part of the licensing process.  You know, it doesn't seem like a bad thing.


		MR. SHAHNAMI: This is Ali Shahnami again.  It looks like we can include that in working group number four.  And, there are two ways that you can go ahead with additional information.  Obviously, database is easy and we have control easier, not easy, sorry.  Easier to include that information.  Anyway you want it, you can do it.  People access.  It's not FCC licensed but there is a way to do it in FCC license.  And, ULS does allow it in the memo field.  Because, if you want to add column or columns specifically for data rate or modulations, as microwave allows it to do now, it's never say never.  But, it's almost impossible to add more columns to ULS 601 for land mobile at this time.  Since they've come a long way to implement for private land mobile use.


		But, you can include it as part of memo.  And, when you do electronic filing as an applicant or coordinators, they can include a memo field that it goes to it and it's saved in different compartments within the FCC web.  When it's licensed, where you can access different information.  Whether there are admin, technical or whatnot.  And, you can go to memo field and get information.  That would be my, so called, interim approach for FCC.  Maintaining certain information from applicant for future.  Now, in long term, if you can approach them and say add two, three columns for technical information, do so.  


		When I was with Apple we were trying to tell them about the tone and received frequencies and never went anywhere.  So, maybe that might be the way of doing it.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Norm?


		MR. COLTRI: Norm Coltri.  Going back, again, to the practical way of implementing this.  If it's in a memo field or even if it's in the licensed database there has to be a way to get the data into a TSB88 format.  So that it could be run in a program without requiring the coordinator to sit there and type the information in for every co-channel and adjacent channel licensee every time the coordinator is going to be doing frequency searches or comparing contours for interference.  So, it has to be in a database compatible format so that it can be brought in to the TSB88 program.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: It sounds to me, though, that from, at least, from our committees that's something that we'll work on.  And, it probably won't include any recommendation then in this report.  Because it just sounds like there's too many unanswered questions.  So, that's less work.  But, we will have to take, Ali, I'm going to add that to your working group.  We're going to have to work with, then we'll wait.  Maybe we can discuss it in March, then.


		Okay.  I'd like to just take a couple of minutes.  I know that not everyone has gotten the fourth report in order or fifth notice.  I just had the first opportunity to read it myself this morning.  So, I don't think we can have too much discussion on the items that concern the implementation Subcommittee.  However, one I would like to discuss is in paragraph 18.  The FCC has asked that we revisit, that the NCC revisit the issue of requiring the pre-coordination database to be used throughout the process.  And, we'll revisit the issue of requiring the use.  However, I don't think that it's going to, that at least my Subcommittee's opinion is going to change.  And, I'm somewhat confused by the position.


		The Commission agrees that the database will be a tremendous asset to the planning and coordination process.  And, they further encourage the entities involved in the process to use the database.  But, they're reluctant to make use of the database a requirement.  If the database is going to be an effective tool it's got to be used by all of the parties in the process.  So, again, I'm somewhat confused.  Because, the direction that the FCC has given us sounds like they liked the database.  It's a good idea.  And, everybody should be encouraged to use it.  


		However, if it's not mandatory the database is really useless.  Because, two regions that follow and make the proper entries and use it will be affected by the region that's adjacent to it that doesn't use it.  And, in some of the cases I use our region, region eight, where we have several adjacent regions that are large regions bordering our state, I mean our region.  Let's say we opt not to comply with using the pre-coordination database, we're going to affect Pennsylvania.  We're going to affect the lower part of New Jersey, Massachusetts, Connecticut.  So, it's, again, just wanted to get it on the record that I'm kind of confused about that position.  That they think it's a good idea.  But, by not making it mandatory they're really taking a good idea and turning it into garbage.


		MR. MCDOLE: Ted, Art McDole.  Obviously, you know I'm a champion at the database.  And, I never try to second guess the Commission but I believe, in reading the thing carefully, that they are totally in support of the database and their reluctance stems from the fact that the database is not a done deal.  It's under development.  And, they're reluctant to accept something that isn't a finished product.  And, if you'll note they do encourage the NCC and, of course, your Committee to monitor this.  And, I should come back to them with another requirement or recommendation as soon as the database is actually functional.  And, I hope that's the case.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: No.  And, I read that in there that their point is that it's not finished.  It's never been tested.  It's never been done.  However, I think, our recommendation, at this point, was we are going forward with this.  There's been a significant investment of time and money.  Maybe we should change our, the NCC should change the recommendation to read a database.  But, I still think something has to be mandatory in order for this to work.


