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P R O C E E D I N G S

(9:17 a.m.)



MR. WICHELM:   Thank you for your patience while we were waiting for the court reporter to arrive.



We would like to start the meeting inquiring whether there is anyone in the audience who is hearing impaired and would like signing services.



All right, we would ask the audience if during the course of these meetings you see someone who requires signing services, that you notify me.  We will have a sign interpreter available during the meeting.  Thank you.  



We will have three subcommittee meetings today.  The schedule is fairly flexible.  We will take a break at the discretion of the subcommittee chairs.  We will begin tomorrow at 9:30 with the general membership meeting.  A large portion of our meeting today and tomorrow will be devoted to formulating the NCC's comments in response to the FCC's public safety notice of proposed rulemaking.



For those of you who do not have that document, we have copies available to my right in the lobby, and if you have not read it, I recommend that you take a look at it as we go through analysis of the questions that the NCC must answer in preparing your comments.  



Our first subcommittee meeting this morning is the Interoperability Subcommittee with John Paul.  And John, if you are ready, we can get started.



(Pause.)



MR. POWELL:  Call the meeting to order.  Can everyone hear me okay?  



A number of documents are being passed out.  All review, make sure you get all the ones that are being passed out.  



First is the agenda.  That's document No. 57B, which is a slight modification over the one that was sent out by e-mail, primarily to correct the date of the meeting at the top of the agenda.  



Document 54A, I referenced in the e-mail that was sent out as a fairly lengthy document.  I do have a few copies of that.  That's not being distributed.  I have about maybe half a dozen printed copies of that.  That is the Standardized Emergency Management System Guidelines from the State of California for ICS discussion later on.



Document 53A is the Incident Command System summary and recommendations that was distributed originally about a week ago by Dick Allen on behalf of Kyle Sinclair.  Again, a ICS document.  That one is being distributed.  You should have the most recent revision, which is Revision H of document 0 of the document list.  



And last is, per our discussion this morning, a document 56A, which is the consolidated response to the fourth notice from the Interoperability and Technology Subcommittees.  We will be going over those in detail and hopefully soliciting some additional information to be added to those as we proceed here. 



If everyone could pull the agenda to the top of their pile, if I could get a motion to adopt the agenda.  Art McDole; second, Emil Vogel.  



Minutes from the June meeting in Washington are being prepared.  Unfortunately, Bob Schlieman on my left here, and Bob, we're glad to have you with us today, has been out of commission for awhile.  He had been somewhat draft format, and has been pulling him back, I guess, the stored voice or electronic voice to review those before we get them published.  We will probably get them out -- well, we will adopt those or review them at the next meeting in conjunction from the minutes of this meeting.



I believe, Bob, is the voice version of those on line or --



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yes, as well as the transcript.



MR. POWELL:  Voice version and transcript of those meetings are online for anyone that cares to review that.



The document update is out.  Is there anyone here that is new to this subcommittee that we need to get on the distribution list or volunteers on any of the working groups?



(No response.)



MR. POWELL:  No one new.  At this point then I would like to move right into the working group activities, and Bob, if you can tell us where we stand on report drafting.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I'm pulling together the -- I'm pulling together the documents to put into the report, and this updated list and some other information that I will be getting from you that will begin to move forward rapidly. 



MR. POWELL:  Working group two, I don't see Kyle in the audience.  Is there anyone here representing Kyle or out of his office to talk about the Incident Command System?



THE AUDIENCE:  -- is on his way up.



MR. POWELL:  Okay, thank you, Dick.  



Let's move right on then to working group three, which is rules, policy and spectrum planning, and Carlton, if you want to -- have we got those copies in yet or how are we going to address that?  



MR. WELLS:  ​No, we don't have the copies back yet.  I have been able to find an electronic version with my new laptop.  The electronic version is back home on the busted laptop, or on the desktop PC also.  But what I do have is a printed color copy of the proposed band plan revision.  



And what I have getting copied right now is the 764 end of the spectrum of the band plan, both the existing band plan and the proposed band plan, shifting them over as we discussed it at the last meeting.  



We discussed it in mind and the idea about it, and then you all tasked me with going back and adjusting the rest of the band plan according to the conclusion reached at the last meeting.



That's been done for both the 794 and the 766, if I got that other block correct, to show how the interoperability channels are moved down, which gives us 250 kilohertz separation, not only between the interoperability channel and block of them, but also more 250 kilohertz separation on the general use channels.  



So when that comes back, we can distribute it.  We are having about 40 made to get it across the audience.  And push come to shove, if we need to, I've got a copy of what we had initially threw together at the last meeting, Bob Schlieman and I burning the midnight oil, finishing this one band up and correcting the channels also.  



And as a result of this proposed band plan, I have already gone into the other related documents.  There is about three or four of them out of the rules and policies work group that are associated with this band plan, and I made my applications to those too, but I didn't put those out on the list serve yet until we have a go on this band plan, not to confuse the matter.



So after this band plan has been given the green light, then I can turn around and release those to the list serve for everybody to review to make sure that the channel numbers and all that are technically in the right place.  But in essence, there is no change to those policies.  It's just correcting it to the modified band plan.  



MR. POWELL:  While we are waiting for those to show up, Don Pfohl, could you just give a brief report on where you stand on collecting information?  Do it from the floor there, if you would, and ask for any additional help that you need.



MR. PFOHL:  On the liaison with outside groups?



MR. POWELL:  For collecting your chairman information, just a status report, status report on where we are in collecting the chairman information?  



MR. PFOHL:  Essentially, we have made no progress.  Motorola has contacted all of the 800 regional planners and requested them to contact me with information as to the 700 conveners, and I got one.  So coupled with the fact that I am a convener out of Arizona, we now have two.



Also, my understanding is that on the FCC's web site that they showed a mere handful.  So essentially we have made no progress in being able to get the regional planning groups to let us know who those 700 conveners are, either that or those 700 conveners have not been identified yet, so we have made almost no progress.  



MR. POWELL:  I will encourage those of you in the room, I know a number of us can provide names out of our states or out of our regional, to please let Don know who those are so that we can get them added to the list.  



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  John, there may be some confusion out in the field, as it were, regarding the conveners.  I know in the case of Region 8 that the chairman of Region 8 in the NPSPAC plan is expecting that he will convene the 700 megahertz meeting, to start that off when the time comes.



The understanding being that the regional -- the NPSPAC regional chairman are supposed to convene the 700 megahertz, not run it, but just get it started.  There probably needs to be a reminder that they need to notify the FCC and I think that's the problem that Don may be running into.  



MR. POWELL:  I'm curious, looking around you how many independent regions do we have represented here from around.  Show of hands here.  Hopefully one from a region.  Maybe six or eight regions represented here.



Don, that should improve your list a little bit.  Again, if you will all let Don know if you have convened already who your convener is.  



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I suspect he is looking for a document on paper.  Is that right?



MR. PFOHL:  What's that?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  You are looking for a document on paper stating who will do it, right?



MR. PFOHL:  Correct.  



MR. POWELL:  To make it official, but at least if you know verbally who it is, you know who to get in touch with to confirm if that's the case.  



At this point since we don't have anyone here from Kyle's group to discuss the incident command system, I am going to start into that discussion and hopefully when whoever is going to pick that up arrives, we can -- I'll turn it over to them.  



You should have actually received electronically two documents; one of them was put together by -- and you can fill in who actually built that document.  Is that something you drafted or was it -- 



MR. ALLEN:  (Not on microphone.)



MR. WICHELM:   Excuse me for just a moment.  Because this is being transcribed, we need you to use the microphone.  Thank you.



MR. ALLEN:  Yeah, this list was developed by the PSWAC contract.  I passed out, I think, a few months ago for review and we haven't had any comment to it.  That's why we have not distributed it for comparing.  



MR. POWELL:  Okay, that's document 53A is the document we are talking about, and the previous speak was Dick Allen from Booz, Allen.



MR. ALLEN:  Hamilton.



MR. POWELL:  Hamilton.  Okay, if you could hold that up and I'm interested in any comments on it.  The first thing I note is that there is really no reference to law enforcement in that document, and we need to do a revision if we are going to use this as an introduction to the subject in our report.  We do need to get, to the degree possible, all of the services represented in that. 



Dick, are you -- your group is doing the editing on that, and I would suggest maybe adding some examples where you are talking in the first page there, the one, two, three and four, of trying to -- trying to at least get an example in there that would include each of the services.



The second document, which is -- and again, I have a few copies up here.  We distributed it, just the first section of it, which is about 23 pages long -- is the Standardized Emergency Management System Guidelines from the State of California.  



What I am hoping we can do with all of these documents is to come up with a document that we can use as a reference document for the Incident Command System where we are requesting that the terminology at least and that the Incident Command System be mandated for use on the interoperability channels in this band when you get above Priority 4, which is the routine day-to-day use of the channels.  



In particular, I believe important there and I'm putting my prior emergency management hat on, I did that for about five years, starting with the earthquake in California, got thrown into it real fast.  The key to and one of the primary reasons for using this system is the standardized nomenclature and the structure which allows rapid expendability or contraction, depending upon how an incident progresses.  



And what we see across the country, unfortunately, even with the Incident Command System, and now even within California with this mandated, and this is a mandated plan in our state, to the degree that if you as a local or county government expect to be reimbursed for your disaster expenses, operational or recovery, et cetera, you must use this plan.  You must have trained people and to have that document prior to the incident happening or you are not eligible for reimbursement.  That includes federal money that comes through the state also, I might add.  



So it's a widely distributed document.  And what we are finding now even in California is divergence from the terminology that is mandated in this document, and causing problem, I might add, already.  So to the degree that I think that we can standardize this terminology and promote the structure, we need to do that.  



And I have asked Kyle and I know the PSWAC group is working to identify a federal document that would do that and include all the services.  I do have here compliments of San Bernardino County, and Dave Buchanon isn't here yet, but we have a candidate document here that's put together by their sheriff's department, which is in California the lead agency, I believe, in the state on training law enforcement agencies in the Incident Command System.



I haven't had a chance to go through this, but it looks like it may be quite complete, and Dick, this may be something I could just pass off to you after the end of the meeting here to consider.  



But again, I think, to the degree possible, if we could identify a federal document, especially something that FEMA manages would be the most appropriate for a reference document.  And when the rest of your group or your representatives get in here, then we can pick it up from there.  



Any comments on any of these documents people have had an opportunity to review?



MR. WELLS:  I have a comment on document 53A, Incident Command System Summary and Recommendations.  



Back when I was just getting introduced to aeromedical for emergency medical services I kept getting cross up with heli-based, heli-spot and heli-stop or heli-port was, and I think it's important that we realize the differences between the different kinds, if there is even a heli-stop.  



But I believe if you look in the FAA rules or the Federal Aviation regulations, it has definitions.  I didn't check these and I would expect that these had been put in correctly.  But because of my confusion early on, it may be important to stress the differences of the three or four different ways you can place this, you can put a helicopter, and some of them require FAA licensing before that pad can be established, temporary or otherwise.  And so it's just a matter of what you call it as far as if it's a licensed requirement or not.



