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�	P-R-O-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S

	(12:39 p.m.)

		MR. WILHELM:  This is the afternoon Subcommittee session.  We'll have the Interoperability Subcommittee first, followed by the Implementation Subcommittee.

		At this time, I would like to ask if there is anyone in the audience who is need of sign language interpretation.  If you are, please raise your hand.  If anyone in the audience sees someone who may be in need of sign language interpretation, would you please come to the table and let me know.

		Thank you very much.  I'll turn it over to John Powell.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Good afternoon.

		MR. WILHELM:  John, I have one other remark.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Go ahead, Mike.

		MR. WILHELM:  This is repeating something I said this morning, John, but I'll repeat it for your benefit.

		The NCC issued its first recommendations to the FCC as part of its quarterly report in February �� February 25 of this year.  We will have another report, the NCC's second recommendations to the FCC that will have to be filed by February 26 of 2001.

		In order to prepare that report, the subcommittees today must come up with final draft documents of matters they want submitted to the Steering Committee in the January meeting in Orlando.  That means that we can finalize those documents by exchanges on the listserver, and have them ready in final form for the June 18 and 19 meetings in Orlando.

		And with that, I will turn it over to you, John.  Thank you.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Did those copies get in yet?

		Okay.  Unfortunately, compliments of the airlines, all the handouts for this session are sitting in Chicago after they changed equipment and bags didn't change equipment.

		So, the two major documents, the agenda is up posted now.  The other document that Carlton will be referencing as he does his work is the consolidated recommendations that David Eirman sent out on the listserver yesterday morning.

		And I've asked Michael to print up copies for all of us to review that.  I don't see Dave here.  I wanted to thank Dave for doing that.  Dave went back, okay, to go get the documents.

		At this point, I did put the agenda up on the screen.  We can take a quick look at that, and I would ask for a motion to adopt the agenda.  I'll give you a chance to look at it real quick, and then I will try to space down and keep everything on the screen so you can take a look at it.	

		It's the standard agenda with the updated document references for this meeting.  Actually, there it all is.  Motion to approve the agenda?  Second?  All in favor?  Okay.  We'll move off the agenda then.  		First of all, the minutes are in Chicago.  So, we will have to discuss those later.  There is a new document list that should be on the listserver when you pick that up that has the new document numbers on it.

		Bob, can I get a quick report from you on where we are with the Writing Committee putting together the final �� our portion of the final report?

		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  It's in progress.  I don't have anything with me on it.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  As Michael mentioned, for the �� prior to the January meeting, and I would hope by mid-December, we are starting to get that final report for this Subcommittee into shape so that it can be included in the overall report.

		I'm going to shut this off here for just a second so I can read it off on my screen.  That was Working Group One.  Working Group Two is Carl Sinclair.  There was on the back table, and this was distributed about two weeks ago, a document called Operational Standards Working Group:  Two Recommendations Concerning Use of the Incident Command System.

		Is Carl here?  Do you want to address this David, or �� if you want to come up here, you're welcome to since you did the work on the document, we can ��

		MR. PICKERAL:  David Pickeral, Booz, Allen & Hamilton.  Yes, and I guess, again, it's Kyle's document, so I don't want to speak too much between the lines as far as what it is, but just to give it a basic overview.

		It's pretty much an overview of a �� I don't want to use the word generic plan for use of the ICS.  It was based upon a variety of plans, but it basically goes back to the original terms and definitions established by the fire scope system as far as the different terminologies.

		And what it basically does is separates out the plan from use by �� it's not specific as to fire EMS, or any specific kind of use, but basically uses the ICS existing structure, and how it can be used to facilitate, and has been used for several years to facilitate communications and basically it distills out the communications aspects of ICS as far as it would be used for any potential recommendations.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Has everyone here had a chance to look at this document?  As I said, it's been out for a couple of weeks, at least.

		MR. PICKERAL:  About a week and a half or so.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Is there anyone here who hasn't had a chance to look at it yet?  Maybe that's the better question.

		Having been in emergency management myself for a number of years back in the '80s and early '90s, I think you did an excellent job in distilling the essence of the incident command system into a fairly short document as it turns out, twelve pages.

		We need to, I think, distill from this the operational �� mandatory operational requirements that we want to promote.  And I think from that �� from this document, some of the key items are �� and if we just go through this beyond the background and get back to starting probably on page five under number four, the ICS Communications Infrastructure.  And again, if you don't have copies of this, there were a number of copies on the back table.

		One of the key issues for the Incident Command System to work is that everybody has to use the same nomenclature.  And it really doesn't make any difference what service you're in.  The fire service certainly has promoted this for a long time, and I know that we have 110 percent support from the fire chiefs in promoting the use of the Incident Command System in this band.

		We've talked with Alan Caldwell and others in the fire service, the same for EMS.  Also at its mid-year meeting here in Washington, or across in Alexandria, actually.  In June, the International Association of Chiefs of Police Communications Committee unanimously recommended �� and that's a recommendation that will be going to the full ISCP at their meeting coming up in San Diego later this month.

		Their recommendation is support mandatory use of the Incident Command System in this band for any operations on the interoperability channels higher than priority four.  And we'll talk about priorities because they are discussed in this document.

		So, I think we have certainly the three major emergency �� or the first responders all supporting, as I said, 100 percent mandating the use of particular aspects at least of the Incident Command System in this band operationally.

		I know historically the Commission has not really addressed operational issues.  They've addressed more technical issues.  However, I think all of us in this room realize that that's only the bottom half of the cake, and if you don't address operational issues, you can have the best technical solutions in the world, and they aren't going to work.

		And I think that's why we're at this level with the Incident Command System on the operational side of the house.  So, the main issues that we have out of this I believe is first of all, standardizing nomenclature.  Not only the ICS infrastructure itself in the five different groups, but also the nomenclature, for example, that the fire service has established.

		The same thing is happening for the law enforcement service, and in some parts of the country, has already happened.  Another one on page six is use of plain language.  All of us that are from wherever you are in the country, know that your neighbors don't necessarily use the same codes, and especially when you get between the different services which will happen regularly and in a major incident.

		The only way to communicate is using plain language.  Page seven goes into a lot of the nomenclature.  And also goes into supervising the communications implementation on a major incident.  I guess that's the best way to put it.  Certainly, the fire services have a what they call a communications unit established and on a major incident, a person that is trained in managing the communications aspects of that incident, is designated or is assigned to that role, or is supposed to be assigned to that role.

		And I would suggest that any major incident that we have where communications has not been a problem, someone has been assigned to that role that knows what they are doing, because when it happens the other way around, at the very top of the list of problems is we couldn't communicate.

		And then on page 10 is the priority levels �� priority access levels and the control channel monitoring �� those both came out of prior work from this Subcommittee and were included in the document.

		I think, David, what I would like to do at this point is to take this �� it's been out there for discussion �� solicit input from any final changes to this document, which we would then submit as an overview to the Incident Command System, and then gel out of this some specific requirements to go to the Steering Committee to be passed to the Commission suggesting that they ought to mandate these.

		If you're going to use the interoperability channels, you need to follow these rules above level four, not for day to day, but as soon as someone declares an interoperability use of the channel, that you need to revert to those standards to make sure that everything functions properly.

		And I guess it �� go ahead with your comments.

		MR. PICKERAL:  Again, having talked �� David Pickeral of Booz, Allen, and Hamilton.  Again having talked with Kyle about this subject last week, we went through the document, I want to draw everyone's attention to page 12, where we've developed three specific recommendations where under �� the way Kyle understands it, these are the three recommendations that would be devolved out of the entire document as far as the recommendations that would go forth.

		So, I guess my short answer is it's kind of there now to the extent they want to modify them.  But that's what Kyle had wanted to focus on.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Let's discuss these recommendations then while you're at the mike.  Let's just go through them one at a time.  We'll take some notes, and between us then get them modified based on input from the Subcommittee today, any changes that people would like to make.

		Number one, advising or requesting that the FCC mandate use of the Incident Command System in the 700 band.  My personal opinion is that's kind of a very broad umbrella.  There are different flavors of ICS implemented across the country, but there are certain common themes that run within those, and maybe that is more like what we should be talking about.

		For example, the nomenclature �� the structure.  And if we had a standard �� I think what we need is a standard document to reference there in our handouts that just arrived.  So, while those are being passed out, we'll continue the discussion here.

		Comments on recommendation number one.  What items do we see as within the �� the large ICS umbrella that are significant enough that we should be mandating or ask the Commission to mandate their use above level four?

		I was going to suggest the basic structure itself and the standardized nomenclature.  I know there's some people in this room that are familiar with ICS sitting around.  We'll certainly discuss this on the listserv.

		Dave, go ahead, Dave.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.

		Probably you should extract at some level �� I'm not sure you need it for every incident communications leader just to use say one interoperability channel, but certainly at the point where you're going to use more than one or have more than one discipline at an incident.  At that point, I think it should revert to a communications leader being assigned to the incident to manage the communications.

		Second, I think the plain language requirements should be enforced on the interoperability channels, because that's where you're going to have the most confusion.  Fire does it now out in our area to avoid confusion, but law enforcement �� there's any number of different codes and what have you that could cause confusion in an interoperability incident.

		So, at least those two items should be there.  Other than that, the basic ICS structure is fairly formal on the fire side.  I provided the one document that our Sheriff put together on the law enforcement side that really they didn't change a whole lot to the basic ICS at hand.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Dave, you have that document too, right?  That came out with the last meeting from San Bernardino County?  I gave that to Dick.  Okay.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  So, that's basically I think if you had those two key items, you'd pretty much have it.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Okay, so we have then nomenclature, structure, use of plain language, and at some point use of a communications leader.  And I agree with you at one channel that's not important, but we need to define at what point that should be applicable and probably multidisciplinary or when more than one channel is being used at an incident.

		Comments?

		MR. WELLS:  Carlton Wells.  Is this mike alive?

		In the Implementation Subcommittee for the draft guidelines, it refers to the memorandum of understanding saying to use plain language for all transmissions.  It calls that MOU a sample MOU by taking this ICS and requiring plain language, I think takes it a step further to ensure that we have plain language on the interoperability channels.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  I think the intent here so we're clear is that this would be a request to the Steering Committee to go to the Commission to actually implement in the rules.  So, it goes beyond the MOU which was a guideline.

		MR. WELLS:  Right.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  And I think critical to this whole �� if the Commission is going to address this, is that we've got to have something that's very succinct with the standardized reference document.  And certainly there are a number of those that have been developed at the federal level that I think would be useable from the fire college or wherever.  FEMA has one over there, certainly at fire that covers the nomenclature and structure issue.

		I think number two �� recommendation number two goes into the channel manager concept or the com leader that we just talked about in number one, at least from my reading.

		Is that right, David?

