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�	P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S

	9:40 a.m.

		MR. WILHELM: A couple of preliminary announcements, one, if there?s anyone in the room who needs signing assistance please let us know by raising your hand.  Seeing no one, if during the course of the meeting you see someone who does need signing assistance, please let me know.  Another preliminary matter, we have a reversal today of the presentations of the subcommittees.  Normally, it?s Interoperability, Technology and Implementation, today it will be Interoperability, Implementation and Technology, which will allow Dick DeMello to catch an airplane this afternoon.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Now, that?s a big change, we want to give everybody a chance to settle in with that change.

		MR. WILHELM: We also have some unfortunate news.  Dave Buchanan, who was to make a presentation this morning, was called away last night.  His wife is ill and was taken to the hospital and Dave had to return, so his presentation will not be made at this meeting, possibly it will be made in the May meeting.

		Kathy?

		CHAIR WALLMAN: We?ll observe the normal kind of presentation order, other than the change that Michael mentioned.  We are going to start out with a presentation from the International Bureau, which we are trying to organize right now.  There is going to be a slight delay in our guests from the International Bureau arriving, so maybe we should start with the subcommittee reports.

		MR. MURPHY: Sergeant Powell, are you ? would you be willing to ? is John in the room ? would you be willing to start us out?

		SERGEANT POWELL: As soon as we get the documents.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: You are waiting for the documents, okay.

		MR. MURPHY: Rick Murphy, ? FLEWUG program.  We have a status of DTV report that we just put out, which is on the back table if you are interested, but I did want to let you know that there?s going to be an addendum to that that?s going to pretty much identify the differences in the TV stations that are ID?d in there, low powers, secondary use, high power, that way you know what we are dealing with on a regular basis.  Also, the addendum will include some ? the adjacent channels ? the adjacent TV channel stuff, just as an update where it stands on that since that was part of preliminary rulings.

		So, that will be making that document complete, but that way if you grab a copy of it you know those will be on its way, and they will also be posted on the PSWN web page for you to have in case you don?t get a hard copy of it.

		So, thanks.

		MR. WILHELM: On a similar topic, we have a limited number of copies of the TIA report that you?ve heard talked about the past two days, and you are welcome to take a copy.  If we should run out, it is available on the PSWN web site, I believe.  So, if someone would come up and get the copies and pass them around, I?d appreciate it.

		Dick DeMello filling the breach, thank you, Dick.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: After Dick gets finished filling in as usher, I think we are going to be ready for your report, Dick.

		MR. DeMELLO: Good.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Thank you.

		MR. DeMELLO: Good morning.

		The Implementation Committee had its meeting yesterday afternoon, as scheduled. We discussed quite a number of things.  There are some really important highlights that took place.

		One of them that we discussed was the documents to date that we have produced, the fact is that those documents are in pretty good form as it is now, however, some footnotes have been added to them regarding the Fourth Report and Order.  Obviously, we are all familiar with the fact that the Recon is in process, and once the Recon is complete we will most likely be making some adjustments or some footnotes regarding those adjustments, and, of course, the committee itself will have to meet again and discuss those, and take a position, and forward that position on to the NCC.

		Regarding one of the ? a presentation that took place by NIJ, it was an update of the Precoordination Database.  We are on target with that project, and it?s due to be completed in October.  The steps before we get to that completion in October, one of them is that there will be a NPSTC database committee meeting out in Denver, April 18th and 19th, to consider various things that are going on regarding the database.  It?s kind of an acceptance point for one thing, and another thing we are looking at is tools to load the database, to meet planning ? regional planning committee needs, and also protection, things along those lines.

		I want to thank Tom Tolman, who is from NIJ, he?s over the project, and also David Funk.  It was an excellent presentation, very well done, and provided a lot of good information, not only for the people here that are involved in this process, but also for FCC staff that were able to attend.  It was much needed, right on target, and well done.

		David Eierman updated the committee on DTV, I guess you?d call it really, really slow growth process or something along those lines. Pretty much, things are a status quo, but, obviously, they will at some time start moving ahead a little bit more quickly we all hope.

		Also, we provided the committee with a document regarding engineering standards, some of which were an analysis of 800 MHZ, two 700 MHZ, that data is going to be sent to the NPSTC data subcommittee to review and comment on when we are meeting on the 18th and the 19th out in Colorado, and those comments will be forwarded to the Implementation Committee with recommendations, so that we can determine whether we want to fold that into our report or how we want to handle those documents.

		Yesterday, during the Implementation ? not Implementation, during the Interoperability Committee meeting, changes were made to some of their documents, and just for your information, we fold into our Implementation Committee documents any changes that are made by the other committees.  In fact, that?s why I wanted John to go first so we?d have a nice flow here, but it doesn?t make any difference because we can just inform you of how we fold those things in, and how that process is going to take place.

