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


		MR. McEWEN:  Good morning and welcome to, I believe the 12th meeting of the NCC.  If there's anyone in the audience who has the need for sign language interpretation assistance, will they please raise their hand?


		If anyone in the group sees someone who could use sign language interpretation during the course of the meeting, would you please let me or the sign language interpreter know?


		Thank you very much, and thank you.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Good morning.  I'm Kathy Wallman and welcome.  


		As the first item of business, I'm pleased to announce that we have a new member of the Steering Committee representing the National Governor's Association.


		Governor Roy Barnes of Georgia has agreed to serve and he will be represented on the Steering Committee my Mr. Larry Singer, who is the Chief Information Officer for the Georgia Technology Authority.


		Mr. Singer is an expert in information technology as it relates to the implementation of public policy and the modernization of public program, so his participation on the Steering Committee is going to be a very valuable contribution to our deliberations on wide band data standards.


		Mr. Singer was unable to be with us today and standing in for him is Mr. Ray Hall, also from the Georgia Technology Authority, where, among other duties, he serves as the local APCO/ASHTO local frequency adviser.


		Mr. Hall?  There he is, Mr. Hall.  Why don't you come up and sit here with us?  So you made perfect timing on your entrance, Mr. Ray Hall.


		As you know, the NCC holds some of its meetings outside the beltway, because among other reasons, it gives us the chance to hear local working perspectives on public safety communications.


		This, and the generous invitation from Steve Muller, is what brought us to St. Louis today and for that on the job perspective, we are going to hear this morning from Colonel Ed Roth, the President of the Board of Police Commissioners for the City of St. Louis.


		Colonel Roth has been in public service on the Board of Police Commissioners since he was appointed by the late Missouri Governor, Mel Carnahan, in 1988.  He is a product of the Fordham Law School, where he graduated in 1982.  After graduation, he served as a law clerk to the Chief Judge of the New York Court of Appeals.


		Before coming to St. Louis, he was an associate at the New York City law firm, Devavoys & Plimpton.  He currently is a member of the distinguished St. Louis law firm of Plunkert & Bruning.


		Colonel Roth?


		MR. McEWEN:  Colonel Roth will be with us in just a moment; he's coming in the door now.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Colonel Roth, we are ready to hear from you.  You had a splendid introduction in your absence.


		COLONEL ROTH:  Good morning, ladies and gentlemen.


		MR. McEWEN:  Colonel Roth, if you would, would you use the podium because we're transcribing your remarks.


		COLONEL ROTH:  Oh, this is on the record, I have to sort of rethink what I was going to say then.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Oh, come on.


		COLONEL ROTH:  Good morning, ladies and gentlemen.  My name is Eddie Roth, I'm President of the Board of Police Commissioners for the City of St. Louis.  And we are honored to be hosting your conference here today.


		As some of you may be aware, in the next room, which is our executive board room, we are only for the 32nd time since 1861 selecting a new Chief of Police for this metropolitan police agency.  And I think that there is someway to sort of harmonize that with what you're here today for.


		And that is to say that Lieutenant Muller told me about the importance of this conference, the prestigious nature of the people who come here, and the good work that you do in all of your communities and how important it was for the City of St. Louis and for this institution to offer a proper greeting, but through the institutional head of the organization itself.


		And of course, I was honored to have the opportunity to do so and of course it would fall on a day that we're picking a new Chief of Police.


		So, you know, sort of in keeping with this idea of emergency preparedness, I think it showed that the best laid plans of institutions to take care of routine needs often have to be harmonized with other things.


		You know, in my capacity as President of the Board, I'm essentially a volunteer.  I'm compensated at a rate of $1,000 a year and it comes to about a dollar an hour on an annual basis.  I know that many of you share that in terms of your work, above and beyond the enormous sums of money that you're paid in your day job, attending things like this and working for the community.


		If I could have a show of hands, how many people here have had training in emergency medical services, that type of thing?  And the reason I ask is that, you know, in any institution in a caliceal body, sometimes things get rough and I would invite you to cast your eyes over to the door in the corner there and if you see blood running out from under the door, it's probably mine.  And I have A-positive blood type, I don't have any allergies to any major medications, and you don't have to knock, just go right in, I really appreciate it.


		I hope that, and I know that you'll have a splendid and productive conference.  We're delighted to be hosting it here for you.  I'd say to Lieutenant Mueller that if there's anything that this conference needs, that you attend to it and get them what they need, provided that we have room for it in the budget.  And we're broke, no.


		Thank you all very much and I appreciate your coming here and your good work.  Thank you.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Thank you very much.  Thank you.


		If all the A-positive donors could move to the window side of the room.


		Well, I think that was great.  Our next speaker this morning came from Washington, D.C. to be with us.  This is Brian Traymont, who serves as senior legal advisor to FCC Commissioner Harold Fritzgott Roth.


		Today, Brian is going to bring is up to date on developments at the FCC concerning NTV, a subject that we've talked about many times before and is of continuing interest to this group.


		Brian is a graduate of Yale Law School and began his law career here in Missouri, serving as a law clerk on the State Supreme Court.


		Before coming to Commissioner Fritzgott Roth's office, Brian practiced law for five years at the firm of Wiley, Ron & Fielding in Washington, D.C.


		He is an adjunct professor at Catholic University's Communication Law Institute and has spoken around the country on a number of communication law issues.


		Brian has some career news coming up.  He is going to move next week from Commissioner Fritzgott Roth's office to take up a new position as Chief of Staff at the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau, which will bring him in continuing and even closer and more immediate contact with issues that are important to the public safety community.


		So now, for some informed insights into the direction of the DTV transition is taking, I turn the microphone over to Brian.


		MR. TRAYMONT:  Thank you, Kathy, and good morning, everybody.  Thank you all for having me here.  It's wonderful to be back in my home town of St. Louis.  On behalf of my mother, I'd like to thank you for having me for Mother's Day on Sunday.  My godson is also celebrating his seventh birthday this weekend, so that party is tomorrow night.  So it's a very well-timed meeting.  I salute the NCC on its forward-looking planning in this regard.


