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


		MR. POWELL:  Just a couple of preliminary announcements for those of us up here at the front table, as well as on the two side microphones, if you could please get right down on the microphone, as you can tell, the audio is pretty good, if you do that, but I was informed that if you back away from it, it doesn't work very well.


		Also, those of you from the audience that are speaking on any of the points this morning, please use one of the two microphones in the front here.


		If you have any documents to present, we have a flatbed with a camera above, the document can actually be laid down and the whole document presented on the screen.


		Michael?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Thank you, John, and good morning everyone.  If there's anybody in the audience in need of sign language interpretation, will they please raise their hand?  If any of you in the audience should see anybody today who needs sign language interpretation, would you call it to my attention or to the attention of the sign language interpreter here?


		Okay.  Thank you very much.  Thank you, John.


		MR. POWELL:  Thank you, Michael.


		Welcome to St. Louis,  There are a number of documents in the back of the room.  Three that were put out just this morning.  I'll call those to your attention.  They were not distributed electronically, at least recently.


		One of them is the Incident Command System Position Manual, Description for the Com Unit Leader. 


		The second is an update of document 58D that is dated May 11th.


		And the third one is one Dave Buchanan distributed electronically.  Where did it go, Dave?  Has draft marked on the front of it.  It's the low speed data discussion.


		I was going to ask Bob Schlieman to do secretary duties for us this morning.  You can thank Bob for, I think the minutes that you generally receive from all of the subcommittee meetings.  Right, Bob?  More or less.


		LIEUTENANT MUELLER:  John, before you start, could I do a couple housekeeping items?


		MR. POWELL:  Certainly.


		LIEUTENANT MUELLER:  Thank you.  I want to welcome everyone to St. Louis.  It's certainly a pleasure to have you in my house for a change.  I've enjoyed the visits to Washington and the other venues.  I hope you equally enjoy your visit here.


		A couple of housekeeping things just to go over for you.  The men's restrooms, despite what the sign seems to indicate, are directly across the hall, they're not down the hall.  They're directly across the hall in the alcove.  The women's restroom is to the right.  Very easy to find from there.


		All the pay phones in this building unfortunately are down in the lobbies.  So if you don't have a cell phone and you have to make a call, that's where the pay phones are.  If it's an urgent matter, we can probably get you to one of the administrative phones up here, if we can find one that someone isn't on at the time.  Just see me, I'll be in the back for the entire day, as far as I know.


		The Police Headquarters is a no-smoking facility so we ask that any tobacco products be used outside or in the smoking area in the downstairs vending room.  And in case anyone is looking for that, you take the elevator to the first, to the basement, make a right as you go out of the elevator, a right at the end of the hall, down three steps, and the vending area is on your left.  Again, fairly easy to find.


		I put a handout on the back table of some lunch spots in the area.  There are five listed here and there are more if you want to go farther away.  Most of these are within walking distance or a very short drive.  Again, if you want to drive farther, let me know and I can get you further out.


		I'll be getting together with Michael before the end of the day to finalize the details, but we will have a tour of the communication facility available after the last subcommittee meeting this afternoon.  We'll set up the exact time of that and where to meet and let you know at the end of the day.  Anyone who wants to stay for that is welcome and I'll stay as long as you want to ask questions and see things you want to see.


		So again, welcome to St. Louis and enjoy your stay.  Thank you, John.


		MR. POWELL:  Thank you.  I notice you got all the important restaurants on the list.


		If you would pull up the agenda, I'd like to just do a quick review of the agenda.  And we made need to make one change in the order.  Kyle Sinclair, chair of working group 2, has a conference call that he has to make at 10:00 o'clock.


		So I think, Kyle, we'll put you on first when we get to the working group reports and activities.


		Any comments, changes, or additions to the agenda?


		If not, can I get a motion to approve, please?


		MR. MAYWOOD:  Motion --


		MR. POWELL:  Ron Maywood.  Second?


		MR. SINCLAIR:  I'll second.


		MR. POWELL:  Kyle Sinclair.


		Next, if I could call to your attention the minutes from the last meeting.  Those were distributed electronically yesterday.  There are a limited number of copies in the back of the room.  While we did not have a lot of formal activity, there was a significant amount of, I think, technical discussion at the last meeting.  That was forwarded on to the Steering Committee.


		Any corrections to the minutes?


		If none, can I have a motion to approve them.


		MR. WELLS:  Motion --


		MR. POWELL:  Carlton Wells.  Second?


		MR. SINCLAIR:  Second.


		MR. POWELL:  Kyle Sinclair.


		All in favor?  Nobody against?  Okay.


		There is a new document list out.  I'll just point out to people that it does not have on it document 58D, which Kyle will be talking about this morning, which I guess actually is appropriate because we ended up with it dated later than today, it's dated for tomorrow, which is fine.  It's going to the Steering Committee.  That will be added to the list with the next revision.


		Actually, Kyle, we don't have to take things out of order if, unless Bob has a long report on the drafting.


		No further information on working group report drafting.  I think where we stand on that is we're waiting for some further information from the Steering Committee.  Michael, maybe you have a comment on that, on where we stand on the second report.  As far as the timeline.


		MR. WILHELM:  We deferred preparation of the final report, pending a couple of things.  We may delay it until we've had action on the wide band digital standard.  We also need to give some attention to the issue that was raised at the last meeting about the specification for low band, low speed data, whether it includes circuit switched and packet switched, circuit switched or packet switched, or a combination of the foregoing.


		So until either of those events occur, I don't think we're prepared to submit the second report.


		MR. POWELL:  We will have some discussion this morning on the low speed data issue.  David's report is ready on that.  Hopefully we'll get that one resolved and we'll try to find out where we might be if we have any TIA representatives here, although they have not met since we did last time.


		Okay.  Kyle, working group 2?  Thank you, Michael.


		MR. SINCLAIR:  Thank you, John.  Actually what I'd like to do is go through it and submit the new revised document, which we have a date for tomorrow that we want to submit to the Steering Committee and it actually has all the changes adopted from the group.


		So along with that there is another handout back there that was the citation that went with it.  So, you know, I'd like to submit that.  And basically that's about all.  And I appreciate all the help that's been going on this.


		MR. POWELL:  Thank you, Kyle.  One of the items that we need to do on this, the information that we have, document 58D is quite service neutral and it's generally an overview document. 


		However, if you look at the com unit leader spec, that's clearly defined for the fire service.  I have no problem moving the cover sheet forward to the Steering Committee, but I think that we need to do some more work, and we discussed this last time, to add into the document some, at least some generic information for law enforcement and for EMS.  Which are not covered in detail in this document.


