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


	(9:01 a.m.)


		MR. WILHELM:  Good morning ladies and gentlemen.  If there is anyone in the audience who needs assistance with signing, would you please let us know.  We have a sign language interpreter available.  The interpreter will be available throughout the meeting and so if you notice anyone who needs sign language assistance, please let me know and the interpreter will come up to the podium again.  Thank you.  Tom it's all yours.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Give us one minute to copy a couple of documents onto a floppy drive.  A bunch of these documents were sent out electronically.  Supposed to go out yesterday but my server decided to wait until last night to send them out.  


		I do have a floppy disc that has the documents on it.  We could certainly circulate that for anyone who would like to load them onto their computer.


		There's an IBM grey floppy I started over here that has the documents on it.  It will be circulated.  


		As usual I will ask Bob Schlieman to do his yeoman's job of serving as Secretary, taking Minutes for the meeting today.  Does everyone have a copy of the agenda and if so were there any changes or modifications you would like to make?


		I will note that we may end up taking discussion on Item 8C.  The TIA's I/O channel location and ACPRs which there's about five documents I believe that make up that set.  There's a big pile of them all over in the corner here.  


		We may take that out of order.  It was also pointed out to me that I need to correct the numbering on here.  Should be 8, the bottom three items should be 9, 10 and 11.  We'll make that correction.


		Can I get a motion to adopt the Agenda as modified?


		MR. WILHELM:  Moved.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Carlton, second?  


		MR. MCDOLE:  I'll second.  


		CHAIR POWELL:  Art McDole, seconds.


		The floppy if anyone else needs the documents.  It will be up here in the front.  Anyone against adopting the Agenda?  If not, we'll move forward.  


		(No response.)


		CHAIR POWELL:  Review of Minutes from Orlando meeting.  Document number 67A, which is a three-page document.  Any additions or corrections to the Minutes from the Orlando meeting?


		MR. WILHELM:  John, given the recent change at the Commission, it's probably not appropriate to refer to you as Chairman Powell any longer.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Yes.  How many of us are there now Michael?


		MR. WILHELM:  Just two.  Just two here.


		CHAIR POWELL:  There's one over at one of the other departments though.


		MR. WILHELM:  Yes.


		CHAIR POWELL:  And not all in the same family I will add.  The three of us are not in the same family.


		MR. WILHELM:  No.  


		CHAIR POWELL:  Maybe what we should do is modify these by putting Subcommittee Chairman in front of it.  How's that?


		MR. WILHELM:  Sounds good.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay.  We'll make that modification for clarification purposes.  Any corrections?  Can I have a motion to approve?


		MR. WELLS:  Moved.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Carlton again.  Second?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Second.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Dave Buchanan seconds it.  All in favor?  Any opposed.  Okay, Minutes will reflect the change in nomenclature for the Chairman so there's no misunderstanding of, miscrediting of statements here.  We hate the media to get a hold of that, wouldn't we Michael?


		MR. WILHELM:  Right.


		CHAIR POWELL:  There is an updated document list out that I believe is correct.  We're up to four pages now or three and a half pages.  That's revision K dated yesterday.  Should be copies over on the table over there.  Again our same six working groups are continuing to discuss various issues.


		Some more than others.  And anyone that is interested in working on those groups that is not already signed up, if you would please let me know after the meeting.  We'll get you added to the list and also to the list server.  Next item is just a brief mention of Petitions for Reconsideration.


		I did not get to the FCC website after the closing date on Monday.  I'm aware of three petitions that were filed.  Michael is there, were there more than three?


		MR. WILHELM:  I haven't checked.  I've received two, PSWN's and Ericcson's.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay, then if Ericcson filed one that would be four.  You should have gotten one from me.  


		MR. WILHELM:  I'm sure it's there.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay, and there was one filed by the --


		MR. WILHELM:  Oh, yes, I'm sorry I did get yours John.


		CHAIR POWELL:  -- TETRA Users Forum.  Three total?  Okay, you found three.  Okay, Emil says he's found three.  I can give you just a very brief one or two sentence summary of three of them that I'm aware of.  The TETRA Users Forum asked for Reconsideration of the Standard for Interoperability.


		And the PSWN, the two remaining ones that I'm familiar with.  The one that I filed and the one filed by PSWN addressed five different topics.  The first one being the database guard channels.  Somebody from PSWN help me out.  The other issues that were addressed in those.  There are five issues, David?


		The guard channels, trunking, moving the trunking channels, splitting them back between the two TV channels evenly?	


		MR. PICKERAL:  David Pickeral, Booz Allen & Hamilton supporting the PSWN Program.  One of the other ones and one of the major issues was priority access.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Priority access.  I think those were the five.	


		MR. PICKERAL:  I think you caught them all.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Right, the PSWN Petition covered those five issues.  Due to their structure there were certain things that they could not put in that document.  


		I subsequently filed an additional document that had a lot more detail in it than did theirs but covered the same five issues.  Both of those should be available off the Commission's server.


		If anyone has any questions on those we can bring them up later.  The PSWN filing was actually to cover the issue, all of the issues that were presented to the NCC Steering Committee at the last meeting.  I believe that the Steering Committee decided to move forward on with the Petition for Reconsideration are all included in the PSWN filing.  Any questions or comments on those Petitions?


		Michael you said Ericcson filed one?


		MR. WILHELM:  Ericcson filed comments and applied his fifth notice.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay, so it may be that there's only three then?  Would you identify yourself please.  Come to the microphone please, thank you.


		MR. OVERBY:  Stu Overby, Motorola.  Just a, we filed a Petition for Clarification not Reconsideration on the awarding on the data in the operability part of the Standard.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay, we're aware of the discussion I think that went on in that.  What I'd like to do at this point is go to Item 8 and take out of order the Working Group 3 information which is a fairly thick document of e-mails and charts and we're fortunate to have both the people I think that did the work here on behalf of TIA.


		I'm looking at all the calculations on whether or not we needed guard channels.  What the benefit would be or not be between the different technologies.  


		So this starts out with the series of e-mail discussions and then moves right to some diagrams and calculations that are in there.  So, Bernie between you and Dave, if I could get you to run through, and I can put up, if we can, I've got the PowerPoint slides.  So I can put them up on the screen here if we need to do that.  Just do a general discussion.  Okay?


		You've got them all together there Dave?  You want to give me that I'll put it in here.  Can we que the, I probably need to turn it on here don't I?  Let's see.  We've got them right here too.  I'm just going to, I should be hooked up to the display.  If we can get it to come on.


		MR. WILHELM:  They're doing it now.


		CHAIR POWELL:  While he's doing that I'll  -- PowerPoint.  How's that?  Okay now if we can get the feed from the lap top keyed to the screen we'll be in good shape.  Okay.


		The item that Dave is going to be talking about is one of the five issues that was presented at the, to the Commission and Petitions for Reconsideration.  Specifically looking at where the 12 and a half KHz-wide NC102 Interoperability channel should be placed within the overall 25 KHz channel.


		MR. WILHELM:  It may be faster to just give them the disc.  You should have it because my screen's blank. 


		CHAIR POWELL:  Do you have any, while we're waiting for that to come up, any introductory remarks you'd like to make?


		MR. EIERMAN:  I guess in the Fourth Report and Order the FCC basically said there's a lot of people discussed the need to move the I/O channels over to provide protection to or from the I/O channels and the adjacent general use or State use channels.  But basically no one provided any technical documentation as to why they should be moved over.