		You know, working in Washington, D.C., after having grown up here in St. Louis, I constantly am vigilant about the notion of getting too focused on inside-the-beltway kind of problems and looking at issues too much through the inside-the-beltway mentality.  And so I constantly, when we consider a various public policy proposal, throw them up against the touchstone of St. Louis and the real-world examples that I can draw on from my life here.


		And so it's not uncommon that we come up with these very complicated proposals.  And I'll say something along the order of, you know, my grandmother in St. Louis will just never be able to figure that out.  You know, it's one thing to be an informed consumer, but she's not, you know, Rainman, she can't figure out all the details of this very complicated proposal.


		And we similarly have things that come forward and I'm constantly referring, you know, that this is just not, this dog won't hunt in the heartland.


		So, it's good to come back and to be grounded and to think about the real-world examples of life here in St. Louis when I look at the public policy problems that we're facing in Washington, D.C.


		And that applies with equal force to the NCC.  And through my, through the real-world, St. Louis experience, when I think about the NCC, I think about the floods back in 1993 that really ravaged the State of Missouri and the tremendous coordination that was required between the State of Illinois, the State of Missouri, St. Louis City, St. Louis County, St. Clair County, Franklin County, St. Charles County, dozens of municipalities, the Army Corps of Engineers, the American Red Cross, all working together to try and respond to that natural disaster.


		And I thought about the utility that would've flown from, or grown from having the 700 megahertz band available at that time.  When so many people were trying to coordinate so many different activities under a very tight timeframe with lives at stake.  And the important work that the NCC does is really illustrated in the starkest of terms by looking at that 1993 flood example.


		So on behalf of both the somewhat artificial world of Washington, D.C. and the real world of St. Louis, I want to thank you for the important work that you've already done today and the continued work that you'll do in the months ahead.


		Before I turn to some of the DTV transitions, specific issues, there are a couple other things I do want to touch on.  One is that, as I just mentioned, the tremendous contribution that you've made to the Commission's decision-making process.


		My boss, at least for today, I guess, until next week, Commissioner Fritzgott Roth has really stressed the importance of giving tremendous deference to the work of this advisory body.  And that we convene these advisory commissions and committees to come up with expert opinions.  And we owe them a tremendous, and you all, a tremendous degree of deference in that regard.  And only to modify your proposals in the most unusual circumstances.


		And I think that's a very important prism to view your work.  I look forward to extending that philosophy to my new job in the Wireless Bureau.  So in that regard, I do want to stress the notion of deference.


		And the second, is I think government is best, especially federal government, is best when it's listening the most.  And the challenges that you face are not your challenges and they're not the FCC's challenges, they're our challenges.  And we have to work together in partnership to accomplish these goals.  And to that end, I think it's really important to remember as government servants, that we at the Commission, are here to listen and to work with you cooperatively and to try and achieve these common goals.  That the door to the Wireless Bureau is always open for an open and transparent dialogue, hopefully in our decision-making processes so that we can work together, get the most information available, and come up with the best decision for the American people.


		So I look forward to working with you in that spirit in the Wireless Bureau.


		I do want to touch on a few things related directly to the digital television transition.  Obviously the public safety use of the 700 megahertz band will depend on the ability to create a band promptly, band clearing in part will depend on the DTV, the pace of the DTV transition.


		Obviously, in the first instance, that transition is statutory.  The December 31st, 2006 date, or 85 percent penetration of DTV-capable sets, most people obviously feel the 2006 date is looking a little optimistic.


		On the other hand, there has been some progress made and I want to look at some of those developments over the past year to just bring you up to speed.


		And also to stress that I think, to the extent the DTV transition is a ways off, I think most people are very optimistic that the transition for the 60/69 band will be much sooner than that.  So this would seem to be outer limits of the timing that you'll be looking at.


		One very important development in my view is the regulatory certainty that flows from the final adoption of a standard.  The 8-VSB standard is now firmly in place, the Commission has concluded its rigorous testing of that standard against various challenges.  So hopefully with that in place, other regulatory developments can flow freely.


		At this point we have 190 DTV stations on the air.  In the top-10 markets, two years ago there was a deadline that the top 4 stations in the top-ten markets need to be on the air.  Digitally, we're now at 38 of 40 of those stations are on the air.  In the top 30 markets, we're at 67 of 79 stations on the air.  The May 2002 deadline applies for the non-top, I have to get this right, it's a company, non-top 4 stations in the top 30 markets, as well as the non-top 30 markets.  And then finally in 2003, non-commercial stations are due to come on line.


		And there have been, there's no question there have been some challenges associated with this process.  Among them, among the issues the FCC has tried to address is some of the tower siting and zoning issues.  We have convened the DTV tower strike force under Commissioner Ness' leadership to look at these issues and try and expedite the review process so that folks can get these towers built.


		We also have some reason for optimism on the receiver sales side.  Last year, 650,000 sets were sold.  That's a fourfold increase over 1999.  Folks are hopeful that 2001 will see a continued increase in the pace of sales.  


		Costs are coming down.  I know many of you, and I as well, saw the mythical $8,000 television sets.  And although I'm a big Rams and Blues and Cardinals fan, I don't think even I can justify $8,000 worth of television.


		But we're looking at now television sets down in the $1,600-range for a 32-inch set, which is still a little rich for most folks' blood, but we're moving in the right direction.  And as those volumes increase, I think everyone is optimistic that the costs will continue to come down.


		NAB and the CEA are launching a media campaign this fall in some parts of the country, slated to go nationwide in 2002, promoting the virtues of digital television.  So hopefully, that, too, will increase the penetration level.


		And the FCC and Congress are looking at the possible mandate of digital capability in new television sets.  It's very controversial, as you might imagine, it would drive up the cost of those sets significantly, but that is something that is on the table that I think you want to have on your radar screens as you look at the issues facing the transition.


		On the programming side, there has been progress.  Most of CBS lineup is now digitally.  Most major sporting events.  Some local news stations have now started to broadcast digitally.  There are clearly additional expenses involved and as the first two factors move, that is as more stations have digital capability for broadcast, as more receivers become available, I think programming follows that.  It will follow the marketplace, but there is some momentum there.


