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		MR. WILHELM:  As I announced at this morning's session, we have signing interpreters for anybody in need of signing assistance.  If there's anybody in the room who needs such assistance please raise your hand.  If during the course of the meeting anyone identifies anyone who would require signing assistance, please let me know.  Thank you.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  Over the weekend I had sent out a proposed agenda for this meeting.  It was going to be relatively short, but I think some things have been added to it.  I didn't bring any copies with me.


		First of all, we have, you know, the call to order, status report from TIA on the development of the wideband standards.  That was going to be followed on by a presentation from Pinellas County, Florida on a, what I'm informed is referred to as a Greenhouse Project that Motorola's been working with them on, the deals for the wideband data standard, review the draft of the final report and then have some discussion on the fourth Report and Order of the fifth NPRM which we hoped was going to be out.  It came out last night and several of us were able to download some fast copies and do some speedreading last night so that item can stay on the agenda.  I was looking at having it taken off.


		But in this morning's meeting when I heard David Eierman make a comment on behalf of the Implementation Subcommittee that there was something that they expected this Committee to deal with that we haven't, so we ought to add that to the agenda and David, would you repeat what it is you --


		MR. EIERMAN:  The --


		MR. WILHELM:  At the microphone, please David.  Thank you.


		MR. EIERMAN:  I believe we agreed to use TSB88 as a methodology to do frequency coordination, but we've never defined what are the parameters to do co and adjacent channel frequency coordination like 821 had your 40 DBU and 25 and 5 DBU contours.  There's nothing equivalent whether it be a technical parameter or a contour parameter, whatever, been established for 700 MHz.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  So would it be fair to refer to this item as discussion of the parameters to be used in evaluating TSB88 or conducting TSB88 evaluation?


		MR. EIERMAN:  I would just say for frequency coordination.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  And, John, was there something that came up in your meeting this morning that?


		MR. POWELL:  The guard channels. Taking a look at the -- and whether or not we had a need for guard channels and the -- issue.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  So review the -- relative to the need for guard channels alongside the interoperability channels?  Okay.  I'll add those right after the presentation then by Pinellas County.  Is there anything else that should be added to the agenda?


		All right.  With that, do we have approval of the agenda?  Do we have any dissension on the agenda?  Seeing none, we'll move forward.


		John, I understand you're here to give us a report on the status from TIA on the development of the wideband standards.


		MR. OBLAK:  Well, I will pretty much just reiterate what I said this morning on wideband data.


		TR8.5 is the Data Committee, Subcommittee within TR8 that is working on that.  Over the past two sets of meetings we've had several submittals by various groups within the industry on proposals for wideband data.  There has been some good discussion of each and we have not had a TR8 meeting since the last NCC meeting, so there's nothing new to report that you haven't heard at the last time; however, we're having a series of meetings next week in Mesa, Arizona and, again, we expect to have more progress being made on those standards at that time.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  Is it possible to give us any sort of forecast as to when a standard might be available?


		MR. OBLAK:  I think today it would be a little premature to say, but what, Wayne Leland and I have discussed the issue and what we will be doing is providing this body with written reports of our progress and our projections.  So I anticipate having that for you at the next meeting, next meeting of your Committee.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  Is there any other input from anyone else on, you know, that might be participating in the TR8.5 Committee?


		All right.  Then we'll go on and introduce, David?


		MR. BYRUM:  David Byrum.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Yeah.  David Byrum from Pinellas County, Florida who has been working with Motorola on, again, what I understand is known as the Greenhouse Project to looking at some wideband data applications and I'll turn it over to you.


		MR. BYRUM:  We're going to actually use the overhead so.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Yes.  We need to get out of the way.


		MR. BYRUM:  Yes.  Put sunglasses on.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Well, I'm already staring into the light.


		MR. BYRUM:  Good afternoon.  Again, my name is David Byrum.  I'm with the Pinellas County Sheriff's Office in Largo, Florida.  I'm the communications engineer and for anybody who don't know where Pinellas County is, it's on the west coast of Florida just west of Tampa.  The major cities are St. Petersburg and Clearwater.  And we're the second smallest, but fifth largest in population in Florida.


		Our agency has been a user of mobile data since 1975.  Our officers are very computer literate.  Our agency has a lot of resources invested in data and data services.  It's our intention to move them into the next generation of mobile data on 700 MHz band as being the only band that will really meet their needs for an agency of our size.


		What we'd like to do today, just briefly, is look at some of the services that we're trying to provide our officers that we believe would be better served with the specifications on the 700 band.  Some of the successes we've had so far in demonstrating the capabilities and overview of what the system looks like right now, even in its early crude form.  Some samples of video that we've taken during this test phase.  Followed by summary and questions.


		We started out with the PSWAC report of user requirements and to that we added some of our own internal needs in order to evaluate different forms of technology, different hardware platforms, different applications running on it.  We definitely want to use the benefits of video.  Being able to pull all the information that's in our networks right now out into the field and we prefer the ability to do that on one system if that turns out to be the best way to do it.


		And of course, the operational benefit comes from making our officers more efficient and safe on the streets.


		What we did is using a 700 MHz wideband channel that was available in the Pinellas County area, secured an experimental license in partnership with Motorola they provided some hardware and on December 20th of this year, we lit it up and started to do testing in a small footprint using one bay station and one mobile and that was just the initial deployment.  The results look very good for the first time out of the box.


		Presently, the law enforcement component, the agency I'm with, is doing all of the evaluation, but later we'd like to have Fire and EMS in Pinellas County also take a look at this as being a shared resource.  Within our agency we plan to test it both in our traffic fleet, crime scene and forensic units, some of the narcotics surveillance applications as well as the airborne, all forms of helicopters, planes, command vehicles and even the Marine fleet offshore.  Mobile data applies to all of these areas.


		As Mr. Nash had said, the project has been called the Greenhouse Project because we weren't really sure what to call it.  It does use one of the wideband channels in the, I think it's channel 64 or 69 allotment, which is open in Pinellas County.  It's based on one of the proposed standards, the scaleable advanced modulation and just presently we are seeing performance in the area of 460 KBps to a vehicle.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  I'll just --


		MR. BYRUM:  Okay.  Now we're going to show some examples of some typical applications.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  That's a vehicle in motion or?  At what kind of speeds?


		MR. GOODALL:  We'll talk more about technical details and additional information later.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.


		MR. BYRUM:  Okay.  These are some of the typical applications that we, we've tested during that initial phase.  This is one of our Intranet pages, an internal Web source of information.  On it crime analysis, databases for our officers to look for trends and talk to community.


		Now we're going to get into some motion.  This is pulling down a Web site of crime statistics similar to would be used to show somebody that there's a problem in your neighborhood.  We could zoom in by geographic areas and report on crime trends and that would be real-time.  That would be pulling information right off of our databases as it's requested.


		Here's a crime scene photo.  By the way, I think I need to say two things.  These were shot with a conventional camcorder just stuck in the window of the car.  They really don't do the screens justice.  It's true VGA quality on the screen and these are not cached images, these are actual transmissions over the air as received real-time as they were filmed.


		Here we are pulling a live video feed from CNN and sending it out to the car.  As you can see, it's very smooth and it just takes up a small piece of the screen.  There's still data applications running in the background.


		This is what the dispatcher would see in the Comm center viewing through a camera in the vehicle.  Next to it on the right, you'd see a feed from a weather channel input providing local weather information.


		This is a video conference application.  The dispatcher and the unit in the field.  They see each other, they talk to each other in a full duplex audio path.


		This project is just getting off the ground.  It looks very encouraging.  All of our applications, when we become Web based, would be able to be transported out to the car.  And then it'll be up to us to define what our officers really need in the vehicle.  How they need it presented.  What applications are more important than others.  And optimize some of the parameters to provide them the speed and the quality of service.


		I guess what I would like to do is just thank everybody that's here for participating in this process because we need to get these channels licensable.  Agencies like my own are standing still until this becomes a viable option.  The investment that we make for the next data system is significant and our officers have high expectations.  And I encourage the use of standards to build a product that we can build on into the future.


		And with that, I guess ask are there any questions?  Yes, sir.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Is this a proprietary system or the IPR and so forth be involved on this testing or?


		MR. BYRUM:  On the hardware side?


		MR. MCDOLE:  Well, on software and hardware both.  Software in particular.


		MR. BYRUM:  Well.  Tim Goodall from Motorola could probably answer that better.


		MR. GOODALL:  Tim Goodall, Motorola.  The system here in question uses scaleable advanced modulation which is one of the proposed standards to TIA TR8.5.  So from the standpoint being proprietary, what is being deployed here is actually being pursued in the standards process as well.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Good.  Thank you.


		MR BYRUM:  The applications that we're pulling out into the vehicle are standard web applications.


		Any others?


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  Yes, Ernest Hofmeister, of ComEd Erickson.  Could you comment on some of the technical parameters that you used for the demo?  Transmit power, say, that sort of thing.  I realize it may be a demo and may not be production or model equipment, but I'd be interested in what parameters you used?


		MR. BYRUM:  Actually, I have to defer to Motorola on that, also.  They got the hardware going and I did the application testing.


		MR. GOODALL:  Yes, as we are, Tim Goodall, Motorola.  As this system is being tested and evaluated, we are going and gathering the data and actually hope at a later date to provide the technical details because we realize there are a lot of questions about this so that we can provide it in a suitable manner to answer the questions that do come up.


		MR. O'HARA:  In an operational scenario --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Sean, could you --


		MR. O'HARA:  Yes.  In an operational scenario type of case --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Who are you?


		MR. O'HARA:  Sean O'Hara, Syracuse Research, New York.  There's not a tremendous number of wideband channels available and you do have to get some reuse out of them.  If you had, say, one of these systems with one bay station I would assume deployed at a site, would you be able to scale the band width of the data, band width of the thing so that you could support multiple users as they run onto the site?