		So between Bernie, mostly Bernie and myself, Bernie did the technical work, I put together the presentation to show basically what the adjacent channel power coupled into different band width technologies placed in the adjacent channel is.


		Either from the I/O channel into the adjacent technology or from the adjacent technology into the I/O channel.  Second slide please.  


		The original plan way back when, had a lot of reserve stuff with the I/O channels set in the upper the three and four slots of a four-channel block.  


		And the Fourth Report and Order, when they defined what was general use and what was State blocks, the 25 KHz block, the lower half, the lower 12 and a half was still listed as reserve and the upper 12 and a half was the I/O channel.


		Which means that buts directly up against whatever technology is going to be in the State blocks.  So what the NCC had asked for probably about a year ago was to possibly on the conventional repeater channels, slide that I/O channel over to the center of the 25 KHz block creating small guard or reserve block on each side to protect technologies between the different technologies basically because the I/O channels, we want to be able to use the I/O channels anywhere without frequency coordination.


		And if you can butt different technologies with different adjacent channel protections up against one another if you're going to use frequency coordination to try and separate them to make sure adjacent channels don't interfere with one another, but if you aren't going to frequency coordinate, you have no idea where some of these channels are going to be used, you want a higher level of protection so you can basically just pop in on them anywhere and not interfere.


		Next slide please.  Here is a basically a power spectrum of Project 25 you'll see 4FM.  If you notice most of that's blue on the right-hand side, there's a little pink area.  That's the receiver band width of adjacent six and a quarter channel.  And you'll see that it's actually on the slope of the C4FM signal.


		The next channel over would be on the flat part there.  So there basically the interference level is sort of set by the highest level in there.  So basically you got to something that's about 16 or so many PB down from the pink of your modulation there.


		Next slide please.  Here's TETRA basically showing similar that your six and a quarter slot on the right side is on the hump of the TETRA mission.  Probably the next six and a quarter over is about the same level and then it drops off.  Which sort of follows the math at 700.


		Next slide please.  And here's a six and a quarter technology, C-QPSK into an adjacent C-QPSK.  And basically because it's a linear technology it's fairly flat and it's, whether it's the adjacent channel and or the next one's got a fairly low roll off.


		Next slide please.  There's a series of slides following this, I don't know maybe a dozen, where I show those representation, physical or a visual representation of those things rather than those power spectral densities.  Basically, it's whether the I/O channel butts up against an adjacent block of spectrum or shifts it over.


		Next slide please.  The numbers off, that Bernie ran, I plotted as dots on basically the right and left-hand bar here.  Basically if you've got zero KHz spacing which means the I/O channel butts up against an adjacent channel, the different technologies are in the sixty to seventy db range for adjacent channel couple power or adjacent channel power ratios.


		If you move them, if you slide the I/O channel over by six and quarter, your linear technology's really don't improve much.  You know, they're basically if you looked at those diagrams, they're pretty much flat.  


		The C4FM improved significantly because remember we were on the side of the slope of that C4FM modulation.  Basically this is in the direction of various technologies in the adjacent channel interfering into the project 25 I/O channel receiver.


		Okay, we'll do the reverse of this in a few minutes.  Next slide please.  So the numbers that came off of Bernie's analysis, you know if you look at, if you got a TDMA technology with sixty-four db, a linear six and a quarter technology with sixty-six and C4FM with sixty-nine.  So, butting up you're in the sixty to seventy db range.


		Next slide please.  And here I just threw sort of a representation of if you look on the green I/O channel there's sort of a white overlay that basically shows you the ban width of the receiver versus the band width of the channel.  


		And on the other technology channel, sort of a representation of the transmitter modulation and its side band roll offs.  And you can see that pretty much that those numbers pretty much run into one another, you know into the receiver at about the same level.


		Next slide please.  Here it is slid over with the numbers Bernie came up with showing that the first two improve by a couple of db and the C4FM because it has a much greater roll off close in, improves significantly.  


		Next slide please.  And again you're basically seeing that you know what the overlaid modulation representation that you know the C4FM rolled off and didn't get in whereas the other two still modulations getting into the front-end of the receiver.


		Next slide please.  Here's the opposite direction.  We didn't look at this at first.  But, you know, when I got to thinking about this thing, you that the interference goes in both directions, we need to look at both directions.  


		So this is you know from the Project 25 I/O transmitter looking into different technologies in the adjacent channel.  And again these are numbers based on whether or not it's butted up against, directly up against the channel, which is zero kilohertz station or it's moved over six and a quarter kilohertz.


		And you'll see that there's more improvement in this direction.  Again C4FM, which is the Project 25 modulation into I guess the adjacent six and a quarter which is the receiver band width is very close has a significant improvement and there's about ten, fifteen db improvement into the other technology simply because they're further away.  You know the receiver windows are further away.


		Next slide please.  Again here's the numbers Bernie came up with close in.  You'll see that TDMA and C4FM, the numbers are around 71, but for, you know into the six and a quarter channel, which basically the receiver is right up against the I/O channel, it's only about 46 db.


		Next slide please.  You know again here's a visual representation.  Basically probably the important thing is here looking at the receiver band width.  


		You see that the one in the middle, the six and a quarter, basically your receiver is right up against the twelve and half kilohertz I/O channel here.  Whereas the others, there's a little bit of guard space.  You know the receiver windows don't occupy the whole channel and they're slid over and that's giving you the extra protection.


		Next slide please.  Here's the numbers when you slide it over six and a quarter.  You know things went from 45 db to 80 some db for the linear and you know went from 60 and 70 db to about 80 to 90 db in the other technologies.


		Next slide please.  Again, you know, I mean you move those receivers over six and a quarter and you're well down on the slope on C4FM technology transmitter into those receiver band widths.  Next slide please.  


		Basically the example I came up with if you're looking at a set of portables operating out of the fringe of their coverage, which is basically that bay station with the green arrow to the portable that says adjacent channel user.


		And somebody goes up on an I/O channel on the adjacent channel, whether the technology has a 40 db you know ACPR or a ABDB makes a significant difference in how much on, you know this is an on-scene issue, how much interference there may be on scene.  How big the circle is.  If you got 80 db you're not going to totally get rid of it but you're talking feet type distance from portable to portable interference.


		You know, if you're doing 40 db you may be tens to maybe hundreds of feet possible interference between different technologies adjacent to one another.  So there is a significant difference whether they're moved over six and a quarter or not.


		Next slide please.  This is sort of, this is basically a visual representation.  Don't rely on the numbers.  You know, what I did is basically took a three watt portable with some of those ACPR numbers, typical portable loss, free space loss, seeing what the curve was, you know, it's more important the shape of the curve and the fact that you know they, you got a significant decrease close in and it flattens out.


		Most of your on-scene stuff where you're going to see this, you're talking with 25 to a couple of hundred feet range.  And if you look at the top curve which is basically that 46 we saw, you know, you got a significant out of band level or whatever that could be potentially received by other on scene radios that if they're at the fringe of their coverage area from the repeater, the out-of-band level could be above their desired receive level.


		And I just drew, just picked a number, a hundred db as the, I think that's the three db interference point we had talked about.  Being able to accept I don't know if it was the last meeting or the TIA meetings that followed the last NCC meeting.  And the blue line below it is the one db interference level we had previously discussed.


		I mean the important part is you know 46 we got a significant potential for interference.  If we get technologies that the level of interference is down in the minus seventy to minus eighty db coupled in the adjacent channel, there's a lot less interference.  


		So moving the I/O channel over the six and a quarter reduces the potential, significantly reduces the potential for interference.  That's it.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Any questions for Dave while he's still up in front?  Thank you and John thanks to TIA for your help in putting this all together.  