		MR. PICKERAL:  David from Booz Allen.  Yes, that's correct.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  And the number 3 is �� pulls that into the RPC and State Executive Committee responsibilities to make sure that those go into the regional plans.

		The trigger that would cause a com unit leader to be designated would be a multidisciplinary incident or an incident that goes beyond a use of a single interoperability channel.

		MR. WELLS:  Except for the calling channel.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  True.

		MR. WELLS:  More than one working channel or tactical channel assigned.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Good point, Carlton.

		MR. WELLS:  John, I'd like to get some clarification on section eight on page 10.  This is more just picking at the wording.

		On the second line that starts with control, calling it monitoring the control channels, should that be calling instead of control?

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Calling channel?

		MR. WELLS:  And in the third line, it refers to the National Public Safety Planning and Advisory Committee.  Just to make sure this was intended to, we are referring to the NPSPAC guidelines, not NCC guidelines.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Emil, you're familiar, probably more than anyone in the room with the NPSPAC requirements, because you were involved in putting those together.

		MR. VOGEL:  That is correct.  But it was the 800.

		MR. WELLS:  I see NPSPAC as the 800 Committee, whereas the NCC is the 700 Committee.

		MR. VOGEL:  Correct, Carlton.

		But I believe they are referencing the NPSPAC rules.

		MR. WELLS:  And we've already referenced the NPSPAC rules in the past?

		MR. VOGEL:  In the past.  And they do utilize the calling channel methodology.  I'm trying to get up to speed, but so far what you're asking me is correct.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  So, if we modify �� well, actually we can take the and out of it, because NPSPAC was a National Public Safety Planning Advisory Committee guide.  We can strike the and out of it.

		MR. VOGEL:  By the way, it is written correctly.  The statement is correctly.  They're referencing the NPSPAC channel methodology, and that is correct.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Okay, can we put that in parenthesis ��

		MR. VOGEL: �� differentiate it at the last sentence with the 700 megs NCC.

		MR. WELLS:  Can we rearrange just a little so it puts the emphasis on the NCC guidelines creating the calling channel, and then let NPSPAC just be an afterthought?

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  What I was going to suggest is that if we go 24 hour basis, and then in parenthesis as per the down through guidelines.

		MR. WELLS:  And just leave NPSPAC off the acronym?

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Yes.

		MR. VOGEL:  The reference though to the calling channel usage is NPSPAC.  That is correct.  The statement is correct whether you want to leave it in or take it out.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  I think what we're talking about is making that a parenthetical, and then following, because it's already been recommended for the 700 band.

		MR. WELLS:  Yes, that way we would focus on NCC activities and NPSPAC just backs up what the NCC has done.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Any further comments?

		Let me go back and summarize then what we'll put into this then for �� under the recommendations is that the pieces of the ICS that would be standardized would include a structure, nomenclature, use of plain language, the priorities recommended here and to the NCC earlier, and the use of a com unit leader as we discuss for any multidisciplinary incident, or any incident that uses more than one tactical channel.

		MR. WELLS:  Com unit leader wouldn't conflict with channel manager?

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  They called it a channel manager, but while the ICS is a com unit leader is the correct title, which you do mention in here.  So, we just need to standardize the definitions.

		MR. PICKERAL:  David Pickeral, Booz Allen.

		To clarify the com unit leader �� assuming that there's an individual for each slot, which is not necessarily the case with ICS because you fold it into a lot of �� would be a higher level underneath, that the incident manager and then the com unit leader channel manager might be below, and be the person who would actually be on the channels monitoring it.

		So, it's a different distinction.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  And in a small incident, it may be the same person doing all of that as well as a number of other things.

		MR. PICKERAL:  That is correct.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Beyond that, and I think this probably should fall to the Implementation Subcommittee, Ted, is a recommendation at least that the com unit leaders receive appropriate training, because we have seen some real fiascos when �� certainly on the West Coast �� when you put somebody in that position that knows nothing about radios.

		But I don't know that that's something that can be put in the rules, but it certainly could be put into the recommendations from the Implementation Subcommittee.

		Any further discussion on this item?  Do we have consensus of the group that we're moving in the right direction?  Anyone disagree with moving in this direction?

		I see no disagreement.  So, I think we're moving David.  Thank you very much for your work, you and Dick, and Kyle, and everyone who has been working and going through a whole lot of big documents and distilling them down I think to something that is a very good overview.

		Everyone has a copy of the agendas that were passed out, I hope, now.  We'll go to probably the major discussion for today's meeting, which is Working Group Three.  Those of you �� and hopefully everyone here has subscribed to the listserv �� have had your in-boxes full of discussion materials for the last week.

		Fortunately, Dave Eirman, I think yesterday, summarized those discussions very well in a document that he sent out at about noon.  And the other item that we passed out which is labeled IO 62-A at the upper right hand corner, I think is the distillation of all of those.

		There are four major points in that.  And Carlton, I think, probably the easiest thing to do would just be to go through these.  I believe he's got the latest recommendations out of those discussions listed here.  That's what it looked like to me as I was trying to pull all these together, and let's just take it from there.

		MR. WELLS:  I first saw this this morning when I logged in in the hotel and scanned through it.  And it looked pretty close.  What I had done originally about a week and a half ago or more, was put out a consolidated document to try and attack all the items that we had started reaching consensus on last �� at the last meeting.

		Such as the minimum channel requirement, we had said seven back then.  In thinking it through, it made sense to throw another GTAC channel in there to cover the other group.  And all the other items that come out of the last meeting were wrapped up in one major document.

		And getting little to no response on the listserv, I broke them down into separate issues trying to wake up that sleeping dog.  Well, it woke up with a few folks, and they got a little lively, and then settled down.  And I'd throw out another item, and it livened up again until I finished all of them.

		For the fourth item, backbone, and that was the last one realizing that there probably isn't a lot we can do on the backbone given that back in the NPSPAC days, as my reference serves me, there were no requirements for backbone to cause a calling channel or the TAC channels to be put in that was relegated to the RPCs in the 821 band to determine on a regional basis.

		So, I didn't expect backbone to go very far at all.  And I saved it for last.  But in the other items �� I'm going to walk through Dave Eirman's email one line at a time, and make sure we agree on that point, need to change it, and then move ahead to the next point so that we can inch our way through this and come up with a consensus on each major area, one, two, three, and four, if there were four of them here.  Yes.

		Starting with the first one �� well, first let's go up to the second paragraph.  And we may get into that again, but one of the discussions that I got very involved in, and put a lot of narrative out there was whether or not to allow �� not even require, but even just allow talk around on the input side of a repeater pair.

		And Dave Eirman's second paragraph gets into that �� talk around both sides of an IO channel �� should it be included or not?

		Anybody have discussions on that to add to the narratives that I threw out and anybody responded to regarding talk around on the input?

		I'll start by saying not to allow it and see who gets up and talks differently.

		Hearing no objections, I'll mark off input, and circle output only.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  I have a question, because Dave raised it here, and we have several manufacturer representatives in the room.  Certainly in the 800 band, doing talk around on the input is a problem, or has been a problem because of receiver spread.

		Can we anticipate that still being the case in the new band, or has technology improvements in the interim been such that we might now be able to look at a reasonably priced receiver, or reasonably priced transceiver that would allow us to do direct mode or simplex on either side of the channel pair?

		Comments?

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

		We actually talked about that a little bit this morning at the technology meeting.  I think the statement was certainly that's technically feasible to do that.  I think the question would be what's the cost impact.

		And you said a reasonably priced transceiver �� I don't think that I'm prepared or Com-Net's not prepared to make that kind of a judgment at this time.  I think the technical feasibility is there, but I think it's a leap at this point to say what that would mean in terms of development cost and also ultimately product cost.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Thank you, Ernie.  Nice skating job there.

		MR. WELLS:  Now, technical discussion aside on the equipment, going back to the operational aspects, talk around on the input as I put on the listserv, in my mind, can create chaos, and could be a disaster waiting to happen.

		Where do you find that mobile who may be talking around on input hosing up the dispatcher?  The dispatcher can't talk to them.  Now you've got to find the mobile to get within the vicinity to talk to them to get off the channel.

		So, just those two ideas alone not withstanding the other arguments I through out there, compels me to object to any talk around on the input from Florida's standpoint.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  I think from California's standpoint, we agree too.  Certainly our discussion up north has been.

		Dave, for southern California, for your region too?

		Any other comments, East Coast?  Ted, New York?  Do you agree?  Kind of going around the country here.

		MR. DEMPSEY:  Ted Dempsey.

		From the East Coast, we stopped using talk around on our inputs probably about I guess eight to ten years ago.  Primarily because, you know, they would interfere with the dispatcher.  But deferring to management's decision, it wasn't taped.

		So, if it wasn't taped, they didn't want it.  But we find that just from �� and it's becoming more and more prevalent in departments that we deal with that they don't use talk around on the input.  It's just too dangerous.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  As a reference, Bob Schlieman has up on the screen here a role at some point �� was this the third?  Third MO&0 for 92235, and the channel labeling and what was permitted.  I think you've got to fire the projectors back up again, Bert.

		MR. WELLS:  John, before we launch into that, one other item for point of clarification also on the input output side for channeling.  In a previous document, IO-0037B, we established digital TAC-21, and digital TAC-51, and there we did split them up.

		Those are for digital communications only.  And so we identified those as A and B for each one to get the high side and the low side.  But hopefully later on in this document, or help me catch up with myself later to bring up the discussion on A and B versus high and low side, and rather call it output and input side.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  The reason I ask Bob to bring this up if you can see the screens over here now, you'll see that the Commission in its actions on third MO&O on 92235, even on the bands where you can �� particularly UHF where the equipment today will easily spread to allow you to do that, in the rules did not permit that.

		So, certainly what we're proposing would fall in line with the Commission's recent activity in the UHF band which is the other band that has an established split for mobile relay operations.  Now it's legible.

		And if you look down toward the bottom, and they have used the A designation.  We'll get into that in a little bit here as to whether we want to support that or make an alternative recommendation.

		Go ahead, Carlton.

		MR. WELLS:  Okay, the first item, what's in the FCC rules?

		They accepted a new band plan layout in the third MO&O and third R&O.  One thing that this jogs in my mind is a see saw effect.  Previous to the third MO&O and R&O, the NCC or the subcommittees had talked about a band plan variation themselves.

		And it was called the alternate plan, alternate band plan, or some people tried to dub it the "Wells plan".  I'm glad you all forgot about that hopefully.  But the FCC has now put out this band plan in the third R&O, and yet we're still recommending that other band plans.

		So, I think we're in a see saw effect if we spend time figuring out how to do the third R&0 band plan, and then they turn around in the fourth NPRM, and give way to that band plan.  I think we're chasing each other �� the dog that's chasing their own tail or something.  We're trying to keep up with each other.

		So, I really don't know how to address this one other than it's fact that right now the third band plan, or the third MO&O band plan has been accepted by the FCC.

