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


	3:15 p.m.


		MR. WILHELM:  Ladies and gentlemen I would like to get started with the last subcommittee of the afternoon.


		Once again, I'd like to ask that if anyone in the audience needs sign language interpretation, that they come to the podium and let me know.  And if anyone should see somebody in the course of the meeting who can use sign language interpretation, please let me know at the front table.  Thank you.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Good afternoon.  I'm going to try to make this as quick as possible and as painless as possible.


		Motion to adjourn?  No.


		If everyone's picked up a copy of the agenda, if you have any comments or questions or need to make any changes, let me know.  Otherwise we'll approve it.


		The first order of business is Dave Eirman couldn't be here but gave me a written report for the TV/DTV migration status report.  It's on the table.  I don't see any particular reason why I should read it to everyone, but if you'd like me to, I will.


		But I think the highlights, everybody should look for is the FCC news through Canada signed a Letter of Understanding regarding the DTV.  Dave goes into a little description of the details of the LOU.  And Dave also highlights Chairman Kennard's speech at the Museum of Television and Radio Broadcasters in New York City.  And I think the Chairman was pretty strong in his words to the broadcasters that we'd like to see them get off the spectrum as soon as possible so we could use it for something else, useful anyway.


		And he just gives us a little summary of some of the 700 MHz planning meetings that he's attended.  And if anyone has any questions on it, feel free to get them to me, and I can get Dave to do some clarification if necessary.


		Just one item:  The last paragraph in Dave's report asks that we keep giving him input regarding the status of DTV stations in your local areas.  He has gotten some feedback from local public safety users who are monitoring this.  So, he'd appreciate it if we'd keep up that effort.  It makes his job a little bit easier.


		If we can move on, I'll turn it over to Tom Tolman for a couple of minutes.


		PARTICIPANT:  Do you have a document number for that?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Oh, yes, I'm sorry, document number.  Hang on a second.


		Yes, I'll turn it over to Tom Tolman.  He's going to give us a little brief summary of the Funding Work Group.


		MR. TOLMAN:  Very little.  Not much to report except that remind everyone and for anybody who's in the room today who wasn't at the last meeting when we met over at Commerce, we had put out a press release that went out, actually it was an NIJ official press release, announcing that there will indeed be funding to assist the RPCs.  And so if anybody didn't get that, see me afterwards and we'll discuss some of the details of it.


		But right now, we're in the process of putting together what will be a very simplified form, actually two forms.  We want to keep this whole process as simple and basic as possible so we don't get caught up in the paper tiger as we roll this portion out.


		We're looking at a delivery date of something like April �� March/April is where we'll begin the serious process of taking in requests and working that.  So, I don't have those details right now.  We will quite probably have those details when we meet in Orlando on the 18th and 19th.  And on that date, we should have examples of what this submittal request form will look like.


		Any other details you can see regarding funding, you can find in the Implementation Subcommittee's recommendations, the latest version.  I think we made one more iteration within the last week.  Refer to the recommendations document.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Okay.  The next item we posted about two weeks ago, five documents on the list server that were pretty much �� I think we've wrapped up what we've got to do other than filling in the blanks based upon technology and interoperability.


		So, I know, Carlton, you have some comments.  If you want to start to discuss them, that's fine with me.


		MR. WELLS:  I can do this here or follow up on the list server.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  It's up to you.  Whatever you want to do.


		MR. WELLS:  Carlton Wells, State of Florida.


		The Table of Interoperability Channels, Appendix A, since it already lists the GTAC channels for secondary trunked use, it's redundant, I think, to show them an Appendix B.  Let Appendix A serve both purposes.  You can strike that reference in the table of contents.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  You're talking about the appendices?


		MR. WELLS:  Yes, appendices section.  That was the first document in the chain of attachments to the email.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Say that again.  What's wrong with it?


		MR. WELLS:  Strike Appendix B.  It's already covered in Appendix A, italicized.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Okay.  I see what you're saying.  So, we don't need it.


		MR. WELLS:  Excuse me?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Don't need it.


		MR. WELLS:  Correct.  And in the sample memorandum of understanding, the secondary trunked channels referenced, as far as channel numbers, are subject to change based on the 4th NPRM outcome.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Yes.  It's basically, though, it's a sample memo of understanding, so it's going to be changed to reflect whatever our region or agencies going to do.


		MR. WELLS:  Correct.  Moving on to Appendix E, the page numbered seven, down in the appeals process there are some dash marks after the statement, "To be listed here."  Is there more to come on that?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  You're at Appendix E?


		MR. WELLS:  Appendix E, under the title, "The Appeal Process."  Is there more to be added to the text there yet?


		It's under "Filing an Appeal:  What Can be Appealed."  That statement after the colon just says, "To be listed here dash, dash, dash, dash, dash."


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Again, it's going to be up to the regional committee to fill in those.  The idea there is �� I mean maybe we could spell that out a little bit better, but ��


		MR. WELLS:  RPC to list ��


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  �� the fact is the RPC would create that list.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Because again this is just a sample document that they're going to take and memorialize their �� the dispute process.


		MR. WELLS:  Yes.  And on page nine, I guess that applies to �� my pagination may have done differently than what you're looking at, but it's in the section titled, "Intervenor Status."  There's another statement, "The written request should contain the following," and it's got a colon with nothing after it.  Is that again for the RPCs to fill out?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Yes.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  Appendix F, the bylaws.  These bylaws address the RPCs, but what's also described in here is the National 700 MHz Planning Oversight Committee.  Will there be a set of bylaws?  Would these apply to them as well?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  I'm not sure -- you're talking about would these bylaws apply?


		MR. WELLS:  These or another set.  Would there be a set for the National 700 MHz Oversight Committee?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  I would imagine that there would be something.  But these bylaws are strictly for the regional plans.  We didn't �� I don't think it was in our mission to create bylaws for the National --


		MR. GRIFFIN:  Where did you find that?  What paragraph in here?


