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	P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S


	(9:30 a.m.)


		MR. WILHELM:  Good morning.  Could we come to order, please?


		As we did yesterday, we have a sign language interpreter available for anyone in need of signing.  If there are any people in the audience that require signing or know of someone who requires signing, would they please raise their hand now.


If in the course of the meeting you should notice anybody who does require signing assistance, would you please let one of the sign interpreters know or let Mr. Burt Weintraub who's -- Burt, would you raise your hand, please -- who's over at the table here now.


		Thank you very much.


		Also as I said yesterday, but for benefit of those who were not there, the fourth report and order and fifth notice of proposed rulemaking was produced in remarkable time by the FCC staff.  And as a consequence, there is some minor inaccuracies in it.  If, in reading the report and the notice of proposed rulemaking, you encounter such inaccuracies would you please write down what they are, and give them to Mr. Weintraub.  And we will issue what is called errata to the document.


		If we do it in reasonably, timely fashion we can get the correction made before the document is published in the Federal Register.  And by doing that, we will not mislead the public by virtue of having inaccuracies in the document and incidentally, we will save the federal government a good deal of money by having to republish errata in the Federal Register.  So we'd appreciate your cooperation in that regard.  Thank you.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you, Michael.


		I'm Kathy Wallman.  I'm the Chair of the NCC.  And here up front we have the Steering Committee meeting.  We'd like to welcome you to Orlando.  I've lost track of exactly which number meeting this is.  11th meeting.  Thank you very much for coming, and thank you very much to Marilyn who was entirely responsible for all this coming together in such an orderly and pleasant fashion.  She's even responsible for the weather, but not for the lack of sunshine.


		We're going to, in our precise and scientific way, we're going to move through the agenda in the way that we usually do at these meetings.  We're privileged to have a guest speaker from the Sunshine State to address us this morning.  I'm going to introduce the Director in a moment.


		Just so you have an idea of what to expect during the course of the day, we're going to have subcommittee reports from Interoperability; Technology; and Implementation.  I believe each of those will require a little discussion among the Steering Committee, and we'll invite your comments as well and we'll need to either take a Steering Committee action on those subcommittee recommendations or figure out how we're going to do that, after some period of deliberation.


		We have a condensed version of the Pinellas County presentation that the subcommittees heard yesterday, and we thought that would be beneficial to share with the larger membership in a condensed version.


		We will open the floor for new business, as we always do, toward the end of the meeting, and public discussion.  We'll have a little confab about future meeting dates so we can coordinate our calendars.  And then, at the very end of the meeting, in fact, after we adjourn, if anybody would like to stay and see a tape of the FCC meeting at which the fourth report and order was presented, you're welcome to do that.


		People are familiar enough. Some people actually went to the meeting or saw it on the internet, so we didn't want to take a chunk of the meeting to do that.  But if you'd like to see it, we'll make that available right after we adjourn.


		So let me move now to one other item, a substitution on the team.  I wanted to thank Ellen O'Hara.  I think she's in the back.  Where's Ellen?  Ellen O'Hara, thank you very much for all you've done.


		(Applause.)


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  It turns out that Ellen has a full time job as well as this, and she's been promoted in her full time endeavors, and I'm glad that Motorola continues to recognize her talents.  But fortunately, Motorola has a couple of other people who follow this issue, and so we're privileged to have Chuck Jackson substitute in.  Where's Chuck?  And we welcome him to his first meeting as a Steering Committee member.  Wayne Leland is going to continue as alternate for Chuck, as he did with Ellen.


		Okay. So I'd like to introduce, I'd like to introduce Thomas D. Hurlburt, Jr., and invite him to speak with us this morning.  One of the many reasons we invite speakers to NCC meetings is to calibrate our work, to get a reality check about whether our recommendations are responsive or not to the needs of experienced public safety professionals from various jurisdictions. 


		We've got a lot to learn from these professionals who have firsthand experience with all aspects of public safety communications, ranging from using radios in tactical situations to preparing and defending budgets for new public radio assistance.


		We're privileged to have one of those professionals with us this morning.  Thomas Hurlburt has accumulated more than 30 years of experience in public safety work.  He was a member of the Orlando Police Department for 28 years, and rose to the level of Chief of Police before retiring.  But that was only a paper retirement apparently, as many members of this committee are familiar with, because Mr. Hurlburt is continuing in public service in his current position as Director of Public Safety for Orange County.


		As Director, he oversees the day-to-day operations of the fire rescue service, the Department of Corrections and the Office of Emergency Management.  These departments total over 2,300 employees.


		Mr. Hurlburt, Director Hurlburt, welcome to the NCC.  Thank you very much for coming.


		(Applause.)


		MR. HURLBURT:  First, I want to -- you shouldn't have to get up and the first thing you do is apologize and your address is through.  But I must do that, and tell you that I am battling the worst case of bronchitis that's ever been known to man.  As a matter of fact, after a late night meeting last night, I talked my physician into meeting me at his office, which is just unheard of in these days, and he prescribed some more medication for me.  So please, I'm going to keep my water right here.  This is my security blanket.  In case I start strangling up here, you will realize that I'll probably work my way through it.


		I want to thank you, Kathy, for that nice intro.  I would tell you that usually I'm used, and I told Marilyn this, to speaking to groups about jails, drugs.  I'm the Chairman of the Drug Coalition here.  Gangs, community policing.  I'm the Chairman of the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council which I'll speak to in just a moment.


		And when Marilyn asked me to come to speak to this group, I told her, I said, Marilyn, you know, I always depended on you to answer those questions, I said.  So you're going to have to help me get through this.  So you will certainly know where the remarks that Marilyn helped prepare end, and where my personal remarks begin, because clearly, she is the technocrat that I depended on, and then along with a couple other people, took her from the City of Orlando after I retired as Police Chief. 


		And it was good to see some of my friends here from Motorola and the IHCP, people that we're going to be with at our NEI retraining out in Idaho.  And I look forward to that every year.  It's a great time.  And I thank, certainly, Motorola for sponsoring part of that trip for us.


		My boss, who would normally be here to bring you greetings, is a little tied up.  I report directly to the Chairman of Orange County.  He has just been -- well, he hasn't been voted for the full Senate, but as you know, he has been approved by the Subcommittee to be our next Secretary of HUD.  And all my friends ask me am I going to Washington with the Chairman.  And I told them no.


		(Laughter.)


		I have all I can say grace over here, I'm sure that HUD will be very entertaining for the Chairman, now to be the Secretary designate.  But I don't think that I would be too interested in being there.  Mel Martinez is an outstanding leader.


		And I tell you, this country is so blessed to have him go to Washington because his story, if you know anything about the Peter Pan boat lift, Pedro Pan they called it when they brought these young Cuban children here in the 60's.  I mean landed in Miami, couldn't speak a word of English, had no parents here, and the Catholic Church dispersed them around Florida.  And now, you know, he's just realizing a dream come true.  So you know, anything can happen in America, and has happened to Mel Martinez.


		So on his behalf, I first welcome you to Orange County.  As the former Chief of Police of Orlando and the current Public Safety Director for Orange County, obviously I am acquainted with your work and especially the importance of your actions in providing efficient bandwidth for public safety agencies.


		Orange County Corrections and fire rescue, along with the Sheriff, who I work with in the budgetary areas, Kevin Barry, we have a combined budget of over, about $350 million.  And that gives us a total staff in public safety in Orange County of about 3,700, 3,600 people. These departments depend greatly on their day-to-day operations and rely on the ability to communicate with each other, as well as with other agencies within Orange County.


		While with the City of Orlando, I supported Marilyn Ward's participation in public safety wireless advisory committees.  PSWAC, is that the correct acronym?  Okay.  I was always worried about pronouncing that in public.


		(Laughter.)


		And now that she works with me again, I support her efforts with the National Coordinating Committee.  One thing that I have learned in 26 years, and I think it's been almost 26 years that I've known you, Marilyn, is that you don't say no to Marilyn.  You just kind of try to point her in another direction.  The most aggressive police manager.  You notice I didn't say most aggressive woman. 


		I'm telling you, the most aggressive police manager and the most tenacious, and that's how she got things done.  And she is very aware of where we're going in this community, and because of that, she sees what's on the horizon and folks, many people in police agencies and fire agencies, they never can get past what we're doing today.  And that is a huge problem in public safety.


		Most public safety employees, you know, take their radios for granted.  They assume that when they push the button, they'll be able to talk.  And that's really all they care about.  You don't need to talk to them about what megahertz they're on or anything else.  They just need to know that they need the ability to communicate.  


		And if they cannot communicate, you will certainly hear about it.  And generally the first person they want to talk to about it, instead of one of their commanders, is the press.  So you hear from the press that the police and the fire rescue services are not able to communicate in the field.  That's always a wonderful call.  And I have one of those waiting for me now, when I go back to the office.


		I will admit that as a police chief I was astonished at the budget requests that Marilyn and her colleagues would come through with concerning our radio system.  And then to have her say, but we have a bigger problem looming in the future because the frequencies are gone in Central Florida.


		My inclination was to say, well, Marilyn, go get some more.  I mean that's what we did when we needed computers or more cars or more police officers.  And I actually thought, and I would suggest to you that most administrators, because they have technical people on their staffs that they depend on to get the information they need, don't have a clue of the processes that are involved, and the work that is done by many people such as yourselves to insure that we have those abilities.


		She did convince me, and I could tell it by her travel budget, which she always told me, they're going to pay for it, but it seemed to me that even though they were paying for it, the City of Orlando was kicking in a lot of dollars and now Orange County is, to have her travel to places like -- I mean when I talk about going to Athens, I'm talking about going to see my friends at the University of Georgia.  She's talking about Athens, you know, Greece.  So I understand that her travels have taken her far.