		IO channel frequencies only listed in FCC rules.  There's no names or designations.  If we've already made that recommendation to give them channel labels, but again, that's subject to the fourth NPRM.  So, based on comments and reply comments, we're waiting on the outcome of the fourth NPRM.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Carlton, I think again with what just came out for 92235, it looks like the Commission, Michael, is going ahead with standardized channel nomenclature, and what we should do is just be finalizing that.  And I would suggest putting it into the same format that they've adopted now in the lower bands so that we �� you can take a look, for example, that is set up now, in the lower bands by just looking at the channel designator, you know which band you're in.

		And I think we should follow that same format here, which is where the first character will tell you what band you're in.  I did communicate with Gary Gray who chairs the NPSPAC National Planning Committee that continues from year to year.  He agreed that they probably need to make a similar modification and their recommendation for the 800 band, and I think it behooves us at some point from the user side to go back to the Commission if we're going to.

		They've mandated them on the lower bands, if we ask for it in this band, we have to turn around and do the same thing for the 800 band through a request for rule making, or perhaps the NCC should just suggest that, Michael, to the Commission that they go ahead and adopt the standards into the rules that have been recommended in the NPSPAC band for so long.

		MR. WILHELM:  I don't think a new 

petition --

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Yes. It needs to be done, so let's just �� are we at a point where we can address the �� okay, we'll get into that later.

		MR. WELLS:  Third bullet, all subscribers capable of being programmed into all 32 IO channels.  I don't think anybody disagrees with having that capability.  It's will we get into discussion as what would be the minimum requirement that shall be put into a radio, and that's further down.

		The NCC requests 12.5 kHz IO channel frequency shift and two 6.25 IO guard channels recommended �� okay, I alluded to that already.  The third R&O has a band plan where two 6.25s next to each other as reserve channels, and two 6.25s next to each other as the 12.5 IO channel set, rather than the 6.25 on each side of the central IO channel set that the September meeting established.

		So, we're waiting for the outcome on that.

		MR. HOFMEISTER:  Ernie Hofmeister, Com-Net.

		Carlton, could I just �� I think I'm losing sync here with the band plans that are available.  I'm looking at one here which is called the working alternate, and it's a PDF 5001.PDF.

		What is that?  Is that the reference plan out of the report and order, or is that �� are you talking about a different one?

		MR. WELLS:  Can I see your screen?  Can you bring it here?

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  I'm getting ready to do that right now, here.

		MR. WELLS:  That is the alternate that was proposed by the NCC in September.  That's not the one that came out in the third R&O.

		To clear it up a little bit, there was an original band plan put out by the FCC on the first report and order.  We started working with that one, and then later on came up with an alternate band plan that centralized the 12.5 kHz sets, and put a 6.25 on each side as a guard channel.  Six and a quarter reserve on each side to act as guards.

		And we talk about making those low power operation.  But what came out since September, was the outcome of the third R&O and third MO&O which is a different band plan. 

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  And it's up on the screen now.  But you probably can't read it.

		MR. WELLS:  The low power channels are the first row at the top.  There's about 12 of them.  And then further over, you have your blue columns that are the 12.5 kHz channel sets, and just to the left, the pinkish, I guess, are the two reserve channels.

		And then further to the right of those blues, you have a block of state allocated channels for state licensing and use.  So, we're into a see saw effect right now chasing each other.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  So, I guess our recommendation at this point then would be simply to bring the two in sync, to slide from the edge the two reserves and then an IO, to slide the IO into the middle.

		Well, I'm awaiting trying to associate which channel numbers go with each channel set until we know the outcome of the fourth NPRM, and I think that will be the final word if you ask me, unless somebody petitions after that.

		Michael, where do we stand on resolving that?  It would appear to me that by offsetting channels by one 6.25 slot, that we could bring the two into harmony.

		Is that a recommendation that should just be put forth?

		MR. WILHELM:  Well, you can do it one of two ways.  You can petition for reconsideration of the third MO&O, although the date for that may have passed.  Or you can just incorporate it into the NCC's recommendations in February, and let the Commission take it from there.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Along with the justification that we used earlier which unfortunately didn't make it in time for consideration.

		MR. WELLS:  Maybe waiting for the latter so that we move into sync without being too busy trying to keep up with what's happening now.

		MR. WILHELM:  Well, this is the government, Carlton, so ��

		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  I think petition at this point would kind of just add another piece of mud into the quagmire.  So, item one is somewhat just fact.

		Item two, what's in the NCC Report and National Planning Guidelines, and eventually an FCC R&O to a defined list of common designations similar to third R&O for VHF and UHF definitions, and below there, you'll see, "Call 7A, call 7B, 7-TAC-NN" �� "NN" standing for 05, 06, 07, all the way up to say, 32 or so.

		And even adding on a "D" to the end for the talk around on the output side.  Now, let me break that down a little further.  That "D" remember, is just the output now.  Let me discuss the NN part now.

		Robert, if you could bring up that other table where we showed the VTACs and UTACs to confirm, but if I recall right, they started at TACs 1, 2, 3, and so forth for each band.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Yes.  I was going to go back and suggest we probably want to start with the calling channels because they put a band designator before the calling channel.

		MR. WELLS:  Okay, for the calling channel, we can either put a 7 call A, or a 7A call.  That's the two alternatives I came up with, 7A and 7B being the upper or lower group.  Putting both those characters in the front leaves "call" at the end, and that would be in sync if the calling channel and 821 became 8 call.

		We know that just one 800 MHz calling channel versus 7A and 7B.  There's two calling channels there.  So, I would say 7A call and 7B call.

		Comments?  First, is there any discussion on moving the seven to the very first character to keep it in line with all of the other lower bands and following along with the recommendation that we would do the same thing up at NPSPAC, and put an eight in front of the �� so, they would probably become eight call.

		Well, "8 -- I call" or just "8 call."  Because I think the 700 band, certainly the Canadians are hoping that will become international, too, at some point, and we can drop the I.  But just by use, they'll be international.  So, it would be seven first.

		Any preference whether we put the call �� put the, for lack of a better description, which TV block we're in, the A or the B, following the seven, or at the very end?

		I think putting it before the call, adding the D for direct afterwards, would make it a little easier to understand that way.  So, it would become

7A call or 7B call.  And then if you're operating simplex on the output, you would add a D to the end of that.

		Emil?

		MR. VOGEL:  Emil Vogel.

		John, isn't the intent to get rid of the A and B long range, and only have one call on 700?

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  We can't do that right now.

		MR. VOGEL:  But the intent would be to go to one calling channel on the radio to minimize confusion, so I would put the letter at the end so you can drop it when we ever reach that day.

		MR. WELLS:  Does it have to be at the end to drop it, or can you drop it out of the middle?

		MR. VOGEL:  I was just thinking it was easier to drop it at the end.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Dave Buchanan.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.

		I'm not sure it really matters because you're touching the radio either way.  You're going to have to reprogram it.  When you reprogram it, you've got to type in what you want anyway.

		I think the main thing that I'd be concerned with is that we get these into concrete so that they're not changing on us later.  Whatever it is, it should all make sense to me to make it all in sync if �� since the FCC came out with their plan for the lower bands, if we can just get it all in to sync here and at 800, and look at that A thing which makes no sense, change it to D so it makes some sense to the user for the direct, then I think we'd have a good plan that we could recommend.

		So it really doesn't matter to me whether it's 7A call or 7 call A.  Either way would work.

Yes, you won't have an A or B at 800, just at seven.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  So, probably 7 call A and 7 call B would be more appropriate.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes, it would be fine.

		MR. WELLS:  Agreement on that?

		So we've kind of reached two agreements from what I'm hearing.  We're moving the seven in front of the IO channels, and we're labeling the calling channels 7 call A and 7 call B.

		And then for direct mode, we just append D on the end of it.  It's just natural now.

		The seven TAC channels.  To be consistent with the VTACs and the UTACs, do we want to start the seven TACs at one, or leave them at five so that their �� our original discussion was to start them on TAC-5 so they weren't confused with TACs one through four in 800 MHz.

		But now that we're putting seven in front of it, and also contemplating getting eight in front of the eight TACs, it doesn't matter at this point, I think.  Start each one at TAC-1 so that no one wonders what happened to the first four in 700 MHz.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  If we can bring the screen back up again, we'll throw the lower band.  Just so people have that as reference.

		They start with one and go up.  I made a comment earlier.  You'll notice in the lower bands that Commission made, as well as at 800, no discipline specific assignment, which I'm going to agree with because there are not enough channels assigned in any band other than 700 be able to pull out some channels, and make them discipline specific as we have recommended here with fire law and medical, as well as a couple for general, the OTACs.  Which leaves us with how we want to pull those out and how we want to follow the numbering starting with TAC-1 and then pull the others off at the top end.

		MR. WELLS:  I haven't addressed the discipline specific part as far as the EFLGO and D that we put in front of the TAC channels.  Right now, it's just a matter of numbering the TAC channels.  Do we want to start them at number one, or leave them at number five from our original thinking without the number in front of it that identified the band before.

		Now that we identified the band, I think we can start with TAC-1, and it won't be confused with 8 TAC-1.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  My suggestion would be that we start at one, and go up only as high as we �� where we break off for the specific channels that are assigned to a discipline, and not number those �� not give anybody two options as to how they're going to call them.

		The way it is now, they would have two options.  They could either do seven TAC �� whatever happened to be for law and fire.

		MR. WELLS:  Well, I haven't dropped the ETAC yet.  I know Dave Eirman has not included ETAC in front of this, but I'm just reading off his notes, and I want to address that ETAC labeling also, and FTAC and LTAC, whether to keep it or not.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  My suggestion would be for the general TAC channels that we start with one, or actually 01.

		MR. WELLS:  Yes, 01.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Zero one, and go up to the point that we reach however many we've backed out for the specific assignments, which is what, eight?  So, we'd be 30 �� 24.  It would be 01 through 24.

		MR. WELLS:  I don't follow you.  I know we talked �� okay, eight.  That was in the listserv, eight instead of seven.  You take out those eight from the 32, take out the two DTACs, so now you only have 22.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Twenty-two.  Okay.  That's right.  I forgot about the D's.

		MR. WELLS:  Speaking voice channels only here.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Right, voice channels.  		MR. WELLS:  So label up to 22, but those eight that are minimally required ��

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  I'm talking about the eight that are discipline specific, fire EMS law and public service �� well, actually ��

		MR. WELLS:  There's 16.  There's 16 that are discipline specific.  In fact, if you talked about the other and the MTACs, they're all somewhat specific.

		Again, that's why I'm not talking about the ABC's of the TAC channels yet.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Okay, I'm discussing I guess at the bottom of the list on B, the general IOs that can be used for secondary so that we've got the ten channels there.  Those would generally be the ones that we would be numbering in this arena, one through ten.  The others are all discipline specific to a degree, to one degree or another.