		My preference would be to come up with a standard document that would cover those services.  But to this point, no one has identified a standard document.


		Dave, did you ever come up with anything from your county or from our area for law enforcement?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, just that one document I gave out quite a while back.  In fact, I'm not even sure if I have a copy of it anymore.


		MR. POWELL:  Ideally what we'd like to include with this is a standard, another standard reference, such as this one here, the, I think if you look at the date on the front of this com unit leader description, September of '82, and note that there has been no change to that document in almost 20 years.  So we could say that that's a pretty standard reference document.


		And that is, today is still the standard, to my knowledge, in the fire service for ICS across the country.


		But if we're going to get into the level of detail that I believe we need for some of these items to make them effective, we need to come up with a similar reference for law enforcement and possibly for EMS.


		Some of the EMS is covered in the fire manual, but it has been more recent than 1982 that the fire services have really taken on, providing most of the EMS, or at least coordinating most of the EMS service in the country, I believe.


		Do we have any volunteers in the audience that would like to assist with researching and putting together a law enforcement manual?  A law enforcement supplement to go with this?


		I know there's at least one law enforcement person in the room out there.  He's trying to get out the door real fast.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  John, I can dig that one report out that our sheriff's did, which was essentially law enforcements to ICS.


		I don't know who, if it's even a formal process that these have become standards, even for, I don't know how it is for fire service.  It would be nice if it was like one document that covered both.  


		And I think, also, I think when we get into some of the stuff that I'm going to do with low speed data and we start looking at that, the com unit position, in a few years could become quite a bit more complex than what it is right now.


		MR. POWELL:  Yes.  And I think just as this band is implemented, the com unit leader position is going to become much more critical to proper functioning of a major incident.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  John, Robert Schlieman.  Since it has been mentioned that FEMA funding for emergency response events requires ICS in order to be reimbursed.  Isn't there some kind of FEMA document that spells out what those standards are that they require for financial reimbursement?


		MR. POWELL:  To my knowledge, that requirement exists at a state level.  It certainly does in California and there are some other states that have adopted it now, that you have to use, your people have to be trained in ICS and have to use it in a response to be eligible for reimbursement.  That's for any money that comes through the state, which includes all the FEMA funds.


		And I know there are some other states have also done that, but I believe that's at a state level.


		And Dave, that document you've got, maybe we can look at the standardized emergency management system response guide and see if that, see how much of that is included.  But that may be the level that we need to go.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah.  My only question is, I'm not sure that, I think we can sponsor something like this.  But it's not, this is the kind of a document that has to live and change over time and the NCC is going to go away. 


		We need to find an agency that will take possession of it, if it's FEMA or whoever, and get them to actually put it together and then we just adopt it for use.  It shouldn't be NCC putting together an ICS system.


		MR. POWELL:  No.  That's why I've tried to come up with some standard reference documents that will indeed live.  David?





		MR. WILHELM:  David, excuse me.  For purposes of the videographer, would you use the podium so we're not shooting your back?  Thanks.


		MR. PICKERAL:  David Pickeral of Bruce, Allen & Hamilton, supporting the PSWN program.


		And to get some history on this, the ICS 223 tack 5, which is the one that appears here, as John pointed out, to get back on some very brief history, was originally created by Firescope for fire usage. 


		And the nomenclature that was created basically resides, for communications and use in ICS basically resides in here.  This is the baseline document.  Subsequently over the years, EMS, law enforcement, FEMA, has gone back to this one and taken it and done essentially a fresh rewrite for their own use.


		But there is, having researched it, there is no baseline law enforcement document.  It all kind of, this is kind of the well spring that everyone has built on.  So every other plan is kind of a descendent on a separate evolutionary path, but they all came back to this one.  


		So this is kind of, back to the purposes of the original discussion in November, this is the baseline document.  It's just been modified over the years to fit specific applications.


		MR. SINCLAIR:  John, also, what I just told David in a private conversation is that PSWN will take that on as a task and will try to submit something next time.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  Maybe in the year, ideally, because it's going to be a while before the next meeting, if we could get some iterations electronically and maybe have something to the point that we can discuss it and adopt it, forward it to the Steering Committee at the next meeting would be my desire.


		And I really think in looking at this document, what we're looking at is the last couple of pages.  The first part of this document, of the 223-5 document is quite generic.  It only gets specific to the fire service at the very end.  


		And potentially, if we could take some of that information and maybe break it out into an appendix, or a couple of appendix to go with this.


		And ideally, in the end, and I've passed this along to our FEMA reps, everything over the last, all of my communications over the last three weeks has been bounced back because they're on vacation, or out of the area.  So I haven't been able to get a hold of the two people that are on this subcommittee for FEMA.


		But ideally, we could take whatever is developed by PSWN and get them to pick up and support that.  Whether or not the Commission does anything on that, we certainly need it for incident management nationally, in any case.


		MR. SINCLAIR:  Yeah, that's fine.  Even though this is, again, this is a generic guideline and we'll take care of it and working with FEMA.


		MR. POWELL:  Any further discussion on ICS?  I think most of you in the room have been here through the past couple of meetings where we've talked about that and Kyle, we will pass this 58D onto the Steering Committee tomorrow as our initial recommendations indicate that there will be some follow up with that.


		Anyone in the audience object to moving that document forward or further comment on that?


		I assume we have consensus to do that then.


		Carlton, any further discussion on your items?


		MR. WELLS:  I don't have any further discussions on the first one, nomenclature and channel requirements, IO-0062 series.  It's my understanding that was finalized at the last meeting or the previous meeting and submitted to the NCC.  I've received no input to the contrary or to anything that may change that position.  So 0062, I believe, the D version of it stands.


		And the TIA interoperability channel location/APR document, IO-0070 series, also, I believe that was submitted to the NCC at the last meeting.  Now, you and I worked feverishly in the audience while the other subcommittees were willing so that we moved the 12-1/2 kilohertz IO channels in between two guard channels so that we have guard between the IO and general use on one side and between the IO and state block on the other side.  And similarly for whatever it may be potentially adjacent to.


		So that document should stand also.  Nothing was received in e-mail, either -- or directly to change that position.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  Michael, can you make any comments on that with regard, it went to the Steering Committee, I hope the Commission staff has at least received that informally to begin looking at it after the presentations from the last meeting.


		MR. WILHELM:  Yes, the staff has taken a look at it.  As far as it being presented to the Steering Committee, there's something about formal process to be followed and that is the document, copies of the document should be provided to each Steering Committee member and then there should be action taken by the Steering Committee to accept it.


