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MR. DeMELLO:  Good morning.  Up front here we have the agenda for the meeting.  And there is a document called, "Implementation Subcommittee Working Group 3."  We don't have all of the documents that we need for this morning, but they will be forthcoming.  Maybe we can get started by reviewing the agenda, and then we can depart from the agenda and take care of things that we are able to take care of.



(Pause)



MR. DeMELLO:  Let's take a look at the agenda first.  But before we do that, I just want to make a couple of announcements.  I am Richard DeMello, for anybody that is not aware of that, and I am a vice chair for this implementation committee.  And anyone who chooses to make comments this morning, please come to the microphone and start out by telling us who you are so that we will have a complete record.



And I guess I would open it to anyone from the FCC.  Michael, do you have anything that you care to address the group about?  Okay.  Then we will move along.  However, we are not going to move into any review of the minutes from D.C. because they are being copied.  So we will come back to that in a few minutes, unless someone objects.  And if you want to object, then we will just wait for them to be copied, and we'll exchange pleasantries here.



So anyway, what we are going to do is we will move down to the report from Dave Eierman from Motorola on Digital TV Working Group.



MR. EIERMAN:  I really don't have much more to report than I reported in Washington, D.C.  Let me go over the notes from there again in case there is somebody here that didn't hear those.  The active things that are going on, there is lower power TV that got legislation passed that protected community broadcasters.  And they essentially set up a class A, which is higher than low power TV, less than full service.  They have to have some local content in their broadcasting to clarify.



The important things in that that affect us I don't believe they can have class A on channel 60 through 69.  So any low power TV or translators that are still in 60 through 69 are still secondary to primary service, and public safety is a primary service.



Several things that that legislation required was that the existing analog and digital TV stations had until December 31st of last year to file applications or amendments to applications to go to maximum facilities, such that if a TV or DTV station wasn't operating or didn't have a filing in to operate at the maximum levels that the FCC would allow in ERP or HAT, they could file an application and amend it in order to basically protect themselves from new low power or new TV stations coming in.



Now this petitions and applications were supposed to be in by December 31st, and the FCC was supposed to add them to the database sometime in January.  Well, as of last week, or last Friday, or whenever I looked, it still ‑- they hadn't updated the database.  So I'm still looking for that information, and hope to publish any changes to that soon.



So, I mean, again, the only thing that affects us is, you know, anything that is happening in 60 through 69, where anybody files for maximum facilities.  And it affected some things that were under TV freeze, and there were some TV stations where there were mutually exclusive applications.  I keep thinking of Arcade, New York.  I think it is around Buffalo.  There were ten mutually exclusive applications for a TV station, for one of these 60 through 69s in that area.  Those are also supposed to be settled by an auction or whatever.  We have seen some activity on some of the lower channels, but not necessarily on the 60 through 69 yet.



But the TV ‑- the FCC opened up Windows for those people to negotiate or whatever, you know.  They had to negotiate as a class to go for maximum facilities that they were applying.  And again, if they didn't file by this December 31st date, basically, they get taken out of the database sometime.



So, you know, there were only like 100 analog TV stations and 15 DTV stations that affected us.  But there were a lot of these pending applications or mutually exclusive applications that are in the FCC database that we are hoping will just fall out, that actually are not constructed stations.



I have seen no action on any negotiations with Canada on television.  Canada still has, you know, the same proposal out where they have allotted basically every low power empty slot and DTV station, or you know, new DTV assignment, and there are still a bunch of 60 through 69.



Commercial TV stations had until November first to file construction permit applications for DTV stations.  So all of the stations had not filed by November first, and some of them had asked for extensions until March or April, I believe ‑- no, May of 2000 they had to have their permit in.



Educational TVs have until May first to file their construction permit applications.  So there are still some ‑- again, there are still records or allotments in the database where the TV stations haven't decided if they are going to file for their second channel allotment yet.  And I am waiting, you know, to see if they filed or not, to see if those allotments fall out of the tables.



Okay.  Oh, the commercial ‑- the other 30 megahertz or 30 ‑- the other 36 megahertz of 700 megahertz, the commercial part, the 30 megahertz that was decided to go to commercial, the FCC allotted basically the same TV spacing rules that we have for public safety, which is basically you use the 40 DB tables out 90.309 for height and ERP limitations on public safety, spacing against TV stations.  And basically, the commercial operators will follow the same rules.  Plus, there are some other rules in, like, 90.45 that haven't been ‑- well, I guess probably by the end of January, the new FCC rules for Part 90 get published.



Some other things that give them some height advantage ‑- you know, if they are very high, they get a bigger grade B than 55 miles.  So, basically, the same rules that we have to use in public safety apply to the commercial.  And I'm making ‑- now they separated out the 6 megahertz guard bands that were asked for.  And FCC activity is ongoing on that right now.  My expectation is it will probably adopt the same TV spacing rules.



The major issue there is that, you know, we are hoping that the commercial operators, when they go in there, will offer some financial incentives to the TV stations to move to their second allotment or something early, which will help us in the sense that if they can move an adjacent TV station off ‑- we are blocked by both, you know, a cochannel and two adjacent TV channels in some markets.  If we can get ‑‑ or in some markets, we are only blocked by an adjacent TV station.  So if we didn't get commercial operators to offer financial incentives to move the TV station to their other allotment or someplace else, you know, it frees up some more spectrum for us because, basically, now central to southern California, southern Florida and Chicago to Maine down to Richmond is pretty much blocked.  There is either a cochannel or adjacent channel that is giving us some problem on all of those.  So if we can get a few of those adjacents moved, that would open up a tremendous amount of spectrum for us.



Later on we are going to talk about the ‑- I guess -‑ what is this document?  The implementation of working group 3, some, you know, recommendations for regional plans.  At the moment, there is nothing in there about TV, DTV spacing recommendations or whatever to the ‑- for public safety.  Since it is something that would go in there and would expire, you know, in hopefully less than ten years, I don't know whether we should put something in there or not.  But we probably ought to discuss later on whether we should add a paragraph in there telling the RPCs where to go find the television information and what the rules are because some of the important things are that television is probably not a coprimary service.  It is a higher priority service than public safety.



You know, basically public ‑‑ there are existing, so public safety has to protect them until they leave the band.  And the other thing is low power TV and translators or a secondary service.  But they can continue to operate until the primary service is actually constructed and become operational.  So until the first public safety system gets up on the air and operational, that low power TV or translator station does not have to cease operations.  So I think maybe we need to put a paragraph in the guidance in the implementation recommendations to tell the RPCs and how to handle negotiations with the TV stations.



That is all I have.



MR. DeMELLO:  Yes.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  On the secondary status of those translator stations, they still have to 2006 before that kicks in?  In other words, they can drag it out as long as 2006, even if public safety comes up before then?



MR. EIERMAN:  I'm not sure.  I will find that out and distribute it through the web server or something.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Thank you.



MR. DeMELLO:  Dave, you mentioned that it didn't' appear anything was being done between the U.S. and Canada.



MR. EIERMAN:  Well, nothing new has happened.  The rules between the U.S. and Canada, the last treater was, like, 1963 or 1964, maybe '62, somewhere in that era, you know, establishing what is on each side of the border.  And, I mean, there has been some discussion.  I believe NTIA has had some discussion, too, with them.  But there is no new treaty that I know ‑- or no new treaty negotiations along the cross the border operations.



Now the commercial rules do state that ‑- well, and the public safety rules do, that anything within, I think, 120 kilometers of the border, you know, is subject to future treaty negotiations between the U.S. and Canada.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Could I ask about ‑- this is Dave Buchanan, county of San Bernadino ‑- Mexico, because that is a ‑-



MR. EIERMAN:  Yeah.  There is a newer agreement with Mexico.  Actually, there are very few stations ‑- I think so.  I had the list here.  I would say there are a handful of stations that are an issue along the Mexican border.  Channel 69 along San Diego is probably one of them.  I think they have only got, like, one DTV station proposed on their side.  So ‑-



MR. BUCHANAN:  So it probably won't be a big issue once the FCC ‑-



MR. EIERMAN:  No.  It's ‑- well, it is going to be an issue because of where their stations are.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Are, okay.



MR. EIERMAN:  We need the stations on our side.  So I don't know.  I think I published a list before or in some of the slides I presented six months or so ago.  I showed the Mexican stations.  And I want to say, along the whole Mexican border, there was less than half a dozen stations.



MR. NASH:  Okay.  And this is Glen Nash.  You know, it is only DTV in Mexico that we would be concerned about it, you know, if there are any analog stations.



MR. EIERMAN:  Yeah, yeah.  Well, like I say, I think of a half a dozen stations, I think there is probably four or five analogs and one DTV that I know of.



MR. NASH:  And again, our experience with Mexico has been, again, if there is not a treaty ‑- you know, what is there today doesn't mean that there couldn't be something there tomorrow.  So I guess kind of a question to Michael is how do we go about, you know, getting a message to the international bureau or whoever the appropriate people are, you know, that we really initiate a treaty arrangement with Mexico, and I guess presumably also with Canada.



MR. WILHELM:  There are ongoing negotiations with Canada ‑- develop a letter of understanding about TV allocations.  I don't have similar information on Mexico.  I think perhaps the best thing to do would be to have the NCC address the issue to the chief of the international bureau.  It might be appropriate to do that by a letter from Cathy, get the sense of the subcommittee whether or not that should be done.



MR. EIERMAN:  So you would like our subcommittee to send a request to the steering committee to ask Cathy to send that letter?



MR. WILHELM:  Yeah.  That would be the appropriate route.



MR. EIERMAN:  Okay.



MR. NASH:  Yeah.  I would certainly would strongly encourage the subcommittee to make such a request, and that being an impacted party by what goes on in Mexico, our ability to use the spectrum is impacted by what goes in Mexico, and we need to resolve what those rules might be.  And from our experience in dealing with Mexico on the A21 spectrum, we did lead an effort that resulted in an agreement with Mexico relative to the A21 spectrum that pretty much allocated half of the spectrum for use in Mexico and half for use here.



So again, if there is a similar type agreement relative to this spectrum, that has a great impact upon what regional planning can do in allocating channels.  So those agreements need to be made early in the planning process for the regional planning committees to move forward.



MR. DeMELLO:  Richard DeMello here.  David, do you want to create a communication so we can something to Ted ‑-



MR. EIERMAN:  Yes.



MR. DeMELLO:  ‑- and move it along?  Thanks.  Don?



MR. SPEIGHTS:  I'm aware of negotiations now below ‑- Don Speights, NTIA ‑- below 512 megahertz.  There is a protocol currently being conducted by a standard team of State Department, FCC, International Bureau, and NTIA that deals with these on a continuous basis.  So we are dealing with that now for narrow band channels below 500 megahertz.



So my suggestion, in order to bring this on the plate, put this on the plate, is to have Cathy or the steering committee write a letter through the wireless bureau because the wireless bureau is the one that, you know, established this committee, urging Tom Sugrue to contact the International Bureau ‑- and I don't know who the head of that bureau is right now; it changes so often ‑- to commence negotiations immediately for this.



Otherwise, as you guys are probably aware, this takes years and years and years.  And it is not all that big of a technical issue.  I think Glen mentioned you get these channels, we get these channels, and these channels we share.  It is pretty simple, but it is just a matter of a very painful international protocol where years of time.



