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(1:29 p.m.)



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Welcome to the sixth meeting of the National Coordination Committee.  We have the agenda that was published in the public notice that many of you may have in front of you.  We are going to be a little flexible today because a number of factors.  



One, I am going to save my profuse thanks to Louise Renne and her staff for when Louise actually joins us, for her hospitality and how accommodating the city staff has been to the NCC.  



Second, we do expect to hear from the Honorable Willie Brown, Mayor of San Francisco.  And we will be at his disposal when his schedule permits him to join us.  So we may need to take a quick break from the regular order of business to hear him.  And we will do that when he is available.  So I will keep my welcoming remarks very brief so we can get right to the subcommittee reports.



We have come a long way over the course of the last 11 months.  We are on the final lap toward producing a report that will not be a final report of the NCC, but it will be a significant interim report that will contain a number of recommendations that are due under the terms of our charter on February 25th.



So what we are going today is hear from each of the three subcommittees essentially a summation of the work that they have done over the past year, reminding us of things that they have already completed and putting forward newly arrived at recommendations.  We will do that for each of the subcommittees.  



And then we will entertain discussion by the NCC.  We will entertain expressions of views from the steering committee members.  And then we will try to see whether we have achieved some measure of consensus among the steering committee members.



MS. RENNE:  I'm sorry.  I got waylaid there.  I'm sorry.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Oh, no.  I understand.  I understand.  And so then we will seek an expression of views from the steering committee members and assess whether there is a consensus that we can include in our report to the FCC.



Now that Louise Renne is in the room, I will take one moment to thank Louise for her wonderful hospitality in organizing our being able to meet here.  Many of us are refugees from Washington.  And we are very glad to be here on account of the snow, among other things.  But your staff has been wonderful.  You have been wonderful.  And we thank you very much for all you have done.



MS. RENNE:  I want to say welcome to everybody.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you.  Okay.  Then let's go right to it.  Let's hear first, please, from the interoperability subcommittee, Sergeant Powell.



SERGEANT POWELL:  Good afternoon.  And welcome to the Bay area since I, too, am a Bay area resident.  I found it interesting running around this beautiful building during the day today getting copies made.  People may not know that this is probably the largest public building certainly since its seismic retrofit.  It actually floats.  



I was talking with Jane Lee about walking down the hallway with walls of books and being concerned about being here and these little earthquakes that we have from time to time.  And she said, "Well, I was here and the whole building just sways on its new damping system."



Also, you might be interested in noting that in reconstructing this building after the '87 earthquake, they were able to hide all kinds of high-tech. things in the building and unlike all of our old buildings which have cable exposed everywhere.



The interoperability subcommittee first of all took up a charge at this meeting that was given to us by the steering committee at our last meeting in Washington to provide you with some more information regarding administrative oversight of the interoperability channels, the two groups of five channels each that we proposed be allowed to trunk in large multi-agency systems.



I have already had the opportunity to present the steering committee with the revised document from this morning's meeting.  And I will make that available on the website shortly for everyone -- excuse me, the e-mail distribution for everyone.  It is the D version of document -- of Interoperability Document 36 which all of the steering committee members I hope have.



We looked at this as an issue, first of all, where we wanted to encourage and actually were today a number of states take the lead in administering the interoperability programs within their state.  We felt that it would be inappropriate to step on their toes in doing that and, in fact, we wanted to encourage that and also to encourage the state licensing of interoperability channels.



However, we also realized that there are some states where they are not capable for one reason or another or do not have an interest in doing that.  And an alternative was needed.  And we believed that the real only alternative was to use the regional planning committees in those states to perform that function.



Therefore, the document that you have in front of you has a preference for state management of the systems with an alternative for regional planning committee management if the states decide they do not want to exercise that function.



In either case, however, the management actually occurs through an executive committee that has representative participation from all layers of government including specified federal agencies.  That also includes two options, either that the committee could be service-specific, for example, a law enforcement committee or a fire committee, or it could be an overall committee that would be representative of all services but, nonetheless, which would require regional representation from the various layers of government within that particular state or region.



We recommended through -- there are actually a series of recommendations, four of them.  Let me just run through those quickly.  The first one I already discussed which was the governance issue.  The second one was that we recommended that licensing -- that the FCC require licensing of subscriber units.  



In the 800 NIPSPAC band, the Commission relinquished its authority to require licensing of subscriber units.  And those of us that have dealt with that band now for a number of years believe that has caused a significant problem.  



In today's rules, it has not been addressed at all.  And through this recommendation, we are encouraging the steering committee to recommend to the Commission that they do require licensing of subscriber units on the interoperability channels.



Recommendation number 3 is that the regional planning committees have oversight for the technical parameters for operation of the infrastructure, in other words, the base stations or temporary base stations or repeaters that would be implemented within their regions; that they task the states with developing the operational plans I just discussed from recommendation 1, but that they be prepared to step up to the plate and take that responsibility if the state did not want to do that.



And then -- and I think this is the key to answering the concerns of the steering committee from the last meeting -- is recommendation number 4 in which we recommend a memorandum of understanding that would be initiated between either the state planning committee or the regional planning committee and the individual user agencies to include what we felt were some critical points in the management of the interoperability spectrum.



That includes the priority levels.  And it includes a number of specific bullet items, about seven or eight of those, that discuss certain restrictions and requirements that are placed upon the participating user agencies.  



For example, that they shall monitor the calling channels at all times because that is how you determine that a priority has been declared by another use.  And more importantly from a safety standpoint, that is how someone that is roaming in your area makes contact with a local governmental authority if they need assistance of some kind.  

That they use plain language on the interoperability channels.  We have found across the country that the use of ten codes or other oral brevity codes does nothing but hamper communications in many cases.  That these agencies take responsibility for mitigating problems -- for identifying and mitigating problems that are being caused on the channels.  



Specifically, that they relinquish secondary trunked operation on the approved trunking interoperability channels at the request of a conventional user with the same or higher priority.  And we specifically reference within the MOU the secondary trunked channels by name and by FCC channel number.  And last, that they agree to abide by the priority system.  



That is one of the documents.  It has a mechanism in there for mitigating complaints, resolving complaints.  

The second item that is attached is a sharing agreement which the way the rules stand today would be the mechanism by which the federal agencies would come on to the interoperability channels.  



There is a proposal from the federal agencies to give them co-equal access.  Certainly many of us support that.  We will see how the Commission deals with that.  Nonetheless, we have provided a mechanism that will allow them access to the channels should that restriction continue to apply.



The second document, which is Document 37, Revision D, is our deliberations on the low speed data channel, low speed meaning the data that would be typically transmitted in a channel width of 25 kilohertz or less.  



We believe that as the technologies are implemented in this new band, there will be a natural break in the types of data systems that are available to the user, the first one being a slow speed data channel typical of the ones that you see fielded in the public safety community today that would run at a typical speed of about 19.2 kilobits per second or less.



And those would operate, as I said, at 25 kilohertz or narrower channels.  For technical reasons, there would be problems building a piece of equipment we at least were told and we believe that would cover data from the very narrow channel widths at 6.25 all the way up to the very wide channels of 150 kilohertz.  



