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	(9:00 a.m.)


		MR. POWELL:  I'd like all of you to take your seats.  We'll begin the meeting.  


		MR. WILHELM:  Good morning, ladies and gentlemen.  As a preliminary matter, I'd like to ask if there's anyone in the audience who requires sign language interpretation services?


		MR. POWELL:  Your mike's not on, Mike.


		MR. WILHELM:  Let me say it again.  As a preliminary matter, if there is anybody in the audience who requires sign language interpretation services, please let us know by raising your hand.  If not, during the course of this meeting, if any of you should notice anyone who requires interpretation services, will you please let me know and we'll have the interpreter assist us.  Thank you.


		In speaking with John this morning, he told me that he had noticed a few errors in the Fourth Report and Order and Fourth Notice and Proposed Rule Making that was made available yesterday.  This document was produced in fairly short order.  The Commission approved the item last Thursday and it was released late yesterday afternoon.


		One of the first paragraphs I read had an error in it which makes things kind of discouraging.  But the good thing about it is we have the opportunity to correct these, and ideally, they should be corrected before the item goes into the federal registry.  This makes it much easier for us and it makes it much less confusing for the public.  


		So, if you do notice errors in the item that require a correction, would you please first of all put them in writing, and second, submit them to Burt Weintraub here to my left.  And he will make sure that they get incorporated into what we will call errata that will be issued to the item before it's published in the federal registry.  And that's all I have this morning, John.


		MR. POWELL:  Thank you, Michael.  Does that mean that we can change whole, suggest changing of whole sections?


		MR. WILHELM:  Nice try, John.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  With that, I'd like to call to order the final meeting of the second year for the Interoperability Subcommittee.  I was privileged and I hope a number of you had the opportunity to look at the audio or the AV from the Commission meeting last week.  I think it was quite interesting having everything else drop off the agenda so that that was the highlight of the agenda, being the only item.


		Michael, do you still have your Mont Blanc in your pocket protector?


		MR. WILHELM:  I was afraid you hadn't seen that one, John.


		MR. POWELL:  Chairman Kennard, I think, very appropriately congratulated the Wireless Bureau on the efforts that went into getting this docket out.  And we're certainly happy to have it to review, even with some errors, before the meeting.  I do have an agenda out.  We'll make a couple of modifications to the agenda because we had the item available which we weren't sure was going to happen.


		I've asked Carlton Wells who spent a good portion of last night going over it, too, because I'm sure most of it have not had time to go through it just receiving it this morning, to do a general review of the some of the things that are in there.  We'll do that right after adoption of the agenda and review of the minutes.  Hopefully, everyone has a copy of the agenda.  And you'll note on the document numbers here, they're incomplete.  I have my master document on a computer that has a display driver dead on it, so when I can see what documents I have to look at to get loaded off when I get back, I'll put this back on the internet through the list server with appropriate document numbers on them.


		What I'd like to do, pending any additions coming from the audience, is we'll move Item Number 7-A, Report Drafting to the end of Item 7, just before we talk about our preparation of this section of the annual report.  Bob asked that we do that.  And between Item 5, or between Item 6 and 7, I'm going to ask Carlton to do his review of the document.  


		Any other suggestions, additions, corrections from the floor?  Can I have a motion to adopt the agenda then?  Art, second?  Ron Mayworm.  


		We have two sets of minutes that were in the back of the room.  If we can look at both of those, the first from the September 14th meeting.  You will recall that these were sitting in a suitcase in Chicago at the last meeting and were not available to be reviewed.  I'd ask that you review them quickly and offer any corrections or additions.


		If none, do I have a motion to approve the minutes from the September 14th meeting as published?  Celeste, motion second.  Everybody's still reading.  


		MR. MCDOLE:  John?


		MR. POWELL:  Yes.


		MR. WILHELM:  Art, excuse me.  Two things.  One, would you use the microphone, and two, would you please identify yourself for the court reporter.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Art McDole representing APCO.  I said I would second with an additional question.  In the minutes, I noticed we'd had some discussion at that particular meeting about the use of both sides of pairs in a simplex operation and I didn't see that addressed in the Fourth Report and Order.  Was that submitted as a part of a final recommendation or was it not?  Or do you know?


		MR. WELLS:  I believe we'll get to that in the document today, 62.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Thank you.


		MR. WELLS:  And in all our deliberations, I don't think yet we have put it in writing that we have expressly prohibited it.  But let's address that in 62 when we get to talk around.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Thank you.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  We now have a motion and second to adopt the minutes of the September 14th meeting.  Any further discussion?  All in favor?  Anyone opposed?  


		Okay, if you could grab the minutes for the November 1st meeting?  And I will comment on this that we need, I've got to find the place here.  I believe from the PSWN group that did the work on the, Kyle, on your section, we may need to do a little modification to the way we finally ended up with the wording on that recommendation.  And I know that David Pickerall did a followup document that was available the next day, and none of us could find a copy of that to reference that into this minute.


		So, there's still a copy of that.  Many of you, the revision you did the following day which included the recommendations as we approved them, those did not get down into the minutes.  And if we can get a copy of that document, we'll need to melt that into this to correct the one paragraph.


		MR. PICKERALL:  David Pickerall, Booz-Allen.  John, I have a copy of it in my hard drive.  I can give it to you.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.


		MR. PICKERALL:  I'll copy it off and give it to you right now.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  That will be a correction to the first full paragraph on the back page.  Carlton?


		MR. WELLS:  If only to add clarification on the back page, just past halfway down where you see the paragraph beginning 7CALLA, 7CALLB, 7FTAC01.  Just to clarify, that at the last meeting, we discussed sequentially numbering them starting from 01 now that we're identifying the 700 megahertz tech channel separately from May 21 with the band labeling.  In the next paragraph, it talks about mandating direct and mobile relay configurations at our previous meeting. 


		When we get to document 62 in work group 3 later, let's give close attention to that in that recommendations so we'll make the appropriate change there if we are indeed mandating direct and mobile relay both as a minimum requirement in the mobile.  And then the list of channel numbers related to the minimum channel requirement just below that paragraph, again, it starts with 7 CALL A and ends with 7 OTAC 63 to clarify that those are the previously numbered labels. And any changes to the numbers will change this list as far as 31, 41, 23, 53, 33 and 63 goes.


		MR. POWELL:  Right.  But this reflects the action at the last meeting?


		MR. WELLS:  It reflects the action at the last meeting on the information that we knew at that time.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  Any other comments on these minutes?  Motion to approve?  No one wants to make motions today.  David Eierman.  Second?  Celeste, okay.  Any further comments, questions?  All in favor?  Any opposed?


		Okay, the minutes are adopted.  I'm going to change that.  David, if you can give me a copy of that after the meeting, we'll roll those into the document just to reflect that text.  It was distributed at the last meeting so, hopefully, everyone that was at the last meeting did get a copy of it.


		I mentioned the document update already.  As soon as I can get that off, it will go on the list server with the new documents all listed.  


		Working group reports.  First item, Carlton, if you'll do the review of the Fourth Notice or 


Fourth --


		MR. WELLS:  Fourth Report and Order?


		MR. POWELL:  Fourth Report and Order.


		MR. WELLS:  The Fourth Report and Order on the WT Docket Number 96-86, did everybody get a copy?  If not, you might sit next to somebody in case I refer to a specific page.  But what I'm going to do is just gloss over it and hit highlights.  


		Michael, please keep track of me or anybody else who may be more intimate with this Report and Order as I finished reviewing it last night somewhere 1:00 o'clock and did some speed reading to get through it all.  And I did it online on the screen, and that's a little harder to read than on paper where you can make notes and circle and then go back and consolidate it.  So, bear with me and correct me if I go off on a tangent. 


		It addressed administrative and technical oversight of the interoperability spectrum and put it up the state level to do so.  If the state doesn't do it or elects not to do it, it can go to the regional planning committees to do the administrative and technical oversight of that spectrum.  Certain operational requirements are addressed such as channel designation and access priority.  


		Secondary trunk operation is permitted on eight interoperability channels under certain circumstances.  Now, I emphasized eight.  We have been talking about ten, but due to the new band plan, they're grouped or the band plan has them laid out in groups of four.  And so, the layout of four and four led to eight rather than picking up a second one, I guess, from another group of four, so it keeps them clustered together.


		They are expandable up to 25 kilohertz by taking a 12.5 kilohertz interoperability channel set and a 12.5 kilohertz reserve channel set.  The maximum is four channels for one entity to use in a secondary trunk operation.  And later, when we get into work group 3, I'll specify which channel numbers they are and we can walk through that band plan.  Copies were put on the table this morning.


		The Commission adopted Project 25, Phase I standards for voice interoperability channels.  And we'll revisit the 6.25 kilohertz issue of migration in the future.  It also adopted Project 25's Swedish standards for narrow band data interoperability.  Equipment exclusively for voice is not required to be data capable, and the other way around.  Equipment exclusively for data is not required to be voice capable.


		Encryption is allowed except on the two calling channels provided the FCC-specified encryption standard is employed.  That standard adopted was IS102AAAAAP25DES encryption protocol.  Receiver standards were deferred pending NCC recommendation.


		Pre-coordination database is supported but not mandated to use.  The FCC seems hesitant to mandate what is not developed yet.  And the NCC is urged to revisit this when the database is developed and operational.


		Specific memorandum of understanding details was not put in formal rule, but states are encouraged to follow the NCC proposal for state interoperability executive committees to sign prior to interoperability channels.  Licenses are issued.  Federal agencies are already addressed in the rules.  Blanket licenses for end users such as mobiles and portables was referenced but not individual licenses.


		For more on that, since I didn't want to get, that started getting a little wrapped around the actual when I was trying to make notes on it, go to page 12 of 52, paragraph 29 and look at the two-part approach on how they address that.


		In the Third Report and Order, let's see, the Third Report and Order band plan was reiterated.  However, understand there are some slight changes.  Michael, could you add something or somebody else here add something to that on what those changes may be from the Third Report and Order band plan?


		MR. WILHELM:  I wasn't involved in the drafting, so I'm not --


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  Anybody else have any additional knowledge on that?  And I'll add, too, that this is not the alternate band plan that was recommended by the NCC.  The table of interoperability channels was not adopted.  So, now, what do we do?  Do we petition for reconsideration or just label them generically as 7 TAC 01, 7 TAC 03?


		MR. POWELL:  We'll address that later.


		MR. WELLS:  Yes, we'll address that later.  The direct nomenclature, the letter "D" was not adopted, but directed the NCC to consider developing an industry standard for display labeling.  I think we'll address that later, too.


		Priorities are to be determined by the states, not by FCC rule.  They are to work with adjacent states for seamless interoperability operation, they being the states.  The FCC encourage the states to do so.  From what I gathered out of the Report and Order, the Commission was hesitant to act so close to having already ruled on a priority system on the commercial side.  I think we'll address that later, too.  That's it.


		MR. POWELL:  I would invite anyone else who's had an opportunity to read through the R&O.  If you'd like to make any comments, to do so at this point.  Any other items of interest that were picked up that Carlton missed.


		MR. WELLS:  Might I add one more thing, not to leave this docket open-ended.  It did have a fifth NPRM also and it seeks 6.25 kilohertz migration path or 700 megahertz generally used channels.  It seeks comments on that.  That's the only thing I pulled out of the fifth NPRM in that Rule Making.


		MR. POWELL:  Art McDole?


		MR. MCDOLE:  Carlton, I don't believe that you commented on the fact that the Commission declined to adopt the receiver standards, although I'm not finding fault with that when it had been recommended by the NCC, I believe.


		MR. WELLS:  Correct.  And I'm glad you picked up on that.  I don't know how I skipped over that bullet.  The receiver standards were deferred and they stated it's pending NCC recommendation.


		MR. POWELL:  Don Speights.


		MR. SPEIGHTS:  Don Speights.  I just want to remind everybody that from the time it's published in the federal registry, you only have 30 days for petition for recon if you have anything in this Fourth NPRM.  That obviously doesn't apply to the fifth, I mean, Fourth Report and Order does not apply to the Fifth NPRM.


		MR. WELLS:  Correct.


		MR. POWELL:  And we'll discuss that, the recon issue as we go through the meeting today.  Several of us have talked already and we believe that there are some issues that we will bring forth to the Steering Committee suggesting that they file for recon or that there is a filing whoever it originates from.


		Any other comments from the floor?  Okay.  Carlton.  Art?


		MR. MCDOLE:  I think it would be appropriate for us as a group to express our appreciation to Mike Whelan and to the rest of the people that have been involved in this for their willingness to listen and accept recommendations and giving this out in a timely fashion.  So, if that's emotional, make it as such.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.


		MR. WILHELM:  Back at you, Art.


		MR. POWELL:  Second?  Second, Carlton.  Comment?


		MR. WELLS:  I'd like to add, too, my appreciation for having access to it so soon.  Any errors as far as spelling or verbiage or slight things like that, I will certainly overlook and let that pass in this go around because of the expediency to get it out so that we can review it.  I think it was timely, although it may have been at the 11th hour.  That's just the timing on how it filled in.  But they did get it out before the meetings took place and I really appreciate that.