So that is my suggestion, and I will take that back to our team on the NTI side and see if they can put pressure on the State.  The State Department is really the driving force behind this.  So that is my suggestion, to move that along a little bit and have Cathy write the letter to get Tom to moveover.



MR. DeMELLO:  Thank you, Don.  Anything else off of Dave Eierman?  Thank you very much.  Let's take a look at and review the minutes from the ‑- oh, I see what we handed out was November 19th, which was not January something.  Those have already been approved.  Well, I handed out the wrong ones, and I don't have the ones from last meeting.



Bob, can we get a download of those anywhere?  Yeah.  I guess that might work, if we put it up on the screen and ‑- is it lengthy?



(Pause)



MR. DeMELLO:  Is it more than a page, or just one page?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  It is two pages.



MR. DeMELLO:  Do you want to just give everybody a minute to read it, then go to the page?  See if there is any comment on what is up there so far.



(Pause)



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  All I want to do is change this a little.  Yeah, I'm trying to ‑-



(Pause)



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  It isn't on the TV monitors, or it is?  Okay.  A18 meeting called to order by the vice chairman Tom Tolman, and let's see, something 02, adjourned.  I think we'll go back up to the top and start again.



MR. DeMELLO:  How is that for quick enough.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, it is going to be ‑- let me just read it.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Okay?  A18 meeting called to order by vice chairman Thomas Tolman.  Schlieman appointed to take meeting notes.  Meeting notes of the New York City meeting were approved on a motion by Vogel, seconded by Wells.  The agenda was modified by Tolman to add the report of Alareza Shanami (phonetic), chair of work group 4, technology committee, and delete item 6, inter subcommittee relations, work group 5, chaired by Edward Dempsey, who was unable to attend due to an urgent family emergency.



Approval of the agenda as modified on a motion by Vogel, seconded by Wells.  David Eierman, chair of work group No. 2, reported on the status of digital televisions transition; if commercial services move into the 700 megahertz band, they will help move the TV out.  Shanami, chair of work group 4, reported on the status of technology policy.  A lot of this committee's work is dependent upon the work of the other subcommittees.



Fred Griffin, chair of work group No. 3, reported that material on regional planning has been submitted to the list server for comments, and a few comments have been received.  Marilyn Ward inquired as to the status of the NPSTC (phonetic) proposal for NIJ funding to provide a precoordination database.  Schlieman moved and Shanami seconded that the implementation subcommittee recommends that NCC support the proposed database that will be used by regional planning committees.



Buchanan spoke in support of the motion, noting that it is not controversial, and with a variety of allowable emissions that can be used in this band, this database is essential.  Wells spoke in support of the motion, noting that it was developed to meet every organization's needs.



Don Foll (phonetic), convener for region 3, spoke in favor of the motion.  Ron Mayworm (phonetic), convener for region 49, spoke in favor of the database proposal.  Norm Cultry (phonetic), RCC Consultants, previously an APCO frequency advisor, spoke in favor of the database, on the condition that FCC must make it a mandatory requirement.  Tolman noted that NIJ needs a formal letter of support.



Norm Cultry moved, seconded by Shanami, accepted by Schlieman to amend that the NCC recommend to FCC that this database be required.  Motion now reads, "The implementation subcommittee recommends that NCC support the proposed database for use by regional planning committees, and that the FCC be requested to require use of the database by all regional planning committees, and the FCC certify public safety frequency coordinators."



The motion passed, and I didn't make that note in here.  I will.  The motion passed.  As requested, the cover letter and the database document were presented on screen and read.  Comments by Griffin in support, with the understanding that interregional planning committee coordination not be diminished by this.  Shanami expressed concern about the flow charts.  Marilyn Ward, chair of NPSTC replied that all of the FCC certified public safety frequency coordinators and representatives of regional planning committees participated in arriving at consensus in the development of this database proposal.  On the motion, the consensus vote was unanimous.



I guess maybe this previous sentence that I put in is not necessary because it was the following paragraph that ended the motion.



MR. DeMELLO:  Fred, you have something?



MR. GRIFFIN:  It is my understanding that all of this is true, but it was on a conceptual basis because at the time of the meeting, the details were not available in writing.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  If I might comment on that ‑-



MR. GRIFFIN:  I didn't finish.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I didn't finish the minutes yet.  Should I finish the minutes, and then we'll go into discussion?  Tolman reported on funding mechanisms.  Since the last meeting, not too much new has transpired over the holidays.  Buchanan noted the need for funding to assist small agencies with their development of systems in the 700 megahertz band.  Shanami noted the need for funding to support development of these new systems.  Carlton Wells noted the need for funding the following:  volunteer assistance to regional planning committees; cost of regional planning committees in the process of developing the plan and the cost of meetings; implementing systems, at least for interoperability channels; other interoperability channels developed by RPCs within the general use channel blocks; and that this list be prioritized.



Griffin suggested that funding also be made available for feasibility studies.  Richard Shaldrew (phonetic) spoke in favor of shared system development, but noted that cost issues present problems in obtaining joint support for common systems.  He also noted the need to educate agencies on the benefits to be derived by joining together in common systems.



Tolman reported that a proposal to fund public safety wireless systems recently was not approved because of the methodology used.  Information was handed out on Justnet (phonetic) and on funding sources.  Richard Orsulak -‑ I misspelled it ‑- reported on TIIAP.  TIIAP is intended to be used for innovative solutions.  As such, funding of communications systems is not considered as being innovative.



Don Speights noted that while the proposal to fund public safety wireless systems failed, it was one of many programs that failed, even though it had support.  Rick Murphy agreed with Speights and noted that the proposal just didn't get enough visibility.  Orsulak also noted that TIIAP is now called TOP, Telecommunications Opportunities Project.  It is intended to build out innovative projects.



Tolman noted the availability of PSWN documents on funding strategies and funding mechanisms from the PSWN web site.  Griffin commented on the desirability of soliciting information from vendors on methods of reducing system costs.  Shanami requested that the funding statement of work be due at the San Francisco meeting; 10:02, adjourned on a motion by Schlieman, seconded by Vogel.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  Any ‑-



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Mr. Griffin had a question regarding one item there.  Should we discuss that before approval?



MR. DeMELLO:  That's fine.  Fred?



MR. GRIFFIN:  The database situation, as I recall ‑- I support what you wrote.  But it was all intent, philosophical, whatever.  Nobody in the room had a copy of the detailed proposal.  Since that meeting, Marilyn Ward has faxed me a copy of that, and I think it is being copied.  But I think in the minutes it ought to note everybody was in favor, and on a concept basis.  And I think later in this meeting, we are going to further support that by the detailed written document.



So that is the only amendment I would make to the minutes.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Since approval on a concept basis was not made as a statement at the meeting, I think that would not be correct to amend the minutes.



MR. DeMELLO:  Any other comment or comments on this?  Just come up and say something.



MR. VOGEL:  Emiel Vogel.  I'll move that the minutes be accepted as read.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  We need a second or whatever.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I'll second it, Schlieman.



MR. DeMELLO:  Discussion, I guess.  We can discuss this issue.  It makes ‑- from where I sit, it makes little or no difference to me at this point in time in the discussion of an issue of whether it was put in there based upon concept or not because we are at a point in time now where the document has been distributed to everybody, everybody can take a look at it.  And the other thing is, in my discussions with Tom Tolman, which I really intended to cover a little bit later on the agenda, but I'll bring it up now because we are talking about the issue, the NIJ is preparing specifications at this point in time to purchase the services and get the database set up.



So in the funding process, you can only go so far.  And you really need complete agency approval, like you can't go spend money without agency approval, if you know what I mean.  So we are at the process really where we need the NCC to support what the NPSTC did and the action of the NIJ.  So we'll spend a little bit of time talking about that.  I think any adjustments to the minutes to me don't ‑- won't buy us anything.



So any further discussion on this, Fred?  You want to ‑-



MR. GRIFFIN:  No.  That's fine.



MR. DeMELLO:  It doesn't really matter, so okay.  I guess all of those in favor of the minutes, say aye.  Anybody opposed, same.  Okay.



I will say the point needed to be discussed, though, and we will discuss it a little bit more in length a little bit later.



In regards to the agenda, does anybody have anything they want to add to the agenda?  We already went over the agenda, but does anybody have anything they want to add since we have been here for a few minutes, get a second shot at it?  Okay.  Then we'll move down to the report from the policy work group, which is chaired by Fred.



MR. GRIFFIN:  The only thing that has happened since the previous meeting was we received a fax from Marilyn of the details of the NPSTC proposal. I have looked it over.  Ally was the one that had questions about the flow chart he wanted to look at.  I supported ‑- Marilyn sent ‑- I don't know whether you have to reapprove it or not.  I believe it is being copied.



MR. DeMELLO:  I think it has been distributed.  I think the whole document has been distributed, except I can't find a copy of it.  It is because I gave them whatever copy I had here.  By the way, thank you, Fred, for the copy that you had because I didn't have a copy here.



MR. GRIFFIN:  You're welcome.  If you're through with that, I have got just one other item.



MR. DeMELLO:  Pardon me?



MR. GRIFFIN:  If you are through with that, I have got one other item.  I don't know if there is any discussion more on this.



MR. DeMELLO:  I guess what we might want to do is just allow people a minute to take a look at it and see if they have any general comments.  I think I have stated pretty much where the NPSTC is in the process.  And as discussed earlier, the four coordinators have worked on this, plus other individuals that have been involved with regional planning, regional chairmen.  And the number of people here that have been involved in it.  And as I said, we are at a junction where we really need to move ahead on this.



So why don't I just give everybody a few minutes to take a look at it, and then we can discuss it.



MR. EIERMAN:  This is David Eierman.  I read the common databases for the use of 55 regional planning committees.  Do we know that there is 55?  I mean, NPSTC from its pack had 55.  We do know if at 700 if the regional planning committees have decided to consolidate change or anything different the original 55 NCSPC?



MR. DeMELLO:  I don't think this committee has asked for any change.



MR. EIERMAN:  Well, the committees were to file with the FCC as to whether, like, they wanted to consolidate.  I know that California said they weren't going to consolidate.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I'm not aware.  Maybe Michael has some words on this.  But I am not aware that anything has been published from the commission on any change that has been requested or may have been requested.  The opportunity was made available in the FCC's report to allow consolidation or other forms of changes, state plans and so on.  But to my knowledge, nothing has been disseminated indicating any specifics, if such has taken place.  So the proposal is written by information that is known as of the time that project was developed.  So we are in kind of a holding pattern on an answer to that.



Michael, do you have anything further on that?



MR. WILHELM:  Only to say that you're correct, there has been nothing published.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Okay.



MR. McDOLE:  Art McDole.  I think we have done an excellent job putting this together.  And reading it over, it appears to me we have one sort of a paradox in here I'm not sure how we are going to handle on the use of the interoperability channels.  The statement in there is that encryption is permitted on all channels except the calling channel.  And certainly, I support the use and need of encryption.  However, in particular, on priority 4, if we are utilizing encryption on priority 4, how in the world are we going to identify who is using it and what for, and when a higher priority exists, take the necessary steps to clear the channel.



MR. DeMELLO:  What page are you on?



MALE SPEAKER:  What document are you on?



