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SGT. POWELL:  Does everyone have copies of the documents?  First I am going to ask Dave Buchanan to go over document 37C.  The changes on that were fairly minor over the copy that you had originally, and we should be able to act on that, I hope expeditiously.



MR. BUCHANAN:  So do I.  If you'll turn to the second page, the recommendations, that was the only place anything was changed.  And ‑-



SGT. POWELL:  Bob Schlieman, are you back on line again with the notes for this meeting?  And we'll officially reconvene the Interoperability Subcommittee meeting.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Okay.  Under recommendation one, the change as we discussed yesterday, I have broken into a sentences so we didn't get too bad on the English.  But a throughput rate of 4.8 kilobytes per second and a bit air rate of 10-6 over the radio channel is desired.  Higher data layers will provide additional error detection and correction.  And that is what we agreed on for that.



We added in No. 2 the EG and corrected the spelling errors there in kilobyte.  And there was "latter" instead of "letter" someplace that we corrected.  Under No. 3, we just added a definition under there in this context.  Unit is defined as either fixed or mobile subscriber station.  That would be in the context of that it wouldn't always be a mobile.  It would be going back to maybe a base command post where it is fixed infrastructure.



Five, there are a couple of other ‑- I don't think these will be controversial.  But we do need to have you look at them close, make sure everybody is still in agreement.  A standard that is RF band neutral and capable of supporting an IP base connection is desirable.  The message transport mechanism should support the priority system established for the interoperability channels.  This would allow gateway stations with Internet connectivity to be installed for more universal access with prioritized message delivery.



That was just an attempt to add in some prioritized message delivery.  Nothing in this is a shall.  It is desirable, so if it fits, or if they can make it fit in the technical committee ‑- and I think it will under what was adopted yesterday ‑- then we should be okay there.  And then the last ‑-



SGT. POWELL:  We have got a problem in that one I didn't catch.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, let me read it, and then you can tell me what the problem is.  No. 6 is where we added the need for the mobile data units to have the standard.  "All subscribing units operating primarily for mobile data operations shall be capable of operating using the selected data standard on the interoperability channels."



SGT. POWELL:  That should read, "All units, subscriber units, capable of data operation."



MR. BUCHANAN:  I thought we ‑-



SGT. POWELL:  It is mandatory.  There is no ‑- this says you can say while data secondary, and I don't need it, and that's not the intent.  The intent was if it could carry data, it had to have the standard, was my interpretation of yesterday's discussion.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Okay.



SGT. POWELL:  Everybody is nodding their head.  We need to correct it, and we'll get a correction made for this afternoon's meeting.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, is that going to mandate that every ‑-



SGT. POWELL:  Yes.



MR. BUCHANAN:  ‑- voice radio have ‑-



SGT. POWELL:  If it has a data capability, it will have ‑- even if it is a voice radio with data capability, it must then have the data standard in it also.  That was the agreement yesterday.



MR. BUCHANAN:  No.  I think we ‑-



SGT. POWELL:  That was the agreement yesterday, right?



MR. BUCHANAN:  I don't think so.



SGT. POWELL:  People out here are shaking their head.  The agreement was that if the radio was capable of carrying data, then it must have the data standard embedded in the radio.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, then what you are saying is ‑- and I didn't think this was what we said yesterday, and maybe we're not saying it, but under the APCO (phonetic) standard, it is a data radio.  There is some embedded data capability in that radio automatically.  And so you are saying that then that radio has to also ‑- even though it is always used for voice, it would have to have the standard added on rather than being an option.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  We have defined the common error interface.  And the implementation of the common error interface might take many forms, one a voice and data radio.  It could be just a voice only radio.  If it had no A interface, it would not be a data capable radio.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Okay.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  And a data only radio, of course, would have no vocal in it.  So we did say all data capable subscriber units.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Okay.  And I'm not arguing.  Again, I know what the intent is.  I just want to be sure that someone that is just buying a radio for voice doesn't include a ‑- then what you are saying is if they don't have the A interface, it wouldn't be capable of putting any data into.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  The A interfaces, the data entry port or the data port.



SGT. POWELL:  Let's do it this way.  We'll correct that one to make it very clear that if the radio is capable of externally ‑-



MR. BUCHANAN:  That would be better.



SGT. POWELL:  ‑- sending data, then it must have that interface.



MR. BUCHANAN:  That would be better.  Then I don't think there would be any misunderstandings.  That is my only concern.



SGT. POWELL:  If it is capable of passing external data, then it must have that interface.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  For purposes of item six, could we say the amendment would be, "All data capable subscriber units shall be capable of operating," and so on, and delete the words, "operated primarily for a mobile data operation"?