		MR. GOODALL:  The scaleable advanced modulation protocol being pursued, as well as other options, in the Standards Committee does support multiple users, but also inherent in that same scaleable advanced modulation it can adapt to the whole wideband channel meaning as the FCC defines it, it can work in 50, 100, 150 KHz channels.


		MR. BYRUM:  No other questions?  Thank you very much.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  Just a very fast taste of what might be coming; however, it does give us some encouragement that what we're looking for would appear to have some possibility and that now at least somebody has something they can touch, feel and play with.  You know, so I think, you know, that gives me, you know, some encouragement that there's hope in the future, so.


		Any other questions on this and could we put that into the standby mode?


		MR. O'HARA:  Sean O'Hara again, Syracuse Research.  What kind of range are you getting out of that type of video transfer?


		MR. GOODALL:  Tim Goodall, Motorola.  The technical details we'll be providing, they'll give to you the power, the range and all the specifics.  We just want to emphasize that right now the issue falls to the Standards Committee and the work that's been submitted there has some of the details, but we're experimenting and learning and hope to provide that in a suitable form at a later meeting if that's of interest to the Committee.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Well, I think I pretty well guarantee that all of us would be interested in having the answers to a number of those questions.  And at this point, I can understand your reluctance to, you know, maybe give some of that information out, but it is something that we would be very interested in knowing in the hopefully not too distant future, so.


		Any other questions?  Okay.  The next item, one that we added, was brought up by Dave Eierman was discussion of the parameters to be used in frequency coordination.  My understanding is that we're looking and, again, the recommendation that had been made was to use TSB88 for frequency coordination purposes and evaluating the reuse of channels, but in order to use that there are certain numbers that are needed to be known.


		And I'm open to suggestion right now as to, you know, is this something that we want to try to arrive at numbers here today amongst the group or should we appoint a small working group to go off, debate this and come back with a specific recommendation in March?  What's the will of the group?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I would, Robert Schlieman, I would comment that we have a group of people essentially representing manufacturers that are supposed to be providing some information for receiver standards that plays on this and with holidays and everything, I haven't gotten any responses back from them at this point.


		However, as far as the Project 25 ANSI 102 radio, let me be more specific, the ANSI 102 radio, there has been a report done by John Banderow at ITS Boulder that addresses those parameters in terms of interference, digital-to-digital, digital-to-analog and vice versa and looks at cochannel, first adjacent, second adjacent and so on.  So that would perhaps be part of the answer for what you need.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  I guess, Bob, does your working group want to take this on maybe as a, you know, as a expansion of what you're working on?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, I think it will come up as far as TSB88 is concerned in TR8.18 next week.  It's unfortunate that that meeting comes after this one because it puts us out of sync with meeting timing, but.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Right.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Certainly I will report back what TR8.18 comes up with or ask Bernie Olson, the Chair, to make a formal statement for us to put it in the record.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Well, we had asked, you know, for some specific numbers that could be plugged in as far as the receiver sensitivity and those items went.  I kind of hear from, hear that what we need beyond that are some definitions of what are appropriate contour levels to be considered.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  The matter of how a contour is defined is something that that Committee is also working on.  Contours being a regulatory mechanism as opposed to engineering based on probability within a tile, a lat-long tile.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  David?


		MR. EIERMAN:  Yeah.  You know, again, you know, TR8.18 and TSB88 again are methodology, is a methodology of doing, you know, coverage prediction I guess is the easiest way, it's really what it's for.  And that is part of the frequency coordination process.  And defined in there is how you do interference analysis between different radio systems based on coverage analysis.


		What is missing, and let me go back to what was done at 821 and maybe that'll clarify what I'm asking for here.  At 821 there was one technology, okay?  So there had to be a method, you know, an easy method at that time, they didn't have the computers to do frequency coordination the same way we do today, an easy method to do cochannel and adjacent channel coordination or interference analysis basically.  So there was a technical analysis done of what type, you know, what the amount of power coupled into an adjacent channel was, you know, the C/I type or ACCP type number.  There was basically analysis done to determine what the carrier to interference ratio was that that technology used at 821.  There was a definition of what percent of interference Public Safety was willing to accept within their service area and it was basically decided that was 1% versus the 5 to 10% type of interference that's used for, like, 4022 curves or 3919 curves at 800 and UHF.  So, you know, they decided that they wanted much better protection than what was commercially done so they decided on 1%.


		And the other parameter is basically the sigma which is sort of a variation factor you put in there and that's basically, that figure depends on what type of accuracy of the information you're using and at that time a lot of people were still doing, like, manual maps and stuff so that sigma number was a high number like 8.  If they're going to use TSB88 and use actual terrain database information from USGS, that sigma comes down to almost a standard number of about 5-1/2.  So, so that number is fairly well established by what model you're using.


		But, you know, the percentage of interference you're willing to accept needs to be determined.  The ACCP has pretty much been set up by the FCC rules.  What is the ACCP of the adjacent six-and-a-quarter, the alternate six-and-a-quarter, the third alternate six-and-a-quarter or, you know, cochannel it's a zero, but.


		And the other thing that's needed is a C/I.  Now, in TSB88 there are appendices that list some of the various C/I's for different technologies, but it doesn't list the C/I's for all technologies.  And we either need to, you know, complete that data which, you know, at APCO has been asked for TETRA and, you know, the data people and anybody else that's proposed a technology to submit those numbers so that they either fill out that table or generally known to the frequency coordinators who are going to do this analysis.


		So, you know, I keep saying contour because that was the analogy from 821 and there was an attempt in 8.18 to come up with something that looks like a contour coming out of this TSB88 model.  But, you know, there are missing parameters that you can't move forward on the general use channels and do frequency coordination without knowing what those parameters are.  I mean, we got the model, we don't have the numbers to do it.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  Dave, I believe you were volunteered to participate on Bob's Committee.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Motorola supplied those numbers.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Except for --


		MR. EIERMAN:  I will help you however.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Except for TETRA.  The T word.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Art?


		MR. MCDOLE:  Art McDole.  David has pretty well outlined the thing and just to emphasize a little bit and Ron, I guess we're to thank you for these charts.  I don't know if any of you pulled these down off the Internet, some excellent charts that Ron had prepared which really point out the enormity of the problems you talk about.  Something we're not going to solve here today or make any recommendations on because as David pointed out, you're looking at new technologies, we don't have the receiver standards totalized yet, we're looking at FDMA versus TDMA and all those kind of good things, but I, and we're very dependent upon those experts in the field such as David and the rest.


		Before we can do frequency coordinations, as adequately stated, we have to have some parameters around which we can work.  And I strongly urge you working probably next week with the group down in Mesa and all to get your act together and move it as rapidly  as possible so that we can come back to you, Glen, with some meaningful contours and figures that will be at least a preliminary approach to this problem.  It's not as easy as it was.  Ron had prepared for people who are not totally familiar with it the contours that we presently use of the 40, 25 and 5 which have been adequate and have proven, even by the older methodologies, that do a real good job, as you know, of protecting co and adjacent channel people.  So if we can get our, moving on it expeditiously and, hopefully, maybe by March they can have some recommendations.  Is that asking too much?


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  As I recall at the last meeting, we talked about and didn't really arrive at a, at least I'm not comfortable that we arrived at a final decision on, you know, there was some discussion that, you know, perhaps maybe as, you know, a condition of type acceptance, you know, that a manufacturer be required to provide the information necessary to populate the data fields in TSB88.


		You know, I think, if that's going to be the recommendation of this Committee, you know, and I throw that out, is that the recommendation of this Committee?  But if we're going to do that, I think what the Commission needs, you know, in order to put it in the rules is a definition of what those parameters are that are needed to populate TSB88.


		So, you know, at some point we would also need to come up with a definition of the various parameters that are needed so that that could be written into the rules relative to type acceptance that the manufacturer is required to provide the following data elements rather than something as nebulous as being, well, just populate TSB 88.  Am I right, Michael?


		MR. WILHELM:  If that's the way you want to proceed, sure.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Well, I'm kind of, you


know --


		MR. WILHELM:  Are you right that was agreed at the last meeting?  Yes.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  No, no, that if the Commission is going to put something into the rules, it would need to, we would need to define --


		MR. WILHELM:  The specific fields.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  The specific parameters that are required to be supplied rather than just say supply all information necessary to populate TSB88.


		MR. WILHELM:  Yes.  You can do that independently in comments, for example, because, for example, our current UHF contour, cochannel protection criteria was 3918.  Those were taken from comments that were submitted by various parties in our rule making proceeding.  So we don't necessarily have to get it from the type acceptance procedure.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Well, I think, you know, one of the problems and, again, somebody correct me if I'm wrong, but one of the problems we had, you know, is that TSB88 requires input from the manufacturers about how their radio performs and, therefore, I don't see any way to get it, you know.  We could possibly talk about a generic set of numbers that would be used and, therefore, that would require probably something in the rules that says, you know, to market a radio you cannot be worse than this.  And we would have to go through and define what this is.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, in the cochannel case, the characteristics of the radio, aside from its modulation, are not going to make any difference on it.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Right.  Cochannel is, you know, by definition, you know, you're going to have interference if you're too close together, but the adjacent channels and the second adjacents, you know --


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  And the Commission's rules now specify adjacent channel coupled power levels, correct?


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Right.  I guess, you know, the concern is that that's not enough in order to, from the coordination standpoint, to run the calculations.  And so what's being requested here is that we provide greater detail, more than just the adjacent channel coupled power as to performance.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, it would seem to me that going through the type acceptance procedure and given the length of time that takes, deriving data from the type acceptance procedure and applying it to new rules for contour protection would be an overly lengthy way of doing it.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Well, the question here, you know, is there's two ways we can approach it.  You can say that we're going to allow the manufacturers to build equipment essentially without a firm standard, but in order for us to apply TSB88 we need the manufacturer to provide us with information about how their equipment performs.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Why can't that be provided directly to the Committee from the manufacturers?


