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(9:31 a.m.)



MR. WILHELM:  Ladies and gentlemen, good morning.  Anybody in the audience who needs signing assistance, would they please raise their hand?  If anybody in the audience during the course of the presentation today notices someone who does need signing assistance, would you kindly let Bert Weintraub, who is down at the table here, know?



Good morning and welcome to Washington.  For those of you who don't know me, I'm Michael Wilhelm, the dedicated federal officer for the NCC.  Kathy Walman, our chair, could not be with us today because she is in London, and she asked if I would chair the meeting.



We have with us this morning several members of our steering committee, whom I would like to introduce.  On our left we have Steve Miller.  Two doors down from Steve is Marilyn Ward, Harlin McEwen with us, Ellen O'Hara, Bob Speidel, Steve Proctor, Kim Loewenstein, Derek Siegle representing Rick Murphy, and Don Spinks.  We also have our FCC staff with us, Bert Weintraub, who is out here in front of me, and Joy Alford, who is in the hallway, and if either of them could be of assistance to you, please don't hesitate to ask.



We also have our three subcommittee chairs with us this morning, and they will be making presentations on the results of the meetings yesterday.



By way of background, we are going to devote a good part of this meeting to proposed comments that the NCC is filing in response to the FCC's fourth notice of proposed rulemaking in the public safety docket.  If you haven't seen that document, I recommend that you do read it.  We have copies available on the table.



The FCC can't issue rules generally without the opportunity for public notice and comment, and that's the purpose of the fourth notice of proposed rulemaking.  The NCC submitted its first recommendations to the FCC in February, and the fourth notice of proposed rulemaking is a direct result of those NCC recommendations.  



After the comments are prepared -- they will be filed on the 25th of the month, I believe -- there will be an opportunity for reply comments, then the FCC will take all of the material presented and come up with a report and order that will establish the rules that will allow us to begin using the 700 megahertz public-safety spectrum.



While the NCC itself is filing comments, you at your organizations may well wish to file comments yourself. I'm not implying that the FCC plays any sort of numbers game when they are evaluating comments, but if several public-safety agencies weigh in in favor of a particular item in the rulemaking notice, that's going to carry some weight with the FCC.  Those reply comments are due on October 10th.



The subcommittee adopted the position on each of 13 issues yesterday and will be considering each of those today.  The subcommittee chairs present their positions to the steering committee, will have the opportunity to ask questions, as will the audience before we come up with a final steering committee consensus on these issues.  Once consensus is reached, the substance of the subcommittee's decisions will be reduced to writing in the form of comments by Bob Gurss.  Kathy Walman asked Bob if he would volunteer to write the comments for us based on his excellent work in the past, and Bob graciously agreed to do so.



The way it will work is that the comments will be drafted and then circulated electronically to the steering committee.  There will be a brief opportunity for review.  None of the substantive part of the comments will be changed.  The review will be to ensure that the comments accurately reflect what the steering committee has decided.  Once that is done, the comments will be put in final form, they will be filed with the FCC, and they will be available on the NCC Web page.



For those of you who have not been to an NCC meeting before, these proceedings are by consensus.  They are not formal.  There is a full opportunity for public comment.  I would only ask that given our relatively brief schedule this morning, that you keep any remarks as short as you can.  



Some housekeeping matters.  A number of the NCC members are unsure whether or not they are subscribed to the various list server used by the NCC.  Kim Lowenstein has prepared a complete list of everyone who has partly subscribed to the list server.  That list is in a notebook in the hallway, and if you have any doubts of whether you are subscribed to a particular list server or you would like to subscribe initially, please enter the necessary information in that book, and you will be added to the list servers.



Some people yesterday reported a little difficulty in hearing when people addressed the subcommittee from the floor.  There are two microphones, one at each aisle.  If you would, move fairly close to those microphones when you ask questions or make comments to the subcommittee.  



Another housekeeping matter.  The Federal Advisory Committee Act requires that we record who attended each NCC meeting, so if you have not done so, please sign in in the book provided for that purpose at the table in the hallway.



That pretty well takes care of the housekeeping matters.  As a first order of business, we will have reports from the subcommittee chairs.  The first report will come from Sgt. John Powell, who is the chair of the interoperability subcommittee.  John?



MR. POWELL:  Thank you, Michael.  Yesterday's activities primarily went right straight through the interoperability subcommittee work groups, and I'll just briefly summarize the results of those activities.  Bob Schlieman, who is heading up the working group that will complete the interoperability report going to the second annual report and, hopefully, the final report for the steering committee is collecting all of the documents that the subcommittee has generated and associated reference documents to begin that activity.



One of the major areas that we're concentrating in right now, and I believe it was the last of the major areas we've identified for work for the interoperability subcommittee is in the operational-requirements area with regard to identifying an appropriate document referencing the incident command system so that that can be forwarded to the steering committee.  And it is our intent at this point, I believe, after a lot of discussion that you will be receiving a recommendation that once that reference document is identified, that we will be asking the Commission to mandate the terminology and some of the other items out of that document for any agency that is using the interoperability spectrum in this band for other than routine communications; in other words, mandating the use of the incident command system on the interoperability spectrum across the country.



Working Group 3, which is chaired by Carlton Wells -- I should say Working Group 2 is primarily being handled by our federal agencies under Carol Sinclair, who chairs that working group, and they have been doing a lot of research within federal, state, and local organizations to come up with reference documents for the incident command system.  Carlton Wells, with Working Group 3, primarily is doing some justification and some final cleanup in the spectrum plan revision that was submitted at the last meeting, some support documentation as to why it's important that we make this modification so that it, again, can be forwarded to the Commission.  Working Group 4; Don Cole is still working to identify the chairs, or at least the conveners of the 700 megahertz planning regions, and so far it's been having a very difficult time doing that.



Any of you in the audience or at the head table who are aware that a convener has been appointed for your regions, please let Don Cole know.  Don has four or five of the 55 regions identified at this point resolved, and that's quite an effort already.



Last, yesterday, and certainly not least, we spent most of our time working on our response to a number of questions in the fourth notice.  Michael, I assume, will discuss those later, the responses to the fourth notice.  Do you want me to do those right now?  



MR. WILHELM:  Yes.  



MR. POWELL:  Okay.  We can go through those right now.  Glen, was there a number of copies of this passed out?  Members of the audience, what happened is the three subcommittees took our deliberations from yesterday and consolidated them into one document, so if you don't have that document, copies were placed outside.  And I will go through those items on the agenda here that are off that document that were the responsibility of the interoperability subcommittee.



There were a total of 12 items.  The implementation subcommittee added a thirteenth yesterday at its meeting.  Item Number 2 was the first item that the interoperability subcommittee addressed.  That question is, should additional interoperability channels be assigned to realize the four-contiguous-channel groups?  I'm going to just summarize the replies from the subcommittees.  We noted that the revised band plan approved by the technology subcommittee and forwarded to the steering committee in its June 2000 meeting proposed to assign four contiguous, six-and-a-quarter-kilohertz channels to each of the interoperability channels.  Those of you that were here yesterday will recall that the channels are now split out so there is at least a 250-kilohertz separation between each of the interoperability channels.



Discussion from the technology subcommittee yesterday resulted in, I think, the realization that no matter what technology is placed within the interoperability channels, the adjacent channel-interference potential will be the same, whether it's a six-and-a-quarter, 12-and-a-half, or 25 kilohertz channel, irregardless of the technology, and I should say the maximum interference is defined within the current rules.



We note in the comments here in our reply to the Commission's question that if a 25-kilohertz, trunked channel is established within a region with the authority of the regional planning committee, that it is still the regional planning committee's responsibility to recognize that there is interference potential on the next adjacent six-and-a-quarter channel and to take that into account as they are doing their regional planning.  That would be a requirement on the regions if they authorize those secondary trunking, 25-kilohertz channels.



Further, we noted that the 12-and-a-half, conventional channels, by doing four, six and a quarters and centering the 12-and-a-half channel in the middle of that, we now have placed a six-and-a-quarter kilohertz, and we suggested that they be renamed an interoperability guard channel adjacent to the conventionals.  That allows us now to take those interoperability  channels and use them anywhere in the country, irregardless of who might be on the next adjacent channel.  From our discussion yesterday it was apparent that people have had problems trying to run an interoperability operation and ending up in an area where the next adjacent channel is in use by the agency or agencies in the area you're trying to do interoperability.  These protection channels, I guess we should say, will afford maximum protection from interference.  There may still be that potential, but it will be very much minimized.



So this reply is against supporting that new band plan also, which, I believe, at this point rests with the steering committee.



MR. WILHELM:  Are there any questions or comments from the audience on the subcommittee's recommendation on this question?



MR. POWELL:  Let me just note, at the request of several people yesterday, we did propose renaming the guard channels so that they were not prohibited by the current rules from being used for interoperability purposes.  So the guard channels would, in fact, become part of the interoperability assignment.



MR. WILHELM:  Does the steering committee have any questions or comments on this proposal?  Is it the sense of the steering committee that we should adopt this proposal including the comments?



(A series of yes's.)



MR. WILHELM:  Hearing consensus on this issue, we can pass to the second question.



MR. POWELL:  Okay.  The next item that we addressed was Item Number 3, which is in regard to documented uses of the NPSPAC channels that would justify the Commission requiring the licensing of subscriber units for these mobils.  As I indicated yesterday, I have for about two months now across the country in various venues solicited from the regions and people involved in all of the regions specific, documented cases.  The general reply that I'm getting, and there are still people who have promised me to get examples, is that there are a substantial number of complaints.  However, they are typically received informally and handled on a case-by-case basis, often verbally, resulting in the problem being corrected but without documentation.



I would, again, encourage all of you here, if you have documented cases -- Bob Gurss is doing the preparation of the comments here -- that if you can get them to me, and I'll get them to Bob, so that we can place them into the record on this question.  That's our response.  We short on that question.



The cases exist that were resolved informally, typically across the country.



MR. WILHELM:  Is there anyone in the audience who has encountered this kind of problem and could contribute it to the comments?



MR. POWELL:  There are people in the audience that promised us documentation.



MR. WILHELM:  We will not names at this point.



MR. POWELL:  If we can get that to me as soon as possible so that it can be forwarded to the group that's doing the writing.



MR. WILHELM:  At the conclusion of the subcommittee -  their seems to be that we will try to assemble the information which was provided by the FCC and get it to Bob Gurss in time to include it in the comments.  If that's agreeable to the steering committee and you have no questions, we will proceed to the next item.



(A series of yes's.)



MR. POWELL:  The next question that we addressed is Question Number 5.  The question is, could alphanumeric channel labeling be implemented even if the FCC did not require it by rule?  Our recommendation or our statement on this subject is it is our belief that standardized, alphanumeric labeling of conventional interoperability channels will occur in a consistent manner nationwide only if it is mandated by the Commission.  We envision standardized labeling being implemented by the manufacturers as a function of their radio-programming software.  Manufacturers could not be relied upon to voluntarily place restrictions on labeling their software must be mandated.



This requirement should apply only to radios that include an alphanumeric display of eight or more characters.  Just as the Commission designated the frequency and standards of squelch tone for the NPSPAC band, the conventional channel-labeling requirement must include a number of technical parameters associated with the particular standard selected.  For example, if Project 25, Phase I, is selected, the parameters include frequency, system ID, network access code, and a ID.  Again, the reply here is that the Commission needs to mandate that labeling.  It is our belief that it will not happen consistently nationwide if it is not mandated.  Also noting that there is more, as with NPSPAC there was more to channel labeling than just the label itself.



MR. WILHELM:  Is there anyone in the audience who has questions or comments on the issue of labeling?



MR. POWELL:  And I noticed those of you looking into the text that I need to make a grammatical change to one of the words.  I guess the spell checker said my mistyping was correct.



MR. WILHELM:  I think that's forgivable and understandable in light of the fact that the subcommittee chairs and a number of other people, after a lengthy meeting yesterday, got together and came up with this consolidated document.  It was a considerable amount of effort, and I think we can forgive one grammatical error.



MR. POWELL:  Hopefully only one, and we did finish it before midnight.



MR. WILHELM:  Bob Schlieman?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Robert Schlieman, New York State.  I want to speak in favor of uniform labeling as a requirement.  Too many times confusion reigns as a result of misunderstanding between different groups that have different names for things.  It's very important that we have uniform labeling for the nationwide interoperability channels that are designated by the FCC.



MR. WILHELM:  What is the will of the steering committee?  Should we go along with that?



(A series of yes's.)



MR. POWELL:  Let me comment here also from our discussion yesterday.  We will be coming back for further rules with a recommendation for a minimum number and identifying which channels those are that should be in every radio.  We had a lot of discussion yesterday that it would be virtually impossible to require every interoperability channel with various modes of operation be placed in every radio.  So we're going to identify a specific subset.  That will be coming to you in the future.



The next question that we addressed is number six, which is, how is the NCC recommendation for alphanumeric channel labeling affected by a trunked operation in which the radio may be used for secondary trunking and then reversed to untrunked operation when needed?  



Our reply here is actually quite short.  The proposed alphanumeric-channel-labeling requirement addresses only conventional channel assignments.  Trunked operations have top groups that are irrespective of conventional channel labels, and the parameters reflected in the previous question -- my second typo -- include a number of other similar parameters specific to each trunk system.  Labeling of trunk top groups thus must be a function of the administrators of the individual trunked systems.



MR. WILHELM:  Any clarification that the FCC requested -- during the comments.  Is it satisfactory to the steering committee?



(A series of yes's.)



MR. WILHELM:  We can proceed to the next item.



MR. POWELL:  Okay.  The next item is number seven, which asks, should the access priorities used for CMRS, which is called the "priority access service," or PAS, be used or adopted for the 700-megahertz, public-safety band?



Our reply here is that the Commission noted itself in its NPRM that the priority-access service priorities developed for CMRS were primarily intended to address administrative priorities in terms of the nature of the user, whereas priorities proposed by the NCC for interoperability channels are intended to address priorities in terms of the type of emergency.  We then gave the example that PAS would give the president priority for a call because of the nature of the user, whereas in actuality, the local-emergency-communications need could be significantly higher.



