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PROCEEDINGS
(1:32 p.m.)

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Welcometo the New Y ork meeting of the
NCC. I'd liketo begin by asking whether there is anyone who will be relying on the
services of our sign language interpreter today. Would you please signify if you require
these services. Okay, | see no one signifying that they are in need of interpretive services.
So | think we will thank our interpreter. One more time, anybody?

All right, welcome. We are going to make this a productive afternoon. |
have just brief remarks. First, thanking our hosts herein New Y ork, particularly Ted
Dempsey, for their generous hospitality, for al of the logistical coordination that they
undertook to make us here and make us heard.

I'd dso like to thank Neil, who has been in and out of the room during the
course of the day, who has been extremely gracious in extending the department's and the
city's hospitaity. Thank you very much for making this beautiful auditorium available to
us.

I'd dso like to extend thanks to the Steering Commiittee, to the subcommittee
leaders, and to everyone who has participated in the NCC process. What has impressed
me about your participation in the processis not only the diligence and the dedication
everyone has brought to this process but the determination that everybody has brought to
work through old issues with new energy and to narrow differencesthat | think some
people would have predicted six months ago couldn't be narrowed or bridged. So |

appreciate all the energy and dedication that people have brought to that process.
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6
| hope people will continue to remain committed to the process. We arein

some crucia stages now on some of the very core key issues that the FCC delegated to the
NCC.

| think it isimportant to remember why the NCC exists. We exist because
the FCC decided that it was important to have a stakeholder process to discuss and refine
and resolve theseissues. So it isimportant, | think, for people to remain committed to the
Process.

There will be atime, amoment, a stage in the process for the FCC to
consider recommendations from the NCC, but | think it isimportant for everybody who has
devoted any time at al to the NCC to remain committed to seeing through the
recommendations and to try to make those recommendations ones that are consensus-based
and that can be offered to the FCC as such.

We will continue to look for ways to ensure the broadest possible
participation in the NCC process. We've had some very good suggestions about expanding
the availability of conference call facilities and things like that that enable people who
don't have the funds or the time to travel to participate in al the working group and other
level meetings that have been so informative to the work of the NCC.

Thiswill not be a perfect process. There will be points at which people
become frustrated with the way things are going. | hope that people will feel not only free
but fed it urgently important to let me know, to let Michagl Wilhelm know, if there are
other people on the Steering Committee that you are more comfortable talking with
directly.
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7
If there are process problems, | hope you will identify them promptly and

succinctly. Oftenitisagood ideato do so informally at first to see whether quick
solutions can be worked out.

| d'so commend the efforts of the frequency coordinators to continue to
work together. | understand there is going to be ameeting in early December where some
additional conversationswill occur. We look forward to hearing the results of that
process.

| think there is some good opening there to work issues out informally,
rather than adding to the mountains of bytes of e-mail that we all aready get on these
issues. So | commend the frequency coordinators and NPSTC for taking on the task of
facilitating those informal discussions.

With that, | would like to get right to the business of the day.

Michael, do you have any administrative matters that you'd like to raise?
Michael Wilhelm

MR. WILHELM: Just mention the sign-in, please.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Oh, yes. I've been asked to remind all of you,
you need to signin. In accordance with our open and democratic process here, we'd like to
know who has participated. In fact, we're required to keep track of that, so if you've not
signed in for today's afternoon meeting, we need to ask that you go back and sign in, please.

Anything else, Michael?

MR. WILHELM: No. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: With that, | would like to go right to the report
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from the Interoperability Subcommittee.

SGT. POWELL: Thank you, Madam Chairman. | am waiting for copies of
two of our reportsto comein that | have for the Steering Committee. | will forward you
the official copies with a cover |etter asto the action that we took yesterday.

Asall of you are aware, in Lansing we passed forward to the Steering
Committee a recommendation regarding trunking of the interoperability channels. That had,
in that document, severa items that were identified as requiring further work. The Steering
Committee subsequently requested that we flush out those items before they took action on
that initia request.