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  That's good as long as this Committee exists, but after it --


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  No, I'm sorry.  The TIA Committee.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  It could be, but what if you have a manufacturer that says I don't choose to give you that information?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, we all know we don't have manufacturers like that.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  You know, we either take an approach that says the manufacturer is required to provide that information or he doesn't get type acceptance and, therefore, cannot sell his equipment.


		Alternatively, we set a set of minimal performance standards that we will use these minimal numbers in doing our TSB88 calculations and any manufacturer wanting to market equipment has got to at least step up to those minimal levels of performance. 


		They are the two basic approaches that I can see we could take.  But, you know, if we went the first way, you know, I don't think the, I guess my question is would the Commission allow us to put something into the type acceptance rules that says simply you have to provide all the information required by TSB88 to TIA or would we have to go through and define the specific parameters that have to be provided to TIA in order to populate the TSB88 database?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  You could do the former, but it would be that version of the Committee that existed at the time --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  That version of TSB88 --


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  That version of TSB88 that existed at the time.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  -- that existed at the moment that that was adopted.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yeah.  Right.  And you would also have some Paperwork Reduction Act problems which would delay the implementation of that.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  So it would be better for us to say you shall provide the following specific information to TIA?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, I don't presume to judge, but as a general matter if it could be done without regulation, the Commission is in favor of it and unless and until you have an instance of an uncooperative manufacturer, why do we have to use the FCC's processes to get this information?


		MR. WILHELM:  We have the pliers to pull their teeth.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  I guess maybe, you know, I, John, can you comment on how successful we've been in getting the manufacturers to provide the information necessary to populate TSB88?


		MR. OBLAK:  Well, I think, first of all with respect to standards that are generated by TIA, such as the Project 25 standards and so forth, I think there has been a great cooperation in getting that type of information.  I'm, in general, agreeing with Michael.  I don't feel that, or I do feel that if this were part of the type approval process we would essentially make a bureaucratic request of the same information over and over and over again every time a piece of equipment was type approved and I think it would, we'd create a lot more work both for the FCC and for the manufacturers.


		I'm tending to be in favor of having this within the TIA process, but as you say the problem is the TIA has very few teeth when it comes to requiring something.  TIA standards are voluntary standards and participation within TIA is voluntary and certainly not mandatory.


		However, that being said, I think there is value in pursuing it further in the TIA committees.  Perhaps pushing the industry that way by essentially industry pressure as opposed to regulatory pressure to get this information.  My recommendation would be to allow TIA to continue the process maybe with a little more pressure on the manufacturers that have not given that information for the various technologies and proceed that way until such time that we reach a dead end.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  Let me ask, pose a slightly different question here.  From a frequency coordination standpoint, are we better served by using data that is specific to a piece of equipment that a user is proposing to use in order to apply TSB88 or are we better served by saying, you know, here's the minimal level of performance that we are going to conduct our coordination based upon and if you use better equipment that's to your advantage.  If you use worse equipment that's to your disadvantage, but this is the way we're going to do coordination.


		And certainly, you know, if I may make a comment, having asked the question, that if we use the exact data as a user that limits my ability in the future to use a different piece of equipment because now I'm changing the rules of the game.


		MR. OBLAK:  Basically, I'll speak sort of generically about it because I think, first of all if we look at the types of information that we're looking at for TSB88, it tends to be general characteristics as opposed to so much specific.  In other words, it's more a feature or a function or a result of a certain technology chosen rather than particular individual product ABC.


		Having said that, normally what happens is the specifications that TIA writes for equipment performance typically sets a minimum standard.  And I think that, and this is somewhat of a general statement, but I'll say that in most cases where we look at minimum standards for a TIA specification, they correspond fairly closely to the type of information that goes in the tabular form in TSB88.  For example, we wouldn't necessarily give a 70 DB, just to take a hypothetical number, a 70 DB number in an equipment recommendation standard and then in TSB88 assume that that number was 60 or 50.  Typically they correlate a little better.  Or, maybe that was a wrong example, we wouldn't say 70 in an equipment standard and then go to 80 DB, a higher specification for coordination, such that the standards in the individual products was lower than the coordination number.  Typically it's the other way around, that the coordination numbers are representative of a class of product and the TIA standard generally guarantees a minimum level of conformance.  And those manufacturers are typically better conformance than that.


		Again, having said that, I think that probably the best method is to continue the TIA process perhaps with a little more vigor in trying to get these manufacturers that are providing additional or different types of technologies to, again, provide input as opposed to a legislative type of a process.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Norm, you had comments?


		MR. COLTRI:  Yes, Norm Coltri.  You've been circulating around what I came up to talk about.


		Basically frequency coordination and TSB88 are not really good matches.  TSB88 is great for evaluating system difficulties if you have interference; however, in frequency coordination you are usually looking at systems prior to the applicant knowing the type of system he's going to buy.  So you really don't have anything to base your recommendation upon at the applicant end.


		You may know the type of systems that are currently out there that are currently being implemented, you may know that from our precoordination database; however, if you use that information you're then, again, limiting that licensee should they want to change technologies in the future and causing possible interference problems.


		I would suspect for frequency coordination you're almost mandated to go to some generic number that you use for all systems and say that if your system meets this generic number you're protected and if you choose to buy technologies that when you're on your channel and your competing technology is on their channel and you don't quite meet that number, well then you're going to have to do some adjusting between licensees.  Otherwise it's going to become a bear when people change their technology and the C/I ratio for the 1% interference that was talked about earlier is going to change based upon the technologies that are being used.


		We're seeing some technologies now.  We're seeing more that will be introduced in the future.  It's going to be a hard enough problem for the coordinators to work the system now, let alone trying to match what's out there with what they think the agency's going to buy.  And then if the bid process comes in the other way, you may have to do some readjusting of frequencies.


		The other way to do it is to put the frequency acquisition on the other side of the bid process.  You buy your system first then you come to the Regional Planning Committee and ask for a frequency telling the Regional Planning Committee the type of system that you've just purchased.  That puts everything backwards to the way public safety agencies normally approach this.  Normally they go out and get frequencies first, put the frequencies in the bank, then try to find the money to buy the system to implement the channels.


		It's a tight situation and I'm not really sure what the correct way to go about that is.  Using ACCP, by the way, we're talking about cochannel analysis anyway, it's all cochannel and we have to come up with a C/I generic number that may be able to be used by the frequency coordinators to allot the channels, the general use channels.  Obviously we don't really have that big of a concern with interference on the interoperable channels because that, as we referenced earlier, is more of an administrative coordination than it is a technical coordination.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Norm, I wouldn't disagree, you know, that traditionally we have not done frequency coordination this way, but there is, you know, a strong push that we change the way we are doing frequency coordination.  And I would point out, you know, as an analogy, the way the point-to-point microwave is coordinated, it is equipment specific and if you change the piece of equipment you are using you've got to go back and recoordinate it because you may have, you know, changed the interference analysis enough to where the frequency you originally requested is no longer a viable candidate, so.


		Do we want to get, you know, and part of the question to the group is, do we want to get as specific about our coordination processes as microwave is specific today or, you know, do we want to be as loose as, I use the term loosely, you know, the way public safety has done today or do we want to arrive at something new that's somewhere in between?


		MR. COLTRI:  It comes back to the concept of do you want the public agency to go out to bid and determine the successful technology prior to coming in for frequency coordination?  That's a question I can't answer, but it's something that public safety might.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Well, what you might do though, is that the agency, in order to, you know, when the coordination is done it is based upon certain performance criteria.  And so now when they go out to bid, they are bidding for something that meets or exceeds that performance criteria or they are in danger of not having the frequencies that they expected to have.


		You know, so it could actually help the bidding process in that it now has defined the level of performance that they need to have in order to get the frequencies that they need in order to move forward with the purchase.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  If I could just inject a comment here.  I think it's already been clearly established that the transmitter parameters are pretty well nailed down by the Commission in their rules.  So, really, the issue is the susceptibility of the receiver to interference and that recoordination may be more to protect the applicant than it is to prevent the applicant from impacting somebody else's radio because that somebody else's radio is going to be defined.  And so the analysis would be based on those receiver parameters.


		The issue, as I understand it, comes down to the type of modulation being used and the type of filters used in the radio to accommodate that type of modulation and it is those variables that is really the crux of this whole issue.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Art?


		MR. MCDOLE:  I think you can simplify it.  That what we're really looking for and is necessary in the process, everybody said it in a different way.


		The fire service, those of you who are familiar with it, they will simplify what causes fire, they build a triangle.  Any of you familiar with that triangle?  With oxygen and heat and fuel.  When you remove any one of them the fire goes out.


		Well the same thing with coordination.  There's three essential parameters to coordination, one of which Bob just touched upon which is all important, but they're all equally important.  The Commission has,  in this act at least, refused to, or declined is a better word, to administer technical parameters for receivers.  So in that instance, we have to assume a technical parameter before any of this can become usable as opposed to 88, where you're asking for exact parameters.  If you're going to be a tool that we can use, going to require, going to put it in the form of a triangle.  In this case, the three circles.  One, your desired or necessary area of coverage which we have assumed in 821 to be 40 DBU, probably still a good figure.  Some people want more because they've got buildings to penetrate and all those things, but we start with that one.  And then we start with the adjacent channel parameter.  In this case use 25 DBU which certainly is not going to be applicable because of different types of equipment and different propagations, it would be something different I'm sure.  And then, obviously,  the third one, which we don't have, is the receiver performance.