		MR. COLTRI: I'm Norm Coltri, again.  I'm rather confused in this whole pre-database issue.  In paragraph 17 the Commission in talking about the database indicates it would be a source of real time data regarding interoperability assignments.  And, then they have at the end of that paragraph, note 43, excuse me, note 42 which is in the middle of that paragraph, which indicates that the NCC's recommendation pertained to the 700 MHZ fan as a whole.  However, we address only the issue with regard to interoperability channels.  


		So, basically, what their saying is they're not considering anything that we said for anything but the interoperability channels.  But, then when you look at paragraph 19 it says, "We believe the pre-coordinate nation database may have the greatest benefit in planning for the general use channels."  Well, that's what we said in paragraph 17 but they chose to ignore it.  So, I've been really confused on the whole thing.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: I think that what we're going to do is --


		MR. WILHELM: There is an explanation to our, what appears to be somewhat arbitrary and contradictory statements.  We can address the database only with respect to the interoperability channels in the report in order was concerned with interoperability channels not general use channels.  The public did not have notice that we might consider the pre-coordination database for general use channels.  Therefore, under the Administrative Procedures Act it would have been improper for us to put out an order requiring the use of the database with the general use channels.  That's by, we said in the footnote and that's why we shifted the question of the use of the pre-coordination database on the general use channels to the notice of proposed rule making segment of the document.


		MR. TOLMAN: This is Tom Tolman.  I wanted to have two comments.  Expand on what Art McDole had said.  The operative word being, not a done deal.  Just for the record, it is a done deal.  In other words, the work, it's being built as we speak.  So, it is a done deal.  It is happening.  And, full well underway.


		MR. HARASETH: Ron Haraseth.  I want to thank Michael.  You finally cleared that up for me, anyway.  That explains an awful lot of stuff.  But, I just wanted to reiterate the first meeting this morning.  Something that was brought up there and that I spoke to that is accurate in here.  In as much as that database will be the repository of the regional plans.  And, as such, it will be a live knowledge base of the interoperability operations.  In as much as it can be used to coordinate the interoperability use of that spectrum through those regional plans that are filed in that electronic format.  And, updated continually in that electronic format.  So, there is some validity to what they have in here in that regard.  


		MR. GRIFFIN: Some of the people in the audience looked puzzled when this topic came up.  I just, make a few background tutorial comments on how this came up, why it came up and why it's important.  On the course of the meetings on policy and so forth, in the 800 MHZ band, each region, more or less, operated onto itself.  And, so, you had much like the movie, The Most Perfect Storm.  You had plans being built.  Then all of a sudden they collided.  


		And, so, in the process of the public hearings and the comments associated with this activity it was pointed out that some formalized needs for a planned coordination on adjacent channels was needed.  And, that's the background on how this all got started and what the need is.  And, that's all I wanted to say was to help people that looked puzzled in the audience on why this is important. 


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: And, just one more comment.  Maybe, I think, I'm reading it again and again, I haven't had enough time to read through this in its entirety but it seems that the FCC is more reluctant.  Like Art said.  To recommend something that is not yet tested, developed, finished, completed and ready to go.  So, maybe what we can do, because Tom is part of our Subcommittee and it's our task, we can get some time frames from Tom's group about when this will be ready.  And, see if that will work with the schedule for implementing the 700 MHZ.  I mean, we're still tied to the DTV schedule no matter how you look at it.  Because, until we clear the channels through, you know, through 60, you know, the 60 to 69 we can't do anything anyway.  