		MR. WELLS:  Well, I'm finding references in various places to the National 700 MHz Planning Oversight Committee, which is comprised, I believe, of the region chairmans and whoever else, the four coordinators or whatever.  And since there's a set of bylaws put together for the region planning committees, will there be a set of bylaws for the National Planning Committee?


		MR. DEMELLO:  We have to have a way to operate.


		MR. WELLS:  Correct, but it's outside �� you're saying it's outside the scope of the Implementation Subcommittee.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  I guess it wouldn't be a problem for us to do that.  It's something we never thought of.


		MR. DEMELLO:  We could say they could be applicable to both.  It could be applicable to both.


		MR. VOGEL:  Yes.  I think you're referring to ��


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Identify yourself.


		MR. VOGEL:  Emil Vogel.


		You're referencing, I believe, the Committee that was called for in the order, and that was why it was put in here.  Are you referencing how they're organized?  Is that what your concern is?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  I think his suggestion is would these bylaws be applicable to �� I mean, 


if ��


		MR. WELLS:  I'm just following logic.  If there's bylaws for one committee, shouldn't there be one for the next, and what are they, if there will be one?


		MR. VOGEL:  The Committee was called for, I believe, in the report and order.  And they stated that they would have oversight.  So, we referred to it in these bylaws, which are sample bylaws for the regional committee, to that Committee which was called for in the report and order.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  So, refer to the report and order?


		MR. VOGEL:  I would think so.  Yes, I don't know that I could �� we would draft those.


		MR. WELLS:  Outside the scope of this Subcommittee.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Yes.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  That's my first impression of it anyway.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  Bob was getting ready to say something.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  It looked like there was a space between by and laws.


		MR. WELLS:  Going into the bylaws, Article 2, under "Members," 2.8 call-in notice, annual meetings.  It uses the word "reasonable notice," and then later on it defines reasonable and sufficient notice.  I want to refer to the draft guidelines, IO-00020E, which is from the Interoperability Subcommittee.  It defines this as being 60 days.  


		That's in item four, page three of that document, under the IO Subcommittee.  If you will, please, visit that and see if we're not in contradiction between one subcommittee and the other.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Why would that conflict with the Interoperability Subcommittee's ��


		MR. WELLS:  It's talking about notice, and I don't have the document in front of me, but I went to it and I looked at it, and under item four, page three, there's something in there that talks about notice also �� 30 days or something.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Well, what's the context of the notice?  I think here these are the bylaws that the Regional Planning Commission is going to be operating under.  What's the context of the 30 days within the Interoperability ��


		MR. DEMELLO:  He's pointing out they've defined what reasonable notice is.  That's his issue.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Okay.  But what I'm asking for is what's the context of the reasonable notice?  Reasonable notice may be different �� it may be relative to responding to a Memorandum of Understanding for an interoperability agreement, whereas this is reasonable notice for a meeting.  So, I'm not ��


		MR. WELLS:  I thought it was in this group, it's not.  I'll find it ��


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Okay.


		MR. WELLS:  �� and send you an email.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Okay.  I will make a note to check it out.


		MR. WELLS:  And under "Reasonable and Sufficient Notice," sub-item B, it talks about at least three days before the meeting or five days.  Is that a notice of the meeting to take place or is that a different notice?  Am I misreading this?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Wait.  Where did you go to now?


		MR. WELLS:  Page 12, under section 2.8, subsection B.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Okay.


		MR. WELLS:  When it's defining reasonable and sufficient notice, it's talking about a five-day lead time or a three-day lead time.  Is that for holding the meetings to announce there's going to be a meeting?


		MR. VOGEL:  How is that sufficient notice?


		MR. WELLS:  For me to get authorized travel, it takes me at least 14 days to submit the paperwork.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Okay.  Could you keep in mind again that these bylaws are suggested bylaws.  You can change them �� your region can change them to whatever period of time they can be.  There's nothing to stop a region from saying, "Hey, I need 30 days to travel, and even then I still get denied."  So, for my region in New York City, it may be 30 days for reasonable time.  In another region, three to five days is fine.  Again, these are sample bylaws.  They can be adjusted.


		MR. DEMELLO:  We discussed these at the Region 21 meeting just a few weeks ago, and we established that annual meeting for future years.  And it will take place consistent with another large meeting that takes place every year, so that it's actually all taken care of by the process that we used.


		MR. WELLS:  Page 16, Appendix K, it lists the various associations and organizations.  Would it be proper to include the FCC public notices, another place to advertise the notification of the first meeting?  Another suggested recommendation.


		MR. DEMELLO:  You want the FCC added to the list?


		MR. WELLS:  Add FCC public notice to the list.


		MR. DEMELLO:  That's fine.


		MR. WELLS:  As a suggested place.


		PARTICIPANT:  That's okay?


		MR. DEMELLO:  Why not?  We're not trying to keep secrets from them.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  I think we assumed that that was implied.


		MR. WELLS:  Well, it tipped me off when I saw the public notice attached to the appendices.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  I think we just assumed that that would be applied as part of the process.  Because I think it is in the draft guidelines.  It does specifically mention the FCC public notice process.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  May I suggest we add the mailing addresses and a list of associations to that listing.  Otherwise it's difficult to use.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Could we maybe do email instead of mail?


		Robert?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, I prefer to see both?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  We'll put both.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Because the formal communications, email being as reliable as it isn't.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Duly noted.  Continue.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  Moving on to another document, the NCC Implementation Subcommittee recommendations.  These are numbered recommendations one through five, I believe, and it has an attached summary of items.


		MR. GRIFFIN:  What's the front of your document look like?