There are some real technical problems in building a piece of equipment that would do that.  And especially somewhere in the middle picking an interoperability mode to operate on.  



We believe that the second half of -- that this natural choice will be the equipment to support the 5100 or 150 kilohertz wider channels.  And at some point, I believe we will come to you with a recommendation that we need a similar data standard in that band. 



But today it is for the narrow band.  And I will read you the very -- or simply summarize the six recommendations from that paper.  This was a unanimous recommendation from the committee.  Actually, I can say both of these were unanimous recommendations from the committee -- subcommittee's membership present at this week's meeting.



The first recommendation is that we select one pair of channels in each of the two TV blocks.  We have taken two that were previously designated general use, specifically pairs 21 and 51; have targeted them for use at 12.5 kilohertz with a channel data rate of 9.6 kilobits; and have requested that the technology subcommittee identify a standard that would provide us a typical throughput after all of the error correction and everything else is done of -- actually it is a minimum throughput of 4.8 kilobits per second.



We have made appropriate changes to the table in an earlier document to reflect the redesignation of those channels.  The second recommendation is that a single technical standard for these data channels be selected by the technology subcommittee.  And as you will hear from their report, they have taken action on that.  The desire being to support interactive keyboard messaging plus the transmission of short data files.



What we are kind of looking at from an application standpoint for those of you that use e-mail, it would be a program similar to Udora or the other messaging programs that would allow you to generate a short message and perhaps attach to it a file, a file that might contain staffing information, logistics information or something else on a response that you are involved in, and to be able to send them into the system either direct to another unit or to the infrastructure and have it delivered to some remote point while you might be, for example, in a fire truck en route from the San Francisco area to Los Angeles, you know, typically a four or five hour drive and be able to conduct business while you are on the way.



The third recommendation is that the standard be able to support four different transmission modees; that is, a direct unit-to-unit mode which we feel in any interoperability scenario is required, a unit-to-unit mode using one or more stand-alone intermediate stations acting as a repeater.  



And the third is unit-to-unit through some sort of infrastructure.  And I said four.  There is actually only three.  And here we define unit to be either a fixed or a mobile station.



The fourth recommendation was that the data standard needed to be robust with supporting -- the capability to support many unit IDs and, indeed, to support the use of tactical identifiers which we often see in these very large-scale responses to disasters.



Last, we -- or number 5, we ask that the standard be -- whatever standard the committee selects be RF band neutral so that we can in reality communicate with subscriber units in other bands through some sort of gateway; that it support an IP-based connection and that it support the priority system that we recommended for the interoperability channels.



This connectivity would allow us, for example, to then send a message from a mobile subscriber unit to someone's desk top that has connectivity to the internet.  We actually believe there are in existence today not ANSI standards, but some ISO standards that with some slight modification could be implemented I believe quite rapidly and indeed through the auspices of Wayne Leland and the Telecommunications Industry Association.



Last week at their meeting, they had specifically designated a group within TIA to begin working on the data standards issue.  And we will pass this narrow band requirement along to them from both our subcommittee and the technology subcommittee.



The sixth recommendation, and this is I think a very important recommendation key to interoperability, is that if you have a subscriber unit that has a data capability whether it be a built-in data capability of being able to send a simple message of a plug in the side that would allow you to plug in a computer or a mainframe, that if you have that capability, then that subscriber unit must support this interoperability mode of operation in addition to any other data modes that it is supporting because, again, that is the key to interoperability in today's environment.  You have to have a standard or you have no interoperability.  That's my report.  I would be happy to take questions.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you, Sergeant Powell.  I am going to invite questions and comments from the steering committee and from the general membership in a moment.  



But before we do that, I would like to honor the presence of a senior dignitary in the California public safety community, Chief Peter Hurley who is here representing the California Police Chiefs Association.  He is the immediate past president of CPCA and a very dedicated member of the public safety community with 33 years of California law enforcement service.



Chief Hurley, would you care to make some remarks to the group here today?



(Applause.)



CHIEF HURLEY:  I appreciate the introduction.  I wondered who you were talking about.  Thank you very much for coming to our state.  You are certainly welcomed by the California Police Chiefs considering this could have been held in Washington.  You probably wouldn't have had such a packed house or as many people as you have.



I am Pete Hurley.  I am the immediate past president of the California Police Chiefs Association and a member of the California Police Chiefs Association Executive Board.  I am representing over 350 chiefs of police in the state of California.  And my address to you will be on their behalf and using some examples throughout the state.



As with the city and county of San Francisco, Marin County is also well into the implementation.  And I am a chief of police in the city of Marin County, just north of the Bay.  We are embarking on a project, a very large-scale project for our county.  



My background is that I spent 21 years in law enforcement in Los Angeles County and the last 13 in Marin County.  So I have a varied knowledge in the various areas of law enforcement, at least experience.  



We are well into a -- in the implementation stage of a county-wide public trunked digital radio system.  Unlike San Francisco, Marin County has a varied topography and demography.  We have hills and forests and seashores.  And we have people living in densely populated urban areas, on houseboats and on rural farms.  For those reasons, our system in Marin was designed differently.



First Marin County chose the UHF TV band not only because of the shortage of 800 megahertz channels, but because of its superior performance characteristics in our kind of terrain.  Again, through the regional planning process, we were able to secure a number of UHF channels being returned by other agencies migrating to the 800 megahertz.



With much assistance from APCO's Northern California Frequency Advisory Committee, we arranged to share an offset against a number of other UHF public safety licenses in the Bay area.  Our system embraces portions of the Project 25 standard suite, employing those characteristics we felt best served the needs of Marin County public safety agencies.



Because we chose the P-25 common air interface and vocoder, our units will be fully interoperable with other UHF public safety agencies such as those in San Francisco through infrastructure connectivity.  We hope that your recommendation to the FCC today will be -- will ensure similar interoperability into the new 700 megahertz band.



California law enforcement agencies support the use of standards.  Without standards, there could be no competition and no competitive procurement.  In spite of headlines in this week's paper about budget surpluses, dollars for communications equipment are still difficult to obtain.



More important, interoperability in a digital world requires selection of a single interoperability standard.  How can we possibly interoperate with different protocols?  Even if we had multiple protocols in every radio, how can you expect a public safety officer in the middle of a potentially life-threatening emergency to be able to select the appropriate system?



Finally, our P-25 architecture will also ensure full interoperability in a secure manner through a common encryption algorithm, a critical feature for law enforcement agencies.  Encrypted signals can be carried across networks and multiple systems without a need to transcode or re-encrypt.  End-to-end message encryption is an essential feature.



Interoperability is the key to rapid effective multi-agency response to emergent and disaster incidents.  Today, it is interoperability in the voice arena.  Tomorrow we have to ensure the same interoperability exists in the data world.



Public safety is rapidly employing high technology tools.  And most of these technologies require the rapid movement of information.  If data is not interoperable, we will find ourselves in the data arena tomorrow where we are today in the voice world.  Why can't we communicate?



California law enforcement has taken the lead in defining interoperability between and among all levels of law enforcement, or actually all levels of government.  Our California Law Enforcement Mutual Aid Radio System, or CLEMARS, the largest mutual aid radio system in the world, has over 100,000 subscriber units licensed, so many that the FCC's automated system could not print the license.