We said, therefore, that PAS is incompatible with the operational-priority requirements of local and state public-safety services that will be using the 700 band where those priorities must be made based on communications needs at the scene of an incident.



We added to this here a paragraph not specifically addressing the question but noting that the Commission has chosen in the fourth notice not to support placing the four‑level‑priority system that the steering committee recommended to them into the rules, noting that like many disasters, and the current example of the fires in Montana required thousands of military and civilian fire fighting resources from across the country and demonstrating that since like priorities are not placed into the rules, that there is no guarantee that the 50 states and 50‑plus IPCs would never come in with standards such as priorities in place.  And, again, making our pitch that those priorities be placed in the rules using the definitions that we provided.



MR. WILHELM:  John, do you foresee a circumstance in which, particularly if there is federal participation, there would be a conflict between PAS and the priority levels that the subcommittee recommends?



MR. POWELL:  Well, my understanding is that PAS is applicable in CRMS channels, again, depending upon the nature of the incident.  I don't see any incompatibility.  If we end up with the president on the scene, and he needs to make a priority call, then his traffic should fall into the system among all of the other priorities.  If it's not a priority call, I would hope that even he would realize that saving someone's life would be more important.  Our priorities are based on the nature of the incident rather than the users.  And I think maybe even the federal agencies might agree with that.



MR. WILHELM:  Any comment on that subject from the members?



MR. POWELL:  A question in the back.



MR. WILHELM:  Yes.  Would you click on a microphone, please?  This is Kathleen Ham, who is the deputy chief of the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau of the FCC.



MS. HAM:  Good morning.  I would like to have somebody double‑click on this, but I believe that the priority access for CRMS is actually taken from our rules for wire‑line carriers and those are the same parameters that wire‑line carriers adhere to in terms of emergency.  So I don't know if that has an impact or not, but I don't think this is limited to CRMS, is my only point.



MR. POWELL:  And I'm looking.  Carlton, I know you reviewed that.  Maybe you can ‑‑ 



MR. WELLS:  Carlton  Wells, State of Florida.  Without getting specific in PAS, I would like to refer to the wire line part of the priorities, and if I recall correctly, the priority there is the telecommunications services priorities, or PSP, and in there public safety falls somewhere around Priority 3 or Priority 4, the president being, I believe, in the Priority 1 range.  So here you have the user faced again, or agency faced, not the nature of the call itself.  So within Priority 4 should public safety have to save somebody's life, and communications makes a difference, they are going to fall in the ranks of one, two, and possibly three before they can get through that wire‑line system.  So if we apply that same scenario to wireless and let PAS be the equivalent of TSP, then to me that's unacceptable, again, when somebody in Priority 1 or Priority 2 is merely calling for some type of use, not an emergency or dire need, when in Priority 3 or Priority 4 somebody's life is at stake.  And I don't think anybody in Priority 1 or 2 would want that to happen.



So identifying PAS is user based, and identifying the priorities recommended within the NCC right now is based on the type of emergency or type of call, and the two, in my mind, just don't come together.



We have actually ‑‑ I see some NTIA representatives in the back.  My recollection from the fourth notice was that they actually referenced that did not PAS come through NTIA at some point, that you had some involvement in it with regard to the wire‑line side?  Maybe we can get some comments, Don, from you or one of your staff.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Robert Schlieman from New York State.  The priority access for commercial mobile radio service is, as has been stated, parallel with the telecommunications service priority, which is a provisioning priority in most applications to make facilities available on a national‑priority basis.  Since these frequencies are not federal frequencies but rather state and local frequencies, we all appear at Level 3 in the federal ranking, and federal use of this spectrum is by agreement with the state and local agencies.  Also, there is in the FCC authorizations provided to licensees the requirement that the federal government can take those frequencies back at any time.  So I submit that priority‑access services, as identified in the federal ranking of priorities, is inappropriate on these frequencies.  Safety of life is the highest priority at the state and local level, and, therefore, the recommendation is the way it is for purposes of frequencies.



MR. SPEIGHT:  Don Speight.  I think Bob said it all.  As I recall, we were involved early on in a priority‑access scheme with NCS, which the FCC designated as ‑‑ actually they didn't designate, but they recognized NCS as the executive agent for this priority‑access system, as they are for the wire‑line system.  As late as yesterday, we talked to NCS concerning this in preparation for the executive committee meetings next week, and they are a little bit behind the ball when it comes to coming up with a management plan to deal with priority access.  As you know, Bob, you mentioned that public safety is really number three on the list, with executive and, I guess, emergency personnel being second.  I don't have any problems, and I don't think that NCS has any problems with rules in the 700‑megahertz band not following exactly the five‑level scheme that PAS does, either on the wire‑line or the CRMS side.  That's as far as our involvement has been, as kind of a go‑between between the administration and NCS, and they are a little bit behind a ball when it comes to implementing it.  But certainly as we get more information from NCS on this we can report back to the NCC.  I don't really think it affects you because I don't think the FCC has mandated or ordered that PAS follow ‑‑ am I wrong? ‑‑ that PAS within this band follow the CRMS rules 



MR. POWELL:  No.  They just --



MR. SPEIGHT:  I won't be concerned with it if you're just concerned with the 700‑megahertz rule.  To tell you the truth, they are not that far along when it comes to establishing rules concerning that.  So we can track it, but I wouldn't let it concern me.



MR. POWELL:  So I think maybe to summarize and answer for Kathleen is that the PAS originated for the wire‑line side of the house, and because CRMS is the wireless extension of wire line for the general public, commercial services, that those priorities carry over to CRMS.  This is a different application, and maybe we should amend our response here to add that into the summary.  You've got a question.



MR. SPEIGHT:  Sharon, is there some reason that you didn't just start out by answering no?  I mean, it ought to be very clear what to say here.  You can read all this, and I can figure out what you're saying.  Say no and then why.  I would recommend that in each of these where it is possible to say yes or no to the questions that were posed and that we say yes or no if it's applicable and then say what the justification for what our thinking is.



MR. POWELL:  Sure.  We can put "no" in front of the first paragraph and be succinct on the answer.



MR. SPEIGHT:  I support "no."



MR. WILHELM:  Carlton?



MR. WELLS:  One more piece of information, back on the TSP, to realize what we may be harboring on PAS.  Those from ABCO primarily, about five or six years ago approximately, if you will recall the arguments that transpired over the telecommunications‑services priorities, a lady out of Texas, I believe, was the spokesperson or a big vocal person over the TSP during one of the ABCO conferences.  I can't put my finger on it directly and recite the nature of the arguments other than generally it was about public safety being like a Priority 4 during times of disaster or threats to the country or something, that public‑safety services fell so low, if not hit the bottom.  I think at one point it was at the bottom of the priority chart, and it should at least come up to four or three or something.  So just like the argument happened on TSP, I think we're arguing the same thing on PAS.



MR. WILHELM:  Well, if I read the membership correctly, and cut to the chase, I think the NCC's answer is no.  Does the steering committee agree?



(A chorus of yes's.) 



MR. POWELL:  The next question we addressed is the next question, number eight.  Should monitoring or coverage requirements be adopted for the calling channels?  Harlin votes very succinctly "yes".



(Laughter.)



MR. McEWEN:  I just didn't look ahead at it.



MR. POWELL:  The calling channels are of no use unless they are monitored by an appropriate DISPATCH center or centers.  It is desirable that the coverage be as reliable as the noninteroperability system implemented by the same agency or agencies.  It must be reliable both at the dispatch system and configuration levels.  The calling channels implemented successfully across the country primarily based upon coverage and monitoring requirements.  Consistency dictates the same for the 700‑megahertz band, but it's the, but it's the NCC's recommendation or our recommendation that the NCC Steering Committee adopt, that applicants be required to submit calling‑channel monitoring plans to RPCs and/or SIACs as part of a licensing approval process for base station applications for the calling channels.  In other words, this is really a regional‑planning issue, and it should be up to the regions to determine if they have appropriate monitoring of the channels, however they are going to be implemented, as they approve the bay‑station licenses.



MR. PROCTOR:  John, are you talking about 24/7 monitoring?



MR. POWELL:  Yeah, yeah.



MR. PROCTOR:  So full‑time monitoring, all channels.



MR. POWELL:  Right.  And actually I believe that the notice, put in those terms, is 24/7.



MR. WILHELM:  Would that necessarily be the base‑station licensee asked to do the monitoring?



MR. POWELL:  It could be done in any number of different formats.  As we noted in the discussion yesterday, for example, we could have a state that has set up an entire system throughout the state, and maybe a county or local agency comes in and is putting in a bay‑station, they drill a little hole some place, and if the state is doing the monitoring, then it would be up to the RPCs to say, okay, the state is doing the monitoring here, so, little agency, you don't need to do the monitoring, or they could say, well, nobody is monitoring on this hole, so you have to monitor it.  It's really a regional issue because they know how it's operating locally.



MR. WILHELM:  What about the second part of the question dealing with coverage requirements?  Should the FCC require any specific coverage?



MR. PROCTOR:  I thought we addressed that at some point.  From the discussion yesterday, Bob Schlieman, we talked about coverage, and there is some discussion in some of our prior documents about coverage on the calling channel.  My recollection is that it was outside buildings.  But, again, that's really a local issue as to the level of coverage that you want because it can get to be a very intensive proposition if you're trying to provide coverage on all channels.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Robert Schlieman, New York State.  The complicating factor is that there are within regions a variety of overlapping coverage systems serving different licensees.  And the regional planning committees, in my experience, attempt to distribute the load of providing this interoperability service ‑‑ I'll call it a service ‑‑ because it's beyond the immediate agency needs, therefore, it's an additional expense, and they try to minimize that by sharing the load, distributing it among the various licensees.  And in my experience it has been done at a mobile‑industry coverage level as opposed to portable and building, which is quite substantial.



MR. POWELL:  Based on the discussion here, what I was thinking we could do is add one more sentence to the end of this stating:  "The coverage issues are likewise a local issue and should be addressed by RPCs and or SIACs as part of the regional/state plans."



MR. KEARNS:  Kevin Kearns from King County, Washington.  I suggest that words to that effect be added to that second sentence, where it says:  "It is desirable that the coverage be comparable to the system, but the ultimate coverage for the calling channels should be at the discretion or at the judgment of the regional planning committee or the interoperability committee, whichever is constituted."



MR. WILHELM:  Carlton?



MR. WELLS:  Similarly, as Kevin said, a system that's a noninteroperability system that's, say, mobile coverage, essentially the interoperability system should be no more than that.  Otherwise, you're requiring the agency to have or to spend more on additional coverage than their routine daily system would be.  However, if the  coverage for the general‑use spectrum, then so should the interoperability spectrum essentially, you're merely plugging in base stations to the transmitter combiners and receiver multicouplers at those same sites if you can collocate at the same sites.  So you're not adding more antennas and more -- or doing additional engineering to assure you have equivalent coverage.  You're merely plugging into the same system that your non or your trunk system or your general‑use system was already in.



It's those agencies that come in later, the smaller coverage areas, that are encompassed by an agency with larger coverage that already has established equivalent coverage.  Those smaller agencies have to be considered against equivalency, and if the larger coverage already provides it, then the smaller agency wouldn't have to buy a thing other than plugging into that backbone of the interoperability system should there be a backup network‑control center or just a matter of a non‑control station talking back into the system.  So it's minimal cost for those other agencies that come in later.  But, again, that's at the regional level where they look at all of that and understand those systems in detail.  To get that detail in a rule, I think, would be beyond what we want to have.



MR. POWELL:  And let me comment.  From the State of Florida, that particular funding mechanism, and I can tell you that in northern California where we don't have a similar funding mechanism, it's not simply plugging additional base stations in.  It's the dollar cost to plug those in that stops that from happening, and we end up with primarily a mobile‑based coverage because that is what can be afforded.  It is a regional issue.



Michael, what I can do here is, again, based on Kevin's earlier comments, and maybe the paragraph should be rearranged a little bit to put that sentence in and shuffle the sentences around so it makes sense and it's properly laid out, the same words, different order, if that's agreeable to the committee.



MR. WILHELM:  With that understanding, is the steering committee in favor of the recommendation proposed by the subcommittee?



MR. WILHELM:  Do we have consensus on that issue?  We can proceed to the next one.



MR. POWELL:  And that is the last of the questions that we addressed.  I will be happy to turn the microphone over to the next speaker at this point.  Oh, one more comment.  I believe that we are on track with our latest revisions of the milestones for our subcommittee, the major item left to address being the incident command, being our operational requirements, primarily the incident command system.  We'll be updating that and getting it out for the steering committee to review.



MR. WILHELM:  On behalf of the committee, thank you for the hard work.  Our next report will be from the technology subcommittee, with Glen Nash delivering.



MR. NASH:  Good morning.  I'm happy to report that we had a very productive meeting yesterday and made some very key recommendations and arrived at a consensus on some issues that will be coming forward to the steering committee.



The first of those was on a reconsideration that the committee undertook relative to an encryption standard.  As you may recall, in the meeting that was held in San Francisco, the committee had forwarded a recommendation to adopt a federal document known as 46‑3 as the date of encryption standard for operations in the 700‑megahertz band.  We learned subsequently that that document was not necessarily complete, and it's fully descriptive in satisfying the requirements of the Commission for an encryption standard, and so we undertook a reevaluation of what the standard should be.  At our meeting yesterday we came to consensus on a recommendation to adopt a document that had been written as part of the Project 25 series.  That document is entitled "ANSI TIA EIA 102.AAAA, The Project 25 DES Encryption Protocol."  So we did reach consensus on that, and I will be forwarding that for formal approval by the steering committee.