		MR. WELLS:  It starts off with recommendation one, "The Handling of Unformed Regions," the second attachment to the email.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  That one was only on the list server, and I know which document it is.  I don't think we have �� I distributed copies of it.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Do you have another one that you want to talk about over and above that one, because maybe we can get somebody to make some copies of that?


		MR. WELLS:  Well, how about if I try with the �� I only have one suggestion to it, and I can read off a statement, it's a one-sentence recommendation, and see how this floats.


		MR. DEMELLO:  To what one is it?


		MR. WELLS:  Recommendation number four, "Review and Approval of Adjacent Regional Plans."


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Go ahead.


		MR. WELLS:  The statement reads, "Electronic or hard copy approval signed by the adjacent region's RPC Chairman.  If formed, must accompany each region's plan."  Well, if there's not a 700 MHz region formed, can't the 821 Chair do the sign-off as the adjacent region?  So, in the parenthetical, if formed, put after it within the parentheses, "Else 821 Chair."


		MR. DEMELLO:  Else 821 Chair?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Why is there a need to be one if there is no regional plan formed?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  If I read this correctly, it is my attempt to get somebody in the adjacent regions to sign-off rather than ��


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  But if the person has no jurisdiction, what merit does that have?  I mean if I gave something to my wife to sign that had to do with New York State Police, what merit would that have?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  What I'm getting at here is if there's no 700 MHz regional planning committee formed yet, it's still incumbent upon the 821 Chair to convene the first meeting.  So, I'm trying to tie their authority for the 700 MHz planning until there's an RPC in that area.  So there's somebody to sign off on it.


		MR. GRIFFIN:  Carlton?  I believe in paragraph 86 of the original 9886 document it said, "The 821 Chair shall appoint the 700 MHz convener."  So, would you consider adding some words there and say that the 821 Chair is designated convener?


		MR. WELLS:  That's fine, sure.  They could designate themselves and still carry on.


		MR. GRIFFIN:  Well, by that document, the 821 Chair is supposed to pick that convener. So, then that convener is the guy that really has the authority to do this.


		MR. VOGEL:  Emil Vogel.


		I think in the report and order there was language that said you didn't tie the two together beyond appointing the convener.  And secondly, under the sorting program or where we populate the database, there was to be provisions provided in the guidelines and in the plan to allow for channel separation so that unformed regions would be protected, at least at the border areas.  


		And I don't know that we need �� if there is no committee formed and there is no chair appointed, I don't believe you would be able to submit a concurrence, obviously, and you'd move ahead.  That was at least the thinking in what we wrote.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  I don't think, though, that �� I think we could keep that �� we could add that statement in there.  It should be okay.


		MR. VOGEL:  My only concern is are you in conflict with the report and order which said they would be distinct and separate organizations?  That's my only concern.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Robert Schlieman.


		I also make a parallel that in the recent report and order on the state channel allotments the states have to allow for protection of the adjacent states by alternating use of channels along the common border.  And, so that concurs with the moot point that Emil just made.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.


		Personally, I like it the way it's written right now where if the adjacent region hasn't started up, then we just go through that allotment procedure to make sure that we haven't taken all their frequencies away, because you never know what you're going to run into on trying to get somebody else that isn't actively planning that to sign off.  What are they signing off on?  They don't have any �� I don't think they have any authority to sign off on it, essentially.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  If there is no committee ��


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Right.  There's no committee, so there's nothing that gives them authority to sign off on it.


		MR. WELLS:  I'm hearing convincing argument to not put any reference to 821.  I think I agree with that now.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  We'll take it out.


		MR. WELLS:  Besides that, it's covered elsewhere, where we talked about allotting channels based on population on adjacent counties where there aren't plans.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Where there are no regions formed.


		MR. WELLS:  Add to that the lack of a plan, I think the four coordinators can kick in and put together a generic plan.  Somewhere else I saw that.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  After a period of time.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay, the next document, "Implementation Subcommittee Working Group 3, Draft Guidelines."  I'll skip the flow chart, so I'm into the fifth attachment, I think.


		Under "Overview," one, two, three, four, five, sixth bullet down, "Dispute Resolution/Conflict Resolution," last statement in that bullet, "May include federal frequency managers."  Is that "may" proper?  Should they be included?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Wait, let's get there first.


		MR. WELLS:  I'm moving too fast for you.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Okay, there we go.  Sorry about that.  Okay.


		MR. WELLS:  Now, I'm not saying change it, just making sure that that's the exact, you know, the specific word "may."  Not "will" or "shall" or anything like that, realizing these are guidelines.  Is that word strong enough?


		MR. DEMELLO:  Maybe at this point in time it's strong.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Yes, I agree with Dick.  I think at this point in time it's strong enough.  You're not going to always have the federal agencies involved in every region.  There are some regions where either they're not going to participate for lack of interest or for lack of need.


		And I think even, at least my personal opinion is, you've got, although they're not �� their spectrum isn't governed by the FCC.  Why would you bring them into dispute resolution process for spectrum that's �� they may be users, but they're going to be casual users unless it's a joint federal, state, local system.  But they're still not a part of the planning committee setting policy, and I think it would be hard to include them unless by choice.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  Next page, under "Frequency Coordination," the statement that leads into the TIA/EIA TSB-88A model, "Coordination programs should utilize terrain-based propagation modeling."  Again, is that word strong enough.  Realizing these are guidelines, would a stronger word like "must" or something be appropriate?  We talked about TSB-88 as a standard tool.  Should it be emphasized any stronger than that?


		Okay, I found my reference to the document, I believe.  I was misguided when I said IO-00020.  I think I was referring to this one, IM-00020.