MR. BUCHANAN:  Right.  We'll ‑-



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  It doesn't matter if it is primary or secondary.  So we would just delete that part of it.



MR. BUCHANAN:  We'll delete that.  But I think the wording John had was all units with external ‑-



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  All data capable subscriber units.



MR. BUCHANAN:  All subscriber units with capability of external data input?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  What about portable data computer?  I recommend you not do that because you are limiting the style or type of radio implementation.  Just say "all data capable subscriber units," and that leaves the door open for all types of radios.  It can be self-contained data and not have external ports.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Are we going to get into the problem then that the manufacturers interpret that that their radio because it is a digital ‑- because it has APCO phase two for interoperability on voice, then it is capable of carrying data, therefore it has to have the standard, and now we have added onto a radio that would never be used with data.  That is my only question.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  The standard is the common error interface.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Right.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  The implementation of that standard could take many forms.  It could be a portable data computer, for instance, and not have any external port.  It could be a full blown project 25 radio and have an external port identified as the A interface in the system diagram of a project 25 radio or ANSI 102 radio.  If it has the A interface, it is data capable.  If it doesn't, it is not data capable.



So you might buy a "cheap" radio, in quotes, and it not have a data capability.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, that is what I am thinking, that --



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Okay.  So let's just try to be as generic as possible, so we say what we need to say without constricting the type of radio equipment that it might apply to.



SGT. POWELL:  The modification I have now says, "All data capable subscriber units shall be able to operate using the selected data standard on the interoperability channels."



MR. BUCHANAN:  Okay.  I'll leave it be.



SGT. POWELL:  So we can move on.  Okay.



MR. GILLORY:  One comment on that.



SGT. POWELL:  Yes.



MR. GILLORY:  Ron Gillory, Houston Police Department.  We could use an example of data being coded alphanumeric information, something like that, to define what type of data we are thinking of global data terminal type operation and using that standard, and voice being a digital type voice, digital data.  We get those.  So possibly, to clarify what you are trying to do, just specifically say that you are talking about coded alphanumeric information.



SGT. POWELL:  Well, data can take many different forms, though.  It would probably be better to say that this does not apply to voice only radios.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Perhaps what we need is a definition then because if you send a fingerprint, there is not often numeric information, okay?  I think we pretty clearly defined voice and data as attributes of the radio that differentiate them.



SGT. POWELL:  And probably the place we should do that is in ‑- not in this document, but in one of the ‑- probably going back all the way to our first document, where we talk about the charter of the committee because it talks there about voice and data.  And if we do ‑- of the subcommittee.  If we define them there, then we have defined it as we have been following through throughout this process.  And we'll do that and bring that up for the next meeting.



Do we have any disagreement with these modifications, all six of these bullets?  It looks like we then have consensus, and we will move on to Carlton.



MR. WELLS:  As a result from yesterday's discussion, we took the understanding from the group and last night modified this document to merge the single paged document and the multipage draft that was presented yesterday into a single paged document numbered IO-0036C.  This covers two approaches to authorizing frequency usage, licensing and sharing agreements.  And unless we have licensing requirements on the mobiles and portables, in this case subscriber radios, what we are addressing here are fixed stations FB, FB2, FBT, and FB2T.



Additionally, because mobile repeaters act similarly to the fixed stations, we're recommending that that be required as a licensing unit also, similar to the fixed configurations.



Instead of reading this word for word, what I would like to do is pretty much hit the underlined areas.  But I will take exception of that to the first page where there is no underlined areas here.  But it addresses mutual aid packs and giving states input on the region planning process regarding the operational aspects of the interoperability channels.  And you'll see a term used as state interoperability executive committees working along with the regional planning committees, and that will come up later when we get into contingent issues or MOU items.



Going to the second page, item 1, FCC license, this is a discussion about the FCC licensing issue.  And you'll see under the first underline that it is recommended the FCC not grant a license for interoperability channels unless the applicant has signed the respective state/RPC MOU.  The state one would be the MOU under the auspices of the state executive ‑- state interoperability executive committee or the regional planning committee if there is no committee before getting to their RPC.



The second underline, the state RPCs will be expected to administer the MOUs of their respective areas for each applicant for interoperability channels.  I have already spoken this, so I stole this underline's thunder.



The next paragraph, there is a wandering period.  So, John, I ‑-



SGT. POWELL:  I will yank that out.



