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	P R O C E E D I N G S


	9:40 A.M.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Folks, it's 9:42 and we're already running late.  Please take your seats.


		Can we get started, please.  We're already running a little behind here.


		(Pause.)


		I think we need to get started.  We're going to have Tom Sugrue in a moment.


		(Pause.)


		Okay.  I think we're ready to get started.  Welcome and we're pleased today to be able to offer sign language interpretation for anyone who may like to have that.  If there is anyone who would like to have sign language interpretation, could you please signify your interest?  If there's no one who needs that form of assistance, I think we're going to discontinue the interpretation.  So I'll just ask once more if there's anyone who would like that form of assistance?  Okay, I think not.  Thank you.


		All right.  I think, since we're familiar with the drill here, we can do just some very brief opening remarks.  We had a very productive day of subcommittee meetings yesterday and I think that this form of organization is working pretty well.  I think we've determined by survey of subcommittee leaders that we're not crunching everybody by having just one day of subcommittee meetings.  So I think we may stick to this format in the future where we do a day of subcommittee meetings and then have the full committee meeting on the following morning.  And particularly when we meet on Thursdays and Fridays, that will give people who need to get going on Friday afternoons a chance to get to the airport.


		So this morning we're going to have remarks from Chief Sugrue of the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau and also remarks from Adam Krinsky who is the legal advisor responsible for wireless issues for Commissioner Gloria Tristani.  And then we'll proceed with the three subcommittee reports: interoperability, technology and implementation.  We'll have an opportunity for the Steering Committee to consider the recommendations of the subcommittees and then we'll have open mike and spend a little time talking about future meeting dates.


		In fact, Michael if Tom has not arrived yet, do you want to spend a minute -- here's Tom.  


		Hi, Tom, how are you?  We'll just go right to that.  Tom, we're very pleased to have you here.  Many of you have had the pleasure of meeting Tom and talking with him.  He is a leader on public safety issues and has been a real guide for the NCC in the process of negotiating all of the things that have to happen from the beginning of the process to its fruition.  Tom is a long-time public servant, having served once at the FCC and for a distinguished period at the Department of Commerce.  And then he had the bravery to come back to the FCC, and we're very pleased to have him as our champion on public safety issues.


		Tom?


		(Applause.)


		MR. SUGRUE:  Thank you, Kathy.  That wasn't bravery, that was about of temporary insanity.  I know you're a good lawyer, so you can get me off.  It's good to see you all.  It's good to be talking to the NCC again.  


		I was just reading the paper this morning about Worldcom and they announced they're tracking stock and immediately their stock went down.  AT&T announced a new revision, their stock went down.  The NCC is one organization that's on the uprise here and I'm hoping, Kathy, you announce that a tracking stock would be issued for the NCC.  We want to have a winner in the telecom field here for a change.


		But I think the NCC has been doing very good work under Kathy's leadership and the leadership of the people at the front of the room and all of you involved in it.  This is an important mission and the use of the radio spectrum to protect lives and property and ensure public safety in this community is the highest and best use of this national resource.  So we want to make sure it's done well and done efficiently and effectively.


		Before I get on to my main topic today, I did want to commend the NCC and others who submitted comments and reply comments in response to our Fourth Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in the public safety docket.  


		I have a rule when notices of proposed rulemaking report in orders reach double figures, we reach 10 we have to start a new docket number, but we're up to 4 here.  And we've met, I know, with a number of you.  At this point I can't give you a precise date by which we'll have a report in order addressing some of the issues there, including the standards issues.  But I want to assure you we have gotten the message that time is of the essence and I do guarantee that the interoperability rules, in particular, are a high priority and that we are devoting extensive staff time to ensure they get issued promptly, and we'll be working with you on that as we go forward.


		But my main topic today is the matter of band clearing.  And as you know all too well, there are television stations in the 700 MHz public safety spectrum in many of the areas where you want to implement new communications systems.  And when Congress made the public safety allocation it said that these incumbent television stations had to vacate Channels 60 to 69 by December 31, 2006.  But it also made that a contingent deadline, not a firm one.  The legislation allows analog stations to stay on the air beyond that date until digital television reception capability reaches 85 percent of the households in the U.S.


		Now that 85 percent penetration figure might be hard to reach in that time frame.  DTV has had a difficult time getting started.  One of the biggest impediments is the cost of DTV receivers which currently runs well into the thousands of dollars.  And I don't know about you, but a DTV receiver is not on my Christmas list, even though I like gadgets and like things like that.  I am on a government salary though, and I do have to restrain my purchase of $5,000 toys.


		(Laughter.)


		MR. SUGRUE:  But we also have a chicken- and-egg problem here.  People won't buy receivers until there's programming.  The programmers don't want to program it until there are receivers who can watch the programming.  So there have been some difficulties in the initial stages of that transition, and why should the public safety community be concerned about a transition of digital television?  Well, because that affects the availability of the 700 MHz spectrum for public safety users.  And while I think we all agree, those of us in this room, that there are pressing public safety needs for access to that spectrum, that message sometimes does not come across or come through as clearly as it should.


		The commercial companies that have already been in the guard band auction or it will be bidding soon for spectrum in the 700 MHz band, are making their case for band clearing, but that is not going to be enough.  You need to make the case that this is not just a battle between the broadcast industry and the commercial wireless industry, the type of dispute that Commissioner Quello once referred to in a different context as a fight between the rich and the extremely wealthy.  It's more than that.  


		We know that it also affects public safety agencies' ability to use their allocation of the 700 MHz band and we -- you in the public safety community, and we here at the FCC, have to work together with the commercial users and with the broadcast industry to help find solutions to this problem, solutions that will achieve your goals and our public interest goals without unfairly penalizing incumbent television stations or their viewers.


		Now the FCC's Chairman, Bill Kennard, proposed some solutions to the band clearing problem in a speech he gave in New York last month.  Most of his discussion of band clearing centered in bringing new commercial services on line in the Channels 60 to 69 spectrum.  And I was reprimanded by Bob Gurss because he didn't mention public safety in his speech and I do hear that he wore a gray suit today to sort of calm -- mea culpa as we used to say back in Catholic school for that omission.  But the points he made might have even greater implications for public safety, and I can assure you the next time the Chairman talks about this he will be mentioning public safety.


		I'd like to share some of the Chairman's thoughts if you haven't had a chance to see his speech.  But before I do I should point out the Chairman's views are his own.  There's no official Commission position on these subjects.  It wasn't voted or anything like that, so sometimes that's the confusion when the Chairman gives a speech, but I found his suggestions and comments thought-provoking and I thought you might as well.


		First, Chairman Kennard put the 85 percent penetration figure into perspective.  He pointed out that it took color television 22 years to reach 85 percent penetration of American households.  The penetration of VCRs was a bit faster, but it still took 16 years to reach the 85 percent penetration level.  Public safety organizations can't wait 22 years or even 16 years before they have full access to the 700 MHz channels to help protect lives and property.


		The Chairman also said something had to be done to prevent analog television stations from becoming what he called "spectrum squatters", his term.  And he stated that one way to address this would be to establish legislatively a firm DTV transition date, rather than a contingent one and that would enable public safety to make realistic plans for the implementation of 700 MHz technology.  


		Now, of course, establishing a firm date for the transition is controversial, a firm end date.  There is certainly a question about whether Congress would be willing to make such a change.  But some additional clarity and certainty on a date by which the spectrum will be available to the new licensees would be extremely helpful for both commercial and public safety users and also could help facilitate the transition to digital television as well, which is in the interest of the broadcast industry.


		Another solution proposed by the Chairman is similar to one that was used in the 1960s to jump start the development of UHF television broadcasting.  That was the All Channel Receiver Act which required manufacturers to include UHF tuners in television sets.  A modern variation on that statute, as proposed by the Chairman, would be legislation directing the FCC to require that all new television sets must have DTV reception capability after a certain date to try to get us past the chicken-and-egg problem.


		It may be that the broadcasting industry  would favor such a DTV reception rule because it would bring more viewers to DTV stations.  Despite the significant investment that many television stations have made to put DTV on the air, the viewer statistics are pretty dismal.  As a matter of fact, I hear that a DTV station manager in Dallas claims that he's on a first-name basis with all of his viewers, so that's one-on-one broadcasting.