MR. DeMELLO:  What document and what page?



MR. McDOLE:  That is the document on the planning here that Fred had handed ‑- I think we need to have an opportunity ‑-



MR. DeMELLO:  You're on the wrong document.



MR. McDOLE:  I understand.



MR. DeMELLO:  We're on ‑-



MR. McDOLE:  Oh, excuse me.



MR. DeMELLO:  We're on the one that says Fred Griffin up here.



MR. McDOLE:  I was reading instead of listening.



MR. DeMELLO:  The left hand side.



MR. McDOLE:  I'll bring this up at the appropriate time.  While I'm here, the only question is will we have an opportunity to further do this?



MR. DeMELLO:  Absolutely.  This is your day.  We are going to let you have a chance to address this, Art.



MR. McDOLE:  Appreciate it.  I'll try to pay more attention to the reading of the literature.



MR. DeMELLO:  In regards to that, really what we are trying to do is we want to make sure that we cover as many items in the plan as the group wants.  We don't want to miss any items that the group feels are important.



MR. McDOLE:  I think you have done a fine job so far, and will comment at the appropriate time.  Thank you.



MR. DeMELLO:  Maybe, Fred, you could go over this with them, just either page by page or title by title or whatever.



MR. GRIFFIN:  I was under the impression this document was fairly well circulated, except to the officers of this committee.  I'll do whatever you want, but is it necessary, is my only question.  Or I'll just take comments by page and paragraph.  Any comments on the introduction paragraph?  Any comments on the mission statement?  Any comments on the justification?  Moving to page 4, are there any comments on the glossary of terms?



Moving to page 5, are there any comments on the statement of work?  Page 6, the flow chart, was the one that Ally ‑- it is on page 6 and 7.  The flow charts apparently were the issues that Ally was of concern that we didn't have in writing, although it was in the presentation.  Are there any comments on the flow charts, page 6 and 7?



It should be noted that the time line on page 8 is out of sequence, and that needs to be updated.



MR. DeMELLO:  There are some arrows on that page, too.  Is that what that is referring to?



MR. GRIFFIN:  Yes.  There are arrows; and also, you know, it said the contract database contractor is due August '99.  Well, that has already passed.



MR. DeMELLO:  Yeah.



MR. GRIFFIN:  So all of the dates on page 8 need to be appropriately corrected.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  I'm not sure if he is ‑- they are not talking about the people to create the database at that point in time.  I think he is talking about an individual has come on board to help us get the document created.  And I don't know if they were on board in August, but there is an individual that is on board that is helping us or helping NIJ get the specs ready to go.  And that may be the individual they are talking about there, as opposed to the actual supplier of the database.



MR. GRIFFIN:  And as I understand it, the rest of the document is really historical records of the minutes of the meeting.  So it is inappropriate to change those.  So for the record, in summary, the only page that is open for discussion and augmentation, updating, is page 8, the time line.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  As to the time line, the time line is as was described in the document when it was drafted.  We have been going through the funding process and recommendations process.  And clearly, that is taking a little longer than had been envisioned.  And, obviously, the time line will have to be adjusted by the starting time that results from the project being funded.  I think that is a reasonable understanding of it.



MR. DeMELLO:  Any other comments on this?  I think what I would like to see done is I will get with Marilyn and Ted Dempsey, and I'll probably talk to Michael here a little bit about it because we do need support from the NCC, and we do need support from the FCC on this before we can move too far along.  And we need to get to that to NIJ really as quickly as we can.



The specs are being developed.  They are pretty close to review.  At least I hope they are.  So I guess with that, I guess we can close on this issue.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Just, Mr. Chairman, a question.  Inasmuch as it was consensus approved at the last meeting, what is further required in order for that support to be rendered?  It is supposed to have been forwarded up to NCC, I believe.



MR. DeMELLO:  That's correct.  I don't know what documents were really sent to NCC, but I did see a document that sent it to NCC.  I don't have that with me.  I guess the only thing we need to do is verify that it did go to NCC.  Michael, do you know if it was received by you folks?



MR. WILHELM:  As far as I know, nothing was received except the information that was passed out at the last meeting.  There was consensus of the steering committee that they would support the project.  To follow up on that, we need a draft of the letter to NIJ that recites that support.  And I would expect that would come from the subcommittee to the steering committee, and then to Cathy for approval.



MR. DeMELLO:  That was the intent of it, but we may not have fulfilled that intent.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I was unable to hear the last part of that, the volume level.  Did you say a letter was drafted to NIJ in support of it?



MR. WILHELM:  No, Bob.  I said that the proper route for that approval would be a draft letter from the subcommittee to NIJ that would then be approved by the steering committee and then sent by Cathy to NIJ.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I understand.  So I guess that is a task item for Ted Dempsey to handle.



MR. DeMELLO:  Right.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Okay.  Thanks.



MR. DeMELLO:  Anybody here that is --



MALE SPEAKER:  I thought a letter was drafted.



MR. DeMELLO:  I have seen communications.  I'll review the communications or try to find it.  But I guess the way ‑- is anybody here in opposition to the thrust to get this cleaned up so it goes to the NCC and gets approved, regardless of we have to create a new document or find an old document and send it on again?  Okay.  I guess that takes care of that issue.



Did you have anything else, Fred?



MR. GRIFFIN:  Yeah.  On the last page of the handout regarding the document that we are going to discuss shortly, the revised P1, there is a copy of an e-mail from Ted Dempsey to Ally Shanami.  And the situation, as embarrassing as it might be, as of today, as I understand it, the draft letter from the implementation committee to the steering committee, the report of our progress has not been completed or distributed.  And I'm not saying that to criticize anybody.



My concern here is that the report from the implementation committee to the steering committee, I would hope, request, and plead be circulated on the Internet before it is officially sent upstairs.  That is my only point.



MR. DeMELLO:  I know that is the plan in just about all of the committees, to distribute everything over the Internet so everybody can have input into it.  That wasn't attached to one of the copies I have.  I don't know if it was on the back of all of them or not.  What he is referring to is in the back of this draft, draft outline for 746-806.  You may or may not have that letter on the back of it.  I have copies that don't; some copies do.



So anyway, do you have anything else, Fred?



MR. GRIFFIN:  No.  The floor is yours.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  Thank you.  We had a conference call, the subcommittee did, last week, regarding ‑- I guess this week, regarding this matter, or this meeting.  And it says the report on funding mechanisms work group and also the discussion of the funding work group.  We are looking for volunteers to participate on that funding group.  And we'll get a piece of paper out there somewhere for people to sign up that would like to become a part of it.



In my discussions with Tom Tolman over that subject, it appears that we need to really justify in detail what we want to do before we can, you know, really submit a work plan.  In fact, is there anybody here from NIJ, anybody here from NIJ that maybe could address this better, one of you folks from NIJ?  No?



Well, I have been talking to Tom Tolman about trying to get some funding, and he was just advising that we should really be specific about what we want, we should be detailed, and we should justify it.  And I was just asking if anybody is here from NIJ that can fill us in on it any more or ‑- I don't know if it is general funding or what it is.  No, not familiar.  Okay.  That's okay.  Well, that is why I went through it.



Tom Tolman, NIJ, from Colorado, out there at the university, he is chairman of a funding committee.  And he had talked to me about what needed to be done to seek funding, and that is to justify what we want, do a good write-up.  I mean, it is okay that we have some bullets out here, but we really need to sit down and get some detail to it.  So this committee has got a pretty good size workload to look at in putting it together.  And from the earlier comments, I'm not sure that this technology we are looking at would be, from my perspective ‑- and I don't have a very good understanding of the funding.  I don't know if this technology would be something that we could funds for, or if we should just look at funding to accomplish the planning process.  I guess that is where I am coming from.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.  I'm on that work group.  We really haven't had any list server discussions or much of any discussion with the work group yet.  I think the press of some of the other items has kept us from getting started.  But I'll also try to get ahold of Tom and see if we can't get some of these issues going on the list server.  Personally, speaking, you know, from a southern California standpoint, I would like to see us go for funding.



The planning issue for us ‑- I know for some regions, that is an issue of funding to get the planning going.  It isn't an issue in southern California.  What is an issue is how to fund these large systems.  It gets to be real tough.  So I'd like to look at both.



MR. DeMELLO:  Yeah.  I think that is a good idea.



MS. DESCOTEAUX:  I know that ‑- I'm Celeste Descoteaux, a contractor for NIJ.  I know that Tom has talked with Brenda Smith to identify some funding opportunities within not only NIJ but the Department of Justice as whole.  As far as an actual document with strategies for funding, no, that has not been created.  However, there have been some meetings held with BJA, Bureau of Justice Assistance, which has local block grants to governments and also funds more of the technology procurement than NIJ does.  NIJ is typically a research and development agency and not a funding agency for technology.



So it is in the works, but as far as the definite plan, no, there has been nothing.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  Thank you.



MR. WELLS:  Carlton Wells, state of Florida.  As we have heard Tom talk in the past, related to his agency, a strategy that we need to keep in mind, too, as we seek funding opportunities, as Tom would put it with NIJ, you have to align it with their prime directive for any potential there.  And other funding sources, like the TIIAP, which is now called TOP ‑- and I'm not sure if I can tell you what that acronym stands for right now.  But it was stated at either the last ‑- I think it was the previous NCC meeting in D.C. this month, that CDPE and other technologies is something that is not funded.



Back when it was in incubation stages and being developed, probably it was funded.  But now it is considered an old technology in the realm of what the top funding source would support.  So in searching for our funding, we have to first realize those funding sources and what their missions are or their prime directives, and then find out where the bullets that we have identified so far might fit under there, and then approach those organizations for possibilities.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay, good.  Thank you.



MR. McDOLE:  Art McDole.  I have spoken to Tom Tolman at considerable length on the subject.    I know most of the problems; I have very few of the answers.  Of course, the funding in particular is to ensure the success, continued success, of the regional planning committees.  But there are all kind of different ideas as to how that should be accomplished.



Historically, those regions which had the greatest need for the frequencies seem to develop a system where they had frequent meetings and their agencies would fund the attendance of people to serve on those committees because they had an interest in obtaining channels.  In those areas where there was little interest in the NCSPC report, on the channels that were necessary to do that, it sort of fell apart until it was a little late.



I'm not sure how we can gather the appropriate information that we need to ensure that there will be a good participation in those planning committees on a timely fashion.  But I think that's ‑- I would be happy to work with Dave or anyone else on some thoughts and ideas on it.  The problem is, again, if you look at the room, historically at these meetings, is again there is some people with an interest in these channels that are attending these meetings and coming up with the ideas.  And we really need somehow to get input to encourage those who are not here but will need these channels and will need to be an active part of it.



If you have any ideas along that line, I think we should ‑- the Internet perhaps, but maybe they don't even pull that up.  Maybe someone has an idea how we can get those people interested to give us some input on what they feel is necessary in the way of funding to ensure their participation, active participation in the process.



MR. DeMELLO:  That's not a bad idea, ask them why they don't, and how much it would cost to get them to participate.  It would probably be a lot of travel money.  But a lot of them can't get off of work because the crews are so limited.



Anyway, I want to put this funding work group sheet up here for anybody's name and address, et cetera, that would like to assist in that team effort so that we can then pass it along to Tom, and he can get web stuff going and start chatting about it.