The second item that we reached consensus on yesterday was on the issue of receiver standards.  After a lengthy discussion as to what was needed relative to receiver standards, the consensus of the committee is that a receiver standard is needed.  Such a standard should describe one level of performance.  There have been discussions that we should have an A and a B level, the A level applicable to the major metropolitan areas and B level applicable to rural areas.  It was decided that that was not a good recommendation, and we're now recommending that there be a single level of applicables nationwide.  As to which level that would be, we decided it was necessary that that be the A level.  And relative to that there is, again, an ANSI standard that currently exists, ANSI‑TIA‑EIA‑102.CAAB, The Digital C‑4 FM/CQPSK Transceiver Performance Recommendations," and there are seven specific sections of that document that relate to the performance of receivers, and, again, I'll be forwarding that to the steering committee for your formal action.



The final item of those that we undertook yesterday was, as the other committees did, was to deal with specific questions that came forth in the fourth NPRM, and on that the first question that was assigned to the technology committee was Question Number 1:  we're revising the band plan by assigning four continuous channels to create adjacent channel interference problems.  The position of the committee is that the answer to that simply is no.  And the reason for that is that the Commission, in establishing the requirements for transmitters and, if you will, the transmission mask or the out‑of‑channel energy that is put out from a transmitter, is described as very specific levels as would appear in the next adjacent, six‑and‑a‑quarter‑kilohertz‑wide channel, and that, therefore, regardless of whether we're talking about a transmitter that's operating in a six‑and‑a‑quarter‑kilohertz FDM single‑channel mode or one that is aggregated four adjacent, contiguous channels together to be a four‑slot EDMA‑type mode, that the end result of the energy put into the next adjacent six‑and‑a‑quarter‑kilohertz channel is constant across that entire span. 



So, therefore, the fact that you might be combining four contiguous channels does not relieve you of any requirement to minimize the energy put into the next adjacent channel, so there was nothing to be gained by ‑‑ there is no additional, adjacent‑channel interference problem that will result from aggregating four channels.  That's not to say that there might not be interference problems.  It just says that there will be no additional interference problems that result.



So our recommended answer there is no, with the explanation as I discussed it.



MR. WILHELM:  My reading of the Commission's question was whether it was better to have interoperability channels assigned, as the original band plan described, with a reserve channel in between so that you could operate two groups of interoperability channels in the same community without adjacent channel interference.



MR. NASH:  I think we resolved that question a couple of months ago with a proposed revision to the band plan which separated the interoperability channels further into groups of two that are spread further apart, and, therefore, it would alleviate that particular problem.



MR. WILHELM:  And you didn't do it in groups of four?



MR. NASH:  It was done as groups of two, with the next channel adjacent to that as what's being described as a guard channel.  However, the use of that guard channel is permissive, and that could be used to create a grouping of four if you wanted to do a four‑slot PDMA‑type approach.  And also, as was discussed in the interoperability subcommittee yesterday, is that that guard channel could permissively be used for a tactical‑type operation.



So I want to be cautious in calling it a guard channel because a guard channel implies it can never be used, and the recommendation is that it could be used, but under restricted circumstances.



Kathryn Hosford, lately from the Public Safety and Private Wireless Branch and now with the Office of Engineering and Technology.



MS. HOSFORD:  Yes.  Thank you.  I would like to clarify.  I believe this question really goes back to the proposals in front of the Commission of putting four interoperability channels together.  I believe was an Ericsson proposal or a reconsideration, and the question before you is, do the interoperability channels need to be spread apart, showing your revised plan in two groups with a guard‑band channel, or can they be put together in two groups of two, if you will, four channels, so you would have an interoperability set of 12 and a half right adjacent to another 12‑and‑a‑half kilohertz set, and would that cause adjacent‑channel interference to each other when you use them at the same location?



MR. NASH:  Again, we get into the issue here is that because of the transmitter mask, as it's been described, rather than traditionally as a true transmitter mask, and now is being an adjacent‑channel‑protection ratios, it makes no difference whether you combine four chancels, aggregate four channels together into a fourth slot or you operate just a single.  You have the same amount of energy being put into adjacent channels.



MS. HOSFORD:  This is conventional, conventional mode.  If we were to allocate two, four‑interoperability channels contiguously instead of having 32 twelve kilohertz, and 12‑and‑a‑half‑kilohertz sets you would have, what, 16 four kilohertz or six‑and‑a‑quarter‑kilohertz sets, and would you have adjacent‑channel interference from two conventional, 12 and a half adjacent to each other?



MR. NASH:  I believe the answer to that is, yes, there would be some interference, and that gets back to part of the reason why we recommended a modification of the band plan to separate those to minimize that interference and also to allow for transmitting combining and other type things to occur with those channels which would require greater separation.  So the recommendation came from this committee at the June meeting was to revise the band plan, and, again, I believe that was approved by the steering committee.  I'm not sure if it was or not.



MS. HOSFORD:  Your question, as you say here, is no, and it maybe needed to be more expansive that, yes, there would be an interference if two 12‑and‑a‑half‑kilohertz channels, interoperability channels, were located together and then on to the ‑‑ but, yes, there is not ‑‑ I believe what you're addressing is that it's getting more interference to the general‑use channel whether you're using four contiguous channels or whether you're using one 12-and-a-half kilohertz.  Is that pretty much what your answer was?



MR. NASH:  Either general use or interoperability channels is ‑‑ what we're saying here is that what happens in the next adjacent channel is defined, specifically defined in the rules, and it's irregardless of the type of modulation that's used by the transmitter.



MS. HOSFORD:  I see.  So I think you said that the location of those interoperability channels, whether they are distributed in groups of four without guard‑band channels.  That's part of the options that are in the MPR now.



MR. NASH:  Okay.  We will take a greater look at that.



MR. POWELL:  Robert Schlieman, New York State.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  The way the band plan is set up, the interoperability channels that are adjacent to each other are spaced apart some distance, and I don't remember the number exactly ‑‑ it might be a quarter of a megahertz ‑‑ yeah, a quarter of a megahertz, 150 kilohertz.  The reason for that is to accommodate duplexers spacing for infrastructure‑operated systems.  And as well you have problems when you're operating in a simplex tactical mode where the proximity of units on adjacent channels would absolutely cause interference, and even the one‑channel protection that we have from either side of it now would present a problem where transmitters and receivers were operating that close together, you would have receiver desensitization.  So I think that perhaps one needs to look at all of the applications for these interoperability channels to understand why we wouldn't want to have them that close together where we only have one guard band separating ‑‑ one guard channel, six‑and‑a‑quarter kilohertz, separating the channels, since it would work in an infrastructure environment where you're operating in a peak mode.  It would not work in a simplex mode where you're operating those same channels at the same scene.



MR. POWELL:  Michael or the steering committee, I'm wondering if the answers to Question Number 1 here as well as the one I just gave you for number two would not be the appropriate opportunity to introduce this new band plan that was approved at the last meeting to the Commission in response to the answers to those two questions.  I need you to get to them at some point, and it seems that the answer to the questions that Kathryn just posed, that taking the replies to number one and number two in conjunction with that new band plan and the arguments that we gave you at the last meeting for that new band plan might be the best answer to both of those questions.



MR. WILHELM:  Do we have the band plan available in electronic form?



MR. POWELL:  I'm not sure if it's available here or not.  We made copies yesterday, you will recall, to be distributed during the interoperability meeting.  I believe they were distributed.  I know they were distributed electronically.  As to whether anybody here has them or not, I don't know.



MR. WILHELM:  I was thinking we could put it up on the screen.



MR. POWELL:  To show people.  I don't know if anyone today brought ‑‑ 



MR. WILHELM:  Apparently not, so we'll have to refer to the material that was handed out yesterday.  If you could expand on why the assignments have changed and what they are, it would be helpful, John.



MR. POWELL:  Again, just to summarize what several people said here, we moved the channels from being adjacent to each other and split them apart into two groups so that there is a minimum of 250 kilohertz, I believe it is, separation between the groups, allowing them to be placed co‑site and go through a combining system for infrastructure.  Carlton has got that diagram.  These are in color.  I'll pass these ‑‑ when I get done with them, I'll put them up on the front table so you can pass them along.



This is a marked‑up copy that he would like to which back, but it has a lot of chicken scratches on it.  We have moved those channels down within the reserve spectrum, first of all, so that existing, general‑use channels were not impacted ‑‑ that the layout of the existing, general‑use channels were not impacted, and the channels are moved within the reserve spectrum and allowed us to snatch up an additional six‑and‑a‑quarter reserve on each side of what the Commission has now brought the right terminology to a channel set of two six-and-a-quarters, which makes up the 12-and-a-half interoperability channels.  So each four interoperability channel set now is four six-and-a-quarters, the two center ones being the actual 12‑and‑a‑half interoperability channel, with the six-and-a-quarter for protection on either side.  For the five channels in each subband where trunking is permitted, those channels would then become the 25 kilohertz for trunking, as I mentioned in my presentation, and it would be up to the RPCs to provide that protection against the sides of those channels.



However, we then had a six‑and‑a‑quarter protection channel built in on either side of every conventional interoperability channel throughout the band so that we could use them anywhere in the country with minimal interference.  Let me just pass this to the head table, and you can take a look at it.  We're going to see if we can put it up on the screen.



MR. WILHELM:  While they are doing that, do you have a comment?



MR. McDOLE:  Thank you.  Art McDole representing ABCO.  You think part of the confusion stemming out of this comes from recognizing a very simple fact of physics.  The state of the art has not reached and probably never will reach the point where the signal may be precisely contained with any specific channel, whether it's six and a quarter, 12 and a half, or what.  A certain amount of energy is going to spill over into the sides of adjacent channels.  That amount of energy precludes the use of adjacent channels in the same location simultaneously, whatever it might be.  Thus if you take a 12‑and‑a‑half‑kilohertz standard for the interoperability channel that has been recommended, there will be energy on either side of the 12-and-a-half and six‑and‑a‑quarter adjacent channels that makes them unusable at that particular location.  Grouping two of those 12-and-a-half channels together would essentially destroy the use of both of those channels on an incident path at the same location.  And so it's not the appropriate way, obviously to try and use interops because they are, again, only needed at a single location.



The new band plan, by providing what is, in essence, a guard channel on either side of the 12 and a half both ensure that that channel can be used anywhere because the planning committees will recognize that as a guard channel, and their assignment of the conventional reusable channels, the general‑use channels any place, the interop channels would then be usable at any location, anywhere, any time.  Getting the best of both worlds, it can be combined for secondary use in a trunking configuration, using the full four channels in a trunking configuration in a secondary basis.



And, again, by having those guard channels, the planning committees will have full recognition that they cannot make use of the general channel anywhere without adversely affecting the interop channels.  And I hope we understand as we consider any bandwidth, there is going to be enough energy coupled into the adjacent channels to prevent simultaneous use at any given location.  Perhaps as you review this band plan, the secondary use really represents the most spectrum efficiencies that you can get out because those guard channels are not left fallow.  They are relegated to secondary and will be used.



MR. COLE:  Don Cole, City of Mesa, Arizona.  To reinforce what Art said, this has been the subject of a series of discussions Project 25 and the TIA meetings primarily because Project 25 is considering other modes in Phase II.  Basically, where we came from in the NPSPAC band, where we had 12‑and‑a‑half‑kilohertz spacings, we had to geographically offset systems by about 35 miles.  By going to digital modulation and the characteristics of these receivers, we shortened that to about a little bit less than two miles.  So the selectivity is much greater in the equipment that we're using, the out‑band emission is much less, and the plan that you have before you, as Art says, with that six‑and‑a‑quarter guard band, in every way makes these channels usable whenever you need them.



MR. WILHELM:  John Powell, would it be helpful to describe with specific reference to the colors on this chart what is being proposed?



MR. POWELL:  If we look at the chart, the existing reserve channels are the ‑‑ the bottom is the original plan.  What's in the rules today is the bottom colored section.  We are proposing that those be moved to the top section, in other words, moving a block of the reserve spectrum, and taking out of the reserve spectrum the interoperability channels that are shown up there.  The dark purple would become the six‑and‑a‑quarter guard channels.  The blue, the light blue is the actual interoperability channel sets, two adjacent six and a quarters, and then you will notice there is a dark purple on either side.  The light purple is the remainder of the reserve band.



So what we would be proposing, based on my original comment, is that with the response to these two questions, that we forward this upper proposal to the Commission for consideration as the best of all worlds on how we allocate spectrum and band.



MR. WILHELM:  Well, I think that it would be fair to characterize the revised response to say that, no, there would not be adjacent channel interference if the recommended band plan is adopted.  Is that correct?



MR. POWELL:  Correct.



MR. NASH:  I agree with that.  And, John, correct me if I'm wrong, but even though we identified there the dark purple as being interoperability guard channels, in the current sense of the word "guard channel" as being an unusable channel, our recommendation is that those channels have limited permissive uses.



MR. POWELL:  That's correct, and you will see, I believe, there is a paragraph in our response to Question Number 2, probably the last paragraph in the response to number 2 says that when six-and-a-quarter equipment is available, that limited secondary use of the six and a quarter for low‑power use should be considered at that time.  So that it would not be prohibitive use, and there may be some permissive six‑and‑a‑quarter use within those guard channels.  And again that's going to depend upon the incident itself.



MR. WILHELM:  With the modifications that I just discussed in that short summary sentence, is the steering committee agreeable to the recommended answer to that question?



(A chorus of yes's.)



MR. WILHELM:  Having consensus on that, can we move to the next one, please?



MR. POWELL:  Sure.  The next question that the technology subcommittee dealt with was Question Number 9, what means, including a possible mandatory conversion date, are necessary for ensuring migration to six‑and‑a‑quarter‑kilohertz technology on the interoperability channels?  Our response to this, the first paragraph that we see there, it gets back to the reasons why we selected the 12‑and‑a‑half‑kilohertz technology that we did with Project 25, Phase I, essentially based upon maximizing the marketability of all four of the candidate technologies and so not to eliminate any of them from the marketplace at this point in time.