		Hopefully that will answer the question.  And I don't think there's any doubt what we should recommend that the ANSI 102 twelve and a half channel be moved six and a quarter so that it's centered in that channel.


		Any comments on that?  And it might be that we would further recommend to the Implementation Subcommittee that in their recommendations to the States, that they suggest that that adjacent State channel also, or should we say maybe not have certain technologies in it due to the potential for interference.


		Not make it a hard and fast rule but at least a recommendation so it's called to their attention so that if they're going to use that state-wide that if they were to put for example a six and a quarter technology adjacent to it, it could be wiped out and with any nearby interoperability activities.  Comments?


		MR. MCDOLE:  Art McDole for APCO.  I totally agree John.  


		The problem as you know and preplanning and preallotments you might not know what technology is going in there until after bids have been let and a few other things.  So we have to treat it as a worse case at all times and I think he's made a very good case for the protection that we need with the guard channels.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Anything else?  Any other comments?  Questions?  Can I have a motion then that we move this forward to the Steering Committee as a recommendation with the back-up information that Dave had in his slides.  Maybe we can just provide that electronically so it can go on to the Commission, assuming that the Steering Committee approves it.  Motion?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I'll move.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Second.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay, Bob Schlieman moved, Art McDole seconded.  All in favor.


		MR. WILHELM:  Let's not vote on it.


		CHAIR POWELL:  No votes.  No votes?  Okay, we'll move it forward.  Maybe I should say are there any objections?  Any objections to moving it forward? 


		(No response.)


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay, we'll move it forward.  How about the recommendation to the Implementation Subcommittee with regard to the States and what they put in that adjacent channel or at least alerting them that there is a potential for interference with certain technologies.  Bob?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I think that since there are upper and lower bands that certainly there's the ability to work around this by geographically choosing which State channels come up against the interoperability channels in a particular area.


		CHAIR POWELL:  And of course of the lower side we're going to have the same problem with general use channels.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Exactly.


		CHAIR POWELL:  So again seeing some people from the Implementation Subcommittee leadership here in the room maybe what we should do is push that whole thing to them and it can be put in there as some planning guidelines for use of those immediately adjacent channels.  We'll do that.


		MR. WILHELM:  Bernie?


		MR. OLSON:  Just a comment.  If the slides are going to be distributed, will they show the special color densities (Unmiked.)


		So the numbers that were --


		CHAIR POWELL:  Bernie, I'm sorry, for the purposes of the recording, and the court reporter, would you use a mike, please?


		MR. OLSON:  When I ran these, the slide presentation that David made shows the spectra power densities for a channel bandwith, and the numbers that he showed were for a receiver IF bandwith.


		So they are better than the numbers that the spectra power density show.  I want to make that clear because somebody may look at this and say, gee whiz, you are showing a number here, and I can't find it on the slides.


		So it is an important difference.  I would also say that frequency stability was not included, but in this particular band, because of the AFC locking, I don't believe that that will have much of an impact at all.


		So these are for the specified IF bandwidths that are required.  For tetra it is 18 KHz for the two slot, it was scaled to be half of a tetra bandwith, which is nine, and then the five point four for the C4FM.


		Those are required to get to the 60DB ACPR number. 


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay.  Bernie, maybe we can work with you and Dave in putting together this proposal to go to the Steering Committee.  What I will do is ask them to -- we will move this to them tomorrow, and then ask if we can hash out the details to do a good presentation on to the Commission, assuming they will approve it.


		Dave?


		MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman, Motorola.  You know, we could probably just put the numbers, the comments on the slides, since we are going to give it to them electronically, anyway.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay, we will do that.  Any other comments on this issue, questions? 


		(No response.)


		CHAIR POWELL:  Let's go back to the agenda, to item 8B, and invite David, or whoever is from working group 2 wants to present that issue.  There is actually two items there, the Repeater Recommendation, which was received.


		I got several calls on that.  We need some discussion on where that came from, and then the second issue is the ICS Operational Standards document.


		It looks like David got elected.


		MR. PICKERAL:  David Pickeral, Booz, Allan, Hamilton.  I guess we will cover old ground first.  If you want I will take the ICS first.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay.


		MR. PICKERAL:  The ICS, there is absolutely no change to the text, per se, of the ICS document.  It is the one that was approved, essentially based on the changes in November, and discussed in January. 


		And it -- all we added, per consensus, in discussions with Allan Caldwell of IAFC, was the citation in the document for the benefit of the Commission, showing the original basis for where the terminology came from.


		And I need to look on -- there are only limited copies of the document here this morning, although I will have some more for the full Committee tomorrow.


		On the bottom of page 2 of the document is a citation which essentially cites to the fire scope, or was later the National Interagency Instant Management System, or NIMS, which was drafted back in September of 1982.


		And NIMS firescope pretty much set the baseline for all ICS terminology nomenclature.  People have subsequently built law enforcement models, and local government models, and large federal agency models, all upon the firescope nomenclature.


		So we have kind of cited back to the, I guess you would call it, the source.  That is where it is.  And that was the only concern, based on the recommendations that came out in November. 


		So that has, thusly, been added.  So there is, again, there is no substantive change, just a citation, which is a footnote on page 2, I believe, of the original text.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay, David.  Let me note, too, I just noticed on these copies that I printed and put out, we changed the dates on these because it was being presented today.  So rather than being the 23rd, it should reflect today's date.


		So I will make sure, when the documents come out, that that -- and what got circulated on the listserve is correct.  If not I will resend it.  I will have to check and see what we actually sent out this morning, what went out overnight with that, and correct it if the date needs to be corrected on that. 


		It should show the 22nd, actually the 21st, because it went out yesterday, rather than the 23rd.  Okay.	


		MR. PICKERAL:  Next I will cover the -- that is the one pager on the repeater channels.  This one was discussed in Orlando.  And the consensus on the repeater channels had basically been repeater channels, kind of in the same sense as trunking, it is good to have them, and they should be permitted on the interoperability spectrum.


		But they should no way be mandated, because if you end up mandating those two channels, and leaving them there, it takes them away in instance where it may not be necessary due to limited scope, limited terrain, where it would be better and more desirable to have those channels available for standard use and assigning them out with all the other channels.


		So all that recommendation simply states is that the Commission permit but not mandate trunking on the channels, so whoever is the incident commander, and it does reference back to the ICS, has the ability to assign those channels, the tactical channels, or whatever this required, rather than being boxed in to using them just for repeaters.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Right.  And that is where the confusion came in.  That is the way the rules are today, repeaters are not mandated on those channels, they are permitted.


		And this simply says we don't want to make a change to the way it is today.  Yes, there was a discussion about, at the last meeting, possibly the meeting before, about did we want to take some of those channels and break them up and use them just for tactical?


		And the consensus, after discussion, is that no repeater should be permitted on all the channels.  So it stands as the rules are today.  Hopefully everyone is totally confused on that issue now.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Is there a number for that document? 


		CHAIR POWELL:  Yes, it is 69A.  Any other items for David, working group 2?


		One of the things we need to do now with working group 2, we've got this document as a core document, assembled.  Unfortunately because of where we stand with the incident command system today, it is primarily a fire reference document. 


		And what we need, again with ICS, the two major issues we are looking at is structure and nomenclature.  So we need, really a dictionary for the other services beyond fire and medical, which are taken care of in the fire scope document. 


		I believe, Dave, you gave us one for law enforcement, law enforcement is in that document you have.  So maybe we can -- Dave, I think you have a copy of that San Bernadino County document, do you not?		