		But she has been committed, and has talked us into being committed to support the efforts of the FCC and other jurisdictions securing additional radio frequencies.


		I wish to thank the members of the Steering Committee and all the members of the National Coordinating Committee for your efforts to implement the additional spectrum that FCC has provided public safety.  At the same time, I encourage the FCC to accept the work of this committee and implement as soon as possible, taking the necessary steps to free up the 700 spectrum.


		I assure you that at the local level we see very dark clouds on the horizon.  And I mean in Orange County they are clearly at the darkest.  So many things have happened here with growth in Orange County that we are overwhelmed in our communications in public safety.


		We've built huge towers, hotels.  We've had cow pastures that in the past had cattle standing in the middle of them.  Now there are 3,000, 4,000, 5,000 homes.  There's no ability to communicate in those areas, and I would suggest to you that that was some very poor planning, and I want to address that in a moment.


		Our 800 systems are reaching the end of their useful life.  And I know that because I continue to see, we want to go buy a piece of equipment from somebody else that may have spare parts. We are in the process of trying to build new facilities but we have to take into account what systems sister jurisdictions are on. And so it is really a major effort.


		We know that we need to look at replacing those systems.  At the same time, we know the new spectrum should be available.  Our preference is to move to 700 MHz with the advantages of additional bandwidth and interoperability channels.  But are we endangering our public safety employees and our citizens by insuring that -- and I need to go back and say, the public safety is endangered by planning on a system that may not have the frequencies available.


		Now, that makes perfect sense to me.  And when Marilyn explained it to me, I said, this is a major decision for us to make.  The committee is doing a yeoman's job, but if the TV stations are not moved, their work is useless.


		I can tell you as a local public safety administrator, we need these frequencies now.  And any thought of not having them available within five years we throw our planning, our budgeting and protection of the general public in turmoil.  We are spending millions of dollars to try to extend our existing system for five more years.  I really don't like doing that, but we have to do that in order to provide service today.


		At that time we must do something, and it is up to this committee to make the recommendations for the efficient use of the 700 spectrum.  And then the FCC must take swift and decisive action to implement the committee's work and complete the process by freeing up the spectrum.  Time is critical in this regard. 


		We are talking about millions of dollars that impact local governments and the basic delivery of public safety services to the citizens and visitors in this community.  In the late 80's, and I believe it was right about early 90's, we were building a new system and replacing our old system in the City of Orlando.


		This would never happen in a million years but the stars were lining up and the Sheriff's office was building a new system.  As a new chief of police, a recent chief of police, and at that time I'd been a deputy chief previous to that, responsible for the communications within our agency, I saw a great opportunity to join, hopefully with the Sheriff then, the then Sheriff, who now by the way, works for me today.  You never know what's going to happen, do you?


		(Laughter.)


		And I tried to convince those folks to let's build the premier system in this country.  We both had decided we were going to 800.  We both had picked Motorola.  I saw a tremendous opportunity to work together.  But because there were concerns that we might slow somebody else down, our system would come up first, you know, you get into that little, hey, we had our system first and that kind of thing.  We all suffered from it I think in Orange County.  And I'll tell you what I firmly believe.


		That today we would not be in the situation where we are, where we have areas where we cannot communicate in, because see, then it's not just Orange County's problem.  It's the City of Orlando's problem.  And we've had both bodies politic involved in the solution.  Your funding sources are far greater, and when they realize we all depend on this one system, they work in order to resolve that problem.


		Now, the good news is, I mean the real good news is we do communicate together, and it works fairly well.  But I just thought, in a growing area like we have where jurisdictional boundaries change every week in Orange County, in Orlando, it was a great opportunity to build a system that we would could have held up to everybody around the county.


		Well, we missed that opportunity.  The same thing has happened with our information systems.  People built their information systems on different platforms.  Yet now, as the Chairman of the Criminal Justice Coordinating Council, where we have the Clerk of the Court and State's Attorney, the public defender, Chief Judge and all those folks who come together, we all now solve problems from a regional approach, and have every agency participate in solving the problem, jail overcrowding as an example.


		Jail overcrowding can't be solved by the Department of Corrections.  They have nothing to do with who ends up and goes into jail.  Who solves that problem?  It's the Clerk, it's the Judiciary, it's the law enforcement agencies that put those folks in there.  So you have to have regional concepts when you do these kind of -- have these kind of efforts.


		And so we attack these problems from a regional approach.  And sitting here in the middle of the I-4 corridor, with Tampa on one end and Daytona Beach on the other, what we have is, from Osceola County, which runs far to the south, it runs all the way to a place called Yehaw Junction I think.  And believe it, folks, there's a place called Yehaw Junction on the turnpike.  And if you don't believe it, run about 79 miles an hour through there and see if they don't entertain you.


		(Laughter.)


		On the other end you have Seminole County, okay.  And the great thing is we have interoperability.  We can all communicate with each other.  We can talk to each other.  We have that capability because we are all on -- and police chiefs and fire chiefs and county managers and mayors did not march off and say, well, we had a good deal over here; we're going to do this thing.  They realize the importance of communicating with each other.


		We do many things here, that we have the Metropolitan Bureau of Investigation.  It's a multi county mid-level drug enforcement unit.  And it's very important that they be able to communicate wherever they are, whether they be up in Seminole County, Osceola County.  This is the I-4 corridor.  This is where the heroin runs up and down from east to west and then to points north in Florida.


		As a matter of fact, it is a HIDA (phonetic) declared corridor.  So the ability to communicate is just absolutely essential.  Excuse me one second.  It really is water.  I've been in some places, though, where when I heard the guy talking I wondered whether he had water in it or not.


		(Laughter.)


		But I think it's important, the funding aspect of it, and I think, Mr. Wilhelm, you asked me to address funding as an issue here.  You have to involve your other jurisdictions, counties and cities to form groups, regional efforts or you will never be able to upgrade some of these systems at the cost that we hear today. 


		You walk into a city and say, yeah, we can fix your radio system; it's going to cost you $20 million.  And they can't pave their roads and they can't provide other infrastructure.  They get extremely nervous as to how is this going to happen.


		So what you have to do is you have to come together regionally to attack the problem. And then what you have to do is come together on solutions as to what kind of surcharges you can put on everything from traffic summons to impact fees.  You know, impact fees in Central Florida, we live on impact fees.  That's how we build new fire stations here.  We're building six right now today.  It's an incredibly important part of it.


		See, that's where you get your dollars and you plan out your CIP program over, you know, a three or five year program.  Obviously you go all the way up to, I mean I guess you could go to 20 years or ad infinitum, but certainly within a ten year program.  So that's what we've done in Central Florida, and I think that's made us rather effective.  And we've got a lot of other ideas, too.


		Now, when I got the letter from your Chair, he was very clear to me that I was to speak X number of minutes.  And I timed it from the time that I was introduced.  He even told me what door to walk in, and he was very matter of fact about it.  And I know that your time is limited.  But I'd be glad to answer any question that is not technical, because if you ask me a technical question, if Marilyn can't answer it, then I'm looking for a new communications director.


		(Laughter.)


		Having said that, I will conclude my prepared remarks, and listen to see if there's any questions about what's happened here in the past and what's happening here in the future.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Director.  Any questions?  


		I had one terminology question.  I don't know what impact fees are.  What do you mean by impact fees?


		MR. HURLBURT:  Well, what the impact fees that we have here, in order to build certain type of commercial establishments or residential, a builder must meet a set dollar fee.  And that money is designated to go to specific agencies.  It can be designated to go to fire; it can be designated to go to law enforcement; it can be designated to go to schools.  And that's what we've done in Central Florida.


		If we did not have impact fees here, we would be in a horrible situation.  We're building six fire stations today.  Fire stations, a couple million bucks a piece.  That does not count personnel, okay.  Building six, that's 12 million bucks.


		Now, if every time you turn around you're spending that kind of money, it's substantial, substantial dollars.  So impact fees is something we depend on here greatly.


		Now, certainly in Central Florida one of the things we've been able to do is, because we have a tourist tax here, bed tax, which I'm sure many of you are paying right now.  Thank you.


		(Laughter.)


		We would ask that you spend a few more days here, too.  But those dollars can be spent in certain areas.  So if you can designate the dollars, and I think you can do anything that your legislative body would want you to do.


		In other words, the Orange County Commission and the City of Orlando and Winter Park and some of our other cities, they came together.  And they go to the state legislature and they say, look, this is an impact fee that we think ought to be used for public safety communications.  We think it ought to be this amount of money per house, per commercial building, because all of these are a drain on your public safety resources.


		And so those are the kind of things that you can do, but you certainly don't want to go out and tell your citizens, well, what we're going to do is we're just going to raise taxes.  Let the new growth pay for the new impact that is thrust on you.


		It's not fair to ask the citizens who have lived here for 20 years to fund that new growth, because public safety is, and our jail today, and I'm not proud of this, but we have 4,500 inmates in our jail.  Ten years ago we had 800.  The projections are by the University of Central Florida is the number is going to go much higher, okay.


		There has to be a way to not have local government continue to have to fund that.  The impact fees ought to be included even in jail construction.


		I thought I saw another question out there.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  I think somebody else had a question.  I'm sorry I didn't see it right away.


		MR. HURLBURT:  Probably I answered it.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.


		MR. HURLBURT:  Okay.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you very much.


		(Applause.)


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  I think we are ready to go to the subcommittee reports. So why don't we start with Interoperability.  And how would you like -- do you want to go to the microphone?  Okay.  You want to do that, you just want to stand up there?  Do you need any visual aids?  Do you need the projector or anything?