		Getting into page three now, item four.  The first paragraph is where it reads, "The local convener shall give 60-day prior notice."  That's where I saw a discontinuity in prior notices.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  That's for the initial planning meeting, though.  The bylaws are for the continual ��


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  �� the meetings going forward.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  Page five, item six, about in the middle of that page �� it's paginated the same �� where it lists the various tactical channel sets.  Right above that it says, "There are two calling channel sets and 30 tactical channel sets."  It may be informative to also add a statement, "Channel sets are comprised of two 6.25 KHz channels each."  I know through our deliberations, from the very outset, we got a little wrapped around the axle on if we were talking 6.25, 12.5, 25 or what.  That adds a little more clarification.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Okay.


		MR. WELLS:  And where it says 14 for General Services at the bottom of that list of tact channels, I suggest that it be modified to say 12 and then add another one, two for data.


		And right above that, where it says two for other public services, capitalize the "O."  Technically, it's OTACs in the list.


		Okay, page six, trunking on the interoperability channels.  Okay, this goes back to a discussion we had in the IO Subcommittee meeting just a moment ago where I got a little emphatic about the secondary use of DTACs for trunk purposes.  And, so this statement may fall on its face since it didn't get anywhere in the IO Subcommittee, but I'll read it.


		After the third paragraph, there's those indented paragraphs.  At the end of that third indent, or the last of the page, I guess, where the statement ends with, "to these 25 KHz channels, trunking channels," add the statement, and this is just a suggestion for discussion now, "Additionally, the RPC must consider the impact to the ability of these 25 KHz trunking channels to be immediately reverted to 12.5 ��


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  You've got to slow down a little bit.


		MR. WELLS:  I was letting you hear the idea, and then I would start over again.  You want to hear it in chunks at a time?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Right.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  "Additionally, the RPC must ��


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Okay.


		MR. WELLS:  �� consider the impact to the ability ��


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Go ahead.


		MR. WELLS:  �� of these 25 KHz trunking channels to be immediately reverted to 12.5 KHz conventional IOUs."


		And everyone who listened to the discussion during the IO Subcommittee meeting, I think this statement falls on its face.  If the secondary backbone does not have the means to revert to conventional use, even though I need one, they satisfy the IO requirement by relinquishing that secondary trunk use, but there's no conventional backbone to pick up the requester.


		So, anybody have comment on that statement?


		(No response.)


		MR. WELLS:  Page seven, data only used for the IO channels.  The second statement at the beginning, "One set is defined as GTAC 21 and GTAC 51."  Change "G" to "D" on each.  So, it's DTAC 21 and DTAC 51.  And, actually, when we renumber them, it will be 7DTAC for that matter.


		Now, I'm going to read this off, and see if it makes sense again.  This is item eight, Allocation of General Use Spectrum.  And I'm going to add the statement and then verify it, and you all can verify it with me to make sure it makes sense today.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Where are we adding it?


		MR. WELLS:  Under item eight, adding a fourth item under the list of one, two, three, right under the main item eight.


		The first item reads, "Each county within the region would be given an initial allotment," and then you've got two and three and then sub-item four.  I'll add a fourth.  "Immediate needs to implement 700 MHz systems justify exception to item one."


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Immediate needs to implement 700 MHz systems?


		MR. WELLS:  Justify exception to item one.  In other words, why would I pool for a ghost county �� make a ghost pool for somebody who has an immediate need right next door, particularly if that county hasn't even used their 821s yet?


		Would that be taking these too far in making that fourth step in there?


		Okay.  Emil says that this was done to populate the database.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  That's right.  That's what it was done for.  It was done to populate the database.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay, four may not be appropriate in this case then.


		MR. DEMELLO:  But the statement you added onto four, to me, added some logic to it, you know, if they haven't made use of their 821s, you know?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Robert Schlieman.


		That's what we've done in Region 8 and other regions where there has been a shortage of frequencies.  Those which we refer to as pool allotments were removed from pool status and put into the assort mix to see what we could do.  And then the trick is to go back and make pool allotments afterwards.  Sometimes we've forgotten to do that.


		MR. PFOHL:  And before we leave that item one there, can I ask a question on what the intent there is?  And I'll give an example.  In the NPSPAC regional plan in Arizona, the county that �� Maricopa County, which is the county where Phoenix and Mesa are, was allocated channels like this says.  


		But because the metropolitan area lies within that county, the cities and the counties really have about 3.5 million people in the county.  In the cities, where the county and the unincorporated area has a couple hundred thousand people.  And yet the county was allocated 60 channels, because it said the county.  Where it was the agencies in the county that needed it, not the county.  But the county burned them up in a multizone configuration, because they were available to them.


		So, is the intent here that the county gets them or is it the intent here that the agencies within the county get them?


		MR. VOGEL:  If you want to make that statement, Don, that was a fallacy.  That was a fallacy of the original way we described it, but the intention was just so that you protect it as you'll see the border counties, so that the next region 


could ��


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  If you look in other references to the way allocation is used there, it's by county but not to the county.  The county �� we define it as a geographical boundary that can be used, but it's not allocated to the county.  In other words, there would be 60 channels available in Mesa County, 60 channels in Pema County, but they're not to the �� nowhere in here do we say that they're allocated to the county.


		MR. PFOHL:  I don't find it in here.  All I see is the �� on number one, it says, "Each county within the region will be given an initial allotment."  That's my concern.


		MR. DEMELLO:  But your county population is an easy thing to arrive at.  Maybe if we just added a sentence on there, "That it will be distributed based upon population to the respective agencies within the county."


		MR. PFOHL:  Well, I don't want to say that the county gets them, because that's a problem we had in the past.


		MR. DEMELLO:  No.  We're not saying the county gets them.  We're saying available within the county for the public safety agencies within the county.


		MR. PFOHL:  That would be fine.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Based upon their population.


		MR. PFOHL:  Yes, that would be fine.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  How about if it said "each county area?"


		MR. DEMELLO:  That's fine, could be each county area.