Maybe one of the things we can do is give away free DTV sets to get people to participate, get more people to watch it.



MR. EIERMAN:  Where are we going to get the funding to buy the TV set?



MR. DeMELLO:  NIJ.



(Laughter)



MR. DeMELLO:  I think I would like to move on to the draft plan document that was circulated.  Before I do that, I need to spend a minute with Bob Schlieman here for a second.



(Pause)



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  It is the document that is titled, "Draft Outline for 746-806."  And, basically, what Teddy Dempsey wants done is to over this and gather some input so that we make sure we cover the issue within the document that is created by this committee, and that we may make recommendations to regions really so the whole process works better.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Could I start with a comment on the title?  Could we refer to it as 746- ‑- I'm sorry, 764-776/794-806, since that is specifically the frequency band that they have jurisdiction over?



MR. DeMELLO:  Excellent.  If we all could only be so definitive in our comments sometimes.  Okay.  In the first title one there is name of region/regional chairman.  And a chairperson will be elected at the first RPC meeting to know whether or not conveners of the initial 746 RPC meeting have been selected.  Contact will be made with the current 821 regional chairperson.  Docket 9686 requires the current 821 chairperson to select the 746 convener, whom interested parties were to contact.



I don't know where we are in that process of contacting them, but that is the process that is being proposed here.  And I think, Ron Haraseth, were you asked to do that, asked through APCO to contact the present conveners ‑- I mean the present regional chairpersons?



MR. WILHELM:  Could you speak into the microphone, please, Ron?



MR. HARASETH:  No.  I don't believe that we have been asked to contact any of the regional planning -‑ existing regional planning chairman.  We have been contacted by individual regions so far, and we have given them some little information.  But nothing has been done on the gross side of contacting everybody.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  Thank you.



MR. POWELL:  Good morning, John Powell.  Don Foll has put together a list of all of the conveners.  We would be happy to make that available to anyone, at least all of the conveners he could put together, make that available to whoever wanted, to follow up.



MR. DeMELLO:  Conveners for the new spectrum or the old spectrum?



MR. POWELL:  For the new spectrum.  They made contact with all of the current regional chairs that they could reach and found out who the new person was that had been designated, where that had happened.



MR. DeMELLO:  Well, nobody called me, and nobody called the frequency coordinators, so I am not aware of it.



MR. POWELL:  Well, Don has a list.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.



MR. POWELL:  That was prepared for the interoperability subcommittee.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  Thank you, John.  That information to be detailed is name, mailing address, phone number, affiliation of all RPC members that participate in the process.  Also, the next one here is a description of the region, federal interaction that occurs, what type of public safety entities make up the region, and the type of things they do, fire, police, forestry, et cetera.  And let's see if anybody has got a comment regarding the paragraph under that, or the two paragraphs under that, before I go onto the next one.



MR. GRIFFIN:  Dave, Fred, Fred Griffin.



MR. DeMELLO:  Go ahead, Fred.



MR. GRIFFIN:  I'm not sure where it fits, but one of the issues that was brought up in Lansing was the continuity of the planning process.  And I would like to suggest for consideration that there be somewhere incorporated early on in this document a sponsoring agency from various states.  A case point, from Virginia, when it started on 8-21, the chairman was with the state police, and he got a promotion.  He went over to DIT, and they didn't have the same viewpoint, so they weren't so much interested in voluntary supporting it.  And ultimately, he retired and for a period of time there was no chairman, and the thing just wallowed.



And there are similar case histories around the country.  But my point is, I think in this next band, we ought to have a sponsoring agency sign on so that it is independent of personal interests and personal position and retirement.



MR. DeMELLO:  Let's hold up on additional items until we get through this, and then we can add them onto the end, okay?  And if it is an item that needs to be up front in the plan, fine, we can decide to put it up front.  But let's wait until we get down through the stuff that we have detailed here.  Yes.



MR. MURPHY:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Rick Murphy, Fleetwood.  Just a question.  In the interoperability subcommittee, they came up with suggestions on organizing that particular thing into state interoperability executive committees working with the regional planning committees.  And the question is, is that going to affect this document?  And if it does, would it be premature to work on this document before we determine whether or not that particular organization or structure will take place?



MR. DeMELLO:  Well, we certainly want to take their input into consideration.  But the thrust that this committee is charged with is the implementation plan.  And within that is taking a look at quite a variety of things that took place in the old planning process and the development of recommendations for the new planning process.  So we would certainly want to take it into consideration, but I don't know if we would want to cease work on what we are doing here today.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Michael could perhaps correct me on this if I'm in error.  But I believe that the FCC did discuss this matter and pretty much recommended that they follow the general format of the 800 megahertz regional plan committees, but that they would be separate from 800 megahertz, otherwise more or less similar.



MR. WILHELM:  Well, you are certainly correct as to the last point, that they are to be separate committees.  There was the sense in the report in order that they were to operate in a similar fashion.  There were also some alternatives which are still being discussed.  But in general, the commission expects the regional planning committees to organize themselves along the lines of what the 800 megahertz committees organize themselves.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Would it be a fair statement then that our NCC report to the commission in February should have a statement in there that our activity is based on the existing known regional planning configurations and information that has been provided to date, and that matters that are under reconsideration or may have been filed with the commission but not disseminated have not been available to the committee, and those decisions may possibly change what we are working on?



MR. WILHELM:  Yes.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Okay.



MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman.  Back to Rick Murphy's comment.  I assume what Rick is saying is that the make-up of the regional planning committee should try to be inclusive of all of the state or other committees, you know, mutual aid committees or whatever inside the state or the areas that are affected.  Is that what Rick is trying to say?  Okay, yes.  Rick said yes.  So maybe we need to add a sentence somewhere in there to say that, you know, that the committee should try and be of all other state IO or mutual aid committees within all of the states they include or whatever.



MR. WELLS:  Carlton Wells, state of Florida.  What I expect might happen at the first region committee for 700 megahertz will be the initial region committee will convene that 700 megahertz, probably after they have convened and adjourned on their 821 meeting.  They'll naturally just change hats and cut off the 821 meeting, start the 700 megahertz meeting, and at that time, the chairman will initiate the process to elect a chairman for that 700 megahertz committee.  And if I may predict or speculate what may take place then, because of the limited travel, our funding issues that the committees already face in 821, that the make-up of the 700 megahertz committee may be the same make-up as the 821 committee.  They just change hats, and you have got your same people.



And so what we may have to do here is ensure that the 821 people shift gears into the 700 megahertz realm so that the policies or requirements and everything that goes with the plan is separate and distinct from the 821 plans.



MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman.  I think the 9686 was fairly clear that it has to be a totally separate committee meeting.



MR. DeMELLO:  You mean we can't have one and then do the other right after it?



MR. EIERMAN:  Well, no.  You could do what Carlton said, essentially hold one meeting, close that meeting, and start up another, and it is the same people, the same way we do here and with Project 25 and everything else.  But, yeah, they had to clearly be separate meetings.



MR. DeMELLO:  Any other comment on this description of the region and interaction and inclusion of other folks?  Okay.  How about notice?  There were some good suggestions here regarding notice.  Does anybody have any suggestions over and above these?



MR. BUCHANAN:  I have one question.  There is a lot of -‑ in the discussion under that about population numbers were used.  It wasn't in any of our plans.  Are we proposing that that is a requirement of the plan?  We use just loading data, not population.  I don't know where that came from.  It must be some plan I haven't seen.  But I'm not sure it is a big deal.  But I would hate to just limit the regions to only looking at population.  There may be other things they want to look at.  If it is just a suggested way of doing things, I don't have a problem with it.



MR. DeMELLO:  That's good.  This is under 3, 3A.



MR. VOGEL:  Emiel Vogel.  Maybe I can help on the population.  The population, because I was involved in the 821 plan, was utilized as a methodology to determine what numbers of channels.  We had to come up with something.  We used population when we were looking at channels where we had not established demand in all of the regions across the country.  So by using population, we could use it in a computer program because remembering it was an offset, so we had to have separations from the adjacent channels.  So you had to have some methodology if you were going to do the preplanning as to where you were going to place the channels.  That was what initially was driving the plan, and that is why the population was used.



MR. DeMELLO:  A number of agencies also use surveys.  I used a lot of surveys in Michigan when I did that one.



MR. EIERMAN:  Well, should ‑- this is David Eierman.  Should we be saying here that the plan has to come up with a method of determining how to allot channels in an area where there has been no request or demand?



MR. DeMELLO:  I have that to add to the end.



MR. EIERMAN:  Okay.



MR. DeMELLO:  It is actually ‑- it is about people who don't want to do plants.  So ‑-



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Schlieman.  It was also in the public safety wireless advisory committee report, where the relationship or ratio between population and the penetration or number of units within an agency serving that population were evaluated, and a population becomes a rough estimate of the number of radio units that ‑- and consequently channels that need to be accommodated.  In addition to what was done at 821, it was also done at PSWC (phonetic).



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  I guess if there are no other ideas in that regard, we can go down to the one that talked about advertising, the method of advertising.  Any additional suggestions in that area?



MR. EIERMAN:  Are there any web sites that ‑- I mean, I know APCO has a web site, NIJ has a web site.  Any other web ‑- PSWN has a web site.  Any other web sites or something that we could put a notice on?



MR. DeMELLO:  NIJ did bring up that they could help in this regard for a web site.  Okay, Ron.



MR. HARASETH:  Ron Haraseth.  Pertaining to the web site and things like that, of course, APCO has a web site.  But I think it should ‑- any such database needs to be in a centralized location, whether it be the FCC or NIJ sponsored or something like that.  And I know APCO would be glad to link to those areas.  If nobody else wanted to host it, I'm sure that we could probably arrange for that also.



Also, in regards to the advertising and whatnot, I think that is a public safety or a public service issue that APCO would be probably glad to include in a section in their public monthly publication also.



MR. DeMELLO:  Thank you.



MR. WELLS:  Carlton Wells, state of Florida.  The state of Florida has an official notice mechanism called the Florida Administrative Weekly.  And that is where we advertise our planned rulemakings and things that go on that interpret statute or laws in the state of Florida.  Other states may have similar mechanisms.  And as I recall, there is a fee for doing that, but that is our official site.  I think the fee is minimal, and our office has historically picked up the charge for advertising the 821 plan for region 9.  It may likely do the same for the 700 megahertz.



But nevertheless, that is another funding issue that comes up.  And while advertising in the APCO bulletin and other sources, it may be that the state is still bound to advertise in the Florida Administrative Weekly so that the services throughout the state know of those things taking place.



MR. BUCHANAN:  I would just like to ‑-



MR. DeMELLO:  David, would you identify yourself, please.



MR. BUCHANAN:  I'm sorry, Dave Buchanan.  As far as newspapers, last time when we did that, it seemed to be a waste of time.  They were buried back in where nobody could see them.  Nobody knew to even look for that advertising.  So I think it was just a waste of money, frankly, to try the newspapers.  I think some of the web sites and the magazines that the public safety officials actually read are the best places.



MR. DeMELLO:  You can look at other organizations that already exist in the state and maybe get it in some of their publications.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah.  That is what we try to do.  In fact, this time, since we have already started in southern California, we are actually just doing some manual calling to agencies we know that have requested things in the past, so to try to do it that way.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  Move on to the next one there.  Ted wants to put a summary of major elements in the plan.  That's fine.  I don't think anybody would object to that.  Good idea.