		MR. POWELL:  I think that a significant amount of work, probably a lot of it at the last minute went into getting this thing ready to go to the Commission last week, to the full Commission.  And I certainly, I think on behalf of the Public Safety community in general, we can express our appreciation for all the effort, especially for the standards because I think now, with that pending on what happens on recon, we can start seeing equipment coming down the line.  Hopefully, sooner than later.


		Did we get a second to Art's motion?  We did?  That's right, Carlton.  All in favor?  So, we got it official.  


		(Chorus of ayes.)


		MR. POWELL:  We got a voice out there, yes.  


		(Applause.)


		MR. POWELL:  I think it was unanimous.  Carlton, you want to pick up with Document 62 I guess is where we are.  Oh, excuse me.  We're going to be working group 2.  Kyle, I didn't intend to skip you over.


		MR. SINCLAIR:  My apologies for being absent the last few meetings.  But I am going to ask David to give us up to date on this because I have been absent.  So, he's been the one that's been carrying the ball for me and I appreciate it.


		MR. PICKERALL:  David Pickerall, Booz-Allen.  I'm going to pull up a copy of the document as reviewed.  The committee now has a copy of the document.


		MR. POWELL:  The disk is blank by the way.


		MR. PICKERALL:  It's blank?  Okay.


		MR. POWELL:  I'll get it from you later.  That's fine.


		MR. PICKERALL:  Okay.  


		MR. POWELL:  I've been informed that it's encrypted such that it doesn't show on the diskette.  Only a little late.


		MR. PICKERALL:  Okay.  Well, it's here, and I'm going to ski down.  Basically, there weren't many changes to the substantive text of the document which provides an overview of the system.  What was changed at the subcommittee last time for submission to the full committee, and I'm scrolling down where the actual recommendations and how they wanted to come out with that.


		The recommendations as directed by the subcommittee last time were as follows.  There were three.  One, the subcommittee recommended that the NCC advise the FCC mandating the use of the ICS on the 700 megahertz spectrum.  The second thing, that the duties of channel manager be incorporated into new or existing ICS plan on the 700 megahertz, to have a standardized duty to deal with channel prioritization.


		And the third and final recommendation, it was the subcommittee's recommendation that the channel manager responsibilities and instant priority access requirements and protocols to the extent that they have not already been incorporated into the RPC planning process to specifically include support and advice from the State Interoperability Executive Committees.  That's how they came out at the end of the meetings in November.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  And that was approved at the November meeting.  And that is in that, the revised document that was passed out at the start of the second day of meetings in Washington.


		MR. PICKERALL:  Right.  That's correct.


		MR. POWELL:  So, hopefully, folks got a copy of that at the, part of the Steering Committee meeting in Washington on November 2nd.  Is that where we still stand today?


		Let me add, since that meeting, that in the, I don't see Harlin McEwen yet, at the ICP annual meeting in San Diego at the end of November, the quorum unanimously approved a resolution on behalf of the police chiefs taking the same position that fire in EMS is already taken, that ICS needs to be mandated for operational requirements.  And the text of that resolution followed pretty much exactly what this subcommittee recommended which was any incident involving a priority higher than four or where more than one interoperability was used, that the ICS needs to be used.


		So, where we are now is we need a reference document.  And unfortunately, all the research that's been done, I know David, Kyle, you've been working on documents.  I got a document recommendation from Alan Caldwell back in early, I think that was in early November.  Everything that we have at this point is service-specific to either be law enforcement or Fire EMS.  And we need a consolidated document if we're going to recommend that and move that forward.


		So, research is still being done on that.  And in my discussion with some of the Steering Committee, since we're going to continue into a third year for the NCC, is that we put that item off as the one, that will be the one primary item that we'll be addressing, I believe, for this subcommittee unless something else comes up as we move into the third year.  In getting a, hopefully, we can find it.


		What we're looking for is a reference document at the federal level.  Something from the Fire Academy, something from FEMA would be ideal.  That could be included.  Just as the Commission in the Fourth R&O included references to the ANSI documents, some document that we could refer to at least in part for handling the issues of, primarily of structure and nomenclature for the ICS.  I believe those were the two big issues that we wanted to derive from that document.  Now, those are the critical things for operational interoperability.  Without those, things don't work.


		Comments from the floor?  Thank you, Kyle.  Now, you're up, Carlton.


		MR. WELLS:  What was handed out at the back table is the, hopefully, final draft, subject to minor changes here today of IO-0062C-20010117.  This was distributed on the list server Tuesday.  There has been a few spelling corrections and SIEC instead of SEIC is one of them.  So, even though it's still the same extension C, I merely changed the date to yesterday when those changes were made.


		I'd like to start by just X-ing out the first paragraph.  That was put in there during the deliberation on the list server when I believe I also attached the proposed band plan that was titled FERRELL:700 Band Plan-50001 Alt, or what some folks here standard calling it the Wells Plan.  


		Diving right into the channel labeling, this is somewhat old news.  We've been working on this over the last couple of meetings, and it's merely a consolidation of some previous documents.  So, rather than jumping or going into the discussion about it, I believe most of us are aware that the Commission came up with channel labeling for the lower bands.  And our attempt here is to identify the channels in 700 megahertz with the proper reference, 7.


		So, in the first recommendation, call-in channel sets shall be re-labeled from CALL 7-A and CALL 7-B to 7 CALL A and 7 CALL B, respectively.  And keep in mind that as I go through this, I'm referring to the channel labels as we understand them in the Table of Interoperability Channels for Specific Uses/Services.  That's subject to change pending the Fourth R&O, or not change if the petition, any petition for reconsideration convince us otherwise.


		Recommendation Number 2.  The tactical channel sets shall have 7 appended to the front of each label.  Number 3, the tactical channel set shall be renumbered to begin with 01 and continuing with 03, 05, 07 and so on.  We are able to do this now because we are labeling the channel specific to the band.  So, if the 821 tactical channels get the 8 in front of it, they are 8 TAC 1, 8 TAC 2, 8 TAC 3.  Now, we have 7 TAC 1, 3, 5, 7 and so on.  Remember, we're skipping the even numbers to give room for migration in the future, to be able to label the 6.25 channels with the in-between numbers, 2, 4, 6.


		Recommendation Number 4, every mobile/portable radio with an alphanumeric display of eight characters or more shall be programmed to display the seven-character format plus the eighth character "D" when operating in direct simplex mode.  Again, this one is based on the Table of Interoperability Channels as we knew them prior to the Fourth Report and Order.


		Going into the minimum channel requirements, again, this is discussion from at least one or two meetings back.  So, again, rather than going into the discussion again, let me jump right into the recommendations.  Before I do this, does anybody have questions on the channel labeling?


		MR. POWELL:  Let me just make a comment here because this was, or the Commission declined to adopt channel labeling in the R&O.  That does not mean that the implementation subcommittee which is taking this information can't adopt that as a recommendation.  And I've already had, as I said, discussion with several subcommittee or the Steering Committee members about this being a recon item.  


		In reading through some of the information here, it would appear that either we did not communicate some information to the Commission or it was missed with regards to some of the channel labeling, especially if you look at paragraph 56 on page 21 of the R&O where they talk about the service-specific designations.  What does not appear to have been discussed here was the concept that emergencies rapidly develop such that there is no time for field units to go to whoever is in control of the TAC channels and get a TAC channel assigned, especially for fire, medical and law enforcement, such that having these channels pre-designated as an automatic place for them to go first in an interoperability incident.


		Another item that appears to be missed, and we were trying to find it last night and this may be something that did not get into our recommendations that went forward.  It would appear that their interpretation was that it made it totally inflexible by reserving these for the services and that was not the intent of the recommendation.  


		Our recommendation was that was where the services would go first, but if those channels were needed for another event and weren't being used, for example, on a big fire where a law enforcement or medical was not using their channels, there was no intent to prohibit those channels from being used or being reassigned by the incident commander for some other service to use.  This was just a place for them to go first in an incident and to be able to go automatically without having to go to whoever is managing the channels in a particular geographic area to get an assignment as an incident rapidly develops.


		For example, a pursuit.  If you have a pursuit, in most cases, by the time you could call the controlling organization and get an assignment, you've gone through three or four jurisdictions.  And to be able to have a channel to immediately go to for a law enforcement operation is really critical.  And the same way for a developing fire where you've got the first two or three minutes of a fire or an extremely critical time, it's very important that they have a place to be able to go immediately for interoperability without having to try to go to some third party to get a TAC channel assigned, yes, as an incident develops.  And you need more TAC channels and you've got the time to go to whoever is managing the channels in an area to pull those down.


		So, I think that that will be one area where we'll ask for some reconsideration.  The labeling would of course go with that, noting that the Commission has adopted labeling in the lower channels now for the interoperability channels.  So, we want to leave them in R&O, and if the rules in the final outcome still decline to adopt that, the implementation subcommittee, certainly, in the recommendations to go to the regions can include that, should include that, I think.  So, that's why we want to leave it in this document.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I'd like to, Robert Schlieman, ask a question about the channel numbering to make sure I understand this right.  Within the category sets or blocks, the channels as they are presently in 12.5 kilohertz channel players would be in numerical order using odd numbers so that later they can be split into 6.25, right?


		MR. WELLS:  Correct.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Now, does that present a problem if these reserve channels which are aligned with the interoperability channels should become designated as additional interoperability channels for numbering purposes in the future?


		MR. WELLS:  Well, the interoperability channels right now are 12.5 kilohertz.  Whatever is done with those reserve channels, I think, would initially present, any problems they have might initially present themselves to the 12.5 kilohertz channel set.  So, even splitting them later to 6.25, that problem is still there.  David?  You were throwing the four fingers at me.


		MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman.  Well, my interpretation is that the FCC basically said they didn't recognize reserve channels.  So, there's blocks, you know, to them a channel is 6.25 kilohertz.  So, the blocks are in blocks of four and what I think what Bob is asking, why are we numbering in even increments of two when, you know, the FCC is recognizing it in increments of four.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  I would call that a cosmetic change also.  If it has to snap to an interval of four, we'd just renumber them again.  Just run through the whole series at steps of four.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  And if I could just add to that, where we're using the first channel of the 12.5 pair, and it is in the second 12.5 position after the, you know, considering the reserve channel, should we then go starting with 3 and go by fours from 3 to allow for the orderly numbering eventually of those other channels should they become part of the interoperability program some of which are under trunking?


		MR. POWELL:  Well, I think what we need to consider before that is are 64 interoperability channels, eventually when we're 6.25, enough?


		MR. WELLS:  If we go with increments of four, there are 30 tactical channels.  4 times 30 is a 120.  We'd just increase the channel labeling by another digit.  Instead of intervals of four, we may have to get strategic or fancy with how the numbering scheme is to keep it to a two-digit limitation.


		MR. POWELL:  My suggestion is that we look at the PSWAC report and I think if we do that, 64 voice channels is enough for interoperability.  That's approximately what was recommended in that report after doing a lot of studies, that what is allocated right now is a sufficient amount of spectrum in 6.25 increments when we eventually get there to handle voice interoperability.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  For the record, I wouldn't call them 64 voice channels --


		MR. POWELL:  They're not.  They're not.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Because we have some data --


		MR. POWELL:  There's two calling channels and there are four reserved for calling.


		MR. WELLS:  And for data, for low speed data, so it's not, call IO channels generically.


		MR. POWELL:  There are 64 IO channels.  And I would suggest that that will handle, when you couple it with all of the other interoperability channels and the other bands, an awful lot of interoperability.  Comments?  Glen, you're standing at the mike.


		MR. NASH:  John, Glen Nash with APCO and also as chairman of the technology subcommittee.  Not to get away from this discussion, but I think we do need to deal with a procedural issue here.  You've made a statement a few moments ago of, you know, a petition for reconsideration.  I guess, you know, one question to Michael is, you know, is it within the ability of the NCC to file such a petition or is this committee going to have to look to some other organization to initiate that filing in order to open the, you know, to get the petition on the floor?  


		And if it does come from the NCC, considering that our next meeting is not until March which is likely to be after the 30-day point for filing of petitions for reconsideration, that kind of says that we would need to take action at this meeting.  And I would assume that that would require that we, one in this committee and then in tomorrow's Steering Committee, adopt specific statements that would become part of such a petition.  


		So, it's really a two-part question here for you.  The first part being Michael, and then I think we need to deal with things here to, for us to sit here and just discuss it and talk about, well, this is what we want to do without taking some sort of formal action isn't going to get us where we probably need to be.


		MR. WILHELM:  Well, in answer to the first question, the NCC may on its own file a petition for reconsideration.  But you pointed out some pretty formidable procedural obstacles to doing that and this is reaching agreement in language and getting Steering Committee approval of the final language at tomorrow's meeting.  Since we can't do so at the March meeting, that would be too late, one possible alternative and one that we've considered before in instances of this sort is to hold an electronic meeting of the NCC and have the provisions of the petition for reconsideration developed at such a meeting.


		But there is also the opportunity for each of the individual organizations to file petitions for reconsideration on their own behalf.  APCO, for example, can and undoubtedly will file as they have in the past.  And those filings, of course, are always welcome, and so may the other organizations.  So, the sum of those filings may be equivalent to an NCC filing.  


		It's a matter of judgment, I guess, on your part exactly how much effort the NCC wants to put into coming up with a position on the petition for reconsideration and in handling the logistical problems of getting it filed on time.