		MR. SCHLIEMAN: Because there are areas where that is not a problem.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: And, I agree.  That the areas, they could use a spectrum now.  They're going to have to do something.  But, we can back fill that database.  You know, the frequency coordinators are all in favor of using this database.  They'll have to keep the information in some form.  And, when the database is ready, if it's not ready on time, you know, it's a typical IT project.  It's never ready on time.  They'll have to back fill the database.  But, it seems that, that's the direction that we're going in, is that we're going to use this database come hell or high water.  So, we'll have to look at that.  Maybe we can come up with some different language or some kind of language that satisfies the FCC's concern about using an untested database.  Emil?


		MR. VOGEL: Emil Vogel.  Member of the Interop Committee.  Michael, the question is to you.  I'm getting the sense that you're not opposed to it.  We're having difficulty trying to understand what the reluctance on the part of the Commission is of moving ahead.  If you could, somehow, verbalize that to us then we can, maybe, because we'd like to know what we have to do to correct it.  To make it acceptable to the Commission so that we can get on with this and support it.


		MR. WILHELM: Well, Emil, again, I can't speak for the Commission.  The reasons are fairly well set forth in the notice of proposed rule making.  There, obviously, is an additional concern that we put something in the rules that may disappear for lack of funding, for example.  That it may prove so inaccurate that it gives us great administrative difficulties in dealing with the interference problems that result from the inaccuracies.  There are a number of things the Commission is concerned about.  So, to the extent that you could give, in my opinion, that you could give the Commission greater assurances to continue funding.  Assurances of accuracy in the database.  That would be useful.


		MR. VOGEL: That's what we need to know.  Because we are going to file for reconsideration on the statement to see if that is the correct vehicle.  Because we know we have to have a common database if this things ever, have any hope of working.  


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: And, that's a big help.  Just, you know, what you just said now about the funding and that the fact that it will be continued to use.  And, it may turn into a administrative nightmare is a little bit more information than we've got.  It makes us, kind of, understand your position.


		MR. WILHELM: Well, understand that's my personal opinion.  And, that there are other factors among them.  The fact that we are in a deregulatory Federal Communications Commission and we very seldom have people coming to us these days saying, "Please, please, more rules.  Can I have more rules?"


		MR. GRIFFIN: I'd like to ask a correlated question, was just asked.  Do you think, and I realize you're speaking for yourself and not the Commission, that maybe something along the line of recommended use as compared to mandatory, when we discussed this here at lunch, this document, what we read out of here was the word, could.  And, there was some discussion on maybe a more acceptable phrase would be, the Commission recommends, as compared to the Commission mandates.  


		MR. WILHELM: For what my opinion is worth, recommends would be more palatable then mandates.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: John?


		MR. POWELL: John Powell.  I think where we stand now, knowing what the NPSTC estimated time line is for implementation.  And, also knowing that there are other rules that allow the coordinators to impose their own processes onto coordination.  That if applications should start coming through that the coordinators, themselves, could say, "We will require that you use the database as part of the coordination."


		Until such time as Michael said, and as other discussions we've had this morning, that this database is up and proven and that we have longer term funding security.  At which point we could come back to the Commission and say, "Here it is.  It's working.  We have been using, the coordinators have been using it for so many months and it's working.  Now we're going to ask you to require that it be used."  That's a suggestion for consideration.


		MS. WARD: Marilyn Ward.  I have a suggestion also.  We are going to be doing testing in April on this.  And, sometimes in government when we have system acceptance requirements that's when the money gets paid.  People say that they accept it.  Perhaps if we said that we know that it's going to be coming up pretty quick here, instead of when it's in use.  Because, that's not a controllable for us, when the regional planning committees start meeting and actually using it.  But, a controllable for us is when we accept it after the coordinators have an opportunity to do the testing and the training begins.  We'll know that it works.  


		Maybe if we use language like when we do a system acceptance on it that we would move forward.  And, also perhaps, maybe the NPSTC group could participate with this committee and provide a letter saying that, "As agreed upon, what we call the four horsemen, the four coordinators agreed to continue the financial support of the database should there be a funding dry up from the fed."  So, you know, if you think that, that would help then, perhaps, we could move forward and gather that to add along with your submission.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Well, I think Michael, how would we get more information out of the FCC to find out what the real concerns are.  I mean, if we follow your thoughts and maybe, possibly, get some additional help to find out what the other concerns are we might be able to address those concerns.  And, put something in our recommendations similar to, and suggestions we've heard, that would allow us to use it, encourage it.  Let the frequency coordinators use it.  And, then when everyone seems satisfied that it's a good product then we may come back to you and say, "You know, let's make this mandatory."  If we change the language to reflect that, that might --


		MR. WILHELM: Well, the traditional way of getting that information before the Commission is use of the Commission's exparte procedures.  You're always free to come in and talk.