It includes not only agencies of the state and local government, but also agencies of the U.S. Justice and Treasury Departments.  CLEMARS was born across the Bay in Berkeley.  It was a spin off of the riotous turmoil of the mid-'60s.  



As civil unrest spread across the state, it became clear to law enforcement administrators and communications experts that interoperability channels were essentially.  In those days, two-channel crystal radio as the designation of a second channel available to all law enforcement agencies was a great idea.  



The carrot that brought most agencies on board was a four-level priority system that permitted the use of the channel for routine communications except when an interoperability need had been declared.  As it turned out, there are many more benefits to this concept.  Important among them are the channels get used and don't get lost among the many on today's equipment.



Additionally, the channels are placed in the same radios used for daily communications.  In a major event, it is not necessary to retrieve a cache of equipment only to find that the batteries are dead or that it has not been serviced or inoperable.  There is no delay in deployment.



While California's interoperability system began in the law enforcement service, it has, in fact, expanded quite quickly to the fire service.  As a matter of fact, it is used more today by the fire service than by all other services combined.



Recent expansion of our mutual aid plans have now driven communications interoperability into public works, transportation and even communication sectors of the state and local government of California.  The precept that our system is in agreement between each participating agency of the state in which the ground rules are established for all our interoperability systems.



Our interoperability systems form a critical piece of mutual aid packs, negotiated between and among state and local governments, colleges and universities in special districts pursuant to state statute.  



It has been recommended to the NCC as a model.  And I hope that whatever choice is made by the NCC, it will allow us to continue our very successful implementation of interoperability spectrum in California.  California disasters, from earthquakes to fires to floods, make news every year.  It is our ability to provide effective and rapid communications during these events that allows them to be properly managed.



Even with all our systems in place, we look toward the activities of this committee to better define interoperability between and among agencies at all levels of government across this great nation.  Disasters do not recognize state lines nor does the response to disasters in today's world.



The concepts and policies that this committee recommends will eventually impact every agency in this country when its time in the limelight arrives.  And unfortunately, there are always those times.  And I want to thank you for allowing me representing the California Police Chiefs Association and, as I say, the 350 chiefs of police in California the opportunity to address you.  Thank you very much.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you, Chief Hurley.



(Applause.)



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Chief, before you get completely away, are there any questions that people would like to address to Chief Hurley?  Thank you very much, Chief.  Okay.



We are on the topic of the work of the interoperability subcommittee which has put a number of things before the body for discussion.  And we hope for expression of consensus by the steering committee.  So why don't I at this point invite the steering committee to raise any questions that they may have for Sergeant Powell on the work of the interoperability subcommittee.  



Are there any questions from the floor for Sergeant Powell?



MR. NASH:  Glen Nash representing the State of California.  In John's report, he referred to a recommendation that data-capable radios only be required to have a data interoperability mode.  I think, you know, that is only part of the problem.  And the people from data radio pointed out a point that I think in the Commission's report and order that I would recommend that this committee ask the Commission to clarify.



And specifically, the Commission in its report and order stated that, "All radios offered for sale in this band must be capable of operation on the interoperability channels."  I think what we have found with the comments made from data radio and as I have sat and thought about it more is that what we really have here is a situation where there are probably at least three different versions of a radio that might be offered for sale.



First there is the, you know, as was pointed out by the data radio people and as part of the interoperability report here, there is a version of a radio that might be offered for sale for non-voice data-type applications.  And I think it is appropriate to require that that radio be capable of supporting data operations.  But it should not necessarily be required to support voice operations.  And that was the point that the people from data radio made.



However, you know, carrying that thought further is that a radio that is designed for voice operations should not be required to support a data-specific operation.  And issues there were, you know, it may not -- and, for instance, a hand-held radio may not have the data input port.  It may not have the processing circuitry and other things that would normally be part of a data radio.



And carrying the thought even further is that we not only have narrow band interoperability channels, we also have wide band interoperability channels.  And that a radio that is designed for a narrow band operation I do not believe should be or it may not be technically feasible for it to be designed for it to designed to also operate on the wide band channels, nor a wide band channel necessarily be capable of operating on the narrow band channels.



So that's why I think that this committee needs to ask that the Commission clarify that statement within the report and order to narrow down the requirement such that a radio that is designed for narrow band non-voice data applications shall be required to support narrow band data interoperability on appropriate channels, and that a radio designed for narrow band voice applications should be capable of supporting narrow band voice interoperability on the appropriate channels.  And a radio designed for wide band data applications should be required to support wide band data interoperability on the appropriate channels.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  What I think I might do with the consent of the steering committee is ask our designated federal officer to take a look at the rules and see whether this is something we could handle by asserting our understanding of the rule in our covering letter that will accompany the subcommittee reports.  And that would be my thought rather than opening the subcommittee report to further amendment at this point.



Any further questions from the floor for Sergeant Powell?  Okay.  I think what we have before us at the moment then is three reports and one additional item that I will describe relating to the work of the interoperability subcommittee.  We have the trunking report, the report on administrative oversight and the report on low speed data.  Is that a complete list, John?  Okay.



Could I hear from the steering committee on any views they may wish to share about those reports?  I know you have had a lot of time to think about it.  There may be nothing left to say.  Okay.  Then what I --  Mr. Leland?



MR. LELAND:  I was just going to say that having sat through this week's meetings, I just want to commend them on what I think was a difficult challenge in accomplishing something quite significant on getting things done.  I think they have come up with some very good recommendations.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  All right.  Then I am going to take this as an expression of consensus on the part of the steering committee members who are in attendance that I should forward the trunking, administrative oversight and low speed data reports to the FCC as recommendations.  Sergeant Powell?



SERGEANT POWELL:  I just wanted to thank Dave Buchanan and Carlton Wells for their efforts in the last two weeks to get this all pulled together.  Those of you that are on the list serves know how hard they worked.  I think the original one or two-inch e-mail no is up to 11 pages of discussion.  So it was significant and it was time-consuming.  And they worked last night to get it done after yesterday's meeting.  And it is done.  Thank you, gentlemen.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Buchanan and Mr. Wells.  And I can never think of Carlton Wells as just Carlton Wells.  He is so punctilious in identifying himself for the record that I will always think of Carlton Wells, State of Florida.  The State of Florida is very well represented by you, Mr. Wells.  Thank you.



Okay.  The additional matter that relates to the work of the interoperability subcommittee has to do with an item that has been a subject of discussion by the NCC in the past.  It is a document that has been sort of boiled down to one page.  And the version I have is titled, "Federal Co-equal Access to Non-Federal Spectrum in the 764-776 Megahertz and 794-806 Megahertz Frequency Band."



We had extensive discussion of this in the general body in Lancing, Michigan.  And the matter is now before us.  And I am raising it to see whether we have an expression of consensus by the steering committee members on the content of this document.  The subject matter has been very well ventilated before.  But I want to just observe the formality of asking for views and see if we have an expression of consensus.  Are there any steering committee members that would like to --



MR. MURPHY:  Madam Chairman, with your permission, Rick Murphy, FLEWUG.  If anyone needs a copy of the one-pager, it is available on the front desk up here if you haven't seen it in the past.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Chief?