		MR. POWELL:  Good morning again. I'm John Powell.  I chair the Interoperability Subcommittee.  I did pass out earlier this morning to the Steering Committee two documents.  One of them is a summary document which discusses the larger report, lists a couple of caveats to some work that we're doing now, and then talks about a number of issues that we believe the Steering Committee should consider for reconsideration of the fourth report and order in Docket 9686.  So if we can start with that one page, I will refer to the larger document.


		Did everyone get copies of that?  


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Just the one page or the multi?


		MR. POWELL:  I'm going to use the multi page one to refer to some items off of that document.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Are there additional copies?


		MR. POWELL:  I thought I made enough for the Steering Committee.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Who lacks a copy?  Doug, you don't have a copy?


		MR. POWELL:  If a couple of you could share, I'll get you copies. And Doug, I'll get you copies just as soon as I'm done here.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Is there an extra?  We'll be organized here in a minute.


		MR. POWELL:  Item Document 62-D is a compilation of three documents that we've presented as an overview to the work we were doing from the last meeting. It discusses in particular recommendations or changed recommendations for channel nomenclature, as well as recommendations for a minimum, what we believe is the minimum number of channels that should be required by Commission rule and all of the subscriber equipment, portables and mobiles.


		It also discusses, at the end, a number of access parameters that are required for ANSI 102 equipment to make them interoperable.  As with analog equipment and the 800 band where the Commission specified a particular CTCSS tone to insure that equipment would all talk to each other, in the digital world we similarly have to define in this case a number of parameters to make sure that a radio will be able to talk to another radio when it is operating on interoperability channels.  So those are all in those documents.


		Additionally, we need to include in those documents, and this goes back to the two caveats that we discussed in the single page handout, some of these specific recommendations that we need to clarify with the Project 25 Steering Committee, which they're meeting next week in Mesa, and our intent is to make those, or have those discussions with them to insure that we have covered all of the items that we need to cover and then we'll get back to the Steering Committee with that list, that finalized list to go into the recommendations for the February report.


		Let me say that the Commission, and we'll bring this up for recon, did not, in the fourth R&O, adopt some of the items that this committee had requested that they mandate.  We are asking the Steering Committee to forward to the Commission a request for reconsideration for some of those items.


		They include specifically operational priorities; channel labeling and designations; the indication of the letter D to indicate direct or simplex mode; the 700 MHz band plan which was in the rules.  There are a couple of items.  We believe one of them is an errata which is where the trunked permissive channels were placed. 


		It looks like the Commission, and in discussing that with some of the staff here, simply listed the wrong channel numbers as to where those went because where we stand now is they're all in one TV channel rather than split across the two TV channels which would impact the ability of an agency that only has access to one of the channels pending clearing of other TV channels.  They would not be able to do that, and we have intentionally, I think it's been the Commission intent to mirror those or to divide them across the two channels.  So we I believe have called that to their attention already.  I'll make sure, Bert, that you get that.


		However, there are some other issues with regard to the channel plan, one of which we discussed with the Technology Committee, and that is, whether we need to do the six and a quarter guard channel.  The Commission indicated that it did not have enough information yet. We will provide them with that.  I believe because the channel plan has been published, we need to do that through recon but we'll -- the wheels are in motion to collect that information which has already been developed by the manufacturing community.  So we will do that.


		So at this point, let me review this first document.  Regardless of the Commission's position on mandating some of these issues, we believe that they need to be in the Implementation Committee's report which they are deriving from this document as a recommendation to the regions and the State Interoperability Executive Committee, regardless of Commission action.


		So what we have on the first page is four recommendations with regards to the calling channels. Following the Commission's action earlier with the VHF band, we have changed the structure of those to include a band designator in the first character.  In other words, 7 here, 7CALLA, 7CALLB, which would designate the band so that if an incident was occurring and the communications leader said we're going to use 7 or if it promulgates other bands, 8CALL, it's automatically going to tell all the users which band that they're operating in. We believe that's a very important issue.


		And likewise, recommendation two is that we fix the designator 7 in front of all of the tactical channel designations.


		We're proposing that the channel sets for the tactical channels, regardless of what their use is other than calling channels, include a sequential number, starting with 01 and going in odd numbers up to 63.  We're using the odd numbers because we have two six and a quarter channels together.  That allows us that at some point in the future if we, or should I say when we go to six and a quarter channeling at some point in the future, we then simply open up the even number channels to designate the other six and a quarter channel.


		Finally, we are proposing that subscriber units with an alphanumeric display of eight or more characters be required to be programmed with the seven character display, plus an eighth character being D to indicate when that radio is operating in Simplex direct unit to unit mode.


		That is the first series of recommendations with regard to channel labeling.  Again, we believe this needs to go back for recon.  The recon concept requires that we bring to the Commission new items which have not already been addressed.  In reading through the rules and the discussion that the Commission provided in the fourth R&O, it appears that there is still some misconception that these are local issues.


		We again need to call to their attention that the reality of it is that they are national issues at the minimum.  If you, for example, were to look at a transmitter on the World Trade Center where information would be coming out from, it's going to impact a number of regions.  One transmitter in that case, looking to people from New York, Bob Schlieman, impacts how many regions?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, New York City has three regions, 55, 30 and 8.  8 encompasses three states, Northern New Jersey, Southern New York and Western Connecticut.


		MR. POWELL:  So we're talking about a single transmitter that could in theory hit seven or eight regions, three or four states.  It is really an issue of wide area coverage from some of these sites.  And I think it's to a degree is our fault that we did not provide more clarification on this.  This will provide us with the opportunity to do that.


		The second issue for reconsideration, and I'll bring this up right now as priorities.  One of the things that we noticed in there is that the Commission, certainly in one case, has referenced an item supporting not -- or not supporting priorities, where in fact, that member, the person that wrote that is at the meeting and said, we strongly supported the Commission designating priorities.  So we need to go back and look at some of those comments to see whether that was an error in that quote, or a misunderstanding in the reading, and we'll do that as part of preparing this item for the Steering Committee.


		If we go to recommendations five through eight, we're talking about the number of channels.  This is actually a new item.  This is not a recon item.  It would be something to come forward to the Commission out of the February report.  


		It's the belief of the Interoperability Subcommittee, and this was unanimously supported in the meeting yesterday, that all subscriber units, portable and mobile radios need to have a minimum common channel set mandated in those radios.  So that no matter where in the country that radio appears there will be a certain common set of channels that are available for operation.


		After considerable discussion, we are recommending six tactical channels and the two calling channels, with the two calling channels to be implemented both in a repeater-mode or mobile relay mode and a direct mode.  Thus, we would ask the NCC to recommend to the Commission that they require all subscriber units to have ten mandatory modes of operation designated for interoperability in radios that are TAC accepted, or whatever the terminology is today for TAC acceptance by the Commission.


		That way no matter where the radio appears in the country it will be able to operate in a minimum mode of operation.  That doesn't say that the local jurisdiction or the Regional Planning Committees or the NEICs could not require more, depending upon local circumstances.  It simply says that we have a minimum base that we need to have.


		So items five and six and seven discuss the calling channel and the tactical channel recommendations.  Additionally, item eight suggests that for -- this is a recommendation, that for those agencies which have nationwide responsibility, that they should consider installing all of the interoperability channels in both the direct and a  mobile relay mode in the radios.  


		It's a recommendation.  So for example, the fire cache that operates out of Idaho, where those    radios go anywhere in the country and they are purchasing or in the process of looking at 700 MHz radio that really to operate anywhere in the country, they're going to need to have all those channels.  It's a recommendation for those kinds of organizations.


		Finally, we go to recommendation number nine.  And again after considerable discussion, and this included both the operational side as well as our commercial people that are building the equipment, as to how we should operate in direct mode, whether we should be able to operate on both sides of the channel pair or, as is common today, in the other bands simply on the output, the repeater output side of the channel pair.


		It appears that, from a manufacturing point of view, potentially add considerable expense to a radio to operate on both sides, having to have wideband transmitters and receivers in the subscriber equipment, as well as the opportunity for causing considerable confusion, especially if someone began operating Simplex on the input side of a repeater, not hearing the turmoil that they could be causing on the output of the repeater, not knowing they were within range of a repeater.  


		Thus, recommendation number nine is that the NCC recommend to the Commission that they permit Simplex operation only on the repeater output side of channel pairs within the band.  That would include all the interoperability channels.


		Recommendation number ten, ten and 11 concern the parameters necessary to insure that subscriber equipment is interoperable, digital subscriber equipment is interoperable.  These are the two, in both voice and data, that we need to run by the Project 25 Steering Committee next week.  We've already talked about it with several of their members that are here.  We will do that as part of that agenda.  Actually they've hopefully got it on the agenda for next week, to clarify all of these items with the experts that will be at that meeting.


		That includes the network access code; manufacturers ID; destination ID; talkgroup ID; message indicator; Key ID; and algorithm.  What have we got, about seven items there.  We're going to see if we can cut that list down, make sure we haven't left anything off. 


		And in general the values that we have selected here are the values that equipment will come off of the assembly line as with default values.  So we have selected the default values designated by ANSI-102 to be the values for radios, noting that we have had a number of incidents in this country where equipment has come right off the assembly line and gone directly to the field to a major incident from several manufacturers.  So it's important that we take those default values to the maximum degree possible and use those.


		We have added, as you will end at the end of those, a very minimal description of what it is and we will expand upon that when it comes to the committee as to what those default values and very simple terms do. Without those, equipment will not communicate in the digital mode.  So we need to establish those parameters.


		Finally, in recommendation number ten, the network access code $293, while some people have equivalenced that in the analog mode today of operating without subaudible squelch, it's really is much more complicated than that.  And there is a possibility that an SEIC or RPC might want to modify their plan for some very specific operations in their area and choose a different code.  But through recommendation 11, we're asking that if they do that they do it in a manner such that they will preserve convention operations on those channels.