		(Laughter.)


		MR. SUGRUE:  If DTV capability were required in all receivers, then it is a reasonable to think that economies of scale would soon drive the cost of receivers down to a mass-market level pretty quickly.  That's been our experience with consumer electronics items.


		The Chairman also discussed assessing a fee for television licensees who continue to use their existing Channel 60 to 69 spectrum past a certain date.  Under this proposal, the amount of the fee would increase yearly to provide economic incentives to relinquish the use of the analog channel.


		I should also mention another development that might advance the DTV transition date and free up 700 MHz spectrum for public safety use.  And that is, and you might recall from presentations at the April NCC meeting, there is a movement afoot among the commercial users to negotiate voluntary band clearing arrangements with television stations to free up the 700 MHz spectrum.  Now such arrangements -- and we have different rulemakings going to establish rules and procedures to facilitate such transitions make sense, I think, for commercial users who are laying down millions or billions of dollars for rights to the spectrum.


		However, I don't see it directly as an option for public safety licensees.  Nevertheless, I think the public safety community may want to support voluntary clearing.  Why?  Because the commercial licensees may want to enter into band clearing arrangements with television stations operating on Channels 63, 64 or 68, which is in your spectrum, in order to eliminate adjacent channel interference to their commercial systems operating on those adjacent segments of the spectrum, Channel 62, 65 or 67.  


		Similarly, when a commercial licensee negotiates a band-clearing agreement with a television station operating on channels 62, 65, 67 in the commercial allocation, that frees up public safety spectrum by eliminating adjacent channel interference in the public safety allocation.


		In short, commercial interests buying out television stations -- that is, entering into band-clearing arrangements and channels 60 to 69 could have some solid benefits for the public safety community. So I would just suggest that it may be appropriate for you to join with your commercial counterparts and to support in advance voluntary band-clearing arrangements and indicate that the rules facilitating that process are in the interest of the public safety community.


		In closing, I want to say that I'm optimistic that solutions are going to emerge that will free up the 700 MHz spectrum for use by public safety nationwide.  Of course, I'm even optimistic that the Red Sox will get a reliable starting pitching staff next year, but that's another story.


		(Laughter.)


		MR. SUGRUE:  A solution will not emerge overnight, certainly not for the Red Sox and probably not for the public safety community, but I think it's important to make known that the channel shortage 


crisis in public safety communications is not going to be relieved without a reasonable, timely, certain, and clear transition to free up the 700 MHz spectrum.


		I wish you well in that task.  I look forward to working with you on it and I thank you for your attention this morning and commend you to your good continuing work.  Thank you.


		(Applause.)


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Tom, do you have time for a question or two?


		MR. SUGRUE:  Sure.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Any questions?  Sergeant Powell, University of California at Berkeley.


		MR. POWELL:  Tom, thank you for your efforts, first of all, in moving forward to clear the band.  It's very much appreciated by all of us.  


		Just going back historically, in looking at the interoperability standard, technical standards issue -- which I think, is probably for all of us in the room the hot button right now and you mentioned it up front, the Commission is two years past the Congressional deadline to start licensing and I think all of us here have really supported this process because it resolved a lot of really thorny controversial issues, a lot of it with participation from the users.  


		But we made a recommendation to the Commission now over 8 months ago on technical standards and I just want to urge you to do whatever you need to do, even if it means a separate item addressing just those issues to get it resolved, not a few months from now, but tomorrow or the next day because the manufacturers are waiting, we're awaiting and once that happens we're going to see equipment a lot faster.


		MR. SUGRUE:  The world is waiting and as I said, we do have that message.  We're looking at whether the order should be broken off into two or whether we can get it done in a timely fashion as a single order, but as I said we understand the priority and urgency of it.  So thank you.


		Any questions on the Red Sox?


		(Laughter.)


		MR. DeMELLO:  Richard DeMello here, FCCA.  I used to be from Red Sox country.


		MR. SUGRUE:  Good.  You don't sound like it, though.


		MR. DeMELLO:  Now I'm in Detroit country.  Somebody ought to get a good ball team here somewhere.


		(Laughter.)


		MR. DeMELLO:  But, anyway, do you have any concept or any idea of what we might do, the NCC, or some of the other people in public safety to help move this TV thing along?  Do you want us to send in something to request a rulemaking to demand that receiver action or where do we go from here?


		MR. SUGRUE:  Well, I -- it might be a bit bold of me to suggest specific things like that.  And frankly, I welcome your ideas.  A lot of creative people in the room.  Part of my reason to come here is and part of it was legitimately a little bit of a mea culpa and so forth, but in the public debate, in the press, on the Hill, in the Commission, it does come across how -- the new commercial users and 3G and so forth and so on and broadband acts and all of which are important, an important national interest.


		Forty percent of the spectrum is your spectrum and that element of it sort of gets lost, I think, because at least in the Commission's mind because the legislation doesn't seem to -- well, seems to contemplate this soft deadline and it was unclear what -- and the public safety community doesn't have $1 billion to pay a broadcaster to move or even $1 million, you know.


		It was unclear what to do, but then when we thought about it a bit, we said, well, no.  Actually -- there is certainly a lot of moral support that the public safety community can bring to bear on this issue.  There's certainly a lot of again reminding people.  And the reason this think about Quello's comment that does get quoted a lot or paraphrased a lot because I'm not sure it's a quote, the point of that was sometimes in Washington if it looks like it's just a fight between two very monied interests you say well, you guys work it out.  I mean it's -- sometimes there is public interest underneath those fights, but it's really just a distribution of who pays who and we don't have a horse in that race.  		But there is a horse in this race that beyond that and that's the public safety community, so the things you suggested are -- ideas like that.  We are looking internally at whether there are things we can do to under our current legislation, without new legislation, to facilitate the transition.  There will be a new Congress next year.  I'm sure the commercial users are going to be raising this issue because we have an auction scheduled in the spring and there may be opportunities to weigh in there and just remind people there is an important public safety interest.


		But if you come up with some specific ideas, we'll be happy to work with you and talk to you about them as well, whether they make sense or whether they'll be timely or things like that.


		MR. McEWEN:  Tom, Harlin McEwen on behalf of the International Association of Chiefs of Police.  I'd just like to make a comment here in this open forum commending the Chairman for his courage in suggesting that there needs to be an early clearing of this band.  Even though he didn't talk about public safety, we hope in the back of his mind that was one of the reasons he did that.  And we appreciate your help in understanding how important that is in the comments you've made here this morning.


		MR. SUGRUE:  Thank you.  I appreciate that.  Glen?


		MR. NASH:  Yes, Glen Nash with APCO International.  You commented that there's a number of chicken-egg situations here.  Deciding on a standard is part of that.  The manufacturers have told us that after a standard is selected and they know it's a set in thing that it could be 18 months to as long as 3 years before they would have equipment on the street.


		In the deliberations here they have emphasized that that 18-month-to-3 year period does not start until the Commission issues it's R & O so that they know the direction they have to go.  And from the side of government, for us to be able to start our planning cycles, to go out and get the dollars that we're going to need in order to build these systems, we need to have some assurance that when our legislative bodies actually give us the dollars to do it that we're going to be able to implement those systems.  


		So, again, we can't begin our planning until we have some assurance that things are going to move forward on this.  So I say a number of things all trigger on some decisions being made here, that kind of lock in where we're going.


		The NCC has spent a lot of time and effort looking at the standards issue.  I know that we've come up with a recommendation for Project 25 Phase One, which is one voice and 12.5, which we've heard at least from sidebar comments that was not what you were looking for.  In that, we've looked at it from the standpoint of trying to maintain competition so that there are a number of different technologies that are being looked at and being developed by the different manufacturers.  And one of the concerns we had was to ensure that, in selecting an interoperability standard, we did not cut off any of those development processes.  And that's part of the reason why we made the selections that we did, the recommendations that we did.


		But going further, as we look at the recommendations that we've made and we consider some of the various technologies, we believe we've made a very reasonable one that is spectrally efficient, considering the way the public safety utilizes the spectrum, the way we operate our radio systems.  So it's a standard that satisfies our operational needs as well as trying to be spectrally efficient and satisfy your needs.


		So we would encourage you to rapidly make a decision, support the NCC's recommendation so that we can move forward with this.