MR. POWELL:  And again, those kinds of definitions are standardized, and I can tell a story of what happens when you become very adamant about the use of your definition and you are wrong.  There is a fire chief in the northern California area who got very insistent that he wanted a tanker at a particular location, assuming he was going to get something like one of those big gas trucks full of water.  He had a new-fangled device called the GPS receiver, gave them the exact location.  Very shortly thereafter he got a tanker from the air and turned his entire site yellow, along with all of his apparatus and everything else.  



Yes, sir?



MR. KEARNS:  Kevin Kearns, from Washington State.



I just want to make sure I understand what we are intending to do with this compiled document or documents that we find for reference.



Is the intention then that it would be a reference document in both the national and regional plans as the model document to use?



I'm just trying to make sure I understand what the purpose of this is relative to the regional planning process because we are getting ready to start our local process.



MR. POWELL:  Our discussion at this point has been to come up with a reference document that we would then ask through the steering committee be mandated for use to the degree that we specify it.  Certainly with definitions and with the nomenclature and the structure of the system to be used in any, in all operations on these channels other than routine day-to-day traffic.



MR. KEARNS:  Okay, I just wanted to make sure I understood how it fit in.



MR. POWELL:  Any other questions on that, on that subject.



Art McDole?



MR. MCDOLE:  As you know, I totally support the ICS and the concept.  My only concern is would the Commission adopt any such a thing as a part of their rules and regulations, and my understanding is that the steering committees will be asked to forward this as a recommendation to the FCC. 



Is it the intent that this be incorporated into the FCC rules and regulations as a part of the -- it's got a form for them to do that.  That's my question and concern.



MR. POWELL:  The point is, it will never happen if we don't ask.  And by referencing -- referencing another federally managed document, I think, would be -- in the discussions that we have among a few of us -- would be the best route to go.  Something that's managed by, particularly someone like FEMA who has that as one of their primary responsibilities.  



MR. MCDOLE:  So following up on the preceding discussion, it is the intent then, the ultimate intent of the technology committee to recommend to the FCC that they forward to the commissioner a request that it be a mandated part of the FCC rules and regulations; is that correct?



MR. POWELL:  Correct.  We are going to have interoperability use in this band, and I would hope that, to the degree that we could expand it eventually to all the bands, it certainly would be in everyone's --



MR. MCDOLE:  I have no problem with that, and of course, the RPCs are involved in this also.



MR. POWELL:  And what we are looking at there, Art, is certainly the Commission does reference other documents.  For example, TIA documents are referenced in the rules in a number of places.



MR. MCDOLE:  Thank you.  



MR. POWELL:  So it is done already.



Any comments on that, Michael?  



MR. WICHELM:  Only this:  That if you put a document or reference a document in the FCC rules, the rules apply only to the version of the document in force when the rule was adopted.  So change become very difficult.  And if you want it, for example, to change some of the definitions in your Emergency Management System Guidelines, you would have to file a petition for rulemaking, go through the public notice and comment process, you've got an order to that effect, by which time most of us would have retired.



MR. POWELL:  If we are lucky.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  John, as a follow-on that perhaps the solution is that it be a guideline that is put forth by the NCC for the regional planning committees to standardize.



MR. POWELL:  The problem is that it will never happen if it's done that way.  We all know that's the case.  We can look at the channel nomenclature for the 800 band that has been hammered I don't know how long by Gary Gray and his national standing committee.  Yet, I can go within my own county and have five -- we have at least five different names for the 800 megahertz in our interoperability channels program than there are radios.  



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  We don't have that problem in the New York metropolitan area.  I think traditionally the Commission avoids, in fact, they are having difficulty, as I read the ANPRM or the notice of inquiry that -- they are having some difficulty accepting uniform channel labels.  We have to convince them on the importance of doing that.  



And in the case of ICS, this is a management criteria which communication supports, and I guess the Commission would find that even further afield from their interest than the channel labels.  



MR. POWELL:  Well, it's up to us to education the Commission that if they expect interoperability to work after all the time and effort that has been invested in it, it won't work unless some of these things happen.  And it's up to us collectively as a group to make that -- to win that argument.  Otherwise, we will continue to see the problems that we have had across the country with interoperability not working in spite of the fact that we had a whole number of common channels in everybody's radios.  And because they didn't call them the same thing, nobody -- the people doing the work at the line level can't talk to each other.



"Tom Tolman, where's your tape?"  I mean, that's where it is.  And unless -- unless these things happen that will be the case and it will continue to be the case forever.



MR. KEARNS:  Kevin Kearns, State of Washington.



I would agree and support the issue of the common naming protocols.  I think that is -- if we are going to kind of draw a line someplace on an issue that we want to push hard to get into the regs, I think that that's the place to draw the line because that's the issue like you mentioned that different names be used in different radios is the thing that causes the greatest confusion in the coordination issue.



I would think that the issue of which flavor of ICS or IMS and all the different iterations, granted there are federally-managed documents and state-managed documents, but I spent a career in the fire service before this life, and try as we might I don't think we are every going to get nationwide agreement on what the incident command system or incident management system means.  It has slight variations everywhere.  



And if regs can require that the management approach used for using interoperability channels uses the Incident Command System as constituted or as invoked within that jurisdiction, whether it be a state or multi-state region, they are all similar enough that anybody using those channels would know how to fit in.  They would recognize the basic core elements of command and state team and that type of thing, and that would get them into the system and allow them to communicate effectively, as long as they knew which channel to find.



So I think the issue really is that the standard naming protocol is much more than it is mandating the specific flavor of ICS.  



MR. POWELL:  Well, I see Alan Caldwell sitting in the audience.  We have had a significant discussion within IACP and IAFC, and those two groups, I believe, are supporting moving forward with -- Alan is shaking his head yes.  I know IACP is because I was at that meeting -- of moving forward.  And those are the two largest users of the Incident Command System.  Whether law enforcement wants to call it the Incident Command System or not, they still use the same protocols and the same structure, and little by little I think they are realizing that the fire service has been right for a long time in that area, and you know, now admitting it.  



MR. HARASETH:  Ron Haraseth, APCO.  I might cast line from Montana also where we had implemented the ICS in the communications arena for emergency incidents throughout the state.



It was really imperative that there was a common naming of it.  Every jurisdiction, and it was totally voluntary throughout the state to create their own emergency communications plan, but that plan had been used, the common identified frequencies, and the common naming.  What that allowed was somebody coming up with a totally dissimilar region, to come into another region could automatically fit into their plan, even though those plans were different. Because they had a common naming nomenclature, they could work any other region's emergency operation:  very effective.



The key here is not the number of frequencies that we can get.  We probably have more than enough if they are properly used.  The key is the planning and somebody on the scene that knows how to assign and identify what the frequencies are, and the key part for the players, as I was saying, the actual operators, are the ability that when they hear they are assigned to this channel, that they know what that channel is in their radio, and the only way that will occur is with common naming for the specific channels that they are assigned to throughout, in this case, Montana.



MR. POWELL:  Yesterday we had an NPSPAC meeting and there was quite a bit of discussion on what was going on around being from Montana with the fires up there and bringing in support people to put out those fire from literally all over the continent by the time they got done, international people coming in.  



And I think a lot of the success to that, to that battle up there, and I know some of you can comment on that if you would like, was the fact that the Incident Command System across the country is now so ingrained within the fire service that you could bring these disparate fire fighting folks, with the possible exception of the military, I will have to see how they fit in when the after action reports come in, but the civilian fire fighting forces comes in from Canada, United States, I don't know if they actually had any from Mexico, but I know they did from Canada.  And to have them all fit right in and be able to hit the ground running because they knew what they were talking about at the time that they arrived without any additional training.



MR. WELLS:  ​John?   Carlton Wells.



A couple issues here.  First, referring back to Ron's common naming issue, I think that first and foremost is that we argue to maintain common naming for these channels.  Otherwise, you get into the scenario that Don Pfohl mentioned early on about all the different channel names that the other -- each of the channels are given.  So we need to stand on that.



Beyond that, getting into an operational issue of the Incident Command System, unless it's tied to the interoperability realm that the NCC is charged with, my concern is that it will be seen as an operational issue, not so much as a frequency issue that the Commission may or may not entertain.  



But if they do, sending it through the rulemaking process may give it a better assurance of nationwide compliance than merely putting it in an interoperability plan that is a guideline or better.  So I would tend more toward the rulemaking process and give the country a chance to comment to a unified and a compromise of all the ICS's.



MR. POWELL:  Successful interoperability has -- it's really got a couple of pieces to it.  The technical side, which we can easily address; and the operational side, which is much more difficult to address.  And if one or the other is broken, none of it works, and that's where I am coming from, and I think a number of us are, in promoting or trying to get people to realize.



And Carlton, I appreciate your comment on putting it through the rulemaking process.  We know already that we have the support of the managing -- the management agencies of the two largest users of ICS, law and fire.  And we will have to see where we go from there.  



Any last comments on this subject, and then, Dick, whenever Don or whoever is going to talk about that shows up, we can come back to it.  



Carlton, you have your hand up?



MR. WELLS:  ​Yes.  There should be copies of the band plan passed out across the audience.  We had approximately 40 made so there is more than 40 people here.  Look to your left or right and find who has got one and look at what they have.



MR. POWELL:  For the agenda, we are looking at item 6(c) right now, which is a review of the proposed changes to the interoperability spectrum plan, and hopefully  Glen Nash is here because there is a technology subcommittee side of this too, if we can get any comments there at the same time or whatever we need to pull, we will look to Glen later this morning.



MR. WELLS:  ​He was here earlier.



Okay, you have two sheet copied.  One is the revised band plan that shows the interoperability channels shifted, and the associated general use channels moved over to replace where the interoperabilities and the respective reserve channels came from.  



And you also have a copy of the current band plan.  The current band plan has all the interoperability and reserve spectrum over to the right.  And because what you are looking at is in black and white, the darker shaded gray is the reserve channels, and the lighter shaded gray around those darker areas is the -- did I say that backwards?



The darker shaded gray is the interoperability channels, and then the next lighter shaded gray is the reserve channels around there.  And then further over for the rest of the left side of each bar on the old plan is the lightest shaded gray, which actually alternate in yellow and white, which are the general use channels.



If you look across the top, I will explain it in channel numbers.  



Channel numbers 1 through 52 are general use channels in the current plan and then down, of course, to comprise the five groups of 25 kilohertz sets.  



From 53 over to 80 is the reserve and interoperabilities, and those darker shaded ones are the interoperabilities.  Should have two groups of five, and one group of six across the top, and similarly on the bottom part.  That's the current plan.  



The revised band plan shifts half of the interoperability channels over to the left, so that now channels 1 through 12 are general use channels and down for the five groups of 25 kilohertz sets.  Channel 13 is a reserved channel.  Fourteen and 15 are interoperability channels.  And 16 is another reserve channel.  



Then there is four reserve channels until you get to 21, that's also a reserve channel.  Twenty-two and 23 is an interoperability channel each, and 24 is another reserve channel.  



From 25 to 52 are general use channels.  Then 53 is a reserve channel with the darker shade through there, 54 and 55, and of course down, interoperability.  Then we go back to reserve channels until we get to channel 62 and 63, which are interoperability.