CHIEF McEWIN:  Yes, I think it is a well worded document and it does what we have talked about in the past to try to come up with a working relationship for this.  So I endorse it and think it is good.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you.  All right.  Then in the absence of any further expressions of views, I am going to take that as an expression of the steering committee's consensus that the substance of this paper be forwarded as part of the recommendation of the NCC to the FCC.



Okay.  I think at this moment, we are ready to hear from the technology subcommittee.  Mr. Nash.



MR. NASH:  Again, Glen Nash as the chairman of the technology subcommittee.  As many of you will recall in the -- at the conclusion of the meeting in New York, the technology subcommittee had reported having reached consensus regarding a voice standard for the narrow band channels.



Specifically a recommendation that two documents, the first identified as ANSI 102.BAAA, the common air interface, and the second document identified as ANSI Standard 102.BAVA, a vocoder standard, be recommended as the technical standards for operation on the narrow band voice interoperability channels.



In reaching that consensus, there was some descent amongst the committee.  And that descent reflected itself in a letter filed by Nokia on January 20th to Chairman Wallman.  The subcommittee took time yesterday and heard the comments of Nokia, listened to them and questioned to them and, you know, discussed the issue.  



And at the conclusion of that, the consensus opinion of the subcommittee was to not reverse its recommendation.  And, therefore, I offer again to the steering committee a recommendation that those two documents be forwarded to the FCC as the recommended technical standard for voice operations on the narrow band channels.



Secondly, the committee uptook yesterday discussion of the -- what should be recommended as a data interoperability standard.  And subsequent to the recommendations from the interoperability committee and the six requirements that they placed for -- on what the data interoperability standard should be, we then considered the possibility of documents.  



And, again, we come forward with a recommendation to forward a recommendation for five specific documents that would support data operations, again, on the narrow band channels.  Those documents, again, being the ANSI 102.BAAA common air interface document that establishes the over-the-air interface for the transmission of digital information.



A document that currently is in the form of an interim standard with TIA but has been balloted and approved for publication as a full ANSI standard and is at this moment pending that publication would become ANSI 102.BAEA, a data overview document.



Another document that will become ANSI 102.BAEB, the packet data specification; a third document that will become ANSI 102.BAEC, a circuit data specification; and the fifth document that will be known as ANSI 102.BAEE, the radio control protocol as defining the data interoperability mode of operation.  And I would suggest -- request that the steering committee forward that to the FCC as the recommendation of the NCC.



The other action taken yesterday at the meeting was a recommendation relative to an encryption standard to be recommended.  And as you may recall, the interoperability subcommittee had recommended that encryption be an optional item for use.  But if encryption was utilized on the interoperability channels, it was then essential that encryption be done in a common mode in order for full interoperability to occur. 



Therefore, the interoperability -- or the technology subcommittee undertook identifying what that encryption standard should be.  And because of the -- again, the consensus reached within the committee yesterday, the recommendation is that a document known as FIPS -- that's F-I-P-S -- 46-3 that describes an encryption technique known as triple-DES -- that's triple- D-E-S -- be the recommended standard for the interoperability channels.



And, again, this I would not is not required.  It is what we would refer to as being a mandatory option.  That is, if you are going to utilize encryption, then you have to do it in this manner.  So I would offer those documents to the committee for consideration as forwarding to the FCC as the recommended standards for operation.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Mr. Nash, is there a document that embodies the encryption recommendation?



MR. NASH:  I'm sorry?  A document that?



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Is there a document -- do we have a written report that describes the encryption recommendation?



MR. NASH:  I have not given that in a written report to you, no.  That was, again, an outcome of yesterday's meeting that I need to prepare a written report on.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  I am going to ask our designated federal officer, is that an item on which we must act by February 25th?  Do you want to think about that?

Desirable, okay.  Chief?



CHIEF McEWIN:  I would just like to comment on behalf of the membership of the International Association of Chiefs of Police and commend the committee.  This has been a difficult topic.  And clearly, the committee has come down with a report that represents the -- what I believe is the clear indication of a need on the part of the users to have standards that allow us to have interoperability and to be able to have products that are competitive on the marketplace, that perhaps are at low cost and easily obtained. 



This is not an easy balancing act.  And I just want to commend the committee and say that I think that this is exactly what the users need and we appreciate that.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you, Chief.  Are there other comments from the steering committee?  Any questions or comments from the floor?  Okay.  I guess the one remaining question just procedurally is how to handle the encryption recommendation which we don't have in written form.  



What we could do is if the steering committee is prepared to advise me that they have comfort in expressing consensus about the concept that Mr. Nash has identified, we might take that forward.  But this is a little out of the ordinary from the other things that we have done because we don't have a written report.



Could I have some advice from the steering committee about how to proceed on this?



MR. NASH:  Again, to the back, what is the criticality of our acting on that today as opposed to delaying it, Michael?  I mean --



MR. WILHELM:  Well, if we delay it past February 25th, there would be a possibility that certain units could not intercommunicate with federal units if they were to use a different encryption standard.  That is probably remote.  But other than that, there is no -- today is not a critical day.



CHIEF McEWIN:  Well, how could we act upon it?  Glen, if you were able to put together a brief written report that was circulated to all of us, can we act upon that before then?



MR. WILHELM:  We could circulate it and have you act upon it.



CHIEF McEWIN:  I would prefer to do that, Glen.  I think it is -- I didn't even realize you were going to bring that forth today.



MR. NASH:  Yes, and again, you know, it was an action taken by the subcommittee yesterday to recommend that -- the FIPS 46-3 document does exist.  It was approved through the federal process which is an ANSI-approved process and, therefore, satisfies the requirements of the MO&O.  You know, and again, I would report it as action taken.  If the committee chooses to forward that at this time, that's fine.  If you want to hold it in abeyance, I don't see a particular problem with that either.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  How quickly do you think you could organize a written report on what the subcommittee did?  I mean, a matter of days or --



MR. NASH:  I could probably have an e-mail version to you by Monday.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.



MR. HOFMEISTER:  I have a question.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Yes?



MR. HOFMEISTER:  Is the encryption standard required deliverable in the February 25th report?



MR. WILHELM:  It is not specified in the charter.  However, the standard is necessary for intercommunication between non-federal and federal units.  And for that reason, I think it is desirable.  There was no controversy when it was brought up in the subcommittee.  And it does invoke an existing standard.  So I don't think that we have any substantial problem in circulating it and in adopting it.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Mr. Murphy?



MR. MURPHY:  Just to note, there was extensive discussion on the encryption standards in New York if I remember correctly.  And basically it was to determine what the latest issue of the encryption standard, FIPS standard would be.  We found out through the technical subcommittee it is 46-3.  



And then in addition to that, I think as coming up as a recommendation, I think it would be appropriate not only to accept a recommendation pending, the issuance of the report from the technical committee, but then if we feel that there is no controversy involved here, then we can carry it forward as we see fit.



But being that there is no hurry, at the same time, we could decide at that time we might want to hold it in abeyance until the next general NCC meeting in case the general audience has some input for them.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  All right.  Then what probably makes sense is if you could circulate a version by e-mail and make sure it gets broad circulation through the list serves and so forth.  We can develop some on-line discussion about it.  And then I think I want to take some advice from Michael and maybe the general counsel's office at the FCC.  I just want to be careful on the procedure here.