		So if TIA can come up using some assumed performance criteria for the receiver, we can build the contours around that assumed thing and the manufacturer could simply state it meets TIA, EIA number, whatever they may be, as far as the receiver is concerned and then we can do adequate coordination.


		I hope that helps to simplify that what is really a complex problem is dependent upon all of these issues before we can perform satisfactory coordination.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  Again, I would then point out, you know, in a prior meeting we made a decision, you know, or we arrived at consensus within this Committee of certain receiver performance parameters.  As defined in --


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  ANSI 102.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  -- in ANSI 102 which is specifically applicable to the Project 25 type receiver, you know, and we arrived, furthermore, at, you know, Area A which again defines a minimal level of performance based on that.


		Some other question that comes up, though, is that, again, ANSI 102 does apply to the Project 25 receiver and does not necessarily apply to a TETRA receiver or an XYZ receiver or whatever.


		You know, so it brings us back to this question of, you know, do we, you know, is it the recommendation of this Committee that we set just a certain set of minimal number period regardless of what technology is used or do we try to set, you know, at some numbers that are based upon the technology or do we try to set some numbers that are based, you know, say that's going to be based upon the specific piece of equipment a la the microwave coordination standards?  What's the desire of the Committee?  Norm?


		MR. COLTRI:  Norm Coltri again.  I didn't want to leave the opinion on the floor that I thought that TSB88 is not the way to go with this project.  It is a quantum leap forward in frequency coordination over using the mileage based system that we have today.


		What we do have to be careful of is we have a system receiver and that system receiver requires a certain C/I ratio based upon what the receiver is designed to receive and based upon what the interferers are providing it on the same RF channel.


		We have to define a number as to what that C/I ratio should be and I personally believe you have to come up with the lowest common denominator number, at least for preliminary frequency coordination.  The numbers look like they're ranging anywhere from about 16 to 24 DB for C/I.  That's a pretty big range, but it's something we have to deal with.  Not knowing the types of technologies that are going to be out there.


		So I think TSB88 is a great way to frequency coordinate.  It's going to make more channels available.  It's going to take terrain between channel sites into consideration, but I don't think it can be tailored uniquely to every new system and every existing system that's out in the field somewhere.  I think we have to come up with generic numbers.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Norm, in the NPSPAC band we used 40 DMUV and 5 DBMUV based on F5050, right?  And so, and that was cochannel, so if we're going to base it on a 50% probability would we want to necessarily have any numbers that were different from that?


		MR. COLTRI:  -- adjacent channel.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well adjacent channel is dependent upon the transmitter -- and the receiver off channel susceptibility which, based on the filters used for the modulation.  So we can take the worse case, I guess.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  Let me try to get us focused here.  Can we concentrate on the question of should we be using a generic set of numbers or should we be using numbers specific to a manufacturer's piece of equipment?  We seem to have one, I can't call it a vote, I'm sorry, but, you know, one proposal that we go with generic numbers?  Is there alternate opinion out?  Ernie?


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  Ernie Hofmeister, ComEd Erickson.  This is a complex problem as we already know.


		The FCC has allowed, we have sort of three generic transmitters so we have a six-and-a-quarter transmitter, we have a twelve-and-a-half and we have a twenty-five.  In the spirit of trying to get to maybe some generic, but applicable, receiver kind of characteristics, maybe we should go through an exercise of seeing if what, what would the set of receiver parameters be for a six-and-a-quarter receiver, a twelve-and-a-half receiver and a twenty-five receiver and then look at those numbers.  I don't know what the answer's going to be.  To see if there is a, and within twelve-and-a-half there might be two different kinds of those numbers which further complicates it, or in twenty-five.


		Maybe you should do an exercise between now and the next meeting to see if you could come up with some set of generic numbers for those three different kinds of receivers and see if it makes sense.  How they stack up.  Do they make sense and, well, where do you go from there?


		I think, at least I'm not a frequency coordinator, but I think if I had maybe three different kinds of 25 KHz systems and two or three different kinds of twelve-and-a-halfs, I would find it very hard to figure out what parameters to use when, when I was doing some sort of frequency planning, so.  I tend to support some sort of generic numbers.  But generic numbers that I think have some sense because you need, I mean we spend a lot of time trying to get to spectral efficiency here, we don't want to give up spectral efficiency by using very conservative numbers in doing the frequency planning.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  So we have two opinions in favor of generic numbers.


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  Three.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Is there a opposing view point?  So we can say we have consensus that generic numbers is the preferable way to go?  I see a lot of heads out there waving in the upper --  Ali?


		MR. SHAHNAMI:  Thank you, Glen.  Ali Shahnami.  Is there any way I can ask you as a Chair that you can allow the TIA to exercise that option next week in Arizona when we're going to go over it Monday?  Bernie Olson, which I'm a member of that group and throw the concept of the generic numbers at that meeting and then bring it back versus the specific numbers that they could come up with based on different technologies and deal with you on that in this process?


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Well, I think, you know, when we talk generic numbers, we're still potentially at this point allowing different technologies to have different generic numbers.  You know, when we talk generic numbers at this point, we're not saying we want manufacturer's specific numbers to a piece of equipment.  That we're going to arrive at either a single set or multiple sets of numbers that will represent all equipment of a particular type that's being sold.


		What I would like to do is, you know, if we can get out of here, you know, with a, something, you know, that essentially goes back to TIA saying please provide us with these generic numbers so that we can get that done and, ideally, you know, TIA picks that up next week and tries to come up with those numbers as a tasking I think, you know, would be the way I would like to see this go, so.  Sean, you had a question or comment?


		MR. O'HARA:  Sean O'Hara.  I'm in agreement about the generic numbers.  Certainly, when it comes to frequency coordination there is already so many issues to deal with, you know, the time frequency and space issues.  Now you're going to add equipment variability to the process, it's going to be very complicated.


		You'd be better served to go with some generic numbers that were intelligently arrived at, certainly not something that we just arrive at today, but if you applied it to, say, the lowest common denominator it would actually be an enticement to the vendors to come up with better, more sensitive receivers to, receivers that are less susceptible to outer band interference, those kind of things, they could sell that to the customer as added interference protection or better coverage given the same type of regulatory environment.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  Thank you.  Okay, let me take the question to the next step and one that Ali was really starting to allude to.


		Should we have a single set of generic numbers that apply to the 700 MHz band irregardless of what technology is being used or should we be looking for a set of generic numbers that is more specific to the technology that an applicant is going to be using, which is the preferable way to go?


		MR. MCDOLE:  Art McDole.  One person's opinion only, I don't think we can be manufacturer specific.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  I'm not talking manufacturer specific, but we do have concerns that we have six-and-a-quarter, twelve-and-a-half, twenty-five.  We've got TDMA, FDMA, XYZ --


		MR. MCDOLE:  Yeah, well that was my next statement, Ernie brought out very well.


		We're looking at a new band and the way the rules are set up with the flexibility of aggregation of channels, we have to look at the numbers for six-and-a-quarter, twelve-and-a-half and twenty-five because they will all be different edges, band edges if you will in simplistic language here, as to where they reach.  When you build a receiver that will reach twenty-five and then you build one at six-and-a-quarter, the edges of their bands are not going to be identical.  So TIA knows that and can come up with appropriate figures and the rest will be denied, they'll come up hopefully and give us the figures that we can draw circles with appropriate DBU contours and we can adequately coordinate it.


		As you know, on Project 25 we discussed two receiver parameters.  One for use in the rural areas that was less expensive, one for use in metro areas that was of course more expensive.  But the buyer would know which he was buying and would be protected only to the degree of the, as Norm phrased it, worse case situation.  We cannot protect the bad receiver from interference.  So, I think keep that in mind.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  And we also decided within this Committee that we would, for coordination purposes, you know, or for the standard purposes that the Area A, the metro receiver, was the standard.  If you choose to use an Area B receiver, that's your risk, that's your problem.  As far as our recommendation is, that it's Area A, so.


		Again, let me state a position of consensus and see if I get any opposition to it.  That we're asking TIA to develop a set of generic parameters that are technology specific, that is six-and-a-quarter, twelve-and-a-half, twenty-five, FDM, TDM, CDM, XYZ, you know, whatever.  That they develop that table of generic parameters that are going to be used in TSB88.  But it does need to be what I'll refer to as being technology specific and therefore in the frequency coordination process, we're going to need to know from the applicant what technology the applicant is proposing to use.  Because in order to apply TSB88 we're going, we have to know where to look in the table.  Is that a fair point of consensus amongst the group?


		MR. WILHELM:  Is it perhaps a little more complex in that you need to know the channel width and the technology because the six-and-a-quarter could be a whole lot of things?  Just like the twenty-five could be a whole lot of things.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Well, I thought that's what I said, you know, it's six-and-a-quarter, twelve-and-a-half, twenty-five, it's TDM, FDM, CDM, XYZ.


		MR. WILHELM:  Okay.  So it's a matrix of channel, bandwidth and technology?


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  It's a matrix of, you know, that's going to describe the performance of that technology for purposes of applying TSB88.  If a purchaser wants to use something that's different from that, that's his choice, but he's got to enter into it with his eyes open.  Norm?


		MR. COLTRI:  Norm Coltri.  Not only do we have to know the applicant's choice of technology and band widths, but we have to know the technology and the band widths of all the other existing cochannel and adjacent channel licensees that are already operating on the channels so that they can be compared and run through the TSB88 process.  This requires this information to be available somewhere.  Will that be tracked in our precoordination database that's not required?  Will it be on a license?  Obviously the license isn't going to show us any of that.  Where do we get the information from the existing stations we're trying to fit into the plan?


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  I'll throw that question back to the Implementation Committee, that that's something that they have to deal with.  Certainly the band width is going to be available off licensing data.  But I agree with you that the specifics of the modulation technology that might be used probably would not be available at least with the licensing data currently being collected, so.  But I believe it falls on the Implementation Committee to decide how they're going to collect and maintain that information.  That's not a technical issue, it's a --  Ali?