		And finally, I think the other major issue facing the broadcasters on this score is the cable carriage issue.  We have concluded that the digital signal of a digital-only station is entitled to must carriage over your cable system.  What has not yet been addressed is whether or not you get dual carriage, that is for your analog and for your digital allotment.  That is pending in the current rule making.  The cable companies have raised not insubstantial First Amendment in taking these laws issues associated with having both signals subject to mandatory carriage.  So that's something we're looking at.  And that will hopefully resolved in the months ahead.


		But even without must carry, once again we look to the marketplace.  To the extent that there's digital programming out there that folks want, cable companies are going to want to carry it.  And to the extent DBS providers, for example, pick up these programs, that they're available and customers want them, that'll put more pressure on the cable side to carry those stations and thus make folks more comfortable with making the transition.


		Cable companies continue to expand capacity in this regard, so the more channels they have available, the more comfortable they're going to be with picking up some of the digital broadcasters.


		Finally, just to sort of more specific 700 megahertz level, we have approved sort of fast track, this sort of fast track approval process for folks who are, can come to voluntary band clearing arrangements in 60 to 69.  There are safe harbors that we developed for that use.  It is very controversial, hard fought amongst the Commissioners.  But it's in place now so that folks who come to us with a band clearing proposal hopefully will not be subject to significant regulatory delay.  And so hopefully that will facilitate the transition.


		And that we continued to look over additional modifications to that proposal.  Paxon has come in with a proposal to further tweak that program.  We'll be looking at that.  I urge you to take a look at what they proposed to see if there's some, an opportunity for you to stress the role of public safety in that band.


		And also I want to just mention that times are changing at the FCC.  We have three nominees pending before the Senate.  New commissioners, their hearing is scheduled for next Thursday before the Senate Commerce Committee.  Two Republicans, one Democrat.  Kathleen Abernathy, a former legal advisor to Commissioner Quello and longtime Washington communications lawyer is one of the two Republicans.  The other is Kevin Martin, a former legal advisor to Commissioner Fritzgott Roth, who is the other Republican nominee.


		I personally like the trend of legal advisors being nominated to become FCC commissioners; I hope that that trend continues in the years ahead.


		But they're coming on board.  In addition, Mike Copps, a former aide to Senator Hollings is slated for the Democratic seat.  Commissioners Ness and Fritzgott Roth are leaving the Commission.


		So there is a substantial turnover at the top of the Commission and I urge the public safety community to come in and reeducate them about both the Washington impact of public safety wireless operations, as well as the real-world, in my case, St. Louis, impact, of those policy decisions.


		And the three new Commissioners, plus a new chairman that's being confirmed for another five-year term, and the announcement that Commissioner Tristani will be leaving the Commission by year's end to seek elective office in New Mexico means that you will have an educational challenge ahead of you for some new folks.


		And I urge you to step up to that and although you have many friends at the FCC and I see some of them in the room and I count myself among them, it will be important to have that education at the highest level.


		So with that, if there are any questions, I would certainly welcome those, but I once again thank you for having me back home for the weekend.  And want to once again stress that our doors are always open and that anything we can do to help you with your work or to increase the flow of information and views back and forth, that we are ready and willing to do that.  To work with you.


		So thank you.  Are there any questions?


		MR. McEWEN:  I'd just like to publicly commend you for your openness to public safety concerns and the many times you've met with us and your Commissioner.


		It's very helpful to have somebody who is willing to sit down and listen to some of our concerns and to show some attentiveness to those concerns.  So I think that that's very appreciative on the part of the people in this room.


		MR. TRAYMONT:  Well, thank you very much.  I appreciate that.  Thank you.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Thank you, Brian.


		Our next presentation this morning comes from Dave Buchanan who is going to share with us some of his firsthand experience in coordinating 700 megahertz frequencies in southern California.  A task complicated by the presence of channel 60 to 69 allocations in Mexico.


		Dave?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  I was trying to get straight where the swap was with Ted Dempsey for the time here.


		Basically what I'd like to do today is give you a brief overview of our planning efforts for 700 meg band in southern California and to let you know about a couple problems we ran into and ask for some help in three areas.


		We, in our region, decided to get started and held our first meeting on September 2nd of 1999.  I was appointed the convener by Garret Mayer, who is the Chairman of the 800 Meg Planning Committee.


		And we advertised and convened the meeting.  At that meeting, we established our operating procedures, we formed basically three working groups to do the actual detail work.  Those were operations, spectrum planning, and a writing group.


		We also at that meeting opened up, voted to open up a filing window that was to extend through our second meeting of June 21st, 2000.  We held our second meeting then and that's actually the meeting where we started kicking off the work of the working groups and signed up volunteers for that.  We also extended our window through the 1st of January 2000 because we didn't feel we were reaching everyone.


		What we did is, Gary Gray, who many in the audience know is a long-time frequency advisor in southern California.  He has records that sometimes I think they date back to the early days of Marconi, as far as who has what frequencies and what's happening in southern California.


		He personally telephoned several small agencies that he knew had longstanding requests for spectrum and that resulted in several more requests coming in.  So we feel we've done a pretty good job of soliciting all of the public safety agencies and making sure that we've got the word out and everyone's had a chance to request spectrum.


		The results of that is probably, is somewhat overwhelming in one respect.  If you look at the general use channels, there's 616 available pairs at 6-1/4 band width.  We had a total of 620 requests for either voice or low speed mobile data to come out of the general use category.  And that's after the Commission released the reserve spectrum to the State and the State took most of their requests off the table for the general use, but they still have a very large chunk of spectrum that they're requesting.  They're still requesting 120 voice channels out of the general use spectrum.


		Because of this, we decided early on that we would allocate spectrum on the basis of one voice channel per 6-1/4 kilohertz band width.  Basically we're telling people that you're skipping right to the most spectrumly-efficient modes to begin with.  And that's based on the fact that we really can't start operations until the band clearing of the television stations take place.  So we're hoping that the technology will be there.


		The other request that's even more staggering is for the wide band data channels.  When we converted, there was requests for 50 kilohertz, 100 kilohertz, and 150 kilohertz allocations for this spectrum.  And when you total all those up in terms of the 50 kilohertz equivalent, there's 812, requests for 812 channels.  There's only a total of 48 in the general use available.