The second paragraph gets into discussing the fact that, in fact, the Project 25, Phase I, while it does not comply with the Commission's desire for one voice per six and a quarter kilohertz of bandwidth, it does comply with the rules as they are stated as being 4.8 kilobits of channel length for six-and-a-quarter kilohertz.  So whether if you choose to define six‑and‑a‑quarter kilohertz technology as meaning the one voice per six-and-a-quarter kilohertz, what we are recommending is that whereas it currently is necessary to select an interoperability standard in order to be able to move forward on the general‑use channels, is that what should happen in the future is that the development of technology as it applies to the general‑use channels should be allowed to mature.  It may mean that at some point in the future we find the technology has developed to the point we're having multimode radios is much more feasible than it is today.  It may be even a new technology raises its head above the surface that is a much better selection as being the "six‑and‑a‑quarter‑kilohertz technology."  It may be that we find that in the marketplace, as happened with Beta and VHS, that one of the four competing technologies rises above all the rest and becomes the de facto standard.  So at some point in the future as the marketplace on the general‑use channels matures a little bit, that it may become more obvious as to what the six‑and‑a‑quarter‑kilohertz interoperability mode should be.



So, therefore, we are recommending that that decision be put off to a future date and that it follow what happens in the general‑use channels rather than trying to dictate what happens on the general‑use channels.



Now, to address what Dave was saying, in perhaps about five years, if we look out five years, we notice that December 31, 2006 is the end of the DTV transition period, at which point, at least in theory, the spectrum is supposed to be fully available for public‑safety use.  Therefore, that ending becomes an obvious date at which there is likely to be other action because if any of you read the trades right now, a number of people are saying that the DTV transition will not be done by December 31, 2006.  So it may be that the Commission is going to have to be dealing with other issues relative to pushing that transition program forward and that that might be an obvious time to readdress the issue as to what the "six‑and‑a‑quarter kilohertz standard" ought be on the interoperability channels.



So I would say what we're recommending is that that addition be put off to a future date, at which the Commission would revisit the issue.  We did point out in here that should the Commission make the decision to change from the Project 25 Phase I standard, as currently recommended, to some other standard, that depending upon what you're moving to, what the capability of the equipment is at that point in time will dictate some sort of transition period that will also have to be defined as to how you get from the Project 25 Phase I that we're currently recommending to whatever that something is that's decided upon at some point in the future.



MR. WILHELM:  Is there comment from the audience on Mr. Nash's presentation?  John?



MR. POWELL:  Let me just say as an overall comment to the Commission's questions, it appears that they are driving the answers or soliciting responses to questions based on things happening within the interoperability channels, when in reality they should be based on what is happening with the much larger number of general‑use channels.  And I think in the response, that that is something that needs to be pointed out very clearly, maybe in the opening to the response, that it should not be interoperability driving the wagon here, that it should be activities on the general‑use channels that are driving the Commission's decisions with regards to particularly the channel selections.



MR. DeMELLO:  I would like to have just a minor revision to your document here, and that is the fourth sentence from the bottom where you get into -- it starts off with the 700-megahertz band in approximately five years.  I wouldn't like to have the brackets taken out perhaps removed so it would read:  "The five years coincident with the end of the DTV transition period on December 31, 2006."



MR. POWELL:  I don't have any particular problem with that, except that December 31, 2006 is not five years from now.



MR. DeMELLO:  It's approximately five years from now.  If you want to correct to "approximately," that's fine.



MR. POWELL:  Again, I would point out that the verbiage that is here is not necessarily the final verbiage that will be in the steering committee's comments that are submitted.  My understanding is what we're trying to get here was a sense of the steering committee rather than the specific wordage.



MR. WILHELM:  Dick?



MR. McEWEN:  What's your reasoning?  Why do you feel that's necessary?



MR. DeMELLO:  We feel a fixed date is necessary because it should be revisited and not just put out there in never‑ever land.  And if it's determined at that time that it's not a good time to revisit it, then that time can be changed.  We also feel that there may be some areas in the country where they are forced to go to six and a quarter because there is no available spectrum.  We know some areas may not be using them because of DTV, but there may be other areas in the country where this is available to them, and they will be needing to operate at six and a quarter, and they may very well be operating at six and a quarter in the general use at that time.



MR. POWELL:  I guess my only comment, you know, is even December 31, 2006, while it's a definitive date, it is not a date that the Commission would take action on anything.  In fact, it probably won't even meet on that date.  I agree, we need to put it out there.  I really think this way is putting some sort of time frame on it.  I have no objection to the change.



MR. McEWEN:  I don't object.  I think we ought to do it, just make that minor ‑‑ 



MR. POWELL:  Make the minor change?



MR. DeMELLO:  Yeah.  I guess ‑‑ let's ask if anybody objects to that.  I don't think it makes significant difference.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I think the point that John Powell was referring to is a point that is not well understood at the Commission.  The interoperability channels represent the lowest common denominator for all of the equipment operating in the band.  The band allows a myriad of applications or technologies to be used.



Presently, we know of FDMA 6 and a quarter, 12 and a‑half, and probably, 25 kilohertz in terms of not only FDMA, but also data operations.  And the concern we have is that interoperability channel operation has to be something that can be accommodated on a common basis by all of these different modes of operation.



And so the present knowledge of the technologies that are proposed are the that they can, in fact, meet the 12 and a‑half kilohertz FDMA FT‑102.  To try to push 6 and a quarter for the designated interoperability channels ahead of any change on these technologies being able to handle that is extremely premature.



And so I'd like to reenforce the fact that the interoperability channels need to be looked at by the Commission at a period of time after these technologies have been put out there and changes have become available that make it possible for them to do 6 and a quarter kilohertz FDMA capability.



I think we've clearly identified in the Technology Subcommittee that FDMA is an essential requirement for interoperability in the United States.  And we allow other technologies to be used optionally, but that FDMA is a baseline.  And until we can ensure that these other technologies which are not restricted by the FCC rules in the general use channels we can, in fact, operate on a 6 and a quarter kilohertz FDMA, we're putting the cart before the horse.



MR. WILHELM:  Don?



MR. PFOHL:  Don Pfohl, Mesa, Arizona.  I'd like to second what Bob said.  Of the standards that are currently underreview by industry for uses in North America, there is the one that is adopted, 12 and a‑half kilohertz FDMA.  There is a two‑slot and a four‑slot FDMA.  And all three of those can compatibly use the 12 and a‑half kilohertz FDMA as an interoperability mode.



The one mode that we know that is adopted as an anti-standard, 6 and a quarter FDMA, is not compatible with any of them.  And so, therefore, when we look down the road and we look at this migration of what technology is going to do, we need to make sure that we keep that interoperability mode compatible with what is going on in the general use channels.



And so far, as of today, the technology does not support the use of a 6 and a quarter FDMA, for example, for that interoperability mode.  So for the time being, until we identify some change in technology, the reality is that we are where we are.  And we should maintain that 12 and a‑half kilohertz until we know that we can do something different.



MR. WILHELM:  Art?



MR. McDOLE:  I think enough has been said on the subject, except to say, I was a bit surprised at the questions posed by the Commission.  When the original report and order came out with the clause that we were very concerned about that every radio must be capable of operating on the interoperability channels.



So, obviously, that's technology‑driven.  Until the manufacturers produce equipment, which will work on a 6 and a quarter channel, there is no interoperability channel that they can fit.  And it's been well stated that technology has to drive this.  When the general use channels developed to the point where 6 and a quarter is a true reality, then is the time to consider moving the interop channels to 6 and a quarter.  And I think in our response, they ought to make that very clear that there cannot be one without the other happening first.



MR. WILHELM:  Chief?



MR. McEWEN:  I think to bring this discussion to a close, I mean, it all goes to who wrote the question, I mean, who at the Commission.  And, I mean, I saw Katherine up there.  She ‑‑ I think she understands this.  When you say the Commission doesn't understand, there's lot of people that do understand this.  But we need to get the message back, Michael.



And we would look to you to do that.  However, the question, the way it's posed, makes it look like they don't understand the difference between the interoperability of the 12 and a‑half interoperability needs.  Somehow, we've got to get that off the table and make sure that somebody, whoever is writing that kind of a question, understands what we're trying to say here.



MR. WILHELM:  This might be a good opportunity to mention that the comments are not the only means of getting your information across to the Commission.  Public discussion here, obviously, is another means.  This is, what is called, a permit, but disclosed, rule‑making proceeding which means if you are free to meet with Commission personnel to explain what the chief just described and to try to persuade them to your point of view, the rules require that when you do this, you would file a summary of what was said with the Commission Secretary.  But it's not frequently.



And it is a very useful means for the Commission to get together with industry and users and asks some of the questions that have come up here today.  This is not an answer that can be ‑‑ reasonably, be encapsulated into a few sentences.  I think we have the sense of the subcommittee well expressed in these few paragraphs.  And unless ‑‑ I see John may have a comment here.  Go ahead, John.



MR. POWELL:  Actually, there's two of us here.  The point I was going to raise is we will, I believe, have the opportunity to see some other proposals coming forth from other organizations in the comments.  And perhaps, in reply comments, it will be appropriate for the steering committee to examine some of those responses and look for some other avenues to address this question, also.



MR. WILHELM:  That certainly would be appropriate.



MR. SORLEY:  Tom Sorley.  I just have one more thing I noticed is that, although we did introduce a date specific for revisiting this, we ‑‑ and the parameters which we think it ought to be viewed for revisitation, we never ‑‑ we still left it open‑ended.



At the point of revisitation, there's nothing here in our comments that preclude an indefinite postponement of this revisitation at that point.  So the one thing I think we should add in here is that at the point it is revisited, it will ‑‑ either a new standard will be adopted, or another date‑specific deadline will be created.  There's too much of a chance that those of us who were here for this discussion won't be here five years from now.  And there's too great a possibility that this could be postponed indefinitely.



MR. WILHELM:  Does the Steering Committee have any comment on that last remark?  Well, there's no more discussion on the topic, I'd like to get the sense of the Steering Committee as to whether the comment should include the substance of what is said in this answered paragraph nine in materials you have?



MR. GURSS:  Yes.



MS. HAM:  Yes.



MR. WILHELM:  I believe we've reached consensus on that point.  And we can proceed to the next one if you would.



MR. NASH:  Thank you.  Question number 10, the 12 and a‑half kilohertz channels are used for data transmission, what is necessary to ensure migration to 6 and a quarter kilohertz technology for the data interoperability channels?  Not stated here, but as I indicated before, the Project 25, phase one, standard that has been proposed does currently comply with, particularly on the data side, it clearly complies with the 4.8 kilobits per 6 and a quarter kilohertz of bandwidth requirement that was in the rules.



So, I guess, the one question here is, you know, what do we mean by moving towards migrating to 6 and a quarter kilohertz technology?  However, you know, the response here does indicate the trend in data communications is towards higher data rates, such that we can send larger files in quicker amounts of time.



And so, therefore, for the Commission to be looking for us to go to narrower bandwidths, a.k.a. 6 and a quarter kilohertz, is probably the wrong direction to be trying to force the data interoperability standard.  Data interoperability standard should more likely be headed in the other direction of either higher through‑put per amount of bandwidth, which is probably, you know, per channel, probably, looking towards wider bandwidths, rather than narrower bandwidths.



MR. WILHELM:  John Powell?



MR. POWELL:  I guess my comment here is that the way the band plan is set up, we can't really look at why they are channels if we're going to have the protection there, especially if you're going to end up with a interference potential of doing that wider ‑‑ of a future wider bandwidth that what we should simply state is that we should be looking at higher data rates within the 12 and a‑half kilohertz data interoperability channels, rather than looking at the same data rate in narrower channels.



MR. NASH:  I think, John, what we might see there, though, is that a greater amount of the data interoperability starts to occur on the wide band channels and less emphasis on that coming from the narrow‑band channels.



MR. POWELL:  My interpretation of this question was they are talking about specifically, and my recollection of where it came from in the document, specifically the two data interoperability channels that we propose.



MR. WILHELM:  Does anyone else have an opinion on that answer?



MR. McDOLE:  Art McDole.  I don't purport to be a data expert.  As Glen has pointed out, it's not a straight linear progression.  You cannot major efficiency or the spectrum efficiency when you're transmitting data simply by channel widths.  Since it is not a linear projection, to oversimplify, if the channel will increase double in size, you would not just necessarily double the through‑puts.



You might get as much as three or four times the efficiency by doubling the size, conversely going in the opposite direction.  By making the bandwidth narrower, cutting it in half, you don't just transmit data capability in half.  You may redo it for below that.  So the thing that we need to bear in mind and point out to the Commission that don't attempt to measure the efficiency of the data measured by through‑put, not by channel width.



And as far as aggregating channels, they do provide for the aggregation of four of these channels.  And they may be appropriate, not suggesting at this time that in certain instances for those general channels could be aggregated for data with certain applications and be very efficient.



MR. NASH:  And I think as John pointed out ‑‑ and I'll say it here again on the paragraph that I wrote again ‑‑ is that I think what we would see is, you know, with the 12 and a‑half kilohertz wide data interoperability channels that are there, is rather than trying to divide those into 26 and a quarters, the trend will be towards trying to get higher through‑put through that 12 and a half kilohertz channel is being the more desirable thing to occur.



MR. PROCTOR:  Isn't the goal here maximum data through minimum channel?



MR. NASH:  I'm not sure that that's the ‑‑ you know, you want to maximize your data, but I think, you know, when we start looking at this more from an operational standpoint, minimizing the transmission time is the greater goal than to minimize the channel.



And, you know, if you minimize the channel down to the point where, you know, it's going to take 20 seconds to send a fingerprint, that's not acceptable.  And we need to shorten that time period down, because we can't hold a citizen on a traffic stop while we try to send what amounts to be a fixed amount of data through a very small pipeline.



MR. McEWEN:  You wouldn't be doing that on an interoperable channel, though.  I mean, generally, is that ‑‑ am I reading this right when we're talking about an interoperability channel, as opposed to a normal channel?



MR. NASH:  That's true.



MR. McEWEN:  I mean, really.  I mean, I'm trying to envision in my mind I think of data interoperability would be more data that's in a major incident going from, you know, one type like a fire operation to a law enforcement operation or a highway or, you know, forestry in a major fire in a forest, or whatever.  But the kind of thing you were talking about would be a specific operations channel, not an interoperable.