		MR. SHAHNAMI: Ted, this is Ali Shahnami again.  The problem with accuracy of data and funding from the Commission's point of view can also be drawn parallel with when the Commission went to frequency coordination back in mid ?80's.  And, it started 83737, when they formed out the frequency coordination.  At that time, I'm sure they were thinking about whether the coordinators will rely on their own database, whether the database would be accurate or not.  Or, any small or big time coordinators will be financially sound and carry on.  And, apparently, they did well.


		So, the concept of whether they're going to have accurate database and it can be self funded for long time, in its own way, has been tested through frequency coordination.  And, where the coordinators use their own database, accurate or not.  Most of them are very accurate.  And, financially they can stay afloat.  And, go with the business.  They have shown so.  Maybe there can be a statement from, as far as your agency, Tom, indicating some kind of accountability that we will put the Commission's mind at ease.  We guarantee certain financial obligations.  And, then a backup as Marilyn recommended.  So, that helps the Commission with the finance.  But, I think the financial part and accuracy has been tested already for the past 17, 18 years.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Kathy?


		MS. WALLMAN: Yes, Kathy Wallman.  A way that parties, typically, do this kind of thing is as Michael says, through the ex parte process.  You can make a proffer outlining steps that supporters of the database would be willing to take to meet the apparent concerns of the Commission.  And, then that can begin a process of back and forth.  If it's not good enough or if there are concerns that are not apparent on the face of the order that emerge after some discussion you can address them -- like that.  


		But, I think all of the elements that Michael has mentioned would be worthy to address.  Along with the idea that to explain, you know, we're not normally in the business of asking for more regulation.  And, we understand that you're reluctant to impose it.  But, this is a case of network extranality.  Where the system won't work unless everybody uses it.  And, so it's a unique situation where the Commission's intervention is needed in order to make it work.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Okay.  Norm?


		MR. COLTRI: Norm Coltri.  If I understand the explanation on the current document that we're working on, the fourth report in order.  Because it was not proposed that the general use channels would be under the database, the Commission couldn't consider it.  And, since that item is not in, also, the fifth notice of proposed rule making, it still can't be considered at this point.  So, reconsideration wouldn't give us exactly the same results because it's legally impossible for the Commission to take action on this matter until it is part of a further notice of rule making.  Is that correct?


		MR. WILHELM: Norm, I think I understood your question.  It depends on the extent to which we discuss applying the database to the general use channels in the notice of proposed rule making.  Let me take a look at that in greater detail and I'll get back to you.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Jeanne?


		MS. KOWALSKI: In the order, paragraph 18, I just wanted to go over a couple of those lines with the goal of helping people understand what may have been the reasoning behind the Commission's decision here.  We're not persuaded that it could be the most prudent course of action to require the use of the database that has not yet been developed, completed or tested.


		Second point, we are concerned that our decision could inadvertently delay the actual use of the interoperability spectrum.  We don't know, precisely, how many people are out there ready to use that.  But, in the last sentence of 20, this might help procedurally for people to understand.  We ask the NCC to continue to monitor the efforts underway to develop the database and report to the chief of the Wireless Telecom Bureau once the database is completed.  So, hopefully, that would help you.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: When you say database is complete, though, you're only talking about when the database is ready to be used.  Right?  In other words the database won't be complete until the plans are done.


		MS. KOWALSKI: I think there's room to be creative there.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Okay.


		MS. KOWALSKI: How's that?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: That helps.  Anymore discussion on this issue?  Okay.  Is there any old business that we need to discuss?  Any new business?  Okay.  I have one item which, I guess, was, again, brought up by Glen about the proposed migration plan.  And, Glen, if you could just give me a couple of seconds on what you need us to do regarding the migration plan.  Or, what would you suggest that we do for the fifth notice?