		MR. SUGRUE:  You've won my heart and my mind on this, and we just need to get it done.  Just so -- I don't say it wasn't the recommendation we're looking for.  My goal was just to be sure that the committee looks seriously at alternatives so that we had a good sense that, if the eventual recommendation was the one you just outlined, that was the result of careful analysis and weighing all the pros and cons.  And I guess the message I'm getting is yes, that process went through, it was seriously done, and done in a reasonable and balanced fashion.  


		So I agree.  The time to act and get that standard issue committed to an order is now and so the message which I say I've gotten has now been underscored. 


		I do have to run.  I'm sorry.  Did you have a -- I'm sorry.  Maybe we can do one more.


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Ted Dempsey, New York City Police Department.


		First, I just want to commend on your position on the Red Sox.  As a life long Mets fan and having had to work the Yankee parade Monday --


		MR. SUGRUE:  Oh, that must have hurt.


		(Laughter.)


		MR. DEMPSEY:  A little bittersweet.


		MR. SUGRUE:  Did you shoot out some of the tires as they went by?


		(Laughter.)


		MR. DEMPSEY:  If you guys could figure a way to knock the Yankees off, maybe we could have the World Series.


		MR. SUGRUE:  Well, I still remember '86.  		MR. DEMPSEY:  One of the things that concerns us in the Implementation Subcommittee is the agreement with Canada.  We applaud the Commission, obviously, for the Letter of Understanding for the DTV side.  What's next?  We've got to do something about the Canadian border.  We've got a big project in New York State going on for a state-wide radio system and if we can't get to at least a level where we feel we can be comfortable, we can't even move forward with that.  Where's the FTC going on that and I don't mean to put you on the spot, but are we getting closer at least?


		MR. SUGRUE:  I think at this stage with the Letter of Understanding, this was something that this committee and members of the public safety community were very vocal on at the time and I think appropriately so.  I think we went as far as we could on the Letter of Understanding and I think we preserved the issue for discussion.


		My experience with the Canadians is that we share -- I think the best result would be -- this is a valuable spectrum in Canada, too, and if we could end up with a transition -- the same factors should apply on both sides of the border.


		We generally have fairly consistent spectrum planning for obvious reasons, and I can't tell you when or what the answer will be, but I was encouraged by the fact they seem willing to have the issue at least be open to the extent indicated in the Letter of Understanding.  Again, I don't want to say it's "open" there.  They have the allotments.


		Just so some of you understand, when we did our digital television allotment, we tried to avoid putting any digital stations in Channels 52 up to 69.  We tried to squeeze it all in below, and there were a couple of spots, domestically even, where there are some digital stations.  The hope is they broadcast in digital and then maybe they can move down to what we call the "core". 


		In part, because we sort of used up all the core spectrum with our stations, Canada was left to some degree with having to put stations in 60 to 69 and so states along the northern tier, particularly in the Northeast U.S., near where the Canadian -- Toronto, Montreal and those heavy populations are, are looking across the border at Canadian stations, causing problems in their areas.  So it's an issue we're going to have to continue to work.  


		I commend the folks from New York for bringing this to our attention and raising it to a level here at the FCC that it wasn't before.  I think it was something that frankly had sort of been down in the weeds, and it's no longer the weeds at least, and that's the first step to get something solved.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Thank you very much, Tom.  I'm sorry that that DTV remains out of reach, but if you can help us with some of these issues I think you'll have the gratitude of everybody here, which by any estimation is priceless.


		(Applause.)


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Okay, well, we next have a presentation from Adam Krinsky whom I referred to earlier.  He is the legal advisor to Commissioner Gloria Tristani not only on wireless issues but international issues as well.  Prior to joining Commissioner Tristani's team, Adam served as Senior Legal Advisor to the Chief of the International Bureau here at the FCC.  Before joining the FCC, Adam was associated with the D.C. firm of Squires, Sanders and Dempsey and he's a graduate of the University of Virginia School of Law and Brown University.


		Off the script a little bit, I wanted to just tell you that Adam has been a real student and leader on public safety issues and the quality of the item reflects his influence, his hard work in making sure that it reflected a thorough understanding of what the NCC has been trying to do.  And not only was it important that it completely reflect the spirit of what we were trying to do, he also has been a hard worker and a good diplomat on the migration issues which are very important to him and the Commissioner for whom he works.


		So, Adam, I'd like to ask you to step up and we welcome you to come and say a few words about this from your perspective.


		MR. KRINSKY:  Thank you, Kathy, for those kind words.  In the interest of full disclosure I should say I grew up in Boston and am a life-long Red Sox fan and have suffered for many, many years, so I understand some frustration on the timing issues on the interoperability standard.


		(Laughter.)


		MR. KRINSKY:  Good morning to all of you.  It's a pleasure to join you this morning and to share with you some thoughts firsthand about one of the most important public safety topics that the Commission has before us, and that's the narrow band digital standard in the 700 MHz band.


		It goes without saying that this is a fundamental critical issue which we understand that we need to address and we need to address soon in order to allow public safety agencies and manufacturers alike to be able to plan and deploy systems in this spectrum.


		Before I talk about that issue, though, I do want to convey to you the heartfelt thanks from my boss, Commissioner Tristani.  She's met with several NCC members to discuss various aspects of the 700 MHz band and she's been following your progress and she recognizes that all of you have made sacrifices and you've taken up a large amount of your time to work on the NCC, all the while holding your day jobs as well.  		The good news, I believe, is that your words and your recommendations are making a significant contribution to the advancement of public safety communications in this country.  I can tell you that the February report served a critical role in creating a dialogue on these very difficult issues.  And I believe that the Commission has listened hard to the NCC's goals and concerns in this process.


		The Commissioner greatly appreciates what you've done.  I think all of the Commissioners, the legal advisors, and the entire Commission appreciate what you've done; and I want to commend you and thank you for your public service on the NCC.


		The critical issue before us,as you well know and as has been identified this morning, is resolving the narrow band digital standards issue.  I hope that the Commission will strike an appropriate balance between spectrum efficiency on the one hand and the near-term cost-efficient deployment on the other.


		Before I get to this issue, I want to briefly talk a little bit about spectrum management issues that we're working on today.  Over the last couple of years, the Commission has held two en banc hearings on spectrum management and consistently we have received two messages from the public.  The first is find additional spectrum.  And the second is promote spectrum efficiency in currently used spectrum.


		Today, the demand for spectrum and the necessity of spectrum efficiency are now crucial issues for both the FCC, as spectrum management policy makers, and for users alike.


		On the commercial side, you're all well aware of the auctions that have been taking place and the bidding wars that have been occurring both here in the United States and in Europe to obtain licenses to access spectrum.  And just a few weeks ago, President Clinton announced an Executive Memorandum which is intended to direct the federal agencies to identify spectrum for third-generation mobile services or 3G services.  We're currently working on that front.


		We're also working to address some private wireless user needs, and we're considering the further use of the band manager concept that was adopted for the guard band spectrum surrounding the public safety spectrum in 700 MHz.  And the idea here is that, through a band manager and through leasing arrangements, we might create incentives for more efficient use of spectrum by private wireless users.


		I wanted to make a note here and reassure you all that there is no suggestion that we move to band managers for public safety spectrum. 


		In the next few weeks we're also considering some ideas, some proposals about secondary markets in spectrum to ensure that already licensed commercial and private wireless spectrum is used most efficiently and does not lie fallow.


		On the technology front, we're working on a number of initiatives to try and squeeze more capacity and more services out of the spectrum that we have today.  One example involves some sharing proposals that we're working on involving both terrestrial wireless and satellite commercial users.  We've also opened up a proceeding to look at ultra-wide band technology, or UWB technology, which could allow new services to use a wide swatch of spectrum without causing interference to existing licensees.


		So those are some of the spectrum management issues we're working on on the commercial side as well as the private side.  And, of course, there's also the public safety use of spectrum.


		As you're all well aware, this 24 MHz of public safety spectrum is the largest allocation ever made for public safety.  And it's newly allocated, so it offers a great opportunity for the Commission to get it right the first time.  Public safety needs call for it and the demand for spectrum will continue to grow, so we need to find an approach that does take into account spectrum efficiency goals.  Otherwise, we're concerned that the 24 MHz will be sapped in no time.