		MR. POWELL:  Michael, could we recommend to the Steering Committee from this subcommittee certain specific items without detailed language?  And could the Steering Committee adopt, just say that we are going to, that the NCC is going to ask for reconsideration on these items for these general reasons and then flush out the exact text?  Or do they need to be able to adopt something that's the exact text?  I think in the past --


		MR. WILHELM:  No, they don't have to adopt something of the same text.  On the other hand, you can't say merely that the interoperability committee is against it and --


		MR. POWELL:  Yes.  We would need to, which we'll discuss later, specific items out of the R&O that we want to present to the Steering Committee for their consideration for a recon motion.  Hopefully, we'll resolve it today.


		What I'd like at this point is for Carlton to go on through this document and then we'll discuss the recon issue as the last item as listed on the agenda.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  The last thing brought up was the intervals of the TAC channels.  Intervals of two and intervals of four.  But now, I'd like to propose that we leave it at intervals of four given the recollection that PSWN reported, PSWN report addresses 64 channels should suffice.


		MR. POWELL:  PSWAC report.


		MR. WELLS:  PSWAC.


		MR. POWELL:  You mean intervals of two, right?


		MR. WELLS:  Yes.  Intervals of two, not intervals of four and stay with the 01, 03, 05, 07 and so on under Recommendation 3.  Any objections, stand up and speak on the microphone.  Seeing no movement, we'll move on.  And by the way, channel labeling previously was addressed in Document 0059A-2000January24.  That was wrapped up in 062 now.  


		Okay, the next item, minimum channel requirements.  That was addressed in IO-0061A previously-2000-1024 IO subscriber unit minimum channel requirements.  It was wrapped up in 0062 now.  Recommendation Number 5, the calling channel sets, 7 CALL A and 7 CALL B, shall be implemented in all mobile and portable voice radios and repeat mode.  Direct mode is permitted in the absence of repeat operation or upon prior dispatch center coordination.


		Number 6, if the local calling channel set is not known, 7 CALL A shall be attempted first, then 7 CALL B.  Attempts shall be made on the repeater mode first, then on the direct simplex mode.  7, a minimum set of tactical channels shall be implemented in every mobile and portable voice radio.  Specific channel sets are shown below.  (RPC's and SIEC's will have the option to exceed this minimum requirement.)  


		The list includes two 7 OTAC channel sets previously known as OTAC 33 and 63, two 7 MTAC channel sets previously known as MTAC 23 and 53, two 7 GTAC channel sets previously known as GTAC 31 and 61.  Number 8, mobile/portable voice radios subject to multi-jurisdictional and nationwide roaming should have all IO voice channels including direct simplex mode programmed for use.


		Any questions on those four recommendations?  This is the first place where we can get specific on requiring direct simplex mode in the radios, but this is only on the national roaming ones.  So, keep in mind the unanimous decision in the minutes where we require direct simplex in the minimum channel requirement.  We can either address it here or address it in the simplex mode.  I think it would cause an extra recommendation.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Robert Schlieman.  Do I understand correctly that the minimum requirement will be direct mode, and the option would be to have full duplex since with respect to interoperability, there are probably more places where interoperability might be used across the country where there is no infrastructure to support repeaters?


		MR. WELLS:  The unanimous decision in the notes stated, repeat mode and direct mode, we need to include both in here.  If it's not specifically stated for one or both, we need an extra recommendation, say, a new one labeled number 9 in this set, that mobiles and portables shall implement the minimum channel requirements in both repeat mode and direct mode operation.  Something to that effect.


		Any other comments on that proposed recommendation?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Are you making a new number 9 or are you suggesting the modification of number 8?


		MR. WELLS:  I think we should make a new number 9 because number 8 addresses roaming subscriber units whereas number 9 addresses the minimum channel requirement in repeat mode and direct mode.  


		Let me word it again.  The minimum channel requirement implemented in each mobile and portable voice radio shall include both repeat mode and direct simplex mode operation.  What that does now is that doubles the channels from the minimum 8 to conceivably 16 channel slots.


		MR. POWELL:  My recollection of our discussion at the last meeting was they were going to go in there in direct, because most radios in the field today have banks of 16 channels or zones, whatever you call them, was that if we had a group of 16, it would allow 8 of them to be mandated in the direct mode while the two calling channels would not be in the direct mode, but the other six would be in direct mode.  And then that would leave 8 within a bank of interoperability channels, would leave 8 others for the local jurisdiction to decide how they wanted to implement it in their area.  And that's where we left it, I believe, at the last meeting.


		MR. WELLS:  So, leave it to the 6 TAC channels for direct and repeat mode?


		MR. POWELL:  Well, in direct mode.  The calling channels in direct mode don't make a lot of sense to me to be in direct mode input.


		MR. WELLS:  Well, recommendation number 5 just says it's permitted, and it doesn't require it.


		MR. POWELL:  Right.


		MR. WELLS:  So, we can leave that one alone and address specifically just the other six.  But in the meeting minutes, we have repeat mode and direct mode.  So, we got to put both in here.


		MR. POWELL:  Or modify that recommendation.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Do you want to reread the recommendation so I can get it right?


		MR. WELLS:  The minimum channel sets, and we got to modify this to just, to clarify to the TAC channels, but I'll read it again as I stated earlier.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  The minimum TAC channel sets.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  The minimum tactical channel sets shall be implemented in mobile and portable radios.


		MR. POWELL:  Unless you're saying subscriber units?


		MR. WELLS:  Subscriber units in both repeat mode and direct simplex mode.


		MR. POWELL:  Bob, you were suggesting that that should just be direct mode, correct?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, if we were limited as to the number of channels available on the radio, certainly, direct mode would have priority over repeat mode in my view.


		MR. POWELL:  Well, the discussion, my recollection from last time was we were looking at a typical agency.  And certainly, the ones I am familiar with in our area have groups, typically a group of 16, talk groups, channels, whatever you're going to call them, assigned for interoperability.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  For anybody's information that isn't familiar with it, that's based on the rotary selector switch physical limitation, typically 16.


		MR. POWELL:  And that's from a number of manufacturer's, not just one.  Yes, sir?


		MR. COLTRI:  Norm Coltri.  Doesn't your latest proposal conflict with number 6 where you indicate that attempts shall be made in the repeat mode first and then on the direct mode, well, on the calling channels?  Now, if you don't require the direct mode on the calling channel, then how can you make the attempt first in repeat mode and then on the direct mode?  So, I think you're conflicting with item 6.


		MR. POWELL:  That is a good point.


		MR. WELLS:  At the end of that recommendation, put a comma, if available in the unit.


		MR. POWELL:  Art?


		MR. MCDOLE:  Art McDole.  It's a little ambiguous also on the direct mode we discussed earlier.  I'm not recommending either way, but the wording on this thing seems to suggest that it would be direct mode on either side of the pair.  If that's the intent, it should be.  But if it's not the intent, and I don't believe it is, then that should be specifically included to clarify which side of the pair the direct mode would operate on.


		MR. POWELL:  Yes, we need to put that in.


		MR. WELLS:  That will be clarified in the existing recommendation number 9 on the next page which will change the 10 when we get there.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Okay.


		MR. WELLS:  Thanks for reiterating that though.


		MR. POWELL:  My recollection from the last, where we ended this discussion last time was that we were intending to pick a minimum of two calling channels and six tactical channels to be mandated to be present in every subscriber unit which would mean that we are talking about based on a conversation here having those six be in direct mode only, which is the most common used at the scene of an incident, is in direct mode.  


		That would not prohibit a region or a local entity from doing whatever they want to wherever else they are in the radio and to put them in repeat mode, to put whatever other channels they wanted in, to put channels that were specific to a region or to a locality in there.  This is just, what we're talking about is what has to be in every subscriber unit so that we have some minimum number of common channels no matter where you go in the country.  


		And if we take that no matter where you go in the country, we've got to look at the Montana's and the Wyoming's where there is no infrastructure.  Therefore, it needs to be direct mode.  Norm?


		MR. COLTRI:  Norm Coltri.  It still appears to be that you have a conflict with items 5 and 6.  If you were to take a mobile unit that only implements the calling channel in repeat mode, travels into an area where the repeat mode is not active, you're saying that maybe using direct mode, well, that mobile unit may not have the direct capability in it and will not have access to the calling channel.  


		So, I think you either have to require in 5 and 6 that the calling channel only be implemented in repeat mode or require that the mobiles have the direct capability to access it on a simplex basis.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Robert Schlieman.  Would it be sufficient to take the restriction of tactical out of the new recommendation number 9 we're working on?  Say, if it's applicable to all channels, same would apply for that matter to data?


		MR. WELLS:  That's probably easier than trying to get fancy with the other recommendations and change them around.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  In which case, I would recommend changing the word tactical to interoperability.  So, it reads the minimum interoperability channel sets shall be implemented.


		MR. POWELL:  Carlton is taking a quick look at the previous documents to see where we left it at the last meeting.


		MR. WELLS:  What I'm looking at is the other documents which have already been presented to the NCC for recommendations.  And that's 18H, 23C or whatever extension that was, 36E, I believe it is, and 37C.  But at a quick glance, I don't find it where it's specifically stating that the IO channels shall be implemented in the mobile subscriber units in repeat mode.  


		I'm sort of torn right now between requiring direct mode first or requiring both to the point that if you do have a channel limitation, which one do you put in?  Do you put in the direct modes and not repeat so that when you do need wide-area operation?  The channel you may have had available for a repeat mode channel, the channel slot available for that may not be the one that's implemented.  So, you're still stuck.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  In a conventional radio, isn't that also typically a case of having an auxiliary switch provide simplex repeat mode of a given channel?


		MR. POWELL:  If you decide to program the radio to run that way rather than the way it is.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Absolutely.  Right.


		MR. POWELL:  And it's done various ways around the country.  Often the number of functional switches are such that you decide to use those as we did in our case for other functions, such as turning encryption on and off.  And you don't end up with enough switches to be able to devote a switch to direct mode versus repeat mode.


		MR. WELLS:  Because of all the recommendations and discussions that talk about direct mode, second or as a final aspect to channel labeling or modes of operation throughout, I thought the intent was repeat mode first, and then by the way, throw a D on it when you want to talk direct mode.  And so, always have repeat operation first, direct mode second, not primary.  


		There were previous discussions, too, that, correct me if I'm wrong, but the Commission had concerns or some individuals from the Commission may have had concern that if we're addressing unit-to-unit mobile operation foremost, then why do we need repeaters?  Why did we do repeater pairs and things like that?


		MR. POWELL:  Norm?


		MR. COLTRI:  Norm Coltri again.  Another way around this may be to, at a recommendation that the calling channel should be implemented only in repeat mode and not to have the option to implement the calling channels in the direct mode.  


		So, therefore, you would only need repeat operation on the calling channels allowing obviously the TAC channels to go in either repeat or direct mode as needed.  But because of the wide area coverage of the calling channel and the necessity to have other units traveling and monitoring the calling channel, know what's going on, I recommend that they be implemented only in the repeat mode.  That will eliminate the question as to what to have in the mobile.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Let me ask a question, Norm.  Robert Schlieman.  In the case of the, was it Arizona train derailment which I think was an interoperability event of sorts?  It was probably not likely that there was a repeater covering the area of the incident due to no population otherwise normally there.  And we have to set minimums that would apply, or recommend minimums that would apply in any place irrespective of whether it's populated or not.  Would it make sense to require a repeater operation where there is no population to justify a repeater system?


		MR. COLTRI:  We're talking only on the calling channel, first of all.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  That's correct.


		MR. COLTRI:  And second of all, you're assuming then that since there is no coverage in that area, you would be bringing in a portable temporary base station in order to operate on that frequency as a calling frequency.  Well, that would just simply have to be in a repeater portable unit rather than a simplex portable unit.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, isn't it likely that first responders wouldn't have the tactical or the calling channel repeater box with them on their first response and that some support people would come along to set that up at a later time?


		MR. COLTRI:  Anything is possible.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, my point is that in the chronology of attacking an interoperability event, you're likely to be trying to coordinate people coming in to a location before the facilities are set up to manage them the way you'd like to.  And so, therefore, I question how you could mandate a repeater on the calling channel.  


		And you also have the problem that you're familiar with in the New York metropolitan area where too many repeaters will create chaos, if they're all left on.  And operating in a non-repeat mode is a preferred mode as a priority, using a repeater only when it's required for the circumstances, exigent or otherwise.


		MR. WELLS:  Let me throw this in here for some additional understanding.  Back in Document 18H, recommendation number 2 only required the calling channel to have coverage equivalent to the tactical channels that may be implemented.  Nowhere have we yet required any backbone on the calling channel or even the tactical channels.  Just that if you implement the calling channel, it shall be equivalent to the TAC's.  If you have no TAC's, then hook you're radio up to a dummy load.  You've implemented your radio but you're not going to get any coverage.


		The leads me to believe now and maybe I'm going to flip-flop, but I'm really sitting on the fence, that if the radio has a limitation for channel slots, that compromises which one you put in, repeat mode or direct mode, direct mode shall take precedent on the tactical channels.  However, in lieu of a call channel in an area, you've still got to have direct mode there to talk to each other.