		MR. WELLS:  While they're discipline specific, there are still four TAC channels per emergency medical, per fire, per law.  Now, what number do you give those to separate ETAC from another ETAC from another ETAC?

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  We could follow the numbering.

		MR. WELLS:  So, ETAC-5, ETAC-15, ETAC-20 can be left that knowing that LTAC-6, LTAC-16, and LTAC-21 are their specific ones, but they're all numbered chronologically one through 32, but we just know that certain TAC channels are specific to certain disciplines.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes, Dave Buchanan.

		Yes, I agree with what Carlton said.  Looking down under the B part of that, putting the F or E or L in front of it.  But you still want that end digit to tell you which one it is.

		So, if you leave them all in order, it just makes a little more sense.  I think it's a little more logical.

		MR. WELLS:  Yes, I didn't want to open up the ABC's of ��

		MR. BUCHANAN:  But for the discipline ones, you put the F, E, or L in front.

		MR. WELLS:  Okay, yes.

		So, we still call GTACs, "GTAC."  We still call ETACs, "ETACs", and so forth.  And we just number them chronologically however they fall with the channels as they are labeled.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Agreement on that?  Looks like it.

		MR. WELLS:  Okay, subscribers to display only the generic six-digit name.  Now, there's actually an eight-digit name now.  When you count them up, seven �� for instance, the last one where it shows "7-TAC-NND" just above there a little, if you insert the G, R, L or E, you count seven G, T as a third digit, and then I'll keep counting four, five, six, seven, eight digits.

		So, now we need minimally an eight digit alpha-numeric display in every radio that puts in an IO channel.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  That was not �� the way that that was �� and actually Dave has got it at the bottom of 2A, applicable to subscriber units with more than �� or with eight or more �� it should say eight or more characters alpha-numeric displays.

		There was no intent in this to force manufacturers to include an alpha-numeric display or to tell them how big it had to be.  Just that if it was eight characters or more, that it had to display -- and we could actually do it probably for the six character.  We'd need to take a look, but Ernie is gone.

		My discussions with Motorola and Ericsson were both that they were going to be offering eight character displays, at the minimum, in the equipment here.  So, that was where we came up with eight characters sometime back.

		And I see Wayne nodding his head over there on the part of Motorola, so that we have an eight-character display to start with if the radio is going to have an alpha-numeric display, it will be at least eight characters.

		That's where we came up with the eight, so my suggestion is that we forget about anything less than eight, and just say if it has a display, we'll address it in an eight character format.

		MR. WELLS:  Yes, those radios are just knobs.  On one through 16 and modes A through Z, you just have to have a look-up card to figure out which TAC or which talk group, whatever you have to go to anyway.

  		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  And having some of those, you're crazy if you do that.

		MR. WELLS:  Okay, I think number two is driven into the ground at this point, 2A.

		Two B, define subset of IO channels, we should be using nationwide for a specific primary and secondary functions, half in each TV channel pair.  And what Dave has put down here is one of the variations.  Let me get that folder because I've got a couple other variations that were put out on the listserv for the minimum channel quantity.

		The initial channel quantity, arriving at eight IO channels, not counting the talk around derivations of it, use the two calling channels, two GTAC channels, so that you've got one from each group.  And then depending on your service, as many as four TAC channels.  For instance, law enforcement would have the four LTACs.

		So that adds up to eight total interoperability channels minimally required.  And what that did was got you in those two groups.  Not only the two GTACs, but you had two LTACs from each group also.  You had the calling from each group, too.

		Other variations thrown out came up with 16 IO channels.  Another one came out with 18. Another response was put them all in, and another one was �� well, all meant 58 slots, or possibly 60, depending on how you count it, or minimally 30 if you have a toggle switch to go into talk around.

		But the one that Dave has here on the outline is the calling channels, which are two channels.  Now we call them 7 call A and 7 call B.  General IO channels, eight channels minimum.  Again, I'm having to understand this on the fly as we go.  He's got equals 7-TAC-NN.

		To cover both groups, unless this is all of the rest of the TAC channels out of general category �� the general TAC channels �� we have to make sure we split them between the two groups.  Specific primary IO categories, two from fire, two from EMS, two from law enforcement, two from public service, two from mobile repeaters.

		He doesn't have other in here.  But what this seems to me it's doing is taking a chance that the other two fire channels aren't the ones that are implemented.  So, you may have two channels in your mobile run into a scene, and those aren't the two that are being used or even in a backbone system.

		So, I'm kind of caught in between a rock and a hard place of whether to be agency specific, such that if you're law enforcement, you put all the four TAC channels in; for law, LTACs; two general TACs; and the two calling channels.

		Still, there's only a likelihood that there may be one or more of those put in.  But now you're cut out from all the other agency specific TAC channels to communicate.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Carlton, the first thing I'd like to do here is to go back to a discussion we had at the last meeting which is how many interoperability channels do people think we should require in radio.

		There was a general agreement that trying to require all of them was not correct, keeping in mind that many organizations have their own, especially on trunking systems.  In my county, we've got eight of our own that are talk groups that are just within the county before we get out of the county system and go to any of the state or national channels.

		So, you want to be able to put those in.  And I think if you look at today's equipment, the standard building block across most of the equipment is a group of 16.

		And we probably ought to try to build this in blocks of 16, and I would suggest that trying to go any more than 16, or require more than 16, including some for local use, would be asking an awful lot at some small agencies, because you're going to be pushing them into a higher-tier radio.

		Dave.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.

		I'm going to disagree with that on the basis that I think if you're going to put them in there, you need to put them all in there, because if you send a unit to the scene of an incident, and if he doesn't have the right one in there, then he's useless until you can get his radio reprogrammed.

		And you're talking basically 32 channels in a radio.  A lot of the radios have a toggle now for direct mode, so usually, programming-wise, it would take up 32 channels.  Yes, it's the higher-tier radios, but you can get 256-mode radios now.  Frankly, it wouldn't be that hard for them I don't think the manufacturers to make them into 512-mode radios.

		We have in as far as �� I've heard some of the arguments that units will get lost, and you won't be able to find them.  In my agency, our whole county and all the units �� you know, all the agencies within the county that are on our system regularly, we take up through the 256 modes and wish we had more to put stuff in.

		So I don't see it really as an issue to require all of them in there.  And then you don't have the problem of sending a unit to a scene of an incident wanting to get them started, and then you've got to wait.  And who's to guarantee that the software to program their radio is going to be on site.

		If it's manufacturer A, it's going to be one software.  If it's manufacturer B or C, it's going to be two different other softwares.  You're going to have to have around at each incident to make sure that all the units can talk to each other.

		From my standpoint, the whole argument of having interoperability channels is is that everyone can talk to each other no matter what.  And if we start limiting what we put in there, then they won't be talking to each other.  So that's my feeling on it.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  From a law enforcement standpoint, I don't want the plumbers having a law enforcement interoperability channels in their radio, because they may be the subject of the investigation that's ongoing about them.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, you're not going to be doing that investigation on the interoperability channels.  Interoperability channels are for specific incidents, and you may need transportation to come on to that channel, or be able to talk to them on it.

		What if you're on, let's say, a search and rescue in the mountains where you're trying to get in to an area and you need the transportation folks to plow a road for you.  You may need to actually talk to those units.  So to limit that is just crazy.

		We have a complete set of interoperability channels for all of the units in the radios now, and we don't have any problems whatsoever with kind of stuff.  I don't see it as a problem.  I think we're just making up problems there when we say that we're limiting it.

		You don't know who you're going to need to talk to before you have the incident.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  That brings us back to the discussion last time of requiring the OTAC channels to be in all the radios, leaving the agency specific ones out, and putting the general-use channels in all the radios, leaving enough room for them to add agency- specific ones if they wanted to.

		The other problem that we have certainly in California is that we now have many agencies that wear multiple hats.  So, to go and say if you're a law enforcement agency, you need to have the LTAC channels.  Well, I can name three or four that perform multiple functions.  They are law and fire.

		Going all the way up to the State Department of Forestry with their arson investigators, they wear both hats.  So we end up with a conundrum there.  My suggestion was that we require the OTAC channels and the calling channels, and beyond that they can put in what they want to.

		MR. WELLS:  Going back to the last meeting, the general consensus was seven.  And when I took this back, with the direction I was given, I realized that it needed to be taken up to eight to at least get a GTAC from both bands.

		So that, should there be a need for different services to talk to each other, you have the GTACs available first, at least one of them, one from each band.

		And regardless of the labels, I want to refer back to document 0018-F, which is an interoperability document.  In the fifth paragraph, the last sentence, the statement says this, "This would provide any local, state, or federal agency an expected channel assignment during a multi-agency response, particularly in the event.  Channels must be assigned for specific uses or services during the response."

		Now, that doesn't say those channels can only be used for those services.  These are interoperability channels.  But the labels allow us to segregate them out when there needs to be service specific activity on each channel.

		So we didn't come out and say it, and I didn't intend it to come out that way that once we label these LTAC, they are forever law enforcement use.  They're interoperability first, divvied up for law enforcement second.

		But by giving the law enforcement TAC channels in law enforcement radios, ETAC channels in EMS radios, and FTAC, and so forth, you do set up some segregation on how those TAC channels are to be divvied up when you have to.  And there's no choice.  You've got to give ETACs to EMS.

		You can't give an LTAC because it's not in their radio.  But at least across services, you can use the GTACs.  And for the plumbers and the transportation folks, they have the OTACs, two OTACs.  But they also have the two DTACs.

		DTACs, as specified in the email put out on the listserv, those two DTACs are the minimum I think that we have to put in to ensure that everybody has a chance of talking to everybody else.

		And I use the word "likelihood".  If you want to get rid of the word "likelihood", you've got to put all 30 voice channels in there.

		Dave, you referred to 32, but the two are DTAC channels, not voice channels.  So, I'd like for us to start referring to 30 IO channels for voice purposes.

		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I think �� Robert Schlieman.

		I'd like to say that when we propose to require or to recommend that the FCC require a specific number of non-system channels in a radio for interoperability, that there are a lot of reasons why a licensee may not want to apply that in their subscriber equipment.

		I want to say that I think we're stretching it quite a ways to recommend a requirement for the number of channels in a radio �� in every radio that operates on this band, but I won't recite typical problems that occur with trying to manage those kind of channels to prevent abuse.

		Because this thing is being recorded and played over the internet.  But I'm sure you can all appreciate what some of the problems are.  And I think that this really is a licensee responsibility.  We could recommend that they be used and have that in record, but I don't think the FCC should mandate a specific set of channels in every radio.

		For one thing, it limits the type of equipment that a licensee can select and therefore, imposes a specific cost increment on the radio equipment also.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.