		One of the really positive things that took place yesterday, which was after the Implementation Committee, was the meeting between NPSTC, and some people from the Implementation Committee, and the FCC, to look at ways of putting this information out for our RPCs to use in their process of convening and getting established, to put a plan together.  It?s going to be quite helpful to them, and this is going to be hosted, information is going to be hosted on the NIJ or NPSTC site out there in Denver.  The technical writer is going to be brought aboard, so that we can have conformity, consistency within the process, but the major thing of interest is, is that people who are going to be in the RPCs are going to be able to go to one site, the other information that?s going to help them on their planning process so that it will flow more smoothly.

		I guess that pretty much takes care of the major points on the Implementation Committee, with the exception that I?m going to ask Tom Tolman to come up and inform the group about some NIJ funding for regions, and also the position that NIJ is taking on the database, continuation of the database and that work.

		So, other than that, I?ve concluded the report, and, Tom.

		MR. TOLMAN: I?d like to introduce our Program Manager with AJA, with NIJ, where there?s been some discussion, as you all know, over the past several meetings about the commitment, reference the database and reference NIJ funding and support for that, and so I?ve asked that our Program Manager, Tom Cody, come before you today and offer some statements with regard to that.

		MR. CODY: Good morning, I am Tom Cody, from NIJ, and I do have a letter that will be sent to Kathy Wallman shortly, actually today, that the letter reassures NIJ?s commitment to the development of the database.  The development is fully funded, and that we also have budgeted out for planning purposes the maintenance costs over ten years.

		As with any federal agency, you know, our funding is, of course, year by year, but on the actual program the database is my number one funding priority, and it?s a very high funding priority within our office.  So, understanding what the maintenance costs are, and the fact that it is a high priority, there was a full strong commitment by NIJ for the Precoordination Database.

		Thank you.

		MR. TOLMAN: Was there questions?

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Any questions for Tom?

		MR. TOLMAN: While I?m still up here and have the mic, on the subject of, and this is the Working Group 5, reference the RPC funding again, what Tom Cody had mentioned is a part of that package of funding, and the RPC funding that we talked about is formalized, and you can see the details of this on the NPSTC web site, npstc.org, and also a newsletter that we are putting out in an effort to expand our outreach to get the message to the RPCs that this funding does exist.

		I just wanted to again formalize that that funding is in place, and we are ready to begin that process shortly.

		MR. DeMELLO: Okay, thank you, Tom.

		Any questions?  

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Not a question, but can you discuss the MOU?

		MR. DeMELLO: I?m going to add that now, because it?s a little bit outside of the Implementation Committee.

		Within NPSTC, we have taken on the challenge to have a document created with the PSCC four coordinators.  The document is pretty well along its way.  We are looking at gathering signatures on it.  Within the document, it states that the public safety coordinators, the four of us, will use the Precoordination Database for that purpose, for precoordination, and also the use will include frequency coordination itself, so that there will be a normal flow.  We are all committing to using it and to continuing the use of it in the future.

		And, copies of that communication will be sent to Kathy and to other people within the process so that you know where we stand as the four coordinators.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Thank you.

		MR. DeMELLO: Any questions in regard to that?  Okay.

		I didn?t distribute copies of the plan of the guidelines or any of that stuff to the Steering Committee this morning.  They?ve already been distributed in the past.  However, I did give a complete copy to Michael for the record.

		Any questions?

		Okay, thank you.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Thank you very much.

		Okay, John, are you ready to go?  Great!

		We are very happy to hear this morning from John Guisti, who is with the International Bureau here at the Commission, and he?s going to speak to us this morning about harmonization of public safety frequency allocations internationally.

		Thanks very much for coming down.

		MR. GUISTI: Thanks so much for having me today.

		As was said, I?m in the International Bureau, and am responsible for directing our participation in international organizations such as the International Telecommunication Union. It?s really a privilege to be here today with so many experts on public safety, because this is an issue that is starting to be discussed more internationally.

		In particular, I?ve been asked to speak today about a question that?s come up with regard to whether spectrum for public protection should be harmonized on either a global or regional basis, and I?ll describe this issue more fully in a moment, but first I want to give you some background on the context from which we are coming on this.

		The issue has emerged in the context of the International Telecommunication Union, or the ITU, which is an arm of the United Nations that oversees global communication issues.  As part of the ITU?s work, a World Ready Communication Conference, or WRC, is held every two to three years.  Countries from around the world send representatives to the conference to decide whether to amend through international treaty the radio regulations.

		The most recent conference took place last May in Istanbul, Turkey, with, I think, about 150 countries participating, and the next conference we are expecting will take place in Caracas, Venezuela in 2003.

		Even though this is the 2003 time frame we are talking about, preparations are already well underway here in the U.S., obviously, at an early stage, but there are 43 items on the agenda for the conference, so there?s a lot of work to be done.

		Ultimately, our goal, and the goal of the United States, is to go to the conference with a unified position on each of the items on the agenda.  To arrive at consensus, this involves the State Department, the FCC and its constituency, and the NDIA and its constituency, and we work together to come up with common inputs that deal with the spectrum that affects industry and the federal government.