		MR. SHAHNAMI:  Ali Shahnami again.  As far as TR8.18 is concerned, they have a table, which I think is Appendix C, that has all those, the generic information that you are alluding to whether it's six-and-a-quarter, twelve-and-a-half, twenty-five.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Understood.  They're having some problems getting it populated.


		MR. SHAHNAMI:  Exactly.  And the second point is about Norm's concern about compiling certain information.  If I'm not mistaken when the PSAC as part of NPSPAC got together and they were developing the procedures for the database, precoordination database, they did ask for some kind of generic form to ask for some of those technical information that coordinators, public safety coordinators, ask for these days and FCC doesn't.  However, under ULS they have added more technical information that they use to provide when they send it electronically to Canada and never did ask for domestic service, so it's there.  As far as putting data together, it would be part of precoordination as they were planning to put the form together for precoordination.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  You know, without trying to put words in Teddy's mouth, you know, at this point I think it's within the purview of his Committee to, you know, to make a recommendation to the FCC that the specific technology be an item of licensing, you know?  Or as you say, it could be part of the precoordination database.  There could be a number of ways to gather and keep that information.  I'm going to leave it up to his Committee to decide which way they think is the best way to go.  We just, you know, we're identifying back to him that to conduct the TSB88 calculation, we need to know that information.  The technical input that's required is that information, so.  Sean?


		MR. O'HARA:  Sean O'Hara, Syracuse Research, again.


		It seems like if you start asking for, if the frequency coordinator has to look at all the existing systems plus the new system and try to take into account all the different technologies that might be used plus all the frequency's locations and then now you're talking all the band widths, it's going to be very complicated for the frequency coordination people just due to that alone.  And there's so many, they're going to have a huge look up table of things to look at trying to figure out what's the best fit there.


		And on top of that, since the outer band emissions are controlled by the Commission and all we're talking about really is variability in the receiver specifications, then it seems like you really could find the general specification that can handle that because a better or more intelligent way of coming up with a contouring method would probably buy you more in geographic reuse than what we're talking about here in the complexity of these technologies and band widths.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  I agree and again, you know, historically we have not coordinated to this level of detail and expertise.  Partly due to the fact the technology really would not support it.  It was a terribly complex problem.  Technology's come a long way towards allowing us to do that and what I'm hearing, and again Teddy are you putting words in my mouth?  You know, that we do want to be more rigorous in the way we coordinate so that we can improve, make enhancements in the reuse that are based upon what is actually out there in the real world rather than drawing some artificial line at a very low level, so.  Harlin?


		MR. MCEWEN:  Harlin McEwen, IACP.  Well, first of all, you have all acknowledged this is very complex.  Which means that I understand about 1% of what you're talking about.


		But at the risk of trying to put some common sense into it for a non-engineer, how would this work?  I'm trying to envision, if I want to build a system and I've got to get money and I've got to put it out to bid and I've got to get a frequency and all of this has to come together as a user.  What's the cart and what's the horse?  I mean, I'm really confused as to, are you saying to me that I've got to decide what I'm going to buy before I go out to bid?  Or I'm going to identify what I'm going to do?  Or I can't get a frequency until I know what I'm going to buy?


		All of these things seem a little bit difficult for the simple user who wants to build a system.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  I think, you know, what we've been discussing is that you as a purchaser and you as a builder of a system would have to make a decision about what technology you're going to use for your system before you go through frequency coordination and you're going to have to have that, make that same decision before you can go out to bid.


		MR. MCEWEN:  Well, let me tell you.  I don't know how practical that's going to be because for me, in the purchasing world for me to get money to build a system and then get a frequency and all of that, there's a, you know, a very complex set of things depending on the governmental structure you're working with.  But for me to go out and in a sense make a decision what technology I'm going to use and go to bid and get the funding committed to build that system and then take the chance that I'm going to even get a frequency seems very scary to me.


		I just, I don't know, I mean it just seems, as a non-engineer I'm having trouble with understanding how this would all work differently than we're now used to doing things.  I realize it's a complex issue and I don't mean to minimize that, but I would hope you would realize that there are some practical issues here that really have to be considered.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Harlin, I think in the old days when we all had analog radios it was much simpler, that's for sure.  And nowadays I think in trying to make a decision on what it is that we want to get funded in order to figure out how much money we need, we have to have some kind of an idea what kind of system we want and so we need to do a user needs assessment and figure out something about what we want to do which will, to a certain extent, impact technology.


		If we want to run mobile digital, what kind of data rates are we looking for in mobile digital and so on and how many users are on the system and.  It's a lot more complex than it used to be, there's no doubt about that.  But I think that it is possible to have a ballpark idea of where we want to be.  It is certainly not as specific as microwave because typically in microwave how many channels do you need and what bands are available pretty much dictates a lot of the input parameters that you're going to send to a coordinator and the coordinator will plug in some generic stuff if you don't know what you're going to buy or who you're going to buy it from to start with.


		So in our case it's, purchasing is a bit more complex because there are a lot of variables and when you go out to bid you don't know whether you're going to get an X system, a Y system or a Z system and people could be promoting different technologies according to their product lines, so it is not simple.  But I think we can probably come up with some generic ideas with this matrix that Glen had mentioned.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Harlin, to add to that I think, you know, again, we're talking about having generic numbers for a technology and you as the user are going to have to decide what technology you're going to use before you can go to frequency coordination.


		And the problem is that, you know, if you decide that you're going to use a Project 25 Phase II technology, you need six-and-a-quarter KHz channels and you may need several of them that are separated so that you can combine them, you know, and know how to go about doing that.  So that presents one set of problems to the coordinator as to how to come up with the appropriate channels to satisfy the requirements of the technology that you are using.


		If, on the other hand, you've decided taht you're going to go with a TETRA type system, now you have to have channel groups of four aggregated together and, again, you may need multiple sets of them, but nonetheless you do need four adjacent channels just to do TETRA.


		You know, so there are a lot of decisions that are going to have to be made up front prior to you going to coordination because it has a significant impact upon what the limits that the coordinator is faced with in trying to answer your problem.


		In the past, with analog FM, there was only one choice.  You know, it's one voice, you get a 25 KHz channel and if you needed five of them you get five of them, but there was no difference in how they, you know, it was still a single common building block.  We now have within the technologies being discussed here at least three different building blocks that have to be considered in the process.


		MR. MCEWEN:  All right.  Well, that's helpful to me.  I appreciate that.  I mean, it's clear that those of us that are not technical are going to have to start thinking about this a little differently than we have in the past, that's for sure.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Right.  Art?


		MR. MCDOLE:  If I may oversimplify, I'll maybe help Harlin out a little bit.


		As a coordinator who performs what he does for a labor of love, and I don't want to get into the processes deeply as might be suggested.  I think we can simplify this generic thing by sticking to band widths, six-and-a-quarter, twelve-and-a-half and twenty-five regardless of whether it's two slot, four slot, TDMA or whether it's FDMA and any of those parameters.  And as Norm pointed out, arrive at a compromise worse case situation and predicate our contour analysis on those curves, whatever the levels might turn out to be, a 40 DBU as a coverage area and then adjacents or whatever and the cochannels as something else perhaps.  And if we could break it down to that level for your process.  And the manufacturers, when they build a piece of equipment or when they sell a piece of equipment, would know that those are the curves that are being predicated.


		And, of course, there's one other thing that in my mind is extremely important and that issue is that also when you're in an area like northern California where you have peaks 14,000 foot high and elevations below sea level, the paths from those sites are all entirely different.  So when you build a system, you have to know your proposed sites before you can even run contours.


		So that all has to come up front before the Committee or the coordinator or anybody can make a decision on where these circles are going to be and fit into it.  And I personally would like to see you modify your request to a generic request for these parameters based on band widths.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Norm?


		MR. COLTRI:  Norm Coltri.  To amplify on what Art was saying, going back to the Implementation Committee report which indicated that in the general use band because the technology was yet undefined, the proposal was to allocate all channels in 25 KHz chunks with the applicant receiving one 25 KHz chunk of spectrum for every channel that was justified for the agency and then once technology is selected there would be a turn back of the unused portion of that 25 KHz chunk.


		So if that's what the Implementation Subcommittee is going to recommend for the general use channel allocations, we take Art's comments and we only have to come up with one set of interference criteria based on 25 KHz.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Well, I guess I'm going to have to sit through Teddy's meeting because I would object to giving away four channel chunks, you know, if an applicant only needs one voice channel and another applicant needs a voice channel, you know.  In southern California where we've been through this we have requests that use up the entire band based upon six-and-a-quarter KHz assignments.  So if we're giving them away in four channel groups we have only one-fourth the spectrum that's needed.


		I think you have to, you've got to be more specific than that in the way you allocate spectrum.


		MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman.  You're confusing precoordination allotments with assignments.  You know, the recommendation was to do precoordination allotments which are not necessarily frequency coordinated.  It's, you know, sort of like giving, you know, sort of like spreading the spectrum out to make sure we've got enough along the borders in high population areas.  That has very little to do with when an applicant actually goes in and applies for a channel.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay, Dave.  But in doing that --


		MR. EIERMAN:  They will apply for a certain band width.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  But in doing those allotments you can't be applying TSB88 then because you don't know locations.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Well, you could, you could, but you don't have to.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  I think it would be extremely difficult because --


		MR. EIERMAN:  Yeah.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  -- you don't know locations.   You don't know band widths.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Correct.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  There are too many unknowns.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Correct.  The allotments is a totally different issue.  I was going to say, we don't want to confuse --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Well, okay.