		And I'm going from memory, but as I recall, the document was forwarded but I'm not sure it was acted upon by the Steering Committee.  What's your recollection, John?


		MR. POWELL:  I know it was forwarded because we had some more discussion at the Steering Committee meeting on the technical ramifications.  But I don't recall whether any action was taken.  So maybe if we could get that on, Glen's saying no.  Maybe if we can put that on the agenda for tomorrow.  If people, if the Steering Committee members have had a chance to look at that now.


		MR. WILHELM:  Well, if you have the opportunity to give them new copies with a note on it that it's being forwarded for action at this meeting.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  


		MR. WILHELM:  Then we can go through the formalities again.


		MR. POWELL:  We have that.  I think we've got that.  Yeah, we've got it, if we can get, we'll get copies made here.  We have an offer of a copy machine, so we'll get copies made.  It was also sent out by e-mail, so hopefully folks have had an opportunity to look at it already.


		MR. WELLS:  One other thing.


		MR. POWELL:  Go ahead.


		MR. WELLS:  A new item not on here is wide band data.  April 13th I sent out an e-mail letting people on the list serve, IOWG3 list serve, that I would be out for a couple of weeks.  But that you start thinking about potentially recommendations for the next NCC meeting.  Everybody else must have been on vacation, too, nothing was received.


		So what I did on the way here was just to review some of the items in WT docket 9686 relating to wide band and go over the set of recommendations that had been formulated for the narrow band IO channels and brain storm some ideas that might be possible, or candidates for wide band IO recommendations.


		What I'll do now is go ahead and clean this up and put it on the list serve so that we've got something to start beating on.  I'd like to assert that this is not my document.  This is a document that all of us need to put together and so beat on it.  And help me massage it so we can get it refined and get it ready for the next NCC meeting this fall.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  Thank you.  Don Pfohl is not here.  He indicated that with regard, especially to the work that they were doing to identify the chairs of all the new planning regions for the 700 band that that list has been, I guess pretty well put together and forwarded to the implementation committee.  And Emil, is that list pretty well complete by now?  So where we know where all the regions that have identified people?  Dave?


		MR. EIERMAN:  On that topic, I know we have --


		MR. POWELL:  Would you identify yourself, please?


		MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman, Motorola.  I know that we have a list of, you know, from Motorola internal of groups we know who are formed and who the chairs of those groups are.  I don't know what, and I have to ask Bette Rinehart if she sent a copy of that to Don or not.  I would assume she has.


		MR. POWELL:  Yeah.  I believe --


		MR. EIERMAN:  I'd say that we probably have more accurate information than what's on the FCC web site.  Because I don't think people are sending the information to the FCC.


		MR. POWELL:  I had a document from NIJ that was part of the package for implementation that did include a list and I'm just not sure how complete that is at this point.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Well, I'd say it's in the neighborhood of about 15 active, that we know of so far, and about 5 to 10 others who are talking about forming this year, at least.  But that's not why I'm up here.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  Go ahead with your item.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Back to working group 3, yeah.  I just want to make sure that on the nomenclature document that the error from the fourth report and order is corrected where they had the trunking channels all in one TV channel and there was a discussion about breaking them back and making sure that, you know, the trunking channels were split halfway between one TV channel and the other.


		MR. POWELL:  That's actually the subject of at least one, if not two, of the requests for reconsideration.


		MR. EIERMAN:  I understand that.  That's what I'm saying.  I just want to make sure that we know what we're requesting.


		MR. POWELL:  And that was also forwarded as part of the recommendation for that document 60 series, Carlton?


		MR. WELLS:  Yes, document 0062D.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Okay.  


		MR. WELLS:  Also mentioned it.


		And in the 70 series on the IO channel, I just want to make a comment that the fourth report and order took away some of the reserve/guard channels and converted them to general use channels. 


		So I just want to make sure that our recommendation is going back to the band plan the way it was at the third report and order and shifting the IO's over.


		MR. POWELL:  I believe when we juggled the band plan around again, we counted and they all added up, from what we had before, in the 0062.


		MR. WELLS:  I just want to make it clear that the fourth report and order band plan was different than the third report and order band plan.


		MR. POWELL:  Yes, it was.


		MR. WELLS:  And when they had taken some of the reserve channels and converted, that we were planning on shifting the IO's over into and it converted them to general use channels.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  Dave, let's get together off line after the meeting and we'll take a look at those documents.  Because those will go to the Steering Committee, hopefully in the same format that we gave to them at the last meeting.  Hopefully that format was correct.  We'll make sure it was correct before we ask tomorrow that they formally move that to the Commission.


		Any other items on working group 3?


4?  Working group 5 was inactive.


		Dave Buchanan, working group 6 on data interoperability and we do have one reference document that was put out on the back table that has actually been distributed before electronically.  It's the one that has the big word draft stamped in the middle of it.  Dave?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Okay.  Basically this effort is growing out of Motorola's request to clarify which modes of the project 25 or TIA 102 series for low speed data that needs to be implemented in the actual radios.


		And basically there's two categories of data services, circuit data and packet data.  And of those two, there's also data configurations.  There's the radio to fixed network infrastructure and this applies to both circuit data and packet data.  There's radio to repeater and radio to radio.  


		When I got into this, it also became obvious there's not truly going to be interoperable data unless we have a defined addressing scheme that is readily apparent or already in place or can be quickly put into place when you have an incident.  Just to have the radios, even though that each radio has a common air interface address, if you go back into the project 25 documents, it also specifies that at least for packet data, that you have to then go back to the IP addressing scheme.


		I think without reading over this whole document, you guys can basically take a look at it.  I didn't get any feedback on the, when I put it out over the LST server.


		But I think basically that it boils down to that we do need packet data.  There doesn't seem to be a whole lot of things or reasons that I could find to have circuit data in the radios.  


		So I think, I didn't put any recommendations down here, I was hoping for a little bit of feedback first.  But I think the first recommendation would be that of the two types of data services, we only need the circuit data.  I mean, we only need the packet data, we do not need the circuit data.


		However, on the configurations, the data configurations, I think we do need to have the radios capable of all three, radio to fixed network infrastructure, radio to repeater, and radio to radio. In order to set up, to quickly, the radio to radio would be a quick way to set up an on-scene data network for a small incident as its growing.  And then an incident could grow larger over more geographic area and you'd require a repeater.


		And I'm assuming at this point that you do not have connection to the fixed infrastructure for whatever reason.  It may be just coverage that is not in place, that's any number of reasons that you couldn't go directly back to what we would commonly think of in a law enforcement mobile data system where you're always talking back to a host computer that controls everything.