		Because the outcome of the conference will have significant impact on international spectrum allocations, and therefore could impact decisions here in the U.S., the Federal Communications Commission has really, in recent years, been devoting quite a bit of resources to preparing for these meetings and will certainly do so this time around as well.

		And, this extends beyond the International Bureau, it?s a concerted effort, we work closely in coordinating with the Wireless Bureau and the Office of ? OET, sorry, I can?t remember what the E stands for at the moment.

		And, in addition, we gather input from the communications industry and other interested parties.  We?ve set up an advisory committee already, much like this one, to help us make recommendations from an industry perspective on how to move forward in preparing for the next conference.

		Now, the most notable thing I think for this group is an agenda item that has come up, it was put forward by the country of India, it?s Agenda Item 1.3, and it?s having to do with considering identification of globally, regionally harmonized bands for implementation of future advanced solutions to meet the needs of public protection agencies, including those dealing with emergency situations and disaster relief.  So, therefore, the question of whether the spectrum should be harmonized is being studied from two perspectives, public protection and disaster relief.

		Public protection here is referring to day-to-day public safety activities, such as police, fire and emergency services, and disaster relief would be in response to extraordinary and widespread threats to human life, health, property, et cetera.

		Some of the questions that we are looking at is the question of, is harmonization of spectrum necessary on either a global or regional basis, to improve communications use for public protection and disaster relief?  If so, how much spectrum is needed, and what frequency band should be used?

		One of the ITU working parties, Working Party 8A, and I?m fortunate enough to have Julie Buchanan from my staff here who is handling Working Party 8A for me, has been assigned to study the issue for the ITU, and to start the gathering of information the working party has distributed a questionnaire to all of the ITU member states about current uses, future plans of countries with respect to spectrum, use for communications for public protection and disaster relief.

		Now, the U.S. has already formally submitted its response to the questionnaire.  We sent it in on February 28th.  The U.S. response was developed by a team led by NTIA, but in which the FCC and industry participated.  I believe public safety organizations also participated in that discussion, but again, it?s early on, so I want to encourage everyone here to keep working with us as we develop positions for this agenda item.

		The Working Party 8A will next meet in April in India, to review the questionnaire that the countries have submitted.  Several people from the U.S., including Julie, will be attending.  There will be people from NTIA, the Department of Defense, and I know that at least Motorola will be participating, I?m not sure about other industry representatives at this time.

		And, as I mentioned before, and I believe there?s a handout, the FCC has set up an advisory committee that has a web page to solicit input from industry and other interested parties on each of the WRC agenda items.  So, I encourage you to look to that web site, look for agenda item 1.3, which has been assigned to one our sub-working groups, which is the Informal Working Group 6.  The group has met three times so far, and it?s chaired by Larry Miller, who I believe a number of you probably know.  If you are interested in following what the group is doing, you should please get in touch with him as soon as possible.  His phone number is 202-624-8480, and he has an e-mail address and I believe some of this information may also be available on the web site, larrym@aashto.org.

		So, I appreciate you guys taking the time to listen to me today, I just wanted to give you an overview of where we are in preparing for the next World Ready Communication Conference.  This is obviously a very important item to a number of countries and to a number of people within the U.S., so I would definitely appreciate your help as we move forward to developing an FCC and, ultimately, U.S. position.

		Thanks.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Excuse me, John, would you be willing to entertain a couple of questions?

		MR. GUISTI: Certainly.

		MR. McEWEN: John, I?m Harlan McEwen, and I represent the International Association of Chiefs of Police, and am intimately involved with the public safety groups that are discussing some of the issues here.

		We have great concern about the U.S. response to the questionnaire, particularly, where it talks about the fact that we have current sufficient public safety spectrum.  That is clearly contrary to anything that we have ever said to the FCC, the people that normally deal with us on a domestic level certainly know that that is not our position.  We feel very strongly that that should not be projected to the international community, because that isn?t reflective  of our position.

		Larry Miller has indicated to us in a meeting day before yesterday that he has made that point in meetings in the past, and what I?m trying to say is, without getting into the harmonization and all of the ? and, we realize there?s some differences of opinion as to what spectrum and all of that, but without getting into that, that statement, saying that it?s important to note that within the United States the current allocations for fixed and mobile services should be sufficient, is not our position, and we think that?s unfair to be relating as the U.S. position.

		MR. GUISTI: I appreciate your comments, and I will obviously take these back as well, and I know Julie has been involved in this discussion.  I believe the effort at this point, because as you point out there are different positions within the U.S., and we are trying at this point to see if we can?t develop a consensus position in time for the next conference, but what we wanted to do is be responsive to the questionnaire, but be as non-committal as possible in terms of those areas where we don?t yet have domestic resolution of an issue.

		So, just because something ? without something being resolved in the U.S., we didn?t want to bring it into an international fora, that doesn?t mean that we at the FCC feel that, you know, the issue has been resolved.