		Now having said all that I want to underscore the fact that Commissioner Tristani, while she has long held the goal of spectrum efficiency as being important, believes strongly that saving lives today is a higher priority.  The Communications Act demands that the Commission adopt policies that promote public safety and beyond that it's the right thing to do. 


		Today, there's a need for access to additional spectrum and in large parts of the country the 700 MHz spectrum is available right now.  Our charge then is to develop a reasonable plan that balances spectrum efficiency on the one hand and rapid and cost-effective deployment on the other.  And that, of course, brings us to the issue of the narrow band digital standards.  


		This past July my boss strongly supported the fourth NPRM and the tentative conclusion to adopt the Project 25 Phase One Digital Voice Standard at this time and to develop a migration path to 6.25 technology in the interoperability spectrum.  She viewed this approach as a viable means to move forward towards development of public safety services in this spectrum, while at the same time supporting the goal of spectrum efficiency.


		The Commission at this point has sought comment on these proposals, and we've had two rounds of comments, the most recent of which came in just last month.


		These comments have raised a number of different options that the Commission is going to have to consider, including some very intriguing ideas.  In particular, the NCC and some other commenters have proposed a general approach that my boss is quite interested in.  Specifically, some commenters have suggested that for now we ought to adopt the Project 25 Phase One for the interoperability channels and to develop a migration path to 6.25 focusing on the general use channels.  The 6.25 radios ultimately deployed would be dual mode so they'd be 


backward-compatible for the interoperability channels using the Project 25 Phase One capability.


		It seems that several benefits could result from this approach.  First, the general use channels are clearly, they're obviously the largest portion of the 700 MHz public safety band and will be subject to the most intensive use by public safety agencies on a day-to-day basis.


		We've been told that it's the general use channel capacity that's of greater concern and where spectrum efficiency will be most needed.


		Second, the adoption of Project 25 Phase One in the interoperable channels with migration to 6.25 focusing on the general use channels could allow competition to develop in the 6.25 technology without causing significant delay in deployment or sacrificing interoperability.


		These competing technologies could continue to develop and public safety agencies ultimately could pick the 6.25 technology that best suits their needs while still being able to communicate in the interoperable channels.


	 	At this stage of our review, my boss is taking a hard look at this potential approach, but of course, the critical issues here are the method and the timing for actually deploying a migration path and there are several questions, hard questions that we would need to address.  


		The first is how would we require the 6.25 kHz deployment?  Would we do this through a type-acceptance approach, through a requirement that all new radio systems include 6.25 technology by a date certain?  Would we have a requirement that all equipment be replaced with 6.25 technology-compliant equipment by a date certain or should we consider some sort of combination of the above?


		Second, what kind of time frame should we apply for the migration?  In the fourth NPRM we asked whether a 10-year migration path was appropriate.  Alternatively, some of the commenters have focused on a migration path that would be tied specifically to the DTV transition or the 700 MHz band clearing to be even more specific.


		Finally, should the transition to 6.25 technology be phased in so that major metropolitan areas with greater congestion problems would be the first to deploy this technology?  Should we consider some sort of waiver from requiring the nation's smallest communities from complying with these rules?  These are the type of issues that we are going to have to address as we move forward with defining what the narrow band digital standard should be.


		And they're hard issues to grapple with.  There's no question.  During this process we have very much appreciated the input from the NCC and from individual NCC members and I would encourage you to continue to provide us with your thoughts and your ideas as we strive toward resolution.  Despite the complexity that's involved here, my boss is committed to moving ahead and to opening up opportunities for new systems and better communications through use of the 700 MHz spectrum.  


		Thank you for your time this morning.  I appreciate the opportunity to share some of these thoughts with you.


		(Applause.)


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Thank you very much, Adam.  Do you have time for a couple of questions?


		MR. KRINSKY:  Yes.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Are there some questions for Adam?  There always are.


		MR. MILLER:  Larry Miller, American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials.


		You began mentioning that the Project 25 Phase One had been recommended for interoperability channels.  Then you went on talking about transition to 6.25 and, to me, I could not see a line between interoperability and the general use.  Is it your impression then that Project 25 is going to be the standard for the general use channels also?


		MR. KRINSKY:  Well, we've had a number of different proposals come in response to the fourth NPRM and we need to look at all these different options.  


		One of the possibilities that has been raised is to adopt Project 25 Phase One in the interoperable channels and to develop a migration path for the general use channels to 6.25 and to ensure that during this transition period all public safety agencies would be able to communicate on the interoperable channels using the Project 25 Phase One.


		MR. MILLER:  That's what I thought had been proposed, but your comments about a migration path indicated to me that you somehow thought that the Project 25 was going to be used in the general use channels, which would cause you to have to redo the band plan again because the general use channels are still, to my knowledge, allocated in 6.25 kHz channel band width.


		MR. KRINSKY:  Well, our focus would be on mandating, as one possibility mandating Phase One in the interoperable channels and then allowing public safety agencies to choose the technology that they wish to use in the general use channels so long as they can interoperate using Phase One in the interoperable channels.


		MR. MILLER:  One last try and then I'm going to let someone else talk.  So then is the general use spectrum going to be used with 6.25 channel band width or with 12.5?


		MR. KRINSKY:  What we're talking about is the possibility that's been raised in the comments of adopting a migration path to 6.25 in the general use channels.  So I don't know if I've answered your question, but that's the general gist of the comments that we have received and that we've looked at, at least some of the comments.


		MR. NASH:  Adam, I'm Glen Nash and this time let me put my State of California hat on.  I applaud New York and Ted Dempsey and the efforts that they've made relative to making arrangements with Canada for use of the spectrum and the DTV issues that deal with Canada.  


		Now addressing an issue that now affects California and I'm sure affects Commissioner Tristani's home state of New Mexico is also making arrangements with Mexico to gain access to the spectrum.  At the moment my understanding is that the treaties with Mexico do not permit us to use the spectrum, and until the treaties are updated and changed and arrangements are made with Mexico, we're not going to be able to use the spectrum at least near the border.  


		So I would encourage the Commission to move forward in making the arrangements with Mexico, the treaties and LOU or similar devices that will allow us to use the spectrum near the Mexican border.


		MR. KRINSKY:  Glen, thanks for those comments.  It's something that if there is a problem we need to take a look at it, and I'd be happy to talk with you later about that.  I know that folks have been focusing on the Canada issue first, but obviously we will need to focus on Mexico as well to the extent there's any problem there.


		MR. POWELL:  John Powell, University of California at Berkeley. 


		Adam, you got it right with regards to the interoperability spectrum and it's really -- I'm happy to see that we've got someone here that I think now clearly is speaking for the Commission with regard to the issues in the interoperability versus the general use channels.  


		A couple of other items on which you talked about for spectrum needs for public safety and I think there's within the Commission in looking at the PSWAC Report which is the blueprint that we've been following for a while here, the original 24 MHz, 25 in that report, we said from under 512.  We're happy that you gave it to us in under one gig, but the additional 70, I think if you read, certainly, the individual reports of some of the subcommittees in PSWAC -- was never intended to come from under one GHz and I think somewhere that's been lost.  


		I think in reality we were looking at it coming probably higher than three GHz.  So we still need that spectrum, but we don't need it where I think a lot of people in this building think we were originally trying to get it from.


		The second issue, data.  Convergence is here.  Voice, video, everything is all ending up in one big pool and generally for data that means wider bandwidths and we get our efficiencies from wider bandwidth channels, not narrower channels.  And as the Commission certainly works in our area of public safety, our demands for data are skyrocketing.  We need to just look at -- and we've got a representative from Southern California here.  


		Their regional planning process down there for the 700 band, the request for channels for the high speed data channels far outnumbers the requests for voice channels, although they'll use up the whole thing when they get done.  So we badly need data and we're going to need that 70 sooner than later.


		Finally, I would ask as you work on this, keep in mind that with regards to 6.25 efficiencies, especially for smaller agencies, some of the technologies that are out there today which take a wider bandwidth and give them a number of talk paths, really are not applicable for many areas of this country where you have a small agency that really only needs a couple of voice paths that can't afford to build a big infrastructure that some of the other systems require.  We do things differently in this country than in other parts of the world, a lot of it driven by our topography, and that needs to be kept in mind as a lot of these items are deliberated.