MR. WELLS:  They will take it out?  Okay.  Following that, as underlined, enforcement and citation authority still remains with the FCC.  And then later, it is imperative the FCC rely heavily on the states NRPCs for proper use of interoperability channels.  And that puts the burden of ‑- I will call it oversight or seeing that the interoperability channels are used as intended, and then respond to the states or the RPCs with issues related to incorrect usage.



Going to the next page, the underline you see there first, in order to ensure required authority to operate FBT, FB2T and MOU stations, the MOUs should include a section specifically addressing these station classes.  And when we get to the MOU, I will point out how I would address that.



The MOU must, as a binding condition, address all levels of priorities and contention resolution.  There is a section in the MOU addressing that.  The MOU must include a section specific to trunked operation as a secondary use for specific interoperability channels before the option to trunk them will be permitted.  And the point here is to make it clear that these channels are secondary and that the priorities are understood by the applicant so there is less a chance of argument later.  If there is a contingent issue, it should be understood upfront how those are to be proctored within the priority system.



Item two gets into a sharing agreement.  This might primarily lend itself to the general use channels under the authority of the mobile, in this case, vehicular handheld operations.  The interoperability channels are merely coordinated among requesters via the interoperability calling channels.  Whether the interoperability mobile frequencies or the mobile subscriber units are required to be licensed or not, by virtue of any outside agency, be it federal, state, local, or otherwise requesting access to one of those interoperability channels via the calling channel, by virtue of that dispatcher assigning a tack (phonetic) channel request, there is essentially a virtual sharing agreement unwritten but agreed to over the air via the calling channel.



So rather than get real complex with signing and sharing agreements with every governmental entity, every body that may need to come in and communicate on an interoperability basis, let's call it a virtual sharing agreement real time as needed.  And then when the call is complete and that tack channel is relinquished back to the pool, that sharing agreement becomes null and void and a new one would resume on the next time a call is requesting a tack channel.  I think that significantly will cut down on any paperwork or someone claiming a violation of a rule somewhere.



Then we get into recommendation No. 1.  This one recommends a state interoperability executive committee to administer the state interoperability plan in each state or territory.  It goes on to talk about how oversight will be included from representation of the U.S. Department of Justice and Department of Treasury.  It goes on with oversight from the various other public safety disciplines.



I would like to consider these, John, as not all-inclusive, but just the one that we identified right now because emergency medical services may have oversight, not necessarily under a fire auspices, but department of health within a state or other departments in other states or federal bodies.



SGT. POWELL:  The intent here was that it would include at least that representation.  And certainly within the state, it would be appropriate to have your state health organization.  The idea here on these was to specifically delineate the federal representation that was required on those advisory committees, not to limit participation but to ensure that they were included on the committees.  In other words, for the ‑- and I'll turn to our federal folks ‑- they are still hiding back in the back there ‑- to make sure that the appropriate federal departments were represented on committees that had responsibility in their areas of business, so to speak.



In other words, Justice and Treasury for law enforcement, Interior and Agriculture for fire and so on.  And, of course ‑- and I added since yesterday FEMA for emergency management ‑- to ensure that those federal agencies were represented on the planning committees in the states because they are a critical part of that, not to exclude anybody else, but to ensure that they are included.  Art.



MR McDOLE:  Art McDole.  I am in complete accord with the concept and what you have said.  But I am also concerned with the realism that in certain regions it is going to be difficult to get representatives from those various agencies.  And the word "shall" in here seems to imply that you couldn't have a complete committee without that representation.  Is there any way to --



SGT. POWELL:  My suggestions is that it is shall.  And if they don't want to participate, they don't have to come to the meetings.  But what you are saying is, especially with, for example, FEMA, which I think our experience across the country has been they don't participate.



MR McDOLE:  Right.



SGT. POWELL:  That doesn't mean they can't designate someone to be a member of the committee.  If that person doesn't show up, that doesn't mean you can't have your meetings.



MR. BUCHANAN:  But I think it ‑- I would be worried about it that it does mean that because you can't force them to even designate somebody to be on the committee.  I think all you can do is say that you shall invite them to participate on it, and then they are going to have to decide for themselves.



SGT. POWELL:  And if you provide these slots, you would have to have language in there regarding a quorum because you couldn't do a percentage count for a quorum with a lot of vacant slots in there.



MR McDOLE:  But I agree with the concept.



SGT. POWELL:  First of all, we are surmising on the part of the federal agencies ‑- and there were some of them here in the room ‑- I don't know if they have stepped our or not.