		So we're not, at this point, we're totally overwhelmed.  However, as we discussed it, it became quite apparent that when the requests were made, as opposed to the voice channels where everyone has a fairly good track record.  If nothing else, you know intuitively just your growth rate and how many voice channels you're going to require for expansion.  And we've also requested a lot of information from folks to validate the requests.


		We don't have that experience with these wide band data channels.  We really don't understand how to load the channels, how many units can be loaded on a channel, or even, we're really unsure, totally, of what applications can be put on the channels and what applications really should go on these channels.  What applications we're going to have to say wait until we have more spectrum, that as the PSWAC report recommended another 70 megahertz of spectrum for public safety, which was intended to do the real high speed mobile data stuff.


		So our first thing that we would like help with, because I think this issue is going to come up as other regions get down the road and to the point that we're at, they're going to be faced with the same issues.  We would like the NCC to, through the subcommittees, to look into first what types of applications and what types, and from that follows how much data through-put is needed to go on the wide band channels.


		At that point then we would also request that that data be taken and some parameters established to tell us how many units can be loaded onto a channel for the wide band data at the different channel band widths.


		Just with a little bit of discussion I had with Glen Nash, I would suggest that probably the first part would be something the Implementation Committee might want to look at.  The second part is probably in Glen's Technology subcommittee.


		The next item, there are actually more channels for wide band data in the reserve spectrum and we would also request that the NCC take a look at proposals to the FCC to free those channels or put them into the general use or make them available to states or whatever might happen, so that they can be put to use and be planned, in the same planning that we plan the general use channels that are now available.  We think we've come up with a much better plan to plan it as a whole than to plan it as a part.


		And we really don't understand why any of it should be held in reserve.  It's there for public safety use, there's obviously a great demand.  The demand for these channels is based on our user groups constantly coming up with more and more ideas of what they want for data to get to the field units.  So we would also ask that of the NCC.


		The last item is, relates to the Mexico border.  When we did the planning at 800 megahertz, we had our plan together, approved, we had all of our assignments made.  It was a very difficult process because again, we had a tremendous amount of requests and in our region, because of the geography and the population, where the population is located, we really have to plan San Diego County, Orange County, and LA County as a group.  Whatever changes you make in one of those counties, it affects the other two.


		We were almost faced, when the FCC informed us there was no agreement with Mexico and we needed to come up with a plan to present to Mexico so that we could use the 800 channels in the border area, it, luckily the Mexican government was very flexible and worked with us and worked with our existing allocation plan.  And we were able to avert the need to totally start over from scratch and redo everything.


		Because their, when they looked at the way we did things, their response was, well, we get half, so you take this half and we'll take that half, but it didn't fit at all into how we needed to do our planning.  And we convinced them, actually the FCC staff convinced them that it would be really best for us to work around the format that we came up with.


		We want to avoid that same problem as we go forward in planning our region now.  And we feel that it also affects Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas, that not having an agreement, even though that you can, I looked in the rules, you can start operations under some limitations, but everything is secondary to any future agreements that come up.


		So I would also ask that the NCC possibly urge the Commission to put this at a little higher level of attention, to work out some agreement with Mexico so that we don't come up with one plan and then two years from now, or whatever timeframe it would, turn around and have to start all over with it.  We think that would be very hard on us as a region.  It would disrupt planning.


		One reason we've, actually there's a couple of reasons we've started planning now.  There are agencies that are desperate for spectrum.  The State really needs it, although they have a long lead time for planning.  But there is, for instance, the City of Long Beach, if they had the spectrum available now, they have the money and they would be constructing a system.  And they operate under a lot of handicaps daily because of lack of spectrum.


		So we want to be ready with our plan whenever the band is cleared of the TV stations, that the agencies that need to move ahead can do so.


		We also feel that if we have a plan in place, that that will show our desire to use the spectrum and possibly help put some more pressure to clear the TV stations off the band and allow us to get started sooner.


		So with that, I'll conclude my remarks and if you have any questions, I'll be happy to answer them.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Thank you, Dave.  We were just having a little sidebar up here about, you know, if you want to put some energy and time behind this, which subcommittee is the center of gravity for this set of issues.  You know, you had some specific requests that the NCC look at certain things and get behind certain things.


		And do you have a thought about where in the subcommittee structure this would best be placed?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, as I said, as far as looking at the wide band data issues, I think the, probably the, it's not an interoperability issue at this point.  This is for the day-to-day use.


		So I think that looking at what applications fit into the wide band channels, that would probably be the implementation committee.  And at that point, it should switch over to the, I would think to the technical committee, to really come up with the technical parameters for the loading of the channels, how many units could go on each channel.  So that therefore, we know what is happening.  


		You know, so that we could plan from that point and that would give a model for the whole nation, actually.


		As far as the issue with Mexico, probably Implementation, I would guess.  I really hadn't thought about that one.


		MR. McEWEN:  Refresh my memory.  Your regions bordered along what counties in California?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, our southern California region, it borders with northern California at San Luis, Abisbo, Kern, and San Bernandino Counties.


		On the eastern border, it borders with Nevada and Arizona.  And then all of the south is along the Mexican border.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Any other questions for Dave?


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  Dave, are the plans that you've done so far, are those available in a public place that someone could look at them?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, our first, actually we're meeting next week, our work groups, and we're going to present our first draft then.  It's going to be a very rough draft, but it's just to, we've structured our work groups that same that we do them here.  They don't make the decisions, the actual committee will make the decisions.  But they are coming up with all the details.


		So the first draft is going to be looked at next week.  After that point, I'm sure I could make it available electronically no problem.


		MR. WILHELM:  Dave, are there any operating Mexican stations that interfere with allocations in southern California?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  We're somewhat unclear on that.  What little bit I've been able to gather, it's basically from Dave Eierman, is that there probably are none that would preclude us.  Possibly one that I've heard about, but I can't verify it.  That's another issue, we're not real sure down there.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Other questions for Dave?


		Dave, are you going to the interoperability report, too?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  Do you want to walk around the microphone and come back?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, I think Ted Dempsey needed to catch a plane and would like to do his first.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Oh, okay.  You're amenable to that?