Regarding the description of how the national interoperability channels to be used within the region, I would imagine this came from other documents created by other committees.  I guess maybe the folks on those other committees may have something to say about it.  I didn't review it in comparison to some of the other ‑- John.



MR. POWELL:  It appears ‑- John Powell.  It appears that has been extracted directly out of the most recent recommendations from the interoperability subcommittee.



MR. WELLS:  Carlton Wells, state of Florida.  That document that you pulled this information from, as John Powell referred to, I think has undergone a minor modification.  So maybe instead of chasing the verbiage of that document, you might just refer to the document number in general, and in parentheses put "latest revision," so should we make a revision in the future, you are still current to the latest revision.  And that will shorten this.



MR. DeMELLO:  Just say consistent with that document.



MR. WELLS:  Yeah, just reference it.



MR. DeMELLO:  Do you have that number or does somebody have that number?



MR. WELLS:  We'll look it up.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  Does that also ‑- does that document also encompass trunking on IO channels?  But you have another document that does that.  Okay.  All right.  That takes us down to ‑-



MR. GRIFFIN:  Dick, Fred Griffin.



MR. DeMELLO:  Fred Griffin.



MR. GRIFFIN:  This document, I think, is intended to go to NCC and possibly the FCC for incorporation in the rules.  I guess I am asking this question to Michael.  But if that is the route that this document when finished will happen, if it references some other document which is not a live document but a committee document, is really that the right thing to do?  I guess what I'm saying is I think the words need to be in any of these sections rather than referring to some other document that may or may not be kept up.



MR. DeMELLO:  I wasn't referring to just putting a number in here.



MR. GRIFFIN:  Okay.



MR. DeMELLO:  I was referring to when we get done and they get done, that the latest is in here.



MR. GRIFFIN:  Oh, okay.  I stand corrected.



MR. POWELL:  John Powell.  My suggestion, Dick, might be just to put a note in there for internal use that it needs to include the latest revisions of those documents.



MR. DeMELLO:  I chose consistent with.



MR. POWELL:  Right.



MR. DeMELLO:  So when you come up with those numbers, we'll add them in here.  I guess that takes us down to ‑- one, two ‑- the bottom of the third page, where he discusses additional spectrum set aside for interoperability within a region, with the region.  That is unless somewhere here wants to make changes to what the other committees have done.  I don't think we want to do that.  Additional spectrum set aside for interoperability within regions, within the region.  Anybody have any comment on that paragraph?  We're at 11, Robin.  Okay.



MR. POWELL:  Would you like to add those numbers?  I can give them to you right now.



MR. DeMELLO:  Well, let's go back to page 1, okay?



MR. POWELL:  It is IO-0018.



MR. DeMELLO:  Wait a minute, IO-0018.



MR. POWELL:  And IO-0023, latest revisions.



MR. DeMELLO:  IO-0023.  It is under Section 6, all of 6 and 7?  That takes us right down to 10A.  It takes us all the way through to 10, I believe.



MR. POWELL:  Carlton is bringing up a good question.  And since you are discussing interoperability, some of the other rules of the road that are going to come out of the document that we will be finalizing today with regards to the MOUs and all of that other stuff should probably be included in there somewhere.  But those are some documents, for example, the agreements that maybe would be better as an appendix.  Would you like to reference that number also, though, right there?



MR. DeMELLO:  Go ahead, please.



MR. POWELL:  It is going to be No. 0036.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  Thank you.  Okay.  We are going to make these sections consistent with IO-0018, IO-0023, IO-0036.  I guess the first zero was really an oh, I-oh, instead of I-zero.  Some people you can't train.  That's correct.  I believe all of that is taken care of within that group.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Are we back to additional spectrum?  This is Dave Buchanan.



MR. DeMELLO:  Yes, sir.



MR. BUCHANAN:  There is a question in there in that should the same flexibility be given here, and I think it should be.  I think the region, that is one of their roles, to decide what they need.  So I would urge that we just strike that question out and include that as it is.



MR. DeMELLO:  It is easier for me to write a yes above the page.



(Laughter)



MR. DeMELLO:  And that gives Teddy some consistency with what he has put together.  Any other comment on that paragraph?  That is ‑- it is 11 on the numbering scheme that we have.  Additional spectrum set aside for interoperability within the region.  Okay.  Let's go on.  General description of how spectrum is to be allocated among the region eligibles.  Okay.  Any comment on that?  No?



We are going to put a section in there talking about how all of the eligibles within the region need to be considered.  It doesn't have any material regarding that, but some of the matrix that we are going to talk about a little bit later kind of covers that.  So unless ‑- if there is no comment on that title, we'll just move on down to the prioritization and the matrix, or the matrices, however we want to address it.



We did have some discussion in the telephone conference call about maybe some of these need to be a higher point value than they are.  I guess we could get into that here if someone feels strongly enough about it.  Okay.  Go ahead, David.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan again.  Yeah, I do.  One of the things we ‑- spectrum efficiency has a low value.  And I'm wondering if this is fairly restrictive.  Do we need to consider giving some flexibility to the regional plans, that if they include all of this, that they can, based on their local needs, adjust some of the figures?  If we don't do that, I would suggest that we do something about only 50 points on spectrum efficient because when you get to the next point, or the next page, you know, there is an item in there, a description of how the plan encourages the efficient and effective use of spectrum.  And, obviously, the FCC is very interested in that.  So I think that's fairly low for that item.



MR. DeMELLO:  How about if we said this is suggested values or guidelines.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah.  I would like guidelines.  But maybe up that guideline to a higher value.



MR. DeMELLO:  What would you like?



MR. BUCHANAN:  I think it ought to be up closer to the service, up around maybe a couple of hundred points.  And I think the other thing under service ‑- this is saying that the systems are separate police, fire, local government.  But we see the trend changing to combined systems, so while maybe you can get the maximum points by including all of those ‑- so maybe that doesn't mean to be changed then.  Maybe just a clarification.



MR. DeMELLO:  I'll put a note down about the combined systems because really, most of us support that.



MR. VOGEL:  Emiel Vogel.  For what it is worth, when we did the 821, we allowed the flexibility to be in the region.  We in fact did not even set minimums or maximums, but we allowed each individual region to determine those values that were correct for the individual region.  You took a New York, you had a very high inefficiency.  But a West Virginia would not fact that necessarily as high because the spectrum shortage was not as important.



But it worked out based on past experience.  When they started to have to decide who got the frequencies, it worked out pretty well if you left it to the local people.



MR. DeMELLO:  True.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I think the summary was that it was left to the local regional planning committees to arrive at the ratios that they felt were appropriate for their circumstances.  Schlieman.  I think it would be kind of convenient if all of the numbers totaled an even 1,000 points or some factor of powers of 10 so that it is easy to evaluate in the actual committee process.  And if we do change points, that we should take into consideration that total number.



MR. McDOLE:  Art McDole.  When you start using the point value, obviously, there is going to be many different opinions.  I must say in our region in northern California, we indeed do use a point value in a couple of instances, particularly in evaluating the request for the giveback channels.  That has worked well.  And we will be doing that again next month.



The one thing that is intertwined that you can't separate from this whole process that seems to be neglected in this and other portions of the document is loading criteria, the simple loading criteria applied in a number of ‑- that fits into the statement here.  Right.



MALE SPEAKER:  Loading is there.



MR. McDOLE:  But oversimplified.  Right.  But I imagine loading is there, but not specified as to what is loading, how ‑- what it is based on.  If you go back and base it, as the commission does, on the number of units, which has proven to be rather unrealistic in many instances ‑- as we all know, the larger ‑- it is not a linear progression.  The larger the system, the more efficient it becomes.  And there are points where it does level off.  And also, the mix of units on a system determines the number of units it can handle if, for example, it contains public safety, true public safety, operations or emergency operations, police and fire, but also mixed in with public service type organizations.



At the time when the police perhaps need it the worst, the other agencies are home in bed, so you get better usage that way.  And I think somehow we need to develop in there ‑- we have tried to do it within our own northern California region.  And we have some guidelines that we use which includes the population served and that sort of thing in its mix.  We are not totally satisfied with it, I might tell you.  But I think it should be addressed.  And this new spectrum that we have, the title of the thing is when the needs ‑- when we couldn't meet all of the needs, and what are the needs?



And unless we put some real definitive limits or criteria so that the regional planning committees can universally use for judging rather than the exact number of mobiles ‑- when we count, as for instance we do in many instances, the portables as units and the mobile unit as unit, and you have two sheriffs deputies, for example, riding in a vehicle, each with a portable on their hip, there is three units ‑- actually and practically probably only utilizing at one time the vehicular unit itself.  So I would encourage ‑- I would be happy to work with any few people on this and see if we can come up with some barnstorming to add to this document.



MR. DeMELLO:  I'm interested in your population?



MR. McDOLE:  Why?



MR. DeMELLO:  No, no.  I'm interested in how do you assign population a value.  I guess that is where I'm coming from.



MR. McDOLE:  Don't know.  But let me give you an example to tell you why.  We had one application for a ‑- from a relatively small city.  And we evaluated the city and the number of mobiles that they had requested, the channel they had requested based on mobile loading.  And investigating the roster of their employees, we found that each employee had a radio, not each public safety employee.  And it is very simple to put down any number that you want.  But by applying ‑- and we have done this in the past.  It is a rather perhaps subjective method of doing it.  But we get some similarities.



When cities of a certain size ask for a certain number of channels, we compare the size of those cities.  Understanding that the functions are basically the same within any municipality of public safety, you'll have to have so many firemen, so many police, because they do, as you know, base their standards that are accepted for how many policemen are needed for each 100 population and so forth.  And that is why we do apply that.  I think there is some realism for comparison reasons, if for no other, of looking at the population served when a system is built.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  I am just trying to ‑- in my own mind trying to figure out how I would affix a value on population.  And in my experience, which is probably not much different than your experience ‑- we have been around a long time ‑- some agencies turn their portables in at the end of the day.  Other agencies say it is the cop's responsibility to take care of that portable, take it home and charge it.  So you have got one agency that has got 100 policeman, and they have got 100 portables.  You have got another agency that has got 100 policemen, and they have got 35 portables.



So I'm trying to work that in my mind at the same time when we are talking about population.  What we are going to have to do is we'll make sure that you are part of the group that works on this.  And so, you know, we can add in a statement about population, however it fits in.  I am interested in population as, you know, a criteria.  I don't seen any problem with it as a criteria.  I guess it could prove to be maybe as important as, you know, multiple jurisdiction, central dispatches, and things along those lines, which we like to see take place.



MR. McDOLE:  Yeah.  There are a lot of facets to it, obviously, that we can't go into a deep discussion here.  But, for example, I put together a consolidated system for Monterrey County.  And the method in which we charge the participants all over the public ‑- the additives within that used a formula based on population, assessed evaluation, and the third factor being the actual activity.  It worked out very well because the larger cities paid more money, and the richer cities paid more money.  And the whole thing is intertwined.  And I think it is useful to see if an agency has developed an efficient system that goes back to the system efficiency that you really do hear how efficient is a system.  And the more people you can serve with fewer channels and do it well, it is indeed in my mind an indication of an efficient system.  So there is room for work on it is all I am really indicating.