		MR. PFOHL:  Then let's put that statement in.


		MR. DEMELLO:  I think that's good.  That's good clarification.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Don, would you be happy if it said "each county area?"


		MR. DEMELLO:  That's okay, but the clarification is �� I think it's a good clarification.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Yes, we can change the words so that it doesn't sound like the allotment goes to the county.


		MR. DEMELLO:  I'd like to say something about that, because we had some issues like that within Michigan, but we gave it out to the first applicant that came.  If the county didn't make use of it, it was given to a city.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  The other thing, too, to keep in mind that these are suggested guidelines.  So, when a plan is set up, depending on how the region is �� the region may elect, I don't know if it's the right way to do it, but I can see a region electing to give it to counties and let the counties dole it out.  I don't think it's a wise �� but, again, it's going to be based on what the region decides.


		MR. WELLS:  And I think it's important we not lose sight that anything that refers to the general use channels �� allotments or use or anything else �� are just guidelines.


		MR. COLTRI:  Norm Coltri, RCC Consultants.


		I'd like to make reference again back to Region 8 of the NPSPAC allocations, where they were not called allotments to counties.  They were called pool assignments to a county.  So, they were actually called pool assignments within a county area, and there was also a caveat. 


		And, Bob, I believe you have the information, where there was a footnote added to the allocation table that specifically indicated that the pool assignments were for planning purposes, not specifically allocated to the county, and they would be reallocated as necessary to meet actual live applications.  And I think Bob has all that information from the Region 8 plan he may be able to hold onto.


		And, also, while I have the mike, when we follow down below item three �� excuse me, it's item eight but below the numbered three block, it says, "to allocate 700 MHz channels near the region borders in a 25 KHz building block."  And then reading the justification for the building block, I'm asking why would they only be allocated along the borders?  Why would that not be the allocation throughout the entire region?


		MR. DEMELLO:  A lot of places it will be the entire region if we go in 80 miles.


		MR. COLTRI:  I just posed it as a question.   I guess Emil has an answer.


		MR. VOGEL:  This was done primarily so that we were �� remember, these are for the border areas.  In order to allow adjacent regions to both be planning at the same time and not have to worry about the other regions scoffing all their channels.  So, that was the reason we used a building block.  Probably how you allocate them within the region will be left to the regional committee.  It's only critical at the border area so you don't block the other region.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Can we go back and talk about your number four that you wanted to add?


		MR. WELLS:  Sure.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Because doesn't number three kind of cover that?  And I'm not sure what you mean by an immediate need.  Does that mean if somebody comes running in and says they need something tomorrow 


that ��


		MR. WELLS:  By immediate need, if someone comes in that has the funding and has the need to put in a 700 MHz system, everything else is exhausted for this case, and the adjacent border, or the adjacent area is merely being considered for pooled purposes, then the immediate need be satisfied first, and although we're trying to cover for the other side of the boundary, adjacent region-wise.  


		Should that immediate need be served first for the chance that that pool status may always remain pool status, preventing that immediate need from being satisfied.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Okay.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Could we add a couple of words like, "Where technically appropriate."  Because, certainly a 25 KHz application will not fit in an 821?


		MR. WELLS:  At the end of that statement, number four?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Somewhere in there.


		MR. WELLS:  Sounds good.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Your use of the word "immediate" can be five years down the pike.


		MR. WELLS:  It depends on your definition of immediate, sure.


		MR. DEMELLO:  I mean the way you're using it.  I'm just trying to understand where you're coming from, okay.


		MR. WELLS:  Yes.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Somebody sends an application in six years after all of this stuff has been established.  And somebody in Indiana isn't using some spectrum, and we want it in Michigan, for example.  We should be able to go get that spectrum, in essence, is what you're saying.


		MR. WELLS:  Well, immediate I meant by right now.  Five years down the pike is future.  That's not immediate in my term.


		MR. DEMELLO:  But if five years down the pike �� okay.  You're saying immediate, right now, before there's a preallocation or anything else.


		MR. WELLS:  Somebody's already got an immediate need; therefore, they're asking for, say, a dedicated set of channels, not pooled for what if five years down the road I decide to put one in.  I have the money, I have the need, I have spectrum shortage, and I need to expand my system.  The only thing left is 700 MHz.  I can't get them, because my neighbor's just pooling them for what if in the future.  I may take issue with my region on that.


		So, I'm just trying to clarify it in a statement instead of letting each region discover it on their own.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Yes, and what I'm saying is if this pool frequency's out there and this immediate need happens in five years, you still want to use your neighbor's frequencies.


		MR. WELLS:  Well, if the pool frequency is over there, no, I'll use mine.  Sure.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  To identify where to put those words, in the second line of number three, encouraging it where technically appropriate to complete the 21 MHz allocation before allocating the 700 MHz spectrum.


		MR. WELLS:  I was going back to his statement.  Given there are pool frequencies there, there is no immediate need for your neighbors' frequencies.  And be that as it may, if there's more than just your pool, let the region work it out themselves with each other.  Leave four off then.


		MR. DEMELLO:  What I'm saying is there's nothing left in five years.  Is this immediate need in five years or is it today?


		MR. WELLS:  Four may have been ��


		MR. DEMELLO:  So, what happens?


		MR. WELLS:  Four may have been premature.


		MR. DEMELLO:  I'm just trying to get a feel for where you were coming from with it.


		MR. WELLS:  I'm just trying to cover all corners, but too soon, I think.


		Further down, items that may affect planning are, just to make sure I'm clear on this, where it refers to �� it says, "procedures for allocation of both narrowband, less than," or it says, actually, "up to 25 KHz and wideband, 50 KHz or less."  Narrowbands are referred as aggregated up to 25 KHz.  They're 6.25 allocations.  But yet wideband they're 50 KHz allocations aggregated up to 150 KHz.  So, the two are coming from different points of reference.  