If we can adopt it essentially via the discussion that has occurred so far and a conference call with the steering committee, then we will try to take that route.  If there seems like there is any procedural infirmity in doing that, we will hold it over to the next meeting.  Sergeant Powell?



SERGEANT POWELL:  John Powell.  I would like to encourage you if possible to move forward because I think it is an integral piece of the puzzle that the manufacturers need in putting together their equipment.  And I believe they are looking at this next Commission action as kind of the go ahead.  And by providing that piece of the puzzle, I think we will give them a complete package.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Chief?



CHIEF McEWIN:  I would agree with that.  I don't think that this is intended to delay it.  And I think that we can act upon it fairly quickly according to the way Michael has described it.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  Well, we will act promptly in observance of the urgency of the issue as long as we can do that without committing a procedural error.  Okay.  All right.  Well, then we are going to sort of carve out the encryption issue.  And so we have before us the recommendation on TIA 102, if I may use that short-hand.  



Are there any further comments from the steering committee on this?  Okay.  Mr. Schlieman, did you want to address this issue?



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  Yes, please.  Robert Schlieman.  The FIPS 46-3 as I understand is the algorithm.  The implementation of that in the common air interface involves a standard which will be modified to accommodate 46-3.  It is the 102.AAAA encryption protocol and 102.AAAC encryption conformance that will be updated to 46-3, just so that it is clear that there is more to be done to complete the encryption package into a practical application for us on the interoperability standard. 



CHIEF McEWIN:  I think he just violated our plain language policy.



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  I'm sorry.  I have a reputation for that I'm afraid.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Mr. Murphy?



MR. MURPHY:  Yes, I would like to see that referred to from the technical subcommittee that it is also being considered as part of the TIA suites, be incorporated in there.  That way we could see that there is some continuity to the fact that FIPS 46-3 is not inconsistent with the technical standards that you have already recommended to set forth by the NCC.



MR. NASH:  Again, the two documents that Mr. Schlieman referred to are ANSI-approved standards for encryption within the Project 25 series.  And they currently describe the DES mode of encryption.  The federal agencies have recommended that the triple-DES mode, the FIPS 46-3 be incorporated into those documents.  



And so where the technical subcommittee found itself in is that the ANSI documents, the 102 series that Mr. Schlieman referred to, are currently out of date and, therefore, you know, should not be recommended.  The FIPS document is the up-to-date version and has been approved through the -- through an ANSI-approved process as required by the MO&O.  



And so that is why we are recommending that that document be adopted, you know.  And pending, you know, a future update of the ANSI document, that could be referenced.  And, again, we find ourselves against the problem that the MO&O requires that we recommend only ANSI-approved documents.  And at this point, that is the FIPS 46-3 document and not the current ANSI document.



MR. MURPHY:  Right.  My intent was not to incorporate those documents by name, but just to say that it's part of the -- it is going to be incorporated as part of the TI or the intent is to incorporate it as part of the TIA suite 102.



MR. NASH:  Understood.  And I think what we would be doing is, if you will, at a future date, what I would refer to as an editorial change to the recommendation to change the reference from the FIPS 46-3 to the appropriate ANSI documents once they have been formally approved by ANSI.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  So where we stand is on the encryption issue, we are going to put that to one side for the moment with the intent of finishing it in time to include it in the February 25th report.  And we are going to have hopefully by Monday a written embodiment of this recommendation.  It will be circulated for discussion.  



And barring any procedural hurdle that we can't overcome, we are going to try to do this by means of a conference call among the steering committee members in time for inclusion in the February report.  So that leaves before us the duty to see whether we have consensus on the basic recommendation that we forward the subcommittee's work with respect to the TIA 102 voice standard.



Do we have any further expressions of views from the steering committee?  Okay.  I am going to take that as an expression consensus that we forward that subcommittee report to the FCC.  Is there anything remaining that we need to explore consensus on with respect to the work of the technology subcommittee, Mr. Nash?



MR. NASH:  Okay.  As I understand, you just recognized consensus on the voice recommendation.  Are you going to take action on the data recommendation?



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Yes, apart from the encryption piece of it which we are going to get Monday.



MR. NASH:  And then encryption actually applies to both voice and non-voice.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  Quite right.  Okay.  Then on the data report, any expressions of views, concerns by the steering committee?  Okay.  I am going to take that as an expression of consensus that that set of recommendations be advanced to the FCC as a recommendation of the NCC.  Thank you, Mr. Nash, and thank you to everyone who worked with you.



Okay.  We are ready to move to the report of the implementation subcommittee.  



MR. DeMELLO:  We are going to cover a couple of other subjects before we get into the handouts.  Richard DeMello by the way, second vice chair of the interoperability committee.



We discussed for a while funding.  A funding committee was created in Washington.  And we have added some members to that funding committee.  And specifically, Tom Tollman advised that if we are going to look for funds, that we really need to develop something that has a high level of specificity to it and really justify our needs.  



The committee will be working on those kinds of things and determining hopefully what we may receive some funds for, whether it is strictly planning or prototype of whatever as time goes on.



However, a caution was brought up that the funds that were being looked at for really developmental type things.  And they consider such things as CDPD as old technology.  So we have a little idea there of what we are looking at.



Dave Eierman advised the members present, updated us on some of the DTV activity, particularly low power.  We also discussed spacing, commercial spacing and public safety spacing so that we can operate our radio systems adjacent to or whatever would be the required spacing from TV stations which led us to a discussion about Canadian and Mexican TV stations, interference in regards to those and negotiations taking place between the various countries.



A communication is going to be drafted to be signed by Ted Dempsey, going to Katherine, the chair of our NCC, addressing the need for interaction with those countries so that we can move ahead with our 700 meg. systems in this country.



I think that pretty much covers the major highlights of those topics.  If you would be so kind, we could discuss just for a minute the first group of documents I passed out that starts with table of contents, paper clipped.  This is information regarding the activities of the National Public Safety Telecommunications Council and NIJ.



You have been -- this has been brought before you in the past.  What we believe has happened is a letter communicating the need for NCC and FCC acceptance of this plan really needs to come forth.  What I believe is a letter has been created and just hasn't been transmitted to the right people.  And it will contain similar information to what you have here in regards to what has been developed by the NPTSC -- I said that wrong.  NPSTC.



Anyway, the NIJ is going to be providing funding for a part of this project.  And they need the approvals before we can move ahead any further.  Specifications are being developed for the purchase of the database.  So we are becoming -- we are right head-on with the critical time and we are going to try to get that communications out this week.



The next item -- are there any questions on that information there that I passed out?  It's purely information at this point in time.  Yes?



CHIEF McEWIN:  Kathy?



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Chief?



CHIEF McEWIN:  Yes, I guess the question is what, Michael, is the process for us to get that done.  I would like to see that get done.  In other words, is there a procedure to do that?



MR. WILHELM:  I'm sorry.  I was distracted by a note here.  Dick, would you repeat it?