So in effect what you have at channel 14 and 15, that channel set down to 334 and 335 are interoperability.  Skip over a four-group set, main set, and then you get to the group of three sets, 22 and 23 down to 182 and 183.



Similarly, on the other end of this top bar you have a group of five and a group of three.  And then that is carried out on the lower bar of this first group, and what wasn't copied for sake of saving some paper, but it's the same thing, when you get up to 794 megahertz, up to 806 megahertz, the same breakdown applies on those two groups of channel.



So what this does is it puts 250 kilohertz between each interoperability channel, each reserve channel and each general use channel and the break is between channels 40 and 41.  If you look real closely, that's a slightly thicker vertical bar down that grid.  And so you can start on the right-hand side of that starting at channel 41. That's 250 kilohertz away from channel 1 and so forth across the whole thing.  And the same thing is done for the other bars of channels.



MR. POWELL:  Do you want to go into the logic of doing this other than the separation?  I know there were some of the reasons too for the --



MR. WELLS:  ​I concentrated so much in getting this grate, I lost track of the logic behind it now.  



Chalking was one issue that we've talked about, and I forget exactly which group.  I believe it's channels 13 through 16, if we can aggregate them up to 25 kilohertz, otherwise we've got 14 and 15.  If those are trunked, that 25 kilohertz is right next to a general use on the left side.  



However, the reserve set, the 25 kilohertz set, offers additional guard band, if you will, and then 21 and 24 offer some more guard band from the general use channels on the other side, when those are trunked or aggregated up to 25 kilohertz.



The interoperabilities at 12.5 have six and a quarter kilohertz guard band at least, and on the other ones further up those also have guard band, although not trunkable guard band.  



Help me, John, with the logic.



(Aside.)



The significance of the 250 kilohertz is to give you a better opportunity to locate more channels at one single site.  When you look at the old band plan or the current band plan, it would be difficult to locate 55 and 56 with 59 and 60, and probably with 67 and 68 too unless you incur some severe losses with filtering and everything else to try and squeeze 67 and 68 next to 55 and 56.  



So by spreading them apart and getting us 250 kilohertz separation -- referring to the revised plan now -- we can put channels 14 and 15, 54 and 55, 494 and 495 and 434 and 435 conceivably all at the same site whereas before we may only be able to put two 12.5 kilohertz sets at the same site and location.



MR. POWELL:  Beyond that, any of you that have tried to run a mutual aid operation where you have a number of, or a large number of pieces of equipment in use, and it so happens that your adjacent channel is, you know, an operational channel for one of the involved agencies, you can run into some real problems.  



And in this case if we, for example, would take 14 and 15, you automatically end up with the six and a quarter buffer between that channel and the next operational channel on either side, so that should alleviate significantly that interference potential, still leaving the guard channels, for example, 13 and 16, and this is something that we need to address and probably in the technology subcommittee also for a later time when six and a quarter equipment is on the street, could we then say that 13 and 16 could be used for subscriber low-powered use only under, for example, the original plans, and so that those channels aren't just  isolated forever as buffer channels, and that's a discussion I'm going leave up to the technology subcommittee to address.  



I know Glen and I had talked about it.  That's the idea behind this, this new plan.  



Okay, Carlton has -- keep going.



MR. WELLS:  ​I'll give you some more information on this band plan because what you don't have in front of you us the potential revisions to the other documents, primarily the table of channel names or the labels.  And so I'll give you a thumbnail of what those labels look like.



Looking at the revised band plan, channels 54 and 55, which serve as GTAC 5; 134 and 135, 214, 215, those pairs, 294 pair and the 374 pair, so I wasn't quite right when I said the first group.  It's the second group over on the right-hand side, that second group of five.  Those are the five general TAC channels.  And based on my recollection, those are the ones that would be available for secondary trunk basis, GTAC 5, 7, 9 and 11 and 13.  



Now, move back over to the fair left for channels 14 and 15.  That one is proposed as call 7A, the calling channels, 94 and 95, ETAC 15, or EMS; 174 and 175 fire services FTAC 17; 254 and 255, LTAC 19, law enforcement; 334 and 335, general public safety services, GTAC 21. 



Now, go to channel 22 and 23, that channel set, that one is proposed as a mobile repeater, MTAC 23; 62 and 63 over on the right-hand side now, ETAC 25; 142 and 143, FTAC 27; 222 and 223, LTAC 29.  



Channel 102 and 103, again going back over to the left to that group of three, GTAC 31; and channel 182 and 183, OTAC 33.  



So if you follow that layout and apply it to the other bars in this group in the other block of TV channels, you can get some idea of what the proposed documents would look like after this plan becomes a plan to base our documents on.  But again, as I say, I don't propose those revised documents until we have some go ahead on this revised plan.  



MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman, with Motorola.  



When we did the last implementation draft national plan and guideline updates distributed by the list serve in August, I had already updated that table.  One of the appendix in there has that table updated.  



MR. POWELL:  So it's in there for reference.



MR. EIERMAN:  The one you just went through, I switched them all to those new positions based on the June recommendations.  So if people got that, it's in there already. 



MR. POWELL:  So the revised table that's out on the --



MR. EIERMAN:  Has the June revisions included in it.



MR. POWELL:  Okay, but is it clear that would be just as a reference for what we plan to --



MR. EIERMAN:  We just used this as all the references anyway.



MR. POWELL:  Okay.  When we are talking about channel nomenclature, I want to bring up another item of discussion that several people pointed out to me in August, and that is, and this is for discussion.



Is there a benefit to putting a -- and we could do it with a single digit -- an identifier on all of these nomenclatures that would identify the band that we are using?



If we did that for the calling channels only here, one of the suggestions was that we prefix everyone of these with a seven to identify the 700 band, and then recommend that the same thing happen with the 800 band as things were identified for -- channels for interoperability and other bands.  Likewise the nomenclature down there include, for example, a one for high band, identifying the basic frequency block that it's coming out of so that someone would know immediately that it -- at least someone educated in communications would know immediately what band you are operating in just from the channel itself, without having to go find a table to figure out where that is.  And I am interested in peoples' comment on that.



Art?  



MR. MCDOLE:  Art McDole. 



The only confusion in my mind -- well, there is a lot of confusion in my mind -- the one that I clarified, there is still some confusion in many places on the NPSPAC and these are allocated, and rightfully so in pairs, but a lot of the operation as we know it and have seen is Simplex on mobile to mobile, portable to portable utilization.



Is the labeling and is the intent of the plan to use both sides of the pair and the Simplex mobile only mode, and will the nomenclature indicate that or are they to combine in the field as a mobile relay operation?  How do we get around that uncertainty?  



MR. WELLS:  ​I believe, to keep life simple, is to treat these as pairs.  And just like other pairs in the lower band, mobile talk-around is on the output side of the repeater pair.  The input side is just the receiver at the repeater, not to be used anyplace else.  Of course, waiver notwithstanding.



A mobile repeater out in the field using the repeater pair, it really isn't a motor repeater, it's a temporary fixed-base repeater.  But again, it uses the standard pairing.  And if went into talk-around mode or point to point, still it's on the upward side of that base station.  



The premise I believe here is that the mobile users never lose touch with their base, so if they are out on talk-around when the base station user keys up to get a hold of that mobile, that mobile hears it and they switch back to the repeater channel and communicate back to the dispatcher or the temporary repeat side.  



MR. MCDOLE:  I understand that, but it's still going to be hard to the layman to avoid the confusion when you go from -- use, secondary use of these channels might be using one of the portable only because you could use either side of the repeater for that particular purpose, so that's something we need to try and clarify.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Again, I would hesitate, our talk-around, portable or otherwise, on the input side of the repeater.  



MR. POWELL:  Certainly the 800 down there is also a technical issue.  There are two, and that is that most of our equipment does not have a receiver.  The subscriber equipment that's capable of going to both the high and the low side, the 45 split, and I guess that would be a question for the manufacturers here, is could we expect that to be the same in the 700 band or do we envision receivers that would cover the entire band, because what we are really saying is that we're going to lose a good chunk of our channels if in fact the equipment would support that and we didn't permit it happen.  We could virtually double the amount of -- the number of channels available in a Simplex operation if the equipment would permit us to do that.



And so I will throw that open to any of the manufacturers that might be out here as to whether they foresee that happening.  



MR. WELLS:  ​From a technical standpoint, John, is that -- if I was listening well enough while I was writing, tell me if I drifted off the topic, but talk-around on a mobile, not so much on a portable, more so on a mobile, operating 35 watts or 100 watts or whatever, stands to get that base station's input when they are not wanting to talk to that base station, so again that's why I hesitate from even considering talk-around on the base input.  



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  With respect to the operation of the subscriber equipment on both sides, we have asked the manufacturers early on to provide that capability in this band, which they had not done in an 800.  



And I would say that, first off, there won't be any hundred watt mobiles in 700, but certainly field tactical operations could effectively use both sides in a Simplex mode more efficiently use of spectrum that way.



MR. POWELL:  Especially if we are operating a command system where you are automatically going to have a comm. unit leader there that is making those decisions so you don't end up with the problem you talked about, Carlton, and trying to use input to a mobile relay and use Simplex on it at the same time because that won't work.  



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  And this also gets into the issue that David had brought up in the list serves about the different digital codes that need to be used or standardized.



MR. POWELL:  Well, we will get into that when we talk about our recommended response to the fourth notice.  There is some language in there on that.  



Art?



MR. MCDOLE:  If I might suggest one more thing for practical experience.  In Region 6 in northern California, we came up with what turned out to be a pretty great idea of allowing secondary low-power use on the output side of any frequency that the regional committee felt was usable for a particular agency, and wrote it up on our plan.  The plan was approved and accepted by the Commission.  This was at a later date we amended the plan to include this.



And quite recently we had an application bounce when we tried to lend 20 out that the rules did not allow this type of operation, that these were intended to be used as pairs only and it would not allow a licensing on the output side of the frequency.  



And we talked to people in Washington and got them to agree that our national plan superseded what apparently the rule said, and they did indeed grant the license.



So I think it's imperative that, in writing this up, that if you intend to allow this type talk-around operation, that you specifically state it so we don't get this thing in a contradictory sense in the rules that forbid an operation we might find very usable.  



MR. WELLS:  ​John, if I understood you correctly, then under the ICS that repeater pair would be split apart for two Simplex pairs for talk-around, correct?



MR. POWELL:  If the comm. management decided that was the best use of the channels --



MR. WELLS:  ​Right.



MR. POWELL:  -- for that incident, they could do that.



MR. WELLS:  So then it would have to be coordinated with the back-bone system and knock down that repeat.



MR. POWELL:  Yes, if there even was repeater coverage.



MR. WELLS:  ​Right.



MR. POWELL:  Which take the Montana fire, you know, there typically wasn't, so you could easily move in and split some channels apart where you might have, especially mountainous terrain where you are going to have potentially some long distance coverage for very low-powered equipment, you could double your -- the number of tactical channels that you might have each of your teams working on.



MR. WELLS:  ​So those would be licensed for preplanning purposes, not just going out and popping them in without Commission awareness of where you are transmitting? You would have a license for that area of operation?



MR. POWELL:  If the Commission agrees to license subscriber units, you would have to do that, yes.  



MR. WELLS:  ​Okay.  