		MR. PICKERAL:  I don't believe I do at this point.


		CHAIR POWELL:  I gave it to Kyle, so you might check to see if he's got it.


		MR. PICKERAL:  I will track it down with him, on that basis, then.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Beyond law enforcement, the other services, to the degree that they use the incident command system, we would need to look at nomenclature for them.


		And what we are looking for is some standard reference documents. 


		MR. PICKERAL:  That should be -- that is in the citation.  ICS223 TAC5, I believe, is on the page which was written by firescope, covers the communications nomenclature.  It doesn't strip it.


		Irrespective of any type of fire, fire, law enforcement, what have you, that is the basic communications nomenclature that the National Fire Academy, that about a dozen other plans that I can think of, either fire or law enforcement, I think NFCI uses it.	


		Basically everyone either takes the language directly out of it, and rolls it into their plan, or does like -- I think NFA does this, just cites to ICS223-5, in its entirety, and incorporates it by reference.


		And that is where the nomenclature comes from.  And, again, it is about 20 year old nomenclature that hasn't been appreciably changed since then.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Can you -- can we get an electronic copy of 223-5 so that we can distribute that?


		MR. PICKERAL:  When I talked to firescope the document is so old, it has actually never been scanned in.  Firescope will fax you a copy of it.  But I don't, myself, have an electronic copy of it. And they say they don't have it, it would have to be scanned in, someone with a scanner.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Do we have a volunteer?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes.  If he can get me a copy, a hard copy, I can scan it when I get back and put it in PDF format to send out.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay, let's do that.  And if you could just get it directed to Dave at Booz Allen.  And then everyone can take a look at that document once we get it circulated. 


		And if there is nomenclature that is not in there, or that we need to make changes to, hopefully we don't, because the idea is that we want a standard reference document.  That has been out there for over 20 years, and as Dave says, it is the general reference that everyone uses in the industry.


		If we can use that, that is what we want to use.  So please review it and get me your comments back on whether you think it is appropriate. 


		Any other issues for working group 2?


		(No response.)


		CHAIR POWELL:  Working group 3, Carlton, anything new on nomenclature and channel requirements?  I think we are just going to be in a holding pattern on that with the recon?


		MR. WELLS:  Correct.  I think we are, we have to wait on the outcome of the recon issues on those.  And I think we've heard four, or five, or more issues brought up for petition for reconsideration to find out what the outcome for those will be in due time.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Michael, with regards to the matrix that you sent out on those issues, we've moved our arguments forward, I think both in the recon petition as well as the documents that we passed through the Steering Committee the last time.


		Do we need to move anything else along now, or?  Otherwise we need to wait before we finalize anything? 


		MR. WILHELM:  No, I think you do have to wait.  There is no avenue open to the Commission right now for the submission of this material.  So as it stands, for example, the Commission has decided not to adopt a rule requiring the Incident Command System.


		If that position changes, as a result of recon petitions, then what you do this morning obviously will be relevant.  Otherwise it will be final.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Right.  Once the recon petition be put on notice, then they can be filed as comments at that time?


		MR. WILHELM:  Oh, yes, sure.


		CHAIR POWELL:  So that is what we will need to do.  But as far as trying to finalize anything until the recon petition is settled, then we are kind of in a holding pattern?


		MR. WILHELM:  Right.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Dave, anything new on -- well, I guess that is where we are here.


		We don't have anything new, I know, from Don on working group 4, other than I believe they have everybody identified that they can identify at this point.


		Working group 6, Data Interoperability Standards, anything new on the high speed standard from you, or from TIA?  John, any comments from the last -- there was a TIA meeting in Mesa, subsequent to the last NCC meeting.


		Maybe if we could just get a brief report on the activity from there?


		MR. OBLAK:  John Oblak from the E.F. Johnson Company, also TIA.


		The work has continued on.  There are several proposals, technical proposals on the table, of technologies that are applicable.  At the moment there are three, there is a fourth one that has been promised.


		We've taken an initial look at all three of the submittals.  Basically what is going on now is looking at user requirements, and trying to match the technologies to the user requirements. 


		So that process is continuing on, hope to have the actual technology defined in the next meeting, next round of meetings, or at least a matrix of how to determine the technologies, and then on to drafting standards. 


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay.  The next meeting is April in San Diego?


		MR. OBLAK:  That is correct. 


		CHAIR POWELL:  So maybe we will have -- John, can we ask for, assuming that happens then, for a formal report back to the Subcommittee from TIA at our next meeting in St. Louis in May?  Is that right?


		MR. OBLAK:  Right.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Bob?  Actually maybe Michael, also some comments from you at what we are looking at for this, the timing on the second annual report, with regards to tomorrow's meeting, and where we are going with that? 


		MR. WILHELM:  It is really a matter left up to the Steering Committee.  However, given the tentative nature of a lot of these documents, it might be well to await the resolution of the Petition for Reconsideration before submitting that final report. 


		Otherwise the recommendations on it could be obsolete.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Right.  Bob, any comments on drafting?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Not at this point, I'm waiting to see what our next direction is.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay.  This is going to be a short meeting.  Any new business from the floor, for the Interoperability Subcommittee?


		Let me just comment on priorities for the upcoming year.  A big one that we've talked about so far has been the Incident Command System, and moving that forward, trying to identify reference documents, and getting that recommendation through the Steering Committee to the Commission, to take care of the operational side of the house.


		Since I think the technical side wants these outstanding issues resolved, will be well in hand.  So that will be the primary activity for the coming year.


		Dave?


		MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman, Motorola.  Motorola had sent to both you and Glen a White Paper on the data interoperability channel.  Was that to be presented within interoperability, or in technology, or under Glen's this afternoon?  Okay.


		CHAIR POWELL:  That is an issue that we need to resolve.  And I believe Glen has that on his agenda.


		MR. HARASETH:  Some thing struck me after the Orlando meeting.  We had a demo from the Pinnelas County prototype of the wide band system.


		And the question I have, and I'm not sure if this is the right Subcommittee or anything else, but to address the issue of whether or not we need to include the interoperability channels in any wide band only radios.


		That system, obviously, has the capability of doing all the voice requirements and everything.  And yet it is in this spectrum, unless it has the interoperability narrow band mode, it will not be interoperable.


		And people could be using those types of systems exclusively for voice, video, data, without having any narrow band conventional operations.


		CHAIR POWELL:  I think there are wide band interoperability channels, at least one in each, I don't remember how many we had in each sub-band, one or two?


		MR. HARASETH:  There are interoperability channels in the wide band.


		CHAIR POWELL:  So we can look at that there.


		MR. HARASETH:  They are not compatible with the narrow band interoperability channels, interoperable channels.


		CHAIR POWELL:  My recollection of the rule, though, is that at least the recommendation was made that we not require narrow band channels in wide band radios, and vice versa, it just doesn't work.


		So the technologies are probably going to be incompatible.


		MR. HARASETH:  Well, it just frightens me in a way, because there could be some entities that could be migrating, in total, to the wide band operation, and not have any interoperability with the rest of the world.


		CHAIR POWELL:  If they go to an integrated system.  But the technologies are incompatible, so how do you resolve that, other than two radios?


		MR. EIERMAN:  Well, I would make the assumption, you know, if you follow the rules, that if you build a wide band radio, that also had narrow band channels on it, it would have to meet the narrow band rules.


		So if it had narrow band general use channels in it, it would have to have narrow band interoperability channels on it.