		I'd just like to point out one other thing.  If we're going to go down that road of limiting the channels, why did we make it such a big deal about the ones that were set aside for trunking being secondary, at some point that you would have to get off of them because they'd be needed for conventional use.

		What we're saying is is that we really only need eight channels or so for interoperability in this band if that's all we're going to recommend to be put in.  Because otherwise, what do you do?  First thing you do when you run out of that eight, you're going to have to go reprogram radios and hope you have software.

		Or if you've got separate incidents happening at the same time in the same general geographical area, you may need to start using one set of channels in one area, another set in another area. And again, there it goes.  It won't be able to operate until you can get them programmed.

		I mean, it seems to me that we set aside and the FCC set aside all these channels for interoperability so that everybody could talk to each other.  And now we're saying, "No, well, don't worry about that.  It's okay.  You can just put a few in, and hope that it will work."

		The only way it's really going to work at a scene, at an incident, when you send units from all around �� say from Northern California or from wherever �� another state into this state is you're going to need all of those channels in there, and you won't be able to guarantee it.

		That's my basic argument.  Other than that, I'll sit down and let you figure it out.  Because I seem to be in the minority here.

		MR. GILLORY:  Ron Gillory, Houston Police Department.

		I come from a southern area of the United States where we deal a tremendous amount with planning for hurricane and mass evacuations from �� in my area, it would be the island of Galveston, Texas.

		One of the things that never has come to fruition is real interoperability among agencies involving those kinds of mass evacuations.  It was my understanding and interpretation of reading documents preceding, that had previously been put out by the Federal Communications Commission, that we are in the process of ensuring that we will have interoperability with 700.

		And by cutting out accessibility to certain sets of channels and creating turf domain, we'll have the same problem that we have now.  Everybody claims a certain section of turf, and they get real personal, and you try to utilize those frequencies for another purpose.

		So I would go for �� memory is cheap.  The development of a cost-effective radio with a large channel capability and the control of that capability from a central command center, you don't necessarily have to authorize that particular group to have capability within that sector if you don't want.

		But, certainly, you would want the radio capable of doing it without having to reprogram in the field.  So I would go for large channel planning capability within the radio.  And not worry about the cost issue on it.  It's something we're going to have to absorb to achieve the interoperability requirement.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Carlton, let me bring up some discussion that we had at ISCP Communications Committee meeting.  And I know you will have objections from them about requiring �� as one of the major players here requiring channels that could be used for example for a task force operation moving across a wide area being in all the radios.

		There will be an objection.  There will be a major objection.

		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I think we need to look at how many channels do we need to put in a radio to manage a typical, a large event that any of us might encounter.  And to make those common, and I would suggest not being service specific, leaving those to the side.

		You know, if we put in six or eight channels beyond the calling channels, is that enough?  How many do we need?

		I disagree with the comment that we don't need to require any.  During the Little Praedia Earthquake, half of our fleet of radios was unavailable to be used in mitigating that disaster.  We couldn't reprogram them.  We just �� there was no way.

		Because we hadn't put common channels in those radios, half of the fleet of several thousand radios that we badly needed to manage an evacuation of an area where we had a major chemical spill impacting a large number of people, the equipment wasn't there, because we did not have the right channels, common channels in them.

		Don.

		MR. PFOHL:  Don Pfohl, Mesa, Arizona.

		I was just trying to think through the different scenarios that we go through in certainly there are some times when you want all the disciplines to be able to talk to each other.

		But more often than that, what I see is maybe six law enforcement agencies coming together on narcotics problems or those kinds of things, and you don't want those talk groups available to other people.  And the reason for having interoperability is to give agencies a common place to go.

		If everybody �� if all radios have access to those, then you're forced back to using some other agency's channels as the common place to go.  Though I think that there is a valid argument for having less than all of them available in some radios.

		And certainly in the law enforcement business, we don't want to have everybody on those.  We want to have the law enforcement interoperability channels available for law enforcement.  We still need others that allow us to get all the disciplines together when we need to do that.

		So, I'm afraid I'm against just a blanket statement that all interoperability channels available to everybody on every radio.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  What we end up with all of them available to run a task force type operation is everyone has to have encryption.  And then we have to get everybody together and we have to common key all those radios, which means we have to go touch every one of those radios to get it to work in that operation to ensure the privacy that we need.

		Not that they shouldn't be doing that anyway if it's a major operation.  But to just blanket let everyone have it, you're going to have some big objections.

		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Robert Schlieman.

		I just wanted to suggest that really what these differences between different areas of the country, they should be subject to a Regional Planning Committee determination as to what each region requires.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan again.

		I'm not sure I follow the logic from the law enforcement side.  If you want to be private, you'd better have encryption.  Otherwise, somebody is going to listen to you, number one.

		Number two is if you do want to limit it �� I mean if you just want to say that only these many need to be in the radio, shouldn't it be limited for regions or areas or agencies to put all of them in the radio if that's what they feel their need is.

		So, it's fine, but I still think it's a mistake not to have them in there, because I think at some point, you're going to come to an incident and find out you need �� a group of radios need some other tactical, or you have to redo your whole plan for allocating the interoperability channels for an incident based on a group of radios that don't have a particular interoperability channel in them.

		But I can live with �� as long as it's not limited to putting them all in �� that it just says, this is the minimum fine.

		MR. WELLS:  That is where I've been coming from is minimum requirement.  In listening to the discussion, I'm hearing a kind of a split between all and minimum.  And I've come up with this scenario that hits 16, and John, you used the number of 16 as a standard block.

		Let me describe it to you.  Two callings, four service specific TACs �� so, that's six now.  And then the five GTACs from each group that are available for secondary trunking to give it increased likelihood that they may be installed before other GTACs.  And they are made available by previous consensus for conventional use at an equal or higher priority.

		So, that's ten.  We now have 16.  There's your magic 16, not counting the talk arounds.  Be it a toggle, or be it not, that makes 32.  Either 32 slots or just a toggle of a switch.

		Now, what I've left out are the two MTACs.  So, when you go into an ICS incident, and there's no communications at all, and they pop up a mobile repeater on an MTAC channel, who are they going to talk to?  Because we haven't introduced that likelihood �� and I use that word, "likelihood" because anything less than 30, we're getting into a likelihood.

		So, how could we increase the potential of that?  At least one of the minimum will be in an area.

So, I propose that 16.

		MR. LELAND:  Yes, I think Carlton maybe said what I'm going to say here, but �� I'm sorry, Wayne Leland of Motorola.

		Just listening to the discussion, it sounds to me like you want some number of nationwide interoperability channels mandated in every radio.  And I don't know what that number is, if it's four, or six, or eight, or whatever it is.  And that's in every radio.

		Then it almost sounds like you want two other tiers available.  One would be for the Regional Committees to establish �� the regional planning committees.  And maybe a third that could be made available for individual agencies to use amongst themselves so they can tie in together.

		So, kind of listening to the discussion, it seems to me that you've got three different levels and they ought to be addressed that way.  One is some minimum number, four, or five, or six, or whatever the number is that are in every radio, and that guarantees interop.  And you only use them when you need to use them for that.

		So, it would be nationwide interoperability channels.  Then assignable by the Regional Planning Committee a second set of whatever number it is.  And then maybe a third set that you would leave available to the agencies, so they can interop amongst themselves, at least the bigger cities.

		MR. WELLS:  John was mentioning something also here.  For agencies that serve multiple purposes, fire and EMS for instance, or more hats than that, do they put in both sets of service specific TACs, or do they split them between the two service specific TACs.

		When you start splitting them, you reduce that likelihood, so now we have that out here.  An agency that wears two hats, do they put in four additional TAC channels or what?

		MR. MAYWORM:  Ron Mayworm from the city of College Station, Texas.

		I agree with Bob Schlieman that the differences in the variations of needs that we're hearing here definitely points towards the regional planning committees being strongly involved.

		On the other hand, to prevent the scenario that John described of having radios that become totally useless, that a certain very minimum number of nationwide channels built in to every radio would prevent that.

		And Carlton, you talk about likelihood of being able to intercommunicate.  If that group of nationwide channels is relatively small, then the likelihood is going to be large.  Your likelihood I think starts decreasing as you get more and more choices.

		I know at least within our own departments, we find the KISS principle regarding the channelization of the radios to have been very important.  When I start talking about 256 modes in a radio, I think it's going to get mind boggling to a great number of users, but I think we still have to have something there so that we don't have any useless radios, John's fear originally.  But not much beyond that.

		MR. DEMPSEY:  Ted Dempsey.

		I agree with Ron.  And also from a management perspective, I think we've got to keep these radios simple and not complex for two reasons.  If there is a lot of channels out there during a large incident, you're going to lose people.  

		It's going to be difficult to find out �� it's going to take a long time to set up the channels.  If you're using ICS, it's difficult to get everyone to get on to that channel, because they're either not paying attention to the calling channel or they're being dispatched on their work channel as it is.  So if you keep it simple and let the regions decide what should be inbased upon their requirements, I think you will be a lot better off.

		And there was an issue also where you discussed EMS and fire as wearing two hats, and they may have to interoperate in between.  This is more a personal opinion than �� if there is an agency that's wearing two hats and they haven't figured out how to talk to each other, we shouldn't be wasting interoperability channels for EMS and fire to be talking to each other if they're in the same agency.  Just a little personal opinion there.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  But my point, Ted, was which ones do they put in?  If we say you have got to put them in and we only give you two slots, which ones do you put in?

		MR. DEMPSEY:  Well, if you've only got two slots, you put in two of them.  I don't mean to try to be funny, but whether they're the EMS channels or the fire channels, you've only got two slots.  Pick one and one.  It doesn't matter.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Ron?

		MR. HERASETH:  I think it brings up �� Ron Heraseth, APCO,  It brings up a good point.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Identify yourself.

		MR. HERASETH:  Ron Heraseth, APCO.

		Ted brings up a good point, I think, on that.  And what we have to remember particularly about this band.  It's a new band, new systems.  They're going to be large, probably trunked with a lot of capability built in.  The majority of responders are probably going to be operating on existing system infrastructure and may not even require the interoperability channels for their particular tasks.

		So it may not be quite as important to have that real large number of interoperability channels and reserve those interoperability channels as a communications unit leader for those units coming in.  They cannot operate on that local system infrastructure; again, just emphasizing the importance of the communications unit leader and his ability to analyze the whole scenario and assign spectrum, and frequencies, and channels as required.

		MR. WELLS:  Let's try this scenario.  This reduces the minimum to a minimum, lower than the eight we talked about.  Well, there is eight here, but it's a different eight.  It ensures MTACs and OTACs are included also.  Two calling channels.  The MTAC channels to take care of your temporary set ups, the two OTAC channels to capture those two, and two GTAC channels.

		Which two GTAC channels?  Given the Implementation Subcommittee would put this in their guideline to recommend of all the GTAC channels to put in your backbone, do GTAC-5 and/or GTAC-35 first.  So that by putting those in, you assure the likelihood a little more for the two GTAC channels minimally required in this example.