MR. POWELL:  Dave?



MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman, Motorola.



Are you suggesting that you would be able to operate on both sides of the repeater pairs in a Simplex code?



MR. POWELL:  If the equipment would permit that to happen.  



MR. EIERMAN:  Well, you know, if I am going to build a 128-channel radio, I'm going to have 32 I/O channels in it, 32 Simplex channels on one side and 32 Simplex channels on the other side, I've only got 32 channels left in the radio because 96 of them have been eaten up by O/O channels.  



MR. WELLS:  ​John, you brought up -- well, finish that comment first.  



MR. POWELL:  If you decide to put all the channels in the radio, that's correct and you could also --  



MR. EIERMAN:  Well, I thought if we were doing a national interoperability plan, all radios had to have all interoperability channels on them.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Capable of.



MR. EIERMAN:  No?  



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I think the requirement is the radio equipment has to be capable of it.  



MR. POWELL:  That's an interesting point, Dave.  And certainly the switching from -- as a lot of us do from repeat to direct mode, just use a toggle switch to do that, so you are not using -- you are using a mode in the radio, true, to do it.  Well, maybe and maybe not.  



My equipment from your manufacture doesn't actually take up a mode to do that.  We use a switch and it makes that an -- an A-B toggle switch makes that selection as to whether you are in Simplex or repeat mode.  A lot of our radios are computers today anyway.  A lot of it depends upon how you program them.  



MR. EIERMAN:  Yes, David Eierman again.



The current NCC recommendation says I have to display a D when I go to direct mode.  What do I display when I go to the other side of the channel?  



MR. POWELL:  This subject just came up so we need to give it some thought.  



MR. WELLS:  ​Need to hash it out.  Couple of points.  



I see Dave's point about eating up the majority of your 128 channels, and whether or not all of the interoperability channels are required in the radio beyond just the capability of the radio taking it on brings up curiosity in my mind if it's -- if that is addressed in the rules or policies documents. 



What I will do, time permitting around lunch time, is look at those rules and policies documents to see which way it takes the position on that.



Getting back to not requiring -- if the Commission doesn't require licensing on the interoperability channels, now you have interoperability channels both on the output side of the repeater, which conceivably causes no interference to the repeater site, only to subscriber units out there, but now you have your mobiles also with the capability of operating on the repeater input sites, and now they are not licensed.



Now you have got all these little flies all over the countryside that can come up anywhere and you don't know who they are.  If they are not licensed, how are you going to chase them down?  



So again my concern is about having any talk-around whatsoever on the repeater input because we are opening up potentially a Pandora's box. 



MR. POWELL:  Certainly that's possible to do today at high band, and I would be interested in comments from anybody out there have you had that problem in high-band systems with interoperability channels where you end up with people because the equipment that's used there talking Simplex on the input as well as on the output.  



Bob?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  In the high band?



MR. POWELL:  In high band.  



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  In high band, we don't have paired channels.  



MR. WELLS:  ​I believe the mutual aid channels in high band are Simplex.  Do you know of a mutual aid --



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  There are -- 



(Simultaneous conversation.)



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  -- depends on how they are implemented on a state by state basis, I think, and by region basis.  



MR. WELLS:  ​The ones I am thinking of are the nationwide law enforcement channels?  Are there fire, red, white and blue channels?  Or even in the State of Florida, we have a channel for emergency medical services. Mutual aid are point to point, and they are all Simplex.  



MR. POWELL:  There a number of states that have paired them now.  I don't know if we have any of those states here.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  So it's not a rule, in other words.  It's not a rule issue.



MR. POWELL:  It's not a rule issue and there is certainly no restriction on how those could be used either as far as where you have a Simplex operation.



Ron?



MR. HARASETH:  In Montana, we have one specific pair that was set up as formal relay operations.  The primary of the rest is in rows --, and that one pair was designated although it's the fire emergency originally.  Radio service calls is designated as an all emergencies pair frequencies.  



MR. POWELL:  And did you permit operations, Simplex operation on both sides of that or not?



MR. HARASETH:  No, not necessarily.  But then again it was at the call of the communications unit leader for whatever incident it was.  And if it's used with better equipment as to Simplex channels, then it would be used that way, depending on the incident in those cases.  



MR. WELLS:  ​Carlton Wells.



But because those channels are licensed, subscriber units or base station, you know who is on those  frequencies, and you know the potential impact and when to knock down a repeater or not in that case.  



MR. POWELL:  Glen Nash?



MR. NASH:  Glen Nash, with the State of California.



Again, in the UHF band we will use both sides of the pair for tactical reasons, and that -- you know, they are licensed as mobile units.  You don't know if they are being used in Simplex in a tactical situation or as the input to a repeater.  So you know, the license of it doesn't give you a whole lot of information.



I certainly would argue against putting something in that prohibits the use of the up channel as a Simplex tactical channel.  It may not be your first choice in the tactical channel to use, but when you get into a fire situation such as the Bitter Root Valley, having that as a resource should not require that we go in and get a waiver of the Commission rules in order to implement it.  



So let's leave it as a permissive thing that could be done, you know, under the guidance and instruction of the comm. leader supervisor, you know, that are there to make that decision as to how to make use of his resources on the scene as they are best made use of.  



MR. POWELL:  My point is, I guess, if we are going to do that, we should come up with some standardized nomenclature for the other side of the channels.



MR. NASH:  But, you know, the nomenclature -- I would agree that, you know, there should be some reasonably standardized nomenclature, and I would go along with that.  



If I might add, you know, in response to what David Eierman brought up, I certainly would not advocate a requirement that every radio be equipped to operate on every possible interoperability channel.  There are many reasons why individual users may not need to have all of the interoperability channels, depending upon what it is they normally do.  Nonetheless, in large disaster or large fire, whatever it is, it should be possible to program that radio to operate on any of the interoperability channels based on the need.  



So "capable of" is a whole lot different than "equipped for".  



MR. POWELL:  If we were to look at, I think the way many of us operate today, for example, I have a trunk system that's all government, and the plumbers' radios do not have the fire and law interoperability channels in those radios.  They have the general government interoperability channel, tactical channel generally designated for emergency, but they don't have fire and law.  



And I think there are -- there would be concerns on the part of management of the various -- especially the first responder agencies if we did require that they all be there which would say then that anyone that has a 700 radio could listen to or transmit on any of the interoperability channels, whether or not you wanted them to be able to do that.  



One of the main controls today that keeps that from happening is that you simply don't load those channels into the radios.  



MR. NASH:  And I agree with that.  Just a step further though, it may be desirable to require every radio to be equipped on the calling channels so at least they have a way to access the central point, but they don't necessarily need to be equipped to operate on all of the tactical type interoperability channels.  



MR. POWELL:  Right, and that's a good point.



Any other comments on that suggestion?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yes, I have a comment on that.  Robert Schlieman.



The purpose of the calling channel is to get instruction of where to go and communicate during an incident.  And if you are going to have a calling channel in a radio, you better have a tactical channel appropriate for that radio to work in an interoperability mode.  And I relate that to NPSPAC channels, I call an ITAC.  In Region 8, 30, 55, 28 and 19, on a county basis the ITAC channels are established on a primary/secondary default value, if you will, so that in a particular county the chances are that you are going to use at least one ICAL channel first, and so if you are limited on channels, I mean ITAC channel, so that if you are limited on channel capacity, you would at least have an ICAL and the primary default ITAC channel in that radio.



MR. NASH:  Bob, I would somewhat agree, but I would modify some of your -- again, if we are designating here a certain of the tactical channels for fire operations, others for police operations, others for general government operations, it should not be necessary to have all three of the options available.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  That is correct.  



MR. NASH:  But even within an option, I think it could be acceptable to say that, you know, when you make your call in on the calling channel and they say, well got to channel 14, you say, well, I don't have that one, how about channel 11 is my working channel, that should be an acceptable solution also. And to the extent that 11 is not otherwise an operation in that particular time.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I would also point out that certainly in are area there is a lot of traffic on -- probably mostly traffic on the calling channel is inquiries, that it's not necessarily I need a tactical channel for this.  A lot of that is coordinated ahead of time.  I am roving through your area.  If I need to meet somebody, I could come across a traffic accident or whatever it is, and simply it's a recording on information request, and there is no subsequent assignment of a tactical channel.  



MR. WELLS:  ​John, Carlton Wells.



Glen, you raise a point.  To the extent they have channel 11 in their system, if a mobile subscriber or mobile user only has five TAC channels and they are mobile, they may have elected not to put all 32, and then your backbone has another five TAC channels except may -- except one that may be the same that the mobile user has, I'm reminded of this game called "Go Fish."  Do you have an ace?  No.  Well, do you have a Jack?  Until you figure out which TAC channel you have, we can't match up a pair.



And so I think it's going to revolve or I think what we are going to conclude -- I'm being presumptuous now, but my concerns is if we don't require all 32 channels in the mobile radio, we're going fishing.



MR. NASH:  But Carlton, you have got to -- you've got to weigh that against the fact that the interoperability channels are not what I am buying a radio for my 24 by 7 operations.  I'm buying a radio for my general use purposes.  And if I have to buy a special radio for interoperability purposes, because of the number of channels that are required to be loaded in that radio make it unwieldy to try to use it for my general use, it serves no purpose.



MR. WELLS:  ​Okay.  



MR. NASH:  So we need to make -- we need to bring this back into reality of what the end user is going to be able to afford, what he's going to be able to work with, what he's going to be able -- you know, his field users are going to be able to survive with.  



MR. WELLS:  ​Okay, so I offer a minimum set then, a minimum set of say five TAC channels that --



MR. NASH:  That's fine.



MR. WELLS:  ​-- nationwide shall be in all mobile radios, and then it's locally determined by region the rest of them can go in.  



MR. NASH:  If you want to do that, fine.  But let's not make -- you know, the 432, as David pointed out, by the time you get the repeater paired and both sides of the tactical paired, you just chewed up 96 channels in a radio.  That in and of itself starts to become unwieldy for somebody to try to deal with, let alone also make use of that radio effectively for the 24 by 7 operation.  



MR. WELLS:  ​Well, we would go back to David Armann's presentation where you have all 32, then you have talk-around, then you have the other talk-around, and you don't have many left for your own system.  And so getting to the 32 is heading in that same direction, but still we should be concerned about some nationwide interoperability, not just within our own region or district.  



And so a compromise would be some minimum set, and I just throw a number of five out.  If you all have a better number, let's hear it.  Five plus the calling channels.  Now we have seven.  



MR. POWELL:  We're running today trying to find the minimum radio for the largest percentage of our users which are, for example, the garbage collectors, the maintenance people, you know, public works type operation where we are saying I don't want -- I don't need a radio that's got more than 16 modes in it.  That's plenty.  And now we're going to chew up 10 if you go with five for interoperability.  So more discussion.  At this point let's leave that for the list serve.  



Carlton.



MR. WELLS:  ​I picked five because there is a ETAC, an FTAC and LTAC, GTAC and OTAC minimally.  If you don't count the over repeater, you've got those other five groups of different services.  The garbage collector may be on OTAC, general services would be on GTAC.  So if the garbage collector needs to talk to general services for the purposes of garbage collecting, they go to the OTAC 33.  If the garbage collector needs to talk to law enforcement for the purposes of law enforcement, they go to LTAC 29, for instance.