		CHAIR POWELL:  But I think Ron's comment, following that --	


		MR. SPEIDEL:  I agree, I think, with David.  If you do have narrow band capability in the radio, the way I would understand the rules, is you must comply with all the narrow band rules.


		If it is a wide band, narrow band radio, then you are going to have to comply with both the narrow band and wide band rules.  I would assume that in wide band that you are going to have a requirement that you must have wide band interoperability capability.


		Is that correct, Michael?


		MR. WILHELM:  I believe that to be the case.  I will get back to you.  Yes.  I really think if you have a wide band/narrow band radio, in other words something that is going to cover all 24 MHz, you are going to have one heck of a lot of rules to comply with.


		And I believe if you are narrow band you have to have the capability.


		CHAIR POWELL:  But going back to Ron's comment, what Ron is talking about in this demonstration system, is that in a wide band channel they have integrated everything, so they are running voice and data together in a wide band mode.


		It is carrying voice, but it is wide band because it is integrated into the whole package, IP, or however they are doing it.  I don't remember exactly how they implemented it.  In which case they lose out.


		Dave Buchanan.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.  Yes, and I think the other thing that you are going to run into, if somebody tried to do that, there isn't all that many wide band channels.  It would be a very -- even acknowledging you can put a lot of voice channels within the wide band data, I don't think you can build a very big system with it, though.


		So I'm not sure how you do all your data plus your voice all in the wide band, and get away with it.  Although I do think that at some point after we know what the technology is, or maybe before, we need to start looking into using the wide band, putting together some guidelines for the wide band interoperability channels, and how they are --


		We've done some of that work, but we maybe need to take another look at it, after we see what comes out of TIA.  We put together the user requirements, but we might want to go back and see if there is anything else we need to do.


		MR. SPEIDEL:  Bob Speidel.  I agree with what David was just saying.  Maybe the thing to do is to make sure that the folks working on it from TIA are aware of this issue, as far as people using that. 


		And maybe there does need to be some better definition of the user needs for the interoperability portion of the wide band stuff that these guys are going to be considering.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Good point.


		MR. WELLS:  To date, I believe, in all the IO deliberations has been primarily focused on narrow band.  It may be time to start at least glancing at the wide band interoperability channels.


		Although it may be restricted by the extent of what we know about compatible technologies, or TIA document for wide band.  Those things that are not restricted to the technology, but more operational, and standardizing nomenclature, channel labels, or whatever, that we start addressing those at this point.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Dave?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan, again.  That is kind of what I was referring to.  We've put together the user needs, and that is what TIA is working off of.


		But as Carlton did with the narrow band stuff, we have not put together some of the things, you know, some of the other things down the road.  So probably when they -- I would suggest, when we actually see the outlines of the standard, and know what, you know, a little better feel for the applications, at that point we could come together with the nomenclature for the channels, and how it might fit in, give some more guidance to the Regional Planning Committees, or the State Committees. 


		CHAIR POWELL:  Sounds like your working group will continue.


		Any other items?  Glen?


		MR. NASH:  Glen Nash with Apco.  The North America Tetra form submitted a petition for reconsideration in which, as I interpret the substance of the petition, they are recommending that the interoperability standard not become applicable until 2006.


		I believe it will be within the responsibility area of this committee to recommend a, you know, a comment to the Commission relative to this particular petition.


		And I suggest discussion and trying to reach a consensus opinion on such a recommendation.


		CHAIR POWELL:  To go to the Steering Committee tomorrow?


		MR. NASH:  Well, to go to the Steering Committee, to be forwarded to the Commission.


		CHAIR POWELL:  To the Commission in the form of reply comments to the Petition.


		MR. NASH:  Well, you know, the NCC's position on this, and I guess the question, Michael, as a petition for reconsideration, there really isn't a comment period yet, because the Commission hasn't acted to put it out on Notice, or if they are going to put it out on Notice.


		So is it appropriate for the NCC to become yet on these petitions, since they have been filed?


		MR. WILHELM:  Well, it is appropriate, but it slows the proceeding, so you could submit it as an ex parte submission, if you wanted.


		CHAIR POWELL:  But they have to go on public notice?


		MR. NASH:  In all probability it will, yes.


		CHAIR POWELL:  So at that point --


		MR. NASH:  We don't necessarily have to come up with a decision at this meeting, but --


		CHAIR POWELL:  I think it would be appropriate to carry it forward to the Steering Committee so that if they decide to file reply comments that they've had an opportunity to act on it.


		My initial take on it is, simply, that we can't wait until 2006, there is going to be, hopefully, many systems fielded by that time.  And putting off a decision on the interoperability standard, any longer, certainly from the user perspective, and the user groups I'm member of, they've been pushing the Commission saying it has taken too long already.  No more delay could be tolerated.


		MR. NASH:  Let me state that at this point APCO has not developed an official position on this.  But some of the discussions that we have had, relative to this particular issue, is that by delaying the implementation of an interoperability standard that systems that are implemented prior to such an implementation would become islands upon themselves.


		And that that would, in fact, extend beyond the 2006 period, because we would need to keep in mind that agencies purchasing equipment between now and then would expect to get, you know, approximately ten years life out of their equipment. 


		So it could be as late as maybe 2015 before some of those systems are replaced.  And, therefore, those agencies would be islands not capable of interoperability until as late as 2015, which is an undesirable point.


		So it isn't just a simple matter of delaying implementation until 2006.  In reality it is delaying implementation until some time after, probably, 2015.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Bob, did you have a comment?  Fred?


		MR. GRIFFIN:  Fred Griffin.  I will give you the reference in the Interoperability Committee meeting later today. 


		But just as a point of interest there is an article by Motorola in the current issue of radio resources.  I have a copy in my bag.  It states:  Tetra is an option available today.


		I'm slightly confused because I understood it was not.  But if anybody on NCC or any work groups are going to comment on Tetra interoperability, or what have you, I would suggest that you read that article for whatever value it might have.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay, thank you Fred.  Bob?


		MR. SPEIDEL:  Yes.  I just want to follow up on Glen's thing.  Bob Speidel from Com-Net.


		I want to make sure that nobody in here was confused.  What the NATF has asked for, and I'm not necessarily sure that I agree with it either, is they are not denying that the phase one conventional interface is the right interoperability standard to use.  


		They are just saying, hey, they don't want to incorporate it in their hand-held equipment until the year 2006.  I know they have a lot of rhetoric in there about why it is the right idea or not right idea.


		I have not taken a position, we have not taken a position on it anyway.  Quite honestly we figure if you are going to be developing equipment for 700 MHz you might as well do the whole nine yards right at the beginning and go from there.


		But, you know, I just want to make sure that people understand that NATF is not objecting to the common air interface as the standard.  They simply want to delay the implementation in their hand-held equipment. 


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay.  I haven't seen the Petition, I've just heard about it from third and fourth parties.	


		MR. SPEIDEL:  You may have to read it a couple of times, John, to understand it.


		MR. NASH:  Glen Nash with Apco.  I thought I had made that point clearer, I'm sorry if I didn't.  They are, you know, just asking to delay implementation of the standard, not that they are arguing with the standard. 


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay.  But, Glen, your argument still stands, either way?


		MR. NASH:  I would say so.  Again, you know, equipment that is deployed prior to implementation of a standard, at least in -- you would presume then that that equipment is not capable of operating to the standard, and therefore implementation of interoperability would be delayed for those agencies until such time as they replace and upgrade that equipment. 


		Which is, you know, that is an issue not discussed in the NATF petition, at least that I could see.  So whether or not a quote, unquote, flash upgrade of the problem is possible or not, I don't know, they haven't discussed that, that would speed it up.