		Again, it's a technical parameter.  When people get into that and look at it, the people who will be doing the programming will understand, hopefully, what needs to be done there.  We will expand upon that a little bit in our recommendation.


		I believe at that point, that is the end of the report.  To summarize on the recon issues, which I think are very important, we would ask the Steering Committee today to authorize us to proceed to develop the language to consider a petition for reconsideration on priorities; channel labeling; the inclusion of the letter D to indicate a direct or Simplex mode; the 700 MHz band plan. 


		90.5347 in the rules discusses, and this was something of critical consideration to the Steering Committee.  In fact, we were directed on a couple of occasions to go back and flush this out.  When we have a trunking system operating in secondary mode, how the notification is made, that that channel is needed by another organization to operate in convention mode.


		We believe that the way that the rule is written now is, is it most ambiguous.  We would like to flush that out through reconsideration and be very specific on how that notification has to be made.  If you'll recall, it was to be made on the calling channel.  It simply says channel today in the rules, and that needs to be clarified.


		And last, of course, the channel plan with the placement of the guard channels, assuming that's going to be supported by the research.  That's my report.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Thank you, Sgt. Powell.  The theme of what should go in a recon petition and how best to execute it, I think we're going to, in terms of the tactic of actually getting the recon petition done, I'm going to explore the possibility and the appropriateness of getting some pro bono legal help to draft the petition.  So if we go that way I think it would be important for whoever actually has the pen to have access to your thoughts and to the subcommittee's ideas about how to put it and so forth.


		And I think we'll also want to get some tactical advice about how much to put in the recon petition, whether there are certain things that could be pursued in the ex parte process to clarify rather than committing them to recon petition, which may take many months to hear back on.


		MR. POWELL:  Yes, we tried yesterday during the committee meetings, in discussion with Commission, to try to identify what we could do through ex parte or what might in fact be errata.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Right.


		MR. POWELL:  And I think we have identified those things here that we really need to discuss through the recon process.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you for this report and for all the work behind it, to you and the other subcommittee leaders and the subcommittee members.


		Do any members of the Steering Committee have questions for Sgt. Powell?


		MR. PROCTOR:  I just have one.  John, you've talked a lot about interoperability and the issues of interoperability radio to radio. Where does the communication center fit into this?  Have you made any formal recommendations?  Do you intend to?  Obviously, assuming that when somebody builds a radio system, their dispatch center is going to have the ability to talk.


		MR. POWELL:  To talk, yes.  Well, Steve, one of the critical issues there, I think it's discussed here, is the notification for trunking. That clearly is a communications center issue because they would be the ones that would take that action, of taking a channel out of trunking mode.  So that's one of the areas.


		If there are concerns, and I guess let me say in closing, after any other questions, that we look forward, as we move into another year, to I believe having one major, beyond these recon issues, one major item on the agenda which will involve communications centers.  And that is the operational aspects of interoperability. 


		We have talked about the incident command system and how that fits into this.  In fact, at the November meeting of the IACP, they came on board as the last of the first responders to support wholly mandating the use of the ICS system on these channels.  We need to flush that out further.  That is our major agenda item as we move into the third year.  That is going to have a big impact on the communications centers.


		MR. PROCTOR:  Thank you.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Any other questions from the Steering Committee?


		I had one on recommendation ten, about the default values for common channel access parameters.  Are the folks who with and for manufacturers, was there share consensus with that group that this was a necessary subject to ask the Commission to embrace?


		MR. POWELL:  Oh, I think so.  As I said, the Commission in the current rules at 800, have specified the mandatory subaudible squelch tone that has to be included in all radios, or they can't talk to each other.  This group of items taken together is really the equivalent of that subaudible squelch tone.  In the digital world it's more than just specifying a tone.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.


		MR. POWELL:  I think there is, and I'm looking to them in the audience, but I think there's agreement among the Manufacturing Committee that we have to specify a certain subset.  We just need to confirm what those items are.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  All right. Well, thank you again for all this work and for the report.  And departing from your comment about the consensus that was achieved behind the report, I think at this point I'd be prepared to ask the Steering Committee if they are comfortable with these recommendations and if they share the consensus, that these would be good ideas to advance to the FCC.


		Why don't I put that question now?  Is there any expression of concern that members of the Steering Committee would wish to advance?


		MR. McEWEN:  I think we should adopt this.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Okay. All right.  I will take that as an expression of consensus.  And thank you very much.


		Now, anybody who gets up to get a cup of coffee between the subcommittee reports should thank Ray Dean of Motorola for supply the 50 gallon drum of caffeine in the back room.


		(Applause.)


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  All right.  Glen, are you ready to go for Technology?


		MR. NASH:  Good morning.  In the interest of time, I'll move on.  I'm Glen Nash. I'm the Chairman of the Technical Subcommittee.  At yesterday's meeting we receive a report from TIA on the progress that they've made in developing a suite of standards for the wideband data channels. 


		At this point in time they have received some input and some suggestions, proposals from a variety of sources on technologies that might be used for that.  They currently are evaluating those proposals. At this time they're not in a position to forecast when they might have a set of standards for the committee to consider, and for forwarding to the Commission for adoption.


		So we really don't have a timeline on when that part of this project might be completed at this time.


		We also received a presentation on a greenhouse project that Motorola is involved in with Pinellas County, and that's what you're going to receive a short briefing on here shortly.  So I won't go into that.


		We had a discussion relative to the technical information that is going to be required to support the frequency coordination process.  We had made a recommendation to utilize KSB-88 as the process for doing frequency coordination and evaluating interference scenarios.  In order to do that there is a collection of information that is needed from the applicant and from existing systems.


		In order to do that we've asked again TIA to help us develop, if you will, to flesh out the table of information that would help the regional planning committees and the frequency coordinators to do that.  In recognition that this is a more complex problem than the existing frequency coordination process involving analog FM, we recognize that it may be necessary to obtain some relatively detailed information from the applicants prior to the point where an applicant may have all of that information readily available.


		So we've asked TIA to take a look at the information that's required, and to the extent possible, develop a suite of generic information that could be utilized, and in developing that suite of generic information, to minimize the number of variables that would be there.  For instance, is it a six and a half kilohertz or 12 and a half kilohertz, a 25 kilohertz system; is it FDM, is it TDM, is it CDM, is it pi over 4PSK, you know, all the possible variables in there that could have an impact on it.


		To the greatest extent possible to minimize those variables, which therefore would minimize the detail that an applicant would have to provide up front in the licensing process, and also would minimize the amount of information that would have to be maintained in a data base relative to existing systems in order to accomplish this. 


		And so we're probably going to enter into an interim process here of collecting the information and then narrowing down the number of options.  TIA, we expect will start working on that at their meetings, which actually begin this coming Monday in Mesa,  Arizona.  So we hope to have some answers back on that maybe by the March meeting.


		We also entered into a discussion about the technical impacts of either having or not having the guard channels, as was proposed in the change in the channel plan.  As we looked at the report and order, the Commission said, you know, that there was, information had not been provided that would support a change in the channel plan.  We believe that that information is available.  We've got a small working group that will be working on gathering that information so that we can present it to the Commission.


		We're not sure that that's really an item of reconsideration.  In the way the Commission worded it was they did not have adequate information.  So we hope we'll provide that adequate information; however, it is something that needs to be dealt with in a timely manner. So we're working to have that information available as soon as possible.


		We had a short discussion about the fourth report and order. To the committee's credit, most of the recommendations that had been forwarded were adopted by the Commission.  Very little did they not move forward with.  One item that I noted that they did not was relative to receiver standards.


		And in their comments about the receiver standards recommendations, they again comments that they had not received input from the NCC and therefore, were not taking action.  I would note that we took action at our November meeting and so that might be just an issue of timing, but I would request that we look into where the recommendation that came from the Technical Subcommittee and as I believe was approved by the Steering Committee, where that stands at the Commission for action on adopting said receiver standards.


		We had distributed prior to the meeting a proposed second report, second year report. That report was reviewed.  There were a couple of very minor changes that need to be made to it.  And we will be forwarding that to the Steering Committee electronically, an updated version of it.  But the Technical Subcommittee did reach consensus that that was an appropriate report to be forwarded. And that will be made available to you first part of next week.  I have a promise.


		Finally, we had a discussion about, you know, the concerns that we continue to have about potential interference from the CMRS portion of the 700 MHz band, a potential, due to the technologies that are being contemplated by the CMRS people who, quite frankly, really don't even have -- the auction hasn't been held.  We don't know who the winners are yet, so we really don't know what the technologies are they're going to use.  But just what we hear causes us great concern.


		And it was commented earlier, you know, one thing that does concern, you know, to the extent that the Commission does not lay down the pre-conditions on the CMRS providers, we could end up much as we have ended up today in the 800 MHz band, where decisions made at the Commission back in the early 1980's which quite frankly were, you know, they did not follow input that came from the public safety community about the proposals they had made.  They overrode and went ahead and did what they had proposed.


		We are now seeing interference problems, and we would like to see that that same thing does not happen in the 700 MHz band, that this might be the best and possibly the only shot we have of preventing significant interference from the CMRS providers there.


		Therefore, we do have a suggestion of going forward to the Commission with a statement from the NCC to the effect that the FCC adopt some rules, that require any commercial license holder causing interference to the adjacent or near adjacent public safety systems remedy or eliminate that interference to the satisfaction of the affected public safety licensee.