MR. NASH:  That's true.  And, gee, one of the problems that we've had in trying to deal with the data interoperability standard is, at this point, we don't have a very good description of what is it that we would be sending over these interoperability channels.  And so therefore, you know, what is the most appropriate data rate?  What is the most appropriate way of doing that?



What I'm really pointing out here, you know, is that if we look at existing data systems, the trend within the industry at the moment is towards being able to send larger volumes of data within an existing channel width, rather than trying to maintain a channel rate and narrow the bandwidth down.  So, you know, very much that the trend is towards keep the bandwidth constant and increase the channel rate.



MR. SPEIDEL:  Robert Speidel, New York State.  I just wanted to, perhaps, clarify the application requirement.  Certainly, the situations where you have test force operations using interoperability channels, it might be an occasion where one might be sending fingerprints from one agency to another involved in the taskforce, but also the photographs of a lost child or an abducted child or any number of situations that require data transmission.



And I want to support the requirement that we enhance the data through‑put, rather than narrow the channel for data communications.



MR. PFOHL:  Yes.  Also, Don Pfohl.  I wanted to reenforce that, as well, an example is where I ‑‑ my jurisdiction, we're in our third generation of mobile data. We currently run a 19.2 kilobit data through a 25 kilohertz‑wide channel.  Our next iteration of systems, we are expecting, will be in the 150 kilohertz‑wide section of the 700 band, hopefully, to run 500 kilobit data.  On that, the requirement keeps going up.



The need is to get more speed in existing bandwidths, than trying to narrow the bandwidths to get less speed.  Also, you run into the limitations of technology that in order to get those higher speeds, you have to use higher order modulation schemes which, by themselves, require that you have more transmitter power.



 And so you go to cellular types of architecture to get more power on the ground.  It's a self‑defeating process to try to narrow the spectrum arbitrarily just to get it into a narrower bandwidth when you have to decrease the data rates.



MR. WILHELM:  Well, let me attempt to capture what's been expressed in ‑‑ definitely.



MS. HAM:  Hello.  I'm sorry.  I had to step out for a few minutes.  And I know I missed question number nine.  You're on question number ten right now.  But I just wanted to make a general comment that concerns me; and that is, I'm not sure how these questions were derived.  But I would very much hope that we get some more specificity in the record for answering some of the questions that are in the NPRM.  I think that would be very helpful.



I know, for example, if you look at paragraph 49 in the NPRM, there's a series of questions that are being asked about ‑‑ and I understand the recommendations in the NCC with respect to the migration path.  But I think that the more specificity you can give the Commission on this, the better, in terms of developing the record and responding to the questions.



So I would just hope that, you know, you'll take a hard look at all of the questions that are in the NPRM and make sure that you really cover them all.



MR. WILHELM:  Understood.  And let me, though, make a comment.  You know, from our point, and particularly within the NCC, is that the short response time on this docket, we certainly don't want to push it out.  But within the processes that we're required to follow under the, you know, the federal law, you know, that this be an open and deliberative process, we're highly restricted in our ability to develop those kinds of detailed and specific responses, just due to the inability for the group to get together, create and discuss and deliberate those kinds of issues.



So it's more likely you're going to see those ‑‑ you know, that depth of detail come out of comments that are filed by individual associations and individual people who can do that outside of the Advisory Committee process over what we're able to do within the Advisory Committee process here which kind of has reflect back to what is on the record as to what we have done.



MS. HAM:  No.  I can understand that.  And I understand there are a lot of experts here.  And some of you may or may not be filing this list of comments.  But I would urge you to put as much specificity as you can in the record on these issues.  I think there was some questions, for example, asked about the cost of migration.  You know, if some of that can be put in the record, I think that's helpful.



Anything that bolsters your recommendation is going to be helpful, I think, in terms of the Commission's evaluation of this.  And so I would just urge you to do that.  I know it seemed like some very general questions are being asked.  But there are also some very specific ones in here.  And I would just hope that we would get the record.  And I understand there was a balance here in terms of picking a short comment period, you know, to keep this thing moving along.



I also understand that we have, yet, one remaining item related to this docket still outstanding, unfortunately, with the Commission.  And that's the third ML&O and the third report in order which, hopefully ‑‑ believe me; it's not for want of trying.  But, hopefully, we'll be very shortly out.  And as there are some issues in there, too, that I think are going to pertain to you all.  So I just want to, you know, encourage you to try and give us as good a record as we can and will help us make better decisions.  So thanks.



MR. WILHELM:  Bob?



MR. GURSS:  I actually had a question or a comment that ‑‑ to Kathleen on this is in the ‑‑ to reiterate Glen's comments that various organizations will be filing more detailed comments on a lot of these issues, but also the observation that some of these questions, in terms of an answer, are more timely, I think, than others.  And for example, a lot of the questions raised in the notice affect the issue of standards.



And others raise issues of planning questions, and so forth, and just an individual thought that the Commission may want to split out the decision so that a final decision in terms of interoperability standard is not delayed by other issues, which maybe aren't as timely.



MR. WILHELM:  Kathryn Hostord?



MS. HOSTORD:  I just wanted to make a comment or thought here about the answer to number ten.  Well, I think we all appreciate that data standard by increasing the bit rate is recognized as the approach for data in 12 and a‑half.



I would suggest that you also consider the need for the number of interoperability channels if you continue to maintain at what you need as a higher bit rate at 12 and a‑half, this has been a continual question or balance between the number of channels that you need in a field versus what your channel width can be.  And what I'm suggesting is that if you continue to hold at 12 and a‑half, you therefore continue to hold channels.



If you're able to split the 6 and a quarter, then you have more channel availability.  And as you have more and more use for interoperability or more interoperability operations, there may be a chance that you need to have more availability of the channel, again, given that I believe this question is referenced in your narrow‑band data transmissions.



And, again, I think John or someone had suggested that we do have the wide band for the high‑speed data.  So you always have to have a balance.  An I think there comes near to reflect that balance of ‑‑ that you may only have, I think, two data channels at 12 and a half and that, in the future, if its interoperability band spectrum takes off and you have a lot of users, you may need to be looking at more channel availability than necessarily higher data rates.



And I understand the need to ‑‑ the faster the hit rate, the faster the message and that the quicker that you get that information out there and you open up the channel again.  But you've got to address that balance between the number of users.  This is really just harking back to why you need the many, many different channels.  And we heard yesterday that if you assign in groups of four, you may soon run out of channels.  So I hope that is understandable.



MR. WILHELM:  Thank you.  John?



MR. POWELL:  One of the problems ‑‑ and we haven't really addressed this, because it would be a future issue when we split the channels, because their ‑‑ you're going to run into the adjacent channel interference problem that's saying talk once.  Yes, we've doubled the number of channels, but now because of interference problems between them, we can't use them at the same incident.  Data is different.



Even if we just doubled it within 12 and a half, which is the minimum we should be able to do versus 6 and a quarter, we can interread data.  We can't interread voice channels.  We can interread data and still get the same through‑put and use it at the same site.  The reality, as Art mentioned earlier, is that we would be able to more than double it within that same spectrum versus splitting it into two and having what we have now and should therefore be able to see a further increase in through‑put and still be able to use it at the same site.



And, maybe, that's ‑‑ maybe, we need to include that in that argument that it does allow us to continue, not only to get better through‑put, but to be able to continue to use data at the same site.



MS. HAM:  Glen, we have something.



MR. NASH:  We're kind of comparing notes here.  But I think I have to go back on behalf of the Steering Committee here and say let's go back to the issue that I raised before; and that is, with what you have just said, we're saying that interoperability right now there isn't any way to go to 6 and a quarter.



And it doesn't make any difference whether you're talking about data or whether you're talking about voice.  Interoperability, at this point in time, we don't have any magic ball here in front of us as to know what the technology's going to bring forth in the future.  And so these ‑‑ both of these questions are very troubling to us, because it seems to indicate that there is an unwillingness on the part of the Commission or the people asking the question to recognize that.



So I think, again, we need to get the point across that, from our perspective as users, interoperability is right now, as far as we know and for the foreseeable future, 12 and a‑half, not 6 and a quarter.



MS. HAM:  I think we should actually make a statement in there that indicates that.



MR. GURSS:  I think ‑‑ and I certainly support that ‑‑ but I think in addition to that statement possibly what we need to become extremely clear on is that the fundamentalness of interoperability is what someone mentioned a moment ago the lowest common denominator.



And if the lowest common denominator demands the highest level of technology, then what we've done is placed a great portion of America, the rural and sparsely populated portion, at a disadvantage and having these capabilities available, should they have an incident, because they simply can't afford them, not if they are being asked to buy the bleeding‑edge technology today.



MS. HAM:  I think sometimes we get wrapped around the axle when it comes to the technology part of it.  And we fail to recognize the operational needs that are out there.  And you know, ditto to your comment.  Operationally, this is not going to happen, because people do not have the money.  But yet, we still have to find the means for them to use the operational channels.  And that's what keeps driving us to the 12 and a-half.



MR. NASH:  Yes.  I think, you know, if I might just quote you on this, when you look at data systems and data transmission, is very much is more in line with a trucking‑type operation.  It's shared use of a channel.  And being able to send more data within a fixed amount of bandwidth either translates into bigger files, being able to send the same amount of information faster.  Or if you're sending more information ‑‑ the same amount of information faster, that means more users can be supported by it.



So rather than building two systems, each of which support 50 users, you build one system that supports 100, and because of the shared use, probably supports 120 or 130 users.  You know, so I think, again, the only you know thing that we can look at today is what are the trends because, again, from an interoperability standpoint, we do not have clear definitions of what our data requirements are.



We have not defined the applications yet to know how big the files are, what the response feeds are, how many users will be using it per unit of time.  So all we can do is look at the trends within the public safety community and the usage of data systems.  And what we see there are demands for higher and higher through‑put per unit of time.



MR. WILHELM:  So are you saying this is standardized, 12 and a‑half then per minimum?



MR. NASH:  At this point in time, as was clearly pointed out, there is no known technology that will send data at such --



MS. HAM:  Then we should be saying that.



MR. NASH:  Then why don't we say that?



MS. HAM:  That's what we're trying to say.



I can get myself in trouble here.  But that's okay.  We're all friends.  Right?  No.  I just want to ‑‑ because I understand your concerns about why the Commission keeps pushing the 6 and a quarter.  And I think, just in general, one of the reasons is just to try to help you.  Okay.



In the end, technology always gets better, smarter, more efficient.  What drives technology to do that?  Sometimes, it's a FCC establishing a rule.  And so I think the only ‑‑ my only point to you is that I think that the Commission wants to squeeze more out of this spectrum for you.  That's what this is about.  And if there is any way to encourage that, promote that, direct that, weave it down a path toward that way, that's what we want to do for you.  Okay.



So I understand the dilemma about the existing technology is what it is.  But this is asking ‑‑ I think what the Commission is saying here is let's think ten years from now, okay, where do you want to be?  Do you want to be on that same 12 and a‑half kilohertz equipment?  I don't know.  Maybe, you do.  I don't know.  But, I mean, seriously, I mean that's what ‑‑ I don't know.



MR. NASH:  For data ‑‑



MS. HAM:  Right.



MR. NASH:  ‑‑ we want to be on that 12 and a‑half kilohertz.



MS. HAM:  And I understand that dilemma, because I hear this all the time from the public safety community about we don't have the money.  We don't have the money.  And I wish I could get you the money, you know.  Your legislators, maybe, can get you the money.  But I do think that, you know, there is something to that built‑and‑we‑shall‑come concept.  And that's the point, I think, of what the Commission's trying to do here.



And don't ‑‑ I mean, realize that, honestly, the Commission is trying to do this for you, okay, and trying to bring the manufacturing community along to try to develop faster, more efficient, more competitive equipment for you.  Okay.



MR. NASH:  I think the response to that, then, would be that the mechanism in the data world to do that would be to mandate an increase through‑put per kilohertz of bandwidth.  Don't define to us what the bandwidth should be.



MS. HAM:  Well, again, maybe that is the answer.  My only point is that I don't want you to feel threatened by what the Commission is asking.  I want you to understand that this is why the Commission is pushing.  And in so many other contexts like reforming ‑‑ and I know some of you have had good or bad experiences with reforming ‑‑ but I think the Commission is now, after the fact, found it much harder to squeeze more out of that spectrum after all this equipment is deployed on the market.



And that's why I think the Commission was interested in a migration path approach to try to think a little bit ahead of the game and how we can promote the market and the development of equipment in the future to meet the needs that you're certainly going to need in the future, because technology's always going to get better.



And we just want to be ahead of the curve, not behind the curve.  And I understand you want to deploy the stuff now.  And you have the equipment now, and so forth.  But that's the impetus behind a lot of these questions.



MR. MCEWEN:  Let me just, Glen, while Kathleen's still at the mike say, Kathleen, we really do understand what you're trying to do.  And as far as the operations channels in the 6 and a quarter, even though some of us would rather not do that, we understand that you're trying to promote spectrum efficiency.  And, basically, we have bought into that.  Or we wouldn't be here.  Maybe, we ‑‑ okay.



The difference is that we're saying that doesn't seem even practical in interoperability right now.  And secondly, I don't agree with you at all that the Commission is right in saying that if we mandate something, somebody's going to build it.  I don't agree with that.  I mean, we have talked to all the manufacturers.  And they don't seem to think right now that that's possible.  Five years from now, they might.



But I don't think making a rule that says you've got to do this is going to necessarily make the technology develop that much quicker.  I just fundamentally disagree.



MR. MUELLER:  Harlin, if I can add onto that, you mentioned, Kathleen, if you will that they will come ‑‑ and I think what you're looking at there is kind of a reverse angle of it.  What you're really saying is if the Commission demands it, someone will build it.  And that's not the case in this matter.  The technology is not to that point.



If the manufacturers build it, we will buy it.  But just because the Commission says this is what you've got to build doesn't mean that they are capable of it.  And I think that's a very important distinction that we need to make when you use that analogy.



MS. HAM:  Right.  Well, does anybody in this room doubt that at some point in the future there will be 6 and a quarter technology that will achieve these things?