		MR. McEWEN: The point I want to end up with when I finish here is to say that the differences are what bands, and who shall use what, and who shall share what, and all of that.  I don?t know of anybody in the United States public safety community that disagrees that we need additional spectrum, and so we want to make sure you understand that there?s a difference here.  I mean, we understand that DoD has its needs, and there are other federal allocations, and that hasn?t been all agreed upon among the users, certainly, but the fact that we need more spectrum for public safety domestic use is pretty well agreed upon, I think, by all of the law enforcement and fire service and people like that.

		MR. GUISTI: And, actually, I?ll ask Julie to respond in a second, but I think you raised a very interesting point about, you know, one thing we are talking about here is, as we look at the issue we need to look both at our existing uses, what?s going on now, and also be working on developing what we need on a going forward basis.  So, that?s definitely something we want to factor in.

		But, Julie has been very extensively involved in this issue, and I?d ask her to also respond to your question.

		MS. BUCHANAN: We had many hours of meetings in trying to answer the questionnaire, and this issue was one of the issues that came up quite frequently and was discussed at length, how to address this situation.

		I just want to make it clear that the FCC is fully aware that the public safety community recommends that there be more spectrum for public safety uses.  The question for us was how to answer the survey, given that it?s an international audience, and the question for the survey was really more narrow than that, it was should spectrum be harmonized internationally, regionally, or globally.

		So, the fact that we made those statements, those statements ? that the current allocations should be sufficient, mean for harmonization purposes internationally, it doesn?t have any impact on the ongoing domestic discussions about how much spectrum might be needed additionally in the United States.

		So, I don?t think it?s really a concern that you should be ?

		MR. McEWEN: Perhaps, you could help us with some slightly different wording, in other words, it certainly doesn?t come out that way for our reading, and if it?s intended to do what you just said it would be helpful if maybe we could help try to come up with some wording that would say what you just said and not preclude us.  I mean, it really does say we have enough spectrum.

		MS. BUCHANAN: Yes, I have it over there, not in front of me, but the survey has been sent.

		MR. McEWEN: I know that, but you are going to go to the meeting.

		MS. BUCHANAN: Right, when we go to the meeting, the FCC, all the staff at the FCC recognizes that the public safety community recommends that there be more spectrum for public safety.

		MR. McEWEN: Okay.

		MS. BUCHANAN: The question is more narrow than that, what bands, if any, should be harmonized globally.

		MR. McEWEN: Right.

		MS. BUCHANAN: And, within that context, we think that we shouldn?t go beyond what we are already using in the U.S. for public safety.

		MR. McEWEN: Thank you.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Marilyn, did you have a comment?

		MS. WARD: I?m Marilyn Ward, I represent the National Public Safety Telecommunications Council.  We are a federation of many public safety entities, including the IUCPIFC, AASHTO, ? Larry Miller is one of our representatives, and we had a discussion about this on Wednesday, particularly, the strength of the language, and I would have to second Chief McEwen?s comments that we would like to see some change made in the way that that is put out in a public document like that internationally.

		Right now, NPSTC is represented on a project called the MESA project, started out as the PSPP, to be involved with international data standards, and our relationships internationally are expanding as a result of these efforts.  And, we have some real concerns about a document that?s going to go out in the international arena that?s going to be contrary to everything that we?ve been saying all along, and we continue to say.  I mean, we would offer a copy of the PSWAC report or any other documentation to reflect what the public safety community?s feelings are after several years of work to delineate what our needs are.  So, we would second Chief McEwen?s comments and hope that there would be a change in that language, so that it would be better reflective of what the real story is here for the public safety community in the U.S.

		MR. GUISTI: I appreciate your comments, and I think that the advantage we have here is that fortunately Julie will be on the ground in India at the meeting, and I believe we all have, you know, a similar position and, you know, if there?s concerns about the language, at least in this particular meeting, the positions will be clear from the U.S. perspective.

		And, we also, since we?ll have industry representatives there as well, have them there to keep ? make sure that we, you know, have consensus going forward, both on the industry side and the federal government side.

		MS. WARD: My understanding was that Larry is not going there, is he going to be there?

		MR. GUISTI: I don?t believe so, but Julie could tell you.

		MS. WARD: So, we should get any comments to you that we feel should be brought up over there?

		MR. GUISTI: Please do.

		MS. BUCHANAN: That would be great.

		MR. GUISTI: That would be great, and I would also just like to again emphasize that we really need your help as we prepare for the next conference, and please feel free to contact Julie, to contact myself, Larry Miller, we have the web page with our advisory committee information.  The more information we have from our constituents the easier it is for us to advocate those interests within the preparatory process.  

		So, one of my main goals today was to alert everyone here of the discussion and the status, and we are still very early on in the process, so we hope to see a lot more of you all as we move forward and come to resolution on this.

		It?s going to be another two years or so before we have to actually hand this in to the World Ready Communication Conference.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: John, did you have a question or comment?