MR. POWELL:  My suggestion would be and I'll give you just a minute to respond to that, we don't want to require the law acquire EMS in the radios because those are going to be potentially used for operations where you don't want other people having access to the channels.  If we are going to require anything, it should be the general channels, some number of those.



Go ahead?



MR. SINES:  Al Sines, Metropolitan Police Department here in Washington, D.C.



Just as a point of reality, if you put radio in front of a police officer that had 48 - 96 channels, his eyes are going to glaze over, he's going to head for the nearest donut shop.  It's not real practical.  



I think there indeed needs to be a limit on how many would be required to be in a radio.  From a matter of, you know. logistics, being out in a police car, I've done it for 27 years, it's not going to work well.



The second issue if you require too many channels is now you're going to require my agency to purchase probably much more expensive radio than we really care to purchase or that we can realistically afford to purchase.



Those are two concerns I have with requiring any more than, oh, a dozen or so interoperability channels in a radio.  



MR. WELLS:  ​Okay, I hear two suggestions now, the one I threw out for ETAC, GTAC, and the other one John Powell threw out for GTAC through GTAC, five GTAC channels.



MR. POWELL:  Plus the two calling channels.



MR. WELLS:  ​Plus the two calling channels.  But I'll get that.  But I want to clarify something too.



I see merit into making it the five GTAC channels, understanding that any time a GTAC channel will be requested it's going to potentially remove that channel from secondary truck operation because those are the ones that are available there.  



MR. POWELL:  Rob?



MR. MAYWORM:  I'm Rob Mayworm with the City of College Station, Texas.  



The point of the economics of radios that go to lower tier users, if you will, the garbage man or small agencies, you know, most of us are talking about large agencies and envisioning that eventually 700 is going to be the realm of small cities.  Places that are looking for the least expensive solution of their communications operation.



And I think if we're going to have this goal of nationwide interoperability, we're going to have to follow through on going beyond the capable of all of being equipped for that Glen had mentioned, or at least a couple of channels in every radio, and that that not be something that can be opted out or bought under, if you will; that it's there.  If you have a radio that's 700, it's going to have a certain number of these things in it, and your lowest tier radio is going to have them in so that goal nationwide interoperability can be met. 



MR. WELLS:  ​I was thinking more in the GTAC channels again on John Powell's line of thought.  I mentioned that they were subject to the secondary trunk operation which would pull a channel from your backbone when a conventional need arises.  



There is merit in that, thinking it through now, the potential for mutual aid channels going in may be more on those secondary truck capable channels than the other ones.  So if a user comes into an area requiring a TAC channel, it stands to be able to fish for one of these GTAC channels that are in the secondary mode rather than issue for all the other channels that those agencies have expended no funds toward.  



John, you had something else to add?



MR. POWELL:  No, I was going the opposite way, saying that why impact if someone has built the system using the secondary truck, which is going to be a very wide area system typically, and you need -- you've got this operation going, grab the one that's not part of the trunk pool down at the bottom.  If you're looking in that list, it would be 21, and say that's the one that's got to be in the radios, so you don't impact secondary trunking operations with your first, you know, and it's up for discussion.  



My suggestion here would be that if we are going to require them, we require the calling channel and the one general public safety channel that can't be trunked out of each pair, so you end up in each radio with a total of four plus the talk-arounds, or eight modes that are tied up interoperability, and those are required in every radio, and we leave it at that.  Beyond that, you can add whatever you want to into the radio with the understanding that whenever you program it in with the associated parameters you are going to get the appropriate label for that channel will pop in.



Ron?



MR. HARASETH:  Ron Haraseth, APCO.



The system we had in Montana when we implemented it, of course, we started out in the days when four-channel radio was standard.  So we had to struggle with the same problems that you are talking about.  How many do you plug into a radio?  And frankly, I'll agree with Al up here that no.  You know, our task in this day and age is to simplify the radio so that it can be operated.  I don't care how many channels you can engineer for that's great, you can't use that.  



The way that we implemented it in Montana is we had, just like Carlton has named certain tiers of service discipline channels, that's the same thing that we did back in Montana.  We had a general calling channel, and then we had a general channel for virtually every category, whether it be fire, law enforcement, EMS and on down like that, and there was usually several within those categories.



That meant that in when an ambulance came on scene he had the general calling channel and he had the EMS frequency.  That's all he needed because he would be assigned to EMA.  If he did have to inter-communicate, he always had the calling channel.  



Now in this day and age when we have the opportunity to get a few more channels into a 12 or 13 we used in Montana, I would say we need a general calling channel and two or three tactical channels for just general purposes underneath that for assigning inter-communication purposes for interoperability.  



Other than that, a law enforcement unit should have a general calling channel, maybe a couple of general tactical channels, and then two or three law enforcement channels.  That means there are maybe what, five or six in any given radio out of that interoperability group so that the mix in any one radio would be service-specific because in an incident when you are assigned, you are assigned to a task force.  That task force is basically going to be like discipline.  I mean, you are either into a law enforcement operation, or you're in an EMS operation, or SAR operation, or fire operation.  You are not going to be communicating across to that other discipline.  If you do, there are the calling channels that you can use in those instance, but the primary use is going to be in their own discipline.  



So that means that assignment could be made and a given agency could order radios that say we want the calling channel.  We want two or three tactical channels, whatever we decide should be suggested as a template and then the two or three or whatever serve as specific channels.  That's the way that we implemented it there and I think that that could be implemented here and it would solve a lot of these problems.  



MR. WELLS:  ​Okay, Ron.  Carlton Wells here.



So conceivably let's take EMS for example, they would put in their two calling channels.  They would put in four ETAC channels and one general TAC channel.  So we are back to the five minimum.  



For the purposes of law enforcement, the same thing; 14 law enforcement or four LTAC channels, the two calling channels and that same general TAC channel.  



The potential for implementing these TAC channels, and I'm just focusing on the general TAC right now, is it more so, do you spend more on a general TAC that's not trunkable or one of the five secondary truck channels in this first group?



If we were to have a mobile subscriber go into an area and fish for a GTAC channel, and if all they had was GTAC 21, but yet the backbone only has implemented the five GTACs for secondary trunk, then we're not going to match up a card.  



So focusing just on the GTAC now, should it be one of the secondary channels or one of those non-trunkable channels for the name of potential for getting one?



MR. HARASETH:  No, I think you have to look at the use, and like you are saying, the lowest in the tactical side, Simplex mode, the lowest priority and the last one on your list should be the one that is going to be trunked, so that it would be the last one you would get into on.



There is no reason that it couldn't be used in a conventional mode even when it's being trunked somewhere.  There could be some interference or something, but it's going to be minimal.  But again, it's the case of setting up the priorities, and that's the last priority you would assign in an incident.



Let's not forget also that these task forces underneath the operation branch, whatever you want to call them, a lot of times when they come on they may very well have their own channels and their own frequencies in their own system because they are all from the same agency, and they may not even impact the interoperability frequencies.  That's the key element of the communication when later it's assigning them as they come in.



They analyze their -- this group says, okay, you have your own frequencies.  You use that frequency.  But when you have to come back up line or you have to cross-communicate to another task force in your same discipline category, okay, you can come up to mutual aid channel that's appropriate for that level, all the way up to the calling channel for the incidence itself. 



MR. WELLS:  ​That's when we have to rely on a backbone for a repeater, which GTAC channels stands a chance to be up and running.  I'm not dwelling on ETAC, FTAC and LTAC and OTAC, if OTAC is there now because now that we are looking at five, we won't get that because we have four -- the previous example, four EMF channels and a GTAC channel.  That's our five TAC channels, plus your two calling channels, seven.  We haven't even brought in OTAC.  We have left that one out.



So the OTAC folks who put in their two OTAC channels, plus the two calling channels, and a general channel, so they have four TAC channels, not five, but then who are using those OTAC channels?  The garbage collectors in a non-public safety environment?  



MR. HARASETH:  Exactly.  They may be called in to bring in and do something.  They may bring in radios as they may bring their dump trucks or something like that.



MR. WELLS:  ​Okay, that's a public safety environment though.  I was talking about a non-public safety environment.



MR. HARASETH:  Well, they wouldn't be -- they would be using it in a public safety environment even though they may not be the classic users.  That's where highway departments come in and everything like that.   These people need nothing but the calling channel and maybe three or four of the general GTAC channels.  They won't have any of the discipline-specific ones because they don't use them all the time that way, but at least they could be part of the incident, and they may very well be the garbage collector.  We don't know that they won't be involved in incidents.



MR. WELLS:  Okay.



MR. POWELL:  Or the school district, using school business, and that's a good example because a lot of us use school buses to do evacuations.



MR. WELLS:  ​But you refer to the incident and that brings it back into public safety realm.  



MR. HARASETH:  Yes, they are used in a public safety environment.  



MR. WELLS:  ​Yes.  



MR. POWELL:  What I would like to do at this point is to solicit peoples' suggestions and tying this down at the next meeting.  We have a number of other issues, one of them being the ICS issue that we need to discuss.  



So I'm going to ask Carlton if he will gel the discussion and put that on the list serve.  Just form up some questions and we will look for recommendations coming back from people that we can formulate ideas to consider at the meeting in November.  



MR. WELLS:  ​I'll put together a document and put it out there to stir up discussion.  



MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman.



My only comment about delaying this until another meeting is that the longer days, the longer my committee, the implementation committee is going to take to finish this report.  So the sooner we can have a decision on this the better.  



MR. POWELL:  I think at least there is general agreement that we do not want to require all interoperability channels in ever radio.  



MR. WELLS:  ​I have to believe, too, that the implementation subcommittee writing the plan based on the documents as they stand is valid.  Anytime we change of the documents that that plan was based on, yes, we go back and revisit the implementation product.  It doesn't make it invalid.  It just makes it subject to revision.  And again, I think we are all above board on that.  



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I would suggest that the quantity of channels or the specifics of the channels should be -- in any particular area -- should be subject to the regional planning committees and the SEIC's requirements.  



MR. WELLS:  ​Certainly beyond, I think, some minimum requirement that has to be there.  We say what that minimum requirement is because that goes beyond the regions.  The regions then they -- they either have the flexibility if they want to require additional things with the region to do that.  



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  That should be something as general as a minimum of a calling channel and an appropriate tactical channel as a minimum.  Otherwise, this is established by the SEIC and/or the regional planning committee.  



MR. POWELL:  I understand.  We will recommend the minimum and beyond that the region and the SEICs can do what they want to. 



MR. WELLS:  ​When I post the document on the list serve, it will attempt to gel all the discussions that we have had here today, plug in any missing parts and also respond with proposed alternatives if it doesn't quite hit the target.  



MR. POWELL:  At this point, I would like to, and it probably is our last item of discussion here, move to item F, 6F, which is the subcommittee reports to the fourth notice questions.  You should have a document.  It's two-page, double-sided page document.  That was circulated on the list serve.  



And what I attempted to do because a number of the questions that were posed or that the steering committee decided they would like the subcommittees to respond to, had multiple responses or multiple subcommittees responding to each question.  So I took the technology subcommittee recommendations that Glen Nash distributed, I believe on Monday, and added some text into those, and built in the comments I received from several people here, and published this as document 56A. 