		MR. KRINSKY:  Thank you for your comments.  We are getting the message on a lot of the points that you raised and obviously the report, I think from 1996, was a request for 97.5 MHz and here's 24.  There are other opportunities above three GHz.  There's 4.9 GHz which currently we have a rulemaking on and I know that some NCC members have commented in that proceeding about the needs of public safety and that's an opportunity for us to take a look at that spectrum and maybe that can possibly help address some of the future needs.


		MR. BUCHANAN:  Hi, Dave Buchanan.  Since John mentioned Southern California, I'm the chairman of the Regional Planning out there for 700 megs.  And he's right: there's 15 requests for every channel for the wide band data that we've gotten so far, and I really want to thank you.  In the third rulemaking of releasing the 2.4 megs to the states for voice, that really helped us in our planning down there.  Glen's greedy.  It didn't cover all their needs, but we'll take care of him on the rest of it.


		But it would sure help if we could also do something about the rest of the reserve, of freeing that up for the wide band data channels so that we could do some kind of plan that made sense.  We're going to have to squeeze -- there's no way we can squeeze the 15 to one requests into the general use portion of the band, but if we had access to the reserve spectrum, I think we could come up with a much better plan.  


		I realize it's going to be a couple of years before we can use it down there, but we're trying to get ahead of the game and plan now and come up with something that makes sense.  And it would help us if you would do further rulemakings on the reserve spectrum for wide band data.


		MR. KRINSKY:  I think that's going to be in the medium term in terms of how we address these issues.  But let me take a step back and encourage you all to participate in our process and it's important that you all help to educate us on a lot of these issues and how some of these particular technical issues translate into real-world issues for your agencies and for the public that you serve.  So I appreciate your comments on what's going on in Southern California and would encourage all of you, if you're here for NCC meetings or for other meetings, to come in and visit with us and educate us on a lot of the real world issues that you're facing and that you realize now you're going to be facing in the future.


		MS. WARD:  I have a quick comment.  Marilyn Ward with the NPSTC.  


		I also appreciate your Commissioner's involvement with public safety.  I know that she's been a very positive influence for us.


		I'm going to change gears a little bit because your last two speakers both discussed regional planning and in the NCC recommendations we had recommended the use of a common database.  The National Institute of Justice through the NPSTC support offices agreed to fund that common database for all of the regional planning committees to use.  


		The four coordinators support the use of it because they also see the need for a commonality for the adjacent regions and the coordinators to use and yet in our last rulemaking we didn't get any positive mandating-type support and I would just like to comment that if we don't have everybody use it, it's not worth the paper it's written on.  It's one of those things that everybody has to support and the regions have to support and the coordinators have to support and we would like to have the Commission without -- I mean, there's no expense to the Commission.  There's no involvement from the Commission.  It's purely a public safety tool and this group has supported the use of it and I would encourage you all to support it for us.


		MR. KRINSKY:  I recognize that the NPRM didn't say anything affirmatively positive.  It is teed up in the item and I visited with some folks yesterday and people are coming around and it's important to educate us now.  The issue is still open and I know that my boss has a very open mind on that issue and it's something that we'll be taking up in the report and order.


		MS. WARD:  Great.  Thank you.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Adam, thank you very much.


		Ted, one quick one?


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Adam, you mentioned that you'd appreciate it, encourage us to come visit you and to talk about some of the problems and some of the uses of spectrum, and I'd like to open -- invite you visit us and see how we work, see how we use the spectrum.  See how efficient we really are in using spectrum and at least for the New York City Police Department, if you're in the New York area, we'll do whatever you want.  


		We'll take you out, see what a typical patrol day looks like, put you in our communications center and we'd love to have you come visit us.  I think if you could see firsthand how we do business and what we use radio spectrum for, I think it might make some people stand up and take notice.


		MR. KRINSKY:  Thank you, Ted.  I think that's a great idea or maybe we can try and structure something for all of the legal advisors to get some exposure to the real world impact on the public safety issues and I'd love to do something in New York, but not if it involves Yankee territory.


		(Laughter.)


		MR. DEMPSEY:  We won't go anywhere near the Bronx.


		(Laughter.)


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Thank you very much, Adam.


		(Applause.)


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Okay, why don't we go to the subcommittee reports.  


		Sergeant Powell, do you want to go first?


		MR. POWELL:  Thank you.  The Interoperability Subcommittee had, I think, a very fruitful meeting yesterday in spite of the fact that all of my handouts were with my baggage in Chicago, I believe, at the time, but I want to thank the Commission staff for jumping in and quickly reprinting the critical documents that we needed for the meeting.  Michael, that was great and appreciative.


		I also want to thank first of all our federal members for some excellent work they've been doing in resolving some operational issues surrounding use of the Incident Command System and point out to everyone here that there is a new document.  They went home last night as we often do and did some more work on a document and there's a revision to the draft ICS proposal that was on the table yesterday.  


		There's a revision this morning dated today and that includes yesterday's recommendations.  So first, I'm going to just go through those five points.  This will be coming to you as part of our package at the next meeting.  And these are recommendations that were adopted without dissent yesterday by the members of the subcommittee that were here.  


		It will be our recommendation to the Steering Committee that you ask the Commission to mandate the use of standard ICS nomenclature in the use of the Instrument Command System.  I've asked them to come up with a standard reference document that can be referenced with regards to that nomenclature.  


		Item No. Two is that it will be the subcommittee's recommendation to the Steering Committee that they request the Commission to mandate the use of the standard Incident Command System structure, again with a reference document to be provided.  


		It is the subcommittee's recommendation that the Steering Committee request the FCC to mandate the use of plain language whenever the Incident Command System is implemented which would be any time that we are in an operation that goes above Priority Four in the priority system.


		It will be the subcommittee's recommendation to the Steering Committee that the Commission be requested to -- and I'm ont sure if we're going to say mandate, but implement the use of a communications unit leader which is a particularly identified person within the ICS structure.  Whenever an incident becomes multijurisdictional or requires more than one working interoperability channel.  In other words, as we move into a larger incident that key individual would be -- or at least that key function would be staffed in some form or another.


		And finally on number five, it is the -- it will be the subcommittee's recommendation to the Steering Committee that the FCC adopt the four priority access protocols that you have already recommended and which in the current notice they seem to be a little bit hesitant to mandate, and I think we need to reemphasize that again because that is the structure and we spent many hours working on that and again readdressed it to meet some of the concerns that the Steering Committee had to make sure that that would all work.  


		And it's the only way that we're going to be able to effectively implement operational procedures in this spectrum.  And again for the benefit of the Commission staff that's here, we know the Commission is very hesitant to mandate even technical standards and now we're talking about operational standards, mandatory operational requirements.  


		But it was clearly, I think, the feeling yesterday, again, really without dissent that all of the technical work that we do could be for naught if we don't have appropriate operational procedures to ensure that that technology is appropriately implemented and applied by a set of common rules that everyone understands.  


		Certainly the user community over the years has gone to great ends starting with the fire service to develop the Incident Command System and within Fire and EMS it is now standard across the country.  Law enforcement is following closely behind now so the three primary first responder organizations are clearly behind mandating these operational procedures and to the degree that we can provide some education to the Commission and get the support of the Steering Committee, that's going to be critical in moving this forward.


		A second major piece that we undertook was to some degree house cleaning, bringing some of our recommendations in line with -- in one case, with action the Commission just took on the third MO&O with reforming docket number 92.235 where they did adopt some standard channel nomenclature for the interoperability channels that have now been identified below 512 MHz.  


		We revised our standard nomenclature for the interoperability channels to follow the model that they set up wherein the first letter, or the first character of the sequence that identifies each particular channel will tell you what band you're in.  For example, V for VHF, U for UHF in the lower channels.  


		We revised ours to put the number seven in front of that designation to identify it as being a 700 MHz band interoperability channel, and after some discussion with Michael yesterday, we'll also recommend to the Steering Committee that they propose to the Commission that they mandate similar standards or similar nomenclature in the 800 band using a similar structure with the number eight in front of the five interoperability channels so that anyone seeing or being given a channel like that in an operation would know what radio to pick up because that's going to determine what band they're operating on.