		SERGEANT POWELL: Just a comment, John Powell, University of California, and speaking on behalf, as Marilyn mentioned, of Project MESA, this is a huge international effort involving TIA and those of us as users participating under their umbrella, and the European Union through ETSI, to work on, and this ITU item is advanced technology, specifically addressed advanced technology, and we are looking towards developing something beyond broad band, the whole idea being that it?s something that?s needed, number one, and every day it?s needed more, and number two, that the only way to make this a commercially viable product is to have a market bigger than any region.  It is clearly at least a North America-European issue, probably a worldwide issue, and to make it work right we are talking about worldwide harmonization.

		That is where that ITU item came from in the beginning, it?s there because of this issue that?s coming up through this partnership with Europe.  We got that on the agenda for that reason, and we?ll get you whatever documents are needed, but there is a web site and we can get you the address.  It?s in the process of being changed right now, but you can follow the developments there, but it?s a very major effort, probably as big as anything we?ve ever undertaken in the United States.

		MR. GUISTI: Okay, thank you.  We would definitely like to get that information, and we can then have all of our folks on the IWC 6 following the developments with regard to the MESA Project.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Thank you very much, Julie and John.

		MR. GUISTI: Thank you for having us.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: John, do you have what you need now?

		SERGEANT POWELL: No, I don?t ?

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Well, do we know what the status is of that?

		MR. WILHELM: Joy, the status of those copies?  

		UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: (Off mic.)

		MR. WILHELM:  Thank you.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Okay.

		MR. WILHELM: Would you give them to Sergeant Powell, please?

		SERGEANT POWELL: What I have here, and will present to the ? oh, that one didn?t format just right, okay ? will present to the Steering Committee ? I better sign this letter here first ? is a cover letter and some documents that are a follow-on to the activity of the Interoperability Subcommittee yesterday during its meetings.  Let?s see what we have here.

		I have extra copies here of one of the tables I?ll talk about that I?ll leave over on the table for the rest of the group afterwards.  

		I?ll just, Kathy, start by going through this letter.  One of the major issues that we addressed yesterday was the two petitions for reconsideration that have been filed on the Fourth Report and Order and WT Docket 96-86, and trying to come to finalized development of some potential comments that the Steering Committee could forward to the Commission as comments on these two petitions once the comment period opens.

		Specifically, the channel assignment proposal table, which covers two of the items within those petitions, the first being the location of the secondary trunk channels, the second being the preservation of certain of the channels for specific users, at least as a first place to go in an emerging or a developing incident.

		So, there is a table of channel assignments that has been revised, which I presented to you, and again will leave copies on the table here, that includes all of the interoperability channels now put in the format that the Commission has them specifically within the overall table of channel assignments in The Fourth Report and Order.  However, spreading equally the secondary trunk channels between the two TV channel sub-bands, as well as, again, identifying the particular channel designations where we propose to reserve four channels, two in each sub-band, two channels each for emergency medical, fire and law enforcement, again, not as solely their?s, but as a first place during an emerging incident for those services to go, because of the amount of time that is typically taken to go through an overall band manager in any part of the country to get an interoperability channel assigned.  By the time that process normally happens, the emergency is over for police, fire and medical first responders.

		Again, in these petitions, that was brought up as new information, we believe the Commission did not realize that that was the initial intent, not that they be solely reserved for their use, but that that be reserved for them as a first place for those organizations to turn to as an incident develops.

		Secondly, and I will give you one copy that I?ve got of this entire document, with all the color charts, is the guard band proposal.  This was presented to the Telecommunications Industry Association as a request for them to look at the Fourth R&O with regards to guard channels, indicated that the commenters on the Fourth Report and Order had not provided any information really concerning adjacent channel interference to justify the Commission looking at the designation of guard channels.

		We went back to TIA after our last meeting in Orlando, and asked them to look at this issue.  I think the initial proposals, the initial report that they developed, indicates that by sliding the 12-1/2 KHz interoperability channel to the center of the 25 KHz window, rather than leaving it against one edge, would provide significant benefit in protecting, not only the interoperability channels, but also the adjacent channels which generally now would be assigned to the state blocks, looking at the fact that in all probability those channels would be being used to manage the same incidents, especially with the states being statewide implementations of systems, there would be some potential significant problems in trying to coordinate an interoperability operation that could go anyplace in the country and have to always work immediately against potentially a state channel.

		So, let me present you with this compendium of five documents, which includes the color charts and their initial report, and conclude this item by saying that TIA will formally be discussing this at their meeting in a week and a half in San Diego, and it?s anticipated from that meeting that they will provide a formal TIA response, based upon this information, to the Steering Committee, to be used as they see fit, the intent being reply comments to the Commission on the petition for reconsideration on the Fourth R&O.

		I have one other document here that I will give you.  This is a copy of the actual presentation that was made yesterday, that includes all of the nice color charts and a lot of the calculations that were done as part of that presentation.  This is the TIA input document that they?ll be considering next week.