		Now what this leaves out is your service-specific TAC channels.  That may satisfy the compromise for fire and EMS doing �� working out of the same agency or law enforcement and whatever else serving more than one function out of one agency.  And they can put in what service-specific TAC channels they see fit there, or let it be the regional planning committees beyond this minimum of eight, to go further into the total of 32 voice TAC channels.

		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Question on the �� this is Robert Schlieman.

		The GTAC channels are also the secondary trunking, aren't they?  Why would you want to make those first choice for interop?

		MR. WELLS:  I think in there is an agency who wants to trunk IO channels and will be pooling out of the general services as we recommended for secondary availability and recommend they put in GTAC-5 or GTAC-35.  An agency who's not putting in trunked channels still could put in GTAC-5 and/or GTAC-35, first for their conventional operation.  Either way, those two channels get put into a backbone first by recommendation.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.

		I'm confused, Carl.  What do you mean by �� since all this has been changing on different band plans here, you're talking about five and 35, is that �� are those in the group of eight that are not for secondary trunking or are those in the group of 10 that are for secondary trunking?

		MR. WELLS:  They're in the group of 10 that are.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Why would we want to do that?  Because immediately then some agency is going to have to drop the trunking channels automatically because of an incident happening.  Wouldn't you want to take them out of the �� if you're going to do this, which I still don't agree with, but wouldn't you want to take them out of the eight that are not for secondary trunking?

		MR. WELLS:  My logic is the two GTAC channels coming out of the secondary trunking, those would be the channels implemented by an agency who wants to trunk the IO channels before they spend money on any conventional GTAC channels.  So the likelihood is increased by picking out of those GTACs first.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  But this is all for conventional operation that we're talking about here.

		MR. WELLS:  Correct.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  So, an agency that has implemented ��

		MR. WELLS:  If we use GTAC-31 ��

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Some of those that are for the secondary trunking and they're trunking, they wouldn't want to drop those automatically, because they have an incident that requires outside agencies that need to use the general channels.  The tactical channels on a conventional basis, those would be the last ones you would start using.

		MR. WELLS:  If we use GTAC-31 and GTAC-61, those aren't available for secondary trunk use.  When will they be installed if an agency is putting in a trunk system?  That's where I was coming from.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, at some point you're going to have to �� if you're going to support the conventional channels in a backbone infrastructure, and remember we said a lot of it is going to be direct talk around, so you wouldn't need infrastructure there.  The other thing is that you can bring in portable repeaters.  I mean we've set aside two of them for that, but you can have it on any of them really if you want to.

		The other thing is that an agency, even if they have some for secondary trunking, they are still going to have to have some kind of conventional backbone more than likely in their area.  So, I think you would want to go to that first.

		MR. WELLS:  Most definitely, more than likely.  We allowed the secondary trunking in those GTACs to increase the possibility of agencies putting in IO channels, because it would benefit their trunking operation while serving in reserve for IOUs.  Without giving it that secondary availability, we would have possibly reduced the likelihood of implementation.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  When you drop that radio out of trunking, that doesn't necessarily mean it's then available for conventional use.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  That's right, because there's no requirement that you build out the conventional backbone.  The requirement is only that you be able to drop out of trunking.  Nothing says you have to build a conventional backbone.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Nothing says that it then ends up as being available for conventional use.

		MR. WELLS:  We came up with an alternative here.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  And I still want to clarify.  Are we really talking ��

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  What it sounds like, Dave, is that we're going to have agencies out here ��

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Are we really talking �� if you limit these channels, we're really just saying this is the minimum that has to go in?  There is no maximum?

		MR. WELLS:  Correct, yes.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  That individual agencies ��

		MR. WELLS:  If you want to put them all in and you want to put them in on the 6.25 and you want to put all the directs in, go for it, if you've got the space and the radio.  Nothing would limit you.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes, okay.  As long as that's written in there, I can go along with it.

		MR. WELLS:  Unless your regional plan, for some reason won't let you.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  I'll still respectfully disagree with the direction we're going.  I think if you're going to have true interoperability, that all will be in there.

		MR. WELLS:  Dave, what you described about the GTACs for secondary trunk use, that there's no requirement that they be �� that there be a conventional backbone in place, that concerns me that agencies are going to play games with what we've already reached consensus on.  They're going to trunk these GTAC channels on a secondary basis.

		Now that somebody comes in on the calling channel and says that I need a conventional access, they're going to take it out of trunk, but we don't have a requirement that they be conventional.  We're shooting ourselves in the foot is what I'm hearing.  Is that what we want?

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, that's what we �� I mean --

		MR. WELLS:  I'm seeing a nod no.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  No.  Go back to the original point of doing that.  One wants to get more head room in a trunk system to do interoperability on the trunk system, number one, if you don't need outside units coming in.  But if it's a multi-agency trunk system, then those extra channels can give you the headroom to do interoperability on the trunk system as the units are used to doing day to day ��

		MR. WELLS:  I agree with that.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  �� just by assigning talk groups.

		MR. WELLS:  Yes, I have no problem with that part.  Keep going.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  The second use that we came up with those is that you could have a transportable trunk system, and I think some of that's gotten dropped out, but that is in the original recommendation.  I think it was glossed over in the fourth notice of proposed rulemaking, too.  That was it.

		And at that point, we said, okay, but if they are needed for conventional use, then you've got to quit trunking them.  We never, ever said that you've got to immediately have them available for conventional use on that infrastructure, because it may not even be �� it may be that all you're doing is interfering with an operation that's quite a ways away.

		It's not really that it's giving coverage to that incident.  It could just be that it's over the border in your next agency's area, and you're just going to interfere with their operation, not that you could cover their operation.  So, I'm not sure how we could ever ��

		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  But it could also mean that someone is coming in to provide assistance, and they don't have your trunking system.  And, so they would have to be operating on a conventional mode.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes, but ��

		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  So, there's really a lot of permutations on what could happen.

		MR. WELLS:  But there's also no ��

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes, true, but I would say if they're going to come in, then you would assign the eight channels that are not for secondary trunking first before you start dropping it out of the trunking mode.

		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Correct.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Because you're still going to have a lot of operations going on in your trunk system that are really interoperability in nature.

		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  Does anyone object 

with ��

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  We don't even have a requirement that you have to build the calling channels unless the regional planning committee wants it.  The way we stand right now, the RPC or State Executive Committee could come up with a plan saying, Yes, these agencies are responsible for providing the backbone for the calling channels.  We don't even have a requirement for calling channels to be installed.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  That's true, unless the secondary trunking is implemented, and then you have to.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Then you have to.  That's the only time.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes, you're right, though.

		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  Let's let the GTAC channels be 31 and 61.  Those are out of the non-trunked, conventional categories.  That leaves the secondary trunked channels alone for agencies to do with what they please.  They will use them for trunk use but still won't be available for conventional use.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  So, what we end up with now is the two calling channels, the two mobile tactical channels, which could be used other than in a mobile configuration, or in a mobile relay configuration, the two OTACs, which are 33 and 63, which are available for anybody to use.

		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Slow down a minute.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Okay.  Let me go through �� I'll give you the channel numbers:  two calling channels, the two MTACs, which are 23 and 53 �� the two GTACs are 31 and 61, the two MTACs are 23 and 53, the two OTACs are 33 and 63.  So, there's no impact on trunking at all.  That's eight channels.  

		If you wanted to do talk around, you could use the other of your 16 without having to go to a toggle.  Since a lot of us use our toggles for things other than switching to direct mode because we very rarely use direct mode.  So I think it gives you a lot of flexibility or you could use the other eight for your own agency systems, for service-specific, however you wanted to do it.  

		On a typical bank of 16, that gives you half that are mandated and half that, either through the regional planning process or locally, you determine how you want to use them.  But what it does is it gives us six channels in common in every radio in the country.  I would suggest you could imagine a pretty �� you could manage a pretty, large-sized incident with six channels.

		MR. WELLS:  And I'd like this to become a recommendation in the Implementation Subcommittee in their guidelines to have the RPCs consider these first in their backbone, at least the GTACs for conventional use.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Any objection to �� any further discussion on this idea?  Is that acceptable to people along with the recommendation to the -- Teddy, to your Committee?  No objections?

		(No response.)

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Next item.

		MR. WELLS:  Why didn't you all give me this hard time on the listserv instead of here?

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  It would have happened here anyway.

		MR. WELLS:  Oh.  Two C.  Subscriber direct mode IO operation on one side of IO channel, base transmit only.  We've already covered that.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Adding a "D" at the end.

		MR. WELLS:  Yes, appending the "D" at the end to transmit only side.

		Two D.  Ten IO channels should be included in all subscriber units nationwide.  We kind of killed that one with 2B.  We've got eight IO channels nationwide.  Again, that's the minimum.  RPCs can go beyond that or agencies can.

		Although, operationally, there's, I think, a key note that Dave put in here down in the second line to the bottom, or actually the two bottom lines.  There's a priority if you're trying to reach somebody is to start out on 7A first and then go to 7B, and then try the mobile relay mode first and then go direct if you don't get anyone there.

		MR. WELLS:  Thank you for catching that.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  We should pull those in too.

		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  This is new to me.  Common channel access parameters for Project 25 IO.  Can you pick up on that, John?

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  There were a number of comments in, or several anyway, filed on the fourth notice that discussed the fact that in digital operation we need to go beyond simply saying the tone coded squelch, as we do with analog, to make things compatible.

		I think this was added under the assumption that the Commission will move ahead with the ANSI 102 as the common digital standard and attempted to identify, I believe, all of those six �� I think those are all of the items that �� from another meeting that we talked about that we needed to identify.  So, this would need to be codified just as in the 800 band we say that everybody has to have a 156-7 subaudible squelch.

		In a digital arena, these are the items that need to be standardized or you won't be able to talk to each other.  And Dave has simply suggested some values to be plugged into these.  I did not, since I just got this yesterday, have a chance to go through my documentation and look that up.  But I think most of them are what we talked about earlier.  He did propose 61F for the network access code that maps to subaudible squelch of 156-7.

		Comments?

		Glen, do we want to forward that to your Subcommittee?  Do you want to address that?  How do we want to ��

		MR. WELLS:  John, conceptually, I agree with this, that we come up with the uniform coding.

		MR. NASH:  Glen Nash.

		I'm not sure that there's any technical reason to pick one over another one.  I think to the extent that we need to pick a value, we should just go ahead and pick a value.  I'm not sure that necessarily  all of those values need to be selected in order to have a receiver open up.  Basically, that's what you're looking for is choose something that allows the receiver to open up.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Right.  The Project 25 documents have a default value, and we were just talking up here.  The mapping to CTCSS really doesn't exist anymore.  It doesn't make any sense.  There is a default value for the network access code, which I think is either zero or one, I don't remember which one it is.  It isn't?  Bob is going to check.