		So I think we need both of those, both radio to radio and radio to repeater to take care of that.


		And then of course there are going to be the times when you're going to be built out or have a local incident that you can get back to fixed network infrastructure or people down the road will develop the networks and then the units can actually, should be able to use that as a gateway to the internet.  If you've got, say fire strike teams traveling, you know, they could use that for their massaging back to their local agency or things like that.


		It could work for law enforcement on task force operations outside of their jurisdiction.  So there's any number of things that the fixed network infrastructure would also help out.


		But that also then led into addressing and what I'm proposing is that we find someone to get what's called a class B internet address which then gives you sub-net addresses and gives you a mechanism to address individual units.


		But it would take someone to apply to the internet body that gives those addresses out and also to manage the addresses so that any time an agency purchased mobile data equipment for this band and that has the interoperability modes in it, they could then go to whoever the address manager is and get their unit registered.  They could give them the common air interface serial number, which if I understand it, and somebody correct me that knows more about project 25, but each radio, I assume is unique, with that address.


		In that way, you could truly have, it's going to take a lot more work than what's in this draft document by, you know, for the details.  I think that's outside the scope of the NCC.  But that would truly give you a way to build up essentially an on-scene local area network rather quickly, to pass data back and forth.  Data messages or simple applications for forms.  You know, that is within the scope of what we defined as the low speed data handling.


		Yeah, I think Glen wants to --


		MR. NASH:  Question.  And Glen Nash from Apo.  Dave, in your investigations relative to that address and getting a, what do you call it?  A sub-net address or something like that?


		SPEAKER:  Class B internet address.


		MR. NASH:  What are, how many units can then be addressed under that -- 


		Is one, for all public safety entities in the US going to be possible or do we have to break it down, you know, state by state, or you know, what are the practical limits here?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  No, it's going to take some work to figure it out.  It's actually kind of complicated how they do that.  But you would, I referenced this dynamic DHCP, dynamic host control protocol.  The radios don't actually have to have the internet address assigned to them to start with.  But if you have that unit and you have somebody managing that, that these dynamic host control protocol, essentially a computer that has some special programs in it.


		It can then dynamically assign the addresses as needed and you can grow that, you can just have a small sub-net to start with or you can grow it into multiple sub-nets that this thing takes care of.  It's very similar to how they set up the networking.


		Actually who I went to was our wide area networking group in our county that does this all the time, to get the information.  And then some references.  I am not an internet guru, so forgive me if I don't explain it real well.


		But basically you can dynamically assign the addresses on scene as you need them, or as you log into a, if you have fixed infrastructure, if you can log in and you can identify yourself, then you can be assigned an address and then you're going to be part of the network at that point.


		So I would see it as units are, as they are, they come into the scene and they're staged and got out, they could be identified into this set up and then they would become part of that incident network, essentially.  Using this protocol.


		But it does take someone to manage all this, assign the sub-nets out, different agencies are going to have request that they have a sub-net or they get it assigned dynamically.  A lot of those details I do not have answers for, but I think the general approach should work.


		MR. NASH:  And I think we're starting to get in something here, you know, that actually spreads across all three of the subcommittees in different aspects.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  It does.


		MR. NASH:  You know, in some ways, we need to get somebody in here that has the expertise on internet allocation, you know.  Because again, is this something that we need to define the structure of for an on-scene person to manager, in which case you also have to decide who that on-scene person is and make sure they have adequate training to know what to do.  Or is this something that could be done, you know, the other end of the scale, you know, at the national level.  There's a computer sitting in FEMA, or some place that is hooked up and ready to go and it just automatically picks it up and deals with it.  You know, and we don't have to give it any thought.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah.


		MR. NASH:  Or is it something in between?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  It's going to be a combination.  There's obviously going to have to be some organization that applies for a national public safety class B addressing and a domain name to handle this.  So that you can assign with the domain name and then you can assign names to each unit, just like you have an e-mail address.


		MR. NASH:  But again, you know, in assigning those names, is that for an individual to be sitting at a master terminal some place?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  No, I don't, well, yes, in a sense it will.  Because you can't just give out an IP address as it grows.  You probably could initially give an address because there's only going to be a few units.  


		But as soon as you get to a few thousand units, then the internet naming scheme breaks down for trying to do that.  You have to go to this dynamic, the sub-netting and all that, and assign them dynamically.  But you can also have blocks ready in a region to be signed out to an incident.


		So if someone just finds out what the block is and if the software is set up right, you could largely automate the whole thing and just bring out the portable, if you don't have connection to a fixed infrastructure for the incident, if you're bringing out just a portable unit, then essentially it's just a bit more of a mobile computer hooked into the project 25 radio, then becomes the host for all of this at the incident.


		MR. NASH:  Yeah, but you get my point?  You know, we need to figure out, you know, the topology of what this is.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah.


		MR. NASH:  So that we can figure out what the internet connections are in order to connect.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Exactly.


		MR. NASH:  -- to the necessary equipment.  And we need to worry about, you know, is it automated completely or do we have to worry about, you know, somebody having, you know, a watch officer on duty 24 x 7 in order to do this?  


		You know, so a lot of those kinds of details need to be worked out.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  It does.  And I think as quickly, I think some of it we need to do some more work, obviously than what this draft has in it, as far as some pictorial diagrams.  But I think also it quickly gets out of the realm of this committee.  As I'm saying, there has to be someone that wants to take it on as a permanent full-time job in the future.


		And this NCC committee, at some point goes away.  So obviously it isn't the NCC committee.  I think it's our job to kind of get it off the ground, get somebody to, someone like FEMA or whoever.


		MR. NASH:  Well, certainly, you know, this committee needs to define what the applications are that are going to be going through the, both the wide band and the narrow band system.  Technology then needs to look at the issues of interconnectivity, you know, in defining some of the technical issues with it.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah.


		MR. NASH:  And then we get down, you know, the implementation issues.  You know, of putting it in place, and then there are the ongoing operation issues --


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah, this draft quickly gets, goes beyond just the interoperability committee.  It does get, it is partial in the technical and implementation.





		I think Bob was first and then --


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I just wanted to make an observation here.  First off, we were asked to come up with standards in technology for low speed data.  And in conjunction with the common air interface.  And we were given to understand that this activity was to deal with the air interface aspects of data communications.  In fact, there had been quite some extensive discussion on this, I think back in San Francisco when Steve Beiferman was pointing that in order to have interoperability there was a need for application standardization also.