		Finally, as Dick DeMello indicated, one of the things that we will be ? or have forwarded for the Implementation Subcommittee to consider, will be a recommendation, due to these interference potentials now that they?ve been identified, that will suggest to the regional planning committees that they carefully evaluate the technologies and the uses that are placed in those first adjacent channels adjacent to interoperability, alerting the licensees there that there is a great potential for interference if they are trying to operate in the immediate vicinity of an interoperability operation, and also identifying the fact that the level of that interference varies greatly depending upon the technology that is implemented in those adjacent channels.

		That subcommittee has indicated they will include that in their document and probably in this next guideline document that will be prepared, that would be a very appropriate place to also highlight that for the user community.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: So, what you are giving us is for informational purposes, just to make sure we have a complete set of the documents used, you don?t need anything approved by us today, do you?

		SERGEANT POWELL: No, this is provided to the Steering Committee for you to use, depending upon your decision and how you are going to support or provide input to the petitions for reconsideration.

		MR. COOPER: Right, okay, good.  Great.

		Are there any questions for Sergeant Powell?  You anticipated every question.

		SERGEANT POWELL: I guess I did.  I?ll put these copies on the table here.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Thank you.

		Glen, are you ready to roll?

		MR. NASH: I guess one of the advantages or disadvantages of going last is that with the cross pollinazation that goes on between the committees a number of my items have already been discussed.

		The Technology Committee met yesterday.  We find ourselves somewhat in a little bit of a lull right now between, you know, finishing up some work that we were tasked with and beginning other work.

		We received a report from TIA relative to a couple of projects they are working on for us.  First was the definition of specific performance parameters to be used in applying TSB88 for the frequency coordination and planning process.  Work is progressing on defining those parameters.  In particular, they are looking for additional input relative to TETRA and its performance characteristics.

		Secondly, they are continuing work on the development of standards for the wide band operations, receiving input from the manufacturers suggesting different technologies that can be used and taking those technologies under consideration.

		As John mentioned, we had some discussion, as did his committee, on the issue of shifting the interoperability channels over, such as to provide a guard channel on either side of the interoperability channels, that would provide for a 6.25 KHz separation between those channels and the adjacent general use and state use channels.  The evaluation that was prepared by TIA indicated anywhere from a 2 to an 18 db improvement in the interference that the interoperability channels might receive from the general use and/or state channels, 2 db being actually relatively low and being the interference that might be expected from the 6.25 KHz efficiency type technologies, to as much as about 18 db from a similar project 25 phase one type system, if that was on the adjacent channel.

		However, they then took a look at what the impact of the interoperability channels would be on the adjacent general use and state use channels, and the improvements they saw there were rather dramatic, specifically, ranging anywhere from 12 to as much as 38 db of improvement, that last being the improvement realized from the 12-1/2 KHz phase one project 25 operation on the interoperability channel as it might affect an immediately adjacent 6.25 KHz project 25 phase two type operation.   You know, so, in effect, would shift that such that that immediate 6.25 KHz channel does receive significant amounts of interference, and in reality would be unusable in the immediate area.

		They continued with a discussion of the Motorola petition for clarification, regarding the various modes of data communications.  Motorola had raised the question that as a result of a change in the erratum on the specific rules, that there became at least implied that a manufacturer offering a product ? a data product that would have the interoperability channels may have to provide both circuit data and packet data modes, and that that was a significant cost impact on the design of the radio, then led into a discussion as to whether or not we need circuit and packet, or one or the other, and if so which one.

		We formed a working group to look into that further.  It also led into some discussion as to which modes, and, specifically, they had identified their potential modes of unit to unit in a direct form, unit to unit through a repeater, and unit to central station as possible modes of operation, and again, some discussion as to which modes were appropriate, and as we looked at that those really became issues of what the information was that had to be transmitted and what the participants were, and we have referred that question back to the Interoperability Committee to provide some definition of what the modes of operation for data interoperability are.  From that, we are going to take on a task of trying to define a data interoperability standard that would go all the way down to the applications layer, which had been pointed out actually several months ago that until such time as we do get down to the applications layer that we have not adequately defined data interoperability, such that there is adequate interoperability.

		And in the voice mode all of us are pretty familiar with voice operations, and what?s necessary for voice interoperability.  As we get into data interoperability, that is somewhat of a new topic for the public safety community, and we do need to, you know, clearly define all of those issues if we are going to have full interoperability.

		Next, we had a brief discussion about the three petitions for reconsideration that have been filed, one by the PSWN group, one by John Powell, and one also by the National TETRA Forum.  As we looked at those, it does not appear as if there are any specific issues in those petitions that the Technology Committee should address, and so we would defer to the other two committees to deal with comments relative to those three petitions.

		And then finally, as John had indicated, a question had been raised about the distribution of the trunking permitted channels, and that they, in fact, be distributed equally across the two sets of TV channels, that is, the 63-68 combination, as well as the 64-69 combination, and while the Technology Committee can recommend that they be evenly distributed the specific channel assignments were an issue that was dealt with in the Interoperability Subcommittee and we referred that issue back to John, and he submitted his report on that issue.