		The Technical Subcommittee offers that now for the Steering Committee to consider and move forward with.  In support of that, we will be looking at the parameters that might be necessary to insure that that happens.  But what does concern us at the moment is the auctions currently are scheduled for March, and to the extent that we don't make a statement prior to those auctions, you know, and raise the concern that we may not have an opportunity to later.  And certainly our next meeting is already going to be too late.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you.


		MR. McEWEN:  In support of that, for those of you that weren't at the Technology Committee meeting yesterday and heard my remarks, on Wednesday of this week the Phoenix Police Chief, Harold Hurt met with Senator McCain who represents that area of the country to discuss the severe interference problem that they  have in Phoenix with adjacent commercial service to the Phoenix police and fire department.


		This has a been a serious problem in Phoenix and many other cities in the country.  We tried to make the point before 800 was adopted by the FCC for public safety spectrum that there was a potential for interference. We really at that point didn't know how much that was going to be a problem, but we anticipated that there would be some.  


		We now know for a fact that there is a problem.  And the intention here, and I would support obviously the Technology Committee's proposal, to get the FCC to address this problem right now, as quickly as possible and to warn the potential commercial bidders for this spectrum that they're going to need to protect public safety in the use of that adjacent spectrum.


		If we don't do that now, I mean this is really virgin territory. It hasn't been licensed.  We haven't got equipment yet. This is an opportunity that will never return to us.  And we need to make a strong statement and deal with this, I think, as vocally as we can at this point. So I really do support this and want to encourage the Steering Committee to do the same.


		MS. WARD:  Kathy, I would support Harlan's comments and the Technology Committee and tell you all that here in Orange County we have that problem very significantly also.  We put up a site across, or the commercial folks put up a site across from our radio shop and blew our radio shop out of the water.


		So we've had to work very closely with them and have actually met with their engineers who have been trying to be quite cooperative.  However, the bottom line, at the end of the meeting always is, we're working within the FCC rules.  So it's imperative that we take care of this for the public safety community in the 700 band.  We won't get another chance.


		MR. LOEWENSTEIN:  Kathy, I'd like to lend support to that also.  And I'd like us to look for a minute at the environment and the culture that we live in today.  And what we see envisioned for tomorrow.  It's not that far back in history when we look at the individual's ability to communicate and see that that was unique.


		It's not that far back in history when we can say that we looked at the amateur radio operator and sat in awe that he could talk wirelessly to someone else somewhere away. Today that's commonplace.  It's no longer unique to be wireless.  It's commonplace to have some capability to communicate.


		Now, when we open up an entire new spectrum that opens up the capability of unknown technologies to be given to the American public, we have taken historically what has happened in the arena of interference and multiplied it by a factor that I can't even estimate.


		So when we speak of a one time opportunity for the protection of public safety, of lives and of services, that cannot be minimized.  It must be maximized as loud and as vocal as we can make it.


		MR. AIKEN:  Just not to belabor the point, I'm certainly in support of everything I've heard.  But just to state that this is not an urban problem of interference.  In the most rural areas, the same situation exists because of the points you just brought out.  Everybody is using wireless communications, so it's no longer an urban issue as I grew up with.  It's an issue everywhere.  And it's important that we take action now to prevent it from happening to 700.


		MR. PROCTOR:  Kathy, I completely agree with these recommendations.  What's the process in your mind that we go through to do this?  Do we write a letter?  Do we file comments?  What's the process?


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Well, I was just mulling that over as I was hearing the strong consensus for this zero tolerance approach to interference in 700.  I think I'd like to consult a little bit with Michael and with Jeannie, and figure out the best way to do this.  Partly it's going to be a process of educating and petitioning the FCC to make sure we have their backing  in a solid rule in place at the end of the day.


		But often the FCC looks to parties that propound positions like this to consult with, negotiate with other interested parties.  So I'd like to think a little bit about how we could construct a process that would bring in commercial users so that we could bring some measure of consensus on principles or whatever we may dare to hope to achieve in a dialogue like that, to make the FCC's job a little easier, at the same time that we educate the FCC about why they must embrace this position.


		So I'd like to just take that under advisement, and then communicate with the Steering Committee members and then the membership at large ABOUT the tactical steps that we take to achieve that.


		MR. NASH:  Kathy, on that point we did have some discussion that we probably need to bring the guard band managers in and the CMRS providers and of course, at this point, since the CMRS providers are not yet known entities, that could be difficult.  But it would be best to bring them in, to arrive at those numbers.


		We have asked TIA to get together and take a look at the current protections.  There's a wide spread belief that the numbers that are currently identified to protect public safety are not adequate, and we've asked TIA to take a look at those numbers and potentially recommend some alternative numbers that would give us greater assurance that we would not have interference from the CMRS portion of the band.


		MR. McEWEN:  I would support what the Chairman has recommended as an approach, Steve.  We've got to sort it out.  The only thing I would caution is I think there are two different things that have to be done here. 


		One is that, for those of us that are less technical than many in this room, we look at it as a simple kind of a situation of what you referred to as zero tolerance.  I think that the industry needs to work with our public safety more qualified engineers and so on, to try to deal with it.


		But what Tim has said is the issue, and that is we really don't know what technologies are ahead of us.  We really don't know. When those of you that are technically, you know, knowledgeable start to talk about, well, we need to protect this many DBs, this much this, this much that, I don't what the hell all that means.  All I know is that that may or may not be the solution, and if you put that in a rule and then six months from now somebody comes out with a different technology that has nothing to do with that, and I got interference, I got interference.


		So we look at it very simplistically, that we have to have two tracks here.  One, we need the FCC to support the fact that there can't be any interference.  Secondly, we would certainly endorse the industry helping us, work with us to come up with a way to deal with that, that is reasonable to both sides.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Any other comments from the Steering Committee?  Glen, is that an acceptable way to proceed?  We'll try to do a quick cycle.


		MR. NASH: You guide us.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  I mean one thing is by some estimation of the process and the opportunity it would be good to include this as part of recon.  You know, it's not strictly a recon subject, but if it's a tactical opportunity to present, we need to know about that quickly enough.  We need to reach that recommendation quickly enough that we get to do it within 30 days.


		MR. NASH:  My caution against, you know, waiting for recon on that. RACINE is 30 days after the R&O is published.  And the R&O is not yet published. We are coming up against the March auction date.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  That's true.


		MR. NASH:  And that really is the controlling date on this, is the current auction date.  You can't open an auction and have people bidding on something where they don't know the rules on what they're bidding on.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  It wouldn't be the first time that that's happened.


		(Laughter.)


		MR. NASH:  I would suggest that we need to get something out on this particular issue much sooner rather than even a little bit later.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  Well taken.


		Okay. Thank you very much, Glen.


		Should we take a break?  I'm asked here by my colleagues if we took action on that.  What I heard was a strong consensus for a result oriented approach, not, you know, the specifics of how to do it but the result ought to be a clear plan for insuring that there's no interference into the public safety operations in 700. And then I think I took the Steering Committee's support for figuring out tactically exactly how we do that and an expression of the urgency that it would be better to do that much sooner rather than at all later because of the pendency of the 700 auction in the spring.  Is that fair?  Okay. 


		Sergeant?


		MR. POWELL:  John Powell.  Just a question. Would this not be appropriate for a request for rule making?


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  It might be.  I'd just like to kibitz a little bit with people who work with NCC and then their counterparts who are, you know, would be responsible for rule making like that at the FCC, because I'm, my own humble estimation is you would not get a rule out quickly enough.


		MR. POWELL: At least it would be on the table, though.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Yeah. So we just need to find a vehicle and then some means for bringing it home quickly.


		All right. So why don't we take a short break, a ten minute break.  And then when we come back we'll go right to Implementation.


		(A short recess was taken.)


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  Ted Dempsey is up.


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Good morning.  The submitted report to the Steering Committee was hopefully found at all your places.  And I'll just briefly go over the recommendations that we've made that start on the second page, after the cover letter, after the cover page.


		The first one is pre-planning procedures should be required, at a minimum at the RPC borders.  The FCC should require the use of the allotment/coordination database to protect the adjacent/border regions that have not yet begun the planning process.


		It's very important that we stress that, so that issue, we always use the case of Missouri where they didn't a convene a region quick enough, the border/regions convened much faster, more efficiently and Missouri had nothing to choose from when they were ready to build systems.  So we want to prevent that from happening.


		The frequency coordinators and regional planning committees must use the NLECTC, I know Tom wants to refer to it as the NLECTC database; however, I still can't get that to roll off my mouth real easily.  So the database application, which is scheduled to be delivered I think in April, 2001, its use, we would like to see it be mandatory for pre-planning and for review of the adjacent region allotments.


		We'd also like the FCC to require regions to form 700 MHz RPC within three years of an appropriate action by the Commission.  We changed the wording a little bit on that.  I'm sure that the FCC is going to issue a report and order stating or giving us a date certain for when actions have to commence on the 700 MHz, so we'll use that.


		If after three a region hasn't formed and we're looking to leave it up to the frequency coordinators, the adjacent region chair persons or the 700 MHz national planning oversight committee to draft a plan for that region.


		We also ask that the NCC consider recommending that regions re-evaluate the allotments at least every five years after FCC approval of the plan and report back to the national planning oversight committee.


		Since I mentioned the national planning oversight committee I will tell you what we think it should to be.  We'd also like the FCC to establish, in some way, shape or form an oversight committee.  We're referring to it as the national planning oversight committee in our document. But its main purpose would be to resolve disputes between regions that can't be resolved at the regional level, and to monitor the progress of the 700 MHz regional planning nationwide.


		We're not suggesting that they form a new group.  It could be through an existing group that's convened now.  But there should be some sort of oversight to give us some kind of ability to monitor the progress.  And also in the first report and order it was very clear that the FCC wanted some clear process for dispute resolution, and we think that that coupled with the documents that we prepared in our draft guidelines will go a long way.