		And I think what we've heard today clearly supports the fact that, and we have some very significant application issues that pertain to this as opposed to air interface type issues.


		We originally selected both circuit mode and packet mode because we were trying to find the lowest common denominator and it appeared that you could use either mode of communication, either mode of data communications.


		The application has to work in a standalone environment, as well as an integrated environment where you've got access to some gigantic network at some point in the future, probably long after I'm gone.


		And so my concern that I'm hearing here is that we're hearing a lot of application-related problems that need to be resolved.  And when you talk about a watch officer, I think you need to have a computer person supporting the watch officer so that he can deal with this addressing.  Just like back home in the office when you have a network problem, you go to the network people, not the chief administrator of the project.


		I think what we need here is a white paper that really describes all of the nuances in understandable terms so that we could come to some intelligent recommendation here.


		But I do think it's important to note that we're dealing at an application level now as opposed to the air interface level.  And I don't know whether I should ask for clarification as to how far we have to go into this with respect to the designated FCC standards.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, let me make, before Harlin gets up there, let me make just a comment on that.


		I agree with you, it rapidly goes into applications and to some extent, each service that's interested in this is going to have to come up with their own "applications".


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Hopefully.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Hopefully.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Hopefully not each service but --


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, combined or collectively or something.  But, you know, but it's going to take that actually go out and work the incidents to come up with some of those ideas.


		The addressing is not really an applications, but it has to be addressed first before you can have applications.  But I think it, but I do think that this NCC committee and subcommittees, it rapidly gets out of our purview to actually develop applications, develop the whole addressing scheme and all that.


		I think we need to kick it off and just get it set up and then reference it, because I don't think it, it has to be something that has to be ongoing and living.


		So with that, I'll turn it over to Harlin so he can make his comments.


		MR. MC EWEN:  Well, this is kind of general in nature --


		MR. POWELL:  Could you identify yourself, please?


		MR. MC EWEN:  I'm Harlin McEwen and I represent the International Association of Chiefs of Police.


		My comments are general in nature to the heart of what you're talking about.  And that is that right now there is a real strong effort on the Department of Justice and the Office of Justice Programs to exert some leadership through the global, the Justice Information Initiative to bring together a lot of disparate groups, if you might call them that, in trying to develop national standards that deal with interoperability and their main thrust has been in what I consider information technology.  Not so much in the wireless area, but in the wired networks.


		The problem is now that with a convergence of wireless data and the connection into the traditional wired networks and the national networks such as NCIC and some of the other systems, the need exists for an effort to bring all this together.


		The wireless people who are in this room need to get involved in that effort.  There's been a sad, I think Rick Murphy and others would echo this, and that's one of the things PSWN has tried to do, is to not ignore the wired networks as it relates to what the effect is upon the wireless infrastructures.


		It goes very much to the heart of what you're talking about David, and others, and that is that I'm involved with a Department of Transportation initiative in which they, transportation engineers, have a large grant from the Department of Transportation to build what they call information management or message sets for the purpose of managing primarily a highway incident.


		But the problem is that all of us know that a highway incident is not dissimilar to almost any other major emergency where you involve multiple public safety or other governmental agencies.


		So the lessons there are that first of all, they have not had a lot of public safety involvement in that process.  And my two meetings that I've had with them in the last six months indicate that there needs to be people from this community more involved in that because they really don't understand public safety in the traditional sense.


		So I would say to you that, David, it is probably outside of the purview of this subcommittee, but it's not out of sight of the purview of our getting you involved in that bigger arena.  I don't think the FCC would object in any way to that kind of involvement because we're looking to improve the wireless applications that feed into these other disparate systems.


		So I'm just kind of giving you a sense that I think there's an opportunity here right now to plug into that.  They need to get some of you involved in that because they have not had that.


		MR. POWELL:  Go ahead, Carlton.


		MR. WELLS:  More on the application discussion.  I agree that getting to applications in trying to dictate what might be used is beyond what we're here for.  However, looking at the lowest common denominator, as we call them, when we discussed voice interoperability requirements, we talked about plain English for the interoperability channels.


		So from a data standpoint, depending on the type of medium, or type of format that you're sending, is it a facsimile or is it a document of text.  If it's a document of text, now it goes to plain English, call it plain text.  And then whatever application you use, it sends it as a .txt file or a rich text format file, stripping all the hierarchial commands and stuff, which I believe limits it to the lowest possible file size, rather than your graphics and everything else.


		Now, I've mentioned graphics, how do you send those?  Is there a lowest common denominator for graphics?  Do you pick a JPEG, do you pick a TIF or a bit map or what?


		So those things may need to be discussed for a lowest common denominator that is generic for all applications.  And then it leaves the applications up to the user.


		For the direct document that you distributed over the list serve, generally I agree with where it's headed.  It's a place for us to begin and I use the phrase, beat on, so that we can develop it into a recommendation for the NCC at a future date.


		MR. POWELL:  Dave?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yeah.  I think we can probably break this into two documents.  I know the Commission is looking for some direction on which of the modes.


		MR. WELLS:  Right.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  So maybe we can settle that separately and get something out of the Committee today and then we'll look at addressing for the future.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  That's exactly what I was going to suggest.  That is we can handle the, if we can handle that right now today, that would be good.  The thing that triggered the rest of this was looking into that issue, then brought up the addressing and all that.


		I think we talked about addressing before, so possibly we can do that.  


		But Ron, I think you want to speak?


		MR. HARASETH:  Ron Haraseth with APO.  Germane to the discussion that we're having here, I was contacted by Steve Beiferman, who no longer works for Data Radio back at IWCE.  And he's working with a consortium of people and the concept that he brought forth related to this issue very closely.


		We have a common air interface, but how do we make that work in this world?  And what he was looking for was some sponsorship at some level by some organization, NCC, APO, whatever, to give them direction in developing a standard piece of, what for lack of a better term, I would call middle wear.  Which is exactly, I think what we're talking about here.


		Something that would provide an operational software standard that vendors for large system integration could hook into the common air interface, which we have as a standard already.  And possibly provide some of the features that you're talking about, as far as assigning addresses and things like that.


		So just as an informational item.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Right.  One other comment, too.  In regards to addressing and the Project 25, the packet switched, when you read on through the standard, the Project 25 standard was actually developed assuming IP addressing.  So it's all there ready to go and of course IP addressing is so widespread that I'm certain that's going to make a whole lot of sense to do.


		But you can't do IP addressing until you have someone that, until you have some organization, whoever it is, that manages the addresses.