		But I could see where potentially it could be 2015 before those agencies become interoperable capable, just because of the equipment they had bought prior to the implementation date.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Dave?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.  I participated in some of the discussions Glen was mentioning, and it really worries me, that scenario of having some agencies that can't do any interoperability. 


		And, frankly, in Southern California I doubt anybody would buy the equipment that way, it is so important for interoperability.  We've all been down the road out there trying to deal with disasters and having outside agencies come in, and having seen first-hand what confusion it causes when you can't talk to each other.


		Boy, my feeling is that we shouldn't -- that we should recommend against that Petition for Reconsideration.  There should be no radios go out for sale that cannot operate on the interoperability channels under the standard. 


		CHAIR POWELL:  Based on Glen's argument of potential up through 2015?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes, exactly.


		CHAIR POWELL:  So are you proposing that that be the position of the Subcommittee to the Steering Committee on this issue?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes, I would. 


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay.  Any further discussion on that?  Art?


		MR. MCDOLE:  Aircraft McDole, speaking unofficially for project 25.  As you are aware, moving into phase 2 project 25 is a requirement of Tetra was that they be interoperable back to the 12.5 KHz.


		And I was rather surprised that this petition doesn't seem to be totally in line with what they had promised project 25 as what they had intended to do.


		So certainly we should recommend against it from that standpoint.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Robert Schlieman.  Art, I would comment that I think this petition was from the North American Tetra Forum, not from the Tetra MOU group, per se.  So that there is no linkage, as you suggest, between the proposal my the MOU group, and what NATF is putting forth.


		And just because I like to be the devil's advocate from time to time, I would at least like to make the observation that one of the problems that I think they are trying to come to grips with is competition in the marketplace.


		However, having had first-hand experience with digital radios that don't intercommunicate because they are on different standards, I absolutely appreciate the need for interoperability standard. 


		So just by my mentioning the comment I am not suggesting support for that position, just making an observation of the purpose I think is behind it.


		MR. MCDOLE:  Thank you for clarifying that, Bob.  I understand the difference between the group and the individual that filed this particular petition, it was filed by one particular manufacturer.


		But the scenario has been painted here that the lead time, that manufacturers, other manufacturers need to produce equipment is not just predicated upon a drop dead date, but the drop dead date is very important. 


		And postponing that not only bothers the consumer, or the end user, but it bothers the people that are producing the equipment to know which way to go.


		So the decision was already made, as far as I'm concerned, by the Commission, and I see no reason for it to be changed, and I think we should iterate that. 


		CHAIR POWELL:  Bob?


		MR. SPEIDEL:  Yes, Bob Speidel.  Just -- I want to let you know that I did talk with Mark Hoppe before he put this in.  Michael, you correct me if I'm wrong.  I told Mark, quite honestly, that I thought the chances for this petition were somewhat between slim and none.


		And, basically, I was looking at the way that the data radio petition, which in effect was the same sort of petition, only on the data side, was handled by the FCC.


		And I don't think that the FCC was wrong, necessarily, in denying that and demanding that the interoperability capability be there.  But I also want to point out what David said.


		The real -- whether or not the FCC grants this petition, you know, the real power falls in the user's hands.   Nobody has to buy it. 


		And, obviously, if the capability for interoperability is not there, I think most of the users would be, you know, very hard pressed obviously to buy that kind of equipment. 


		So I guess I'm really saying I'm not really convinced how important it is to take a long hard stand against this particular item, because personally I don't think it has much of a chance to begin with.


		If we want to register and suggest to the FCC that they should, you know, consider the fact that they've already denied the data radio petition on the data side, you know, and we think this should be treated the same way, that is not a problem.


		Speaking as a manufacturer, I would be very hard pressed to recommend in my company that we build a radio that does not have the interoperability capability, because I don't see who the hell would want to buy it.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Thank you, Bob.  We can add that then, Glen to your -- as the Commission has already done with data radio on the data side, that this petition should be denied for the same reason, and move that forward to the Steering Committee. 


		Any objections in that position? 


		(No response.)


		CHAIR POWELL:  If not we will -- Glen, can I ask you, we will get together a little later and draft up a paragraph to present tomorrow to the Steering Committee. 


		Any other items from the floor?


		(No response.)


		CHAIR POWELL:  I think we are done.  Motion to adjourn?  Does that mean you are ready to go?  Second?  Bob, okay.


		Anyone opposed to adjourning early?


		MR. NASH:  I leave the decision up to you.  I guess I'm not officially supposed to start until 12:30.  I could begin now.  Unfortunately I do have an 11 o'clock appointment to go do something. 


		So if we start now could we take lunch, maybe, 11 to 12, or 12:30?


		MR. WILHELM:  We have a presentation scheduled for the implementation subcommittee, to which some Commission staff have been invited, and it is going to start at 3 o'clock.  So we do have -- we can't begin implementation until 3 o'clock. 


		I would -- how long is your appointment going to take, Glen, do you know? 


		MR. NASH:  Figure an hour.  So 11 to 12 I have -- I have a -- I'm involved with some other people in another appointment here in the building. 


		MR. WILHELM:  Understood.  Well, why don't we start and see how far we get, and possibly the Vice-Chair could take over if you need to leave.


		MR. NASH:  That would be fine also, yes. 


		MR. WILHELM:  Let's plan on starting at 10:20.


		(Whereupon, at 10:13 a.m. the above-entitled matter was recessed.)
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		CHAIR POWELL:  We will reconvene the, or should we say unadjourn the interoperability meeting.  And for the purpose of discussing in more detail the data, what do we want to call it, Dave?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Narrow band data users needs.


		CHAIR POWELL:  And see if we can more clearly identify some of those, so that we can provide a recommendation tomorrow.  So you are on.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.  Is this on?  I really don't know if we can have anything ready for tomorrow.  But I think the suggestion was made, well, in the technology that we just finished, I'm going to start up the work group to look at some of these issues that Motorola has come up with on the narrow band data, and the different modes, and circuit versus packet for -- that would have to be put into the narrow band data radios under the current rules.


		But at the same time it is not just a technical issue, it is driven by the user needs.  So I think we need to start the user needs work group back up, and take a look at it in the context of are those needs going to require both circuit and packet data, and all the different three modes under that, which is mobile to mobile, mobile to repeater to mobile, and then mobile to base that is hooked into a host server.


		Did I get that right, Dave Eierman?  Okay.  So I guess that would be my recommendation to the Subcommittee. 


		CHAIR POWELL:  Do you want to start that discussion now, or --


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes, we can sure take input now while we are at it.  I don't have, the one thing I wish I had was the available, I don't know if anybody has it hid on their computer, is the actual Users Need Document that we submitted, that drove the decision.


		And I couldn't even tell you the document number now.


		CHAIR POWELL:  We gave it a document number. 


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes, it has a document number, and we, you know, it was a document that was fed to the Technology Subcommittee and that then defined the decision there.


		CHAIR POWELL:  When was that, do you remember? 


		MR. BUCHANAN:  It is the one, not this last January, it would have been for the January 2000 report that the NCC put out.  So it was prior to January 2000.  March, okay.


		There should be one for narrow band.  Yes, narrow band in this case.


		CHAIR POWELL:  I've got narrow band data issues, a bunch of e-mails.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, while he is looking, you know, I think the issue is, when you look at all the applications, and you focus in, as I said before, not necessarily on what we are doing today, in systems, mobile data systems that are primarily for law enforcement, but instead refocus and say, what is going to happen for interoperability data systems? 