MR. WELLS:  John, let me add to that.  Replacing "include" with "invite," so "shall invite representation," by some inference being drawn the way it is written currently, the federal agencies may think they have to run ragged around to each committee and may seek funding from us to get them there.  So replacing the word "include" with "invite," it shall invite ‑-



SGT. POWELL:  First of all, they always fund their own participation.  But beyond that, certainly from the departments ‑- I can't speak for FEMA.  The other departments, I am positive, they want to be on the committees because I have been in meetings where they have said that.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, and it probably is the case out here in the West for Department of Agriculture.  But maybe back east, in New Jersey, I don't know how much they do ‑- that they have the same problems of wildfires and that that they get involved with from the Forest Service.



SGT. POWELL:  I am going to turn to two people seated over here.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Playing on Art's suggestion also about a quorum, by using the word "invite," then that doesn't make it a slot that would constitute a quorum.



SGT. POWELL:  I want to ask Michael, the federal government is supposed to be involved in the interoperability channels here.  Do we want to invite then, or do we want to ensure that they are included?



MR. WILHELM:  John, I don't think there is any way of ensuring that they are included.  And I take David's point that in some states where agriculture is not predominant, agriculture is not going to show up and probably not going to designate anybody to show up.



SGT. POWELL:  We'll change it to invite.



MR. McDOLE:  Perhaps as a change in the wording, if we shall include the provision -- it would cover what you are saying, that we must allow them and encourage them to participate, but that it would not necessarily affect the makeup of an area perhaps where there were no local people who could even participate in those committees readily from those various agencies.  So consider committees with law enforcement oversight shall have the provision for including ‑- and everywhere it says shall include, shall have the provision to include.



The intent is there.  We want them in.  We want them to participate to the fullest extent.  And as you know, in our region, we have offered and encouraged them to do so.  But it is difficult for them to participate in many instances.  That's just a suggestion.



SGT. POWELL:  I think I'd rather just change the wording, include "to invite."  And we can -- the same issue Art is addressing by using the word "invite."  It is less of a change.  It would serve the same purpose.  Okay.  Thank you.



MR. BUCHANAN:  One more comment on that.  I wanted to ‑- I am getting lost in here.  But we talked about we could have one committee that includes everybody, or alternatively, committees may represent a single discipline.  The interoperability channels, although we designated some law enforcement only, they are basically for everyone, and therefore ‑- particularly for incidents where you have more than one discipline included.  Is that going to work out, or is that going to cause us problems down the line?  I know that is ‑‑



SGT. POWELL:  Well, I am just looking at the way it works here.  And it works ‑- the problem is if you get in the larger states, where you have committees of already several dozen people for each of the services, and you try to bring them all together, you are going to have what is going to end up being an unmanageable size organization.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah, I understand that.  But it may mean that it is a reconstituted committee to do this on the part of the state here.  But if I look at it from the 821 standpoint, what we did is we basically turned it over to OES and did kind of regional plans, subregional plans within the region.



SGT. POWELL:  But they ran it through the standard -‑



MR. BUCHANAN:  And that they approved -‑ but they didn't ‑- I don't know ‑- did you run it at lowest pressure?



SGT. POWELL:  We ran ‑- the 821 band was handled through the standing committees.



MR. ROOT:  Yes.  Don Root, California Emergency Services.  The 821 plans go to the telecommunications advisory committee that the office of emergency services has as an oversight mechanism.  And that seems to have worked adequately in California.  The comment I was going to make about representation when we were putting this language together last evening was that by saying a representative of DOJ and Department of Treasury, the two agencies themselves could get together and agree that one individual who is on the ground in the area of operation of the committee could rep the interests of both ‑- you know, you might have a Secret Service communications type representing the federal law enforcement interests.



And I realize that there is probably some interservice rivalries there that need to be overcome.  But if you are looking at it from a standpoint of participation in some of the more remote areas, that's why I was --



SGT. POWELL:  This wouldn't preclude that from happening.



MR. ROOT:  This wouldn't preclude that.  And also, there is nothing to preclude FEMA from designating someone in the state emergency management organization to rep then on the issue.



MALE SPEAKER:  No.  I'm fine.



SGT. POWELL:  Okay.  So, Bob, do you have a comment on No. 1 yet?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I agree with the recommendation.  I also agree with the recommendation to change "include" to "invite."  And I have a problem with the equal number of representatives from state, county, parish where applicable and local governments with additional representation from special districts as appropriate.