		So, let's address recommendation number 9 this way.  The minimum channel sets shall be,  implemented in a radio, shall be in the following modes: repeat mode and direct mode for the calling channels, repeat mode and direct mode if channel slots allow; otherwise, direct mode takes precedence.


		MR. POWELL:  Now, we're talking about what we're going to mandate in a radio though, so you can't leave an either or.  If you're going to say we need this minimum channel set in every radio, you have to say specifically what it is and not leave an either or in there.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  Repeat mode and direct mode for the calling channels, direct mode shall take precedence on the minimum tactical channel sets over repeat mode.  


		MR. POWELL:  Why don't you say it has to be direct mode.  That the six TAC channels shall be in direct mode, and then they can put whatever else they want to anywhere else in the radio.  We're saying you have to have now in this case, ten channels, you have to have the two calling channels in repeat and direct mode, and the six tactical channels in direct mode.  And it's done with.  


		There are no options.  That's the minimum channel configuration that needs to be in every subscriber unit, period, the end.  Beyond that, an agency or a region can require whatever else they want, can do whatever else they want to. 


		MR. WELLS:  Comments?


		MR. POWELL:  So, what we've done is we've taken ten.  We've said that every subscriber unit that's manufactured for this band needs to have those ten interoperability channels available so that they can go to any incident anywhere in the country and have some common set of interoperability channels out of the 64 present in the radio.  Ron?


		MR. HARASETH:  Ron Haraseth.  The basic common denominator is the direct mode.  And I think that's the thing that we have to focus on right there.  If the repeat mode is going to be used anywhere, it's going to be infrastructure-specific and that is going to require some form of regional or area coordination to coordinate the implementation of these repeaters.  Just as Bob was saying, if that doesn't happen, you're going to have chaos out there.


		That is going to be the responsibility of the regional planning process one way or the other.  And I don't think that we can dictate down to that coordination level.  So, I just, personally, I think that the direct mode has to be the priority that we have to consider here.  But include the repeat capability without specifying anything beyond that.


		MR. POWELL:  If I look at our area, in San Francisco, where we have an infrastructure backbone up in the 800, NPSPAC channels all the time, most of the activity on those channels is from out of area subscriber units.  It's not from our local subscriber units.  It's from out of area people coming in that needs some kind of help.  And they come in and they come up in a mobile relay mode.  They're not on direct mode because they may be way out of direct coverage from any agency.


		They come in and they come on to the calling channel, the NPSPAC calling channel in repeat mode, and ask for whatever assistance they're asking for.  The people in the local area know how the tactical channels are assigned already and they use them that way.  So, I would suggest that in any case, the repeat mode is more common or more important on the calling channels, but that you need the direct mode there in case you're in an area where there is no infrastructure, which is the lowest common denominator.  Ron?


		MR. MAYWORM:  Ron Mayworm.  John, I agree with you.  I believe the repeat and direct on the calling channels and direct as the mandate for TAC channels.  And I think with the recommendations we have here, we don't need to add a recommendation.  We just simply take the existing recommendation number 7 and add in to the first sentence, "A minimum set of tactical channels shall be implemented in the direct mode in every mobile and portable radio."  And we'll have accomplished what we want to do without adding any new recommendations.


		MR. POWELL:  Further comments so we can move on?  Ron?


		MR. WELLS:  That does keep it simple.


		MR. HARASETH:  Just revisiting what you were saying also.  Does not also the capability of putting in a conventional FB style station in the infrastructure solve your requirements and yet still keep the basic common denominator as a direct mode operation for the subscriber unit?  Is there any reason to actually repeat the signal out there?


		MR. WELLS:  Well, that's still a repeat mode configuration, just in non-repeat operation.  It's an FB-2, just knocked down.  So, you're still talking two-frequency whereas simplex, with simplex mobile to mobile.


		MR. HARASETH:  What I'm saying is operate your base station in a simplex mode on the direct channel.


		MR. POWELL:  We actually, to go to our particular situation, they keep it up in repeat mode because the agency that's most capable of providing the service is usually the one that answers up.  And they're answering up from a control station because often it's not the controlling station, which in our case happens to be our county, this running a bay-area-wide simulcast system on the calling channel.


		But it may be a local entity that's able to provide the service.  And this way, when they come up on that channel or talk into the entire San Francisco bay area with their request, and then the agency that can best answer it comes back in from a control station and answers them.  So, they are in a mobile relay mode for a reason.


		MR. WELLS:  Now, to be sure that we're on the same understanding here, when you refer to FB mode on the bay station, that's still a two-frequency operation so that the FX-1 can communicate with that FB back and forth, out on A, back on B, for instance.  But the mobiles in direct mode are talking on the operator of the repeater.  I don't know that we ever have an FB that talks single-frequency on a repeater pair.


		MR. POWELL:  Oh, all the time.  It's just like a mobile or a portable, except it's fixed.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  It requires a dual receiver.


		MR. WELLS:  I understand that.


		MR. HARASETH:  You have to have a second receiver at your bay station location.


		MR. WELLS:  Yes.


		MR. HARASETH:  But an FB by category is transmitting and receiving on the same frequency which should be, typically, your output of your repeater pair combination.


		MR. WELLS:  Right.


		MR. HARASETH:  You have to be two equivalent.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  The last suggestion was Ron's, I think.  Is that where we left it?


		MR. WELLS:  Yes.  And just modify recommendation number 7 and not make a new 9.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  And number 5, I believe.


		MR. POWELL:  And number 5.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  You also, so that wherever it says implemented in all mobile and portable, I want to take out the word, well, in number 5, in all mobile and portable voice radios in repeat mode and direct simplex mode.


		MR. POWELL:  Right.  And I was also going to suggest that we get rid of the mobiles and portables, and just say subscriber units.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, whatever is consistent throughout all of the recommendations.


		MR. POWELL:  They're trying to say subscriber units, I think.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Then number 7 shall be implemented in the direct simplex mode in every mobile and portable --


		MR. WELLS:  So, we're modifying number 5 and number 7?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yes.


		MR. WELLS:  Number 5, the first sentence ended with and --


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Direct simplex mode.


		MR. WELLS:  Direct simplex mode.  I'll do a search throughout here and look for mobile/portable or mobile and portable in the recommendations and replace them with subscriber units.  Unless you all want me to, I can go through the discussion, too, and correct those for subscriber units.  Should I, do you want me to be consistent in the discussions and the recommendations?  Do you not want me to be consistent?


		MR. POWELL:  Be consistent.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.


		MR. POWELL:  So, number 7 would then be reworded,  "A minimum set of tactical channels shall be implemented in every subscriber radio in the direct simplex mode."  Right?


		MR. WELLS:  I had worded it this way.  A minimum set of tactical channels shall be implemented in the direct simplex mode in every mobile and portable, every subscriber --


		MR. POWELL:  Whatever works.  It's the same thing.


		MR. WELLS:  I said the same thing.


		MR. POWELL:  Ron?


		MR. HARASETH:  Emil just pointed out something to me here.  Paragraph 68 of the Fifth R&O here or the Fourth R&O, whatever.  Points out that the FCC has indicated that regarding licensing operating fixed equipment on the interoperability channels to monitor the calling channels, we allow the states to address this issue.  So, going into too much detail here may be a moot situation.


		MR. POWELL:  I don't know that this, that's more of licensees.  What we're, the point of discussion here is, what's that, is minimum channel requirements in subscriber units versus --


		MR. HARASETH:  Right.  But the idea of how you implement those and require repeat mode or duplex mode, when it comes to the actual implementation out in the regions, it will be up to --


		MR. POWELL:  I read paragraph 68 to be the states or regions setting up how they're going to monitor the channels, not which channels are going to be present.


		MR. HARASETH:  Well, I don't know if you can read it either way but, it might be --


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.


		MR. WELLS:  Any other comments on this area of recommendations, minimum channel requirements?  Dave?


		MR. EIERMAN:  Yes, what do we end up with?  I mean, we started out with 16 channels, 8 frequencies that were repeaters and then were direct.  What are we ending up with?


		MR. WELLS:  10.  4 slots taken by the calling channels, 6 slots taken by direct mode on the TAC channels.


		MR. EIERMAN:  So, you've eliminated repeat mode on tactical channels?


		MR. WELLS:  I haven't eliminated it.  That's just not part of the minimum.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Okay.


		MR. POWELL:  This is the minimum requirement.


		MR. EIERMAN:  I'm trying to understand what's going to get put in the implementation report later.  So, I want to --


		MR. WELLS:  Now, the implementation report --


		MR. EIERMAN:  You're allowing direct mode and repeater mode on the two tactical channels?


		MR. WELLS:  Requiring it.  I'm sorry --


		MR. POWELL:  The two calling channels.


		MR. WELLS:  On the calling channels, requiring it.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Two calling channels, requiring direct mode only on 6 tactical channels.


		MR. WELLS:  As the minimum.


		MR. EIERMAN:  And not requiring any repeater operation --


		MR. WELLS:  On TAC's.


		MR. EIERMAN:  To be placed in every radio on tacticals.  


		MR. WELLS:  Not requiring it.


		MR. EIERMAN:  So, it's up to the regional planning committees to determine if they want to implement repeaters, they implement repeaters.


		MR. POWELL:  Yes.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Okay.


		MR. POWELL:  Right.


		MR. WELLS:  Recommend repeat mode if they want.


		MR. POWELL:  Any further comments on this section?


		MR. MCDOLE:  Will there be a number 9?


		MR. POWELL:  There will be no number 9.


		MR. WELLS:  Number 9 got eliminated when we inserted the phrase in number 7.


		MR. POWELL:  At least, the number 9 we were talking about adding here.  There will be a number 9 coming up now.


		MR. WELLS:  Yes.  Number 9 now, that one is the result of the previous document labeled IO-0060A-2000-1024.  And again, without going through the discussions, the recommendation reads operating in direct simplex mode shall only be permitted on repeater output side of the interoperability channels set.


		MR. POWELL:  Does that answer your question, Art?


		MR. MCDOLE:  Yes.


		MR. POWELL:  Again, that was after a lot of discussion last time including with the manufacturers and others at the last meeting.  


		MR. WELLS:  Now, the rest of these are new as far as being included in a numbered document.  Common access channel parameters, we discussed this at the last meeting.  And in addition to the previous information and what we're going to get into, let me also thank David Eierman and Bette Reinhart for taking copious notes to help me decipher my chicken scratches and what all was discussed at that.


		MR. EIERMAN:  That's a good one.  I think it's Bette's though. 


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  They came from you though, so I'll let you share some credit in the email.  But we discussed common access channel parameters next.  In reviewing the network access code, and I'll call it NAC as an acronym, I had to get an understanding of $293, $F7E and F7F, and also the other NAC's and other access parameters.  To draw a correlation with a network access code parameter and the old analog world CTCSS, what we tried to do was come up with an equivalent 156.7 configuration.  


		156.7 Hertz in the analog world is the sub-audible tone for those mutual 8 channels in 821 megahertz.  Previously, in a document, #61F I think it was, was mapped equivalent to 156.7, but that didn't get through the form that that was going through as left out when the final product was done.  I think that, was it Project 25?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yes.  It was left out of the TR815's deliberations on the standard for the common area interface messages reserved words.


		MR. POWELL:  It was eliminated because it was confusing.  We were mixing up analog and digital, so we just removed any reference in that standard to the analog world because it was not really a fit.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  That's not to say that by what we're doing, we're not reinserting the confusion factor.


		MR. POWELL:  Right.


		MR. WELLS:  So, what I did was go back to the, I went to the existing Project 25 information that was released in a 2000 series.  $293 is the default value identified for the network access code.  And so, that's the one that I picked.  We were talking about default values at the last meeting anyway.  That being the default, it was a no-brainer, I thought, to just pull it out and use it.


		Now, that's not to say that is our equivalent to 156.7.  As I understand NAC, network access codes, and digital operation, you must have a network access code in the digital world.  You don't have to have a sub-audible tone in the analog world.  So, there is really no equivalent carrier squelch in the digital world like there is in analog.  But what we do have is an equivalent to a mutual 8 sub-audible tone if we want to add the confusion factor, that being #93, the default in the digital world.


		That's like saying you've got to have a sub-audible tone in an analog world or you can't communicate.  It's like saying there is no carrier squelch in the analog world either.  The closest thing to a carrier squelch, as I see it is #F7F or F7E where the receiver receives anything like a carrier squelch would receive anything no matter if you use sub-audible tone or otherwise.  Dollar sign, not pound sign.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Just a point of clarification.  Carlton, a point of clarification, you were saying pound, you mean a dollar sign which is a symbol indicating hexadecimal?


		MR. WELLS:  Yes.  Yes.  And actually, when you all, if you all downloaded the document from the list serve sent out Tuesday, I even slipped and put an ampersand sign in front of it.  But I do mean dollar sign. 


		MR. POWELL:  Dollar sign meaning hex?  It's a three-digit hex code.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Hexadecimal.


		MR. POWELL:  Hexadecimal code.


		MR. WELLS:  So, if I may, I'll plow right into the recommendations.  Recommendation number 10, common channel access parameters for all interoperability shall utilize the default values 


(ANSI/TIA/EIA-102.BAAC-2000, approved April 25th, 2000) provide in every radio regardless of manufacturer.  Hope I used the right tense of the provide.  Correct me if I'm wrong.