		We also request that the FCC adopt procedures to expedite approval of regional plans and subsequent plan modifications.  And we've got some suggestions in our recommendations on how they could do that.  And in the next year I'm sure we'll hash out some more guidelines and some more recommendations.


		And our last one is that we support the Interoperability Subcommittee's recommendations related to channelization and priority use of the interoperability channels and will incorporate John Powell's recommendations into our document just to re-affirm our recommendations.


		Yesterday we had time to discuss our portion of the fourth report and order.  And in that report and order the FCC declined to make use of the NIJ base mandatory.  And during the discussions we held, during the subcommittee meetings we determined that there are probably some unresolved, a lot of unresolved issues that revolve the use of this database. 


		We will pursue, through the ex parte process, discussions with the FCC staff to find out what their concerns are, if there are many misunderstandings and hopefully through that process we'll be able to resolve some of these issues without having to petition for reconsideration.  I think that's important that we get to work on that right away and we'll discuss, you know, with you, Kathy, if that's an appropriate measure.


		But I think that if we can do it through the ex parte process and not petition for RACINE I think we'll be in better shape.  And there may be, in a brief discussion we had yesterday, there may be other ways to do it without mandating, without a mandate from the FCC.


		Just to let the Steering Committee know, there's going to be some minor changes to the report just to clean it up a little bit.  No substance changes, just really editorial, you know, clean up the language a little bit, fix a couple of the typos I keep finding as I look through it. That's pretty much it.


		Another issue that we're going to pursue also, in our discussions yesterday we found out that a couple recommendations were that we have capture the type of system during the frequency coordination process to help the coordinators better allocate and assign frequencies.  What's become clear to us is that, especially after listening to Glen, he said the different technologies are going to affect the way the channels are assigned within the region and within the borders.  And it's going to pose a problem.  


		And if a licensee applies for licenses and doesn't list the type of technology that they're going to use, the frequency coordinator is going to have to search this information out because if he doesn't do that job and doesn't fully understand what's going on, you're going to have more issues similar to the commercial and the CMRS issues with interference and we'll have it within our own groups for people putting up different type technologies on adjacent channels and co-channels.


		So we're going to pursue either through the NIJ database or possibly some changes to ULS or during the coordination process a way to capture the type of technology and system design so that when a frequency coordinator looks at the adjacent and co-channel engineering, they'll understand exactly what channels and where they can place these systems.  We'll pursue that, I guess next year of work.  And that's pretty much it.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  Shall we explore the Steering Committee support for the recommendations that are outlined in the form that you've distributed.  Doesn't everybody have a copy?


		MR. MUELLER:  Yes.  One question, though.  Ted, on your recommendation three, your summarized recommendation, after having read the more detailed explanation in the back, I'm afraid that the wording there might be a little incomplete.  It could be read a couple of different ways.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Which one is that that you're referring to?


		MR. MUELLER:  Recommendation three on page three.  If you could possibly add onto the end of that sentence, one of your clarifying comments is that this would be in the absence of a formed RPC.  It could be read that after -- without reading the detail in the back, this could be understood that after three years that these other people will take over the function of an existing RPC without that clarification.


		MR. DEMPSEY:  That's fine.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Is that acceptable, Ted?


		MR. DEMPSEY:  That's fine.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Does that do it?


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Yes.  Thanks.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Any other questions from our Steering Committee members?


		MR. McEWEN:  I'd like to make a comment.  I'd just like to make a couple of comments.


		One, relative to your mention of the database and to, for those present, give you some sense of where things are as it relates to our efforts with the National Public Safety Telecommunications Council who has taken on the responsibility of overseeing this database which we're working with. For those of you that don't understand the process, we have met with the FCC to, originally to urge them to require this, to mandate the use of the database.  One way or another the database must be used if it's going to be of any value.


		The FCC staff was not overly receptive to that, and as you know, the rules have not required that to this point.  In lieu of that, we have a very strong endorsement and agreement on the part of what we call the four horsemen, but the four frequency coordinators, who are participants in NPSTC, to in a sense make that happen.  In other words, if they will not allow anybody to coordinate without it going through the database, in effect that mandates it.


		I must say that, you know, there's strong support for that.  We don't seem to be concerned about that right now. But for a person like myself representing the ICP, long term I have concern about the fact that, well, what if one of the four changes their mind?  In other words, right now I don't have any real anticipation of that.  We have good strong leadership there.  Everybody is in agreement.  But you know, down the road, if somebody new comes in that isn't there now and says, well, we don't want to do that, that could really destroy the ability to make that work.


		So I think we still have a concern that the Commission some way or another involve itself in a way that makes that have to be done.


		The second issue is the mention that you made of dispute resolution.  Very interesting point, and I like the idea.  The Commission hasn't traditionally gotten much involved in that, not to say that they never do.  They do occasionally.  But in the enforcement of rules, dispute resolution has been a very successful way to deal with a lot of problems in this country.  I've had a lot of experience with it, where it actually was a better process than going through the court process.  You often got a better result for all people concerned.


		I think that's something we ought to encourage the Commission to look at as something they might incorporate more into their procedure as a beginning attempt to resolve a problem as opposed to having to go to just, you know, the enforcement bureau and asking them to be a heavy, you know.  I think that's a very good suggestion and we ought to try to encourage further consideration.


		MS. WARD:  Kathy, I have a couple.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Yes.


		MS. WARD:  Marilyn Ward from NPSTC.  The comment about the database where some of the discussions that went on yesterday talked about the reasons that perhaps there is some concerns about mandating the use of the database, and a couple of them I'd like to address.


		One of them was the time span; the thing's not built yet.  So we are in the process of doing that now and our acceptance testing will be occurring in April.  We're right on target with a very tight time line.  So by April of this year we will begin using it amongst the coordinators to see whether or not it's going to do all the testing, get any bugs out that we might have.


		And unlike some of our government projects that I've been involved with, this is on a time line here, and it will be ready and able to use.


		The second issue was further funding if something should happen to NLEC five years from now NLEC goes away.  The four horsemen, as we affectionately call them, the coordinators have committed to continuing support of this database.  This helps them as well as the users and the regional planning committees because there is no one common database.  


		So those are issues that we will be discussing with the Commission reps and probably looking at a way to make them more comfortable in accepting this, but in support of the committee.  We appreciate that acknowledgement of the importance of the database and would encourage the FCC to go ahead and mandate it.


		MR. DEMPSEY:  And I think one of the things that we discussed this morning prior to giving the report was that there may be other ways to get it mandated without the FCC making the mandate.  We could look at the rules and see if maybe it can be added to the rules or made part of the rules.  It may just work out better, so that's what we're going to try to do in the next couple of weeks.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Any other comments from the Steering Committee?  Do you have a comment from the floor?


		MR. DEVINE:  Yes, please.  Steve Devine from the State of Missouri.  I can speak firsthand with what the Subcommittee Chair mentioned with the St. Louis situation.  Another issue that hasn't been brought up is the methodology used between regions.  Missouri/Illinois had particular problems because the formulas they used weren't based on census data and Missouri's were.  So in addition to the fact that we were late, we were behind the game plan from the start, even if we were formed at the same time.  So as the 700 and 800 Chair in Missouri, I'm going to make sure we're not last again but I don't know if we'll be first.  


		But the involvement is crucial that everybody is oranges and oranges with the exception, because even the time frames don't matter if there's two different methodologies used in the at least regional border allocation.


		MR. McEWEN:  I think, I mean because you've had this problem and you can already sense the potential problem, I mean I think what we need to do is to encourage regions that are adjoining to start right now working together.  In other words, there's no reason why the two of you can't have your separate meetings and then talk about what you're doing so that you're on the same wave length.  So I mean, so I would suggest that you take advantage of that opportunity right away.


		MR. DEVINE:  Yes, and -- Steve Devine from State of Missouri.  We've done that.  In Illinois in particular, just last week we had 700 meeting in the morning and an 800 in the afternoon.  And we invite all of our regional chairs. But what I don't want is to be doing to Nebraska, Oklahoma, Kansas, Arkansas, I don't want to be on the other side of it for them so they not convene at the time.  So the methodology, at least around our region which affects eight states directly, I'd like to preserve something for them so it's good planning at first and makes up for bad mistakes in the future.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Absolutely.  Okay.  So let me just ask the Steering Committee, do you feel prepared to express a view on the seven recommendations advanced by the Implementation Subcommittee?  Do you have an expression of consensus supporting these recommendations, positive?  Okay.  Any second thoughts, dissent?  Okay.


		All right.  Then we will take that step of finding an appropriate way to endorse each of these recommendations and advance them for the FCC's consideration.  Thank you very much.


		Chief McEwen has a word or two to say, having read and reflected upon the FCC's fourth report and order.


		MR. McEWEN:  I'm going to have to, perhaps I may have to leave before this is quite done, and I wanted to make sure that, at least on behalf of the ICP, that we comment upon what we believe is mostly positive action on the part of the FCC.


		You know, often the FCC comes under a lot of pressure, and in this particular case, we believe, that there was a lot of positive came out of this rule making and we appreciate that.  And I think it should be on the record. 


		We realize that there are some differences and there are things to be yet resolved but there's been a good effort to work with us on these issues, and I think it should reflect.  I'd like the Steering Committee to go on record as a group, complimenting the Commission for its good work and the ability to work with us.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  I think we might be able to get consensus on that proposition from the group.


		(Laughter.)


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  I would like the transcript of the meeting and the minutes to reflect the gratitude of the Steering Committee.  I think we speak for the general membership.  I'm sure we do on this issue, that we're very pleased that the FCC relies so heavily on the recommendations of the committee.