Equal is not equal when you are looking at the scale of things here.  If you have 62 counties, as you do in New York state, having 62 representatives of counties on a statewide mutual aid system becomes unwieldy,



SGT. POWELL:  That's not the way it reads, though, Bob.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I don't ‑-



SGT. POWELL:  It says an equal number of representatives from ‑- what that means is you can have one representing the state, one representing the counties, one representing the cities.  You have a committee of three, and it meets that requirement.  It doesn't mean you have to have one representative from each county.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  It could be interpreted that way.  I submit that that is not a particularly clear statement, though.  That should be worded somewhat differently to perhaps ‑-



SGT. POWELL:  Well, if you will come up with the wording changes you want while we move forward to the next one, we will go back and reconsider it.



MR. WELLS:  So with that in mind, do we have consensus on recommendation No. 1?  And if not, please stand up.  Yes, the one plus one plus one issue.  Recommendation No. 2?



MR. ROOT:  Could we go back to one just for a quick sec?  Don Root.  Did we decide on the alternative single discipline committees?  I think I would rather see this go to an all-risk oversight instead of specific committees just because that is the general direction that things are moving, especially with the pooling of services by the FCC now and the other bands and that sort of thing, that while we may designate a channel as fire, it is no longer licensed in the fire radio service because there is no more fire radio service.  And so I am trying to look at it from the standpoint of not having a master committee and then subcommittees that are discipline specific or a discipline specific committee driving the state and the other disciplines being left out.



SGT. POWELL:  This allows you the option to do either one.  And I don't want to ‑- because I know they exist other places ‑- force people to make a change.  It allows them to do what they want to do.



MR. BUCHANAN:  I think Don and I, you know, brought that issue up first and got to thinking about it, too.  And I agree with John.  I think it's ‑- it lets us do whichever way we want.  I think it is ‑- practically, I think we are going to have to go back, at least from a California based, and look at it as forming one committee that oversees the whole mess.  And that way, we won't have conflicts from two different things.



SGT. POWELL:  That being said, here comes Bob now.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Okay.  You asked me for some words.  "Equal number of representatives each providing regional representation."



SGT. POWELL:  Where are you?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  On the third line of recommendation one, after "representatives each," insert, "providing regional representation," so that representation is all not lumped in one area.  For instance, in the New York state example of NYSLIC (phonetic), we have four regions, northeast, south, west sort of like, you know ‑- central, actually, north central and west and south.  There is a representative from county sheriffs.  There is a representative from the chiefs of police and a representative from the state police.  And under special, of course, we have New York City as a separate representative.



SGT. POWELL:  Is that your request, to change to that?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yes.



SGT. POWELL:  Anybody have any problem with that?  Okay.  No. 2.  And by the way, we are now into your lunch hour.



MR. WELLS:  The RPC shall have oversight of the technical parameters of the infrastructure for the interoperability challenge with the region.  The RPC shall task the state or states within the region to develop operational plans based upon the ICS for use of the interoperabilitY channels.  In the event that the state will not accept this responsibility, the RPC shall develop such plans.  This goes back to the state interoperability executive committees.  And if there is not one to come up with this operational plan, then it falls back to the RPC.



The RPC shall request the individual states to hold licenses for all infrastructure and subscriber units within their state.  In the event that a state declines to do so, the RPC shall request other eligible agencies, beginning with the highest level of government, to accept this responsibility.



Any comments, questions?



SGT. POWELL:  No. 3.



MR. VOGEL:  On the 821, we originally had licensing requirements for the subscribers.  The FCC was ‑- because it was mandated that the channels be in all public safety radios, deleted the requirement for it.  I am curious as we go through this, will they do the same thing again.



SGT. POWELL:  We're saying that caused a major headache and we want it back.



MR. VOGEL:  John, and all I will say is that you have got the same situation as you had, you ought to be uniform either one way or the other.  Maybe we want to go back and then add it to the 821s.



SGT. POWELL:  You can ask back for the 821s also.  I'll let the implementation committee do that if they want to examine that.  Go ahead.



MR. WELLS:  Okay.  So do we have consensus on No. 2?  And if not, please stand up and walk up to the podium.  Seeing none, we have consensus.



Recommendation No. 3, it is the specific recommendation of this subcommittee that the FCC require licensing of the subscriber units on interoperability channels in this spectrum.  This plays into what was already introduced in recommendation No. 2, and this is to require the channels be on the license.



MR. GARDI:  Larry Gardi, city and county of San Francisco.  You know, just in the licensing requirement, in terms of just ‑- are you going to require licensing of each subscriber unit, or are you going to have a blanket license? For example, a city or council says your authorized ‑- your subscriber units are authorized to operate on these channels.



MR. WELLS:  Tying back up to recommendation No. 2, we are requesting that the individual states hold the licenses for all infrastructure and subscriber units within the state.  That being said, when a county or local or other agency comes on board to ‑- let's see if I am going to get somewhere with this.  That gets into the sharing agreement.