		Secondly, with regards to clean up, there was discrepancy between the interoperability channel plan that was given to the Steering Committee two meetings ago and which was forwarded to the Commission on the fourth notice and the one that they proposed.  		We believe, after looking at this yesterday that some minor readjustment in the Commission's proposal in sliding by a 6.25 slot, the interoperability channels will provide the protection that we sought, the guard channel, the 6.25 guard channel on either side of each interoperability channel and would meet the needs that all of us have with minimum modification to the Commission's current proposal for channelling.  


		And Carlton is working on making those changes.  I'm sure he'll be working with Dave Eirman who is kind of the keeper of the beautiful color plot that we have been using that I understand is pasted all over some walls here in the Commission in its various forms.


		Let me quickly run over the other items.  We did, as I said, we revamped the channel nomenclature.  Now, I think we have a very good standard.  I also want to comment on some of the discussion that surrounded the 32 interoperability channels.  I think there's a general agreement within the Interoperability Subcommittee that on other bands there are not enough interoperability channels to dedicate them to specific services as we have recommended in the 700 band.  With 30 voice channels in the 700 band, it's our feeling that clearly there are enough interoperability channels to make some service specific designations, realizing that in a major event, if it's a fire event, maybe the law channels would end up being used by fire, but at least that would be a last resort.  They would use the other channels up first, trying to preserve those service specific channels for those uses.  


		And secondly, and this is a key issue, that in an event, it would give, for example, EMS responders voice channels to immediately go to for the designated EMS interoperability, without having to get those cleared through some command authority as to using some of the tactical channels.  


		So for the major groups we've identified being law, fire and medical, as well as the other larger groups that we've -- I want to get this exactly right here, that we've called the -- what's that word, where's my designation here -- the general public service channels and the other public safety organizations.  We've had two blockings of two for each that those would be -- that's kind of a home group that each of those broad categories of users could go to without needing to do prior coordination as they would be required probably in most of the regional plans to do for the general tactical channels.


		We addressed the direct mode issue, simplex operation.  One of the items that there was considerable discussion prior to the meeting on, was do we permit direct mode operation on both sides of a channel, meaning simplex operation on what would be the input to a repeater pair as well as the output.  


		Typically, all of interoperability today is on the output side.  That way, there is not competing signals coming into repeaters from simplex operation as well as from a control station or a mobile that's trying to use a repeater station.  It was the unanimous opinion of the subcommittee yesterday that we permit direct mode operation only on the output half of the channel.  And that is also consistent with the Commission's action in the lower bands, particularly at UHF with the 92.235, the most recent MO&O there.


		The issue that we had yesterday that took the most time and discussion was recommending a minimum set of channels that should be mandated by the rules to be included in every subscriber radio.  Again, the unanimous feeling, I think of the group, is that if we don't have some standard set of channels that in a major incident that draws, particularly out of area resources, we may end up bringing in equipment that is virtually useless because it would have to be reprogrammed to bring in standardized -- to bring in the channels that are being used at that event.  


		We identified a group of channels which includes the two calling channels, the two channels reserved for mobile tactical repeaters, the two OTAC channels which are the other public safety user channels, and the two general tactical channels as being a -- what we believe is a minimum subset that should be mandated by the rules to be included in every subscriber radio.  


		That way there are, beyond the two calling channels, a minimum of six channels that are common in every radio and should meet at least the initial response requirements to even some of our larger events that we're going to be getting into interoperability on until we had time to do changes to identify common channels in the equipment that was at the scene.  This gives us some number of common channels with which to address an event immediately, no matter who shows up, where they're from, be they federal, state or local agencies.


		In its filing on the fourth notice, a number of commenters reminded the Commission that in the analog channels we simply needed to identify the frequency in a common PL tone.  In the digital world, there's a lot more involved in making sure that radios will talk to each other on the interoperability channels.  


		Following the assumption that the Commission will move forward with this recommendation to adopt ANSI 102, the Project 25, Phase One standards, we went ahead and identified the six items that would need to be standardized in the rules to take the place of the subaudible squelch, the single subaudible squelch tone in the analog world, those being the network access code, common talk group ID, manufacturer's ID, message ID, encryption algorithm ID and the key ID.  


		And what we recommended there is simply that the Commission identify the default standards that are identified in ANSI 102 and we did include those values that will be included in our report.  There are six values.


		We had some discussion on encryption which at least one member of the Steering Committee has asked that we have further discussion on because of some technology advances that are moving very rapidly in the encryption field.  So the one recommendation that will be coming forth from the subcommittee is that encryption be prohibited on the calling channels.  		And by not prohibiting it, it would be permitted on the other interoperability channels with further discussion to identify what that standard would be.  We do, however, feel that some standard needs to be identified.  And not just leave that item hanging.  We do need to have a standard identified, but the recommendation at this point will be that encryption is prohibited on the calling channels.


		The last two items that we discussed were some things to be included in regional plans that would be defined by the regions and some other things that would be defined by users.  I only want to mention one of those items with regards to users because this was very important to a number of people in the room, and that is that by mandating a particular minimum number of channels we in no way intended to prohibit users from putting in any number of the interoperability channels up to the 30 voice and two data channels in their subscriber units.  


		Our intent was only to say we needed to have this minimum and you can put in whatever of the others that you want, depending upon your individual system needs or requirements that might be set forth in that region.


		Carlton, other working group chairs, did I hit everything?  I didn't miss anything?  That's our report.  And we are already working to clean up the documents from yesterday and we'll have a much more final report for you to consider, hopefully well in advance of the next meeting in Orlando.  


		I'd entertain any questions at this point.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Are you going to have recommendations, specific recommendations for us to consider today?  How do you want to proceed on that?


		MR. POWELL:  I don't think that any of these documents are to the point today that we can give you specific recommendations.  Mainly, they need to be cleaned up, but it would be my intent to get you documents that you could consider in advance of the next meeting if you wanted to do that so that further clean up could be done and they would then be available for everyone to review so that they could be acted on at the next meeting which needs to take place to get them into the second annual report.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Okay.  Why don't we hear from Carlton Wells, State of Florida, and then we'll take a short break.


		MR. WELLS:  As John referred to house cleaning issues, some of the discussions we had yesterday conceivably goes back to the other interoperability documents that we submitted previously.  For about two meetings or more now I've had the previous documents modified for the alternate band plan which was proposed to the NCC, but waiting on the FCC to act on that band plan has caused me to just hold up on those documents.  


		We're sort of in a see-saw balance here, waiting on the fourth NPRM to happen before we can really act on things that have been proposed.  If they're not proposed we've wasted time.  If they are proposed, we need to hurry up.  So you can say I've got my six gun loaded and ready to fire with the way we've proposed them right now, but haven't put them out for discussion.  


		But again, they're merely house cleaning, and so what I intend to do with the latest information John talked about was put it on the listserv in a cleaned up document so that when we get it to you in January it should be very easy to go over, since it's everything we would be expecting already.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  All right, should we take a short break?


		MR. WILHELM:  Can I remind everyone that we must have a record of attendance at these meetings in order to comply with the statute.  The sign up book is over at the table in that corner.  If you haven't signed in, please do so.  Thanks.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Michael is subject to imprisonment if we break the law.


		(Laughter.)


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  We need to keep him out of jail.  Please sign up.


		(Laughter.)


		(Whereupon, the meeting went off the record at 10:58 a.m., and went back on the record at 11:13 a.m.)


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Why don't we reconvene and we're going to hear from Glen -- Glen's up next.  Glen Nash.  We're ready for you.  You're up.  You're on.


		MR. NASH:  Somebody left me notes up here, which I guess I shouldn't talk about.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Okay, Glen.


		MR. NASH:  All right, the Technology Subcommittee did meet yesterday.  Quite frankly, there was not a whole lot of discussion and the topics for the Technology Subcommittee right now are kind of at a lull.  As you're aware, we have submitted the recommendations of the committee relative to operations on the narrow band channels.  At the last meeting we submitted a recommendation relative to receiver standards on the interoperability channels and for encryption standards that I forwarded to the Steering Committee as a formal recommendation during the interim here.  


		Relative to at least the encryption standard recommendation, some information has come to light within about the last week that would suggest that the Steering Committee may want to table that recommendation briefly while we look into some efforts for a new updated standard that the federal government is working on and that it may be more appropriate for the NCC to be recommending the latest standard coming down the pike rather than the DES standard which has been around for a period of time here.