		So I think that's going to be one of the keys once we get into this, that we've got a, we've got to find, this group has got to go find an organization that's willing to take that on.  I suspect it's going to be one of the federal organizations.  I don't know who, but, go ahead.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Just make an observation that in Project 25, the issue of maintaining the system id's faced a similar dilemma.  And so they came up with system id's that were keyed to the FCC call sign or the call sign, regardless of the regulatory agency or country that was managing the issuance of licenses.


		And we're in a similar ball game here where we need to, at least within the US come up with something that can be managed.  


		It is this level of complication that concerns me with regard to establishing data interoperability.  Because it is so complex and requires such a high level of management that it seems to me that it will frustrate the development of data interoperability, at least for the immediate timeframe.


		And I might say that when people are implementing data systems within their radio communications, that is an intranet.  And when you make it into an internet, you really magnify the issues that you have to deal with.


		MR. POWELL:  First of all, the addressing issue can be handled on an individual agency basis until they go to interconnect with somebody else.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  True.


		MR. POWELL:  And that's when the problem arises.  And since we're talking interoperability here, I think the bottom line is it's got to be managed.  You can't leave it in the intranet mode.


		Now, if you look at the discussion you had on addressing details and you look at the, for the first paragraph where you're talking about taking BDC.E205.PS.GOV, what that really happens within the management system is that gets broken into a series of numbers in a similar group.  And you start looking at restrictions on how many each of those groups of numbers can have.  Because the reality is that the last two groups are fixed.


		Maybe we end up looking at something where at a national level we get a domain, PS.GOV or whatever, and assign the second group from the left to the states and let the SCIC's manage them within the states.


		I think effectively, or to have an effective system, those id's need to be assigned before an incident.  They need to be assigned to a radio way ahead of time.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  That was the point I was trying to make, whether it comes out exactly in this format, that's the key to it.  You assign that domain address for e-mails and identification ahead of time.  But beyond that, then you have to have some way to manage the physical IP address, which is different than that.


		And that's where all this sub-nets and dynamic host control protocol comes in.


		MR. POWELL:  So we need a lot more research in this area and I think that certainly within our organization there are the experts readily available to come up with some options.  But we can't resolve it today.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  No.  I have, there's a guy on our staff that does our wide area networking that's very sharp on all this and he's the one that kind of steered me in this direction.  


		But you're right, somebody's got to get from this point, which is a very high overview, down to the nitty gritty details.  And that's where we're going to need some help.


		MR. POWELL:  Maybe one of the things we can ask at this point would be, Rick, if PSWN or someone like that could look into picking up or working with us to see what we're going to need to do to get an id.


		And I know from Project 25, because a number of the manufacturers are looking at doing an IP-based intersubsystem interface.  They're looking at the same thing, about coming up with IP, some reserve IP addressing.  To be able to, on a global basis, interconnect networks.


		So the wireless arena is rapidly moving.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah.  And I can assure you that this class B address is what we need.  I didn't bring all the back up to it, but that's what it's going to boil down to.


		Why don't we go back to the original question, which is, do we still need circuit data and packet data and all the different, all three configurations of those in the radio. 


		I'll tell you up front, after researching this a bit more and looking into it, I'm not sure that circuit data is going to help us a lot if it simplifies the radio, it may be okay to drop that as a requirement.


		But I'm thoroughly convinced that we need all three configurations.  That I think Motorola proposed just having packet data with the radio to FME configuration, just the one mode.  But I don't think that's going to be enough.


		So I'd like to hear some discussion on that.


		MR. POWELL:  Well, certainly if what the Commission is looking at doing here is identifying what needs to be in a radio, if we said that the three modes of packet data need to be in the radio, that does not preclude an agency that needs to use circuit data from buying equipment that supports circuit data, it would just have to support packet data in addition to that.


		And to me, that would be, I agree that we need all three modes.  But only for our packet switch, not circuit.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Go ahead, Carlton.


		MR. WELLS:  At this point I'd like to reassert what we have already recommended back in IO0037.  Whether this was submitted in time for an NCC recommendation resulting in the fourth report and order or not, I don't recall.


		But five items were recommended:  1) Low speed data on two tach channels;  2) A single technical standard deferred to the technical subcommittee;  3) Three transmission modes to be supported.  And I think if I went back to document 37, I may find the three modes that are in your draft.


		MR. POWELL:  37C or what is it?


		MR. WELLS:  And two more.  4) Support robust system of id's rapidly assigned.  And we're discussing that in this document also.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  And you're right.  I went back to the document and we, that document specifically says that we need all three configurations.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  


		MR. BUCHANAN:  In terms of the standard, that would be radio to FME, radio to repeater, and radio to radio.


		We did not specifically address circuit and packet at that time.


		MR. POWELL:  Correct.  But this recommendation was a standard supporting IP connection is desirable.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  And P25 does that.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  


		MR. BUCHANAN:  That's specifically down in the --


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  An operational issue that came to mind today was regarding the IP connection.  With the IP connection there, should we address supervisory oversight of that connection such that prevention of ordering baseball tickets or doing things that are not applicable to IO operations.  Is there any supervisory oversight needed in order to cut that line for the moment if there's abuse?  Or do you just go out to the site and pull the plug?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, basically it would come under the same things you have under the voice.  I mean, somebody can type whatever message they want, but you just have to monitor it and if there's abuse, take care of it.  I'm not sure that there's something that we need to do in --


		MR. POWELL:  Well, I think that's way out of our realm to look at that.  That's a management issue perhaps at the state level.


		MR. WELLS:  At the state level.


		MR. POWELL:  Or the states to worry about how they want to manage the interoperability within the states.


		Or abuse goes back to the agency level for the agency head to take whatever corrective action they need to take against individuals that are using it inappropriately.


		In the old days, our state used to go out and just pick up people's crystals.  We can't do that anymore.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Go ahead.


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  Ernie Hofmeister, Com-Net Ericsson.


		I guess I want to comment on the previous discussion that was going on here in terms of the applications.  I'd support Bob Schlieman's idea of a white paper.  We've heard of a lot of complications here and I believe data interoperability is complicated.


		I think that we should take on the responsibility to do a white paper.  I think we have the time, in terms of our schedule here for the NCC.  We've got some, maybe a lower level of activity over the next few months.


		But I think we ought to be able to go through and identify at least a set or sub-set of applications that might be put together in order to accomplish interoperability.  I think we have the responsibility to at least think it through that far, to make sure that we could in fact ensure that there can be interoperability feed on the data.