		Should one be 150 or left at 50 and the other one put at 6.25?  I'm not sure how.  But anyway we're throwing two ways, an aggregated set and a non-aggregated.


		Whatever's consistent?


		MR. DEMELLO:  Make it consistent.


		MR. VOGEL:  Maybe this will appease people on item eight and try to clarify the county statement.  We add the sentence at the end of item eight, number one, "The use of a county entity under this paragraph is for planning purposes only, not to be considered an allocation to a specific county."


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  That would be good and we have language, I think it's in the draft guidelines, about county areas as a geographical area.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Somebody brought up doing the pre-allocation for areas other than just along the border in some of the states.  It's going to be the whole state anyway.


		MR. WELLS:  Not knowing where I got this thought from, but going to page 10, I'm throwing out a suggestion to add to a question.  The bullet titled or labeled "Loading," maximum score of 150 points.  The second question, "Is the application an expansion of an existing 800 MHz system?"  And I add a clause, "in an 800 MHz deficient area."  In other words, use up the 800 before you go to the 700s.  Is that covered somewhere else already?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  That's part of the consideration for it.  So if the regional planning committee does its job, they're going to look at and say, "Well, wait a minute, you've got 821."  I would assume it's implied.


		MR. WELLS:  Okay.


		MR. VOGEL:  It doesn't hurt to add it.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  No, we can add it.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  How about the subscriber equipment?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Yes, I can't imagine somebody would say there's 821 left, but I'd rather build it in 700.  Maybe it's a better spectrum, I don't know.


		MR. WELLS:  And have two mobile radios.


		The next bullet, "Spectrum-efficient Technology."  Skipping the first question and going to the second or last statement.  This seems to justify itself or talk in circles, and I don't know how to fix it.  "Trunk systems are considered efficient," and I stress efficient, "as well as any technological systems feature, which is designed to enhance the efficiency of the system and provide for the efficient use of the spectrum."  So, it's like we've justified efficient with its own word of derivation thereof.  And I don't know how to fix it without further dissecting it.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  I kind of like it.


		MR. WELLS:  And if some of these sound simple, I was doing it on the plane flying up here in dim light and trying to get through them fast.  They don't have a lot of thought behind it.


		The bullet labeled, "Geographic Efficient," two bullets down, "The ratio of mobiles to covered" �� let me reread it.  "The ratio of mobiles to area covered," specifically just mobiles, portables specifically excluded out of there?


		MR. DEMELLO:  General terminology.


		MR. WELLS:  General term?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  General term, yes.


		MR. WELLS:  The reason why that clicked it because recently before I came up here I had a discussion with somebody clarifying the fact that mobiles include everything that's not fixed �� mobiles, portables, aircraft, marine, and in the old 574 form even pagers.  And, so there's been some misinterpretation of what mobile is �� vehicular mounted or hand held.


		MR. VOGEL:  Why don't you use point of communication rules?  Doesn't that include everything instead of mobiles?


		MR. WELLS:  The second or the last bullet, "Givebacks," a comment I have here is the 821 licensees already gave back; therefore, this criteria discriminates in favor of the non-800 users.  Did I interpret that correctly?  In other words, I won't have any points in that category if I've already given back every frequency I've had in the lower bands, because I'm an 821 user already.  Somebody else brand new coming in will have up to that 350; I won't.  That will work against me.  Is that bad?


		MR. DEMELLO:  Should we give them 350 points if they have 821 already?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  It needs to be factored in terms of the waiting that �� or the scoring that you give expansion of an existing trunking system.  Well, I know, but the guidelines need to consider those things.  Starting a new system as opposed to allowing an existing system to be expanded. 


		MR WELLS:  Which one gets more points, expanding an existing one or starting a new one?


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I don't think expanding an existing system consistent with meeting the loading criteria should be preferential to starting a new system if there aren't enough channels to do both.


		MR. DEMELLO:  That is a good point, though.  I just didn't know �� myself, I personally didn't know how to fix it.  That's why I threw out should we give them some points for already going through the effort and the exercise and spending the money to put a technologically spectrum-efficient system in.  So, there was some foundation for it.


		MR. WELLS:  That's it for that one.


		I'm into the next one called, "Draft Outline for National/Regional Plans."  Page two, item six, "Utilization of Interoperability Channels."


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  What is the resolution of that issue on the givebacks of scoring?  Was it to reverse spectrum-efficient technology and giveback scores?


		MR. DEMELLO:  I think there's going to be some new draft language coming out addressing it.  A couple of us were jotting down things.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Okay.  Why not just reverse the points for starts?  Spectrum-efficient technology maximum score 200 points, swap with givebacks, maximum score 350 points.  I mean if they're going to give you back some 30 MHz frequencies or whatever that you can't use because they're overcrowded to begin with, what is the bonus there?


		MR. DEMELLO:  Now, what do you want to change, the spectrum ��


		MR. WELLS:  Swap the points between spectrum-efficient technology and givebacks.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Good job, Bob, except I disagree with you when it comes to highband.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  We'll let you have that one.


		MR. WELLS:  Page two, item six.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Is there really a page two?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  We have page one and three.


		MR. DEMELLO:  What's your page two start with at the top?  Tactical channel?


		MR. WELLS:  A bullet, the procedure for requesting channels.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  We're missing it.


		MR. DEMELLO:  You've got the advantage.


		MR. VOGEL:  You sure do.


		MR. WELLS:  All right.  Let me tell you what's got to be changed.  Trust me.  Actually, it's a clarification.  Further down under the list of the TAC channels, like in the previous document where I recommended capitalizing "Other," changing 14 to 12, and there are two data channels.  And it reads, "two that may be used for narrowband data interoperability."  There are two that are assigned for data interoperability.  