		Then it opens up, you need to look at the, not only law enforcement incidence, but fire, and some of that.  And some of the needs we came up with were for data from field units back to a fire camp for logistics, en route data, just for status of units traveling up and down, strike teams as they go -- they are formed in one area, and they travel to where the actual wild fire or incident is.


		Some of the other things, from a probably law enforcement thing would be, you know, it could be any number of things.  You could have civil disturbances where you are bringing in outside units, and you need to get data back and forth to those units, all that sort of thing.


		So we are going to need to look at, and as Glen pointed out, what is going to be the best way for identifying units to get them onto whatever system is set up, so that you can send the data. 


		You just can't, unlike voice, where you can just say some identifier that you need, or just send out a message over voice, with data you need to tell the data, the program needs to know where to send it at some point.


		So we are going to need to look at those types of things.  So if anyone has any suggestions, or other ideas, please come on up and tell us your thoughts now and get the discussion started.


		CHAIR POWELL:  I've got the document.  Why don't you just read off -- it is not very long, and just refresh our brains here.


		CHAIR POWELL:  As soon as the computer comes up we will put it up on the screen.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Oh, okay.


		(Pause.)


		MR. BUCHANAN:  It is hard to have a discussion unless more than one person talks.  So if somebody has some ideas, come on up.


		CHAIR POWELL:  The document is 37D is what it is.


		MR. MCDOLE:  (Unmiked)


		CHAIR POWELL:  May we have the floor, please?


		MR. MCDOLE:  -- to be considered, naming particular channels for particular --


		Drawing upon the ICS system, which many of you are familiar with, it might be possible to use the NCS as an index of addressing, because most of those incidents will be used, using the ICS system. 


		So instead of trying to identify users or people individually identify the positions as created through the ICS system for the identifiers as an instant.


		And I think it would give you a way to start preparing addresses that would fit across the board.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  You know, I think that is, I'm not real familiar with the rest of the country, but I know in California pretty much there is a standard naming convention, you are right, for all the fire trail.	


		You go to an incident, each agency has a three letter identifier, and then off of that they go, you know, it might be utility 121, but it would be SBD utility 121, U-121.


		So you are right, that could work for fire.  Law enforcement I'm not sure.  I know everything is duplicated, and there is no standards across the country, or even within California, is there?


		MR. MCDOLE:  Not totally, but there is some approaches to it.  And, as you know, the law people are -- I'm not going to use the word rapidly, at least in our area, moving towards the use of ICS, and with suitable designators on that, too.


		So I think that is a starting place, anyway.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Okay, good idea, we will take a look at that, then.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Okay, we were overpowering these new laptops, we are overpowering the system, but hopefully this will bring it up now.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  While they are doing that, Dave Eierman, or any of the people here, is there anything in the Apco 25 standard as to how you -- I guess it would just be back to an IP address, would be alias back to a unit identifier, or there is nothing in there?


		Yes, go ahead, Carl.


		MR. WELLS:  Carlton Wells.  Dave, with what we discussed here today, are you going to bring that together into a document, and put it on the Listserve for comment leading to next time we meet?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Exactly, right.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  


		MR. NASH:  Glen Nash with Apco.  A couple of others we were just talking in the back of the room here for a moment.  Something that might be helpful in going through your deliberations, is the difference of interoperability scenarios.


		We have one scenario where you need, if you will, instant ability to communicate between unknown users.  And then you have the large event scenario, the forest fire, or just about anything where you are now -- you are getting your ICS system set up and functioning to where you are bringing resources to the table, may have a difference in how you approach some of this problem.


		Because as the event develops and you are bringing the resources in, and you are creating data message switches, and other capabilities, the ability to assign people an address may come along with that.  So you are not doing, you know, the instant response versus the longer term response scenario may be a little different in how you deal with it.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes, I think you are right. And that is kind of why I was asking, and maybe in that part probably isn't defined in the APCO 25 standard, but it is probably going to end up some type of IP addressing that are just a broadcast type thing to start with, where you just want instant messaging, where you don't worry about whether an acknowledgment back that somebody got it.


		You just hope they got it, or you know they got it because they send you a manual acknowledgment, versus as it goes on you can assign some type of IP address to an alias.


		MR. NASH:  Right.  Again, the Project 25 standard, again, was basically -- it stopped at the transport layer.  It created the pipe line down which messages could be sent without defining what those messages were, or how to address anyone.


		We talk about, you know, using IP as an existing standard for the exchange of information.  But, again, not getting down to the detail of what the format of the information was.  It was just a way to handle, if you will, the transport layers.


		So I don't think you are going to find an answer in the Project 25 standards.  So we do need to get down, you know, and -- a group of radio engineers is probably not the right group to be dealing with this, we are going to have to reach out for some additional resources here to help us with it.


		But, you know, I look at the AOL instant messaging type thing, you know, that works, it is nice, but it only works because the person I want to talk to and I have agreed to meet someplace, and we know each other's name, and so we can do that. 


		And whether it is a clear name, and I know what your code name is, and you know what my code name is, and we can sit there and carry on our conversation.  Or we carry on a conversation anonymously.


		We don't necessarily have that in the scenarios we are talking about, so we do have a need to know who the other person is, to a certain extent, and we may not know his code name before hand.


		So I think the problem is a little more different for us to deal with.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes, I agree.  The other thing I think we need to watch out for is, you know, there has been some talk about defining the applications, but I'm not sure, at some point we are going to have to turn it over to different user groups to decide what applications they want, and they should have the flexibility to add and change as they need to.


		We need to define, basically, how they could talk with each other.  But if we start saying, this is your application for fire use, and this is your application for police use, somebody decide they don't like that, or they need more or less, or whatever. 


		So I think we are going to have to also find a point where we cut it off and say, this is the point where we turn it over to the fire people, or to the law enforcement people, and you come up with the application you need, fit it into this, and you will interoperate.


		Anyway, go ahead --


		MR. NASH:  And at what point does it become, does it blend from being an interoperability issue to being a pre-planned event type issue?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Right.


		MR. NASH:  And you deal with those two things a little bit differently.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Go ahead.


		MR. HARASETH:  Just thinking in a little bit broader terms in exactly what you -- Ron Haraseth, Apco.


		In the voice interoperability we went ahead and designated names for the channels, common names.  And I would propose that in this particular instance, even though we are using one or two channels, since it is packetized, if we go that route, we could also create those levels of functionality with those same names, each has its own protocol for the different operation levels of ICS, the same way that we applied them to the names and the channels for voice interoperability. 


		However, these would exist just strictly as code in the IP address.  You would have Fire TAC 1, Fire TAC 2, stuff like that.  They could be switched and run, and they could be concurrent in every unit there was, across the board.


		And it would be strictly an IP packeting addressing protocol.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Okay.  The document is on the screen.  Let's just scroll down to the -- I can't even read it from here.  Here it is, the last paragraph before it.  That is all you have on the -- well, let me read it, then.


		The last paragraph, I think, is the one that -- yes.  Mobile data networks in use today are built around a central host computer system.  Little or no direct unit to unit messaging is allowed.


		All messages, even for unit to unit are routed through the host computer.  This network-based architecture will have some use under ICS, but the primary ICS applications must support unit to unit communications without any infrastructure.


		A network architecture could lead to unit registration issues, and the necessity to have host systems installed on a temporary basis for interoperability a system should allow units to enter a network on a dynamic basis.


		Units must be able to route messages directly to another unit.  Messages should be error-corrected and addressing method, such as internet protocol, is recommended so one unit could directly address another unit.