		MR. POWELL:  We've actually, Dave, in the past, identified a very small sub-set of things that we wanted to be able to do.  Short massaging was the first one that comes to mind.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Right.


		MR. POWELL:  For text messages and small file transfers, I think were the two.


		And so, Ernie, we would certainly appreciate any effort, if you could work with Dave on that.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah, you speak up, you get drafted.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Dave?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah, go ahead.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  One other comment.  With respect to trying to make a decision today on the issue of packet versus conventional, I think that ought to be part of the white paper results so it's thoroughly evaluated.


		I know we have started taking the two standards and doing side-by-side comparisons to try to understand what the differences are specifically.  And we're not finished with that.  I don't know if we're really prepared.  We collectively here are really prepared to understand all of the issues, to try to come to a conclusion on that right now.  Which is why I suggested the white paper.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, I guess that boils down to, well, go ahead, John.


		MR. POWELL:  One of my concerns, specifically on circuit switch data, is that you tie up the channel for the duration of a circuit switch message.  And I don't think we want to do that.  I think it's just a bottom, bottom level decision.  We cannot afford to give someone a channel for the duration of a message set in an incident.


		That doesn't say they couldn't implement that, but it makes no sense to me to require that that be available in equipment when it's going to do something that we don't want to have happen.


		Now, if New York State wants to implement that, they could certainly look at requiring that locally, if you wanted to use their system.  But to adopt a mechanism that is really going to restrict interoperability when its implemented, and could severely restrict it on channels that are already low speed by definition, I don't think we want to do.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, New York State hasn't taken a position one way or the other.  It is strictly a comment based on the fact that there is a certain level of capability and a certain technical complexity associated with each one.  One does not necessarily have to have a lengthy message in conventional mode.  Could be just as short as a packet.  It depends on what you're trying to send.


		And I think it's just a little early on yet to, but your point is well taken that whatever method is chosen, that should, and of course originally we didn't chose one or the other, we said let's have both available.  Because either technique could be used and we're trying to make interoperability interoperable for all users.


		So if you're dealing with areas where they have not gotten as sophisticated as IP addressing and all that in their wireless network, then how do you do interoperability in that area?  That was the perspective at the time.


		Now, we're looking to reduce that and ask the FCC to change the rule that we recommended, that nobody objected to at the time we made the recommendation.


		I just think we ought to very thoroughly understand what it is we're trying to do.  So apparently we're trying to make a decision as rapidly as we did the first one.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah, I don't know one, I know the reasons that I think packet will work researching it.  But Bob is very correct.  The paper I put out doesn't go into that much detail on it.  I didn't get that far along by this meeting.


		We could go back and document it better if that would be okay.  I don't know how fast we need to make this decision, either.


		MR. POWELL:  That's my question to Jeanie and Michael.  What's the Commission's, I mean, this is, it's a re-competition right now and I think you probably don't want significant delay on some information back, correct?


		MR. WILHELM:  I don't recall whether this was raised in the PSWN recon petition.


		MR. POWELL:  It was in the Motorola.


		MR. WILHELM:  It was in Motorola.


		MR. POWELL:  It wasn't a recon.  That was a request for clarification, was that what it was?


		MR. WILHELM:  Request for clarification, thank you, you're quite right.


		I don't know whether the Commission is going to treat that as a request for clarification or treat it as what it really is, a petition for reconsideration.


		I think what Motorola is asking for, if I'm not mistaken, is for the Commission to tell them one way or the other, either circuit switch or packet switch.  And that takes us into the realm of a petition for reconsideration.


		But as far as the timetable on that is concerned, it's not on the front burner at this time.  The other recon petition is.  And I think some guidance from the NCC would be useful.  But what I'm hearing today is that the subject is so complex that we have to go into white papers and ultimately come up with a recommendation several months from now.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  I'm not sure it would be several months.  Possibly we could some up with this specific question, whether packet, circuit or both.  We could probably come up with a paper that specifically addressed that and the issues and have a consensus for the next meeting.


		I don't know, when are we going to have, September?


		MR. WILHELM:  The next meeting is in September, that's why I said several months.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah, I guess it would be then.  But yes, we could have something ready by then for this specific question.  And it might take later, I mean longer on the addressing and the white paper that we were talking about for that.


		But if we can't wait until September, the only other thing I could do is, extract some of the stuff from the standard and the other documents and try to put something together for early tomorrow morning or something, or later this afternoon and come back to it.


		So I guess it's really the call of what you guys think on the timing.  If it's not a pressing issue for Motorola or a pressing issue for the FCC, I think we would be better off to document it better, just so that it, later on if someone questions it, they would have the documentation there.


		Because I do agree with Bob, I'm not specifically, I didn't have enough time to put a whole lot of documentation into recommending packet switched.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I think it is a fair statement that any manufacturer would be concerned as rapid a response as possible because they're trying to implement a product sent with the standard is available.  And so there is the manufacturing pressure obviously.  Regulatory-wise, it hasn't become an issue that has been noted.


		So I think personally that since no one has done a white paper on this yet, that it would be highly appropriate to do that and since our next meeting is September and considering that there is a lot of summertime activities that draw upon resources, I think that's probably an appropriate timeframe.


		MR. POWELL:  Well, let's throw this question back to the manufacturers, though.  Is it really going to throw a monkey wrench into things if the Commission doesn't make this decision for nine months or a year?  Ernie?  Which is what we're looking at.


		If we could move a recommendation, this is my thought, if we could move a recommendation to the Steering Committee tomorrow, that could be forwarded to the Commission to be addressed with the other recon issues that they have from those petitions right now.  Otherwise we're looking at, I mean, this is a piece of the radio that's going to go in every, potentially in every radio that's out there with low speed data.


		And here we go, folks, us throwing a big delay in the process after we've been beating on the Commission for how long to get these rules out there.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave, go ahead.


		MR. EIERMAN:  Yeah, Dave Eierman, Motorola.  You know, I mean, we've been, manufacturers have been saying all along that 18 to 24 months after we get a standard out of NCC, FCC, that, you know, we'd be delivering product.  Well, I think that date's getting closer now.


		And one of the issues is long before we deliver a product, we've got send a product to the FCC to get type accepted.  And you know, if some of these decisions aren't made soon, you know, that delay is getting that product type accepted, which delays introduction of the product to the market.


		So, you know, we're at a point now where we rapidly need answers.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  David, could I ask what the ramifications are, what the magnitude of the problem is between having both in the radio as opposed to just having packet?  What is it we're dealing with here?  Is it an increase in the size of the radio?  An increase in the requirement for RAM, obviously?