		MR. DEMELLO:  Right, that's true.


		MR. WELLS:  So, when you clean up the other one, you should fix this one.  Trust me.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Well, if we're going to fix in the draft guidelines, we'll also fix it when we pick it up.


		MR. WELLS:  Yes, a lot of these look like cut �� are copy and paste anyway.


		Okay, "Standardized Nomenclature," page four.  You got that one?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  We all got four.  That's just to see if you guys were awake.


		MR. WELLS:  Second line, toward the end, the word "only."  That's a dangerous word.  I think it's appropriate to use, but where it's used could take on a different meaning in that statement.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Page?  Slow down a minute.  Page four, second line from the bottom?


		MR. WELLS:  No.  Second line on the first paragraph, under "Standardized Nomenclature."  Only, yes.  I didn't dissect that a lot, but that word "only," depending on where you put it in a statement, takes on a different meaning completely.  And that statement could take on two or more meanings depending on where you place "only."  So, I just stress to be very sure where that "only" belongs.


		All I did was circle it and put a question mark to dissect it to see if it needs to go before or after, earlier or later on in that statement.  That could really be a mess.


		The next paragraph, "data only use of the IO channels," I just put ditto, the DTACs.  Again, what you do to DTAC ��


		MR. DEMELLO:  And we'll do that on our ��


		MR. WELLS:  Yes.


		MR. DEMELLO:  You're going to change yours to 7D, right?


		MR. WELLS:  7DTAC.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Yes, that's what we had to do.


		MR. WELLS:  Right now, the way they're worded it would be 7DTAC-21, 7DTAC-51.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  It's going to be changed to that?


		MR. WELLS:  They're going to be renumbered, so don't believe the 21 and 51 yet.  This is more seesaw stuff.  You've done it one way.  We're going to change it, and you're going to do it again.


		Item seven on page five, again, that will be cleaned up when you work on this �� if there was any change to that idea in the previous document, and the same for 11, I think, 11 died.  That statement I had about convening chair where there is no chair.  Never mind that one.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  That's it?


		MR. WELLS:  On that one.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Carlton, I would hate to see what happened if you said you had a lot of comments.


		MR. WELLS:  No, I think --


		MR. DEMELLO:  We have to appreciate the input he's given.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Oh, I know, I know.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Good.  It's good to go over them.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  I'm teasing him because he said he only has a few minor changes.


		MR. WELLS:  Well, what I find out ��


		MR. DEMELLO:  What if the plane trip was twice as long.


		MR. WELLS:  Well, what I found out when I write documents like this that I get so buried in the forest I can't see it; I'm stuck in the trees.  So, I'm glad to have the opportunity.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Stuck in the trees.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Stuck in the trees.  Hey, it's all right.  Thanks, Carlton.


		MR. MAYWORM:  Just a comment.  We kind of flew by this.  I'm sorry, Ron Mayworm.


		There seemed to be an assumption in here that no 700 systems would be allowed unless all of the 821 resources in a region had already been used up.  I'm not necessarily sure this is a valid assumption.  I certainly hope not, because say for instance, I'm an entity that's still on VHF, and there are still 821 frequencies available, but we also have 700.  I have much better interoperability resources available if I go to 700 rather than the limited interoperability resources at 821.  I'd certainly hate to be forced to have to stay with the 821 if 700 was available to me.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Well, the languages that they're encouraged to use the 821s for just the simple reason that if there are 821s available, they already have an 821 system �� again, it's up to the regional plans to decide that.  But we were talking today, there may be some instances where a user has an 821 system already, looks at the cost of adding on the 700 MHz, replacing a lot of his infrastructure, says, "Well, the heck with it.  I'll build it all in 700, and I'll get back my 800s."


		So, we're not �� again, we use the word "encouraged," but there are going to be specific cases.  You may only have five channels left in an area you can't build, so you'll have to go with the 700.  And hopefully the regional plans will understand that.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  In addition, we added some language in there, "Where technically feasible."


		MR. MAYWORM:  Yes.


		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Because if you wanted to do a 25 KHz type system, you couldn't do that in 821.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.


		I agree with what you said, Ted, also, and I suppose in some cases like Ron's example of somebody in another band moving up, it might be better to leave the 800 for expansion for those agencies already using 800.  But I think another reason that an agency might look at 700 would be for just maybe the wideband channels for data only staying at voice.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Well, I think, too, if they're going to �� well, consider this that if you're going to apply for wideband data, you're not going to be able to do that in 800s.  So, you've only got one place to go, which is the 700s.


		MR. TOLMAN:  Ted?  Wasn't there also a tacit assumption that new products would cover both bands?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  The new products will cover both bands, but something that we've been talking about is that �� yes, well, after today May.  But also keep in mind that if you've got an infrastructure of 821 out there, to really use all the channels, if you want to expand the system, you're going to have to do something to that 821 equipment to make it compatible.  


		Otherwise you're going to be �� essentially, you're setting up two separate systems that will communicate with one portable radio.  And it's almost like �� you know, Motorola calls it Smart Zone.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  I have �� Dave Buchanan again.


		I have one �� I'm sorry.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Fred has to repeat his comments to get them on the record.


		MR. TOLMAN:  I was asked to repeat my comments, because I didn't speak into the mike, and I apologize to the audience.


		It was a tacit assumption and discussed along the way that it was anticipated that the future products would cover both the 700 and 800 MHz band.  I think that's what I said that didn't get picked up.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Yes, and just to clarify, I think more �� we're talking about portables and mobiles will cover both bands.  The new equipment, obviously, we're hoping will cover, but the old legacy equipment that's there already is not going to cover both bands.  So, there's going to be an interesting transition period.  And that's why we said there are some agencies that I think will opt just to throw in the extra money, change out the old equipment, and have one, I guess, for lack of a better word, transparent system.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.