I have no problem with what you have done here, by the way.  I think it is fine.  But I think it needs to be flexible enough that we can put in some of these other items that might be of help to the regional planning commission.  I know it would help ours.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  Thank you.  Well, we'll give the credit to Teddy.



MR. EIERMAN:  David Eierman.  What I hear Art asking is under loading, the recommended criteria should include some method of determining the usage pattern in addition to the loading.  So you are weighing everybody equally on their actual loading need of the system.



MR. McDOLE:  That is nice after a system is built.  And we indeed do use it and require evidence of efficient operation and the loading ‑- the channel time and so forth.  As you never very well better than I, the modern trunk systems in particular lend themselves very well to collecting good data.  And when we get requests for additional channels, we require the applicant to justify on the basis of the use of his present channel.  But when you are planning systems that so far you don't have that to go on, and it really is very difficult to plan, the negative side, as there always is to something, is that the less efficiently the people use the system, the more time they spend on the air on trivial matters, the loading appears to be heavier, which really is just a negative effect rather than a positive effect, for example, telephone interconnect, which we don't particularly like.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.  A suggestion that we might look at that might help with the population ‑- we did some work in the PSWC under the spectrum needs to develop that model, and it included population versus services.  I don't remember the details.  It has been too long.  But we can dig that out, and that might help us.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay, good, very good.  Anything else in this point?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  When we get finished with all of these discussions on the matrix, can we have a consensus/conclusion as to what the result is?



MR. DeMELLO:  That would be good.  We are going to have a consensus/conclusion.  We are going to take a break in ten minutes.  Go ahead, Ron.



MR. HARASETH:  A slightly different subject.  On the intersystem ‑- interoperability here, I would suggest that perhaps that that is ‑- since we are in a new environment where there is going to be a lot of multijurisdictional wide area large systems, probably more so than we have seen in the past, that that should state intersystem and intrasystem interoperability.  It is obviously much more efficient if you have a very large, all-encompassing system if they have a whole series of justifiable top groups set up for interoperability within their system.  So in that regard, I would suggest that we add intrasystem to that statement also.



MR. DeMELLO:  Thank you.



MR. WELLS:  Carlton, state of Florida.  To speak a little more on what Art was describing, I'll try to come up with an example, and I hope it comes out right.  An agency that can afford full loading, or afford a large system and buy mobiles and portables for essentially every public employee might have a higher score than an agency that is small and can barely afford a two or a three channel system.  But yet that agency only buys enough mobiles or portables to take care of the employees who are working during that shift.  So they are making more efficient use of a spectrum by packing more users on a smaller amount of channels.  So there might be some prorated adjustment to the loading points that where an applicant is identified or demonstrates where they are only supplying one-third of their force for mobiles and portables, that they are making, let's say, a 66 percent improvement on the use of that spectrum, and to prorate that loading so that it bumps them up in the points.



And then we maybe start getting some balance from that standpoint on affordability, a less rich agency versus one that has money to fully implement across all of the public service.



MR. DeMELLO:  Good.



MR. KELLY:  Ed Kelly, Interupper (phonetic) wireless.  Given the value of the spectrum and the fact is that there is a -- giveback at the bottom, I would like to suggest something really radical and recognize that if spectrum is given back, even on a major basis, channel for channel, and it is actually available for others to use, that this point score should go pretty much through the roof.  We might allocate 350 points to it, make it just as important as a service, and encourage people to give spectrum back to be used someplace else.



If in fact someone is giving spectrum back channel for channel, and it could be used for something else, then they ought to get it first, to be quite honest with you, and let people use the channels that they are giving up.



MR. DeMELLO:  In Michigan, you don't get approval unless you give back.  It is not a point.  You don't ‑- anything else on that?



MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.  I don't have any quarrel with that.  I think when there is givebacks to be given back, that is important that it happens.  We fulfill a lot of needs in southern California.  However, looking at the demand for this spectrum, in many cases it is not for a new system.  It is going to be to expand an existing 800 system.  In that case, there is not going to be anything to be given back.  So we just need that escape clause in there, I think, if we keep that in there, which is ‑- I mean, in some cases, there is going to be people at high band that migrate up.



MR. DeMELLO:  But locally, you are going to adjust this any way you want in your own regional plan.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Okay.  As long as we can adjust it.  But I'm just saying, if it is hard to fast that you have to give back, it makes no sense to give back 800 channels ‑-



MR. DeMELLO:  I understand.



MR. BUCHANAN:  ‑- just to expand a system into this band, if we can do multiband on it.



MR. DeMELLO:  So it is accept in system expansion of 800.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah.



MR. VOGEL:  Emiel Vogel.  Again, the 821 experience.  Sometimes by not giving back but just vacating the channel in a congested metropolitan area, you have given back capacity.  Or the other extreme, of course, is they turn in the low band channels, where there is no desire, and they are of no value really to the urban police ‑- or urban public safety agency.  But I think the big thing is, where you have ‑- you should be able to allow the local flexibility to adjust for that as they see it because even though you do not give back something and you move to the 700 band, you may release capacity on a T band or a UHF channel that everybody benefits from.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  Anybody else ‑- anything else on this?  We are going to take a 10 minute break, unless some of you out there don't want to, and we can discuss it.  Otherwise, we'll just take a 10 minute break and come back again.



(Recess)



MR. DeMELLO:  Let's get this show on the road.  Let's try to regroup here.  Bob Schlieman asked that we try to, I guess, summarize the statements and adjustments that were brought up during the discussion on the matrix.  And I guess I'll probably start at the service.  One of the statements early on was that the figures that we're dealing with are just a guideline or a recommended figure from this group, and that locals have and should exercise their own authority in meeting their own needs within their region, okay?  And under service, it doesn't state here, but I think the thing that needs to be added is that we are looking at combining agencies, multijurisdictional type things, okay?  Under ‑-



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Could I just you a quick question on service?



MR. DeMELLO:  Yes.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  It doesn't seem to indicate here, but I know in the three planning regions in New York state, the scoring matrix was developed as a result of a poll of all of the members of the regional planning committee.  And upon that basis, the ratio for the various services was determined, and it is applied to large systems based on the ratio of users by service category to come up with what the real number would be.  So I don't know how you want to consider that, or if you want to consider that.



MR. DeMELLO:  We can just grab it out of the other plans and list it in here, and then talk about it later.  Under interoperability, we wanted to make sure it included inter- and intrasystem, was the main point I got from that.  Loading, under that we wanted to consider a demonstration by applicants of how they are being efficient, in other words, maximum efficiency, maybe over and above what another agency may have, include that kind of information in their plan.  Also, in loading, consider not only the public safety aspects of it, but it could be a system that included public service, so the loading may be adjusted a little bit there.  But it ends up being a better system all the way around.



We had a discussion about determining what it is based upon, channels by units; also a discussion regarding population served by the system, system user patterns, and some population information should be included in here that is from the PSWC report.



System efficiency, spectrum efficiency, we changed that guideline number to 200 instead of the 50 that it was.  System implementation, geographic efficiency, we didn't talk about those, but I think part of it was taken care of under loading.  But anyway, givebacks, we had a fair amount of discussion on givebacks, a lot of opinion on givebacks.  I think probably the majority of the force on givebacks will be a local determination made locally.



We talked about the fact that the value of the giveback was low, and a discussion took place after, while we were on break, in regards to that, possibly increasing that guideline up to, say, 355 points if an agency were giving back an equal amount of channels as they were requesting.  And, of course, we can give or take on that figure, but thereby emphasizing the value of the givebacks.  And also, there should be a statement in there that part of the spectrum is needed for expansion of existing 821 megahertz systems, therefore an adjustment may be needed in regards to such systems.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  A question there.  You have indicated two things, I believe.  One ‑-



MR. DeMELLO:  That's right.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  ‑- that the spectrum given back should be equivalent to the spectrum obtained, which implies no expansion of systems.  And then you talked about expansion of systems.  So I'm a little confused.



MR. DeMELLO:  I was looking at an exception, when it is an expansion of 821 because you are not going to be giving anything back if you are expanding an 821.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Okay.  And you are going to take a conventional system and translate it to a trunking system with a control channel and say it is still the same number of channels then, right?



MR. DeMELLO:  No.  What we're saying is ‑- we're making two different statements.  And I'm not saying ‑- or maybe we should add in here if you are on VHF and you are going to 700, if you give back ‑- let's say you are asking for five channels, you give back five channels, then you get points for doing that, okay, 350 points or whatever.  But if you have an 821 system and you are trying to expand your 821 system, you have nowhere to go, and you are going to 700 to expand it, then it is a different set of parameters.  And you can't give points for that because they are not giving anything back.



So there has got to be some kind of discussion in the regional plan of how they are going to deal with that.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Okay.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay?  Let's see.  I just have one or two more.  Now there was a suggestion that we deal with the matrix in such a way that it comes up to a total figure that is easy to deal with, such as 1,000.



MR. DeCAMP:  Bill DeCamp, state of California.  Relative to the last topic, the givebacks, and Bob Schlieman's comments, the CHP, for example, in central L.A., has one channel.  And we have demonstrated through traffic load studies that they should have ‑- this is Urlane (phonetic) C method ‑- five channels to replace that one channel because they have been operating without adequate channels for years.  So in that case, we would not be able to give a one per one giveback.  It is not an expansion per se because they are on a convention low band VHF system and will be ultimately, presumably on a 700 trunk system.



So maybe something could be added to that affect, or to accommodate that type of transition.



MR. DeMELLO:  I think this is really good because it brings up the importance of the agency's being involved in the regional planning process because we are just kind of like doing a guideline.  We are doing a recommendation.  And the local or the regional planning group really needs to look into some issues like that.  And that's a reality.  What you are saying is completely a reality out there.  A lot of agencies are operating on one frequency, or they have no agency frequency of their own.  They are on the sheriff's frequency.  The sheriff let them on 57 years ago or something, and all kinds of other agencies.



So they give back a useless ‑- you can't do anything with it because the sheriff is still on it.  So those issues really need to be addressed in the plan.  And we can probably put some local needs paragraph in here.  I'm not exactly sure how to word it, but it has to be in here so that that type of issue will be taken into consideration.



MR. McDOLE:  Art McDole.  Realistically, I appreciate all you said.  The evaluation of givebacks is certainly subjective in all instances.  And the previous speaker knows that I totally recognize the need for a new system for the California state highway people, the CHP.  But if we try to evaluate that need on the value of giveback, what value are 40 meg state police frequencies to anybody?  And that is why we are trying to get off of them. And that's true, and then we have to also recognize the one for one is an ideal situation that is never going to happen.  The reason that most of these people are moving to new systems is because their older systems, as you described, are either borrowed or overloaded.



But it is an awfully good thing to have in there to ensure that it is recognized.  And our particular value thing that I spoke to you about on our matrix for givebacks, we do consider the value of a giveback as well as the number.



MR. DeMELLO:  Excellent.  A lot of interest in the givebacks, right?  Give back a frequency, you get a DTV.



(Laughter)



MR. DeMELLO:  By the way, I would appreciate if you do get off low band because I hear you all the time.  Okay.  That's basically what we discussed in the matrix issue.  And I think we can move along to the next page.