		MR. NASH: And, I think my comment was more, you know, that the topic of the fifth notice is more applicable to your Committee in that it asks for discussion of what an appropriate migration plan should be.  Let me, at this point, put my APCO hat on and say that APCO in one of its prior filings did make a recommendation for a migration plan.  And, specifically, we said that the future migration to six and a quarter technology should not be countenanced upon what happens in the interoperability channels.  But, rather should be countenanced in what happens in the general use channels.  


		We further said that it was critical to maintain reasonable competition in the technologies that could be used in the general use channels.  And, do to the information that was available to us, that it probably would not be reasonable to make a decision as to a specific six and quarter, to require a six and a quarter KHZ operation until some future date.  And, approximately, the five year time frame based on information that we were hearing from the manufacturers.  And, to put a more specific date on it we made a recommendation that, let's use December 31st 2006 as the target date for the reconsideration.


		And, the reason we chose that is that, that's the date that this spectrum becomes widely available to public safety in that all the broadcasters are supposed to be off of it by then.  At least that's the plan.  We all have strong suspicions it isn't going to happen.  But, none the less, that was the day.  We then said that there ought to be a transition period after that, you know, equipment should be available that uses, that makes six and a quarter kilohertz available.  Possibly by a type acceptance process or something similar.  


		There also needed to be a transition period in that agencies would be building systems up to that date that used 12 1/2 KHZ.  And, that as of that date you could not reasonably shut off the development and deployment of 12 1/2 KHZ.  And, just as a possible example is if I had built a 12 1/2 KHZ system prior to that date and on February 1st of 2007 I hired a new officer to require me to change out my entire radio system to six and a quarter KHZ because I now have this new officer I need to give a radio to.  And, I can no longer legally buy 12 1/2 KHZ radios.  It's not reasonable.  I need the ability to buy that officer one more radio that works at 12 1/2 KHZ because that's what my radio system is.


		So, we do need a reasonable transition period.  APCO made a recommendation that, that reasonable transition period was something on the order of ten years.  That would allow us, you know, an agency to reasonably advertise their system and plan for the graceful replacement and migration to a six and a quarter KHZ operation.  But, also, recognition that a number of agencies are very small.  And, in the more rural parts of the country there is not a great demand for spectrum.


		There isn't a great push to get down to the six and a quarter KHZ operation for efficiency reasons.  And, in fact, many of those departments are not the most, you know, the richest departments around.  That there could be some argument to allow them a longer period of time to transition.  And, we suggest that the 15 years might be appropriate for them.  


		So, it's some division, you know, that in the metros and, I believe, I think we said the 15 largest metros, or something like that.  That they be required to make a transition in about the 10 year time frame.  And, that other areas be granted about a 15 year time frame in order to make the transition.  


		We further, then, made a recommendation that even though you might have, you know, this theoretical hard, you must convert date in the rules that, again, agencies may have funding problems, may have other reasons.  Rather than say they have to turn off their radios, say that as of that date they've become secondary users.  And, in the event that they are blocking somebody from access of the spectrum then they would have to convert.  But, if they're not blocking anybody why not allow them to continue operating their 12 1/2 KHZ radios.  But, realize at that point, they are doing so at their own risk.  And, that they have no rights.  


		That's the recommendation that APCO made.  At this point, with the fifth MPRM the Commission is asking for comments about that recommendation.  And, seeking alternative comments.  So, I would offer, you know, it's the responsibility of this Committee to go forth with whatever the recommendation of NCC might be about what a migration plan is.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Okay.  John?


		MR. POWELL: Ted, coming from our Subcommittee this morning, in spite of the fact that the fourth report in order did not support several items including channel labeling, priority access and standardized nomenclature we want to make sure that those items continue forward through your Committee.  We'll be recommending them for reconsideration to the Steering Committee tomorrow.  But, in any case, carried forward through your Committee as recommendations to the regions.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: What we're doing, I guess essentially, is taking your recommendations and just including them in our document.  Almost as a blanket recommendation.  And, we're not going to change anything.  