What I would like to do is to go through those, take a look at each one of them.  If we need to make changes, there is at least one we need to flush out a little bit more, and then I would encourage all of you that are filing your own responses on this docket to please consider the recommendations that the steering committee adopts.  And to the degree that we can have similar replies going back to the Commission, it's going to help the effort, and not having a shot gun approach with the people making many different recommendations or responses to these questions.  



So please consider the steering committee's final responses going back to the Commission when you are preparing your own comments.  



Let's look at question number one, and this is exactly the technology subcommittee's proposed text.  I think maybe we can leave that one for this afternoon.  



Number two, should additional interoperability channels be assigned to realize the four contiguous channel groups?  



Carlton, you actually -- this is your paragraph.  Would you want to comment on that?  I think I added a little bit to it at the end, and it does address the new channeling plan.



MR. WELLS:  ​Okay.  This paragraph takes from the discussions leading up to policy recommendations, of course, on how to be consistent between the trunked compatibility and adjacent channels.  And then it leads into the revised band plan to mitigate the adjacent channel problems that would conceivably arise from the old band plan.  



At least in the old band plan we proposed to trunk the first group of five channels or six channels so that you only contend with the general use channel interference because on the other side you have reserve. Then the new bank plan addresses it on either side.



It also refers to question one regarding adjacent general protection on both sides of the I/O spectrum.  



While l was contemplating question and question two, a question came up, and this is something for the vendors to respond to:  Can a backbone base station be dynamic such that when a conventional interoperability request comes in on one of those secondary trunk channels that that base station move from a 25 kilohertz trunk environment to a 12.5 kilohertz interoperability -- conventional requirement?



  And if that's not possible within that same base station, then we are requiring or we are conceivably going to cause two base stations to erupt out of this.  



Alternatively, can the mobile switch from a truck 25 kilohertz channel back to a 12.5 kilohertz conventional channel?  



And if that's the case, let the mobile, when it's assigned an interoperability channel on a secondary trunk mode go into a 25 kilohertz narrower band operation but yet when it's assigned to general use channel aggregated at the 25 kilohertz it's resilient or dynamic enough to move back to 25 kilohertz communications on that channel?



So, vendors, which way is possible or even plausible? 



If we allow the -- by allowing the secondary truck to operation on the interoperability channels, and we aggregate them up to 25 kilohertz conceivably to be compatible with the general use aggregated up to 25 kilohertz conceivable.  



An interoperable mobile coming in requesting conventional use only will be coming in expecting 12.5 kilohertz.  One of them has to give or there won't be interoperability channels available.



It's all quiet.  Anybody then?  Any other ideas?  Is it a valid issue?  



MR. MCDOLE:  Art McDole, APCO.



It seems to me that this is indeed a technological rather than operationable, but does it impact both?  Right now you are using four channels for interoperability because you are providing a guard channel on either side, which is necessary obviously.  If you moved four channels, you are going to be using six channels for an interoperability because you are going to require at least a six and a quarter large channel on either side regardless of the technology use, and that's one consideration.



Other than the trunk question, there appears to be no real compelling need for a four-channel interoperability channel as long as the general use channels can go to the 25 kilohertz to consolidate the TETRA concept or something.  



The only thing that it could not do because it would be required to make a phase one capability if we're reverting to a 12.5 channel for interoperability purposes that would be inherent.  It would lose and obviously the capability of operating in a trunk mode on the 12.5 kilohertz channel, which is a secondary use anyway.



So those are the considerations, I think, that you must think about if you -- if we abandon your proposed band plan and open up those channels.  



MR. POWELL:  I think, if we really look at moving forward with the proposed band plan modification, the answer to this question has to be yes, because that's what we are proposing to do, and we need to substantiate that response.



MR. WELLS:  ​This issue, I believe, is a technical issue, of course, I agree, Art, and until I hear the concern addressed technically it does give me concern operationally as far as what the rules and policies the core group currently has in its documents.



MR. POWELL:  Glen?



MR. NASH:  Yes.  Glen Nash.



As the technology subcommittee, you know, and also what's been told to us within the Project 25 process from the TETRA manufacturers, you know, is that they felt that having the Project 25, Phase 1, which is a 12.5 kilohertz mode within their radios as a second mode of operation, was not a terrible technical challenge and that that could be done within a single radio.



I would think, you know, perhaps more to the issue of this committee is the operational question of when you do convert a channel that's been assigned as a 25 kilohertz wide channel to permit a four-slot TDMA operation within a trunk environment and you are now going to pull that channel out and use it as a 12.5 kilohertz interoperability channel, what is the center frequency?



Is it the center of that four-slot or that four-channel wide critter or is it now two interoperable channels that are split?  You know, just what do you do with it?  



MR. WELLS:  ​The centers will remain the same because as you look at the proposed band plan, for instances, channels 54 and 55 are centered in the middle of that block.  And if you aggregate 53 and 56 with it for a four-channel, whether you're 25 kilohertz or 12.5, you are still centered down the middle of that block of spectrum.



MR. NASH:  Well, that means you then have two six and a quarter kilohertz wide guards on either side that are unusable.



MR. WELLS:  ​Correct.  Or they are usable for low power when we have six and a quarter radios, as we discussed earlier.



MR. NASH:  Well, but again if they are six and a quarter kilohertz wide, they are not 12.5 wide, so they not available for interoperability purposes because your interoperability standards is 12.5.  So you took what was a four-channel wide slot and you just made it, you know, a single wide -- you know, a 12.5 kilohertz wide is all that's available.  



So should that be instead now become two 12.5s rather than one 12.5 or two guard channels?  



MR. POWELL:  Operationally, we have now thrown a real monkey wrench into things because that says that every radio has got to be able to offset one-half channel or the other.  



I would suggest we want to say no, it's the middle.  They are 12.5 channels and we will use the middle.



MR. WELLS:  ​It's almost like a give and take.  Right now with the proposed band plan we have a guard channel on both sides of that I/O channel.  If you move the I/O channel set back over to the left as the current band plan shows, then while you still have guard channels on the right side up to 12.5 kilohertz of guard now, you have no guard next to the general use, so you now have that adjacent channel issue.



So you know, what's the best trade off?  Sacrifice two reserve channels or deal with the adjacent channel interference potential on your I/O channels?  



MR. NASH:  John, in answer to your question, again I brought that question up a couple of meetings ago in the technology group, and the decision was made, you know, that we would in fact shift the center channel, that that was the easier thing to do, you know.  So in order to maintain -- that you take a six and a quarter, you aggregate two six and a quarters together to make 12.5, and you aggregate four six and a quarters or two 12.5s together to make 25.  That in and of itself requires that you are constantly shifting that center channel in half channel increments.  



That decision has already been made is that was the easiest thing to do.



I think the point here is that if you are taking, you know, what happened aggregated together as a 25 kilohertz wide critter that was an interoperability channel that you have integrated into a trunk system and you now pull it back out for your interoperability purposes, you know, are you going to get one 12.5 out of it, taking that out or are you going to get two 12.5s out of it, you know.  And that's the real question you need to deal with here.



MR. POWELL:  Well, if we look at the fact that the reason we are doing that is that we have people coming in from outside of the trunk service area, the question that gets to be without pulling everyone of those radios in and reprogramming them, if it's someone coming from most of the rest of the country where they are not using it in a trunk mode, they are only going to have that center pair programmed in their radios unless we are going to require them now to have -- that's 96 times four, to be able to handle all the offsets in every radio.  I don't see from any operational standpoint any other way we can do that other than to say we're going to support the two center six and a quarters across the country.  And if you are going to run in secondary trunk when you knock that down, then you are going to have to -- if you have got something, a backup there, then it's going to operate on the two center six and a quarters.  And at some point when we have six and a quarter equipment available, then we should be able to make use of the two splinters that we've got on the side.



Until then we have simply established two protection guard band channels, guard protection channels on six and a quarter wide on either side when you knock them down.



MR. WELLS:  My question wasn't intended to digress from the agenda item at hand, but it looks like it certainly incited some discussion.  And as far as the manufacturers go, please find yourself a pencil sharpener after we break.  We probably wore you out recomputing these channel quantities, talking about splitting and requiring minimum sets and everything else.  



MR. POWELL:  Carlton, I think this is something you need to put into the document you are working on for the previous item.



MR. WELLS:  ​Yes.  



MR. POWELL:  We will address that there.



What I would like to right now is try to answer this question with the text that we want to purpose to the steering committee so that we can get that done tonight and get that to them tomorrow at the meeting.  



I think what we want to say here, if we want to say yes, we need to provide the four contiguous channels to support the band plan that we have identified in question one.



Glen, assuming that you are going to move forward with that band plan; is that the plan at this point or do we know.



MR. NASH:  This plan?  



MR. POWELL:  The revised plan.



MR. NASH:  The revised plan was approved at the last meeting.



MR. POWELL:  Okay.  



MR. NASH:  That's a done deal unless we want to revisit the issue.  



MR. POWELL:  Okay, so we want to say yes to support the revised plan that was approved.  We need to do the -- 



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  We're back to question one on this?   We're back on question one?



MR. POWELL:  Question two.  One and two are linked.  And what we want to say in two, yes the revised band plan supports the allocation of additional channels on either side or the new band plan fourth step.  



Right, Dave?



MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman.



I view this question as saying do we change the two six and a quarter slivers, which are now shown as reserve on each side of the I/O, do we leave them as reserve or do we designate them as I/O guard channels because if you actually go read the rule, the rule as it states today you cannot aggregate an I/O channel and any other channel together.  So unless you designate them as I/O, it's going to be hard to aggregate them.  



But I mean, it -- you know, I view this question as asking do you designate them as I/O guard or I/O something, not as reserve, not as general use.  If you want to do secondary trunking, you can do it.  



MR. WELLS:  ​I believe, to the extent that we have identified which channels are secondary trunked, only those channels apply to this contiguous, this question of contiguous channel groups.  And because it's those reserve channels on each side, it only incorporates those reserve channels, and not open up the other reserve channels for consideration, and then just -- I think it can still just merely be left as reserve channels.  And by virtue of this rulemaking aggregating up to 25 kilohertz would l just eat up those and those alone.  



MR. POWELL:  We had this discussion last week, David, didn't we?  And I think we need to make that designation at least on the ones bounding the permissible to designate them as I/O guard channels.



I guess the question is do we want to do that for all of them or just for the five where we are proposing to permit trunking.  



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Shouldn't we say perhaps as I/O guard channels for use in accordance with the plan?  



MR. WELLS:  ​Well, because all the reserve channels serve a purpose of guard channel right now, at least within each four-channel group, just going for 12.5 kilohertz sets you've got your inherent six and a quarter guard on each side.  



MR. POWELL:  Dave is making a technical point that the rules don't permit that aggregation, depending upon how the channels are named.  



MR. EIERMAN:  Yeah, but even beyond that don't assume the reserve channels are going to be reserved forever.  



MR. WELLS:  ​Correct.