MR. NASH:  We firmly believe that that will happen.  But our problem is we don't have a crystal ball to look in today that says what that will be.



MS. HAM:  Right.



MR. NASH:  And so to talk about a migration plan that says, well, you know if 5 years or 10 years, this is what we're going to be, since we can't see the end point, we can't describe how we're going to get there.



MS. HAM:  Right.  Michael?



MR. WILHELM:  Another thought is I think it's important to distinguish between the interoperability channels, but consider two competing goals here.  It's interoperability and efficiency.  And one of the more specific comments that you'll be seeing that was not able to be incorporated in these comments because of a process that Glen described will be a discussion, a specific plan that addresses efficiency and 6 and a quarter in the general use channels and a migration path to get to ‑‑ to do exactly what you suggested where you set a date and say get there, manufacturers.



Get there, industry, and create the efficiency in the general use channels which is where most of the spectrum use is and where efficiency is of a greater concern, while maintaining 12 and a‑half for the foreseeable future subject to further review in the interop channels because of these interoperability concerns.



So I think the community, at large, is responding to that concern.  But I think the focus here has been mainly on the issue on interoperability.  And we need to stay at 12 and a‑half and interoperability.



MS. HAM:  And, Bob, do you think that if an approach is taken to the general use channels, as you suggest, that that will drive the interoperable channels so that ‑‑



MR. GURSS:  Eventually, eventually.  Eventually, it may.  And that's when it was suggested is that once that process is begun and if the community coalesces around one or more of the 6 and a quarter technologies ‑‑ and it's not a question of getting the 6 and a quarter.  It's a question of what ‑‑ how do you make them work together, because there's not just one answer.  There's three or four answers.



MR. NASH:  Yes.  I think ‑‑ and, again, if the general use channels are driving technology, we're going to get to a point in the future where everything on the general use channels is using, you know, some technology.  And we still have this old dinosaur on the interoperability channels.  And somebody's going to rise up and say, why are we maintaining the ability to operate on this old dinosaur.  It's costing us money to build that into the radios.



Why don't we convert over to something new that's cheaper to implement in these new radios?  You know, the interoperability channels, by necessity, have to follow what's happening in the general use channels, because, as Bob indicated earlier, the interoperability channels are the lowest common denominator of performance for the equipment that is out there in the world.



MS. HAM:  I'm sorry.  The use of the interoperable channels?



MR. NASH:  The interoperability channels need to be the lowest common denominator, because they have to function for the oldest radio that is in service.



MS. HAM:  Right.



MR. NASH:  And that oldest radio may be able to support the interoperability mode.  It may not be able to support the latest feature that's out on radios being sold today.



MS. HAM:  Right.  Well, I don't know if that's going to be included in, at least, in the response.  I didn't see any of this discussion.  I think that would be very helpful to include that in the record for the NCC's remarks.  The comparisons with the general use channels, I think that would be very helpful.



MR. NASH:  Okay.



MS. HAM:  Thank you.



MR. WELLS:  It has been mentioned already, which I was going to bring it up about if you write the rule, they will build it.  And that immediately reminds me of the 220 spectrum, 5 kilohertz channels that are there.  I am not aware of any systems in Florida that have yet implemented 220.  So a little bit of history as far as mandating narrow band and any appreciative product meeting public safety needs.  There may be one or two manufacturers that build that.



And as far as 6.25 and the end probability channels, if we mandated 6.25 now, will the manufacturers build that?  Will they get a return on their investment for building that what little implementation there will be in the interoperability area versus the implementation that is likely in the general use first.  



So focusing on general use, getting more juice out of that fruit may be relevant rather than so much focus on the interoperability requirement, 6.25  And, again, I agree with the lowest common denominator.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Robert Schlieman.  What I am hearing from the Commission side is management by objectives.  The objective is to get as much out of the spectrum as possible.  One of the objectives that has been missed in this whole process is that the Congressional mandate was to make these frequencies available to us for licensing by was it a year or ago or was it two years ago now?



MR. SPEIDEL:  Two years ago.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Two years ago.  And we sort of missed that objective.  It is creating a problem because there are areas of the country believe or not where 750 could have implemented today.  In fact, it could have been implemented two years ago if we were able to license it.  And we are still walking down this long, narrow path which we have to jump over all these little obstacles that keep coming up.  



I submit that we will need to concentrate on spectrum efficiency in the general use channels.  And as soon as the general use channels can get in place and technology adapts to permit super-narrow band if it is needed in interoperability channels, then the time would be appropriate to look at that.  



And that is why one part of this thing is to set off the decision-making process on 6.25 kilohertz channel widths for interoperability channels sometime in the future after we have some information and experience to support if that should be done.  But at the present time, these issues that we keep grappling with seem to be serving no purpose except to delay the process.



MR. WILHELM:  Glen, based on the comments you have heard so far, how would you modify the response, if at all?



MR. NASH:  The comments we have heard so far seem to trend, you know, towards both 9 and 10, you know, relating towards this need to uncouple the interoperability -- what happens on the interoperability spectrum as being the driving force and what technology is used in this band, you know, and letting the general use channels -- or the technology developed in the general use channels and let the interoperability follow that.



MR. WILHELM:  So do you propose that we incorporate that into the answer or replace the current answer?



MR. NASH:  I mean, it certainly needs to be incorporated into the answer.  You know, I think the answer on mine addresses, you know, some issues on how to get to narrower band standard at a future date for voice channels.  Ten addresses the fact -- I'm not sure that trying to get to a narrower band width channel on the interoperability to go to a narrower channel on the interoperability channel is the desirable way to go.



You know, we could couch that, you know, that at this point, you know, we don't know enough about the operational service that is needed to be making any sort of recommendation as to whether moving to narrower band width is the appropriate way to go or going to higher data rates within the existing band width is the best way to go.  And we just don't know enough.



MR. WILHELM:  Kathleen Ham raised the issue of cost, cost associated with transition to narrow band technology.  Can we address cost at this point?



MR. NASH:  Certainly making any sort of transition is going to cost money because, you know, it implies replacing some equipment.  What mitigates that cost is the time frame over which it has to occur.  If it occurs over a sufficiently long period of time so that users can incorporate that into a normal replacement cycle, the cost impact is minimized.  If you wanted the conversion to happen quickly where some people at least where having to abandon equipment before its useful life is used up, then the cost goes up.



MR. WILHELM:  Well, I think the question was narrower than that.  The question really being is 6.25 equipment so prohibitively costly that the transition would not occur.



MR. NASH:  Again, I guess my thought about that is, you know, if you are asking that question today, 6.25 kilohertz equipment is not available.  It is tremendously costly because you can't get it.  In fact, you can't get it for any price.  So is that tremendously costly or not costly at all?  



Five years from now, I don't know enough to say, you know, what it is going to cost.  And I don't know of any manufacturer who is going to tell me what they are going to sell a radio for five years from now.  You know, so, again, I don't see how we can answer that question, you know, other than the generalities I referred to.



What we know today is a 12.5 kilohertz, phase 1 is a technology that is available today.  The manufacturers say that they can build it.  They are offering that technology in other bands.  They are telling us the only thing stopping them from offering it in this band is the fact that the Commission has not made it the standard so that they are comfortable to move forward with actual development of equipment.  



So, you know, it becomes a thing that is available today.  Once that starts to be deployed into service and is out there, you know, being used by public safety agencies, it represents a legacy base of equipment that has to be considered if you are going to try to go to anything else.  And you have to then consider, you know, what do we do to bring those people who bought radios the week before you made your decision to change to something else, what do we do to get them to change to this new standard we've chosen.



And, as I said, you make the transition period sufficiently long to where they can get a full, useful life out of that and to where the incremental cost of going to the new standard is probably built into what they would already be doing on their general use channels anyway.  Because then again if we follow the process that the interoperability channels are following what is happening on the general use channels, then it will be -- the incremental cost will be in the interoperability is negligible, if anything.  



But if you are going to require that agency to change out their radio equipment before its useful life is used up, then there is a cost associated with it.  There is just no way to forecast what that cost is.



MR. PROCTOR:  Make it 6.25 and ask for a waiver.  Use 12.5.



MR. NASH:  You are saying today make it 6.25 and ask for a waiver?



MR. PROCTOR:  That's right.



MR. NASH:  I suppose, you know, that's an option.  What we got into, you know, in the discussions of the technology subcommittee is that with the three known technologies for 6.25 today, the manufacturers were unanimous in telling us that if we were to choose any one of those, it would immediately stop any further development of the other two.  



Now, we would end up with only one type of equipment in the marketplace.  And so we were caught in the dilemma of, you know, is the desire to maximize competition in the marketplace or to come out, you know, with a fixed, single standard that, you know, may not be the best choice.  And we decided that at this point in time with what we know, it was best to try to maximize competition in the marketplace.  



And there was a decision that would allow us to do that.  Let's let this market mature.  And in five years time, it may be that the choice is clearer what is preferable for a variety of reasons.



MR. WILHELM:  Kathleen?



MS. HAM:  Yes, hi.  It is me again. One thing I just wanted to say is that I thought that even having some interesting information about existing equipment costs might be helpful or, you know, what the average life span of existing equipment to public safety users because I hear this all the time.  And just even in other contexts, I think it would be very helpful to have some information, if there is such information, to get some sense of how long on average public safety people are, you know, utilizing our equipment and what the costs are.



MR. NASH:  The rule of thumb, and it is a very big thumb, you know, is that, you know, portable equipment lasts about seven years.  Mobile equipment at bay stations, about ten.  But I will tell you that there are many agencies out there that are using equipment that is over 20 years old.



MR. McEWEN:  Thirty.



MR. NASH:  You know, over 30 I hear, you know, coming from the peanut gallery over here.  So, you know, while a lot of -- quite frankly, what is starting to drive us, you know, into replacement mode is improvements in the capability of the equipment rather than the fact that the equipment that we have is worn out.  



It used to be that if we replaced equipment because it wore out, we couldn't get parts for it anymore, we had to replace it just in order to maintain our existing level of service.  We are caught up in the same technological advancement that other people are is that new bells and whistles and capabilities are coming along faster than we can afford to replace the equipment.  



And so we give plenty of time over -- we are kind of driven to try to replace it just to increase the capability of what we have in the field.  But we are still -- you know, if you want to talk broad averages, somewhere in the ten-year time frame is the -- you know, the average replacement cycle for equipment if you were taking a very broad average.  



And cost, what we are currently seeing in the marketplace with the digital equipment that is coming out in the marketplace right now is that mobile and hand-held units are running in the $2,000.00 to $3,000.00 range for units -- similar type units in the analog world we could get in for $800.00 to $1,000.00.  So completing the visual is costing quite a bit of money.  



My personal opinion is that part of that cost is the fact that there is very little of it in place and there is very little demand.  And so I think as -- I think, you know, that the good old free market, you know, environment will catch on here.  And we are going to get to a point where more digital radios are being bought.  The manufacturers are recovering more money from the significant money they have probably put into development and that those costs will come down.  



I doubt that they are ever going to get down below $1,000.00 which is what we see with analog FM.  But, you know, that is my personal opinion.  I am not a great prognosticator of what something is going to cost next week, next year or five years from now.  But all I can do is look at, you know, what probable trends are.



MS. HAM:  I was wondering if there is anybody from Motorola, I guess, or Erickson or any of the manufacturers.  I would be interested if they have any information or are they going to submit any information into the record along those lines, as well.  I think that would be helpful.



MR. WILHELM:  Is anybody here to speak to that question?



MR. NASH:  I saw a couple of head nods down --



MR. PROCTOR:  Just for the benefit of Kathy, I can give you a couple of examples of what it has cost us to build a system in over nine counties within the state of Utah.  It has cost us $70,800.00 per channel, 17 million dollars in total.  The radio costs are running $2,500.00 for an analog radio and $3,300.00 for a digital radio and a 25 kilohertz Motorola Smartzone system.  Those are the costs we are looking at and that is because there isn't any competition.



MR. WILHELM:  Any comment from Motorola or Erickson?  Hearing none, John Powell?



MR. POWELL:  I will start off with a good comment, that there is a rumor that there is a fire department somewhere in Montana still looking for batteries for the Dynamo radio if anyone has them.  Another thing is happening with technology that I am seeing.  And that is that improvements in technology are allowing equipment to not develop services offered.  And, therefore, the equipment that is being fielded today is lasting longer than equipment that was fielded five years ago or longer than that.  



So I think that what is really going to drive replacement now is not so much the equipment wearing out as it was the need for new features.  The equipment is not going to wear out the way that it has in the past as long as the manufacturers will continue to support parts for that equipment, batteries and things like that.  It is going to be the features that drives that -- the need for features that drives replacement.



MR. McDOLE:  Okay.  Don?



MR. PFOHL:  Don Pfohl.  Mesa and Phoenix are in the process of replacing analog systems which the equipment in them runs anywhere from about 15 years to probably 20 years old between the two cities.  The system that we are -- the network of systems that we are replacing it with, total cost is about 150 million dollars between the two cities.  That will take care of about 15,000 subscribers in 21 cities.  



What I can say is that when you artificially try to set new goals all the time, you -- what you do is you eliminate the confidence that both the manufacturers and user community have in the steps that they are about to take because they can't be constantly looking at a moving target.  These systems are very, very costly and they are very cumbersome to replace.  



It is not easy to take thousands of public safety radios and put them onto a new system.  And certainly, the cities, the counties, the states and the Federal Government cannot afford to go through these iterations of systems.  When you talk about moving to new technology, we are not talking about PCs here where everybody gets a new PC in three years.  



We are talking about systems which have to be out there in service for probably 15 years at a minimum before these jurisdictions can come up with enough money to forklift replace these with what is -- with the systems that are going to have to replace them.  The way that the technology is moving right now is to try to maximize the use of the band width.  



And so right now, the kind of standard that we have, digital standard, is a 12.5 kilohertz FDMA standard.  We are looking at the next phases of 2-slot TDMA to get more users in that 12.5 and then a 4-slot TDMA at a 25.  So it is maximizing the number of users that we can get in it.  To go the other way and to try to get people down to these 6.25s is not a migration plan.  It is a forklift replacement plan.