		I've got a question on this.  In Region five, we're starting �� we're working on planning, and we've been using these draft guidelines to get started with.  And I know some of this has to wait for the fourth notice to get done, but have we got any rough idea of when we're actually going to finalize this into something that's sent to the Steering Committee?


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  That's what we were hoping to do today is finalize this, depending on the amount of comments we got back, and send it to the Steering Committee.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Oh, so, you're going to send it tomorrow to the Steering Committee.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Well, if I can't get the changes in tonight, then �� if I can't get them in tonight, then it will have to be �� I'll make a submission to Kathy, you know, outside of this venue.  But our intent was �� because we hadn't �� and we're all volunteers, so we're all busy, but we hadn't gotten any comments from anyone.  So, my assumption had to be today that when I got here, if there were no more additional comments of ��


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes, I think it's looking real good, and that's what I was hoping, that we could get something finalized that we can use, knowing, obviously, that there may have to be some changes down the road depending on what FCC decisions are made.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Well, what we'd like to do is at least get the Steering Committee to, I guess, acknowledge that we're going in the right direction ��


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Right.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  �� and make it more formalized.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  I think that would help us too at the regional level, so that would be great.  Thank you.


		MR. WELLS:  Carlton Wells, State of Florida.


		Just a comment to express my appreciation for what your subcommittee has done.  It's difficult enough for me to write a plan within the State of Florida to satisfy our folks.  What you're accomplishing here is writing up a set of guidelines and other documents that satisfy not just my state but every state across the country.  And, so that makes it even more difficult.  


		And, so I applaud you all for what you've done.  And not getting any comments or very few over the list serv makes it a little more difficult here.  So, I can appreciate what you're dealing with now.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Thanks.


		MR. WELLS:  Thank you for the time.


		MR. DEMELLO:  I'd like to say something on that.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Okay.


		MR. DEMELLO:  There's a reason why the document is the way the document is, and it's really a tremendous amount of input from the people in the audience.  There's a lot of diversification within this group.  And maybe some of the diversification isn't here this time, but they'll be here next meeting.  And when you start looking at that and start looking at things from somebody else's perspective, then you can get a better base from it.  So, it's really been a give and take.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Okay.  The next item on my agenda would be to motion to submit the following documents to the Steering Committee, and that would be the recommendations of the NCC Implementation Subcommittee, which unfortunately, I posted on the list server but didn't bring copies with me.  So, I apologize for that.


		Draft guidelines for Regional Planning Committees, draft outlines for National Regional Plans, the appendices, as well as a draft of the Funding Report, which I also sent out on the list server but didn't bring copies with me.


		So, I would like to, I guess �� and from what I can gather here that I think we do have enough consensus here that after making the changes tonight we should be able to submit a package to Kathy tomorrow.  So, if anybody else �� if anyone feels that this union should not be �� no, sorry.  It's something left over from my minister days.


		Any old business?


		(No response.)


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Norm?


		MR. COLTRI:  Do we have any further details on the database and its present status?


		MR. DEMELLO:  Tom Tolman isn't here right now.  I'm on the Committee, and I guess there's some others here that are on the Committee too.  But the database bids were taken.  We're not going to talk about the bids, because we're still in the process.


		As far as time line, we're still moving along.  Maybe, Gene, you want to say something, because you're from within the organization?  I didn't notice you there until I kind of cocked my head and looked over to one side.  And you want to protect a system greater than me.


		MR. MCGAHEY:  Right.  I'm Gene McGahey in LACTC.  I guess currently there are contract negotiations going on.  We had two parties that did submit bids.  And really that's about all I can say right now, because work is going on contractually at this time.  So, that's where we are.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Is it fair to say that we're still looking at about six months, maybe give or take a couple of months, to be moving ahead with it?


		MR. MCGAHEY:  Yes, hopefully.


		MR. DEMELLO:  We look pretty good as far as time line goes, and I think it's about all we can say.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  Gene, is it safe to say, though, that what you've got is enough that looks like it's going to go forward?


		MR. MCGAHEY:  Very encouraged, yes.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  That's what I wanted to hear.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.


		When it comes to the timeline, you were talking about six months.  That's not six months to have the product done.  When do you expect to have a database ready to put data into it?


		MR. DEMELLO:  Six, eight �� six, eight months.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Six to eight months?  Okay.


		MR. DEMELLO:  Yes.  I just made sure he was nodding when I was nodding.  We're both on the same track, kind of working together.


		MR. WILHELM:  I have an announcement to make before you cut them loose.


		CHAIRMAN DEMPSEY:  I just want to make one statement that comes from our Subcommittee, is that we're going to strongly encourage the Steering Committee to recommend as forcefully as they can that, number one, the regional planning process be used as we've outlined here.  But more importantly, that the database is mandatory in the regional plan �� national plan process, regional planning process.  We're going to come up with some strong language, I guess, in our NCC recommendations.


		I just wanted to get it on the record that it's the opinion of my Subcommittee that that has to be a mandatory part of the planning process.  Otherwise it's never going to work, not with four coordinators able to allocate frequencies across the board.


		Michael, you have an announcement?


		MR. WILHELM:  Thank you.  Tomorrow morning at 8:45, the NCC sponsors, the Steering Committee, and the Subcommittee Chairs are invited for a formal get together.  It will be held in Room TWA-402 or 442.  They're adjoining rooms.  They're called the Hearing Rooms, and they are back this way.


		The meeting tomorrow will take up at 9:30, and may I remind you again that for the general membership meetings, all the attendees must sign in.  There will be a book provided for that at the entrance to the Commission meeting room.


		Thank you for coming, and we'll see you tomorrow.


		(Whereupon, the Implementation Subcommittee meeting was concluded at 4:29 p.m.)
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