		MR. POWELL: All right.  We have the last of those, were completed today with regards to some of the other issues.  So, we'll get that to you tomorrow.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Okay.  Michael, do you have any idea when this report in order may be published in the federal register?


		MR. WILHELM: I'd have to guess.  Week and-a-half, one to two weeks.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Okay.  Thanks.  


		MR. WILHELM: On that subject while I have the floor, Bert Weintraub has asked me to remind you that if you encounter any mistakes in reading this document that we can correct before it's published in the federal register by means of errata, that would be very useful to us.  If you would note that in writing and give it to Burt it would be much appreciated.  By mistakes I mean, for example, pointing out that we made a mistake in the spelling of your name or the spelling of the technology.  Not that it was a mistake for the Commission not to adopt TETRA.  That would have to be handled by reconsideration.  


		MR. TOLMAN: Tom Tolman.  I just wanted to, before we close, it looks like we're heading towards adjournment period pretty quick.  I wanted to offer this information item, here.  Reference the, and we talked in meeting past about the funding.  That funding for the RPC's.  That is to facilitate and assist those start ups.  In the appendixes Ted mentioned, you will find this as a two page form, example or sample form that will be found in the implementation document.  So, the monies are in place.


		And, we will, quite probably, begin that process and system in April.  And, Dave Funk, who's in the audience here, if you could come to the mike, will be responsible, and has already taken responsibility for the implementation of the pre-coordination database.  But, also, this form.  And, if you could just comment on the process and the options and what's put together.  And, then if anybody wants to see him, he's the man to see afterwards if you want to see what this looks like or get his card and talk to him.  Dave?


		MR. FUNK: Dave Funk.  The process, essentially, has been simplified from the original.  What we've allowed is $2500, $2500 for every RPC that convenes or has currently convened.  The funding is available through the process of a simple form for request of either preliminary funding in the full amount of $2500   or in a reimbursement funding.  Which allows a reimbursement of funds that have been expended to date from a period not to be before the year 2000, January 1st, 2000.  


		So, in other words, if certain RPC's have already convened funds that you expended during the year 2000 it would be applicable for this kind of fund from us in a reimbursement format.  If you are just beginning to convene, the funds can be obtained as a preliminary funding source for the full $2500.  The form is fairly simple.  


		The preliminary funding requires an annual report outlining the expenditures used.  And, until those funds are gone the reimbursement funding plan requires that you complete the same form.  


		Checking the appropriate boxes reimbursement and attach receipts that are appropriate to the guidelines that are outlined within the documents that'll be included in the report.  And, if you have any specific questions please contact me.  I'll be here.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: And, from what I understand the funding is available now?


		MR. TOLMAN: The funding requests can begin now.  The funding, the checks will actually start being issued in April.  And, it is a one time request year 2001.  That doesn't preclude that this may not, we may have another one by the year 2002.  But, yes, it is a one time funding for the year 2001.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Michael, can we post that form on the list server?


		MR. WILHELM: I would think so.  Mr. Funk, if you'd get in touch with Burt Weintraub or Jeanne Kowalski with the mailing and email and telephone information we would consider putting it on the list server.  Thank you.  We'll just link to the NPSTC server.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Yeah.  If we could link it, because I think that a lot of the regions are going to start, you know, once they begin to convene are going to be looking at the FCC website.  So, I think it would be a good idea to keep it there too.  Possibly make it a link, eventually --


		MR. FUNK: If I can just make one point.  The forms will be available electronically.  Along with the introductory sheet and the general use requirements for the funds.  However, because of the nature of the beast, we do need original signatures on these forms.  So, they'll have to be printed and then returned so that those original signatures can be kept on file.  And, those do have to be from an RPC or a convener.  


		The other element that's necessary that we, and I think it's an important point here, for just a second.  A host organization needs to be identified on the form.  It can be your local APCO chapter.  It can be your actual police agency.  To issue a check to the specific individual could have tax repercussions, apparently.  And, so we need that host organization that simply says, "We promise to take fiduciary responsibility."  