MR. DeMELLO:  What we are communicating about is something we communicated about during the meeting at which time you told me that really Teddy Dempsey ought to communicate with the chair of this committee, the NCC, requesting and communicating the need for approval in support for the proposed database and also communications with the Commission so that they can support it, also.



MR. WILHELM:  Yes, thank you, Dick.  The process as was described earlier this morning, would be for the subcommittee to draft a letter, forward it to the steering committee, the steering committee having approved it would modify it as necessary with -- forward it to the chair and the chair would submit it to the Commission.



CHIEF McEWIN:  I have seen a letter that says that.  But I don't think it got where it was supposed to go.  So we will make sure that gets a move on this week.



MR. WILHELM:  Thank you.



CHIEF McEWIN:  Thank you.  The last issue is in regards to the draft outline for the national and regional plans.  We discussed this document which is a ten-page document.  We discussed the bullets and added topic items that needed to be included so that we would make sure that we met the needs of the people that were here and did the best job we could in advising the planning -- regional planning units of what they should be doing.



We also incorporated in this document the interoperability standards that were discussed earlier so that we would have a consistency.  And we did enlarge in a few areas a number of items.  



We spent quite a bit of time discussing the matrix which is on the fourth page.  And I believe I have added some very important items to really make sure we do the best job possible and the regional planning units do the best job possible.  



And we have added one, two, three, four, five additional items for consideration to be added to the plan which include guidelines or information -- I should say informational material about DTV, a statement within the plan to make sure there was continuity in the process.



For example, if they convene and they have a regional chairman, they should have a map or a flow in case that regional chairman leaves.  They should have other officers that are identified so that the process will continue if somebody leaves within the hierarchy of the regional planning process.



We also discussed funding requirements.  If somebody submits a license or applies for a license, they should have funding.  Within that funding, we discussed leasing and other items along those lines, multiple years of communications being identified if it was a multiple-year plan.



The use in licensing, a statement regarding non-government organizations will be added to the plan.  So that issue can be discussed.  And membership and voting rights within the regional planning units.  And the agreement was that there would be voting rights for governmental employees and their representatives.  But manufacturers and other organizations would be ex-officio in nature.  So that will be added to this list for inclusion in the growing development of the national plan.



That's the report.  



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you, Mr. DeMello.



MR. DeMELLO:  You're welcome.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Mr. Murphy?



MR. MURPHY:  Just a question.  And it might have to do also with Mr. Powell's presentation.  But when you refer to state licensing, do you mean the state holding the licenses for the interoperability, right?  Not that they would be doing any licensing.



MR. DeMELLO:  Right.  That's correct.



MR. MURPHY:  Okay.  Thanks.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  This is not a report, so we don't need to seek an expression of consensus at this time.  This is ongoing work and we look forward to hearing more from your subcommittee as we go through the process.  Thank you very much for all the work you have done and all of those who have worked with you.



Okay.  We have now heard from all of the subcommittees.  And I think we have what we need in terms of knowing where consensus lies for purposes of fashioning the February 25th report.  The February 25th report will essentially consist of the subcommittee reports accompanied by a cover letter that I will sign and I will socialize the letter before it is finalized, of course.



And we will be on time and under budget is our report.  And I thank you very much for all the effort that went into achieving that result.



We are now set to move to the public discussion section of our agenda.  And I know that Mr. Schlieman has a presentation that he would like to share in this regard.  Before we do that, we might just take a minute to review the dates of the upcoming meetings because I am aware of at least one steering committee member who has to leave pretty soon.



So, Burt, do you have the dates?  Okay.  We will put that -- okay.  So that's the next meeting.  Do you have the other dates with you?  If you have a meeting, can you --



(Speaker is away from microphone.)



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  Very good.  Mr. Hofmeister, were you going to say something?



MR. HOFMEISTER:  Oh, could you just repeat those dates, please?



UNIDENTIFIED VOICE:  April 6th and 7th and June 13th and 14th --



MR. MURPHY:  Okay.  I'm sorry.  Was that firm because the last I heard it was the 1st and 2nd of June?  June 1 and 2.  I thought they ruled out the 13th and the 14th.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  No, that's okay.  I caught Burt a little bit off-guard by moving that item up.



MR. MURPHY:  The 6th and 7th I have.  But I have June 1st and 2nd, both being in D.C.



CHIEF McEWIN:  Which I would prefer.  The 13th and 14th are in the middle of the week.  The 1st and 2nd are the Thursday and Friday.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  I have the 1st and 2nd, as well, of June.



CHIEF McEWIN:  Yes.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  All right.  So anybody who has a flight to catch, you will know when next we will meet.



CHIEF McEWIN:  So it is the 1st and the 2nd of June.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Yes, it is.



CHIEF McEWIN:  In Washington?



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  In Washington.  We have had no comparable offers like the hospitality in San Francisco.  So we will stay in Washington.



CHIEF McEWIN:  It won't be snowing then either.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Sorry?



CHIEF McEWIN:  I think.  It won't be snowing then either.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  You never know.



UNIDENTIFIED VOICE:  Can you guarantee that?



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  Mr. Schlieman.  We are getting now -- Mr. Schlieman, just so you know, we are getting now to the point where the Mayor may interrupt the presentation.  But we will stand by.



(Slide presentation.)



MR. SCHLIEMAN:  First, let me read the letter that I provided to you.  Today's date.  "The State of New York is currently engaged in a planning process to develop a statewide radio communication system for all agencies.  This effort is frustrated by apparent disregard for the U.S. public safety channel plan in the 764 to 776, 794 to 806 megahertz band created by the FCC as a result of Congressional action by the proposed Canadian DTV allotment plan issued 2 March 1999."



"I would like to provide you a brief PowerPoint presentation today that illustrates the nature of the problem.  A hard copy of the presentation will be supplied under separate cover."  



"We understand that Canada's major population center is the Toronto metropolitan area.  However, we believe the allotment of Canadian DTV channels can be redistributed to avoid the adverse impact that presents along the New York State border with Canada."



"Accordingly, we are seeking support to encourage the Federal Communications Commission as technical advisor to the State Department not to agree to the Canadian plan as presently configured until the adverse impact is eliminated.  Additionally, we do not wish to see international coordination of public safety license applications dragged on indefinitely."



"NCC support for U.S. public safety channel play and protection along the international borders would be appreciated."



I gave this presentation at the Public Safety Wireless Network meeting in -- or symposium in Lancing, Michigan on September 23.  I will go through a sequence of slides very briefly here that show the allotment of channels for DTV as red dots and Channel 63, Channel 64, Channel 65.  There is an NTSE station shown on this map with a blue dot.  Channel 67 and Channel 68.



As you can see, there is quite a few -- Channel 69 -- there is quite a few stations that are in close proximity to the international border.  



In doing this analysis, we looked at the Canadian plan for interoperability -- or for DTV allotment procedures and how they based their justifications.  And we need to do some comparisons of the wide band digital signal of a digital transmission and compare its side band energy distribution which extends out considerably from the channel as it might impact, say, a 25 kilohertz wide land mobile channel.



Through the essentially even power distribution of the DTV signal, interfering power into a narrow band channel is assumed to be the ratio of the respective band widths, that is 25 kilohertz divided by six megahertz equals 1/240 or -23.8 decibels which is used in the calculations.