		MR. POWELL:  It should be provided, I think, "ed".


		MR. WELLS:  Provided.  Any common channel access parameters not provided shall be programmed accordingly.  These parameters include the following: P25 network access code, $293; P25 link control format, $00, $03, $80 or $83 as applicable.  And I say as applicable because you have to go into the Project 25 standards to figure out which one you need for your setup.  If somebody has got those handy and want to talk about them, otherwise I got an excerpt of them up here to refer to.


		Let me get through the rest of this and mark the ones that you have questions on and let's go back and address them.  Project 25 manufacturers ID, $00.  Destination ID $FFFFFF.  Source ID, $000001 through $98967F.  As I understand, that's a unit by unit ID and you can only use one ID per unit.  Dave, make a note of that if I'm off track.


		My learning curve is at the bottom right now with this set of parameters, so please let's clean them up.  Source ID, I did that one.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  As a recommendation where you have these parameters listed in the recommendation, should we include an explanation of what the parameter means?


		MR. POWELL:  I would suggest we include a reference.  Well, we've already included a reference back to the document.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, indirect addressing in a case like this can be kind of difficult for the average reader.  So, I mean, for instance, when we talk about the talk group ID, I'm sorry, the destination ID, with all those F's in there, I won't try to count them all.


		MR. WELLS:  Six.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  A simple explanation is that designates everyone.  Everyone can be a destination.  That's what I meant.


		MR. WELLS:  Let's put a parenthesis, designates everyone.  A little explanation like that is what I'm soliciting.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I think that was in the excerpt that I provided.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  Well, we've taken care of one.  Let's move to the rest of them.  Talk group ID, $0001.  Message indicator, $000000...0, I believe, I didn't look at it real closely, but interpret that to mean there's a whole bunch of zeroes out there.  I don't know how many digits were allotted for that indicator.


		MR. POWELL:  24.


		MR. WELLS:  Do we go ahead and type that, all of 24 or just put 24 zeroes?  Is this good enough with the "..."'s?  Okay.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  It's the familiar decimal zero value.  So, you can put that in parenthesis so that, you know, you have spelled it out exactly what it is without having to count out all the hexadecimal zeroes.


		MR. WELLS:  24 zeroes, I'll put in parenthesis.  


		MR. POWELL:  However many there are zeroes.


		MR. WELLS:  And this may be a parenthetical then, instead of a comma, unencrypted.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, that is what it is.  It's unencrypted, if it is that value.


		MR. WELLS:  Yes.  But as we put in parenthesis, designates everyone up above, I move that we just put this in parenthesis, too, for consistency.


		MR. POWELL:  Yes.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Agreed.


		MR. WELLS:  Key ID, $0000.  Algorithm ID $80.  I'll put in parenthesis, unencrypted.  Service access point, $00.  Again, put in parenthesis, unencrypted user data.  Emergency indicator, %0, which means routines, and %1, which means an emergency.


		MR. POWELL:  Do we have 2?


		MR. WELLS:  No 2.  My understanding is the % designates, it's a binary toggle, 0 or 1.


		Now, let's go back and put in parenthesis how to clarify the other ones, starting with network access code.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  $293 is the default value.


		MR. WELLS:  Default value.  Link control format?


		MR. POWELL:  Let's say as applicable depending upon system design or system implementation, something like that.  David?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Utilization would be --


		MR. EIERMAN:  What do those four link control formats stand for?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  00 defines the format for group calls.  The link control contains an emergency bit TGID and the source ID.  03 defines the format for individual calls.  The link control contains a source ID and a destination ID.  $80, encrypted link control information with the same contents as 00.  $83, encrypted link control information with the same contents as 03.


		MR. POWELL:  I would suggest we might just say $00.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Well, no.  My question is, I mean, are there other link control format words?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  The link control format are those four choices that's defined in 2.2 that we need to address, and that's what I'm hearing.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Well, yes.  My question is do we need to address it?  I mean --


		MR. WELLS:  We can just leave it out and not lose anything.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Because, I mean, if you're going to operate in group unencrypted mode, that's automatically going to get stuck in by P25 CAI.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  It's not a default value as I guess what you're saying.  So, therefore --


		MR. EIERMAN:  Yes, it's not a default.  It's, you know, if you choose encrypted group, that's the number that the program is going to stick in.


		MR. WELLS:  Yes, absolutely.  We can leave this out and not lose anything because the radio won't work unless it's configured correctly anyway.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Yes.  That's what I'm saying, you know.  And I'm not so sure that source and destination ID are needed either because they're like the number programmed in the radio and they get automatically transmitted.


		MR. POWELL: Well, the destination might be --


		MR. EIERMAN:  That's, well, okay, go ahead.


		MR. WELLS:  Speaking on link control format first, let's pick one.  Strike it off.


		MR. POWELL:  No, no.  Negative.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Let's leave it out because it is a function of whether you have a group call or an individual call, whether it's encrypted or unencrypted.


		MR. POWELL:  We're defining standard parameters, we need to define whether you're going to come up in a group call or individual call.  I would suggest as a group call unencrypted as the mode you want.  You want every radio coming off of a manufacturer's assembly line, do you want it to operate in group?


		MR. EIERMAN:  Group unencrypted.


		MR. POWELL:  Group unencrypted.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Okay.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Except if you're running encrypted.


		MR. POWELL:  No, but default is unencrypted.  The default mode that every radio is going to operate in is unencrypted.


		MR. EIERMAN:  I'm not so sure that not setting, you know, talk, if you set the talk group ID to a number and setting, you know, the message indicator to unencrypted, doesn't it automatically stick those numbers in?  That's what I'm getting at.


		MR. POWELL:  Yes, it may do that.


		MR. EIERMAN:  And I don't know, I don't want to define numbers that, you know, you really don't have any control over when you're sitting there programming a radio.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Right.  That's why I agree that we should leave it out.  Just not include it in the table.


		MR. POWELL:  Ron?


		MR. MAYWORM:  Ron Mayworm.  I guess I'm in the same boat as Carlton.  My learning curve on Project 25, I'm just starting.  But in looking through the standards definition, I saw a definition of a mode called unaddressed voice call as opposed to group voice call.  And it would appear that an unaddressed voice call would be the mode that we would want to have on the interoperability channels, where whatever is said by anybody is heard by everybody and doesn't depend on, say, the source ID being accurate or verifiable or any of that stuff.


		MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman.  If everybody set to talk group one, it's the same as unaddressed because everybody is listening to the same thing.  I mean, you could do it either way.  At VHF, we went through this whole interoperability thing and they got different modes of doing unaddressed and addressed and all this stuff.  And the simplest thing is you program it for the same NAC, you program it for the same talk group ID and everybody can talk.


		MR. POWELL:  So, we're going to strike link control format.


		MR. WELLS:  I don't think we'll lose anything by striking it.  By keeping it in and anything that's redundant to a standard that you really don't intend to change or just pick one, you stand the chance of contradiction.


		MR. POWELL:  John, is that okay, from your knowledge?  Okay.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay. 


		MR. POWELL:  So, we strike that.


		MR. WELLS:  I didn't like putting as applicable anyway so it's all gone.  Manufacturer's ID.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  The manufacturer's ID uses a standard value of $00 to represent operation in conformance to the standard.  Other values are defined in reference 6 which is the manufacturer's ID table.


		MR. WELLS:  So, what can I put in parenthesis?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  That means it's a default value for a standard compliant radio.


		MR. WELLS:  Default value for P25 compliant radio.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Actually, yes, you could say that or I would say NC102 compliant.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  NC102.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Because P25 is --


		MR. POWELL:  Yes, I understand.  


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  We took care of destination ID.  Source ID.


		MR. POWELL:  This may be another one we can just delete.  The manufacturer plugs an ID in there for each radio, is that correct?  Everybody has left the room now.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  The identifier numbers for individual radio units are placed in the fields for source ID and destination ID.  Data packets have an analogous field called the logical link ID which also contains the identifier numbers for individual radio units.  There is one standardized value that is used to signify no one, i.e., no radio, and a system is assigned to this reserve value, I suppose, for testing.


		There are also standardized values to signify group addresses.  These addresses may be used as destination addresses for data packets, but never as source addresses unless anonymity is required.  The standardized values are given in the table.  The $FFFFFF is designating everyone.


		MR. POWELL:  Dave, your suggestion earlier, was it the source ID be eliminated from the table.  Is that --


		MR. EIERMAN:  I'm pretty sure, source ID isn't needed because that's basically the ID of the unit.  Destination ID, I may have to defer to, you guys may have to ask the Project 25 guys, you know, Al Wilson or somebody next week, if we really need to put FFF in there.  I'm not sure.  That comes back to this unaddressed unit call thing.  I'm not so sure if you don't put in talk group ID and everybody had the same talk group ID, you might not need FFFFFF.  I'm not positive of that.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  So, we can eliminate the source ID then.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Yes.


		MR. WELLS:  At least that one.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  For the moment, until we get clarification.


		MR. POWELL:  For the moment.


		MR. WELLS:  Talk group ID, $0001?


		MR. POWELL:  I think just say default value.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  The default value is 1, it's correct.  That's the way it comes out of the box.


		MR. WELLS:  Key ID, $0000.  We took care of the other one, message indicator, already.


		MR. POWELL:  Again, I think that's the default.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  That is the default value for encrypted messages or identifies unencrypted message.


		MR. POWELL:  Algorithm ID, done.


		MR. WELLS:  We've got parentheticals everywhere else already.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  The algorithm ID only applies if you're doing encryption.  Well, I take that back.  $80 is unencrypted message.  Right.  So, $80 is unencrypted message as a default value.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  Emergency indicator, it's a binary, but do we not want to set it one way or the other?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, it goes with the switch.  When you push the button, it changes.


		MR. EIERMAN:  That's a switch selection.  That's a feature selection thing.  I mean, if you're going to operate this in emergency all the time or --


		MR. POWELL:  Well, do we need to not reference it then?


		MR. EIERMAN:  I don't think you need to reference it because it's a user-select thing.


		MR. POWELL:  So, we strike that one.


		MR. EIERMAN:  I assume you want non-emergency and emergency operation on interoperability channels.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  There is also a service access point parameter for data messages.  Are we dealing only with voice in this category or are we looking at both?


		MR. WELLS:  But --


		MR. POWELL:  We need to, we have data --


		MR. WELLS:  Distinguish between the two.


		MR. POWELL:  We have data in the rules now, so we need to address the same for data if there is additional --


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  In that case, it would be $00 for unencrypted user data and $01 for encrypted user data, I guess.


		MR. POWELL:  We probably need to develop it.


		MR. WELLS:  If that's the only two, then again, do we need to even say that?


		MR. EIERMAN:  Well, the question becomes are you going to allow encrypted?  If you're going to allow encrypted, then it doesn't matter because it's a user select feature.  If you're only going to allow unencrypted --


		MR. WELLS:  It's allowed on the TAC channels.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Then you make a default.


		MR. POWELL:  Yes.


		MR. WELLS:  We can strike it.


		MR. EIERMAN:  I don't know.  John, do you have any comment, John O'Blach from Transcript Series.  I think this is an Al Wilson question.


		MR. WELLS:  Strike it just like we struck the other ones that are just redundant?


		MR. O'BLACH:  Yes.


		MR. POWELL:  If there are specific default requirements that we need to define for data operation, we need to have a similar table for data.


		MR. WELLS:  Then, let's word this to be specific to voice at this point.  Okay.  Go back to the beginning of number 10, common channel access parameters for all voice, IO.  And then, if we have data standards or minimum requirements for access parameters, we can address that in another document.


		MR. POWELL:  Or in addition to this one.


		MR. WELLS:  Yes.


		MR. POWELL:  Another section of this one.


		MR. WELLS:  If we're ready today to talk on it.  Recommendation number 11, any deviation from $293 will not be permitted unless the RPC and/or SIEC can demonstrate and plan amendment through the FCC approval process that the intent of $293 will be preserved on all conventional voice IO channels.  Transmitted and received.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Our recommendation that we reverse the order of those labels.


		MR. WELLS:  Excuse me?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Our recommendation that we reverse the order of those labels SEIC's and RPC.


		MR. POWELL:  SIEC.  That's the SIEC and/or RPC, is that what you're saying?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yes.  In other words, the rules now state that the state has the first response.


		MR. WELLS:  Good comment.  I agree.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  And RPC would be available as an alternate.


		MR. POWELL:  Ron?


		MR. HARASETH:  Something to clarify, at least for my personal, and I may be off on a tangent.  Just revising the $293, is there, something that runs through the back of my mind, is there any situation where the infrastructure may be interconnected to a conventional NPSPAC 800 system that would make it more feasible to run the 156 translation back and forth without having to go through a special translation?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  As a result of the modification to the document before it became an NC standard, there is no correlation.


		MR. HARASETH:  Okay.  There is --


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  That does not exist.


		MR. HARASETH:  That's not even valid then.


		MR. POWELL:  The correlation never really existed in the first place.


		MR. HARASETH:  Okay.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  It was strictly an attempt to create an analogy for people to understand how it might work.  But it did not have a basis in any numerical or theoretical way.