MR. EIERMAN:  When we get in -- we're going to bring up before the implementation committee, but you know, we start looking at presorting, I think the implementation committee is going to recommend that the reserve be changed to general use right away.  There aren't enough channels, you know, if you allocate in wider band width than 12.5.  So I wouldn't assume that those reserved are going to be reserved forever.  I think you have got to assume that some days they are going to be general use.  And if you want to protect I/O channels and be able to use them anywhere anytime, you need to put guard channels in there to protect them because the adjacent channel, a couple power level is only 40 db below carrier power.  



So depending on the ERB of the adjacent channels you could have some high interference.  I believe you need to consider setting those us as I/O guard channels.



MR. POWELL:  Okay, does anybody object to the --



MR. EIERMAN:  Even if you use them for secondary low power usage.



MR. POWELL:  Yes.  Does anyone object to my rewriting this to designate I/O guard channels on either side of the identified channel pairs, six and a quarter interoperability guard channels for all of the interoperability channels?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Is that including the 25 kilohertz sets?



MR. POWELL:  No, that is the 25 kilohertz sets if they are going to use trunking.  And then it's up to -- as the current text says, it's up to the regional planning committees if they are going to allow secondary trunking, to realize, recognize that they are going to have to take into consideration interference potential outside of that 25 kilohertz when they do their allocations of the channels within the regions.  



MR. WELLS:  ​Bob Schlieman's comment may have come from which ones will actually be guard channels, I think, are the middle group of aggregate 25 kilohertz sets.



For clarification, I would add just those reserve channels that are adjacent to the 12.5 kilohertz interoperability channels.  So looking at your revised band plan channels, channel 413, 14, 15 and 16 would be subject to an aggregate of 25 kilohertz.  But right above it the reserve spectrum on each side of that interoperability sets would be serving as guard channel.



The next group of four on that, 17 through 20 would be subject to 25 kilohertz aggregate, but then 21 and 24 wouldn't.  However, below those three interoperability channels, 261, 62, 63 and 64, would not be guard.  They would be subject to aggregate.  



MR. POWELL:  I think we can appropriately put together the text to show what we were just talking about, and we should leave it at that and we'll come back tomorrow with the recommended text.  



MR. NASH:  Glen Nash.  



I would just caution you that if you are going to designate them as guard channels, that you also include language that is permissive that they be allowed for secondary use, you know, to group them for, you know, to be grouped as, you know, four channels, trunking channels for secondary tactical operations.  



MR. POWELL:  Yes, we just --



MR. NASH:  You need some permissive language included also. 



MR. POWELL:  Right.  Any other comment on question number two?  



(No response.)



MR. POWELL:  Number three, this is one where I have been asking all over the country for several months now for examples.  We know that a lot of complaints are dealt with, as it says here, case by case, often verbally and not documented.  



My feeling is if we expect the Commission to require licensing of subscriber units, that we are going to need to document some cases of misuse.  And we just need to get those in so that we can get them included here.  



So Bob and some of the rest of you here that have told me that yes they exist, we need to have some specifics.



MR. WELLS:  ​Even in Florida, we can't cite documented cases, but we do or we have experienced cases where it was handled verbally operationally but nothing documented.  Sometimes it comes down to educating the users on proper use of the channels, or that they were improperly set up in the first place.  The repeater wasn't disabled and left running, or they were being used for -- like the calling channel was being used for an ongoing communications or using TAC channels for purposes other than mutual aid.



We can probably cite experiences like that in Florida on all those I mentioned.  But they are taking care of verbally face to face.  To my knowledge, there has been no documentation to hit somebody over the head with a club or to turn them into the Commission.  It's all been resolved in our own back yard.  



MR. POWELL:  I guess at the least what we need is a description of how you have verbally and the types of issues that have had to be resolved, and that they were successfully resolved without going through a formal complaint process.  



Art?



MR. MCDOLE:  Art McDole.



Are you referring to portable subscriber units only in the Florida problem or are you talking about base stations when they say you had interference problems?  



MR. WELLS:  ​I don't call it interference problems.  I call it --



MR. MCDOLE:  Misuse problems.



MR. WELLS:  ​-- incorrect use, misuse.



MR. MCDOLE:  But portable subscriber units only or base stations with your --



MR. WELLS:  ​Both.  Base stations left up in repeat mode when they should be repeat disabled on the top -- on the TAC channels and column channels.  The TAC channel is brought up for repeat operation when it's assigned for use.  Mobiles, using it for talk-around communications.  And then when you bring up a repeater to use it, it's already busy by talk-around in the local area.



MR. MCDOLE:  As many of you know, in California basically we require state licensing on all what we call our clean water group.  Of course, the national channels are not subject to that in this fact, except for the base station operations.  The NPRM does propose that base stations be licensed, but blanket use of the subscriber units.  



And I think the intent, John, that you are saying here is how do you want to respond to that.  Do we need to license the subscriber units as well.  Is that --



MR. POWELL:  We have already said that we need to license the subscriber units.  That was the recommendation the steering committee sent forward.  The Commission is now asking, my understanding of this item is they are asking for a list of documented abuses that support licensing of subscriber units, and we need to get them some text saying yes, even if it's just a description of the general type of abuse that we have had, and that it has been -- it has been resolved without -- through an informal process.



MR. MCDOLE:  Unfortunately, the California plan won't work nationwide because of the state boundaries and regional boundaries are not always -- well, they aren't in California either, but we make them work because there is such nice people there.  But it would be ideal, obviously, if the licenses could be held in the name of a controlling agency such as the state.  I don't know how you would address that where we have portions of states in a single region or regional composed of several states.  It does make it a little more difficult to hold licenses.  But certainly I think we all agree that there should be some type of control over these subscriber units.  How we achieve it is the question.  



MR. POWELL:  What I'm going to ask all of you to do is put your thinking cap on and you need to come up with those examples today, tonight, get them to me so we can try to get something incorporated into the text tonight when we're working on it.  



MR. SORLEY:  I was coming up here to give you an example.  I'm Tom Sorley from City of Orlando and the Florida Chapter of APCO.



We have a wide area, several wide area trunk systems in our area that were built at different times.  So the idea of who controls the calling channels, that's been an issue for us.  We have different mutual aid channels from the different systems that are left up in repeat mode almost constantly, and we often have issues with that.



We have a county adjacent to us that leaves their calling channel, I mean, their calling channel in repeat mode when they are not even supposed to be answering it.  



So there is just several instances in our -- just our tri-county area of both the calling channel and the TAC channels that are left in repeat mode, who is answering it, all those kinds of things that go on almost constantly.



MR. POWELL:  What we need to do is those that involve subscriber unit problems are the ones we need to identify, so we'll get together off line and get something down on that.  



Let's move on to the second page, question number five, the alpha numeric channel labeling.  Hopefully, we can move through this fairly quickly.  



One of the things I did note in the reply to number five, and we may have to reword it a little bit, I think the general information is there, that it is not just the frequency identification.  Once the Commission has identified a standard, there are other pieces, as an example was given here for Project 25, there are other parameters that will make up that mode, that interoperability mode, so it will be the standardized nomenclature, but going with that will be a frequency system I.D. network access code and a talk group I.D.  And if there is any other P-25 people that are here that we need to throw into that example, I thought we got all of them here, but whatever the standard is we will be in a situation, I believe, where we are going to need to identify, just as within NPSPAC, they said a frequency and then sub-audible quelch tone of 156.7.  The same thing, there is more than just the frequency that has to be identified along with the channel label that goes with it.  There are a set of parameters.



MR. WELLS:  ​John, Carlton Wells.



Just to add to that more fuel to this, if the equipment doesn't have the A plus alpha numerical display, how will it be subject to a nationwide standard if we don't have it mandated somewhere?



Since 700 equipment is not out yet, somebody jump on this if I'm jumping the gun, why would it compromise the standard if the equipment is going to be built to the standard so that here is our chance?



MR. POWELL:  And I did include in this paragraph input from a couple of the manufacturers saying what if we manufacture a radio that doesn't have a display on it at all.  Well, I believe the way we have set up, we have set everything up for eight characters.  



So the point here is if it's less than eight characters, and I know of only one product out here now and it's got a display on it, I think current equipment is less than eight characters, then whose alpha numeric less than eight, then it would not be subject to that requirement.



Comments?  



So we are saying anything that has an alpha numeric display of eight characters or more would have to follow the standardized nomenclature.



Number six follows on to number five.  It's imply stating that the proposed channel labeling only addresses conventional channels.  Trunked operations have different parameters associated with them and would take place on a system by system basis.  



Ron?



MR. MAYWORM:  Ron Mayworm, City of College Station, Texas.



Just to follow through with that, my comment earlier to make sure that all radios have some capability in them of interoperability, that on that lowest tier radio that perhaps has no display, that we don't word that permission that if it doesn't have an eight segment display that it still has to have whatever we chose as being the minimum level of interoperability, whether it be labeled according to, you know, the eight segment plan or not.  It would be easy to let that slip through.  



I am really concerned about the very lowest tier radios because they are going to proliferate sooner or later.



MR. POWELL:  Yes, they will and I understand your concern.  I just made a note.  We'll see if we can work that into that response for number five.  It may need to be a separate comment that comes back, or in our further comments that come through the steering committee as we move forward here.



Number seven, access priorities for CMRS be used or adopted for the 700 band.  



All the discussions I have had, including some discussions with some federal folks, is that whereas our four-tier priority system addressed issues from an operational standpoint, the priority access system, some of you feds are, CPAS, is that what it was called when it was proposed?  Was more of an administrative requirement or we kind of threw an example in here that, you know, under that plan the president always had priority, whether or not the actual incident might be much more important, and it might be a local agency that's got a major emergency going.  But if the president was in the area, he automatically took priority because he was president.



MR. WICHELM:  For those of you following along, this is paragraph 36 of the fourth notice of proposed rulemaking.  Copies available outside.



MR. POWELL:  And I think our reply here is that the CPAS or the CMRS priorities are not applicable in the public safety environment for this band; probably not applicable in the public safety environment.  They are designed to address two different issues.



Any other discussion on that?  



Number eight, should monitoring or coverage requirements be adopted for the calling channels?



The short answer is yes.  Calling channels are of no use to anyone if there isn't anybody to talk to out there.  So we need to have some methodology of monitoring the channels.  To the degree that that is put into the rules, I would suggest that that is an issue that the regional planning committees need to address.



MR. MCDOLE:   But thought you answered my question, I asked -- Art McDole -- that it didn't seem likely that the Commission wants to get involved in that much detail as to who should be required to monitor a channel.  Perhaps the only requirement they could put in if anyone installs that particular channel in a radio, puts in a base station, that they be required to monitor it on a 24-hour basis.  I wouldn't be opposed to that if that be a condition of the station licensing.  



MR. POWELL:  My suggestion, Art, would be maybe a little more generic, and that is that when a regional planning committee approves licensing of a calling channel base station that the planning committee must also provide for monitoring in the coverage area of that station through some method, and leave it up to the regional planning committees as to how they are going to do that because I see, for example, take southern California where they have some very large systems, and you have a calling channel, maybe a little agency puts something in to fill a hole, and the county is still going to monitor it.  You wouldn't force that little agency to monitor it, but the regional planning committee has to take that into consideration when they approve a base station as to how it's going to be monitored for that coverage area.  