25 kilohertz was selected for New York State consideration of a four-slot TDMA system application.  However, it is acknowledged that adjacent co-channel land mobile radio receiver thresholds, sensitivity and digital-to-digital interference used in this depiction are actually for 12.5 kilohertz Project 25 digital radios.



The information for that was obtained from NTIA Report 99358 which was developed out in Boulder, Colorado.  Because we haven't had the opportunity to take measurements on the 25 kilohertz TDMA-type equipment, we had to make a close approximation.  The amount of error would be about 3 db at worst.  And as you will see in the graphs that follow, that will be fairly insignificant.



We determined the Canadian DTV effective radiated power by approximating from information that was available from the Canadian database of the NTSC transmitters.  The information available from Canada is somewhat sketchy.  So we have to kind of work around what we can find.  And that was to find the distance of the Grade B contour presently.



And we did that using the parameters that they do put out for the NTSC transmitter sites.  And then at the new DTV frequency, the ERP was varied by trial and error until the same Grade B distance was replicated using F-5090 curves at the reduced DTV receiver sensitivity.



As I guess -- maybe reduced might be the wrong word.  The sensitivity is improved over an analog that reduced level of DTV receiver representing its sensitivity threshold as specified in the Canadian publication, "Digital Television Service Considerations and Allotment Principles", prepared by JTCAB, ad hoc group on DTV planning parameters, August 1997.  That information is available on the website.



And the circular line about the individual sites represents its Grade B contour.  So we do some calculations starting with the sensitivity at five percent bit error rate of a land mobile radio receiver, allow five db improvement for tower top low noise amplifier which is commonly used to improve talk-back for portables; allowed ten db for antenna gain.  Obviously, we could have included a lot more than that.  But we were trying to be -- tried to select a medium value for that.



The 23.8 db factors in here for the difference between six megahertz broad band voice like digital signal intercepting a 25 kilohertz land mobile radio.  And then we allowed 3.6 db for ten percent interference fade increase in a multi-path signal.



The co-channel interference rejection ratio comes from the NTIA report.  And so we are looking at the impact of -130.6 dbm signal.  That is an absolute signal level at the antenna.



And so looking at the impact with a tower that is 50 meters high, not super high in other words -- we are well below 200 feet here -- at -130.6 dbm, you can see the orange signal areas that exceed that threshold.  And so within that threshold, we would have receiver desensitization in the form of signal impairment from mobiles.



And just to go back a moment, you can see that it extends substantially over the city of Buffalo and the whole southwest area, not quite as significant at Monroe County where the city of Rochester is, and then over towards Syracuse, Water Town, and all along the northern tier.  It has quite an impact.  



In other words, with their present plan, it would not be practical to try to use the frequencies represented by these proposed transmitters in this band.  And it really complicates life.



Then we looked at -- well, these are some notes on the -- that go with that chart.  The ultimate channel plan is for base stations to receive on 794 to 806 or TV 68 to 69.  Initial implementation may for good cause shown may be different initially, at least that seems to be possible under 47 CFR 90.531E.  Therefore, any of these transmitters could have an impact upon base station receivers



Several Canadian cities have multiple DTV channels proposed.  The coverage plot is shown above are reasonable representations of their impact upon U.S. public safety land mobile radio use.  Channel 63, Kingston, Toronto and Hull, and also in Chatham which effects Michigan; 64, Kingston, Toronto and Hull; 68 Ottowa, Toronto, Sherbrook and also Windsor which effects Michigan; 69, Kingston, Montreal and also Windsor which affects Michigan.



Then we looked at mobile receive going through the calculations again.  I won't bore you with all those details.  We come to a -118.6 dbm for the mobile receive threshold.  And as you can see, the orange area becomes somewhat smaller because we are receiving less of a signal at only 2.2 meters antenna elevation.



But still, it severely covers Buffalo, the area of Auburn and near Syracuse and Water Town and up along Platsburg.  An emission mask may be employed to prevent interference to Canadian DTV receivers from adjacent channels DTV or NTSC transmitters.  The need for an emission mask is a function of whether the transmitters are co-located or a distance from each other.  This is out of the Canadian requirements.



Co-located or distant adjacent channel DTV transmitters do not require an emission mask.  Co-located DTV and NTSC transmitters require only a loose mask.  And distance up to five miles space, DTV and NTSC transmitters require a tight mask.



In our adjacent channel analysis, we did not assume use of an emission mask as in the first item above there.  Two adjacent channel classes were examined.  Close frequency spacing to adjacent channel, which has a 35 db below DTV carrier, and far frequency spacing to adjacent channel.  That is on the opposite side of the 6 megahertz adjacent channel which is attenuated to -55.



And this chart explains the relationship of the close adjacent land mobile radio and the far adjacent land mobile radio.  And if you look at the top dotted line curve on the side bands which is no emission mask, that is the signal level that we are having to deal with.



Let me go through the calculations again.  Now, this is for a base antenna at 50 meters.  We require a 95.2 dbm receive threshold.  We start seeing receiver impairment.  And so we have these impacts.  And then this is adjacent channel now.



Then we go through the same thing for the far side band situation.  And it is much smaller because now we've got that 55 db reduction instead of 35 previously.  We did the same thing for mobiles, for close and then again for the far side.  And, of course, that becomes much less significant.



The main issue here is that we need to convince the FCC and Canada that if this land mobile radio spectrum is to be used effectively along the borders -- and we only investigated the area around New York State.  We did not investigate the whole border situation with both countries.  We need to have redistribution of those channels because as it is right now, basically all of the DTV channels that are involved with land mobile radio in the U.S. would be impacted.



Some miscellaneous issues.  Over water signal propagation anomalies, otherwise known as ducting, have not been taken into consideration.  And, of course, I can tell you from personal experience that even on VHF, when that propagation anomaly occurs, we get paging signals on state police channels on mobile receivers 200 miles away.  That's how good it is over water.



However, this is a function which is intermittent.  Sometimes it only lasts all day long.  Some days it doesn't occur at all.  This phenomenon can significantly extend the range of radio signal interference. 



Certain assumptions and approximations were used inasmuch as New York State was interested in a 25 kilohertz four-slot TDMA technology.  The data was not readily available at the time of those adjacent and co-channel interference characteristics.  However, the numbers used herein are believed to be reasonable approximations.  
And as I say, the error at the most would be about 3 decibels which is pretty small.  



Time sensitivity created by current regulatory and international negotiation activities require the preliminary analyses be presented as soon as possible to heighten the awareness of appropriate agencies to the significant impact of these issues.



And then in conclusion, clearly it has been shown that the sensitivity of LMR receivers and realistic system implementations need to be taken into consideration or else the U.S. public safety band at 764 to 776, 794 to 806 megahertz will be unusable along large portions of the U.S.-Canadian border area.  



I might also comment that while we appreciate that Canada has its major population across the lake from us in the Toronto area, our population in the area in there is not insignificant.  It has got major city areas, Buffalo, Rochester, Syracuse and Watertown.  



And we need to be sure that whatever we end up with in this international border arrangement -- and I might draw a parallel to NIPSPAC channels where Canada in that area got 70 percent of the channels and the U.S. got 30 percent.  Unfortunately, the way they were divvied up, they were done as a block.  And in the case of the NIPSPAC channels which were interstitial assignments, they had to be geographically offset as to transmitter locations.