		MR. HARASETH:  So, if you did have an integrated system, you try to couple, say, the calling channel, NPSPAC, one channel with 700 first calling channel through the infrastructure, you would have to do that translation one way or the other anyway and it really wouldn't matter then?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yes.


		MR. HARASETH:  Okay, thank you.


		MR. POWELL:  David?


		MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman.  Actually, the reason that table was set up was to attempt to correlate analog CTSCSS code with NAC codes, was for a migration issue of where somebody had an analog system with a tone today and they were migrating to digital, what NAC code do you pick?  Well, you put up a cross-reference, say pick this one because it corresponds.  And then other co-channel users would pick, you know, the one corresponding to theirs and people wouldn't be confused on what NAC code to initially pick.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  But the table was arbitrary.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Yes, it was arbitrary.  There was no mathematical formula on how --


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Right.  That was my point.


		MR. POWELL:  Ron?


		MR. MAYWORM:  Ron Mayworm.  I recall reading some manufacturer during this last year indicating that they had provided quite a few radios right off their production line or shipping to go to use of fire type situations.  I think, kind of extending from that, that whatever we have is the default values for interoperability, should we succeed in our goal of having the minimum interoperable channels and a common nomenclature physically built into the radios as they come out of the factory, that a radio out of the factory without any programming whatsoever could be pressed into service in an interoperability situation.  And I think that would be highly desirable.


		MR. POWELL:  That's correct.  And that's the intent of this.  It's to make sure just as the Commission requires in NPSPAC today 156.7 be there, the same way here.  They would require that these parameters be the standard to make it work.  And yes, things do get shipped off the assembly line regularly.  Even the Desert Storm got shipped off the assembly line.


		MR. WELLS:  Last, the backbone, recommendation number 12.  Repeaters implemented on IO channels shall be enabled and disabled from primary dispatch centers.  Now, getting into the discussion that has RPC's first, let me start by saying let's flip-flop SIEC's and RPC's.  And it goes on to say even if already an FCC rule, at least it can be reinserted by the NCC for proper operation at primary control points.


		MR. POWELL:  And really, as you look across the country, you're going to see this implemented in different ways, even on the calling channels and even within the same state, because whereas we keep the calling channels operating in Northern California in a mobile relay mode all the time, Southern California doesn't.  Dispatch centers down there monitor, large centers monitor the channels, but the traffic isn't repeated unless they enable the repeat mode.


		So, it's really, it's a regional planning issue, or in this case, hopefully, an SIEC issue to be addressed first.


		MR. WELLS:  That completes 0062.  There was an outstanding issue regarding data default values.  Do we want to tackle that and try to incorporate this into this document or create a second document at a later date in an effort to possibly get this one cleaned up for tomorrow as a recommendation?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  The problem in the cleanup for tomorrow is that we need to review some of these default values that we're looking at with Al Wilson, the chairman of TIA/TR815 who is the authority of this information.  So, I don't know how we can accomplish that unless we can find them in Paris or wherever he is, in transit halfway across on one of those high-speed planes or something.


		MR. WELLS:  Can we get him on the air phone at $15 a minute?


		MR. POWELL:  My suggestion would be that we go ahead and send this forward to the Steering Committee with a recommendation to adopt it, noting that there may be some changes following discussion next week, because certainly, I don't think it would be going to the Commission that immediately.  And if the Steering Committee would take it in that form, and if we need to do some minor corrections, we can do that after we talk to the authority on the issue in Mesa next week.


		MR. WELLS:  So, recommend it to the NCC with the caveat for Al Wilson possibly having changes if we're not accurate with these default values?


		MR. POWELL:  Well, we'll say for review of the recommendations at the Project 25 meeting next week and we'll bring that up.  John, we'll just do that as an agenda item for next week?


		MR. O'BLACH:  That's fine.


		MR. POWELL:  And part of the Project 25 meeting then would be to review this and recommend any changes back to the NCC Steering Committee if there need to be any.  And in fact, we could probably do the same thing for data at that meeting and just suggest that data be forwarded to be added in the recommendation.  And if the Steering Committee will accept that, then we've got it all cleared up in this one document and I think that would be the best way to do it.


		MR. WELLS:  So, data to be added?


		MR. POWELL:  If the Steering Committee will assent to that tomorrow that we would add the data recommendation to the document and then forward it to them based on a final discussion with the Project 25 at the TIA meetings next week.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  With the understanding that what we're wanting philosophically are the default values?  I don't have a problem with that.


		MR. POWELL:  The minimum default values for voice and data.


		MR. WELLS:  Yes.


		MR. POWELL:  Art?


		MR. MCDOLE:  Art.  I wonder if you could read here the last recommendation number 9 again?


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  It's still the original number 9 in numbered sequence.  Operating a direct simplex mode shall only be permitted on the repeater output side of the IO channel sets.


		MR. MCDOLE:  That one's fine.  Voice --


		MR. WELLS:  IO channel sets, because the data channels sets are both sides.


		MR. MCDOLE:  No problem.  That wasn't the one I had a reference to.  I used the wrong, the last recommendation you read relative to the monitoring or the use of the primary dispatch centers.


		MR. WELLS:  Recommendation number 12, repeaters implemented on the IO channels shall be enabled and disabled from the primary dispatch centers.


		MR. POWELL:  Voice, should it say voice IO channels?


		MR. MCDOLE:  I believe that we want reconsideration on that.  The Report and Order specifically gives these operational things over to the RPC's and the states.  And I think that's sufficiently covered without any further recommendation.  You are going to, I would believe that the Commission by their actions in this Report and Order indicate they don't want to get down into the operational details of the systems.


		I think the technical problems discussed are very timely and appropriate, but I believe this operational thing might better be left out of your recommendation to avoid the confusion.  Just my own personal opinion.


		MR. WELLS:  I agree it's an operational thing.  But I also vaguely recall that already in rules somewhere, it requires some kind of control of the repeaters in order to knock it down if there's abuse or something.  So, that's why I say if it's already in the rule which I think it is, I mean, if we strike this, I don't think we've lost anything or we are just reasserting it.


		MR. MCDOLE:  That's what I think.  I don't believe we need it --


		MR. WELLS:  Strike the whole backbone requirement.  Okay.  Anybody disagree with that?  Again, that goes on the philosophy that if it's redundant, why say it again.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Question on number 9.  


		MR. WELLS:  Are we finished on number 12 first?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, Art McDole raised a question on 9 and you said something that I hadn't picked up on earlier.  That's why I'm going back to it.  You said operating in direct simplex mode shall only be permitted on the output side of the voice IO channel sets.  And you said that data would always be duplex.  Is that necessarily true?  I mean, we're talking like it would be impossible to have a simplex data transmission?


		MR. WELLS:  Oh, no.  The data channels are already identified on the high side and low side for direct simplex mode in the previous recommendation.  So, I don't want to usurp that recommendation with another recommendation that prevents it from going to the mobile side of the repeater pair.  We've addressed that in a data recommendation in a previous document to the NCC.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  That it would be duplex?


		MR. WELLS:  That it can be simplex on both sides of the pair.


		MR. POWELL:  Yes.  That was in a prior recommendation.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Okay.  All right.


		MR. POWELL:  Michael, in your request for errata, so we don't miss it on the last page of the, I guess it's one of the, if you have it here, I think I noted this to you already.  But so it's on the record that the technical standards for data transmission still includes a reference to the vocoder that we need to remove, I believe.


		MR. WILHELM:  Yes, we do.  And I'll note that John and I discussed that well in advance of the document ever being published and that it sort of snuck through the cracks.  But with these and other requests for changes, could you put it in writing and give it to Burt Weintraub?  And I'll try to remember this at well, but the only way we're going to get a unified set of changes is to go through Burt and have them in writing.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  And one other question I had in here, because it was an item we discussed and it is applicable for interoperability, I'm trying to find it right now, was the monitoring requirement for detrunking.  And I'm not sure if you intended for it, based on our discussion, intended for it to be the way that it is in here or not.  If I can find it, we will, I just wanted to --


		MR. WILHELM:  You may be talking about 90.537B.


		MR. POWELL:  90.537B.


		MR. WILHELM:  B as in bravo, yes.


		MR. POWELL:  Correct.  And I'm, under item, Small -- must monitor and immediately release the channels, when those channels are needed for interoperability purposes, it doesn't say what they have to monitor.


		MR. WILHELM:  That's right.


		MR. POWELL:  And we had said that they need, in our discussion that they needed to monitor the control channel because they can't, it wouldn't work for them to monitor the trunking channel because of the entity requesting the channel has no way to access the trunk system.


		MR. WILHELM:  I understand that.  But it was not an inadvertent omission, so this might be something we have considered on reconsideration.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  So, it's intended the way it was printed?


		MR. WILHELM:  Correct.  And it had been discussed.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  Do we have any further discussion on Carlton's 62, which will become a D addition now?  Can I get a motion to adopt it as we've modified it then?  And we will clean it up and present it to the Steering Committee as our final recommendation.


		MR. SINCLAIR:  So moved.


		MR. POWELL:  Kyle Sinclair moved.  Second?  Art McDole.  Discussion?  All in favor?


		(Chorus of ayes.)


		MR. POWELL:  Opposed?  Unanimous.  Let me grab the agenda out here.  Let's finish through the agenda and then we'll go to the, we'll do that on the refarm discussion.  Working Group 3 is done.  Working Group 4, Don Full is not here.  I know he continues to identify the conveners and his list is being made use of now by one or more organizations.  Dave Buchanan also is not here for the Working Group 6 report, but I believe that generally, the information at least for low speed data is now included in the rules.  And high speed data sits with TIA at this point.


		So, in Dave's absence, I don't believe there was going to be any, other than just a report on status.  Wayne, maybe you can give us an update.  I'm not sure if anything has happened since the last NCC meeting in the high speed standard area or not.


		MR. LELAND:  The answer is very easy.  No, because we had the last TIA/TR8 set of meetings prior to the last NCC meeting.  And the next set of TR8 meetings are next week in Mesa.  And John O'Blach is here who is chair of TR8, can also speak to --


		MR. O'BLACH:  Yes, John O'Blach.  I'll comment just very briefly.  At the last TR8 series of meetings, there were several proposals made by several different companies on status for wide band data, so the work is progressing.  A subcommittee was formed for the sake of looking at user needs type issues and user interface issues.  And so, again, as I say, the work is continuing.  We expect progress to be made next week also in our round of meetings.


		MR. POWELL:  And for John and Wayne's benefit, not next week but the following week is the PSPP meeting.  And in case you have not heard it yet, there will be a proposal, I believe, coming forward from -- that we look at consolidating this work with the TETRA Phase II because the time frames, the target speeds, a whole bunch of issues are in common.  And it's a very tight time frame for them also.  They're looking at, just as we are with the broadband issue later on, of some real benefits and working on this one together. 


		And again, they've already looked at a whole bunch of technical issues surrounding that, with some other proposals.  So, there will be, I think, and I see that as a real benefit in involving some more people with some more work that's already been done.


		Okay.  Bob, you asked to move your list to this point.  So, you're on now.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  All right.  I'm not done yet.  And I need some additional information which I would like to get from you and have a meeting with the Workgroup chairs to make sure I've got everything in there.  And I wonder if we can have, what was the term that Michael used a moment ago?  An electronic meeting to complete that and then put it out on the list server for all to comment on so that we can wrap it up in the beginning of February to get to the Steering Committee.


		MR. POWELL:  Michael, I put your name on this item also, just so that you could address based on our discussion that we had on the phone of what you see is the procedures that are going to be followed to prepare the second annual report, what the various discussions need to take place between the subcommittees and the Steering Committee and so on there.  If you can do that at this point, just for everyone's benefit?


		MR. WILHELM:  Just briefly, the format will follow that used with the NCC's recommendations made last February 25th.  Each of the approved subcommittee reports will be included, and then there will be a covering document summarizing some of those reports in layman's language unifying the reports indicating the relationship to one another and then transmitting the document to the FCC on behalf of the Steering Committee.


		The extent of that, the length of that and its content is going to be heavily affected by what is supplied by the subcommittees.  I mean, if the subcommittee documents are complete and understandable by a layman, we don't intend to invent the wheel twice.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  Any questions regarding that process from the floor?  Okay, Bob, so we will try then to schedule a, and I'm assuming primarily you need input from those of us that are here for that report?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, I want to have all 


the --


		MR. POWELL:  Have all of us?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  All the workgroups.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Also, one item that is listed on the agenda here regarding the membership roster, the membership roster that I have is the one that we developed early on with the breakdown of workgroups.  I believe there are some new names that have been added to the list servers.  I suppose what I should do is review the list server address list, try to figure out the names from the mailing addresses which sometimes there is no direct correlation for, and incorporate those in the membership roster.


		MR. POWELL:  Tim will add people simply from an email to him?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yes.  And that's, I've asked him for an update.  He had a major crisis over the holidays.  He had 30 hours of a broken water pipe that kind of inundated his operations including the computer stuff.  So, he was really having a problem.  And I have sent him some corrections on addresses that keep rejecting with corrected information.  That should resolve that.  So, he's going to send me an update.


		Michael, is there any other better suggestion for accurately getting all the names since we don't have sign-in sheets?