		Other than that, the primary discussions within the Technology Subcommittee yesterday were dealing with considerations about receiver standards on the general use channels, and also some concerns that we have relative to frequency planning and frequency usage on the general use channels where we expect that there could be a mixture of technologies on next adjacent channels and concerns that you may have a four-slot TDMA type system occupying four of the 6.25 kHz channels as an aggregated block, immediately adjacent to perhaps an APCO Project 25 Phase Two type system that operates in an FDMA mode in a single 6.25 kHz slot and what the impact of that that might from an interference standpoint.


		We did form a working group to go back and give some consideration to that and we're expecting a report from that working group in the January meeting.  So at this point that's where we stand.  Work is progressing on a wide band standard within TIA.  


		At their August meeting, Motorola came forward with a recommendation for a possible technology known as SAM.  Since then there's been at least one, possibly two other presentations made about alternative protocols that might be used on the wide band channels.  That work is progressing.  However, it will not be done by February of this year and in fact, it may not be done by the theoretical end of this committee two years hence.  


		Developing standards within the TIA process is a long process and in some cases, like the reference, you don't want to watch sausage being made.  You don't want to watch a standard being made in TIA.


		(Laughter.)


		MR. NASH:  We hope things will move forward, but I'm not overly optimistic that we will be able to recommend a specific standard on the wide band channels and therefore it may be necessary for this committee to recommend that the Commission come back and revisit that issue at some time in the future.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Thank you, Glen.  Any questions?  No.  Lieutenant Dempsey?


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Thanks, Kathy.  The first order of business for my committee is to present to you our four completed documents or what we believe to be as complete as they can.  We're still waiting for some input from John's Technology Committee and some from -- I mean John and Glen's committees, but we noted that in the documents where we'll put in -- basically cut and paste what they're going to recommend.  


		But essentially I've got four documents here, a draft outline for the plans, the guidelines, our appendices, and our report on capital funding mechanisms for public safety communications.  So I'd just like to give these two you.


		There are more copies out front.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Thank you very much.


		MR. DEMPSEY:  For the most part we think we've done as much as we can do now.  There's one other document which was posted on the list server which will -- which we will be presenting to the Steering Committee in January.  We'll have a better draft of it and that's our -- like an Executive Summary of all of our recommendations.  


		There are several items that didn't fit into any of the documents that we worked on here such as the flexibility of the plans, modifications to the plans, and some other recommendations that we feel should be also forwarded to the FCC.  And I just want to take a moment to thank everybody on my subcommittee for getting us this far.  I realize that we still have some more work to do, but I think that we're going to probably meet all of our deliverables by January without a problem.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Great.  Thank you very much.  Any questions for Lieutenant Dempsey?


		So on these documents here, I guess we should sort of take these under advisement.  Is there any specific action that you need from the Steering Committee at this moment?


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Not at the moment, but I guess our intent is now formally submitting them to the Steering Committee so that they can review them, make comments, and I'm not sure if adopting -- because it's really not a standard.  These are more guidelines, but I guess some form of adoption approval, blessing.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Okay.


		MR. DEMPSEY:  At least to know that the Steering Committee agrees with what we've recommended so far.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Okay.  All right.


		MR. DEMPSEY:  Because it's not a technical standard.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Right.


		MR. DEMPSEY:  We merely understand how we're going to do that, but at least we're starting.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Okay.  Well, thank you very much.  It reflects a tremendous amount of work in your subcommittee and I appreciate the work of all of the subcommittees.


		Michael, do you have any procedural guidance at this moment?


		All right, now we're at the point in our meeting where we sort of open the floor and there have been a couple of topics suggested in the course of comments this morning that might bear some further discussion.  I know encryption is one such topic.  Shall we start with that?  I think Chief McEwen has some information to share about that and then we can take the open mike where it leads us from there.


		MR. McEWEN:  I made some comments yesterday at the subcommittee meeting but it was suggested that I might, to raise the awareness of those that weren't there, talk about that briefly.  Glen's committee had adopted a -- I don't know whether you call it an interim or a standard on encryption -- pardon -- a recommendation on encryption.  And I've been involved in two different activities as it relates to encryption in what we call the IT or the Information Technology world.  And the issue becomes somewhat of concern to me in both worlds.  


		In my former position at the FBI in the Criminal Justice Information Services Division the Advisory Policy Board that is the group of users has recommended a standard for minimum protection of information that is law enforcement sensitive information such as criminal history records and other kinds of things that may not be open records in some cases and are exchanged from one agency to another in an increasing way in a data format.  


		The problem is that in the standard that was recommended it was talking about backward compatibility and I raised the issue on October 2nd, the National Institute of Standards and Technology released their advanced encryption standard, AES and said that they had selected RIJNDAEL as the proposed new government encryption standard.  


		I did some inquiry about that and found that first of all there are people who tell that that standard is going to be increased protection.  It's going to also be much faster as it relates to transmitting through systems than the old DES and Triple DES type standard.  


		So I just felt that we should not preclude the fact that in the 700 area where we're building new -- we're going to be building new equipment, we need to get advice from the manufacturers and there are several of you in this room as it relates to whether it is technically feasible to be able to require both DES or Triple DES type encryption and the new RIJNDAEL in a single radio so that there would interoperability where it was necessary.  


		And we just don't know the answer to that, so I raised that in this public forum so you know we're going to reexamine that and talk about it.  Anybody that has some expertise in that area of knowledge or information that would be helpful, we would be glad to hear about that.


		CHAIRPERSON WALLMAN:  Any comment on that or opening another topic?


		MR. NASH:  Glen Nash, and at the risk of showing just exactly how ignorant I am about encryption, some of the concerns that I have from an engineering standpoint and having participated in Project 25 in looking at some of these issues, I know that within the Project 25 standard we have included what I believe would be called hooks and other -- certain bits to provide for syncing the encryptors and providing other information necessary to the operation of an encryption system, have provided for OTAR and some of those other features. 


		And I have certain concerns that whether or not the Project 25 standard will support AES at this point in time or if an attempt to implement AES as the encryption standard may also necessitate going back and re-doing the Project 25 standard which we have forwarded as the recommended interoperability standard here.  


		So I believe -- this is a very complicated issue for consideration and we've already had a commitment from Wayne Leland with Motorola to take a look at some of those issues and certainly -- I believe Ernie will take a look at it also as to what the impact of changing from the DES might be in that the existing Project 25 documents are based upon the DES in providing -- supporting that encryption standard.  


		MR. McEWEN:  One other thing and that is that I'm very sensitive, coming from the law enforcement side of the public safety arena, I'm very sensitive to some of the other participants and the fact that they made the point that in many cases they don't need or want to use encryption, the fire people, the highway people and so on, while at the same time we feel that there are going to be some times when we're going to be able to exchange some protected information among all of us.  So we're trying to weigh those concerns.


		I'll entertain John's comments.


		MR. POWELL:  John Powell on behalf of the Interoperability Subcommittee.  I think that -- I appreciate this issue being addressed, but it needs to be resolved, certainly for the interoperability channels.  We need a standard identified for the interoperability channels, whatever that is, to ensure that the radios that are fielded are capable of talking to each other in an encrypted mode and I see Rick nodding his head.  That goes for federal, State and local agencies.  


		If we're going to be building shared systems for the first time to give us an opportunity to task force type operations, for example, and we need to make sure that everybody is bringing in equipment that's got the basic level of hardware and software in it that will allow us to do encryption in a standardized format. 


		So I applaud you bringing it up.  It needs to be addressed, but we do end up in the end needing some recommendation for a standard.


		MR. McEWEN:  The Chair has temporarily left the room and asked me to keep the meeting going, so Glen?


		MR. NASH:  From the standpoint of the Technology Subcommittee, and here I will attempt to speak for the manufacturers.  They too need to have this issue settled so that they can move forward with developing product.  This does have an impact upon their product design and until we come out with a firm recommendation so that they know the direction that they need to go with product development, this becomes one more stumbling block in moving this whole process forward.  


		So we do need to come to a rapid decision and recommendation as to what the Committee is going to recommend and put forward on this issue.