		MR. EIERMAN:  -- 25 KHz allotment with an applicant coming in for a frequency coordination for a specific band width.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  All right, but my argument was against, we just had a proposal here that we only have one standard based upon the fact that we're going to allot things on four channel groups.  Okay?  And so I was arguing against that and, you know, I think, you know, I, personally I would tend to agree with Art.  It would be, at least it would be nice if there was only one set of generic numbers for each band width.  I would not like to tie TIA's hands at this time by making that a requirement.


		We can say, you know, that that's nice to have, but if in their best opinion it is better to have numbers that are, you know, modulation specific I think they need the flexibility to say that that is their best recommendation.  You know, that there is enough difference between the different modulation types to require that it be modulation specific, so.  Ernie?


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  Ernie Hofmeister, ComEd Erickson.  I think you just said what I was going to say.


		I think it may be a two step process.  I would agree it would be nice to have one set of numbers, but it is not clear to me until you sort of look at the technologies and look at the numbers whether those can be collapsed.  Say, for like a twelve-and-a-half KHz you could have an FDMA set and a TDMA set and it's not clear that those could be collapsed to one until you could look at those numbers.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  All right.  So if I can try to restate, the consensus opinion is that we're going to ask TIA to make, propose some generic numbers to us.  To the extent possible we'd like to see a minimal variety of numbers, but we do understand, you know, the different technologies, different band widths may have an impact on that.  It's, you know, within their purview at this time, you know, to decide what they think are an appropriate set of numbers.  Is that an agreeable position for this Committee to take at this time?


		Not seeing any dissent, I will declare consensus and we'll move on then to the next item here.


		John brought this up.  He was reviewing the 


-- relative to the need for the guard channels alongside the interoperability channels.  That kind of fits into this question.


		The recommendation had been to adjust the channel plans so that there was a, we referred to it as a guard channel, on either side of each twelve-and-a-half KHz wide interoperability set; however, there were also comments made that that guard was not a true guard in that it was not on an unusable channel, it was a channel that had to be limited in its use, either in power and/or location so that it did not unreasonably interfere with the interoperability set that it was adjacent to.


		The Commission in the Report and Order did not realign the band plan to do that and the question here becomes, you know, number one I'm not sure in my reading of the Report and Order, I'm not sure that the Commission really took that recommendation into consideration, but, you know, do we need to be making a petition here for reconsideration at the, you know, or reaffirming our statement, you know, that they do realign the band plan.  And the question is whether or not there is that interference concern.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Glen, I think there are two issues that the Commission may be looking at one side of it and we may be looking at the other side of it.  In our last revised band plan we shifted the channels over, I think the term was used, the Erickson plan, put the twelve-and-a-half KHz interop channels in the middle of the 25 KHz block so that we had a six-and-a-quarter on either side to --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Right.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  -- deal with the --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Right.  Right.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  And when we went to a four slot TDMA we took all four anyway, so it didn't impact adversely that concept.  And I think the Commission is perhaps thinking that, well someday we may want to assign those channels which they currently call reserved, is a twelve-and-a-half or a pair of six-and-a-quarter channels, we might want to do something with them.  And so they left them paired together alongside of, to one side of the interoperability, the designated interoperability channels.


		So I think that's really what the issues are.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  But now the issue of whether or not those two channels, you know, the if you will, you know, the pair plus a pair is the best approach or the guard-pair-guard is a better approach.  You know, from an operational standpoint, that's the responsibility of the Interoperability Committee and I'll defer to John's Committee to settle that.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I was going to let you flip a coin.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  But the question that John asked us at the beginning of this meeting was, are there interference considerations that should be taken into account in making that recommendation?  And I think it, you know, it does fall within the responsibility of this Committee to take a look at the two alternatives and make a recommendation as to whether or not one is preferable to another from a technical standpoint, you know, based on interference.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  And do we take it out of guard, or out of reserve status when we do that?  I think that's part of the issue.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Well, that's certainly part of it, you know, our proposal did take it out of reserve when we did that, so.  John?


		MR. POWELL:  We know, excuse me, John Powell.  We know in today's analog world those of us that have, for example, interoperability channels in our high band, they're all next to general use channels or, in some cases, next to each other and they simply don't work cosite.  You have a major operation going and all at once nobody can communicate as soon as that transmitter comes on on the adjacent channel.


		We know what the technology is going to be.  The standard has now been set.  It's going to be one of two technologies depending upon or, we believe anyway one of two, but primarily one, and where I think where we really need to look at that is assuming that we have ANSI 102 as being the primary mode of operation across the country, what happens if we put that up against that available general use channel on the one side and are we going to then, on a geographic basis, put some severe restrictions on some of those channels depending upon what's sitting next to it?  And we need to know what those numbers are.  What is that impact going to be?  How big a circle do we have to draw around an existing station on that adjacent channel and say we can't use that interoperability channel within X miles of that because it won't work.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  Understood, John, but in the existing bands the rules are written in terms of a transmitter mask that does extend out to the second and third adjacent channel and, you're right, we do have interference problems that result because of that transmission map, transmitter mask.  In this band it was not defined as a transmitter mask, it was instead identified as an adjacent channel coupled power number that is irrespective of whether you're in the next adjacent channel or the fourteenth adjacent channel, it's a single number.  Ernie is shaking his head.


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  I still don't understand --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  As far as the way the rule is stated, there is only one number.


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  Well, there is a series of, there is a series of numbers depending on how far you are away from, yeah.


		Ernie Hofmeister here.  I think if you look at those rules, there is a series of numbers.  If you take, let's take a twelve-and-a-half KHz transmitter for example, the rules state then the allowed adjacent channel coupled power in the first six-and-aquarter slice outside that channel, the next six-and-a-quarter slice and then it goes from there in larger increments.  So it specifies it with increasing, I mean that this, that the adjacent coupled powers, of course, are much lower or much more severe as you move out.  So there isn't one number.  It depends on where you are positioned relative to that spectrum that you're occupying.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  So then that gets back then to, the technical question is based on those numbers and, you know, let's, if you look at a general use channel and we make the worst case presumption which, you know, presume is probably, you know, a 25 KHz wide channel, is in the next, you know, a 25 KHz system is the next lower or next higher general use channel, what does that do to the interoperability channel?  If it's the next adjacent or if it's the second adjacent as it would be with a "guard channel."


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  Can I comment?  Ernie Hofmeister, ComEd Erickson.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Sure.  Yeah.


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  I don't really think it makes a difference whether you have a 25 KHz operating band width or a twelve-and-a-half or a six-and-a-quarter sitting there.  The allowable values for adjacent channel --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  -- coupled power are the same.  But I think what makes the difference, and if you look at these numbers then you can generally see, this little six-and-a-quarter, I'll call it a guard channel that we're talking about, means that you, like, have an additional 20 DB of protection, for example.  If you take a look at the first adjacent slice, I think the number is 40 DB down.  I think the next six-and-a-quarter slice is like 60 DB down.


		So if we're talking about a general use channel right at the edge and we put a twelve-and-a-half KHz interoperability channel there, then one-half of that channel, in the case where it's adjacent, would be subject to a 40 DB down power, the next half of that would be 60.  If you scoot it over one more both of those halves would be down to 60.  So it's like a 20 DB difference, I think.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  So then the question becomes when we're looking at the interoperability receiver, is that 20 DB of protection needed from a technical standpoint for, in order to permit the interoperability receiver to work in the immediate vicinity of the general use transmitter?


		MR. POWELL:  Correct.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  That's the, that's the question we're asking.


		MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman.  Even simpler than that, the FCC said you guys talked about all this, that there was, you know, about needing the guard channels, you never told us why or what the issue is.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.


		MR. EIERMAN:  And they said there was little discussion of adjacent channel interference.  You're sitting here justifying on the interference, but anything you submitted to the FCC never discussed that.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.


		MR. EIERMAN:  So what needs to be submitted to the FCC now is the technical analysis if why you need that little slice.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  All right.  And so that technical information is the answer to the question I just asked.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Yes.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  You know, is that 20 DB critical to allowing same geographic area operation of the two systems?


		MR. EIERMAN:  Yes, of course.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  We have general consensus on that?  We have opposition to that?  Ernie?


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  Ernie Hofmeister.  No opposition, but I think we just, we need to run some numbers or scenarios that would show what it is.  The way the channel plan is now and what it might be if we scooted over there.  Just do some, some of Dave's numbers or some charts, some of these contours that show how close you can get or how far away you have to say.


		MR. EIERMAN:  -- the holes in there.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  All right.


		MR. POWELL:  That's what I would like to see for my Subcommittee from Dave or whoever could do it.  For example, like the circles that you did?  The swiss cheese effect, yes.  It's something like that, that would support the concept.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  David, can I task you?  And Ernie, will you work with him please and come up with those swiss cheese drawings of what the effect is of not having, you know, of what that 20 DB effect is?


		MR. EIERMAN:  Yeah.  I can rework the swiss cheese picture.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  So that we can present the information to the Commission that they say we didn't provide them?  Rightfully said we didn't provide them as to why we need to have those guard channels there?  Ron?


		MR. HARASETH:  I think in addition to that, we need to propose what we can use those guard channels for at some limited level.  Low power, secondary use, so that they aren't wasted.  Because I think that's something the FCC wants to avoid at all costs.


		MR. POWELL:  John Powell.  We actually discussed that and we had made a proposal for low power use and it might be that we want to take a look at, if you have the chart from this morning's meeting, perhaps we take one through twelve which are reserved for low power and instead move them vertically adjacent to the, to the modified channel plan and that way the spectrum is not lost.  We've taken it and we've just reshuffled it and the low power channels now are applied on either side of the interoperability channel and we get at least significant protection.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  John, this is Robert Schlieman.  Isn't it likely that in an interoperability event those low power channels that were requested by the self-contained breathing apparatus people would be used alongside of the technical channels?  The interoperability channels?