		MR. DEMPSEY:  We met yesterday and essentially we just, we've been done for quite a while and we submitted a report to the Steering Committee.  And we've been doing just some editorial changes, looking at some language, but nothing substantive has been changed in the document.


		We have a revised version which is being printed now by the Police Department.  There will be 15 copies for the Steering Committee.


		The revisions again are mostly cosmetic with the exception of two issues that came up yesterday about, it's really one issue, the 70-mile planning criteria.  Given the regions an option at the border to do it by population or by a 70-mile criteria from the border.  So we just added that language back in and it seems like, and the language was in probably about a year ago and did get taken out for whatever reason.  We're trying to figure out why we dropped it out, whether it was just an error or it was asked to be taken out.  So that's where we are with that.


		And we also just added some language that asks, it's in the report, asks the FCC to endorse the guidelines and templates for regional planning that we have put forward.  It also suggested that the Commission place the documents on the web site to allow easy access to the guidelines.  It's just a recommendation.


		And that's essentially to make it easier for the regions that are forming to get access to the documents.


		We also had a presentation and discussed several options for packing the allotments at the borders, as well as in the entire region.  And we'll follow that up within our own subcommittee and keep that moving along.  And eventually, I guess, we'll report back to the Steering Committee if something comes up of that.


		We saw a presentation from Shawn O'Hara regarding a software program that could do the packing for the regional borders.


		And that's it.  Any questions or comments?


		All right. Thank you.


		MS. WALLMAN:  All right.  Thank you, Ted.


		Dave, do you want to go now?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  I'm also going to ask Carlton Wells to go over portions of the meeting, as I was focused primarily on the recommendation for operating modes for low-speed data and he was involved with the rest of the discussion.


		At the meeting yesterday, we had quite a bit of discussion on the request by Motorola for clarification as to what mode should be incorporated in the data RF units to the FCC, as we feel the NCC obviously should comment on that issue.  


		As it stands right now, the FCC rules require both circuit and packet data modes in three different configurations, data configurations.


		We came to the conclusion after doing some more research of the TIA102 standard for the data and put together a bit more documentation in this report that you have from the subcommittee that the circuit packet mode is not required.  It doesn't provide any more functionality specific to interoperability than what the packet data mode provides.


		The packet data mode is the more flexible for interoperability, particular from an addressing standpoint.  It's specifically set up to handle IP addressing, which was one of the key user needs.


		And also we looked at the three different data configurations and it was the consensus of the group that all three, using the terminology from the TIA standard, that would be radio to FNE, radio to repeater, and radio to radio are necessary.


		We feel that dropping the circuit data service will reduce the complexity and the cost of the radios.  It will probably also reduce, as most of this is software development, it will reduce the time for the manufacturers to market the radios.  All of those are positives for the public safety community, as long as don't give up any functionality that might be required.  And from our studies, we don't believe so.


		So we are asking the NCC to endorse those recommendations and forward it on to the FCC.


		Is there any questions?


		MS. WALLMAN:  Should we take that up now in the Steering Committee?  Okay.  


		Is there any discussion on the Steering Committee?  You've had some time to look at the cover letter.  No comments?  Okay.  


		All right, then, I'll take that as the consensus of the Steering Committee, they wish to move forward with this.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Okay.  I'll turn it over to Carlton Wells then.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Carlton Wells, State of Florida.


		MR. WELLS:  I won't tell that now.


		The rest of the activity with the interoperability subcommittee included work group 3, policies and rules.  In there, Dave Eierman brought out that the secondary trunk channels are still in one band and we hope that that gets cleared up and the next outcome of the rule-making process, that they need to be redistributed to both bands.


		Also, Dave pointed out that in the fourth R & O band plan, it's different from what is in the third report and order band plan.


		Specifically, 32 reserve channels, 6-1/4 kilohertz reserve channels have become general use channels.  And so we're hoping that that gets cleared up.  If at least indirectly by way of the five documents that were presented to the NCC at the last meeting.


		Presenting the table of interoperability channels, the descriptions of what they are recommended to be by the interoperability subcommittee.  In the last paragraph of that letter, it talks about putting the interoperability channels centered within a 25 kilohertz group, such that you have a 6-1/4 reserve channel acting as guard on each side.  That may be as far as we've taken this so far in readdressing the band plan from the outcome of the fourth report and order.


		If I understand correctly, we can still file ex parte comments as long as the rule-making process is open.  If Michael is here to correct me or reconfirm that, to further support the band plan.


		MR. WILHELM:  Yes, it's still possible, the record is still open.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  Work group 4 had no new activities at this time.


		Work group 6, Dave Buchanan reported on that for the low-speed data.


		Then we recessed for a moment to go into a side room and discuss the band plan further.  And that's where we dug up the letter that was submitted at the last NCC meeting and the documents that the letter referenced.


		If I might ask the NCC, did the Steering Committee act on that paperwork and submit it to the Commission?


		MR. WILHELM:  No, they did not.  I don't believe there was a request from the subcommittee explicitly to do that.  They advanced the documents to the Steering Committee, but without a recommendation with what to do about them.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  I'd like to make that a recommendation then, that the Committee consider those documents as consideration to forward to the Commission.


		MR. WILHELM:  All right.  Do you have copies of the documents so the Steering Committee can look at them today?


		MR. WELLS:  I have it electronically.  I can have them printed out and submitted after I'm done here.


		MR. WILHELM:  I think that will probably be required before the Committee can take any action on them.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  


		MS. WALLMAN:  If that proves to be difficult, we can do it electronically.  I think we can do it electronically.  Okay.  


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  I do have it on a floppy.


		And unless Dave or Bob Schlieman, if I'm missing anything from your notes, please come and add.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Can you go to a mic, Bob?  So we can reserve your question for posterity.  And hopefully answer it before posterity arrives.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  We have a projector and I wondered if it might be, it might allow the Steering Committee to evaluate and act on at this meeting, is recommendations, if we could at least project the documents in question so you could consider them.  And he can then supply you with the electronic and/or hard copies after the fact.


		MS. WALLMAN:  That's an interesting approach.  Are they lengthy?  Is it practical for us to look at them that way?  Do you recall?