		So, our discussion up here is that we should just go straight across the board with default values, because that's what's going to come standard loaded in the radio unless the programming is changed.  So, unless I hear objections, we will change that one to whatever the default is.  Then they will all fall to the �� they would all fall to the default value for those six items.

		MR. WELLS:  Sounds like the KISS principle.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Yes.  No comments?

		Emil?

		MR. VOGEL:  Yes, just quickly.  I just wanted to make sure on the �� you're not talking about changing the 5A.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  No, no.  We're only talking about for digital.

		Go ahead, number F.

		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  F:  Repeaters on IO channels are to be set up, knocked down from primary dispatch centers.

		Any objections to that?

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  I would suggest that's something that Ted would be in Implementation, although Dave notes here a lot of this needs to go to you.  But that's and probably a regional planning issue, too, because certainly in my region we have the calling channels on all the time, monitored by certain agencies, by decision within the region, and it works.

		MR. WELLS:  Encryption �� no encryption on IO channels?

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Calling channels.

		MR. WELLS:  I'm sorry, yes, IO calling channels.  We've already reached that consensus in document 0018F.  Use of encryption is prohibited on calling channels and permitted on all other interoperability channels.  A standardized encryption algorithm for use on the IO channels must be identified by the NCC and I think the NCC Technical Subcommittee.  And, Glen, we've done that already, correct?  We've reached a consensus on a standard encryption scheme.

		MR. NASH:  Well, maybe.  Glen Nash again.

		A qualified yes.  At the last meeting of the Technology Subcommittee we did reach consensus on DES as the standardized encryption scheme.  Since then I have received input from at least one member of the Steering Committee that we've probably made a wrong decision, and that there might be other alternatives that we should be considering.  So, I'm waiting for guidance from the Steering Committee, which I expect to get tomorrow.

		MR. MCEWEN:  Harlin McEwen, IACP.

		I don't think Glen's quite right.  I don't know that the wrong decision was made.  The issue is, and I saw Dick nodding his head, is that we're still trying to get all of the information together.  The NCS recent decision to develop or to adopt Riendall, and Michael sent out an alert about that too, as probably the next generation of government encryption, raises a point that I think we cannot overlook at this point.  And that is that if we're looking at developing 700 MHz next generation equipment, we need to realize that if the government is going to adopt this, which I've been told is reasonably going to happen, probably within �� or it will be available and operating in the next year, it will probably be before we have any equipment.

		If you're going to build 700 equipment and put new encryption, what we need to know is can you build equipment that would allow you to use both?  In other words, they're not compatible.  There's no migration from one to the other, whatever.  And I don't know that answer, and I don't know if Dick does.

		Is there anybody here that has enough understanding of all that that could talk about it?  We think the experts have got to be consulted.

		And the reason that I raise this is that if you're looking at interoperability, if you're talking about just in the 700 stuff, that's one thing.  Everybody can go to the new one.  But if you're going to use that and have backward compatibility to some 800 stuff, and there's DES in there or triple DES in there, then the issue is can we reasonably use both?  In other words, we just don't know that.

		So, I think it needs to be explored a little further.  I don't know whether the Commission, Michael, will actually �� would consider even getting involved in mandating an encryption standard.  It's probably more a user issue than it is �� I don't know.  Do you think?

		MR. WILHELM:  I'm not sure my opinion on that is worth all that much.  I can't tell you what the Commission will do.

		MR. MCEWEN:  Yes, well, I'm sure you can't.  I mean, I just thought maybe you might have sense.  Because it's a new issue.  It's something that hasn't been done in the past that I know of.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Glen?

		MR. NASH:  This starts to become an issue that needs to go back to the Technology Committee for discussion.  But some of the concerns I think I would have is that AES does use a much larger encryption coding scheme.  The effect that might have on the encryption bits that are built into the Project 25 standard I don't know at this point.  It's something that we need to refer back to TIA and the Project 25 Committee as to what impact that might have on the standard that we've adopted as far as the common air interface and that goes.

		So, my gut feeling is that making a decision to select triple DES or AES or one of those is not a simple decision, that there are many things that kind of reach in and impact it that we need to consider.  I think it is something that we may need to settle here fairly soon if in fact the manufacturers are going to be able to start developing product, because again it may impact what they do in the development of that product.  

		And, so to the extent that we leave unknowns open, we limit their ability to go forward with what we're asking them to do.  We do need to make, if you will, a fairly firm decision here pretty quickly, and we need to know the impact of the decision we're making.

		MR. MCEWEN:  Let me just make one further comment, and that is that I've been told by people that seem to have a better understanding of this that this next generation encryption is much faster.  In other words, it will go through the system much easier and faster.  That's a technological issue that would be very important to us to understand that if it takes less time to transmit something in an encrypted mold using this new kind of encryption, that is an issue.

		MR. WELLS:  Yes, it is.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  I think, Carlton, what we can say here is just strike that second sentence out and just say encryption is not permitted on the calling channels, and let it go at that.

		MR. WELLS:  Yes.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Agreement?

		MR. WELLS:  Yes.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Go back to E at the top of that page, if you would.  Bob hunted up the default value for the network access code.  It's $1.293, if you want to write that in on that document.

		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  There are two other designated ��

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Yes, there were a couple of others that caused other things to happen within the system.  One of them is the equivalent to carrier squelch.  If you're transmitting $1.57 E, it says open any receiver.  And if you transmit $1.57 F, it says that the �� it tells a repeater to receive and retransmit that code.   So, there's some interesting applications there.

		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Actually, those are not �� the NACs are intended to be transmitted and acted upon by a receiver accordingly.  In other words, if the receiver is programmed for $1.293, it will open if it receives $1.293.  And that every radio shipped from the factory, unless specifically programmed otherwise, is programmed for $1.293, the default value.

		The $1.57 E and $1.57 F are not actually transmitted.  Those are codes programmed into a receiver, if they are programmed in a receiver, that the receiver will activate accordingly.  In other words, if $1.57 E is programmed into the receiver, then it will open on any NAC code, any network access code, like conventional squelch.  And $1.57 F will cause a repeater to receive and retransmit any NAC that comes to it.

		Now that may be useful in the MTAC channels.  It may be useful to have 57 E programmed into receivers to allow them to monitor the channel for abuse or otherwise.  Because whenever you put a specific access code on a channel, you create a situation where somebody could be doing something on a channel that you won't be aware of, which could cause interference, receiver blocking, and so on.

		Again, while we should recommend the standard default values, the specifics in a particular region, especially where regions come together, may be such that they want to also use other NAC codes to prevent having to listen to traffic that doesn't belong to them or pertain to them.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Which certainly happens today in the NPSPAC channels.

		MR. WELLS:  On item three, what's in the regional plans �� this mike doesn't sound like it's on anymore.

		Anything not defined in the FCC rules or national planning guidelines, I think I can pretty much read through all these, and they'll sound like that Ted should address these from the Implementation Committee.  So, why don't we defer these for his Subcommittee discussion.  He's coming next.

		What can users define, number four.  Define additional IO channels beyond national and RPC defined up to all 32, to be included in subscribers.  I think this addresses the concern earlier defining what minimum means versus maximum.  The minimum eight and a maximum of 232, with the caveat that those last two or those two �� there were two and 232 that are DTACs.  

		So I think we're only talking 30 to be included in all subscriber units for voice purposes and the other two to be included in all digital only mobile radios.  Nationwide roamer may want all 32.  I agree with that myself.  I had a note here.  Either Dave read my mind or I put it on the listserv and forgot about it.  To include all IO repeaters plus all talk arounds.  And I think those people who are subject to nationwide roaming should know who they are to not cut themselves short when they roam around the countryside.

		Request IO channel operation as fixed repeater, on-scene repeater, or direct simplex only.  Fire, EMS, law enforcement, and designated public service users should be able to use the respective primary FTACs, ETACs, LTACs, and so forth.  We described the channel labeling earlier, so I won't get too wrapped on how they read here.

		But use those as first choice for local on scene and direction operation without going through the dispatch center for IO channel coordination.  What that brings up is not we're not using the calling channel.  We're going to directly to a TAC channel.  Then how will each law enforcement officer know to go to what LTAC at the scene without, first, talking to each other direct, like say on the calling channel?  Should that go through the dispatcher first or do they roam around like flies around the dispatch or the coverage area, the dispatcher not knowing who's out there?

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  That's really a local issue, though.  It might have gone out on the teletype system saying we've got this big incident going and everybody there that arrives is going to use an LTAC or an FTAC or whatever.  So, I think the whole point there is you need to go through a dispatch center to coordinate it.  You can if you want to, but there's no requirement to use those.

		MR. WELLS:  Okay.  So, what I'm hearing it's local or regional.  Let it be in the region plans.  Are the local people figured out?

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  I don't think that it compromises the use of the calling channel or the use of the TAC channels, because the dispatcher can always go find them if they're sitting on the calling channels, talk arounds, and request their presence back on the repeater side of that calling channel.

		Once they're to an LTAC channel, it's going hunting, looking for which of the four LTACs they might be on, if the dispatcher even has it.  So, if the dispatcher doesn't have it, they're not hurting anybody in talk around mode.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  And that's it?

		MR. WELLS:  And as far as backbone goes, last but not least, I think I referred to this earlier, that through the NPSPAC process I don't recall there being any backbone requirements coming out for the calling our IGTAC channels.  And it was on  a regional basis whether they required them or not, if you were a major user to sponsor it.  So, that could merely be a guideline in the Implementation Committee.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Ted and I talked about that, and I said, Ted �� I don't see Ted �� but I think the Implementation Committee is �� that's one of the items still on their agenda.

		Once last chance.  Any disagreement with any of the items that we have reached an agreement on, or I think, reached consensus on here, out of the many that Carlton has addressed here this afternoon?

		We'll get these modified and back on the listserv as quickly as we can so people can take a look at them so that we can have a final in January.  Please participate.

		Don, any additions on your list?  How is that list coming?  Next item.  This is item 6D.

		MR. PFOHL:  We have made significant progress since the last meeting.  We have identified I think at least half of the 700 conveners and are making a survey as to the status of 700 plans in all regions by January.  That should be complete.  We feel real good about the 800 list we have, and the 700 list is about half done.  Significant progress since 

last ��

		MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Is that half of the 55 conveners for the 700 plan or was that 350 have been identified?

		(Laughter.)

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Item E, Dave, on data interoperability standards.  Go ahead with your report, and then I'll add where we are with the wideband.  We will maybe ask Wayne to talk about that.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, actually, I don't �� narrowband �� I mean we pretty much settled that.  The wideband I reported this morning I really didn't have anything to report, but we did get a little update on it that there has been a proposal, at least from Motorola to the Committee.  I guess there may be some more coming in.  There's been questions.  So, TIA is working on it, but they're far from finished is basically what I got out of what we could glean this morning.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  I can agree with that.  You gave a report this morning, or somebody did, on TIA activity?  You don't have to repeat the whole thing.