		I don't think that has changed any.  And I'm just wondering, Dave Eierman, if that helps define a little bit better some of the clarification that you guys are looking for.


		And that was based on some of the, you know, the discussion that was in the document up above to come up with that.  Is there anything else in the recommendations?


		Yes, in recommendation number 3, the data standard must be able to support the following transmission modes, direct unit to unit without infrastructure, unit to unit using one or more stand-alone intermediate stations and either an RF repeat, or a store and forward repeat mode, unit to unit through a linked infrastructure.


		I think we actually defined the packet mode there in all three submodes under that.  In this context unit is defined as either a fixed or a mobile subscriber station, meaning that a control station, that is at a fixed location, or an FB, right.


		Maybe an FBT, technically, temporary, but -- yes, or an FB.  Yes, that is the table you are looking for.


		Is there any other discussion right now?  I mean, is there anybody that wants to change that discussion in the paper, or the recommendations?  You know, maybe in hindsight we did something wrong, but that is what we came up with that drove us to use the APCO 25 standard out of the Technology Subcommittee. 


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I think we need to review the actual standard, the way it is written, and how all this applies to it.  I don't think it is something that we can really absorb off the cuff, you know, in these few minutes.


		And then come up with some recommendations back and forth, on the e-mail.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Okay.  Then probably what we ought to do, unless somebody has another comment, is just kind of wrap it up for now, and we will work on it over the Listserver on the e-mail.


		MR. WILHELM:  I have one question. 


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Sure.


		MR. WILHELM:  Of those applications, you described in that document, are there any of them that cannot be accomplished using packet switching?  In other words, are there any that require circuit switch data? 


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Just looking at it, and not -- I would really like to review it a little bit more before I give you a final answer.  But I think packet would do all of that. 


		MR. WILHELM:  And if true that would resolve the --


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, yes, pretty much it would give Motorola the answer they are looking for.  Other than I think we are going to tell them that we want all three submodes under packet, which is mobile to mobile and all that. 


		But as Bob said, we need to review the Project 25 document, just to double check.  Go ahead, Carlton.


		MR. WELLS:  Carlton Wells, State of Florida.  I tend to agree there, going for all three submodes under packet, just based on the presentation that Dave made earlier.


		When you look at packet versus circuit switching, packet seems more efficient than circuit, and not seizing a channel for the entire duration, like circuit switching.


		And so just basically packet seems the way to go, and the three subcategories.  I would like to see some definitions to make sure everybody plays off the same sheet of music, that we know what mobile to mobile means, defining mobile, what mobile to base means, defining base, and mobile to fixed network, making sure we understand what fixed network means.


		And the whole diagram behind it, let's say.  For instance, when I see base, I'm thinking a radio base station at a shelter.  But you go into other facilities, or to other people, and they define base as the dispatch center.


		And so things like base need to be clearly understood.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes, I think we can probably work on that, and that is a good idea, we will fix that, also.


		And based on that, if we could get the manufacturers, if they have any input as to how bad that would be, or what that looks like, implementing the packet in the three submodes, that would help us out.


		And I will also, as Glen Nash mentioned in the technology, we will, since data radio isn't represented here today, we will get hold of them and make sure that they have some input too.


		MR. WELLS:  Just like the data base being contemplated now for frequency allotments, the common data base, now we are talking data, do we need a data base for addresses, so that car 54, on the west coast, doesn't use car 54 on the east coast?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, I think we need to -- we need something similar to that.  But what worries me about that is cars and units change so fast, I don't know of anybody that could keep up with that, you know, when you look at it over medical, law enforcement, fire.


		But possibly we can come up with a method where some structure, a structure, and that it is easy to get a message from one unit.  


		When we go back is get some input in the internet protocol and see how we can fit that in.


		MR. WELLS:  I think back to Yahoo, when you subscribe to a user name, alias or whatever, it will come back and tell you if that one has been used or not.  I tried to use Wellsc, it won't work, somebody has already taken it.


		Same for Yahoo, when I try for Wellsc there, I finally got up to Wellsc12 before something came up.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes, I think that it might force both fire and law enforcement, eventually, to come up with a standardized designator for every agency, and in California we have that -- do you? 


		I need to know about that, too.  I don't know if fire does.  But I know in California under fire that is how it is done, so that makes it real easy then.  And then each agency keeps track of their units.


		MR. WELLS:  Going back to the IP address, dot FL, dot US, dot CA, dot US, whatever, something like that. 


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Right.  So we could do it under that and make it work.  But, anyway, we will have to take a look at it.


		CHAIR POWELL:  John, where did we come up -- I know there was a discussion at the last TIA meetings about reserving an IP, or requesting that an IP series be reserved for voice-over IP applications? 


		I'm just thinking that might be something to think about reserving a series of IP addresses, specifically for interoperability, just grab a whole block.  Because that is what, really, all of your letter designations, at some point by someone, get converted to a series of numbers. 


		We found the -- well, the one table list that we found doesn't match at all with the Commission's Fourth Report and Order.  So we will have to go back through that, Carlton, and figure that out.


		MR. WELLS:  You are talking about the Table of Interoperability Channels?  I found that in my notes from the last meeting.  I had an item to bring up called housecleaning, going back to the previous documents. 


		And that wasn't brought up for discussion, pending the outcome of the Fourth Report and Order, and Petitions for Reconsideration and all.


		So, John, you are correct.  That Table of Interoperability Channels has not been updated to reflect the Fourth Report and Order in a public form.


		Pending the outcome of Petitions for Reconsideration, where those actual channel numbers fall, that Table of Interoperability Channels is pre-Fourth Report and Order.


		Just like the document 0062, that was right before the Fourth Report and Order came out.  So there is at least two items in that IO Document 62, that may seem that they are in conflict with the Fourth Report and Order, and that is because they were put together prior to that order coming out.


		CHAIR POWELL:  My suggestion would be that we take, then, for purposes of tomorrow's presentation, we can sit down a little later here, and we will take this table, put the new channel numbers in, follow the pattern we used before, because we have also requested recon on channel labeling.


		But we will go ahead and drop the one channel, the fifth channel in the group, and we will just take it out of italics, which is how we denoted it as trunking permissible.  If that meets with the group, and then we will go ahead and submit that table tomorrow.


		MR. WELLS:  Who here has a laptop for us to work from?


		CHAIR POWELL:  I've got it all right here so we can take that.  Any objections to doing it that way?


		We will go ahead and present that as a recommendation from the Interoperability Subcommittee to the NCC with regards to the comments to the requests for the Petition for Reconsideration for the Steering Committee to approve tomorrow.  Can we adjourn again?


		MR. WILHELM:  Well, I know how anxious all of you are to get to the fleshpots of Washington, but we are going to have to delay it by about an hour, because Tom Tolman is making a presentation at 3 o'clock to which some Commission staff have been invited already, and that time has been specified.


		So we will take up again at 3 o'clock.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Is there any reason that that Subcommittee could not start, as long as they continue past 3 and put that item on at 3? 


		MR. WILHELM:  No, I suppose it could be done that way. if everyone is here.  But I think the people are anticipating the Subcommittee starting at 3.


		But, I mean, the pleasure of the Vice-Chairman.  Who isn't here, which does raise a problem.  So I think 3 o'clock will have to be it.


		CHAIR POWELL:  Anyone that is interested in assisting with the table, and we will sit up here for a few minutes and reassemble a table for tomorrow's Steering Committee meeting, and make use of this hour.


		(Whereupon, at 1:54 p.m. the above-entitled matter was adjourned.)
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