		So, that covers the information that we dealt with yesterday, and I?ll accept questions.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Are there questions for Glen?  Okay.

		MR. NASH: That was easy.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Yes, there you go.

		We are now finished with the subcommittee  reports, and so we have time for some open discussion.  I know that Chief McEwen has a few words to say on the interference situation.

		MR. McEWEN: What I wanted to do was to ? for those of you that haven?t been involved in the last couple of days of meetings we?ve been having, some of us, with people from the Commission, to bring you up to date on the interference issue and to just kind of give you a sense of where we think that?s progressing.

		First of all, in the way of history, back in June the Commission made a significant change in the rules, or the proposed rules, on how the adjacent commercial spectrum might be used, which we believe is very problematic to the public safety use of the band.  And, in regard to that, the National Public Safety Telecommunications Council filed, on March 7th, a petition for reconsideration on the interference issue.

		That was based upon the TIA report which was released just before that, to the NCC, as a response to the request at this group?s meeting in Orlando, and so we based our petition for reconsideration on that point.

		With the assistance of the Chair of the NCC and others, a meeting was held yesterday with the engineering people.  There were people there from the Office of Engineering, the Policy Division Bureau, and the Wireless Bureau, so we had people there from, really, all affected aspects of the Commission staff, in a discussion between, primarily, the engineers of TIA, representing TIA, and the Commission engineers, to talk about this issue.

		I was pleased that there was good dialogue between both parties, and that the Commission has clearly indicated again, even as late as this morning, that they are really seriously looking at this, and this is all we could expect at this point, and we will hope to see some further discussions.

		In furtherance of that, we also had some ? some of us in the public safety community had some meetings with some of the staff of the Commission yesterday afternoon. So, I think that positive things are happening.

		The second thing I wanted to mention is that most of you probably saw the article in USA Today, earlier this month, that was talking about primarily the 800 MHZ interference problem that we are currently experiencing, and I want to just, on the record, make the point that there were probably a number of people in this room that were interviewed over a period of almost a month for that article, and although the article expressed our concerns and the issue of the seriousness of the interference, it did not reflect some of the positive things that have gone on that the Commission has been responsive to our requests in this proceeding through the NCC and so on, and I think that was unfortunate, and I think the record ? I want to make sure that on this record today that we publicly acknowledge the good work of the Commission, at the same time that we have expressed concern in this particular issue, and that?s an ongoing dialogue.

		So, I think that?s ? I guess there was one other thing, and that is that although they?ve left, there were two representatives here from Nextel who talked to me and others of you in this room about their interest as a particular industry group to work with us to try to come up with better ways to deal with the problem, both in the 800 and possibly the future 700, and they have indicated that they are going to be asking some of us to participate in an advisory group to sit down and talk about these things and come up with some solutions.  I think that?s a real positive thing to see happening, and I would welcome that, and I think that also ought to be acknowledged, even though I see they have left, but I wanted it to be on the record.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Any other comments in this part of our meeting?

		We were joined during the course of our meeting by Michael Brasher.  Michael, I wondered if you wanted to take a moment just to introduce yourself.

		MR. BRASHER: Thank you very much.  I?m Michael Brasher.  I?m the representative for the Local and State Government Advisory Committee.  I?m a City Counciler from Albuquerque, New Mexico, and serve on the Local and State Government Advisory Committee as a representative of the National League of Cities.  And, in that capacity, I serve on the National League of Cities? Information Communications Committee.  They just created a new subgroup.

		So, it?s a pleasure to be here, and, in fact, we are meeting upstairs, so I?m moving back and forth between the two meetings of the Local and the State Government Committee and this meeting.  It is a pleasure to be here.  I did participate in one conference call, and it sounds like you?ve got a good group who are working on some critical issues.

		One of the issues that LSGAC has been, of course, discussing, is what to do when you have harmful interference and you have a police operation, and how do you deal with that?  Is there a way to terminate a source that is causing harmful interference if you have a life-threatening public safety action going on?  So, that discussion continues.

		Thank you.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Thank you, and welcome.

		Any other comments before we move to future dates?  Okay.

		We have one more meeting scheduled.  This is the one that?s out of town, it?s Thursday, May 10th for the subcommittee meetings, and Friday, May 11th, for the full committee meeting, and this is in St. Louis.

		We don?t have any meetings scheduled beyond that, and one thought for discussion is whether we should observe a hiatus over the summer and have the meeting after May be, you know, approximately, September, depending on coordination of schedules.

		I think, it being hard to coordinate schedules during the summer, would be one factor, and we seem to have the work relatively under control pending some further input from TIA on wide band data standards and things like that.

		So, does that sound all right?  Okay.

		In fact, why don?t we try, just preliminarily, to see if we can agree on some September dates, just because people?s calendars get full.  This would at least allow us to figure out whether there are any conflicts that will affect big groups.  Do people have calendars going out that far?

		So, Labor Day is going to fall on Monday the 3rd, and then the following week begins with Monday, the 10th.  

		MR. WILHELM: Is that ? Tom, is that ? 