And that is what we are saying, that at this point in time, don't put an artificial limit on us of trying to force us to go someplace where we cannot go.  We are trying to -- we have these migration plans to be able to put more people into this spectrum.  But it is not by narrowing the band width.  



It is getting more users onto these channels.  And those -- the way that the technologies are heading are graceful migrations.  They will be migratable from one system to another without complete replacements of the entire infrastructure.  And they are very costly.  But they at the same time, they are very much more feature-rich than where we have been.



So we are going in the right place, but we can't have this moving target of artificially trying to tell us you've got to go to a narrower place before we have been able to enjoy the fruits of where we even are.



MR. WILHELM:  Thank you.  The immediate question before the steering committee is how best to respond to the Commission's inquiry about use of data on 6.25 channels and that the steering committee presumably has sufficient information to formulate an answer to that question.



MR. LOEWENSTEIN:  Michael, I think we have sufficient information.  But I think from what I have heard from Kathleen -- I believe it was Kathleen, is that correct -- and what I have listened to here, I think the answer to this question and to number 9 both need to be expanded dramatically as if we were making our case to someone who had no previous knowledge.  



I think if we are truly going to be heard on how this group feels, we really need to tell the story.  And I think these answers are going to have to become greatly expanded.



MR. SPEIDEL:  Michael, I pretty much feel the same way.  In answering the question of being responsive to the question that is posed here, what is said in the second sentence seems to answer the question.  And all of the discussion that we have been having here, I think it all relevant and I think it is very good and I am very happy that we have had this discussion.



Unfortunately, I don't believe we are going to be able to, you know, operate within the rules that we must operate and be able to come up with some kind of input at this point in time.  But I think that serves as very good notice for everybody here to make sure that they submit their own comments because the rules that the NCC is operating under sometimes limits what we can say or even what areas we can talk about because if we haven't gone through the process of developing consensus, theoretically we can't talk about it.



And I believe, as I was saying to Marilyn, there are a number of areas in the comments we envisioned submitting, you know, we will address a lot of the areas that Kathleen is asking us.  So I think the answer to your question, Kathleen, is, yes, we are submitting -- we will be submitting what we believe is responsive information.



And I also think -- I was going to actually hold this comment until later.  Initially, I know Ernie had expressed some concern about the NCC submitting comments and that the primary reason that we thought about that was because would anybody characterize what is reflected in the NCC comments as the opinions of those who happened to participate during the process.



And I really think when we submit our comments -- we don't object to the NCC submitting their comments.  We don't object to the comments that have been proposed.  We really think that we should up front note that this reflects the consensus of the NCC and the compromises really that are required there.  And it is not meant to override the individual opinions of any one of the participants whether or not they appear contrary or different or what have you because I don't really see a lot of our opinions being different, maybe just a different viewpoint or an angle.



MR. NASH:  If I might add to that, you know, again, it is -- you know, whatever comments are coming from here are also limited by just our ability to develop ideas and comments and discussions and to develop consensus within the time constraints that we have been faced with.  You know, and so, therefore, the comments that are coming out of here are necessarily incomplete because we haven't had time to give them proper attention.



MR. SPEIDEL:  I agree with that 100 percent, Glen.



MR. WILHELM:  As I understand our marching orders now, with respect to question 10 regarding data transmission, we first lay a foundation for why it may or may not be desirable to go to 6.25 channels and under what circumstances.  And after that, essentially provide the answer that already exists in the subcommittee's document.



And I also understand that the introduction to the comment should include some sort of disclaimer that they represent the consensus of the NCC, not necessarily the views of each steering committee member.



MR. McEWEN:  That is generally okay, Michael.  But when you say it may or may not be desirable to go to 6.25, I think we have made it very clear that we don't think it is at this point.



MS. WARD:  It is not desirable.



MR. McEWEN:  So I don't think we ought to be -- I mean, at this point, we just don't know anymore.  We said we don't have a crystal ball.  The variables that, the kind that Erickson are referring to, I agree with it, that each person should give us much information, Kathleen, to what you were asking for.  You want to get as much feedback as possible.  But there ought to be a pretty strong message coming out of this meeting today that right now, we don't think interoperability 6.25 makes any sense at all.



MR. WILHELM:  So the revised marching orders are to remove the implicit --



(Laughter.)



MS. HAM:  No. I just want to clarify that I don't think that the Commission is, again -- I mean, I just want to be clear.  They are not asking like tomorrow 6.25.  Okay?  What they were asking -- and I know you don't want to look into your crystal ball.  But I think what they were asking was, you know, look out to the future and try and develop the migration path to that end, okay, understanding and having taken into consideration the earlier comments of the NCC on this variation which was a change from what the Commission had originally mandated.



So I think -- so I see definitely, you know, the Commission has heard you on that.  And I think what they were looking for here is some plan to reach out.  Now, I heard you that the timing and so forth.  And, you know, if more time is needed, I would urge -- and I know this is a balancing act.  But if more time is needed to develop this record -- and you are shaking your head -- but anyone in this room can ask for that.  Okay?  



So I just want you to know that because I think it is a very important issue.  I mean, it is a very important issue and it is important that the Commission make the right decisions and be well informed.  And I am very glad to hear that you are going to try and parse through this with even greater detail as to some of these issues because I think that would be very helpful to everybody concerned.



MS. WARD:  Michael, before you issue your revised orders, let me revise it again.  Right.  Let me make the statement that when we talk about the consensus portion, that it not be too close to our statement that we do not support an immediate move to 6.25.  I mean, as we get those two statements, we don't want to make it diluted, that it is not clear from this body.



MR. WILHELM:  No, I did not mean to imply that they should be.  The disclaimer, if you will, should come in the introduction to the document itself.



MS. WARD:  Yes, very good.  That's good.



MR. WILHELM:  Speaking of time, we have this room until 12:30.  It is now 12:01.  So I think it might be appropriate to move --



MS. WARD:  I will shut up.



MR. WILHELM:  -- to the next question which I think has been answered already by the encryption standard.



MR. NASH:  Right.  The next question is what encryption standard should be adopted.  And based upon my report of about an hour and a half ago, the technology committee has made a recommendation to adopt DES operating in the single mode feedback as described in an existing document.  And that was the response to that question.



MR. WILHELM:  All right.  The reaction to Glen's previous statement about DES seemed to be noncontroversial.  Is it the sense of the steering committee that we should proceed to recommend DES as the encryption standard?



MR. LOEWENSTEIN:  Yes, green light.



MR. WILHELM:  So we can proceed.



MR. NASH:  The final question assigned to my committee was should manufacturers be required to label radios with an indication of their interference susceptibility.  Again, based upon the recommendation of the established receiver standards, the only one level of receiver standards, I feel really that this question is now moot and that there is -- quite frankly, there is nothing to be gained by putting a label on the radio.



We feel we need to point out though that putting a label on the radio is the wrong place to put that information and that labels on radios are not visible until after the purchase is made.  And if that information is needed, it would be on a product specification or other similar types of sales literature so that it is available to the end user because part of his purchase decision-making process or so, labeling the radio is not the place to do it.



MR. WILHELM:  Does the steering committee feel there is any need for further discussion on this issue?



MR. LOEWENSTEIN:  No.



MR. WILHELM:  Are you prepared to indicate your consensus that this is the view of the steering committee?



(Chorus of ayes.)



MR. WILHELM:  Glen, thank you very much.



MR. NASH:  And the final point I would just give out in my final report here, we did not discuss wide band data standards -- or wide band standards for the 5,800 and 50 kilohertz wide channels at this meeting and that neither one of the two individuals who are leading that effort were here.  



However, at the TIA meeting, they were held in Boston in early August.  My understanding is a technology has now been presented forward for consideration within TIA as a candidate for satisfying that requirement.  And they will be moving forward with discussions on that technology and developing the standard.  



Again, I would point out that it is unlikely that that standard will be completed, certainly not by February.  I'm not sure it would be done by the end of the year, a perspective for your life of this committee.  So work is moving forward on wide band data or wide band standard.  And there is progress.



MR. WILHELM:  All right.  Thank you very much, Glen.  Is Ted Dempsey prepared for the implementation subcommittee?  Briefly, John.



MR. POWELL:  Briefly.  I would like to just make a comment.  Since there is a number of Commission folks here on an administrative note, Glen described the encryption standard as pending publication.  I just wanted to note after having gone through a number of document references in the fourth notice, I looked at the Project 25, phase 1 standards with the exception of that one encryption document now published by ANSI.



So from an administrative perspective from the rules, those are now all public ANSI standards.  And the references in the Commission's documents should be amended to reflect that they are now ANSI standards.



MR. WILHELM:  So noted, John.  Thank you.  Ted?



MR. DEMPSEY:  I guess I have to debrief.  What I will do then is just get right to the point that the implementation subcommittee's focus was on the comments for the NPRM.  And question 4 was one of the questions that -- well, it was really the only question that was assigned to my group.  And we basically clarified our position on why MOUs -- we feel MOUs are important for the interoperability channels.



The summary basically is that it would give the SCICs or the RPCs a tool to manage the inventory, manage the use and also give the users the system guidelines.  And that makes it easy -- a very easy way to also enforce the use of the interoperability channels.  And we reaffirmed our position that we believe that that should be applied to the regional plan process, that there should be -- whatever entity is managing the interoperability spectrum should at least require MOUs for the interoperability channels.  We also requested to add an additional comment regarding using the pre-coordination database.



MR. WILHELM:  Before we get to that, Ted, can we have the steering committee's reaction to what you just said.  Is that a sufficient clarification as the Commission requested?



MS. WARD:  We agree with their comments.



MR. WILHELM:  I'm sorry?



MS. WARD:  We agree with their comments.



MR. WILHELM:  So we have consensus on that issue and we can move to the next one.



MR. PROCTOR:  Ted, just remind me what SEIC is.



MR. DEMPSEY:  State Executive Interoperability Committee.  That is the recommendation from the interoperability subcommittee on how -- on coordinating groups that would manage the interoperability channels and operational plans.



MR. PROCTOR:  So the MOU would be between them and -- between the RPC and the user.



MR. DEMPSEY:  And the users.



MR. PROCTOR:  Okay.



MR. DEMPSEY:  And I think just to make a quick example, if anyone has anything different, I would say that any of the interoperability systems that are in use today are governed by MOUs between the governing group and the participants in the interoperability system.



The FCC in paragraphs 61, 62 and 63 of the NPRM concluded that pre-coordination database was not necessary for coordination of the interoperability channels.  And what we tried to do in our comments was clarify that we are not suggesting that the pre-coordination database be used just for interoperability channels, but for the entire process during the development of the regional plans and during the application process and future application processes as more frequency windows open up.



So we reaffirmed our position that the pre-coordination database be required for the regional planning process and the application process.  And in there are a couple of reasons which are outlined in the statement.  But the primary one is to allow the regions to coordinate borders, especially in the states that are surrounded, you know, or land-locked and surrounded by other states in other regions.  



It is going to be very difficult for coordinators to assign frequencies within these areas if they know -- if they don't know what the other region is doing along the border.  So in keeping with the Commission's position that they don't want to micro-manage, I think the intent of the pre-coordination database will reduce the amount of intervention that the FCC has to get involved in for border disputes.



They also ask -- and I think we clarified that.  And I just would like to add one little comment which I will add to the comments and then I will explain what they are.  The FCC also asked if there are alternative systems that anyone is aware of that can be used for pre-coordination and to assist the RPCs or coordinators in planning this spectrum.  And I don't think there are any alternatives.



And during NPSPAC, there was one coordinator.  So it was very easy.  The databases were simple.  We now have four coordinators.  And there are really no rules and requirements as to how these coordinators have to interact with each other other than what we are going to put together in the guidelines.



And if there is one database that all four coordinators can access, it is going to make their job and our job a heck of a lot easier during the planning process.  So we are going to add some language to that that reflects our position.



MR. WILHELM:  Thank you, Ted.  Is the steering committee prepared to recommend to the FCC that the FCC rules require the use of a pre-coordination database?



MS. WARD:  Yes.



(Chorus of ayes.)



MR. LOEWENSTEIN:  Yes, Michael.  I would like to speak to that just to reinforce the pre-coordination database.  I think we have to make the comments very strong to the fact -- and I will use a little cliche here.  And that is you only get one opportunity to make a good first impression.  



And in this case, we only get one opportunity to provide the coordinators on the front end of the deployment of this band with a tool to make it as cohesive and as easy as possible.  And here is a tool that can be delivered.  But if anybody is allowed to opt out, then it loses all of its grandeur.  So this has got to be a tool that says you've got to use it.



MR. WILHELM:  Ted, anything else?



MR. DEMPSEY:  I think that -- and to defer to your time schedule, I think we are going to -- those are the two major issues that we had to discuss.



MR. WILHELM:  Thank you very much.



MS. WARD:  John Powell has the stand.



MR. WILHELM:  Yes, John?



MR. POWELL:  A quick comment on keeping the Commission staff's request to put some hows and whys in here.  I think, first of all, they are targeting this database.  In the NPRM for interoperability, you need to make it very clear.  We don't need this for interoperability.  We need this for general use.



And to put an example into it, I think a particular worst case, if Missouri was to opt out, they would impact eight regions' ability to do their planning.  They have eight neighbors.  And if Missouri opts out of the pre-coordination database, they are going to impact eight regions.



MR. DEMPSEY:  Yes.  I think we tried to make it clear by saying that the recommendation pertains to the entire signing and application process and it is not unique to the interoperability channels.



MR. WILHELM:  Bob Schlieman?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Robert Schlieman.  I would just like to also suggest a reminder to the Commission in the form of the difficulties that occurred between Reason 20 and Reason 28 in the NPSPAC plan when they got into difficulties without notifying each other.  And the pre-coordination database would handily solve a problem like that from occurring by mandating that the regional planning committees and the frequency coordinators collectively have to use the pre-coordination database or whatever title you want to give to the database.



MR. WILHELM:  Thank you very much, Robert.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  And I might say that it is not costing the Commission any money.  In that case, they can cure it.