(Pause)



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  Some of that top paragraph there does cover some local ‑- could cover some local issues.  Anybody want to add anything to what we have already discussed?  Okay.  Coordination with adjacent regions for the regional plan ‑- I mean, that is an absolute must.



(Pause)



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  Next paragraph there, about the efficiency and effective use of the spectrum.  The matrix might have tired us out.



MR. McDOLE:  A very minor point.  And here it kind of indicates that not all, but a lot of the old ‑- the mandate of the trunking one, you have exceeded five channels, with a caveat.  You could demonstrate that it was not necessary.  I totally agree with the idea and the evaluation and the value of trunking.  But I hate to see absolute values placed on a number that has to mandate trunking.  I think all systems should be evaluated on their efficiency and effectiveness.  Maybe we should trunk four channels or ten channels.  But whatever, it should be on a basis of value without absolute numbers in it.



MR. EIERMAN:  Yeah.  This is David Eierman.  I think the FCC rules say greater than five channels.  So what you are asking for is to give the regional planning ‑-



MR. McDOLE:  Yeah.  I'm not sure ‑-



MR. EIERMAN:  ‑- some flexibility on that.  They are determining a need ‑- okay.



MR. McDOLE:  I'm not sure that that is going to apply to this new spectrum as far as them placing.  I haven't seen it in the RNO, an absolute.  I know the commission is very enchanted with the idea of trunking.  But simply because ‑- and I, too, am an advocate of trunking, as you know.  But merely trunking a system does not ensure that it is going to be the most effective thing in the world.  There are lots of other parameters.  And that's why I would personally think we could get by without placing an absolutely number on allowing each one to be evaluated on its own ‑- over its own projection.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I don't have the citation in front of me right at the moment, although I can get it.  However, the report and order very clearly says ‑- and I believe it is in the FCC rule that six ore more are required.  We certainly don't want to conflict with the FCC rule.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  Thank you.  We'll have to look into that and get the research done and make a determination on that.  The 70 miles separation, five channels, okay.  Well, I guess that is right where we are at.  Any discussion on the 70 miles separation?  Okay.  We are going to ‑-



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Separation should be based on coverage and interference and geography.



MR. WELLS:  Carlton Wells, state of Florida.  I think Art can speak on this better than I, or others who work in mountainous regions.  And I'm glad Bob added the part geography because a model may show interference between two sites, but yet you have got a mountain in between, so geography, I think, does also play a component.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  That's true.  Okay.  The next paragraph deals with 821.  Applicants receiving 821 were required to relinquish their current channels unless it was 800 megs.  The relinquished channels were to be reassigned in the RPC, in the 821 RPCs, while this was done.  It often only provided an escape value for existing licensees as one or more moved off heavily shared frequencies onto an 821.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Can I make a comment?



MR. DeMELLO:  Go ahead.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Schlieman.  I would precede that with "generally," because there are circumstances where people were putting in new services that augmented their existing, and they were not giving back anything.  They were putting in mobile digital where they had nothing.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  That's true.



MR. WELLS:  Carlton Wells, state of Florida.  Quickly looking back at the assigned priorities and the bullets that we discussed earlier, I didn't find one in here requiring a list of frequencies licensed by the applicant already.  In this paragraph that you just read off, applicants receiving 821 channels were required to relinquish their current channels unless it was 800 megahertz.  Also, supplementing with that with the exception that was discussed earlier, if you are currently an 800 megahertz licensee, you are accepted for givebacks in 700.  There may be some channels that are still held back by those applicants who were recipients of an 800 or 821 license.  So the list of current licenses will expose that to see if there is still a need for givebacks required for 700 megahertz applicants.



MR. DeMELLO:  Right.  We require that in our plan, but it isn't in here.  That's a good point.  Anything else on that one?  Okay.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  That last sentence, is that still applicable, "This does not appear to apply to the new 700 national plan"?



MR. DeMELLO:  I don't know.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Can we strike that sentence?



MR. DeMELLO:  Scratch it?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yes, strike the sentence.



MR. DeMELLO:  Yes.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Thank you.



MR. DeMELLO:  Anybody have anything else to say about that?  Okay.  Description of the planning procedures, anything we need to add to that?  Okay.  Appeal process?  I knew Art would want to say something about the appeal process probably.



MR. McDOLE:  I agree with the wording on the dispute resolution.  It points out something we have discussed before, and I think this is an opportune time to put it in, that the report and order doesn't specifically provide for any ongoing mechanism of enforcing the rules and regulations or the action of the RPCs.  I think we had asked before that that be included or requested of the commission, that they set up a mechanism, whatever it be ‑- it would be their choice ‑- and that ultimately, since they are the licensing authority, they are the ‑- all dispute resolution would end up there if we can't resolve it at a lower level, and it would be incumbent upon the commission to establish a mechanism for resolving those things and give the regional planning committees as much authority as they could.



But they are the ultimate authority.  But it is a good play to strengthen that remark in your own way a little bit.



MR. DeMELLO:  Well, do we want to look at any other avenues in this?  We are changing the process from some perspectives, like coordination, now have four coordinators in this.  Do we want to think about that at this time, you know?  There are regions, and there are some differences.



MR. McDOLE:  I don't know from experience in other regions what problems they have had in enforcing dispute resolutions.  We have been very fortunate in northern California that we have managed among ourselves to keep these very, very minimum.  None of them have come back, and apparently, others the same from what we are reading in here.  But it is a good opportunity to look at it.



But again, I have to iterate in my mind, since they are the licensing authority, that the ultimate resolution would be with the commission in one way or another.  But perhaps Michael would like to comment on that.



MR. WILHELM:  Would you repeat the question?   I was ‑-



MR. McDOLE:  That the ultimate resolution of any dispute involving the spectrum would be the commission's decision ultimately, no matter what we do at a lower level to try and straighten it out.  If we can't arrive at a resolution, it would have to go to the commission for final resolution on a frequency allocation.  Is that a fair statement.



MR. WILHELM:  Well, the commission, if you cannot agree, will decide for you.  But be careful what you wish for.



MR. McDOLE:  We're always careful of that, I assure you.  Thank you.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  In 17A, not all planning regions ‑- regional plans included APCO, and particularly in the earlier ones.  I would suggest after the word "returned," put a comma and insert "some of."  So it would read, "Some of which started with APCO."  We had an experience where it was necessary to involve the FCC.  As a matter of fact, it actually was that the applicant went directly to the FCC with an application without regional planning approval.  And the response from the commission initially or from the licensing bureau initially was quite stern for the regional planning committee to provide something.  And at the point where we were able to explain the circumstances about the application, it was reversed.



We didn't have any problem with the commission in resolving the problem.  And since, as you point out, there are now multiple coordinators involved, the only reason APCO was involved back then was because they were the sole coordinator for the frequency band.



I question if the frequency coordinator should be a point of contention regarding the regional plan.  I mean, the regional plan is essentially responsible to the commission, not to the coordinator.  The coordinator and the regional planning committee are supposed to work together.  But if there is a contest about the regional plan, I think it should be addressed at the commission level or at the FCC staff level that it is responsible for administering these plans.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  Can we ‑- any other comment on that?  We can move on to the statement about NIJ.  We have discussed it somewhat earlier.  And we are still moving along in that direction.  Okay.



The next one there, the commission resolves disputes that the regions cannot.  And I kind of put that up under the appeal process.  I don't know if we need to discuss it any more.  We kind of discussed it under that process.  Anyone want to comment on it?  Okay.  And I don't even know if we need the last one.  I think we felt that resolution has to take place, and it does reside with the commission.  So I don't think we even need that statement, but we'll just leave it there and say not needed or something, in my notes.



I had a couple of other issues that I noticed we would want to add to this list.  Does anybody in the audience have anything that you feel should be added into this?  Or Dave Eierman already stated, actually, in his comments earlier.  Maybe we should let you have something, seeing you have something to say about it, and Fred did also.  Do you fellows want to cover that now?



MR. EIERMAN:  Well, my question was should there be something included here giving some guidelines on how to deal with the TV, DTV, low power TV translator issues during the DTV transition phase, since it is something that, you know, ten years from now, it will be totally gone, and we won't have to worry about it at all.



MR. DeMELLO:  But we have got a few years to worry about it.  How do you folks out there feel about it?  Do you feel that should be added to it?  It could be informational.  Anybody opposed to adding some information in there about that?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I would ask a question, if the requirements of the report and order aren't sufficient to address the issue and whether it needs to be in each and every regional plan.  It is not a regional planning decision.  It is a decision that is at a commission licensing level, over which regional planning committee has no control over.  It becomes an information piece, if nothing else.



MR. EIERMAN:  I also noticed that one of the descriptions of the 700 common database was there was to be some inclusion there of where TV blockage was or whatever in the initial allotment process.  So, I mean, maybe that is already sufficient.  But, you know, my question is there something informational here maybe in place so that people are aware of the issue, whereas the ‑- you know, already going to be included in the 700 megahertz database so that people are aware of it.  I just wanted to make sure people are aware of it somewhere because it may mean the difference in ‑- they may get an initial allotment at some minimal facilities, and later on, after TV or DTV moves out, they may be able to maximize their facility.



So the initial ‑- you know, they have got to get an initial allotment, you know, of what they really need, but maybe operate at some minimal facilities in doing this DTV transition phase.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Could I suggest that we arrive at consensus that it should be included as an informational topic in the plan?



MR. DeMELLO:  That's fine.  Does anybody disagree with that?  I might not have said that, but I wrote that down at the beginning of what I thought I said.  But I must have missed it.  So thank you all.  Fred, you had some concern that you had.  I don't remember what it was.  I didn't write it down.



MR. GRIFFIN:  Yes.  I think there ought to be a sponsoring agency on the chairmanship of the regional committee for continuity in case somebody loses interest, transfers, or whatever so that you know who to go back to to get things going.  I don't think that ought to necessarily be a financial commitment.  I think it is more of an administrative commitment.  So if Joe Blow vanishes for whatever reason, you go back to some agency, and they find another Joe Blow.



MR. WELLS:  Carlton Wells, state of Florida.  Fred, this question is for you.  A few months back, I e-mailed you a list of sample criteria to consider for guidelines of the regional plans.  I haven't compared it to this draft we are looking at today.  Have you done that to see if all of those points got considered and determined certain points not applicable, or how the other points align themselves with this proposal?



MR. GRIFFIN:  The answer is no.  I received this document yesterday afternoon late, also that the document doesn't fully address the issues that I put in my status report to the chairman dated December 21st.  However, I can assure you, it will be done.



MR. WELLS:  Okay.  And also, I don't recall, has that list been put out to the list server for others to look at.



MR. GRIFFIN:  I believe you did that.  It came up.



MR. WELLS:  Okay.



MR. GRIFFIN:  If ‑- I don't know the answer to your question.  I thought it came off the list server.



MR. WELLS:  Okay.



MR. NASH:  Glen Nash.  And, Fred, I appreciate the need to have somebody that you can go to if the regional chairman goes away.  However, it has been my experience, at least here in California, that the regional chairman is selected and is able to function based upon the personality of the individual and the trust that everyone in the area has for that individual, and that trust does not extend necessarily to that individual's agency.  And in fact, there have been some issues about, you know, the transferring, if you will, control to another person within the agency as being a problem.