		MR. POWELL:  Some of them.  I don't know if they'd use all of them.  There were a number of uses proposed for that.  That was just one.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, we have designated, although the Commission hasn't really accepted that yet, we have designated specific uses for the IO channels.  So those are kind of inflexible, somewhat.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  Again --


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Compared to the SB.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  -- the use of those channels is a topic for the Interoperability Subcommittee, not this Subcommittee and let's move on with, you know, technology business here.


		MR. POWELL:  We can certainly look at shuffling and we'll discuss that within our Committee if you can get us the diagrams to back up the need for those.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  So, David, you're going to put those diagrams together that show --


		MR. EIERMAN:  Sure --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  I'd like to see, you know, as terms of, you know, of a radius around an offending transmitter that interoperability, use of the interoperability receiver would not be reasonably possible.


		MR. SINCLAIR:  Kyle Sinclair.  My recommendation is, why don't we take the information that was submitted by Ed Dorsell from NTIA to this Committee?  Didn't he already do some of that studying?


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  I don't recall.  If we have a grate, the Commission, in the Report and Order, said we didn't give them the information so somehow we need to come up with the information and give it to them as to why we were recommending the change in the band plan beside the guard channels.


		MR. SINCLAIR:  Correct.  So we'll submit it back to you again and that information should be, with what Dave's going to do, should be quite sufficient.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  And that's in terms of radius of nonuse?


		MR. SINCLAIR:  That's correct.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  That's fine, great.


		MR. POWELL:  My one last question is when?  Because we've got a 30, we're going to have a 30 day window start at some point here.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Understood, well.


		MR. POWELL:  Unless something gets lost between the Commission and the Government Printing Office.


		MR. WILHELM:  We could arrange that.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Yeah.


		MR. WILHELM:  No problem.


		MR. POWELL:  Just loose one chapter of it, Michael.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Michael, maybe correct me, but I think, you know, the way this was worded it was soft enough, I'm not sure that we would actually have to be petitioning for reconsideration on this particular issue other than, you know, providing a recommendation to the Commission for consideration with adequate support.


		MR. WILHELM:  I agree with you.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  You know, so I'm not sure that we're stuck under the 30 day reconsideration limitation on this particular topic.  We need to get it in sooner rather than later, and I agree with that,


but --


		MR. POWELL:  We at least probably should get a stake forward in the ground on recon saying that we're going to provide something.  Saying that we have concern over this issue and we'll follow it up in the, once the recon is out on notice and we can get the information in.  Just from preliminary studies indicating there's a potential for a problem.  Does that work, Michael?


		MR. WILHELM:  Yes, yes.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  All right.  Anything else on this topic?


		Okay.  Moving on and we've run through time real fast here.  The next item I had on my agenda was to review and to take some comments on the draft final report.  Don?


		MR. ASHLEY:  Okay.  At the risk of waking up Rick and putting Kyle to sleep, I looked at this document as a historical document.  Most of this, almost all of this stuff that's in there, I believe all of this stuff that's in there, is, are things that we have already voted on, have already agreed consensus on.


		So it was simply a matter of compiling all the information.  To do that, I went through the transcripts and looked at the documents that we have.  Where there was an existing report from one of the working groups I used that as part of the document.  So everything is included in the body of the document.


		Briefly, I just tried to recount the final results of the efforts of each one of the working groups.  So if, at the risk of boring everybody to tears, I don't think we really want to go through it page by page, but are there any comments that anybody has on any of the working group reports and the recommendations therein?


		Okay.  I submitted it first in each section to the working group leads and got their feedback and applied their corrections and changes and anything else they wanted me to put in it.  And then sent it out as a final, a draft document to everybody over the last week-and-a-half, so this is, it's in the second generation now.


		So if there's no further changes or corrections or questions, I'll turn it back over to the Committee Chair and we can, we can proceed to accept it, if that's the consensus.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Well, I'm not sure that we need to accept it today, but I would encourage everybody, you know, to read through it and if you have any comments on it, get back to Kyle and, not to Kyle, but to Don here.  I'm sure --


		MR. ASHLEY:  We're not quite interchangeable.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Don would love you to get back to Kyle and then we'll have that ready for adoption at March, is that's what needed Michael?  Or do you need it this meeting?


		MR. WILHELM:  I'm sorry, by when?


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Our report.  This meeting or March?


		MR. WILHELM:  We need it this meet, we need it this meeting.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  We need it, I've been overruled, we need it this meeting.


		So no comments?  We have consensus to move forward and present this, this report to, to the Steering Committee as the accomplishments of this Committee?


		Any dissension on my declaring we've reached consensus?  Seeing none, we have consensus, the report will go forward as it was presented.  Thank you.


		The last item I had here on my agenda was a discussion of the fourth Report and Order of the fifth Notice of the Proposed Rule Making.  I would hazard a guess that most of you have not seen this since it came out late yesterday afternoon.  Some of us were fortunate enough to get over and get one printed out.


		Just reviewing it, you know, from the standpoint of this Committee, on the technology issues the Commission did go forward and adopt Project 25 Phase I as the interoperability standard.  They did, they have proposed here that that will be the standard until at least, I forget the date, it's December 31, 2005, I believe it is.  It's that timeframe, anyway.  They've got some discussion here about a future migration to six-and-a-quarter KHz.  They identified that on the interoperability channels, you know I might be mixing things up, excuse me.  Users will be allowed to use twelve-and-a-half KHz, one voice per twelve-and-a-half KHz equipment.  Be allowed to purchase it and so systems that, that will not change until 2005.  They will be allowed to continue purchasing equipment and using that equipment until at least 2015, so they will get a ten-year, a full ten-year life out of anything that they bought in 2005.  So that would be the earliest mandated migration to six-and-a-quarter KHz.


		Let me say that the fifth MPRM deals with primarily with suggestions on what a migration path should be.  They do make reference to a proposal made by APCO and IACP relative to a migration plan that's discussed.  The Commission, then, lays out its own proposal for a migration plan and seeks comment.  So the primary emphasis of the fifth MPRM is a discussion of a migration plan.  I would encourage everyone to, you know, take a look at that and make comments.  I'm not sure what committee any comments out of the NCC would be relative to that.  Michael, do you have any guidance as to, would that be a Technical Committee responsibility to comment?


		MR. WILHELM:  I think it would be the Interoperability Committee.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  As far as a migration plan goes?  I would, yeah, maybe implementation?


		MR. WILHELM:  Well, no, you're right.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Yeah.


		MR. WILHELM:  That would be better for implementation.  We also have a timing problem --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Right.  Yeah, comments are due 30 days after it's published.


		MR. WILHELM:  Assuming it's published in a week to two weeks --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Yeah, so, so.  Teddy, your Committee is going to need to decide how you're going to deal with that and I'll, I'm shortly going to let you have some extra time here to do that, so.  Okay, it's a, yeah it is, so.


		Okay, in reading through this, I had a couple of editorial corrections.  You could, you said you might be able to get in before it gets published?


		MR. WILHELM:  Right.  We can put them in in the morning and give them to Burt.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay. I'll get with Burt.  There's a couple of, and in fact, the one fairly serious error in the proposed rules relative to the data standards in listing the ANSI 102 series standards that are required for data transmission, it included a reference to the vocoder --


		MR. WILHELM:  That was discussed this morning.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  -- which is not needed and it omitted reference to the commonary interface which is needed, so.  That's a major correction that needs to be made, so.


		Back in the Report and Order, as far as encryption goes, they went along with the recommendation of the Committee to adopt Interim Standard 102 AAAA-A which is DES encryption, is not mandatory, but if used then you will use it in accordance with the standard.


		MR. WILHELM:  Did you --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  No, I checked with John Oblak this morning.  It has not yet been published, it is imminent work.  We've been imminent for a number of months here and I understand that the Commission's concern here, I don't know if there's anything we can do to, to push getting it published.


		MR. WILHELM:  I think the only issue is, other than cash, publishing it.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  All right.  Okay, John, if we can ask that maybe you, you know, express some, you know, if there's any way to put some pressure, and the issue for the Commission is that once this is officially adopted, we then have to go through a rule change procedure to change it.  You know, and so to the extent that we could make it, you know, the ANSI standard the first time through simplifies the process, but I understand that you don't have a whole lot of control over --


		MR. OBLAK:  I -- I certainly believe that it can be within the next month.  I will --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Can we maybe --


		MR. OBLAK:  I'll know better next week, but 


I --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Yeah.  Can we maybe talk to ANSI and get special dispensation to allow the Commission to refer to it as ANSI?


		MR. OBLAK:  I'll check.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Instead of by the current interim standards designation?


		MR. OBLAK:  I'll check on that.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  I appreciate that.  That would solve the Commission's problem of how to get this published without having to go through an immediate rule change.


		The last item that was discussed in Report and Order was receiver standards and basically the Commission said here that they had not received our report and so they were not taking action, so we need to make sure they get our report so that, and I guess we'll, we would then have a, I don't know if it would be a sixth NPRM in order to adopt a receiver standard recommendation, but we need to get that sent forward, so.


		Well, that's all I had for this meeting.  Is there anything, anyone else?  Harlin?  Yes, yes, okay.  Thank you.


		An item of concern that has come up from a number of different sources is relative to the commercial portion of the 700 MHz spectrum and the services that may be provided in there and the impact that those services might have on the public safety portion of the spectrum.


		Motorola had submitted some comments to the Commission relative to that, you know, and their concerns about it.  The Commission recently came out with a response to that which essentially, my understanding is, said that we don't agree with your analysis and therefore we reject it and we maintain the existing interference standards for, for the commercial providers.  The police are particularly concerned and Harlin, if you want to come up and make your comments.