		MR. EIERMAN:  Yes.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I mean, what is the magnitude, what is the --


		MR. EIERMAN:  I can't give you the details.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  10 percent?  5 percent?


		MR. EIERMAN:  My assumption would be, one, the time for the people to write the software.  I mean, you know, you've got to have engineers assigned to write the software, test the software, and all that stuff.


		So, I mean, there's a real cost in developmental engineering to develop two versions of the protocol versus one. 


		Yes, the more stuff you have to cram into the radio the more memory it takes, the more battery power it eats up, and eventually that could affect the size of the radio.  


		I don't know.  Ernie may have some comments also.  But I expect that, you know, the big issue is, the longer it takes, the longer it takes the engineers to write it and if it gets changed later, they got to rewrite it.  And you know, we send it to the FCC and the FCC doesn't have clear guidance on what to take the steps -- against, we got a problem.


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  Ernie Hofmeister, Com-Net Ericsson.  I guess from our manufacturer's point of view, we would probably just mostly echo what Dave said.


		And to your question, Bob, in my view, it's not really a hardware issue or, I mean, a channelization issue.  It's primarily the software and the mode.  So it is developing two modes of operation with all the software that comes with that and all the verification.  That will just, I mean, it adds more time and effort into the development program.


		So if it's not decided soon, certainly from that point of view, you'd say one is better than two in terms of development ease and development time.


		MR. WILHELM:  Ernie, before you go, could you tell me whether the resolution of this issue is going to affect the availability of voice radios?  I mean, right now there's no reason, I believe, why the manufacturers cannot begin the design of voice radios.  But is this linked to the development of voice radios?


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  Right.  I mean, you could try to separate the voice radio from the data radio, but we would like to have the radio basically capable of doing all, all of these and would not like to try to separate the developments because that would really mean that we'd like to have to think through all the things that might come about for the data part, if it's later.  To make sure that we have all the, say hooks and handles in there to handle that.


		So, I think it does affect it.  The extent, I really can't comment at this time.


		MR. WILHELM:  Well, then to me it seems that the problem is a significant one.


		Because if the NCC cannot come to a decision, for example, until September, and then it takes another several months for the FCC to act, and then there's an 18-month lead time on the radios, many of us might be retired before we get the first chance to operate those radios.


		MR. POWELL:  That's my concern.  And from a user perspective, certainly we are looking at, I mean, we're in line for state-wide for some 700 channels, and we want to be able to implement subscriber equipment that supports both with our first purchase.  And that's essential for us for my agency.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Let me suggest this, John.  I have, I think all the pieces to put together the documentation Bob is talking about.  Maybe just breaking this paper that I already did, the draft, just into operating modes.  Address that.  When we come back together, if we could get a, some of the time this afternoon.  


		And actually this isn't just this subcommittee.  You know, a lot of this is technical, too, and affects that.


		But we could probably go ahead and draft the documentation and a recommendation and then come back together and see if we couldn't come to consensus on it this afternoon.


		MR. POWELL:  Where's our host?  Do we have computer facilities available here if we need to do a little bit of that?  Great.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah, I've got my computer.


		MR. POWELL:  I'm just thinking a printer.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Oh, yeah, a printer.  We'd need to get it printed off.


		MR. POWELL:  I've got a printer, but it's a long ways away from here.  The other side of town.  It's here in town, but not close.  Can we do that?  Bob, is that okay with you?


		Dick, how much, assuming we're going to, we may finish a little bit early here, and can get the other things going.  Any idea on your schedule for this afternoon?  Are you chairing?  Actually, Teddy's in town, but Teddy's not here.


		SPEAKER:  Teddy will be here, but I think we're --


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  Maybe what we can do is get this put together and get it circulated for people to review during the other meeting and then come back and quickly address it this afternoon late.  And have something for the Steering Committee tomorrow, Michael.


		Any objections to moving forward that way?  Okay.


		You just got volunteered.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Are you going to bring this to a vote tomorrow?


		MR. POWELL:  I'd like to do it this afternoon within the subcommittee and then forward it to the Steering Committee for their action tomorrow.  Members of the Steering Committee that are here, is that ��


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  We'll recess our meeting.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  And we'll resume this afternoon.


		MR. POWELL:  Once we're done with any other business that we have here.  Dave?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  I think that's it.  I think we should just move on and let me get working on it.


		MR. POWELL:  Okay.  We've actually already talked about, I did it again, I've got two item 8's on here.


		Item 8, number 2, the second item 8, second annual report, we've already talked about that.  Unless Michael has any other further comments, I think we've covered that.


		Item number 9, major remaining activities, I think we've really got two left.  One of them is the incident command document.  The second is the degree to which we carry what's left of the data interoperability, addressing or wherever it goes beyond that.  


		Certainly, if other people have other agenda items that this subcommittee needs to cover over the intervening months, we should get them on the table so we can start working on them.  And at this point I would entertain any comments from anyone.


		SPEAKER:  Well, I think --


		MR. POWELL:  True, Dave, wide band.  Wide band is a, that's been sitting there.  Ernie?


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  Yeah, just a comment, I guess with regard to your second item 8 in terms of time to finish and Michael's earlier comment about not submitting a report until the wide band data standard has been established.


		I guess as a participant in the TIA, in that particular working group, I would, it's my view, there are currently three proposals for that wide band standard on the table, one from Motorola, one from Nortel, one from CompSpace, and then maybe another one.


		I think that the committee is moving forward, but I wouldn't look for an answer, at least my view, very soon.  People could debate how long that might be, but certainly a year, two years, is my view, not out of the question.


		MR. POWELL:  I think at least a year, Ernie.


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  So, that was primarily a note from Michael, if you can afford to wait until one year or two years to submit the report, I think that's the timeframe that that would be coming forth.


		MR. POWELL:  It's not a trivial issue at all.


		Any other comments on remaining major activities?  So there's three.


		Michael, if we, I think at this point we can adjourn.  We'll start working on those other items until we reconvene this afternoon.  If we can get that done.  Can we just turn this over to Glen?  He is here.  Glen?


		As soon as Glen gets off his side bar here.  Glen?  We're going to recess until we get this other issue done.  So if we want to take a break, we can turn it over to your subcommittee early.  I think.


		MR. NASH:  Okay.  Except -- won't be here until noon.  But we can get started.


		MR. POWELL:  We'll see how quickly we can move on this.  Knowing your presenter won't be here, adjust our schedule here.


		Okay.  Let's take a 15-minute break.  This subcommittee then stands recessed until later today.


		(Whereupon, the Interoperability Subcommittee was adjourned.)
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