		MR. McEWEN:  We have promised input.  Rick has promised to give us some assistance from the federal side in the PSWAC people.  Ernie has promised to give us some help from Com-Net Ericsson.  Wayne Leland from Motorola.  I'm hoping maybe Nikia and others, anybody who has some comments on this or help that would be helpful to us to bring that to closure.  We'd appreciate it.


		Any further comments on that topic?  What other items --


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  Ernest Hofmeister, Com-Net Ericsson.  I'd just like to make a comment and it maybe would have been more appropriate following Glen's discussion in terms of the Technology Committee.  I'm a little bit concerned about an impression that may be being formed or being made about the compatibility of different technologies next to each other in these different channels.  


		For instance, the comment about a 25 kHz transmitter or system operating next to say a 6.25 transmitter system like a Product 25, Phase Two.  I'd just like us to remember that the current rules specify the allowable interference that's coupled from a transmitter into these adjacent channels and it's been fairly well -- I'll say fairly well thought through I think, and if you look at it it's based on not emission mask, but it's adjacent channel couple power and it's set up to be adjacent channel couple power into the nearest 6.25 channel slice that starts at the edge of the band that you're operating, whether it be 6.25, 12.50 or 25.  


		And the value that's allowed for the rules is essentially the same coupled into that nearest adjacent 6.25 channel which would then cause potentially interference to that.  If you have a 25 kHz channel operating on four of these 6.25s put together, the allowable coupled power into its nearest 6.25 neighbor is the same as the power that's allowed if you have a 6.25 system operating next to a 6.25.  So we have a working group to look at this, but I'm concerned about comments that are made that may create an impression that there's a problem if you have a 25 kHz transmitter operating next to a 6.25.  


		I don't see in the rules right now the way they're written that that is a cause for concern.  I think we'll offer some more comments on that coming up maybe at the next meeting.


		MR. POWELL:  Ernie, a comment.  John Powell, University of California.  Going back to some of the work that TIA has been doing in TSB-88 is not so much the issue of the level of interference because that's pretty clearly defined, but we know that some technologies have the potential to impact each other or they will impact each other differently.  


		To me that's more important to have, for example, people that are doing the regional planning know as they're assigning channels and we're looking at what kind of systems are going in that say digital system A may interfere with digital system B, but there is that possibility of an analog system going in there. Maybe they don't interfere with each other at all because the two technologies are so dissimilar.  Those are the kinds of things that to me that as a user putting a system in are important to know beyond what that minimum level of interference is. 


		If I put in a really sensitive receiver, for example, in my fixed infrastructure, what's the potential of my neighbor getting into that system and his particular technology causing interference, whereas if he had something else the interference level might be less.


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  I think I understand the need for understanding of systems and compatibility, but I think we need to make sure that the rules allow technology flexibility, and if you have a more sensitive receiver in one case, you need to be prepared to be able to handle whatever interference might be coming into that, according to the rules and the layout of the systems.


		MR. NASH:  Glen Nash.  I appreciate your comments and I hope we do find that the existing rules are adequate.  Like you, I've been hearing some questions raised and some concerns in this whole area of (1) coordinating digital systems, (2) coordinating digital systems that are operating using different technologies is new to all of us and people are a little concerned about -- from the regional planning process standpoint, are there going to be limitations that the committees need to consider when they are allocating channels to different agencies, because it does have an impact as to how they approach the problem of doing the regional planning.  


		If we can go back and tell them that the rules are such that they don't have to give consideration to what technology somebody is going to be using, that would be great news to be able to hear.


		If there are going to be limitations, I think we do need to let them know what the limitations are.  So that's what we're seeking out of this, this question right now is I guess, call it a level of confidence that -- to get over some of the nervousness that a lot of us have, stepping into the unknown.


		MR. McEWEN:  We'll look forward to any further help you can give us on that, Ernie, or anybody.


		MR. HOFMEISTER:  I think Bob Schlieman has been appointed to be the chair of that little work  group, so we'll look forward to Bob's report.


		(Laughter.)


		MR. McEWEN:  The floor is open.  Any other comments from the public?  I may have to wind this down in the absence of the Chairman here.


		Mike, do we want to talk about future meeting dates?  Would you like to do that?


		MR. WILHELM:  Sure.  The meeting after the January 18th and 19th meeting will be here in Washington in March.  We need to select two alternate dates because we don't have a schedule yet that when the FCC is going to be using this room, the full Commission for its meeting.


		The possibilities in March, and please let me know if these conflict with any organization meeting days, are March 1st and 2nd.


		MR. McEWEN:  The National Sheriffs Conference is here in Washington those days.


		MR. WILHELM:  How about the 8th and 9th?  The 15th and 16th?  Any conflict with the 22nd and 23rd?  How about the 29th and the 30th?


		MR. McEWEN:  There is an IWCE 2001 Conference in Las Vegas, so probably the three middle weeks.


		MR. WILHELM:  Let me put forth two of them and get comments on them.  March 8th and 9th, the alternate date being March 22nd and 23rd.  Do I hear any objection to those dates?  Glen, that's okay with you?


		MR. NASH:  That looks fine.  I had problems with the 15th and 16th.


		MR. WILHELM:  Okay.


		MR. McEWEN:  Are we going to pick them today or are we going to have a preferred date and an alternate?


		MR. WILHELM:  Preferred and alternate and as soon as we get the schedule for the Commission meeting room --


		MR. McEWEN:  Preferred is the 8th and 9th?


		MR. WILHELM:  Yes.


		MR. McEWEN:  And the alternate is?


		MR. WILHELM:  The 22nd and the 23rd.  Does anybody have any comments or any other conflicts that we know about?


		MR. McEWEN:  Michael, you might remind everybody of the meetings in Orlando in January.


		MR. WILHELM:  Meetings on January 18th and 19th in Orlando, and Marilyn Ward has some more specific information about the hotels and we will also have -- we have a handout giving the preferred hotel, the one the meeting will be held in and two hotels in the area.


		Marilyn, do you have anything to add to that?


		MS. WARD:  Right now the hotel is talking about contracts being signed and they don't want to talk about a government -- an 86 dollar government rate, but if you call and make your reservations, if you're eligible for the government rate, I'd suggest that you get your name in the hat there and then argue the rate later. 


		The hotel will fill up fast.  January is a peak season for us.  A lot of the snowbirds come down and so you need to get your hotel.  It's going to be the Holiday Inn at 5750 T.G. Lee Boulevard and the phone number to call is (407) 851-6400.  And it's posted back there.  It will be on the website.  There are several hotels there.  I'll go run around and get all the names of them and have them put it on the website also, but there is an upscale Hyatt that's -- oh, you got it over there.  


		Okay.  There's an upscale Hyatt that is actually in the airport and then there's a Hilton right around the corner from the Holiday Inn and I know that there's a few more.  So I'll get a list for them with their names and addresses and you can go up on the website and make any reservations that you need.


		MR. McEWEN:  We are going to meet at the Holiday?


		MS. WARD:  The meeting is going to be at the Holiday Inn and there is a shuttle, so you don't have to rent a car, if you don't want to.  You can get the shuttle.  As you come out of the hotel's northern exit, it's the first light right there on the right hand side.  You just can't miss it and it's a pretty nice place.  We've had a lot of meetings there before and there's plenty of places to eat within walking distance, unless you plan on bringing your family to go to any of the attractions, you really don't need a car.  You can eat, drink and be merry right there in that same area.  


		And if you need any help I'll give you my number and you're welcome to give me a call if you need any other assistance at (407) 836-9118.  And I'll be happy if you have any questions about attractions or any of those things to help you along there.


		MR. McEWEN:  I am looking around the room.  Does anybody have anything before we adjourn?  I would just like to make some closing remarks.  I was going to do that anyway, but that is for those of us on the Steering Committee that have been observing the work of the subcommittees, I want to -- on behalf of all of us, thank you for all of the work you do.  


		We sit and watch and see the technical expertise that we have in this group, in this room, and it never ceases to amaze me how good you come out with all of this and make good recommendations to us.  So we appreciate all your good work and for those of you that participate on the list serves, a lot of stuff goes on between these meetings that makes it all work.  So thank you very much.


		If there's no further business, Michael, we're adjourned.


		(Whereupon, at 11:41 a.m., the meeting was adjourned.)
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