MS. WARD:  Ted?



MR. DEMPSEY:  Well, on that connection, I might note that NPSPAC has a press release available on the table outside which deals with funding of the pre-coordination database and all of you are invited to read that.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I think if you -- it is just the right answer to the question I was going to ask.  I believe the Commission is committed to the value of this.  It would appear to me that our good friends and Tom Tolman and his group, that they are putting up front money in putting a database in place.  The Commission may have some trepidation that they will be faced with supporting this at a later date.  And is there anything we can do to make sure they aren't saying no because of that?  I may be wrong.  But it is not theirs.  And they may be thinking, well, if this funding goes away and we have mandated the use of this database, we are going to have to pay for it.  And --



MS. WARD:  Ted, I haven't seen that part anywhere, anybody make any of that statement.  But, however, this database is supported by all four coordinators.  They have been involved in the development and implementation of it.  And the agreement has been that should anything happen along the way because this is a long-term project, that they would assume the responsibility through the PSCC.  So if you feel that that is a stumbling point, we could put language in there that reflects that.  But I have not heard that as a stumbling point.



MR. DEMPSEY:  I have heard it.  I have intuition on some of the things we do.  So perhaps if we could strengthen our report to them to make sure what we are saying that it is so good, we are not going to let it go.



Well, I think it is important to note that this was developed through NPSTIC and the four frequency coordinators because there was nothing there.  So this was developed for the particular needs.  I think if we stress that, that this was built because there was a need -- if there were alternative systems out there, we would have probably opted to go with one of the alternative systems.  But since the FCC is now, you know, opened up coordination to four different entities, we need something.



MR. NASH:  Yes.  Glen Nash.  If you are going to point that out though, it is very true that the database was developed within NPSTIC and that that involves the four coordinators who will be implementing this.  The factor that is missing from that is, you know, the requirement that the RPCs make use of that database.  And the fact that it exists and is there, if it is not there, makes this a useless tool.



And as was very well pointed out, you know, that if even one of the RPCs opts out of using it, it destroys the usefulness of it.  And that is why we need the Commission to mandate the use of this, because we can't have anyone choosing to opt out of it.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  That's right.  That is the most important part and that we really want to make that point very clear, that it has got to be a national thing or else it doesn't work for anybody.



MR. WILHELM:  There is one more housekeeping.  Glen discussed the receiver standards and that the subcommittee had recommended the adoption of the ANSI 102 transceiver performance standards.  But the steering committee has not had the opportunity to indicate whether there is consensus on adoption of that standard.  So it asks at this time whether there is an objection on the part of the steering committee for adoption of the ANSI 102 standard?



MR. LOEWENSTEIN:  It is not really an objection, Mike.  I think we discussed yesterday the fact that the transceiver performance document I think only addresses 6.25 and 12.5 band width transceivers.  There will be -- there is likely going to be 25 kilohertz band width receivers utilized in this wide band who should also comply with the appropriate commensurate requirement, shall we say.  So if we are going to recommend the TIA document, I think we have to make it very clear that that is only for 6.25 and 12.5 and that there should be something in there about the development if appropriate or commensurate requirements for the 25 kilohertz.



MR. WILHELM:  All right.  That will be done.  Glen?



MR. NASH:  We certainly could do that.  One question that did come up yesterday and I guess I will call it a procedural question is it was in the purview of the technology committee to be recommending a standard for receiver standards applicable to the entire band including the general use or is our recommendation limited to the interoperability channels?  



And the reason I ask that question is it gets to the question, you know, with regard to the interoperability channels, the recommended standard for Project 25, phase 1, is entirely incorporated within the proposed document.  If we are looking at recommending receiver performance standards for the entire general use spectrum, then the comment is very applicable, is that there could be a variety of technologies out there.  



Certainly, the known ones are not all described within that document, nor is there any description of some other technology that may raise its head.  So --



MR. LOEWENSTEIN:  I think my answer to the question, Glen, is I think that the FCC in the notice is not asking for receiver standards on the interoperability channels.  The last paragraph, they talk about they are seeking comment on whether they should -- you know, in the interest of public safety, whether they should be establishing interference standards for receivers operating in non-public safety frequencies.  So that would be both in my interpretation.



MR. WILHELM:  Well, I would agree it could be read that way.  And to the extent that the NCC is not limited to considering only interoperability questions which I think we have agreed that it is not, we are free to comment on the general use channels.  Bob?



MR. GURSS:  Actually, my question was going just to that.  As you mentioned, I am going to be putting together the draft on this thing.  And I guess one of my questions was the degree to which the NCC comments would address that question on the receiver standard since that was not part of the questions that were addressed by the subcommittees, although one of the answers seemed to be contingent on there being such a recommendation.  So I am not one to get the clarification as to the degree to which the comments will be addressing the receiver standards question.



MR. WILHELM:  I sense that it is the intention of the steering committee that the comments address both the general use and interoperability portions of the spectrum.  Is that correct?  Is that a sufficient answer?



MS. WARD:  Yes, I think so.



MR. GURSS:  Well, does that mean, therefore, that the steering committee does want to indicate its support for the use of receiver standards as a general principle?



MR. WILHELM:  Yes, I think that's clear.  Yes.



MR. GURSS:  Okay.  Because the reason I mention that is that was not part of the write up that was discussed by the three subcommittees.  It was separately addressed as a standards question by the technology committee.



MR. WILHELM:  No, I understand.



On that connection, I might note that NPSC has a press release available on the table outside, which deals with funding of the pre-coordination database and all of you are invited to read that.  



MR. McDOLE:  I think that you just about answered the question I was going to ask.  I believe that the Commissions is convinced that the value of this, it would appear to me that our good friends and Tom Tolman and his group, putting up front money and putting this database in place, the Commission may have some trepidation that they will be faced with supporting this at a later date.



Is there anything we can do to make sure that they aren't saying no because of that? 



I may be wrong, but it's not theirs and they may be thinking, well, if this funding goes away and we have mandated the use of this database, we are going to have to pay for it.



MS. WARD:  Ted, I haven't seen that anywhere anybody making any of that statement.  However, the database --



MR. McDOLE:  I have seen --



MS. WARD:  This database is supported by all four coordinators.  They have been involved in the development and implementation of it, and the agreement has been that should anything happen along the way because this is a long-term project, that they would assume the responsibility through the PSCC.  



So if you feel that that is a stumbling point, we could put language in there that reflects that, but I have not heard that this is a stumbling point.



MR. McDOLE:  I haven't heard it.  I have intuitions on some of the things they do.  So perhaps if we could strengthen our report to them to assure them that this thing is so good we're not going to let it die.  



MR. WILHELM:  Well, I think it's important to note that this was developed through NPSTIC and the four frequency coordinators because there was nothing there.  So this was developed for the particular needs.  I think if we stress that this was built because there was a need, if there were alternative systems out there, we would have probably opted to go with one of the alternative systems.  But since the FCC is now, you know, opened the coordination to four different entities, we need something.



MR. NASH:  Yes.  Glen Nash.



If you are going to point that out, though, while it's very true that the database was developed within NPSTIC and that involved the four coordinators who will be implementing this, the fact that -- the factor that is missing from that is, you know, the requirement that the RPC makes use of that database, and the fact -- the fact that it exists and is there, if it's not used, makes it a useless tool, and as was pointed out, you know, that even one of the RPCs opts out of using it, it destroys the usefulness of it.



That's why we need the Commission mandate the use of this because we can't have anyone choosing to opt out of it.



MR. McEWEN:  That's right.  That's the most important is that we really want to make that point very clear that it's got to be a national thing or else it doesn't work for anybody.  



MR. WILHELM:  There is one bit of housekeeping, going to discuss the rescinder standards and that the subcommittee had recommended the adoption of the ANCI 102 transceiver performance standards, but the steering committee has not had the opportunity to indicate whether there is consensus on adoption of that standard.  So I would ask at this time whether there is any objection on the part of the steering committee to the adoption of the ANCI 102.  



MR. SIEGLE:  It's not really an objection, Mike.  I think we discussed yesterday the fact that the transceiver performance document, I think, only addressed six and a quarter and 12 and a half band width transceivers.  There is likely going to be 25 kilohertz band with receivers utilized in this by band, who should also comply with the appropriate commensurate requirements, shall we say.



So if we are going to recommend the TIA document, I think we have to make it very clear that that is only for six and a quarter and 12 and a half, and that there should be something in there about the development of the appropriate or the commensurate requirements for the 25 kilohertz.  



MR. WILHELM:  That will be done at point.



MR. NASH:  We certainly could do that.  One question, though, that did come up yesterday, and I guess I'll call it a procedural question, is within the purview of the technology committee to be recommending a standard for receiver standards applicable to the entire band included in the general use or as our recommendation limited to the interoperability channels.  And the reason I ask that question is it gets to the question, you know, with regard to the interoperability channels the recommended standard for Project 25, Phase I, is entirely incorporated within the proposed document.



If we are looking at recommending a receiver performance standard for the entire general use spectrum, then the comment made is very applicable, is that there could be a variety of technologies out there.  Certainly the known ones are not all described within that document nor is there any description of some other technology that may raise its head.



MR. SIEGLE:  I think my answer to the question, Glen, is I think that the FCC in the notice is not asking for receiver standards on the interoperability channels.  The last paragraph, they talk about they're seeking comment on whether they should -- you know, for the interest of public safety whether they should be establishing interference standards for receivers operating on public safety frequencies.  So that would be both in my interpretation.



MR. WILHELM:  Well, I would agree it could be read that way, and to the extent that the NCC is not limited to considering only interoperability questions, which I think we have agreed it is not, we are free to comment on the general use channels.



Bob?



MR. GURSS:  Actually, my question was going just to that.  As you mention, I'm going to be putting together the draft on this.  I guess one of my questions was the degree to which the NCC comments would address that question on the receiver standard since that was not part of the questions that were addressed by the subcommittees, although one of the answers seemed to be contingent upon their being such a recommendation, so I'm not trying wanting to get the clarification as to the degree to which the comments will be addressed in the receiver standards question.



MR. WILHELM:  I sense that it is the intention of the steering committee that the comments address both the general use and interoperability portions of the spectrum; is that correct?  Is that a sufficient answer?



MS. WARD:  Yes, I think so.  



MR. GURSS:  Well, does that mean therefore that the steering committee does want to indicate its support for use of receiver standards as a general principle?  



MR. WILHELM:  Yes, I think that's clear.



MR. GURSS:  Okay.  The reason I mention that is that was not part of the write-up that was discussed by the three subcommittees.  It was separately addressed as a standards question by the technology committee.



MR. WILHELM:  No, I understand. 



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  You know, I think you are correct, Bob, in so much as it only seems like the only thing in the comments that we have been discussing throughout the morning concerned the labeling requirement on the interference susceptibility, and maybe this is -- maybe the problem here is arising because we are really talking about two things.  We are talking about the NCC submitting comments to this proceeding.  And then we are also talking about Glen's recommendation being a submission to the NCC as part of the -- to the FCC, rather, as part of the usual output of the NCC.



I don't have any problem if we decide to select -- to discuss in the comments the receiver standards.  Maybe we don't have to include the TIA recommendation in those comments.  The TIA recommendation is in the Commission's recommendation, in the recommendation going to the Commission outside of the proceeding.  



MR. GURSS:  I had another clarification question while everyone is here.  During the interoperability discussion there was the chart that we all talked about in terms of the channel plan.  And I wasn't clear whether the NCC as part of its comments again was suggesting adoption of that revised channel plan.  It seemed that some of the recommendations were contingent upon the adoption of that, and I wanted to clarify whether or not it was the intention that we actually submit that plan and support its adoption.



MR. WILHELM:  That plan has been reviewed and approved by the steering committee.  Does anybody disagree?



(No response.)



MR. WILHELM:  So yes.



MR. GURSS:  Thank you.  



MR. WILHELM:  We have come now to the public participation section of our meeting, and have approximately two minutes to do it.  



(Laughter.)



MR. WILHELM:  Bob?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Very briefly, I would like to submit the New York State analysis of the Canadian DTB transition allotment plan and recommendations that we provided to the Commission two weeks ago for the NCC records.  



MR. WILHELM:  Mercifully, he's providing us with a CD, not with the 3,000 pages of the document.



(Laughter.)  



MR. WILHELM:  Kathleen, could you use a microphone, please?



MS. HAM:  Nickname for me when I was a kid was "Chatty Kathy."



(Laughter.)



MS. HAM:  I just wanted to take a moment and just thank you all for the work that you have done.  I know you are all coming from different places and so forth and so.  And just on behalf of the Commission I just want to thank you for all your work and all the members of the NCC and subcommittees and so forth.  I very much appreciate your efforts, and so do the commissions.  And just on behalf of the FCC, I want to thank you.  And let's give them all an applause.



(Applause.)  



MS. HAM:  Thank you.



MR. WILHELM:  Thank you for the pep rally.



We have to -- we have a meeting set for November, but we need to set the schedule after November.  Marilyn Ward has graciously offered to be host of the next -- the January meeting in Orlando, if that is -- that has been agreed to by the steering committee.  If there is anyone in the audience who dissents from that, we would like to hear from you.



(No response.)



MR. WILHELM:  Okay, we are planning then on meeting on January 18th and 19th in Orlando, Florida.  The location to be determined later, but it will be a location near the airport.  We will not be in Disney World.



Does anyone have a scheduling problem with January 18th and 19th?  



(No response.)



MR. WILHELM:  All right.  Seeing none, and noting that it's 12:26, we have really concluded about three to four minutes early.  



I think you very much for your participation, hard work, and look forward to seeing you on November 1st, and please remember that that is a Wednesday and Thursday meeting, not a Thursday and Friday meeting.



And one last remark, I would very much like to thank Don Spades for the Department of Commerce's hospitality in allowing us to use their facilities.  Their staff was very cooperative, and Don has been very, very helpful to the steering committee.



So thank you again for attending, and we will see you in November.



(Whereupon, at 12:27 p.m., the meeting in the above-entitled matter was adjourned.)
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