SGT. POWELL:  Under the licensing --



MR. WELLS:  I think that is a ‑- those mobiles and portables would have to be recognized under some license, yes.  That can be a written sharing agreement for that call sign if they are not licensed themselves.  Should an agency be licensed themselves and they go into an area that they are not licensed for that area of operation, then it becomes a virtual sharing agreement.



MR. GARDI:  So in other words, we will have like one call sign for all our mobiles?



MR. WELLS:  That's one possibility.  They can get their own mobiles and portables licensed and leave it at that with no fixed backbone or infrastructure.  Or they can approach an agency, a statewide ‑- an agency with statewide operation or operation covering their county or city and obtain a sharing agreement that envelopes their jurisdiction.  Either way, they get authorized use.



SGT. POWELL:  Larry, there is no intent to require anything different licensing wise than you have now.



MR. GARDI:  Okay.



SGT. POWELL:  I mean, you certainly wouldn't need to individually license a subscriber unit.



MR. GARDI:  Right.



SGT. POWELL:  And we would hope, for example, as Glen Nash said yesterday with the state of California, where we have one license now for Clean Marsh with 120,000 subscriber units on it, and that covers everybody in the state.



MR. GARDI:  Okay.  Thank you.



SGT. POWELL:  Don Root.



MR. ROOT:  Larry, just to accent that, I was looking at it from the standpoint of where you would license a channel that is licensed to you, you are going to include your fixed base structure, and you are also going to be carrying however many mobile units on that license.  It is just that getting the actual counts of those mobiles and portables covered on a license rather than just free willy-nilly the way it is now on 821.



MR. WELLS:  Let me add, too, regarding the mobile quantities, the station class is MO on the license.  So should you get licensed 5,000 mobiles on your license to cover your operation, and then along comes an agency that requests a sharing agreement with an additional 500 mobiles, that doesn't require your license to be submitted for modification.  Until you have other needs technical nature on the application, that just waits until that time.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Could we perhaps consider reversing the order of those two recommendations, and make recommendation three instead be recommendation two?  And then that confusion factor may not come into play that Larry was concerned about.



MR. WELLS:  Renumber them?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Renumber them so that recommendation two would be the FCC require licensing of the subscriber units, and then have recommendation three be the master licensing arrangement.



MR. WELLS:  So just flip flop the two recommendations.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Flip flop the two numbers.



MR. WELLS:  That's easy.



SGT. POWELL:  Okay.  That's done.



MR. WELLS:  Okay.  Checking for consensus, if there is any objection to this, please stand up and speak.  Hearing none, we'll move on to recommendation four.



Recommended templates for a memorandum of understanding for operating the 700 megahertz interoperability channels and a sharing agreement are attached.  The MOUs shall be typed on an appropriate committee letterhead, and the sharing agreement on an agency letterhead.  Appropriate committee letterhead for the attached MOU can be the region planning committee or the state interoperability executive committee.  So that's applicable to both ways.  And what is underlined identifies the areas that will have to be replaced with real names and real agencies, real people, dates and what have you.  It indicates what date is required to complete the memo of understanding.



And this MOU is not all-inclusive of all of the requirements that may be for interoperability.  But it lists the ones that will be identified up front and also identifies the region plan that applies to for a more complete list of the interoperability requirements.  It also goes on to identify the priority levels and how to resolve contention within the priority levels.  And it also ‑- let's see ‑- identifies the gateway between government and non-governmental use of the interoperability channels.



In the paragraph on the second page of the MOU, this first full paragraph, you'll see 47 CFR Part 2.102C and 2.013, and then part 7.12 of the of the NTIA manual.  This is the FCC rules and the NTIA rules, what I call handshake, to allow governmental use of nongovernmental frequencies.



Next it goes on to identify violations of the MOU, the region plan, or FCC rule to be addressed immediately.  And the first level of resolution is between the parties involved, allow them to work it out first.  If that doesn't happen, then it goes to the next level, the state interoperability executive committee; if need be, next to the RPC; and then finally to the FCC.



And then the two groups of five tack channels that are comprised of two 6-1/4 kilohertz pairs are identified for secondary trunked operation.  And then finally, at the bottom, identification of the typed signer's name, the date, and all of the other information that verifies their validity.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  On the second bullet under the conditions of the MOU to utilize, "clear text," for all transmissions, text is normally a message type function.  Would it be more appropriate to say, or would it not be more appropriate to say, "Uncoded plain speech in English language"?



MR. WELLS:  Were you starting to allude to the data interoperability channels to be reflected here also?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  No.