Therefore, I would suggest, you know, that the regional planning committees should endeavor to have several individuals, you know, a chairman, a vice chairman, a cochairman, you know, more than one who actively participate in that process so that if the chairman goes away, there is another person that you can go to that is ‑- that has that trust, that understanding of the community in order to function.  Just a suggestion.



MR. DeMELLO:  I support your statements 100 percent.  And I'll amend my previous statement.  But the concern, I think, is still there, and that is there should be some paragraph or language regarding continuity of the committee, however that is implemented.  Thank you.



MR. ROOT:  Don Root, state of California.  To that end, I would suggest that same thing, that part of the process for development of the regional plan include a succession clause for officers.  And if that particular region is happy with having an agency provide a source that would be their RPC's option.



MR. GRIFFIN:  Dick, do we move to the next topic, or you had a list?



MR. DeMELLO:  Go ahead to the next topic.



MR. GRIFFIN:  One of the issues that came up in Lansing was funding statements, whether the licenses should be granted without funding statements and so forth.



MR. WILHELM:  Fred, would you excuse me for a moment.  I do have one comment on the previous document, if we're ‑-



MR. GRIFFIN:  Go ahead.



MR. WILHELM:  ‑- finished with that.  Is it the intention of the subcommittee that the regional planning committees administer the interoperability frequencies while we are using those frequencies awaiting the adoption of final rules?



MR. DeMELLO:  Well, we haven't taken a stand on that position, on that issue.  I think we want to talk to the interoperability committee about that.  We are licensing people before we have final rules.  Is that ‑-



MR. WILHELM:  Well, the commission has provided that the NCC should make recommendations for use of the interoperability channels pending the development of final rules.  Those recommendations are due on February 25th.  And the assignment of channels is a necessary part of those recommendations.



MR. DeMELLO:  Well, I think we would support what the implementation ‑- what the interoperability committee came up with, you know, as experienced by the early adjustments that we made on this implementation document staying with their latest input to us.  So I would think we would have develop something for that input on February, the end of February, supporting what you are saying.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.  Just a comment.  I think that is going to come up just as soon as this is over, the implementation, rewritten the document.  And it should cover ‑- I think it will cover your concern when we bring it up.



MR. WILHELM:  Thank you David.  I had assumed that this document was the one that was addressing that, and I may have been mistaken.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, it will ‑- I think most everything is going to be in the interoperability, basically because the NCC gave it back to the interoperability to come up with those guidelines for the interoperability channels.  It may need to then be incorporated in this document, much as we incorporated some of that other work.



MR. WILHELM:  We did, yeah.



MR. BUCHANAN:  But we are going to bring it up just as soon as we are done here.  It is from Carlton's work group that it is going to happen.



MR. WILHELM:  All right.  In that case, I'll withhold my questions until you are finished with that.  Thank you, Dave.



MR. DeMELLO:  Sorry for any confusion there.  I guess back to you, Fred.



MR. GRIFFIN:  Well, the issue is whether in the planning process there should be a funding clause regarding whether the project is funded or not.  The issue here is warehousing of frequencies and not being used.  And a corollary to that was the conflict of interest issue.  This all came out of the Lansing meeting.  And I just point out the document doesn't address this.  I guess the floor is open for discussion, or maybe the people decided it shouldn't be in the document.



MR. DeMELLO:  Well, I don't think we are going to support warehousing.  No.  I think we have taken care of that.  The requirement for funding, let me ask you a couple of questions on that.  From my experience, when applicants come in to use the spectrum that has been set aside for them, precoordinated, if you will, they are required to have funding.  Is that your question?



MR. GRIFFIN:  I'm comparing the region 42 Virginia plan, which I have some experience with, and also region 20, which is the Maryland/Washington plan.  In the Maryland plan, before you can get a frequency, you have got to have a statement from your agency or government, whatever, that they will spend an estimated $3 million or whatever the project is before you can get your frequency.  So there is a funding commitment required.



In Virginia, that is not the case.  In region 42, you can get the frequency, get it licensed with the anticipation you are going to get funding.  It is two different approaches.



MR. DeMELLO:  I'd recommend that we have something come from this committee requiring that funding be part of the application, taken into consideration when they apply for the spectrum.  I can hear from other people here.



MR. EIERMAN:  Yeah.  David Eierman.  I thought under the priority criteria here under system implementation, one of the evaluations was whether they had a complete plan, whether they had funding and all of that.  So I question why, you know, some of the 821s didn't already have those criteria in them.  But I would think it should be ‑‑



MR. DeMELLO:  We don't even need ‑- it says does the applicant already have funding.  The question is right there.



MR. GRIFFIN:  I would point out that is just part of the point score, whereas I think the issue on the table is a veto.  Do you get it at all?



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.



MR. GRIFFIN:  Could I express a personal opinion?  Actually, you have got two speakers.  Let them speak first.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Okay.  I think we should support the requirement for a conflict of interest statement.  Clearly, members who have a conflict of interest should not be voting on proposals before the committee.  That should be pretty straightforward and standard.  And the form of the funding mechanism is somewhat problematic in certain circumstances.



As an example, some people buy systems with leases.  They don't put any money up front.  It is all operational funding that comes out of subsequent year budgets.  So I don't know how one could legally provide a document that guarantees funding from a subsequent year budget, at least in government.  I don't know how you do that.  But you nevertheless build systems, and they get put up promptly.



So, you know, it is just the way we word it.  It needs to be a little practical.



MR. DeMELLO:  I'm glad you brought that up because I haven't personally run into anybody that is leasing a system.  But I lease stuff, I lease stuff.  And to protect that money, quite often there is a little line item that says lease for whatever somebody to go buy, we didn't have money for, because that is the only way you can get it.  So it should also cover leasing.



Basically, I mean, I think we share the same experience.  You are just looking for a document stipulating this is what we are going to do, signed by an official that deals with the money in the agency.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Okay.  That's reasonable.  Just to point out, though, that when you enter into lease programs, generally the money doesn't start flowing until the product has been installed and accepted.  And that might be five years on a large system, or whatever size system, right?



MR. VOGEL:  I would caution on complete rejection.  I would leave the flexibility in there because some agencies cannot bond unless they already have the frequencies of have some sort of commitment that they are going to get the channels.



MR. MAYWORM:  Ron Mayworm with the city of College Station, Texas.  I notice that a lot of what we are doing here is comparing some of the guidelines and what happened in 821 plans versus what we are looking at for the 700 megahertz plans.  One thing that is significantly different, as I recall, at 700 megahertz is that the report and order allowed for licensing of nongovernment organizations.  They have the proper certifications.  And although I have no specific points from what we are considering here, I was pointing out that we should perhaps in the process of looking at what goes in these for plans for 700 megahertz, keep our eyes open towards unique types of situations that may arise or additional requirements that we may find incumbent to require for nongovernment organizations that apply for licenses.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  That is a good point.  We did include some language under loading that talked about public safety and public service.  Do we need to expand that a little bit, or is public service okay?



MR. MAYWORM:  Public service, at least to my mind, is things like highway and, you know, other governmental functions.  But when we get into provider organizations, specifically what the report and order called NGOs, the nongovernment organizations, for instance, a private ambulance company providing EMS services under contract being eligible to hold a license as opposed to using the governmental license.



There may be areas that that opens up ‑- that we need to address specifically because that was never there in the 821 plans.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  We'll add another number covering the ‑- supporting the conflictive interest statement and also the area of licensing nongovernmental organizations.  We'll make sure those are added into the planning thrust that we are working.



MR. GRIFFIN:  Dick, can I make my personal comments now?



MR. DeMELLO:  Go ahead.



MR. GRIFFIN:  This comes from practical experience in our practice.  I think since we are writing a general guideline for the nation, we should have a paragraph entitled, "Funding."  I think it ought to be somewhat flexible and up to the local jurisdictions, or up to the local planning regions.  But I do think from a practical standpoint, there are two time limits that at least ought to be narrated however they want to use it.  And one is after you get a license, you have one year to get into procurement, public announcement of procurement.



And why that is a critical time is in some places where we have worked, you can't put something out to bid unless you have got the money.  That allows the jurisdiction to do their planning, get their license, and they have got a year to get the project authorized.



The second time limit is basically two years.  If you put it out now, it is typically a year before you can sign a contract.  So the second deadline would be a funding cycle of that jurisdiction plus one year for signing a contract.  That may give them two years.  It may give them three years.  But that is some of the practical things we see in the industry.



The bottom line is I think the general statement from the committee ought to address funding in some form.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  I did write funding down here in considerations being leasing, bonding issues that we need to consider, and also the information that you just said.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Dave Buchanan.  Well, Fred mentioned a couple of plans where he had some language.  The southern California plan, we had a lot of language in their to get the requests ‑- or the commitments from the agencies, time lines for contracts and things like that you had to meet.  So I can make that available, too, if it would help with the wording.



MR. DeMELLO:  Excellent, great.  Okay.  Anything else regarding any other additions to this document?



MR. GRIFFIN:  Yeah.  There was another issue that was brought up in Lansing, which is on my status report to the chairman, and that was members of the committee.  I think we ought to make some paragraph heading regarding that issue, as whether they are government employees users, or whether they are vendors, or whether they are consultants, what is permitted, what is not permitted.  That was a topic in Lansing.  It is just conspicuous by its absence.



MR. DeMELLO:  Members of the committee and who can do what.



MR. GRIFFIN:  Pardon?



MR. DeMELLO:  If I write down members of the committee and who can do what.



MR. GRIFFIN:  Yeah, that's it.  For example, in Virginia, you have got to be a user.  You can't be a committee member as a vendor or consultant.  Apparently, at least one of the regional plannings in New Jersey, you can have anybody you want, a vendor or a consultant or whatever.  I don't have a position, other than I think it ought to be clarified.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  In region 8, where this issue is addressed, all of the voting members of the committee are government entities or representatives of government entities, that is, employees.  The committee allows for ex officio participation by vendors or other nongovernmental representatives who bring expertise to the committee.



MR. GRIFFIN:  Question, Bob.  Don't leave the Mike.  When you say ex officio, is that different than just observer and participant, or is that a formal position?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  They engage in the discussions, but they don't have voting rights.



MR. GRIFFIN:  Okay.  Sounds like a good idea to me.



MR. DeMELLO:  Does that seem reasonable to everybody here?  Anybody here disagree with that?  Okay.  Then we'll add a statement indicating the same, or close to the same, as close as my writing gets.  Anything else?  Anything else on your list there, Fred?



MR. GRIFFIN:  I believe that what has happened here plus what is written has covered the 12 items that were in my status report letter of December 21st.



MR. DeMELLO:  Okay.  Thank you.  Anybody have anything else on this document?  Okay.  I think I have written down on the agenda old business.  I think we have taken care of everything, probably have taken care of some new business, too.  Anybody have anything they want to bring before the group?  We are going to turn the rest of the time over to the interoperability subcommittee, I guess.



But maybe what we want to do is give everybody a five minute break or whatever.  And then we can have John ‑- John is not here, I guess.  Maybe he is here.  Dave?  He is busy copying?  So we'll have a copy break?  We'll have a copy break for five minutes or ten minutes.



I thank you very much for your participation.  Very good.



(Whereupon, at 11:10 a.m., the meeting was adjourned.)
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