		MR. WILHELM:  Well, we do have a sign-in sheets for the --


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I mean for the interoperability subcommittee.  Okay.


		MR. WELLS:  Bob, what I found happening on the list server at least on one occasion, Norm, jump in here and correct me if I'm wrong, kept getting a bounce on Norm Coltri's email address.  And I believe what actually happened is his correct email address is in there and his incorrect or no longer valid email address is in there.  So, he was getting the messages, but my indication was he wasn't.  So, that's just a housecleaning issue to take that one out.  It's more of a nuisance.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I've already addressed that with Tim.


		MR. POWELL:  -- hopefully, we'd get out of there.  Okay, at this point, I think where we are is to go back through this document with issues for recon and at least potentially, I think, one other clarification which is on the table of channels.  And Michael, we talked about this this morning, you asked us to bring it up.  So, Carlton, if you want to talk about the interoperability channel layout as to whether that was intended that way or whether it's editorial correction with regards toward the trunking, permissive trunking channels in the interoperability band ended up.


		And there is a handout, a one-pager at the back of the room.  Have you all got that?  It has some chicken scratches on it that I believe shows where the R&O left it, is that right?


		MR. WELLS:  I will point out the notations that are representative of the R&O.  Since that's not in color, you can't see what's in red.  But what I put in red was what I was working on a potential layout of this band plan which is a product of the Third R&O.  So, let me point you to some specific notes so that you can ignore the rest of them.


		In the upper right-hand corner, you'll see a horizontal oblong circle, ellipse, elliptical circle, 25 kilohertz secondary trunk channel sets.  Below that is a question mark, what are the calling channels now?  We've already clarified that.  Next question mark, lost upper/lower distribution of secondary trunk channels which upsets the distribution of the TAC channels now. 


		The other notations are across, are in the top portion of the two-band.  The first set of dark, the darkest shaded groups of four channel sets in addition to the two left-hand channel sets which are a lighter shade of grey, those four constitute what can be aggregated up to 25 kilohertz secondary trunk channels.  Those four groups all the way down.


		Go over to second to the last set of vertical groups in the same fashion.  It would be 63 and 64, that channel set and along with the other two reserve channels and the other three below that groups of four.  Those also are the ones identified for secondary trunk operation.


		MR. POWELL:  And so, Michael, what that has done is it's put all of the secondary trunking permissive channels into one TV channel.  Now, was that intentional or, yes, one pair of TV channels.  Was that intentional?  I mean, was that a recon issue?


		MR. WILHELM:  That was never discussed and I think it's in there.


		MR. POWELL:  In your, okay.  Because it really upsets the, it does.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, this flexibility for migration.


		MR. POWELL:  And the flexibility also.


		MR. WELLS:  Channel 39 and 40, the middle group of the darkest shade is one of the calling channels.  Directly below that in the lowest band of 700 narrow bands, Channel 681 and 682 is the other calling channel.  Those are the only notations at this point that I've made to this relevant to the Fourth R&O.  All those other notations were notes I just made previously, so ignore all the rest of them.


		This is, again, the Third R&O printout.  If there are any changes, subtle as they may be, they need to be identified.  So, again, I'm hesitant to try to correlate tactical channels if we are successful in the labels at this point until the dust completely settles on this.  I think the dust has almost settled but if it's subject to a recon, we may kick this mushroom puffball and it has to settle all over.


		MR. POWELL:  Yes?


		MS. KOWALSKI:  Jeannie Kowalski, Federal Communications Commission.  Carlton, the data only channels have been identified.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.


		MS. KOWALSKI:  We think we got this right.  279, 280, and then 921, 922.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  They're in the same --


		MR. WELLS:  They're right below the column of where the calling channels are.


		MR. POWELL:  Right.  Those are the same as the earlier recommendation.  Is that right, Bob?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, they're not across two TV channel pairs, so there's migration issue.


		MR. POWELL:  They're all in the --


		MR. WELLS:  Yes.


		MR. POWELL:  Yes, this is one channel and this is the other.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Okay.


		MR. WELLS:  This is just the bay side.  The most is --


		MR. POWELL:  Okay, right.  So, those are --


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Okay.  


		MR. WELLS:  Thank you.


		MR. POWELL:  It's at the bottom of the column office at the calling channels.  279 and 280?


		MR. WELLS:  Yes.


		MR. POWELL:  Were those not the ones that, okay.  So, where we are now then is to go back through this document, I think at least identify the general areas that we would want to look at for recon.


		MR. WELLS:  There may be more but this is all identified at 1:00 o'clock last night.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay, go ahead with all this from last night.


		MR. WELLS:  In addition to the band plan for a potential recon or errata could be identified, the priority access system was not adopted by the FCC on the public safety channels.  And again, as I mentioned in the overview early on, I think I mentioned it, from what I gathered out of the discussion was they were hesitant to do another priority so close to the priorities established for the commercial service.


		Channel labels were not adopted.  The "D" nomenclature appended to the end of the channel label was not adopted.  And we've already addressed the trunk spread and the band plan all in one half of the spectrum.  Next, the extent that I've got I have identified to be potentially readdressed.


		MR. POWELL:  Channel designations and labeling, which are kind of tied together.  Actually, this whole area falls under, on page 20, item C, there are several channel designation, display labeling and access priority, are the major areas of concern from our discussion last night.  And to that, we can add the one we mentioned earlier, 90.537 which was which channel needs to be monitored to take a channel out of trunk mode.


		The way it's written here, I would read this as meaning that you have to monitor the trunk channel to determine whether or not to take it out of trunking mode.  And it would be very difficult for a unit that's not in the trunk system to come in on the trunking channel to tell you how to get out of, that he needs to channel to be used for another purpose.  


		Our discussion was that you had to monitor the associated calling channel for that.  In other words, calls or 7 CALL A or 7 CALL B, if you needed a channel and if they couldn't get you one some place else, and you actually needed to get a trunking channel, that you would come up on the calling channel and request a tactical channel just as you normally would for any tactical channel.  And when it got to the point that they couldn't give you anything other than the trunk channel, then they would take a channel out of the trunk system and give it to you.  


		That was where our discussion ended at the last, was it the last meeting we talked about that or the meeting before?  And then some intermediate discussion that we had following some questions with the Commission.  And in talking about that, I saw heads nodding here, that seems to be what makes the most sense.  


		What is discussed as I read this rule is probably, would be very difficult to have happen, and would probably require at the minimum a duplication of infrastructure.  Meaning you would have to build the infrastructure both in conventional mode and in trunk mode.


		MR. WELLS:  At least for the calling channel.


		MR. POWELL:  Well, no.  There is no reference to the calling channel here.  My reading of this says it's going to be on that channel.  Must monitor and release the channels when those channels are needed.  My reading of that is that they are, it's the channel that's needed.


		MR. WELLS:  Now, the way that's worded was the game identified at the last meeting.  And I was holding that up to the end to determine if this subcommittee wants me to open that subject wider.  I threw out some information on the list server and I've also gotten some feedback from a couple of folks already regarding backbone.  


		The game is, the way that is worded right now, somebody can implement those tactical channels on a secondary basis and a trunk mode.  And when a need comes for a conventional use, they relinquish the trunked operation.  But nothing says they must have a conventional backbone to turn on.  That would be left up to somebody else who may have it turned up. 


		So, the secondary trunk users just implement trunked operation, not conventional.  They release it, there's no conventional.  That's the game identified at the last meeting.


		MR. POWELL:  But if it's going to be used in a direct mode, it makes no difference.  Now, Michael, am I reading this right?  The intent of the Commission is that you would monitor that actual trunking channel that people want to get at so that you would be monitoring, if you had, say, the maximum of four channels being used, that you would be monitoring all four of those all the time?  Listening to all your routine traffic in addition to everything else that's going on, waiting for someone to come in and ask for that channel?


		MR. WILHELM:  It was pointed out that such monitoring, particularly if there were two different systems involved, for example, if the TETRA system was operating on the interoperability channels on a secondary basis would be difficult.  Monitoring without any further description was adopted as a compromise.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  I guess my main concern is that --


		MR. WILHELM:  There's nothing more I can tell you.


		MR. POWELL:  It doesn't say monitor what.


		MR. WILHELM:  No, it doesn't.


		MR. POWELL:  So, I guess, Art?


		MR. MCDOLE:  Relating back to our State of California planning and the way we do it, I think the Commission's intent is admirable and I totally agree with it.  I think that a very simple rewording could be put in there.  It really doesn't matter if they have arrangements that will let them know when that channel is needed as we do in our -- plant in California.


		So, if we have a common monitoring station as we do in the Bay area, I think if one of the agencies wanted to use the channels in the trunk mode, they would have to have arrangements that that monitoring agency would immediately notify them in monitoring the calling channel that they needed those channels and tell them to cease and desist until a higher priority.  Rather than get a complexing and every time someone puts these into a trunk channel, they have set up a whole new monitoring facility simply to determine if that channel was used.


		I think that Commissions would support us if we just changed the wording to some way a little ambiguous suitable monitoring arrangements to ensure that they would vacate the channel.  I don't think 


that --


		MR. POWELL:  But it has to be common nationwide because what if you have a federal task force from the East Coast that's coming in following somebody and needs that channel?  They have to know specifically where to go to get that released.  And that was the crux of all of our discussion.


		MR. MCDOLE:  They go to the calling channel.


		MR. POWELL:  Right.  But we need a reference in here as to where they go to make that request.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Yes, that's what I'm suggesting.  If these requests can be made on the calling channel.


		MR. POWELL:  On the calling channel.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Must be made on the calling channel and the agency trunking must have suitable arrangements to ensure that they will receive that request over the calling channel.  Whether they specifically monitor it themselves, another master station monitors it and notifies them as we do --


		MR. POWELL:  Which is really a regional planning issue as to how they're notified.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Absolutely, yes.


		MR. POWELL:  But what I think needs to be included here and is not is specifically where to make that request.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Okay.


		MR. POWELL:  So that it makes no difference where you're coming from in the United States.  If you come in to an area and you need a channel, and I think the bottom line is you need a channel.  It makes no difference which channel you get except to the agency that's doing that assignment.  And elsewhere we said by priority basis, really the last one because it's the most efficient use.  You want to take out a service as the trunk channel.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Right.


		MR. POWELL:  But when it gets down to it, that's all that's left.  You know, your federal agency ABC, it's going to have three letters coming from the East Coast into the Bay area, you need a TAC channel, you just come up and request a TAC channel and you're going to take whatever they give you.  If the agency that's doing the assignment has to get it out of the trunk, tell somebody to take it out of the trunk pool, they'll do that.  


		But it should make no difference.  You just need a TAC channel and you go to one place to get it and you're going to get a TAC channel back and you don't care how they get it.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Which is part of the regional planning process.


		MR. POWELL:  Right.  Right.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Those specific terrain is.  And while I'm standing in front of the microphone, regarding the other issues, you're asking for reconsideration on two issues on the labeling.  And it seems to me that those, the Commission pretty well stated that the reasons they did not adopt those two issues that we asked for.  Do we have anything further to add that would enforce a request for reconsideration on those two issues?  I just say once they reconsider it, what additional information can we provide to convince the Commission that they --


		MR. POWELL:  Well, yes, it needs to be new issues.  New information.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Yes.


		MR. POWELL:  For reconsideration.


		MR. MCDOLE:  If you're going to do that, I would, they have, and it's not an errata.  


		MR. POWELL:  Yes.


		MR. MCDOLE:  They said very succinctly what their reasons for what they did.


		MR. POWELL:  No, we were not considering it an errata.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Carlton's words were errata.  But, so, I think if you're going to present it, you got to come up with some pretty strong argument.  It's not that I disagree, you understand, but the intent, because we've tried to make that point in the first place but we had not convinced the Commission to do what we asked them to do it.  And we better think of some better arguments.


		MR. POWELL:  First of all, with regard to the nomenclature issue, I think if you read the last part of paragraph 56, somewhere in there, we lost continuity with the fact that there was no intent to reserve those channels to a specific service exclusively, that that was the first place to go for those services in a fast-breaking incident, so that where they did not, would not normally have time to go to someone to get an assignment such as a pursuit or a fast-spreading fire.


		And I think that, we looked at our documents last night and we talked about that here.  But I don't believe that information as a justification ever got forwarded to the Commission.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Question.  Going back to Wells' initial comment, what I'm hearing is that the secondary trunk system operators, the secondary trunked IO channel system operators are not specifically required to implement interoperability, at least as a minimum calling channel coverage throughout the area of their system.  Is that correct?


		MR. WELLS:  Correct.  And let me add that if no one else has those implemented or any other IO channels implemented in the area to pick up a conventional request, the secondary trunk users got their candy.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yes.  It reminds me of the discussions that we had early on before the California contingent brought this thing up, was that the trunking application was secondary to the primary use of conventional channels.  And here, they're investing in an infrastructure to essentially augment their trunking system on IO channels and not supporting the basic premise of developing an interoperability channel for nationwide use.  


		I think we've kind of drifted away from the intent of all these interoperability channels.  We're not, we're going to have specialized systems and the operators of those systems will not be incented to put in a conventional type interoperability which would be suitable for responding units from all over.


		MR. WELLS:  Two approaches I see to address this.  One, I can take the folder of information I've been collecting off the list server and put that together as one document toward a potential consensus on this backbone issue.  Or see how it evolves and any recon pursuant to 90.537.