		MR. LELAND:  No, I didn't.  This is Wayne Leland, Motorola.  I guess Ernie Hofmeister did.  You want to do it again, Ernie?

		Okay.  The good news is that there is work going on at the previous TIA Project 25 set of meetings, Motorola did introduce a proposal.  At the last meeting, there were, I believe, two more proposals �� Com-Net Ericsson, did you guys do one?  Had questions on it.  And there was a �� yes, Nortel, in fact produced its own proposal.

		So, there is a lot of activity going on.  We have choices being put forth and debates ensuing.  I think David's statement that it's going to take time is true.  I'm pushing hard to keep the heat on making it happen, but we do have activity, and I'm optimistic that we're going to come out with a good product.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Let me add to that that I've been �� there's some really �� very interesting developments going on in this arena right now for G3 and beyond, particularly some technology out of Canada, out of a, for lack of a better term, I guess, an IPR firm up there that does work on modulations.  Certainly people within Project 25 I know are following that, and I think there will be some discussion as to some alternatives that are perhaps a little bit more robust than what has been proposed in a mobile environment.

		So, I think, Wayne, there's a lot of talking going on.  That's a good way to put it at this point?  And I think some progress is being made, at least alternatives are being identified.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan again.

		I was just wondering, and I'm sure this is brand new for TIA what I'm going to suggest, because normally I don't think you work on the basis of a group like us asking you to do a standard, but is there some way we could get a reporting mechanism back, maybe after one of your meetings?  There must be some meeting minutes or something that's produced out of the meeting.  And if we could get those back, then I would have a little better report for these meetings.

		MR. LELAND:  Wayne Leland again.

		Yes, first of all your comment, yes, we do respond to groups like you guys, because you guys are our customers.  So, we try to do, in as many cases as we can, what the customers want.

		There is a TR8 report.  TR8 is the Technical Committee for Private Radio, and works on Project 25 and other matters, and public safety radios fall under that.  There is a TR8 report issued each month by John Oblak.  If you would like, we can include that or submit that to NCC each meeting or just the excerpt on it's 8.5, I believe, which is Chaired of Paul May of Com-Net Ericsson that this falls under.

		So, I will see that �� ask that either Paul or John Oblak, who chairs all of TR8, get that information to me in a way that we can submit it to NCC as a normal matter of course.

		MR. WILHELM:  I would suggest �� I was going to suggest that it go to Michael and also copy Dave, because Dave's subcommittee is specifically responsible for that.

		MR. LELAND:  Okay.

		MR. WILHELM:  And I was going to suggest that we just upload it to the listserver if that's ��

		MR. LELAND:  That would be great.  If I send it to �� I'll get it sent to you, whether it be me or someone else.  We'll send it to Michael and then the listserver.  Would that be adequate for you?  And then if you would do the listserver?  Great, we'll do that.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Item number seven, which is the �� and it's really �� I should have taken the word "draft" out of there, Milestones and Plan of Action for Year Two.  I think we are right on the time line at this point, assuming we can get the last remaining issues, which is cleaning up Dave Eirman's document 62, which Carlton will begin doing and the ICS recommendations.  

		Those are the two, to my knowledge, the two remaining issues to be resolved by this Subcommittee during year two, unless something else is called to our attention.  I guess at this point, this is everyone's opportunity to call something else to our attention.  

		If there's anything else that you would like the Interoperability Subcommittee to address that we have not already addressed to this point prior to the next meeting, this is an opportunity to call it to our �� or this is your first opportunity to call it to our attention.  You can certainly do it through the listserv or directly otherwise.

		Dave?

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan again.

		In southern California, we have started our regional planning, and we are really coming to grips with the whole issue of �� and maybe this is more implementation, but it is the interoperability �� maybe just some ideas on what should be implemented as a backbone or I'm not really sure.  But we are having trouble trying to come to grips with how we're going to implement all of this interoperability, which is way more than what we've had in NPSPAC than anything we've done in the past.

		So, maybe just getting some documents so we can send over to Implementation to be put in the guidelines that just give some ideas of how you can go about implementing the interoperability in your region might be a task that would help.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  I think some of the action we took today identifying the minimum channel set ought to help with directing people as to what should be put in first.

		MR. BUCHANAN:  Right.  And then things like mobile �� transportable repeaters, all that kind of stuff, when direct modes should be used; maybe some scenarios of things that might happen in an interoperability incident and how you would set it up.  Some of the issues that �� the other issue, the big issue that we've had and I suspect other folks around the nation have had it, at NPSPAC is repeaters getting left turned on so you have more than one repeater come up when you try to use one, things like that, and how to deal with them.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Again, I think, Ted, a lot of that is implementation, and a lot of it is going to be just recommended guidelines for people to follow.  But I think to the degree that we can, between all of us, put together some scenarios, that's always very helpful.

		MR. WELLS:  John, I have a point.  Carlton Wells.

		An email that was going around, John, you last responded to it September 12, and I found it in my files sitting here, but it brought up an idea about how the subscriber units utilize the IO channels when they're moving across geographic areas, let's say a hot pursuit.  And your response was, "In general, users operate off the repeater covering their area and know to switch when they move to a different area, such as a pursuit."

		I attended a meeting in Florida, the Orange County area, and I don't know if it was a trunk users group or that region of Florida, because there was various counties being discussed in this meeting.  But the idea there or the philosophy there was that the officer's too busy in hot pursuit, too busy with the task at hand to be fumbling with the radio to keep track of which channel they're on, particularly if they have to look down at the display or something.

		And the idea we tossed around was coming up with plans of action for the telecommunicator or the dispatcher to set the systems up so that they hear that officer coming across or into the area, and they set their system up so that officer stays on that TAC channel going all the way through to the point that if it means cross-patching or something like that.  In other words, follow the officer on their channel rather than have the officer figure out or chase the various backbones as they traverse across the territory.

		Any comments there?  Not to start a whole open discussion but just to throw that idea out for maybe Ted to tackle in his guidelines.

		MS. WARD:  I can comment on that, because that happened in Orange County.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Would you identify yourself?

		MS. WARD:  Marilyn Ward, NPSPAC Chair.

		We did have that discussion in Orange County, Carlton, because we have some areas where we have very bad coverage.  So, the solution to fixing some of the coverage was we'll tell the officers to change their channels.  And we found that users don't do that.  They can't do that.  If they're out doing a traffic stop and something goes bad, they can't change their channels to ask for assistance or whatever.  It's not practical from an operational standpoint.

		The better focal point for that to happen would be in the Com Center where the dispatchers would be the ones that actually do it through their consoles.  We've used patching extensively even though it's not very spectrum efficient.  We've used it very effectively when we've had that problem.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Ron?

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

		Since this is an opportunity to look at new issues, I'm seeing perhaps the NCC not only as this Committee of being a committee making recommendations to the FCC but as a committee that perhaps speaks as the voice of public safety to the manufacturers.  We have an opportunity with 700 MHz coming out that we have no legacy equipment, we have nothing already there.  It's inevitable that as 700 comes to be used by us, that we're going to have to interface this, patch it or gateway to legacy systems that already exist in the other bands.

		I know within our own system, an 821 trunk system, that we've had tremendous difficulties in making a smooth patch between a neighbor's VHF repeater system and ours.  And this is simply because the base equipment is not equipped to easily obtain the keying information that will make for smooth transitions between a trunk technology and a conventional technology.

		And perhaps it would be wise for us at this time, as the NCC, to perhaps develop some requests, if you will, that would go to the manufacturers so that when the base equipment comes out that the facilities are there to make gateways into other systems efficient, effective.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Ron, I can't pass up this opportunity.  If the Commission adopts ANSI 102, that requirement is already there in their standards.

		Glen?

		MR. NASH:  Glen Nash.

		And speaking for the State of California on this issue, I would like to point out that in many cases these events start out as a routine event, and that the officer is operating on his normal day to day channel when it first happens and goes down.

		So to say that we're going to track him throughout the event across wherever he might go starts to imply that we're going to have systems built nationwide that operate on every one of these 700 MHz channels, which is just a whole lot worse than even contemplating building nationwide systems on the 32 interoperability channels.

		So I think we need to bring a certain amount of sensibility into this.  I agree when an officer is involved in a high speed pursuit, certainly his mind is on keeping his vehicle under control, number one; number two, keeping contact with the perpetrator, and operating his radio is very low on his priority list when he's in a high multi-tasking environment already.

		One of the things that the California Highway Patrol has done is set up �� we do have a statewide channel, and frequently when these kinds of pursuits happen is that we try to get it over onto the statewide channel as quickly as possible so that the officer now is on a channel that has been set up with the intent of being able to track him wherever he might go, and only make him make that change once rather than every time he drives across a city border.

		So, I would encourage you to think about coming up with that kind of thing.  Maybe, again, one of the law enforcement interoperability channels that might be described locally as being the pursuit channel could be put in a specific spot in the radio, that is quick and easy for an officer to switch to without giving a whole lot of thought to it but is a place that he can go to and be tracked on these kinds of events.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  And I think if we look at some of the implementations across the country, certainly we go to the other Orange County on the East Coast, where I mentioned Terry Gray earlier, a system they set up there years ago where they have actually on some of their older equipment, a second receiver in the car that monitors this one channel all the time and a single button on the control head.  

		So it's that one hit and they're put on a wide area simulcast system that every agency, and every car in the street in the whole county now is going to hear what's going on on that channel.  It certainly makes a lot of sense.

		There are other alternatives where you have a designated pursuit channel, like the Highway Patrol's Blue Channel.  It's in all the equipment, and again it's a one-button.  You get there by hitting one button.  They don't have to go through switch zones and then go find the mode that takes a long time.  It's a single button that switches you over there.

		And that's the kind of thing that I think we can ask the manufacturers to consider.  An implementation like that makes a lot of sense for these kinds of events of making the task something that even the dumbest cop on the street can remember how to do.  I was reminded that's on the record.  Well, we have to face reality, folks.  And we are about at that time.

		Glen?

		MR. NASH:  John, with you being a cop, you can get away saying that.  The rest of us can't.

		(Laughter.)

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Yes, I can.  We always remind people that we get our way, because we're usually the only ones in the room that are carrying guns.  But not today.  Okay.  At this point, any new business?  We're ready to turn it over to Teddy otherwise.

		Motion to adjourn.

		MR. WILHELM:  So moved.

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Second.  Okay, we are adjourned.

		Ted?

		MR. WILHELM:  May I suggest a 10-minute break?

		CHAIRMAN POWELL:  Ted, Michael suggested a 10-minute break.  Okay.

		(Whereupon, the Interoperability Subcommittee meeting was concluded at 2:58 p.m.)
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