MR. WELLS:  Or just really voice?



SGT. POWELL:  Well, number one, to say uncoded is going to cause problems because certainly you are going to permit encryption on the law enforcement channels.  Now that has to be a capability.  So ‑-



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  That's a true point.  What I am trying to get at is that not everybody using the same ten codes.



SGT. POWELL:  That's correct.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  But text is a messaging term.



SGT. POWELL:  But operationally, Bob, within the operational descriptions of how the services operate, they understand clear text as ‑- and if I tell a fireman clear text, he knows I mean don't use code.  That's pretty universally understood.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Well, this is California.



(Laughter)



MR. ROOT:  If I might ‑- Don Root, California.  Maybe append that sentence, put a parenthesis there, "Oral brevity codes shall not be used."



SGT. POWELL:  Well, our people out in the southwest border would have a problem with the English language because they routinely use Spanish down there because of their ‑- the way their operations are going with that, agents from across the border.  So --



MR. BUCHANAN:  Maybe to resolve it, just put "plain language for all transmissions," plain language instead of clear text.  Plain English?  Well, language covers more than English then.



MR. WELLS:  Plain, uncoded language?  Is that close enough?



SGT. POWELL:  Plain language.



MR. WELLS:  Plain language?



SGT. POWELL:  Plain language.



MR McDOLE:  John, we assume that this ‑- the grantor in this instance is the licensee.  Is that not correct?



SGT. POWELL:  Where are you referring to?



MR McDOLE:  Well, at the time ‑- this form, the entire form.  On the agency letterhead, who would be the grantor of ‑-



SGT. POWELL:  Well, that is the sharing agreement.



MR McDOLE:  Yeah, on the sharing agreement.



SGT. POWELL:  The next page.



MR McDOLE:  Not now.  We're back to the ‑- I mean the -‑ it is typical in an agreement that we now issue between people that operate under our, quote, "license."



SGT. POWELL:  Agency letterhead would be from the person granting the sharing.



MR McDOLE:  And so this would be the licensee in all instances.  They are the only one who could grant this permission.  Is that not correct?



SGT. POWELL:  You are on the sharing agreement now?



MR. BUCHANAN:  Did we leave the ‑- did you leave the MOU and jump to the sharing agreement?



MR. WELLS:  Yes, he did.



MR McDOLE:  Oh, I have one more question on the MOU.



SGT. POWELL:  Do you have a question?



MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, before we jump off the MOU ‑‑



MR McDOLE:  On the other one?  No.  My concern is that it be ‑- or are you still on the first one?



MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah.  We are still on the first one.



MR McDOLE:  Okay.  I thought you had finished with that one.  This one takes a different view.  Both of them do slightly, in view of what you have recommended ahead, which is another thing we want.  Who would be ‑- in this particular case, the MOU is required between whom and whom?



MR. BUCHANAN:  I think the MOU is between the committee ‑-



SGT. POWELL:  And the applicant.



MR. BUCHANAN:  ‑- and the applicant.



SGT. POWELL:  Yeah, correct.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Yes.



MR McDOLE:  But this ‑- would all these be the RPC on the MOU?



SGT. POWELL:  No.  The state planning committee, one or the other.  That is why it says ‑-



MR. BUCHANAN:  State planning committee or ‑-



SGT. POWELL:  Or the RPC.



MR. BUCHANAN:  RPC.



MR McDOLE:  It is not clear to me why the heading.  I understand the intent, but I wonder if there is a clear ‑- if everyone will understand who these documents are to be executed between.  Obviously, between the user in all instances, but --



MR. BUCHANAN:  Well, maybe what you could do, Art, then to clear that up is right at the very top there, where it says "appropriate committee letterhead," put either --



SGT. POWELL:  I could put the executive committee ‑-



MR. BUCHANAN:  Committee or RPC.



MR. WELLS:  I think what may help, too, is in the from part of the memo, strike region numbers and just put a blank underline there for what planning committee would be identified.  It would either be the region planning committee or ‑-



(Simultaneous discussion)



MR. BUCHANAN:  I have one question on the last page of it, where you listed the GTAC (phonetic) channels.  On my copy, they are just hanging there.  It doesn't identify that they're anything.  They are not in context of anything there.



MR. WELLS:  Just add a title there that says secondary trunked operation.



MR. BUCHANAN:  On these channels only or something?



MR. WELLS:  Yes.



SGT. POWELL:  Okay.  What are we going to do?  Right here.



MR. BUCHANAN:  Yeah.  Because there is nothing to identify those.



SGT. POWELL:  Okay.  That's done.  Next.  We need to move through this.  Okay.