		MR. POWELL:  Well, there has never been an intent, I think, in any of our discussions to mandate, it's not anybody putting in infrastructure.  Pardon? It's a local issue.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  It was a fairly significant discussion item back when the whole story of trunking on IO channels started.


		MR. POWELL:  And where we went with that was if you start looking at putting things like that in the rules, you're talking about an unfunded federal mandate saying you have to put in, you have to spend money.


		MR. WELLS:  In the 831, I believe mutual aid implementation was left to the regions to do also.


		MR. POWELL:  Right.


		MR. WELLS:  It's working in Region 9.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Art McDole.  I'll make it very short.  I think we've kind of lost, due respect to Bob, the intent of doing this is not for nationwide interoperability which would not necessarily to be encouraged anyway because the local station wouldn't put in those channels simply on the chance you might need somebody from another state coming in.  But to encourage us, we originally did in the old days in -- when it was difficult to get additional channels in radios, something that would help on a local nature to expand their capability when they had situations that require additional help such as turning off the power in California yesterday, that they might need additional help in their own local thing.  


		And if they could put these two channels in their trunk group and use them in that fashion in those local emergencies, they would be encouraged then to do so.  Otherwise, they wouldn't put the stuff in in the first place because as pointed out, $160,000, I think it was Buchanan that said to put in an additional station.


		So, we're not in any way hurting the interoperability, the nationwide interoperability plan.  Things can still go in the subscriber units and would indeed go in the subscriber units for your direct use as planned.  The only intent that we're trying to do is make sure that the guy that's using them in that method gets off of there and vacates them.  They are secondary and if they're needed for a higher priority, we must ensure that they're pulled out of that and place in the higher priority.  I think we can do that with some very simple rewording.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I accept all that and I'm sure that my boss will be relieved that I don't need to put in 800 or more transmitters across the State of New York.


		MR. POWELL:  Yes, we did talk about that, didn't we?  I mean, your case.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yes, we did.


		MR. POWELL:  We actually put a price tag to it, too, if I recall.


		MR. WELLS:  So, John, what do I do with this backbone folder?  Do I just let it go in the file for now?


		MR. POWELL:  I think so.  Unless somebody resurrects it later.  I think we've actually addressed the backbone issue.  All the backbone issues that have been presented to date have now been addressed with the action today.  So, let's finish on the recon issue.  We talked about the nomenclature.  I guess the other, the only, and the display labeling sort of goes hand-in-glove with that.  


		Just as a point of information, the Commission has suggested that the NCC would be an appropriate organization to develop an industry standard scheme for display labeling.  Industry standards are great, but that doesn't mean people have to abide by them.  And we know that happens all the time that they don't.


		The issue goes back to as happened in Southern California then.  You have a major fire and you lose hundreds of homes because the firefighters can't talk to each other for the simple reason that they labeled their channels differently.  The channels were calling all the radios.  They couldn't talk to each other.  They couldn't get teams assigned to the right places because they didn't call the radio channels the same thing.


		We made the argument, we need to take a look at that and see if there's some other reason to bring that back.  Access priority, what did we talk about at 1:00 o'clock yesterday morning on that, Carlton, with regard to new issues?  


		One of the items I know was brought up with Baltimore.  If you consider, I just jogged my own memory, the Commission talks about this, about a number of the comments, talking about it being a local issue.  But the reality of priorities is that it can be much more, often is much more than a local issue.  It's a multi-regional issue.  If you put a transmitter in some places up in the northeast, Delaware, Rhode Island, World Trade Center, it's going to cover five or six regions.  


		If you don't have standardized priorities and every local area has defined their own priorities, now, you're in a big argument as to who takes precedence in keeping that transmitter on the air or not.  There's an interesting comment at the end of paragraph 62 from Baltimore that says the priority access should be clearly defined.  They go on to talk about having to move things from one place to another, and what is higher than the other and having been involved in incidents where you try to do that and it doesn't work.


		So, you need to have priorities.  Again, we need to go back and take a look at some of the comments that were made and glean those over to look for new issues that were not raised.  But I think the issue of coverage, I'm not sure to what degree the issue of multi-region coverage from some existing stations today was addressed.  And the whole reason for priority was because it is not a local issue.  It can be resolved locally.


		The problems happen when you get either wide-area coverage or you get situations like we had in Florida a few years back with the fires down there or the Midwest this last summer with all the fires they had there and you're bringing people in from across the country.  And if there's no standard definition, who gets to the channels?


		So, my suggestion, if the group will support it, is that we bring generically those three items or four items.  Let's cover them here really quickly.  Channel designations, display labeling, access priority and 90.531 channel monitoring, the details of channel monitoring.  Bring those issues back to the Steering Committee tomorrow to work out some recon discussion.


		Okay, for Bob, who's taking notes here, again, it's channel designation, display labeling, access priority, and then the monitoring procedure for the calling channels.  Norm Coltri?


		MR. COLTRI:  Yes, Norm Coltri.  I have one other item.  I don't know if it's appropriate to the subcommittee.  It's the pre-coordination database.  


		In reading in paragraph 17, the Commission is stating again that the pre-coordination database would be a real-time database regarding interoperability assignments.  They further indicate in paragraph 19 that they believe the pre-coordination database may have its greatest benefit in the general use channels.


		Well, it's always my opinion that the proposal for a pre-coordination database was primarily for the general use.  The Commission keeps going back to the interoperability.


		MR. POWELL:  The proposal for the pre-coordination database was exclusively for general use.  We have had no discussion on interoperability whatsoever.


		MR. COLTRI:  That may be an item for recon also to indicate that the Commission's concept that it will be used for real-time interoperability assignments is not what we're talking about.


		MR. POWELL:  No.  That's correct.  There has been no discussion on that database being used for interoperability.  That's been left to the regional planning committees.  The exclusive discussion on that database was for general use channels.  So, yes, that's probably correct that we need to bring that.


		MR. COLTRI:  Well, not --


		MR. POWELL:  No, no.  But so far, we have not discussed that because the interoperability assignments really are a regional planning issue or a state planning issue.


		MR. COLTRI:  The Commission is looking at real-time assignment, so what they're thinking is that when someone calls in for an assignment of channels and they're given to operate on a TAC channel, that would automatically go back to this general database.


		MR. POWELL:  Well, you know, that's, is that the interpretation, Michael?  Or can someone from the Commission address that?  Maybe we need to clarify the whole issue of what that pre-coordination database is to be used for.  Jeannie?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  In their view.  


		MR. POWELL:  In their view.


		MS. KOWALSKI:  Yes.  What you need to know is that when you sent your recommendation to the Commission, February 25th, you told the Commission this is really critical for interoperability.  So, the language was taken from your recommendation.


		MR. POWELL:  We may have used the wrong term.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Between regions?  Interoperability between regions, that is to say, getting in a regional concurrence?


		MR. POWELL:  Maybe we used the wrong term.


		MS. KOWALSKI:  Unfortunately, when the lawyers, you know, worked on this, they worked on the record of the, you know, of the submissions and the comments.  So, it was the NCC recommendation that the Commission really focused on and everybody realized, you know, this probably was a confusion.  But the Commission read it as part of your recommendation for the IO specifically.  And that's what you're dealing with, and so, that --


		MR. WELLS:  To put a human factor in this, remember earlier, I was replacing dollar sign with pound sign and everything else.  So, if the human factor kicked in and we slipped, we need to correct that.


		MR. POWELL:  We'll take a look at it because it may be there was some misinterpretation which is again, an issue for recon.


		MR. EIERMAN:  It should be a recommendation of a standard to the regional planning committee.


		MR. POWELL:  Did you have, are you standing at the --


		MR. EIERMAN:  Was the guard channel issue going to be part of your reconsideration issue?


		MR. POWELL:  In other words, the latest band plan versus what was adopted.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Well, but, you know, I mean, the FCC said no guard channels.  I mean, you know, in paragraph 53, they say why.  You know, this is, before, you know, this is, yes, paragraph 46 through 53.  We've made recommendations to slide the channels over have guard channels or whatever.  And I'm asking, you know, as part of your reconsideration that you want to go to the Steering Committee with, is the guard channel on there?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  To center them in the four channel set.  That was the last meeting, wasn't it?


		MR. POWELL:  Right.  That's correct.


		MR. WELLS:  Yes.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Two meetings ago.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Well, the reason I bring it up, I was going to bring this up under technology.  One of the things the NCC chartered the implementation committee to do was to recommend standards to the regional planning committees.  Well, our final report has a hole because one of the things that we wanted to recommend was, you know, what used to be called the contour levels, the co and adjacent channel interference parameters on what parameters are used.


		We need recommendations from the technology committee, okay.  This relates to interoperability because the FCC's reason for not considering guard channels was there was little discussion of adjacent channel interference to justify the guard channels.  Well, if we had the technical parameters, we could go back to the FCC with the technical parameters saying this is why we need the guard channels on the interoperability channels.


		MR. POWELL:  Can we leave that discussion, well, let's bring that up in the technology.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Oh, I had to bring up here and  mention it.


		MR. POWELL:  Right.  We need, if we can get that information from the technology committee back to us, then we should go ahead and add that to the list.  So, add that to the list.  Bob?  Art?


		MR. MCDOLE:  One quick comment, if I may, John, on Jeannie's comment which I totally appreciate.  And she is in a position to know what I'm saying.  We just recently had a conflict on interoperability channels between Region 27, Nevada, and Region 6, California, which could all have been avoided had we had a pre-coordination database and we became aware in a timely fashion of what was going on.  But it saved a great deal of confusion.  


		So, when you reword that, please say that's equally important to the interoperability channels and general use channels.  It's not intended for one specifically or the other.


		MR. POWELL:  Does anybody have a copy of that first annual report that went to the Commission?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  The February 25 report?


		MR. WELLS:  Yes.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I got it right here.


		MR. POWELL:  We got it right here.  Okay.  So, we can actually see what we said and we'll take it from there.  Any other items that anyone has pulled out?   There are various, okay.  We have it right here.  We will --


		MR. WELLS:  While John is looking that up, let me throw my opinion out about the interoperability channels.  While they may populate this common database, I don't see coordination occurring with the implementation of the interoperability channels as I do cooperation of their use.  Also, I don't see interference between code channel implementation of the interoperability channels as I see code channel chaos if there is no cooperation with code channel implementation.


		You may have a primary TAC channel installed in an area or a primary calling channel installed in an area.  But as a backup, you can have another agency installing a calling channel, the same one, and conceivably, that same tactical channel.  But they know not to bring those up because they're monitoring the primary one.


		That's a cooperation.  That's a cooperative implementation and cooperative operation of those.  So, again, I don't see interference and I don't see coordination.  I see code channel chaos and cooperation on implementation of the IO channels.  So, again, if they went into the database, they're merely a flag to let you know you've got to go work with those other agencies to make sure there's cooperative implementation and operation of those channels so that you have primary and backup on those.


		And I think you've seen that in emails that I've thrown out, too, using code channel chaos and cooperation.


		MR. POWELL:  We found it.  We need to strike a word out of that recommendation.  Yes?


		MR. HARASETH:  John, I just want to make a point out that there is an aspect of that database that would be appropriate for the interoperability channels.  It doesn't have anything to do with the technical parameters that we normally think of for the database.  But it does have to do with that database will be a repository for the regional planning plans themselves. 


		And as Carlton says, rather than chaos, I would give it the nomenclature that the interoperability channels require operational coordination.  And that operational coordination would exist within the text of those regional plans.  And that will reside out on that database infrastructure.  So, it does fit to that degree.  It's just that it's a different type of coordination.  Operational as opposed to technical.


		MR. POWELL:  That's true.  Right.  It would enhance the ability to do operational coordination.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I don't find interoperability in the Appendix K which is referenced by footnote.  So, I have to assume that the writer of the body of the report used that term.


		MR. POWELL:  We can get that corrected.  But again, I don't think that's the purview of this subcommittee.  We need to make sure that it comes up in the implementation subcommittee.  Is Teddy, yes, Teddy was here earlier.  It was referenced in there.


		Any further business?  Is there agreement on those recon issues?  Anyone like to add or subtract from that list?  If not, we'll move forward with that with another late night session tonight, I think.  Any other items to bring up before we adjourn?


		I don't have this, Michael, what's the schedule for the --


		MR. WILHELM:  We're supposed to end at 11:30.


		MR. POWELL:  Right.  We're running a little late.  But Glen said his meeting is going to be very short.  


		MR. NASH:  It's growing, John.


		MR. POWELL:  It's growing now?  Okay.  So, you've added to your agenda.  Yes?


		MR. WILHELM:  I think we could probably take up again at 1:00.  I think we'll --


		MR. WELLS:  Yes, take an early lunch.


		MR. POWELL:  Take an early lunch.  Is that okay with you, Glen?  Time-wise?


		MR. NASH:  We're originally scheduled for lunch at 11:30, late 11:30 to 12:30.  


		MR. POWELL:  I have a motion to adjourn?


		SPEAKER:  So moved.


		MR. POWELL:  And a second?  Okay.  We're adjourned.


		(Whereupon, the Interoperability Subcommitte was adjourned at 11:55 a.m.)
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