The channels being blocked together, 30 percent didn't leave very many channels that could be used in a given system.  So it is a bit of a severe limitation in the border area in the NIPSPAC channels.



We would hope that whatever does result from this thing strives to arrive at a maximum benefit for both countries.  And I believe the Canadian people are also interested in some public safety spectrum in that band to coordinate with the U.S.



However, on the website -- industry Canada website, I have not seen any action since the springtime on these issues.  And I am not clear where we are right at the moment.  But I think that we need to be taking a proactive stance and try to resolve this.  Thank you.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Schlieman.  I think what might make sense is for us to receive a copy -- a hard copy of the PowerPoint presentation.  And then I would like to talk a little with the designated federal officer about exactly how to proceed.  



The sensitivity is that although it is a matter of urgent concern in the area that we are talking about, it is also a matter of treaty negotiation between the United States and Canada.  So I want to be procedurally proper in terms of how we proceed.  So I would like to get some advice from Mr. Wilhelm about exactly how to do this.  If you will excuse us for one moment.



MR. WILHELM:  Let me take this break to remind you that the Federal Advisory Committee Act, and I know you have heard this before, requires that we have a record of everyone who attends an NCC meeting.  So if you would please see Joy Alford and if you have not signed it, would you please sign in and let us be in conformity with the law so we don't get in trouble with the feds.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Okay, thank you.  Okay.  We are in the public discretion zone here.  We are coordinating with the Mayor to see whether he can be here.  So we may have to do some quick shifting of who is speaking and when.  But please go ahead.



MR. EIERMAN:  Yes, I am David Eierman.  I am part of the implementation subcommittee.  I chair the DTV working group.  And as you heard Mr. DeMello say this morning, one of our future actions is going to be to submit a letter detailing some of these border issues.  And I guess what I need to do is probably include Bob's presentation in that.  It is not just the State of New York.  It is Seattle.  It is all the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Seaway issues. 



So, I mean, that would be great backup information for the technical interference we expect.  And I will incorporate his presentation into the letter.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you.  Chief?



CHIEF McEWIN:  Well, my concern is these things have not gotten easily resolved in the past.  And my concern is what -- I'm not sure whether the FCC is really responsible for, what is it, the State Department really has to begin.  So the question is how do we really get this before the people in the State Department that are responsible for resolving this kind of an issue because it needs to get put on somebody's work schedule?



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  I agree with that.  And that's one of the procedural things I would like to get Michael's advice on.  We are a creature of the FCC.  So the most natural thing for me to do would be to talk with Chief Shegrew and figure out how to work it into the process.



But somewhere between that step and going to the Canadian Embassy ourselves, there has to be some way to elevate the issue.  And I just want to do it the right way.  So I will talk with Michael and figure out exactly how to do that.



CHIEF McEWIN:  We always resolved it by driving across the border and talking to the police chief on the other side.  But I don't know that that was strictly legal.  But we always resolved the problem.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Well, we might call upon you to do that again.  Okay.  Any other discussion from the floor?  Sergeant Powell?



SERGEANT POWELL:  Let me just add that it is not a problem with Canada alone.  We had I think a much more difficult negotiation process with Mexico along the southern border with NIPSPAC.  So they need to address both of those issues.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Thank you.  Okay.  Anything further from the floor?  All right.  We are just at that cusp where we are --



MS. RENNE:  I don't know if the Mayor is going to get here.  I know that he had intended to.  If he doesn't, we may see him on our way out.  But if he doesn't get here, I know that he was very pleased to have everybody here and come back again.



CHAIRWOMAN WALLMAN:  Okay.  Well, thank you.  And so we will spend a minute or two just wrapping up here.  And if we are very lucky, he may come in.  And I would be very thrilled to see him if he does do that.  The Mayor really is a giant in the field of public service and a great example to anybody who has aspired to have even part of a career in public life.  And so it would be very inspirational to see him if he can do it.



I have a couple of matters to conclude on.  I adverted when we were talking about the recommendations of the subcommittee to the idea of consensus of the members of the steering committee in attendance.  We did receive today -- this morning by Federal Express a memorandum from Doug Aiken containing comments that took issue, I think it is fair to say, essentially with all of the major recommendations that came forward.



He wasn't able to attend today.  He had hoped to do that and then was not able to.  So what I am going to do is confer with Mr. Aiken about what kind of embodiment he would like to give to this expression of views, whether he wishes to have it appended to the February 25th report as a minority view of a steering committee member or exactly how he would like to proceed.



I have not had a chance to talk to him in the interval between the time that this letter -- this memorandum arrived and the meeting this afternoon.  So I will be consulting with him.  I believe that probably some of you were aware of the development of his views that eventually became this memorandum.  So that is one point.



Second, we have a number of people who are owed thanks and acknowledgement for the great role that they played in the meeting today and in the process leading up to this meeting.  I first want to reiterate my thanks to Louise Renne who made all of this possible.  Thank you very much.



And I wanted also to thank very much Jane Lee who has been a force in keeping everything working here and has contributed greatly to the substance of the steering committee work over the past year when Louise has been unable to listen in on a conference call or things like that.  And Jane has been just terrific and I wanted to thank her very much for all that she has done over the previous year and what she did for us here in San Francisco.



(Applause.)



There is another person, Julia Friedlander, who has been in and out of the room today.  And she is not here at the moment to hear this expression of thanks.  But she has -- she is a wonderful talent on Louise's staff.  And we are very grateful for what she has done to keep the workings of the steering committee and the meeting here in San Francisco smooth and seamless.  And we thank her very much.



I would like to extend thanks to a number of people on the FCC team who worked very hard over the past year.  And we have one newcomer to the team, Jeanne Kowalski, who is Deputy Chief in the Public Safety Wireless Division of the Bureau.  Jeanne, can you just stand so that people who may not have met you yet know.  



But Jeanne is going to be very involved in the process going forward as the recommendations are delivered to the FCC.  And we thank her very much for all she has done so far and thank her in advance for what she will do to help us bring this home.



I want to also thank Joy Alford from the Wireless Telecommunications Bureau who has been a wonderful force in keeping everything working together.  And we have enjoyed very much working with her.



Burt Weintraub who serves as the official recorder of all our meetings, a colleague from not so long ago from when I was at Common Carrier Bureau, always a pleasure to work with.  



Not at all last and not at all least, I would like to thank Michael Wilhelm who really has -- we didn't meet until just 12 months ago or so.  And it has been just a privilege to work with you, Michael.  And thank you for all you have done to make all this happen.  Thank you very much.



Thanks also to all the subcommittee leaders and to the steering committee members for all that you have done.  We have made tremendous amount of progress over the past year.  We have a few yards left on the field to get this into the end zone for February 25th.  And then we have a whole new game in Super Bowl metaphor to start thereafter.  And I look forward to working with you in that connection.  

I think that is it absent a last word from anyone on the steering committee or anyone on the NCC.  Thank you very much.



(Whereupon, at 3:25 p.m., the hearing in the above-entitled matter was adjourned.)
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