		And I think for those of you who haven't seen the tape or the presentation or if you didn't get to see the actual presentation, there were many kind words said about how grateful the FCC was to have had the assembled expertise of this group to rely upon in deciding what to do with this valuable new opportunity in 700 MHz.


		So noted, and thank you for framing it.


		Okay.  I think we're now ready to have a presentation, a synopsis of something that many of the Subcommittee members would have heard yesterday, but valuable enough we thought to reprise here.


		MR. WILHELM:  And before I do, in response to some somewhat ambiguous hand signals from Bert Weintraub, I would ask all of you once again to make sure to sign in, or in this case, sign out of this meeting.  It's a requirement of the Federal Committee Act that we have a record of everyone attending the meeting.  So, if on your way out, if you haven't done so already, please sign your name in the book that will be provided by Joey Alfert.


		Yesterday we had what I considered a very interesting, as a matter of fact, intriguing presentation on a mobile data system prototype that is being tested in Pinellas County, Florida, which is on the west coast here.  And I and many of the other people who saw that presentation thought it was of sufficient interest it should be presented to the Steering Committee today.


		Al Ittner, if you would introduce the presentation and the participants on behalf of Motorola, I'd appreciate it.


		MR. ITTNER:  Well, thank you very much for the opportunity to reshow this presentation.  As Michael had mentioned, that we do feel it's important enough for the entire Steering Committee to see.


		Dave Byrum, who is a communications engineer for the Pinellas County Sheriff's office has been working together with Tim Goodall of Motorola in putting together a greenhouse program on the wide band portion of the 700 MHz band on an experimental license basis.  So at this time I'd like to introduce Dave Byrum of Pinellas County.


		(Slides being shown.)


		MR. BYRUM:  Okay.  We'll work through the technical problems here in order to keep this moving right along.


		Good morning.  Thank you for this opportunity, Madam Chairman and members.  I'm a communications engineer with the Pinellas County Sheriff's office, and we have an agency that's been using mobile data since 1975.  Our officers are well skilled in the use of computers and our agency has spent a lot of time and effort developing information systems to support them.


		We decided not to migrate our old system into anything but the 700 MHz band as being the one that will have the performance our officers require.  In that respect, my agency, as well as in cooperation with Motorola have undertaken a project to define the user needs.  What we're looking at is some of the advanced services that 700 MHz will provide.  We're going to look briefly at some of the realizations that we were able to achieve with this test, a quick system overview, some samples, followed by summary and questions.


		We started with the PSWAC report for user requirements.  And on top of that, gave our own agency the opportunity to define what it needs to do and trying to do.  To that end, we've determined we need video.  We need to extend the fullest complement of our office applications into the vehicle, and we would like to do it over a common system instead of splitting it up.  And definitely we want to see some operational benefits, either through efficiency and/or officer safety.


		What we did is earlier this year we enabled a 700 MHz wideband experimental system in Pinellas County where there is an open channel pair at this time.  We did wireless mobile video, intranet access and simultaneous full duplex voice.  That was demonstrated successfully right before Christmas, December 20th, with some mighty impressive results we're going to show you in a moment.


		This project is actually a county-wide project.  Initially the law enforcement component, the part I'm responsible for, is going first.  And it will be followed by fire and EMS participation in Pinellas County.  What we're going to do within the agency is test it under typical patrol or traffic, some crime scene forensic application, some narcotics and surveillance, as well as try it in an airborne helicopter and fixed wing platforms, command vehicles and off shore in our Marine fleet.


		This project was given the theme Greenhouse.  It does use a current experimental license with the FCC.  The technology being used is one of the proposed wideband standards, the scalable advanced modulation.  And at this point, with one test under our belt, we've seen an over the air data rate of 460 Kbps per second, exceeding the minimum efficiency required.


		Quick picture of the display mounted to the dash.  These images, by the way, were captured with a camcorder and really don't do justice.  The displays are full VGA in the car.  And none of these images you see here coming up on the screen in car were cached images.  They were actually pulled over the network, so you can get an idea of the speed.  


		That's a crime analysis application that we can use for targeting crime trends within the county using real time data in our databases.  Here's a crime scene photo pulled from a server.  Again, that's the speed it came down.


		Here's a live CNN feed out to the vehicle.  It's a window within the total screen.  There's data running in the background. And this is simultaneous.


		Here's an application as a dispatcher would see it.  We're following a vehicle. Actually that painting that's occurring is something we didn't have a the last presentation.  It did show the ability for a dispatcher to see the movement outside the vehicle as it's driving or parked, and then off to the right is a weather feed in another window.


		Here's a teleconference going on between a dispatcher and a vehicle.  The person you're looking at now is standing in front of the dispatcher's terminal and he's talking and seeing, and talking to a mobile operator.


		What we've seen so far are extremely encouraging.  It's the speed and performance that we feel we need to wait for in order to make our investment into a new mobile data system.  It brings applications out into the field that we've only dreamt of previously.  My participation, and with Motorola's help, we hope to make this new spectrum licensable and usable as fast as we can by testing technologies and moving the licensing process forward.  And we encourage the use of standards as a good foundation for the future in order to build on.


		A quick picture of myself in the front seat of one of our cars showing a display mounted to the dash.  And it is airbag compliant, by the way.  And that's all we have.  Any questions?


		Yes, sir.


		MR. GALLELLI:  Joe Gallelli.  Just one quick one. When you mentioned two channels, two 25 KHz channels that you used to do this, I recognize that would really exceed the FCC's efficiencies.  How many channels were used to pass 460 Kbps?


		MR. BYRUM:  One.


		MR. GALLELLI:  One 25 KHz?


		MR. BYRUM: I don't remember saying two channels.


		MR. GALLELLI:  Okay.  I misunderstood.  That was where the waiver came in, it was for 700 band?


		MR. BYRUM: That's correct.


		MR. GALLELLI:  Okay.


		MR. BYRUM:  One channel.  


		MR. ITTNER:  I think you want to clarify it's 150 KHz channel.


		MR. BYRUM:  What did I say?  Okay.  One 150 KHz channel in the wideband portion.


		MR. GALLELLI: You just used one transmitter site?


		MR. BYRUM:  That's right.  Just for the purpose of this test they have a single transmit site, and presently one vehicle.  But we're going to outfit a bunch more for simulation testing.  Thank you.


		MR. HOPPE:  Hello. Mark Hoppe, North America Tetraform.  I was curious, just on the interoperability, I'm kind of just looking for, maybe the NCC group can help me better understand this. With the data portions like this, will this radio have to voice interoperability or just data interoperability?


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Just the data.


		Any other questions?


		AUDIENCE:  Did you test via voice and data radio or just one radio for the data?


		MR. BYRUM:  It was just one radio.  If there's no other questions, thank you for the opportunity of showing you this.


		(Applause.)


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Okay. Thank you very much for that presentation.  I saw part of the presentation yesterday as well.  I know there were some technical spec and performance questions that came up at the subcommittee level and I think there was some interest in having some follow up as the in-house project unfolds.  So we'll look forward to hearing what you can tell us at future meetings.


		Okay.  Let me invite the Steering Committee members to identify any items of new business that we should take up at this time.


		MR. PROCTOR:  Just wanted to let you know, at the back of the room there are a couple of guides that are available for copies that have come out of the PSWN program.  This one is wireless communications awareness standards, and this one offers those agencies who don't know where they're going in planning a radio system plan, to start. And it starts right from the very beginning, talks about partnerships, goes right through the end.


		Inside the packet is a poster which goes through the whole process.  I think this is really a unique product that the PSWN has put together.  Any agencies who would desire to have one of these ought to grab one out of the back of the room or we'd be happy to send you one.  Thanks.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  I've taken a look at the small one.  It actually is a pretty good thing to hand people who want to know what you do and why it's important.


		Anything else from the Steering Committee?


		Well, let me invite members of the NCC general membership, if there's any new items you think we should take up, or a comment you'd like to make on this process or things related thereto, now would be the time.


		Hi, Norm.


		MR. COLTRI:  Norm Coltri with RCC Consultants.  I'd like to comment just a little bit more on the pre-coordination database.  Reading the fourth notice, there seems to be in my mind discontinuity between the recommendations that have been coming from the NCC concerning the database and what the FCC perceives the NCC to be talking about on the database.


		The fourth notice continually references the use of pre-coordination database to real time assignments of the interoperable channels, where the NCC Subcommittee meetings have been talking about more toward the assignments and the data required to properly coordinate the general use channels.


		This dichotomy between the two approaches has led to the FCC continually saying that it's not something that they wish to adopt in their rules.  And I think it's important that we clarify what our intention is of the pre-coordination database, how important it is that it be kept up to date.


		And while we look at the frequency coordinators as a possible alternative method of keeping the database up to date, that may not work in some of the regional planning committees where the regions choose to do their own frequency coordination, and may have frequency assignments pending for several months before the actual FCC license application reaches the frequency coordinator.


		This information can't lay dormant for several months while we're waiting for applications to be prepared for licensing.  We have to know this information as soon as the Regional Planning Committee makes an allocation in the general access assignments.  This information must be put into the database so that surrounding regions that may be working within the same data the week will know what's happening in their surrounding areas.  


		I think it's very important and I believe the Steering Committee should put more emphasis on the importance of this item and should clarify the intention that this time, while it does have applications in the interoperable channels, is really designed for the general use channels. Thank you.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Robert Schlieman, New York State.  My palm pilot on has 8K and this has considerably more, and specifically it's got the February 25 body debt, PDF file which I learned yesterday was the reason that the Commission related it to interoperability.  And I want to suggest maybe there is a need for clarification in support of what Norm said because on page 23 of the PDF file that I reference, the pre-coordination database topic, paragraph 74, it says make mandatory use of a 700 MHz public safety band pre-coordination database when specifying interoperability.  And the Commission keyed on that word, interoperability channel assignments.