		MR. McEWEN:  Carlton, we're waiting for you to give us some guidance here.


		MR. WILHELM:  Carlton, the suggestion was made that we put the documents on the laptop and project them on the screen.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  


		MR. WILHELM:  Is that feasible?


		MS. WALLMAN:  Do you think that's practical?  Are they long?


		MR. WELLS:  Yes, it's on a floppy, I'd just pull it up.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  


		MR. WELLS:  And as long as we have Word on the laptop here.


		AUDIENCE:  How long is it?  I mean, are we going to be --


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  Well, maybe what we should do is, why don't, do you have anything more in your report besides this?


		MR. WELLS:  Unless Kyle has something definite on the ICS out of work group 2, I'm done here.  My notes don't show much detail on what happened with ICS.  Kyle, if you have something to add, please come up.  And consider my notes faulty in that regard.


		MR. SINCLAIR:  Kyle Sinclair, Treasury.


		My understanding was that we submitted a document to the Steering Committee.  I apologize, I had to leave for a conference call.  I guess I'm confused here because I thought we had submitted the ICS document with some follow-up on it and appendix.


		MR. MURPHY:  Kathy?  Yeah, what happened after you left was that the document was retracted to hold and modify for some appendices to be added so that the appendices could address law enforcement, fire, and then rescue on the separate issues.  And have all the common language up front prior to submitting it to the Steering Committee.


		So that was taken on by the PSWN program and they will resubmit at the next meeting for final approval on that.  On the ICS.


		MR. SINCLAIR:  Okay.  Thank you.


		MR. MURPHY:  Also, Kathleen, I think just a note on doing this.  I would feel more comfortable doing it electronically for Carlton's particular presentation here.  Give us a chance to actually read through it and review it.  I have a little, being a bearer of little brains here, I have a difficult time following it on the screen and absorbing exactly what's being presented.


		So I would prefer, if possible, and Carlton, if you bear with me, to have that submitted to the Steering Committee electronically and then we'll arrange for a telephone conference so we could discuss it.  And if acceptable, we'll send it out electronically that we've accepted it or whatever difficulties we have with it.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Would that be acceptable to the subcommittee?  I think it's a creative suggestion, but it might just be a little difficult in practice to give a good considered review to the document on the screen.


		MR. MURPHY:  Yeah, I think it's a good idea.


		MR. WILHELM:  And do we have the consensus of the general membership that the Steering Committee has delegated the authority to review the document, to make necessary changes, and then submit it?  Is there any opposition to that?


		MS. WALLMAN:  Dave, did you have a point?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  I just, as Carlton had to leave the room, this is Dave Buchanan.  I think it would, your idea would work fine.  I think that as long as gets in and considered before the FCC takes any action, then that would be acceptable to us.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  All right, we'll act on it promptly.  I think that when of the documents came to us in the last meeting, we understood them to be more in an informational sense and so we'll remedy that.


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  You've already said it, Ernie Hofmeister, a comment -- 


		I think we just need to be expeditious with getting this to the Commission.  I think we've all agreed on this band plan here for the last meeting or so and I hate to see it drift along without getting it to the Commission so they can take action.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  All right, we'll move it promptly, as soon as we get the documents.


		Okay.  I think we're ready for the technology subcommittee report plan.


		MR. NASH:  Yeah, the technology subcommittee report kind of actually grows out of the report that Dave Buchanan made in that one of the actions there relative to the narrow band data standard was also discussed within the technology subcommittee.  And that decision was a joint decision of the two subcommittees.


		During the technology subcommittee yesterday, we received a number of presentations, discussed the a number of issues.  Had one presentation on software-defined radios by Dr. John Chapin from VANU, Inc.  Mainly he brought up some issues to be considered in looking at software-defined radios and how they can be implemented in the public safety market.  And we had, you know, some discussion on those issues.


		We also had a discussion of the status of the development of the wide band channel data standard.  That standard is before the TIA, they are making some progress on it.  Perhaps not the progress that we would hope for and at this point in time, it would look like that standard will not be developed by the end of the NCC's charter period in 2003, which would be an item of concern for us in not being able to accomplish that goal.


		At the moment, TIA is looking at, there've been three different proposals as far as modulation and technology go.  In a way that's good news in that it does give us some alternatives, but it's also bad news in that now we have to make a choice amongst the three and whether currently is no equipment deployed and so in theory it would be easy to, you know, once that choice is made, it would be easy to move forward.


		We also, you know, from past experience need to be cautious in that the fact that there are three proposals mean that there's three manufacturers out there who have put some R & D dollars into looking at this, have expended some funds in developing their proposals.  And when it comes down to making a choice between the three, you can only select one.  And having selected one, you have two people who now have stranded R & D dollars and they're not going to be too happy about that.


		So, you know, to the extent that the manufacturing community are able to accept the adult concept of choice in agreeing to support that choice, having it been made, would encourage this process moving forward.


		What becomes a concern here is again, that since there is no equipment in any band that supports a wide band application such as this, while the only thing the NCC is considering is a standard for operations on the interoperability channels, it becomes highly likely that whatever decision we make relative to an interoperability standard will become the defacto standard on the general use channels.


		So it does have a carryover, as again, into the marketing side of this issue as choices are made for interoperability, is it going to have an impact on what the manufacturers are able to continue developing.  As I say, you know, two of three may well end up with stranded R & D dollars, that they have to consider in the process here.


		So the recommendation that we have would be that the Steering Committee forward a letter to TIA, specifically to Wayne Leland as the Chairman of TR8, expressing our concerns that the development of this standard does need to move forward.  And I would recommend that we ask TIA to have a standard completed one year from now, which would then leave us six months to consider that standard through the NCC process and get it adopted in time for a theoretical at least, 2003 final report from this Committee.


		So I would ask the Steering Committee to authorize the Chair to send that letter.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Is there any comment from the Steering Committee on that suggestion?


		We had some preview of this idea and I think the letter would be received in the spirit in which its offered at TIA.


		So hearing no objection, I'll take that as the consensus of the Steering Committee, that we should write such a letter.