MR. SCHMIDT:  Yes, John Schmidt, California Department of Transportation.  You identified the ten GTACs on the MOU.  Does the MOU only apply to trunk channels, though, or does it apply to ‑- it appears there is GTAC 213151 and 61 that aren't trunked, as indicated on the list handed out to us earlier today.  Does the MOU apply to those as well?



(Simultaneous discussion)



SGT. POWELL:  The second ‑- we were specifically asked by the steering committee to address the issue of the secondary trunk channels.  That is why they are specifically included in the document.



MR. SCHMIDT:  Okay.  So these channels wouldn't be included in this document then.



SGT. POWELL:  They are specifically referenced in the document.  But the document itself is applicable to all interoperability channels.



MR. SCHMIDT:  Okay.  Because I don't see them listed on this page of the MOU.



SGT. POWELL:  No.  The others are not listed.  Because these are specifically ‑- there could be specific restrictions put on these channels.  That is why they are listed.



MR. SCHMIDT:  Okay.  Thank you.



MR McDOLE:  I think Mr. Schlieman and I have arrived at the same decision of the use of the two documents.  And I hope it is clear to everybody that you agree.  Let's see if we have it right, that the first document relates to the operational aspects, basically, of the plan, and could be executed between ‑- and generally would be executed between the RPC and the agency, whoever it might be.



MR. WELLS:  The applicant.



MR McDOLE:  The second one, obviously, refers to ‑- it is from the licensee.  It is the only one that could authorize this.  And as long as that is clear in the way the documents are subtitled, why everything will be under control.



SGT. POWELL:  What I did on the second one, Art, is I changed the title, and it now says, "agency letterhead of licensee."



MR McDOLE:  That should be ‑- the one is ‑-



SGT. POWELL:  Yes.



MR McDOLE:  Is that agreeable ‑- do we all understand that -‑



MALE SPEAKER:  Yes.



MR McDOLE:  Thank you.



MR. ROOT:  Don Root.  Now that we are onto this document, the sharing agreement, do we want to in the paragraph under the list of frequencies, clean up where we say, "FCC rule part 90-421," and then turn right around and say, "47 CFR part ‑- " listing the part 2 sections of the commission's rules?  In the MOU, we refer to the commission rules and the NTIA rules in case the commission rules by the 47 CFR number ‑- and I'm thinking that the reference to part 90-421 also ought to be in the 47 CFR format.



MR. WELLS:  I say we change that FCC rule part to change to 47 CFR part 90.



SGT. POWELL:  Right.  Just say 47 CFR ‑- yeah, part 90.



MR. ROOT:  90-421, yeah.



MR. WELLS:  Yeah.  And the part 7.12 of the NTIA manual, that was taken word for word off the copy that I had sent to me.



SGT. POWELL:  Okay.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Just from a ‑- I'm trying to keep it clear grammatically.  Why don't we retain FCC rule and put ‑- cause we put NTIA manual, so there is no difference between FCC and NTIA.  And then after FCC rule, remove the word "part," and put 47 CFR, remove the word "and 47 CFR," and then remove the word "part," so that it would read, "FCC rule 47 ‑- " rules, plural " ‑‑ 47 CFR 90.421, 2.102C, and 2.103."



SGT. POWELL:  Okay.  It's done, Bob.



MR. WELLS:  With all that said -- we'll correct it.  With all that said, any objections to the MOU and the sharing agreement as amended with the discussions?  Seeing none, we have consensus.  We'll make those changes and get it out to everyone.



MR. GARDI:  John, real quick before we go, Michael had brought up the point that the FCC needs some interim rules for these channels.  And I would hope that this document could also ‑- or interim use ‑- will this document ‑- this document should cover that now, shouldn't it, Mike, if we forward it on to the NCC steering committee and they adopt it?



MR. WILHELM:  Yes, I think it should.



SGT. POWELL:  Michael, would we maybe want to take these in our report and extract the appropriate interim rules and perhaps include those as a ‑- like a recommendation summary to go with ‑-



MR. WILHELM:  I think that would be useful as well, too.  Before we leave, an announcement.  The steering committee and the chairs and vice chairs of the subcommittees are invited to a meeting at 12:45 in room 234 of this building.  This will be an informal get-together prior to the general membership meeting.



That's all I have, John.  Thank you.



SGT. POWELL:  Any other business?  If not, we will adjourn this meeting.  And the next meeting of the subcommittee is scheduled to be in Washington, D.C. in early March.  And you can check the FCC web site.  Or early April.

//



(Whereupon, at 12:25 p.m., the meeting was  adjourned.
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