		MR. TOLMAN: That?s the tentative dates.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: For NIJ?

		MR. TOLMAN: The second week of September.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Yes, so if we did it on Thursday/Friday, it would be 6 and 7 ? no, sorry, it would be the 13th and 14th if we did it the second week.

		I have a conflict on the 13th, but I could always ?

		MR. WILHELM: I would suggest you go to the next week.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Okay, so we start on the week of the 17th, if we did a Thursday and Friday it would be the 20th and 21st.

		UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: (Off mic)

		CHAIR WALLMAN: In France?  The FCC stands for France Communications Council.

		Okay, so then we are now in the last week of September, and that would be the 27th and 28th, if we did Thursday/Friday.  Anybody see a block there?

		Okay, all right, so why don?t we ? oh, that?s Yom Kippur, so we won?t meet on that day.

		MR. WILHELM: What was the problem with the end of the first week?

		CHAIR WALLMAN: The end of the first week?  Somebody called out that that was not a good week, the  6th and 7th.

		MR. WILHELM: Why is that?

		CHAIR WALLMAN: I don?t know if I heard the reason.

		MR. WILHELM: Is that a problem?

		QUESTION FROM AUDIENCE: All right.

		MR. WILHELM: Let me check on the availability.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Okay, do you want to do that right now?  Can you do it?

		MR. WILHELM: Sure.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Great.

		Michael is going to check and just see if he can ascertain the availability of the room on that day.

		Those days are okay?

		MR. WILHELM: No.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Oh, the room is not available?

		MR. WILHELM: There?s a possibility of it being available on the 7th.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Oh.

		MR. WILHELM: Friday the 14th is available, but Thursday is not available.

		UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: You don?t have the dates, Tom, because this is critical?

		We are going to be hurting this meeting because we have conflicts on both sides.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Apparently, the Commission meeting room is not available that first Thursday and Friday of September, so we have two alternatives.  We can look at the beginning of October, which would be the 4th and 5th.  Does anybody know of any conflict for the 4th and 5th of October? 

		UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Well, I?m waiting for Tom to give us a sense of this NIJ PSWM ? NIJ and PSWM are trying to do a joint ?

		MR. MURPHY: Are you talking about the National Interoperability Forum?

		UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Right.

		MR. MURPHY: That?s October 1st, 2nd and 3rd, or something like that.

		UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Okay, so those are the dates?

		MR. MURPHY: Yes.  I thought you were talking about a different conference.  No, it?s the first week of October.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: And, where is that?

		MR. MURPHY: It?s here in D.C., in Georgetown.

		UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Okay, so that?s where we want to stay away from.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Why do you want to stay away from it, why don?t we just do the 4th and 5th, if everybody is okay with it?

		UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Well, because a lot of us, we normally have a ? meeting the first day, because everybody is here.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: So, the 4th and 5th would not be good.

		MR. MURPHY: It?s the 2nd and 3rd only.

		UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes, but the 3rd would make it difficult for some of us to have the NPSTC meeting, see, that?s the problem.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: Somehow I am not following you, you have a conflict with the 4th and the 5th?

		UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: We have a conflict because that?s when we would have the NPSTC meeting, would be the day before the 3rd, and that would be a problem.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: The day before the 3rd, I?m not following you, because we are talking about ? that would be the 2nd.

		UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: No, the 3rd.  I?m saying the day before the 4th, which is the 3rd.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: And, you can?t because you also have another meeting.

		UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yes, so then that means we would go back to the middle week, and you said there?s a problem with that?

		CHAIR WALLMAN: The middle week of September?

		MR. WILHELM: Yes, that would be the 13th and 14th.  The 13th is not available.

		UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Oh, okay, all right, I didn?t realize that.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: So, theoretically, the 13th and 14th would be okay, but we don?t have a room, is that right?

		MR. WILHELM: We have a room on the 14th if we need it, we could possibly put the subcommittees in a large conference room.  It would be crowded, but we could do it.

		CHAIR WALLMAN: How do people feel about that?

		MS. WARD: Thirteenth and 14th of October?

		CHAIR WALLMAN: No, of September.

		We can do the 13th and 14th of September, but we?d only have the room on the 14th, so we?d have to get, you know, jammed into a conference room for the 13th, unless we come up with a great alternative between now and then.

		Okay, why don?t we do that, maybe we can get one of those south side conference rooms that are kind of big.

		Okay, so I think that should be okay, all right, so the 13th and 14th. 

		Okay.  Any other business before we adjourn?

		We fully expect that we?ll see you on the LISTSERV and we?ll continue to advance the dialogue in between meetings, and there may be some important documents for us all to be paying attention to, particularly, as we decide how to be useful to the Commission in the comment cycle on the petitions for reconsideration.  So, please, keep an eye out for that on the LISTSERV.

		Okay, anything else?  All right.

		We are adjourned, and we?ll meet you in St. Louie.

		(Whereupon, the meeting was concluded at 10:49 a.m.)
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