		MR. NASH:  Okay, thank you.  The next item of discussion was relative to the encryption standard.  Several meetings ago we had forwarded a recommendation to adopt the DES standard as the encryption standard on the interoperability channels with the understanding that encryption was not required on the interoperability channels.  However, if the users chose to encrypt, then they should do so in accordance with the recommended standard, which we had recommended as being the DES standard.


		The Commission took this action, or this proposal up.  They presented it in the last report and order and in fact did adopt that as the standard for encryption on the interoperability channels.


		Subsequent to that, in other discussions within TIA and also within the technology subcommittee, it was come to light that the TIA, as we discussed it yesterday, had approved, as we've since learned, they are expected to approve in a ballot that is out and will be completed June 19th, to approve a new standard for what is known as triple-DES.


		Triple-DES offers a significant improvement in the security of encryptic communications in that we know today that DES has been broken and can be fairly readily broken with little more than a PC laptop.  And therefore, while it offers some certainly improvement over what we have today, which is no encryption or very little encryption, it nonetheless is not the best we could look forward to.


		Triple-DES has not yet been broken, at least to anyone's knowledge.  Forecast by NSA is that it probably will be ten years or more before the computing power of at least laptop computers will reach a point at which it could be readily broken.


		So therefore, triple-DES offers a significant improvement in the security of encrypted communications that might be used by public safety.


		Furthermore, triple-DES carries a feature with it that if the user uses the same code for all three of the code entries, the triple-DES effectively is single-DES, although it takes a little longer to process the communications.  You do end up with full backward compatibility with DES.


		Again, we have a situation here where there are no existing public safety systems in the 700 megahertz band so therefore there are no legacy systems with which we must maintain backward compatibility.  There are concerns that there could be desires to crosspatch a 700 megahertz radio to a radio operating at 800 megahertz or any of the other public safety bands.


		And then in that scenario, there may be a requirement for backward compatibility with DES.  So the backward compatibility capability that triple-DES offers is a useful feature in the 700 megahertz band.


		The recommendation from the technology subcommittee is that we request that the Commission revisit the selection of an encryption standard with an eye towards modifying the requirement to require the triple-DES as the encryption standard on the interoperability channels.  However, we have to move, if you will, somewhat slowly on that recommendation in that under the guidelines for the Committee, we cannot formally recommend that until after it becomes a TIA and/or ANCI-approved standard.


		And since the balloting on that will not conclude until June 19th, while we don't expect there to be any controversy from that, we will be coming forward actually with a formal recommendation at the September meeting that we act to make that change in the encryption standard.


		And so this is more, you know, background information for you at this time, of what will be happening at the September meeting, barring any significant problems in the adoption process for that standard in TIA.


		MS. WALLMAN:  So even though we might be able to phrase it as a contingency on approval, you don't perceive any downside to waiting till September and just doing it once the certainty is there?


		MR. NASH:  In the discussions we've had with the manufacturers and the main concern there is that the longer we put off making that decision, would it delay their development of product, we've been informed by Com-Net Ericsson, Motorola, and also in some discussions I have with Tallus, who is another major manufacturer of encrypted equipment, that putting off this decision will not significantly impact their ability to develop equipment for the public safety market.


		So I think, you know, it would be appropriate for us to follow proper procedure in this case and put the decision off to September, but obviously now, you know, put the manufacturers on notice to expect that change.  So again, they can take that into consideration as they're doing their design work.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Any questions for Glen?


		Okay.  Thank you.  I think we have the one action --


		MR. NASH:  And one more item.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  


		MR. NASH:  To go over.  The final issue is, at the last meeting there was some discussion about the concerns that the public safety community had relative to interference from CMRS providers in the 700 megahertz band.  


		And again, just prior to the, our last meeting, a couple of petitions for reconsideration had been filed, asking that the Commission reconsider a decision they had made in establishing the interference criteria.


		We had asked TIA to take a look at that concern and to provide a report.  TIA has provided that report and the report would indicate that they agree with the analysis that there is significant concern about interference or potential interference from the CRMS providers.


		The issue has, because of the petitions for reconsideration, has gone through a comment and reply comment period.  To the best of my knowledge, all of the comments that were filed on this issue also expressed support for the petition for reconsideration.  And at this time we would ask that the NCC indicate in a letter to the Commission that it also supports those petitions and the comments that were filed.


		This matter was discussed in the technology subcommittee and there was full consensus on taking this action within the subcommittee.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  As you recall, we reached a collective judgement not to file as the NCC, a petition for reconsideration.  But it seems to me that if had the, if we have the consensus of the Steering Committee to support what you're suggesting, we could much more narrowly urge the Commission's attention and underscore the merit of the NPSTC petition on the point of the interference issue.


		Is that what you're asking?


		MR. NASH:  Precisely what we're asking for, yes.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Is there any comment from the Steering Committee on this idea?


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  We support it.


		MR. McEWEN:  I think that's a good idea because of the fact that now there seems to be consensus among the users of the manufacturers in the public safety arena that we want the FCC to reexamine this.  So I think we should do that.


		MS. WALLMAN:  All right.  Then I will take that as a consensus of the Steering Committee that we should send a letter to the FCC expressing support for the concerns identified by NPSTC on this.


		MR. NASH:  All right, thank you.  And that concludes my report.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  So we'll do the TIA/TR8 letter and the NPSTC/FCC letter.


		MR. NASH:  Correct.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.


		Any other questions for Glen?


		Ted?


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Okay.  I just want to make a clarification, Kathy, and to the Steering Committee.


		In January we submitted a document with the recommendations asking the NCC Steering Committee to adopt those, I think there were seven recommendations.


		This report that we have here now, we want to formally distribute to the Steering Committee and ask that you forward this document to the FCC so that the guidelines are put in place and all the other available documents will be available for use for the regions that are forming.


		And I just wanted to make a formal request of the Steering Committee that they do this.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  And how does this request, I know that you're also doing some work to conform the formatting and things like that, but that should be no obstacle to making the document available in its current state?


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Well, actually the appendices which would be available, that's, those are already formatted.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  


		MR. DEMPSEY:  It's really the report and some of the other attachments, like the funding issue.  You know, there's a report from Tom Tolman's group that's on funding.  I don't think that that really has to be put out onto the web site.