		MR. MCEWEN:  Yeah.  Just very briefly, the Phoenix issue is the one that's currently very hot, so to speak.


		Yesterday, I got an e-mail this morning that the Police Chief in Phoenix and other representatives in the Phoenix area met with Senator McCain personally yesterday to discuss their concern about this.  There is expectation that he will be receptive to our concerns about the problem of potential interference.  They're talking about currently the interference that they're experiencing in the 800 MHz band, but it is our feeling that the Commission basically ignored our concerns years ago when we predicted that there might be such type of interference.


		We now have an opportunity to try to resolve this before it happens and I think we need to keep talking about this.  My understanding is that petition by Motorola was rejected.  It is certainly beyond our ability to understand the technical issues as to who is right, who is wrong.  The thing that we are pretty sure of is that we are concerned that we are going to have the kind of a problem with adjacent commercial, the potential for commercial interference, that we now experience in 800.  And, basically, I'd like to see NCC once again and this Committee recommend that the Steering Committee once again bring before the Commission the serious problem that we anticipate.


		From a nontechnical, very simplistic point of view, I think we must say that we need ultimate protection.  We need to have the Commission tell the adjacent people who buy that spectrum, who are going to use it, that it's a buyer beware situation, that if they cause interference to public safety in the adjacent channels under any circumstance, that they will be required to work with Public Safety to eliminate that problem.  I don't see how we can accept anything less than that and it's a very, I mean, getting into how many DBs and all that is not my business, but I need some kind of assurance that there is in the rules something that requires a solution for that, not one of these things where, well everybody's working by the rules so therefore public safety's got to take it in the neck.  I just don't think that's right, so I would recommend that we now once again state that we anticipate a problem and ask the Commission to work with us to try to come up with a better solution than we have now.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Any other comment?  Is that a position that this Committee wishes to take and, you know, make a recommendation to the Steering Committee that the NCC express its concern about potential interference from the adjacent channel band users and, you know, from the commercial band users and that the guard bands are there, also.  And that, secondarily, you know, that we as a Committee are looking at the input from Motorola and the response from the Commission's engineering staff in developing our own opinion as to which, you know, what information we believe is most correct.


		MR. MCEWEN:  Let me just make one other comment.  I think we should complement the Commission and the industry, Motorola, Nextel and others that worked at APCO to develop the Best Practices Act to try to deal with this current problem.  But what Phoenix is basically saying is, we did all that and it still didn't help us.  So I think that's the crux of the thing is that while we can come up with various ways to try to minimize it we need some kind of a ultimate way to resolve it.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  What Harlin is commenting on relative to the 800 MHz band, there is interference that's being experienced today that results from the inner leaving that occurred on that band based on Commission decisions back in the early '80s that were against the recommendations of the greater community.  You know, at least the public safety community in that while we refer to it, you know, as a best practices guide it identifies some of the mechanisms that this interference, that caused this interference, some ways that you can try to mitigate it, but, nonetheless, there are situations such as Phoenix appears to be experiencing where there certainly is no easy solution to it.


		Everybody is operating within the rules, but the bottom line is it don't work and so we have concerns that we don't, with the, you know, establishment of the rules for the 700 MHz band here, not just the public safety portion of it, but also the guard band portions and the commercial portions, that we don't create a set of rules that everybody follows their own individual rules and when all of the systems are deployed none of them work.  You know, so we're trying to get ahead of the problem here, you know, especially before anybody has invested a significant amount of money.


		There is a difference of opinion from Motorola versus the Commission staff engineers as to whether or not the existing rules are adequate or not to protect public safety.  Our concern is relative to the public safety portion of the spectrum that we ensure that we are protected.


		You know, so the request here is, you know, again, I would like to put together a little working group to sit down and analyze the information provided by Motorola and the information provided in the Commission's Order on this matter and develop, you know, if you will, the opinion of the NCC as to one or the other or something in between as the most correct answer so that we can go forward with a recommendation from the NCC and try to prevent the interference problems we are currently experiencing.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Question for Harlin.  Robert Schlieman.


		You mentioned in the example the, I believe it's 800 MHz MDT interference in Phoenix from the CMRS and it sounded like you were only seeking for them to work together to resolve the problem and I wondered if considering the nature of public safety, if it should be stronger, like cease and desist until you can solve the problem?


		MR. MCEWEN:  Yeah.  I'm not suggesting that they not, I mean obviously we want them to work together.  If they can resolve the problem together, that's always the best way for any kind of a situation.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Right.


		MR. MCEWEN:  The problem is, there's no teeth in that.  In other words, the CMRS has made some attempts to try to fix the problem and, but it didn't fix it and the Police Department and the other public safety people that are experiencing the problem there are saying, look we're at the end of our rope.  There's no teeth in the rules, no requirement and we have no way to resolve this problem.  So I want it to be much stronger.  And I basically am saying that we need protection that will, well basically here's what I would suggest, but I would like somebody from the Committee to make the motion.  I don't think it's appropriate as a Steering Committee member.  I'll speak to it tomorrow if you agree and bring it forth.


		I'm basically saying that we need, new FCC rules are needed that require that any commercial license holder causing interference to the adjacent public safety systems must remedy or eliminate that interference to the satisfaction of the affected public safety licensee.  So it's all on their shoulders to work with the public safety licensee to solve the problem.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Knowing the lawyers in the FCC, we might want to say adjacent or near adjacent.


		MR. MCEWEN:  Well, I'm not, I'm not a lawyer and I don't know anything about, I know what I'm saying and I don't think anybody can misunderstand it.  I mean, we're talking about what's going to cause a problem.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I understand it, but I, like I said.


		MR. MCEWEN:  Glen, you have that --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  I have that wording and --


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Should we --


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  -- they, you know, we don't need a motion because we can't vote on it anyway; however, we can arrive at consensus within the group about the statement that Harlin made.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Should we apply this not just to that case, but generically to interference that might occur in any band?


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Well, I think the limitation we're faced, you know, the NCC's Charter is relative to the 700 MHz band.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  There are some wider openings I believe in that Charter with respect to general public safety issues.  He's nodding yes.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Okay.  So we're getting the opinion that we do have broader, that we can step outside of the 700 MHz band?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Make a generic statement.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  So make a generic statement.  Norm?


		MR. COLTRI:  Norm Coltri.  I'd like to suggest that in your recommendation to the NCC that since we now know who the guard band managers are, that they be contacted by the NCC and invited to participate in our next year of deliberations so that they can be part of the process and we can, hopefully, resolve some of the contentious issues of general protection in the beginning rather than trying to do it through regulation at the end.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  I might point out that, you know, the specific concern that, as I understand, Motorola made was not relative to the guard band managers, but it was relative to the CMRS spectrum which is beyond the guard bands and the proposals that had been made and changes to the Rules relative to that spectrum is likely to result in significant amounts of interference being presented into our portion of the band with inadequate protection as currently stated in the rules.


		MR. MCEWEN:  What I'm suggesting is both.  I'm not eliminating the guard bands, I'm saying adjacent channels if they cause interference to public safety.  And I specifically didn't talk about the guard bands because we do now know that that's a potential problem that we didn't expect to have before.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Right.  At this point, we have no knowledge at all of the technologies of what's being proposed in the guard bands.  We do know that, you know, within the CMRS bands it would appear that very wideband CDMA type applications are proposed which, based on the technology as known today, is likely to result in signal levels being, if you will, splattered all across the band and likely to cause interference to our portion.  John?


		MR. POWELL:  I think, just reiterate what Harlin said, we need to keep it open to both the guard bands and CMRS and invite all of them to participate and they've their chance then and we do what we need to after that.  Hopefully with working with them, but if not, working without them.


		MR. COLTRI:  Norm Coltri again.  I wasn't limiting our participation to the guard band, although we know the guard band managers today, hopefully sometime in April we'll know the general CMRS users and we can invite them also.  But at least let's start with the guard band managers since they are the closest to us and hopefully we can have them as a participant, at least in this Committee.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  Wayne?


		MR. LELAND:  Wayne Leland with Motorola.  I would suggest on the interference issue as far as the NCC and recommendations that we limit it to 700 MHz here and now.


		You've got people in all of the other bands, you've got people on both sides of the issue who have made multimillion dollar investments.  That's going to open up a whole new can of worms, to come in and say that retroactively after people have gotten licenses that, you know, to take this giant step.


		I think there's a good argument that says there are problems there and we can avoid them in 700 MHz because nobody's made an investment yet.  I think you're going to have a much bigger fight on your hands and a lot more resources thrown against you if you say all bands, okay?  I think you ought to fight the 700 MHz band, win that and then let's go back and work on the other ones.


		MR. MCEWEN:  I agree with that.  That was my proposal and I think you're, I mean I think we'd bite off more than we can chew there, but not to say that we're not concerned.  I think we're here for the purpose of trying to protect future spectrums and we have a chance to realistically do that with some help from the Commission.


		CHAIRMAN NASH:  I tend to agree because Harlin's statement, as it's currently worded at least, places the burden upon the CMRS provider to fix the problem.  And to the extent, you know, that there are current and existing problems that, and at least through the Best Practices Guide we've already agreed that we need to work together on, for us to now turn around and say, no, it's your problem to take care of at the very least is going against agreements that have already been made and is not a good way to approach things, so.


		Any other comments?  All right can I, am I safe in declaring the consensus of this Committee is to go forward with the statement as presented by Harlin to the Steering Committee asking that it be forwarded to the Commission as the position of the NCC that, you know, to paraphrase it, that the public safety spectrum be protected from interference from the CMRS and the guard band systems?  I see heads nodding out there.  Any dissension to my declaring this consensus?  So be it, we have consensus.


		Any other items to be brought up before this Committee?  I thank you.


		(Whereupon, the Technology Subcommitte was adjourned at 3:20 p.m.)
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