		The checks will actually be issued to that convener in care of whatever organization.  And, there's no formality, apparently, that needs to be made other than to make sure that you've touched base with your organization.  So that their name, when it appears on the check they're not surprised.  And, then how you manage that fund from that point on would be between you, that organization and your regional planning committee.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: So, maybe we could leave a copy of the form, in like a PDF format and maybe a Microsoft Word on the website.  This way they could get it.  And, then add a link to the NPSTC website also if they want to get further information.  We can talk about something like that.


		MR. SHAHNAMI: This is Ali Shahnami again.  David, there is one way if you are just dying to give that $2500 per region to the people, there is a way that APCO can help you.  That they can give you the list of the regional chairs.  And, you can write a short letter with that form attached to it that says, this is available.


		And, if you or somebody else is going to convene it, this is the following procedure to adhere to.  And, either the person who is already a chair is going to be the convener, which is most of the cases now.  Or, whomever they're going to designate they will pass information.  At least at the local level we already took care of that.  That's the quickest way of doing it right now.  Instead of hoping some people get to some web, web is great but this is another direct approach.  And, they have a list.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: I just would caution though, Ali, not to contradict one of my fellow, I think that if you sent it to the existing 800 chairs, now, that they may misunderstand that.  And, start, you know, looking for funding for their regions.  And, if I'm not mistaken, this is only for the 700.


		MR. SHAHNAMI: Yeah.  All they have to do, if you are planning to convene for 700 you can use the attached.  Not 800.  I think that would --


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Carl?


		MR. WELLS: Carlton Wells, State of Florida.  Dave, if I understand you correctly we have to use those funds by the end of this year?  Is it a use or lose this year, December 31st?


		MR. FUNK: No.  The use of the funds, once obtained, the requirement is that you provide an annual report until those funds have been expended.  And, for example, if you didn't use all $2500 of that during the year 2001 you'd have to do another annual report in 2002 to tell me how you used the funds that were left over at the end of this year after the initial report.


		MR. WELLS: For reimbursement.  Is that a one time reimbursement?  Or, can reimbursements come in until we've extinguished the 2500 leaving the 


remaining --


		MR. FUNK: Okay.  On the reimbursement option, and let me clarify this one more time.  The reimbursements need to be collected by you.  The disbursement from my fund will happen one time.  If it's a reimbursement option you have to provide the receipts and the report outlining what those expenditures were.  And, we will issue one check based on reimbursement.  Up to the total of $2500.  Nobody gets more than that.  


		For reimbursement, if you want money for the year 2001 funding program your expenditures could not have occurred before January 2000 to date.  If you want to wait until you have used more money out of your coffers until, say, August of 2001, that would be the time when you magically reach your $2500, that would be the time to request a reimbursement approach.  In 2002 it will be a whole new funding plan because this money is set up for 2001.  Okay.  And, some of those specific questions, if you have others I'll be happy to do that offline from the meeting.  


		MR. EIERMAN: If they've already formed and have expenses for 2000 that's less than 2500, is what's remaining of the 2500 available to them in 2001?


		MR. FUNK: No.  Because the funding is first available now.  If you have funds from 2000 I would hold those and ask for those in a reimbursement mode later on.  The original plan, if you recall, was for a preliminary funding approach.  Everybody, here's your $2500.  Go do what you want to do with it.  


		However, because that was a problem for some agencies and some RPC's in our general information gathering process we allowed this secondary process.  But, we can't go past a one time disbursement of the funds for each RPC.  


		So, if you're gathering information and expenditures along the way and you haven't reached your total of $2500, I would recommend that you wait until you have that amount.  And, then submit that during the year of 2001 at some point.


		MR. EIERMAN: But, it could be expenses back as far as January of 2000.


		MR. FUNK: That is correct.


		MR. EIERMAN: For the 2001 funding?


		MR. FUNK: Yes. 


		MR. EIERMAN: Okay. 


		MR. FUNK: And, the reason we're doing that is because we recognize that there were people in certain areas of the country who had already convened before this became an actual availability.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Any other new business?  Then I would happily accept a motion to adjourn.


		PARTICIPANT: So moved.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY: Second?  


		(Whereupon, the Implementation Subcommittee was adjourned at 4:40 p.m.)
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