		But the guidelines and the template are the two issues, I mean, the two items that really have to be out, available for use by the plans.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  


		MR. DEMPSEY:  And in January, when we submitted the document, it was concurrent with the fourth report and order.  So we wanted to ensure that we went through the document and made sure that the parts of the guidelines and templates that had now become FCC policy were adjusted to the degree that they could be.


		So that was, you know, that's, the only difference may be in the document from then.  We reconciled what we could reconcile, policy-wise.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Recommendation-wise, it didn't change.


		MR. McEWEN:  Tom Tolman, what's the status, this document, the intention was to work on this in a way that would put it into a more glossy format or something?  In other words, what's the status of that?


		MR. TOLMAN:  If we recall right, there was a formalized recommendation or a request to do so.  We met at the last NCC with some key people in the Wireless Bureau.  We agreed to do so and we have two consultants and one technical writer on staff standing by.


		We met with Chair Ted and we're ready to go.  We have the people and the talent ready to proceed with that.


		We're proposing to have, we're looking at, I think, based on the talent and the people we have in place, that you'll see those changes by no later than July.  That's what we were proposing.


		MR. McEWEN:  You're going to work with Ted and the people that have been working on this?


		MR. TOLMAN:  That's correct.


		MR. McEWEN:  And this will be now, Ted, the document that actually is the foundation for doing that?


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Yes.


		MR. McEWEN:  Now, this is it?


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Yeah, with the exception, I think that, I mean, obviously we're not going to change the report that our subcommittee did, but the appendices is what will be the basis for the document that Tom's group will do.


		MR. TOLMAN:  Right.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  So I don't mean to plow old ground, but this document is not going to change much?


		MR. DEMPSEY:  No, no.


		MS. WALLMAN:  But it's the appendices that Tom is going to put resources toward?


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Right.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Making user friendly and all that?


		MR. TOLMAN:  Not a change of the content and the language, but change of the flow of it and make each of the sections more fluid.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  


		MR. TOLMAN:  More congruent.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  All right.


		MR. WILHELM:  To make sure that I'm clear, the templates and the guidelines, you regard as being in final form right now and suitable for distribution?


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Yes.


		MR. WILHELM:  The FCC has already said that it is not disposed to put these in the rules, but we can make them available, for example, in the same way we made the CMRS interference report available by putting out a public notice and directing the public to where it can be found.


		Can you, just to make sure that we are accurate in the documents that we're submitting, could you give me the appendix numbers of the guidelines that are being submitted?  We can do that off line, but I want to make sure that we have the right documents.


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Sure.


		MR. WILHELM:  And then, your request is also that we put it on the FCC web page or would you want a link to another web page?


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Well, unless, there is no other web page to link to.


		MR. WILHELM:  All right.


		MR. TOLMAN:  Except the NPSTC site, which it's already on there right now.  Except for today's, the last 24-hour iteration, with that exception, it is already, what we had as of 48 hours ago is already on the NPSTC web site.


		MR. DEMPSEY:  That would be fine to be the link.


		MR. WILHELM:  That would suffice?  Yeah, okay.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Dave?


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.  Just one quick comment.  In our region, we found those documents to be helpful as we've gone through to make sure we don't miss anything and to help us start drafting a plan.


		And I think the suggestion of getting them onto the FCC's web site so they're available to other regions is excellent.  And I'd urge you to do so.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Thank you.  Okay.  So we have from Ted a request that the Steering Committee approve this for forwarding to the FCC and for dissemination in the way that he's described.  Does everybody have a chance to think about this?  Any concerns about it?


		Okay.  Then, well, I'll take that as a consensus of the Steering Committee that we should move forward with this.  Thank you very much.


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Thank you.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Okay.  Well, that concludes the reports of the subcommittees.  Are there any new issues that we should bring forward right now?  Okay.


		I guess we should talk a little bit about scheduling for the future.  Some of us have been thinking about the next year or so and have observed that the next really chunk of work that the NCC has to do relates to wide band data standards, which is dependent upon the TIA process.  So our thought is that we probably don't need to schedule meetings as regularly as every other month or so, as we have been doing.


		So we currently have a September meeting scheduled for Washington, D.C.  And the thought would be to do another meeting, do the next meeting in 2002, probably in January.


		So just for planning purposes, should we try to, should we try to pick a date now, Michael, do you think?  Is that too far out for people?  If we wait until September, it may be a little too close.


		MR. JACKSON:  If the view of the group, I have no --


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  You're talking about the next meeting after September, oh, the date for the September?


		MS. WALLMAN:  I believe it's the 13th and 14th.


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  Yeah, I'm pretty sure that's right.  Yeah, that's right, 13 and 14.


		MS. WALLMAN:  Right.  Okay.  So that's 13th and 14th.  Well, then maybe we'll just put a bracket on that discussion, since January 2002 seems so far away right now.


		But for planning purposes, I think you can assume that we will probably not be meeting every other month in 2002, based on what we project to be our remaining work load.


		We are chartered to exist through February of 2003 and we hope that the TIA process will move quickly and that's part of the reason that it's a good idea to send the letter to TIA asking them to try to resolve the issue.  And we will in that letter suggest, you know, that we need some time.  We can't get the standard in January of 2003 right before we go out of business.


		So we'll make some suggestions about getting timely recommendation from TIA.


		Are there any comments from the Steering Committee?


		MR. JACKSON:  Do you want to put some place holders in 2002, for January?  Like the 10th and the 11th?  Which is the second week?


		MR. McEWEN:  Yeah, I wouldn't try to do that right now.


		MR. JACKSON:   Okay.  


		MS. WALLMAN:  Any other comments from the Steering Committee?


		Any comments from the floor?


		Well, then I propose we conclude by thanking Steve Muller for his extended hospitality in having us down here.  Thank you very much.


		Michael has one more reminder.


		MR. WILHELM:  This is the one you hear at every meeting.  The statute under which we are organized requires us to keep a record of persons attending the meeting.  There's a sign-in sheet at the back in the room and if you've not done so already, would you please sign in for this meeting.  Thank you.


		And Steve, let me add my thanks to your hospitality.  We enjoyed it.


		(Whereupon, at 10:57 a.m., the meeting was adjourned.)
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