		I'm not sure exactly how that got in there because at the end of that it's got a footnote 95 that refers to Appendix K which is the letter from Marilyn Ward, NPSTC, regarding the offer of this database.  And nowhere in that letter does it say interoperability.  So I would submit that perhaps there needs to be a review of paragraph 74.


		And since I'm up here, I note that we have done extensive work in defining the requirements for mobile and portable interoperability, and I wonder if the NCC plans to recommend, similar to what was done with NPSPAC, the implementation of any kind of infrastructure to support interoperability.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Well, Bob, what do you have in mind?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, I just wanted to drop a bombshell.


		(Laughter.)


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  No, actually the issue smacks of, on the one hand, unfunded mandates, but on the other hand, the practicality of trying to get interoperability developed if there is no infrastructure to support it.  And it is a significant cost item and there obviously are funding issues.


		But if there isn't a bare minimum of infrastructure promoted, let me use that term, I don't see where it will be particularly practical, and I seem to recall, and I don't have the document at hand or in the computer at the moment, that in the report that the NPSPAC Committee did and referenced in the report and order, there was a promotion of the development of infrastructure for what they called mutual A channels.  And I think there probably should be some support for promoting infrastructure. And I use that term because of that nasty word, the unfunded mandates.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Well, some time ago, maybe it was as long as a year ago or so, I think we asked the Implementation Subcommittee to consider forming a working group that would look at potential sources of funding.  And I don't want to put Ted on the spot at the moment.  But my recollection is, Ted, that we did ask for the formation of a funding working group, a working group on funding.  And maybe that would be a piece of work we could hear about at our next meeting or could be posted to the listserve.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  My understanding is that there is a funding report in the Implementation Subcommittee.  However, the actual promotion of the development of some infrastructure for basic interoperability, calling channel, tactical, some kind, is what I'm speaking to.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Well, you're talking about the network effect that will be accomplished by getting people to actually migrate and do it, is that right?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yes.  In other words, you have these mobiles running around that have all this capability mandated into them, which really doesn't cost anything, but by the same token, you need to promote some way of managing the use of the interoperability channels through the ability to communicate with those mobiles via infrastructure, conventional repeaters or conventional base stations.  And at 700 MHz takes a lot of base stations to cover a state, as I can tell you.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.


		MR. McDOLE:  Art McDole representing APCO.  With support of what Bob said, what is even more important than infrastructure to support all the way and full use of the interop channels, would be support for the calling channels that NPSPAC's put up on a voluntary basis.


		And we've had reasonably good luck in our area on a regional basis of convincing people to put these up at their own expense.  But that is something to make this whole system work but what is sadly and desperately needed are the international calling channels put out somewhere within regions so that transit units can get into the system or they can use their units in the Simplex mode.


		MR. TOLMAN:  Tom Tolman, representing or putting on my NPSTC hat for the moment.  Yes, there is a working group 5. And just to give you an update on that, there's an attachment that -- well, it wasn't handed out, but you will see once we get it all put together.  This is reference funding.  Yes, it's true, we did the research for major sources of funding, and the work effort of that working group will continue on.  When this initiative comes to closure, that is, when NCC is through.  It is proposed and planned that that work effort, to attempt to get more major funding, will be picked up through the NPSTC group.  That is, it will be a work piece for the NPSTC.


		The other thing is we mentioned that there is definitely in the hopper $2,500, as we mentioned in the last meeting, for all the regional planning committees, for start up costs, meeting notes.  We have a form.  Again, you'll see that form as an attachment.  When we have the completed report from the Implementation Subcommittee, that will be ready to go and we'll be ready as soon as April to start, to begin the process of delivering those funds to those RPCs that request it.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you.


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  This is Ernie Hofmeister from ComNed Erickson. I'm responding to Bob's comment and also Art's.  It seems to me, if there is a requirement to accomplish our mission of a nationwide interoperability plan to have some minimal amount of infrastructure, then it seems like to me that the Interoperability Subcommittee should address that as a set of requirements or something to consider.  And if that's so, maybe that's something that's in their work in the future.


		MR. MURPHY:  Rick Murphy, Federal Wireless Law Enforcement Users Group.  I think I have to echo and support not only what Ernie has just said but the fact that without the infrastructure being there, to have common response.  If we don't mandate, that the infrastructure at least be there for those minimum calling channels, as Art had pointed out, so at least they can get direction as to which way to go. And when they get to a common incident that might need mutual aid help.  I think without that, we've got to mandate it somehow. 


		The funding issue aside, I understand funding, of course, is going to be a major problem.  I mean, as Bob said, it would be an unfunded mandate. But at the same time, I think the committee would be a little remiss if they didn't at least address the fact that when you get all these mobiles coming into one place and there's no infrastructure and you're depending on them just to talk mobile to mobile or portable to portable, that's going to make it a little difficult in order to do any coordinated effort. So maybe not only calling channels, but something beyond that.


		Maybe it has to be calling channels, and maybe one or two tacticals so you don't keep tying up the calling channels.  Because guaranteed, the calling channels will become tactical and that's the only thing they put into the infrastructure.


		So it's something that definitely I think the subcommittees need to look at, consider and come back with a recommendation as to how best to approach that on the local level.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Anything further from the membership?


		MR. GRIFFITH:  Fred Griffith, consulting engineer.  I'd like to share some observations, and for whatever it's worth, regarding infrastructure.


		I'm not going to mention any names to protect both the innocent and the guilty.  It appears to us in working the mobile states, there's a set of infrastructure requirements that are kind of tailored or focused on state and federal requirements.  So they're kind of key to mobile and maybe in population areas, a difference in the urban.  But there seems to be sort of a common denominator of that kind of infrastructure.


		The next level down is a whole group of people at the local level.  It may be one or more counties or multiple agencies.  But they're focused on local conditions, portables, in building, fire, police, water, sewer.


		The sad thing as an observer is that people like water authority, sewer authorities or transportation departments appear to have money and there's multiple second level infrastructures.  And public safety and administrative part of counties often don't have money, but they try to put in multiple second tier infrastructures. 


		And think the study that was done by NIJ which said the structural inhibitions, if there's some  encouragement at this second level, people to get together and spec from efficiency, funds efficiency and everything else, it would be almost like a shared system or a common carrier offering, or something where somebody has a system and everybody can use it in whatever manner they have.  You know, police can have its own dispatch function and just be a tenant user, or they might control it or they might not.


		But my point is, it appears like from the infrastructure overview point, from our practical world, you've got two sets of criterias and very often they don't mix.  That's all I share with you.  I advocate nothing other than sharing experience.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Anything else from the membership?  Okay.


		Well, then we should just touch on the future meeting schedule before we adjourn.


		MR. WILHELM:  One suggestion that has been made for the next to the next meeting, the next meeting being held in Washington in March, is to hold a meeting in the St. Louis area, that being pretty central to all areas of the United States.  And before exploring dates for such a meeting, I wonder if we might explore whether the membership feels that would be a useful place to meet.


		MS. WARD:  For March meeting?


		MR. WILHELM:  No, for May.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Everybody okay with --


		MR. WILHELM:  Seems to be no strong opposition to St. Louis.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  All right.  Now, we'll play dueling Palm Pilots.


		(Laughter.)


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  All right.  Well, okay. Who has a calendar that we have, you know, meetings of common attendance there?  Why don't we explore some Thursday-Friday combinations?


		The 3rd and 4th?  How about the following week which would be 10th and 11th?  10th and 11th look good?


		MR. POWELL: Kathy, somewhere in there IACP is having a big mid-year meeting.  I don't have the exact dates with me.   18th to the 23rd we need to avoid.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  18th to 23.  So how's the 10th and 11th sound?  Do people still like the Thursday-Friday combination?  Okay.  


		Somebody said that runs into Mother's Day.  Is that a problem?


		MR. PROCTOR:  Sunday is Mother's Day, the 13th.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Is that okay?


		MR. PROCTOR:  Bring your mother to the meeting.


		(Laughter.)


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  So it looks like we're zeroing on the 10th and 11th of May in St. Louis.  Okay?


		Okay.  Going once, going twice, looks okay for everyone?  All right.


		MR. DEVINE:  Steve Devine with the State of Missouri.  I just want to share with Lt. Mueller that we're willing to, albeit geographically challenged in Jefferson City facility-wise, but certainly any support that would be needed, we certainly will work together with you from the state perspective.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Great.


		MR. MUELLER:  Thank you, Steve.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Thanks.  Okay.  Anything else?  Then I believe --  Oh, yes. Go ahead and say that.


		MR. WILHELM:  The next meeting will be in Washington, D.C. which should by that time be settled down, on March 8th and 9th.  And we will see you then.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  8th and 9th?  No, no, no.


		MR. WEINTRAUB:  22, 23.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Yes, 22nd and 23rd.  Okay.  Just to be clear.  I had the -- we may need to --


		PARTICIPANT:  22, 23.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  That's what I thought.


		MR. WILHELM:  Bert is the keeper of the keys on meetings.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  What do you have?


		MR. WEINTRAUB:  The 22nd and 23rd in March.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Right.  Okay. 


		Okay. So March 22nd and 23rd in Washington.  And then May 10th and 11th in St. Louis.


		MR. MUELLER:  I'll be providing hotel information through the listserve and also to Michael to put on the web site.


		CHAIRMAN WALLMAN:  Very good.  Well, thank everyone. Safe travels back.  And we'll see you in Washington in March.


		(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 12:00 p.m.)
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