MR. MCDOLE:  As you know, in California we now do that through our regional planning and OES group, make provision to that.  I believe that you have to support that in that concept, that the regional planning committees must do it.



But I would certainly say you could ask the Commission to state that anyone installing such a station would monitor it, right?  



MR. POWELL:   Ted, this is a question that your subcommittee had a reply responsibility on too.  Do you agree if we were to come up with some common language that said that the RPCs when they approve a base station must provide for monitoring within the coverage area of that base station, and leave it up to them as to how they do it?



MR. MCDOLE:  Yeah.



MR. WELLS:  ​Let me -- not -- I think it's turning the discussion around, approach from the other end, and that is, any station application applying for general use channels minimally is required to put in at least a calling channel, or when they are putting in the calling channels and these chat channels, that that be equivalent to their non-interoperable systems.  That's kind of saying what you are saying that when you put in a calling channel you are going to assure that the coverage or the monitoring is taken care of by somebody to cover that area, so from a different angle.



When you are putting in a trunk system, and you are going to later on be relying on a mutual aid channel for folks who are not in your trunk system, you would likely expect the same kind of coverage, the same kind of similar kind of control of that mutual aid channel.  Otherwise, you would have disparate coverage between your daily system and your non-daily system.



That doesn't mean that every applicant will have to put in a calling channel and TAC channels.  Applicants who come on board who will get licensed that are within somebody else's established calling system and TAC system merely refers to that established system and acknowledges they have got equivalency or not, and knows the shortcomings.  But we wouldn't want to stack calling stations on top of each other, no.  



MR. POWELL:  My suggestion there is that you are talking about an issue that needs to be addressed by the implementation subcommittee in their regional planning guidelines rather than putting it in here as recommendations for the rules.  For example, if a county is putting in a trunk system and the state already has the calling channels put in to cover that area, you don't want to require the county --



MR. WELLS:  ​No.  



MR. POWELL:  -- to have to put in -- in fact, you probably don't want the county putting in the calling channels.



MR. WELLS:  ​It's a matter of where you are talking about.  Are you talking from the general use platform?  Those are guidelines for the implementation subcommittee.  Are you talking from the perspective of the interoperability spectrum?  I think then the implementation committee is beyond guidelines.  They are into recommending requirements.  It's just a matter of perspective.  



MR. POWELL:  Anything further on number eight?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I was a little concerned about the generalization of the statements with regard to how that might apply in mobile and street coverage versus portable in a building.  When you talk about each licensee system there, they are quite a bit different.  And it seemed to me we had discussed this in terms of mobile and street coverage.  I didn't hear it specifically mentioned today.  



MR. POWELL:  I think we have a real problem asking the Commission to mandate coverage requirements other than at a fairly high level because you are talking major dollars.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Absolutely.  When you say "within the coverage area of a system" --



MR. POWELL:  Even mobile coverage in this band can be problematic.  



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, operationally are you looking to satisfy the requirement by having a control station at the headquarters be the monitoring or are you expecting that the service area of the system, at least for mobile coverage, would be available for the calling channel?



MR. POWELL:  And that all goes back to who is running the calling channel.  If you as the state police running the calling channels, then do the counties even need to have calling channels?  



If you have got a system of state calling channels, as Florida does --



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  What we have done in Region 8, for instance, is we have areas of coverage that different licensees are responsible for.  



MR. POWELL:  My suggestion here is that we say the issue of coverage should be left to the regional planning committees.  I see a bunch of people nodding their heads.



Anybody in disagreement with that?  



(No response.)



MR. POWELL:  Okay.  Any further comments on number eight?  



(No response.)



MR. POWELL:  Number nine, the text is exactly as proposed by the technology subcommittee.  Any comments on number nine?  You will have a shot here and you'll have a shot this afternoon in making changes here.  



Number 10 -- oh, Dave, go ahead.



MR. EIERMAN:  On number nine, you know, I thought we did a lot of discussion and very consciously decided to pick Project 25, Phase 1 as the interoperability standard because of the fact that, you know, people with other technologies could implement that, and here you are suggesting that we reconsider that at some future dates.  I have a concern about reconsidering, you know, the standards.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I think the Commission is the one that is asking for the reconsideration.  



MR. POWELL:  I don't -- it's not necessarily reconsidering the standard.  It's reconsidering the band width.  It still could be out of the same standard series.  I guess the question there is when.  The when, we can address that this afternoon. 



MR. NASH:  Yeah, I think in the interest of time, number nine is a technology subcommittee issue and it will be discussed there.



MR. POWELL:  Number 10 follows along the same way with data communications.  I thought that was a very good answer that where data is tending to get more intense applying wider band widths, again that's technology subcommittee language even though we were asked to address it also.  



Number 11, likewise, encryption, we will go along with what I think it's going to be hopefully approved this afternoon. Is that where we stand on that item, if I remember right, and move forward?  



MR. WELLS:  ​On that line, item 11 is worded future tense, so if this afternoon should it be approved it needs to be worded to be past tense.  



MR. POWELL:  I'm sure Glen will take care of that.



MR. NASH:  Again, having had to write this and distribute it before action is corrected --



MR. WELLS:  ​Correct.



MR. NASH:  -- it had to be done in a thought mode in a future tense.  Certainly, you know, if the committee decision this afternoon is to make a recommendation to the NCC and the full committee approved that recommendation tomorrow, well, then the proposed statement could be, you know, would have to be modified for the final filing with the Commission.  



You know, we've going to get caught in this thing of, you know, discussing things that are in motion at the moment, and how do you refer to it.  



MR. WELLS:  ​Right.



MR. POWELL:  Okay, number 12 is a conglomeration of responses from the two subcommittees, and I think the crux of the labeling issue as to whether the subscriber equipment itself should be labeled is that:  (a) you will have already purchased the equipment by the time you see the label; and (b) for most users they aren't going to understand it anyway.  Therefore where that labeling with regard to the intercurrent susceptibility really needs to be is it needs to be a warning or some other form on the sales, required in the sales literature or the technical specification sheet, wherever it is for the equipment, so that it's considered prior to purchase.  Kind of a buyer be aware, I guess, if nothing else. 



Also, further commenting in here that the technology subcommittee today will be considering A-B receiver standards issue which plays directly into this susceptibility to interference.



Any comments?  Well, I'm sure this will be reworded pending action of that subcommittee this afternoon.



Dave Eierman, I saw you shaking your head.



MR. EIERMAN:  I assume we're done with this question.



MR. POWELL:  We're done with this question.



MR. EIERMAN:  I had to leave the room.  I missed the answer to five and six.  Could you do me a 15-second synopsis of what you --



MR. POWELL:  Five and six.



MR. EIERMAN:  -- five and six?  That's the two labeling issues.



MR. POWELL:  Okay, we will, first of all, off line side notes here, work into the response to number five that we're going to propose a minimum number of I/O channels be and which ones they are in all radios, but that alpha numeric channel labeling should be mandated on radios that have an alpha numeric display of eight or more characters.



MR. EIERMAN:  Well, since, you know, our radios are field programmable, I assume that the users are going to program those labels into the radios, correct?



MR. POWELL:  No, not my intent.  My intent there is that when they select the parameters that would put them on the interoperability channel, it will automatically insert the label.  They will have no choice as to what the label is going to be.   When that parameter group is selected that will put them on the national standards for interoperability, that is the label they are going to get. They will have no choice.  



Any disagreement with that?



Manufacturers don't count here.  Users, you are the ones that use the radios.



(Laughter.)  



MR. POWELL:  From a user perspective, is that what we want?  



MR. WELLS:  Dave, I think we are all in agreement that we need the national standard for consistent channel labeling, but now we are taking it one step further and requiring the manufacturers to take care of us so that we do abide by the standard.  



MR. POWELL:  Dave, let me give you an example here.  Our county director was given the list from the police chief saying this is what we are going to use.  But because he could change it, he changed it, and now they have got to go back and touch thousands of radios to fix it again.  We don't want to provide that possibility.



You select the set of parameters that is going to put you on what has been established as the national -- the interoperability channels, you are going to get that label is going to be what is supplied to the radio.



MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman.



So I am back to I've got to have all the channels in the radio such that in case some day you select them the label will show up.  



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  No, actually --



MR. EIERMAN:  I've got to have all 96 channels in the radio.  



MR. POWELL:  No, it means that the software that makes the label -- 



MR. EIERMAN:  I'm eating up memory.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  We're talking about the personality programming device.  Yes, there is memory in that too.  But the personality programming device would automatically select the standard label when that frequency was programmed in the radio.  



MR. EIERMAN:  In their computer?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  In what way? 



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Assault their own computer.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yeah.



MR. POWELL:  Yeah, that's right, and that's the way it is written in the text here.  As I said in responding to this, that this will need a little bit of cleaning up.  We need to make it clear, I think, that it's a software issue and the program are not in the radio itself.  



MR. EIERMAN:  Thank you.



MR. POWELL:  You are in agreement now?



MR. EIERMAN:  No.  



MR. POWELL:  But it doesn't have to go in the radio.



Any further comments on our recommended answers to the steering committee?  



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  And finishing up on question number six, which I don't think we responded to.  The statement was that there was a concern expressed that on this type radios incorporating some uniform I/O channel identification.  It's not clear how that would manifest itself in a non-display type radio.  



MR. POWELL:  No further comments on this item?  



(No response.)  



MR. POWELL:  The last time is number seven.  I am going to distribute that electronically because somehow it did not end up in my laptop when I was recovering from the factory visit.  So I will send that out to you electronically, and in fact you may already have it because it was sent out once before after it was initially prepared after the last meeting.



I will comment that I believe, with the exception of where I wanted to be on the ICS documents at this point, that I believe we are following that time line fairly closely.  I was hoping to have the ICS issue resolved so that we could take action on it at the next meeting.



Dick, if you can bring that back to your group that's working on it os that we can take some positive action at the November meeting with regards to recommended ICS document.



I can't believe that we are actually 20 minutes ahead of time here with nothing --



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Eight minutes and 19 seconds overtime.



MR. POWELL:  Okay, we're overtime.  



Nothing further?  



(No response.)



MR. POWELL:  Can I have a motion to adjourn then?



Nobody wants to leave?  Okay, Emil, do it formally here.  



MR. POWELL:  Giving us your good input, Dave.



MR. WICHELM:  I would like to take up with the meeting of the technology subcommittee -- would this be a good time to break?  



MR. POWELL:  Glen?  



MR. WICHELM:  Glen, what's your pleasure?  Would you prefer to proceed now or take a lunch break now?   Glen?



MR. POWELL:  He's talking to Bob.  Glen Nash?



MR. WICHELM:  Glen, would you prefer to start the technology subcommittee meeting or would this be a good time for a lunch break?  



MR. NASH:  We had planned a lunch break.  Let's go ahead and do the lunch break and the come back.



MR. WICHELM:  Okay, fine.  It's 11:40 now.  If we could be back by 12:45, we'll start then.  Is that agreeable?  



MR. NASH:  Start 15 minutes earlier.  



MR. WICHELM:  Okay, see you back here at 12:25.



(Whereupon, at 11:40 a.m., the meeting of the interoperability subcommittee was adjourned.)
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