We will forward to you today two letters or two recommendations, one
regarding voice requirements, general voice requirements for interoperability that includes
such things as channel nomenclature, identifying the number of channels and specific
services that some of them are recommended to be used for, and related issues.

Second is another document that specifically addresses the open questions
on the trunked interoperability channel issue, specifically prioritization and a method of
notifying users when a higher priority is necessary to be implemented so that in redlity,
trunking or conventional use at alower priority can be stopped while a period of higher
priority isin use.

Those documents were completed and, I'm pleased to inform everyone here,
unanimousdly approved by the Interoperability Subcommittee.

We actually -- it took severa other action itemsthat | will include as

follow-up in the letter. One of those is a motion was again approved that we recommend
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that no requirement for inclusion of voice interoperability channels should exist in
subscriber equipment that is designed for data only.

In other words, if aradio has no voice capability, we see no need to require
that it have the voice interoperability channelsincluded in theradio. Our interpretation of
the current rulesis that all radios are required to have that. So we will forward that to you
as arecommendation for your action.

Additionally, we addressed -- which isincluded in one of the documents --
the issue of encryption, stating that encryption is not permitted on the calling channels that
we have identified.

Those need to be open access channels and it is optiona on the other
interoperability channels, with arecommendation that if it isimplemented, that the
Technology Subcommittee identify a standard, such that if you have the appropriate key,
you would then be able to communicate with other users in an encrypted mode on those
channels.

Secondly, we spent a significant amount of time talking about data. We had
two presentations in the data area, one from FreeSpace, one from Data Radio, talking in
general about data requirements, potential data equipment or service offerings that are on
the horizon.

Asaresult of that, because of the work of Working Group 5, which was
addressing issues of trunking of interoperability channels we hope is now complete, the
chairman of that group, Dave Buchanan, offered to chair a new Working Group 6, whichis

going to look at identifying specific user needs for both narrow band and wide band data.
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10
That will be given apriority.

Dave's agency operates a very large data system so heiswell-versed on the
subject. He aso has recently been appointed to chair the Southern California Region 700
MHz Planning Committee, which has held their first meeting and actually now has a
window open.

Daveinformed us that most of the requests that they are getting during this
open window for the 700 band isfor data. So certainly in Southern Californiathey have a
big interest in moving that forward.

| would anticipate that using some of the work that has already been done,
Dave and his working group will be able to quickly identify some user needs so we can
look at, in particular, the issue of requiring an interoperability standard for datain narrow
band channels, on the interoperability and potentially identifying the need, which was not
in the R& O asit stands today, for some narrow band data-only interoperability channels.

We will be looking at all of those over the next couple of months. As soon
asthe copies get here, | will go ahead and pass them -- oh, they're here.

Bob, can you pass those out?

Those of uswith computers are sitting up at the front here where there is
power today.

Last, | wanted to take this opportunity -- and Glen beat me to the punch
yesterday -- but to advise the Steering Committee and the quorum here the significant action
that happened last Friday with regard to Project 25. That isthat Phase Il, Phase Il being

6.25 or equivaent technologies, 6.25 kHz or equivalent technologies, in the trunking arena
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were adopted by the Project 25 Steering Committee supporting TDMA or time division

access.

One of those is atwo-dlot proposal that was presented to the Steering
Committee by Ericsson. The second is afour-dot proposal operating in 25 kHz that was
presented to the committee by Tetre.

Both of those organizations met the preliminary requirements that Project 25
established to become Phase I offerings, including support of compatibility with the Phase
I, 12.5 conventional common air interface, which will beincluded in all of their subscriber
units for interoperability.

We're very happy this action took place. We anticipate aformal press
release coming out, if not later today, certainly early next week.

That concludes my report, unless there are questions.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Are there questions from the Steering
Committee for Sgt. Powell?

Questions from the floor for Sgt. Powell?

Okay, thank you very much.

We're scheduled to hear next from the Commissioner, but why don't we
move ahead. Could we hear next from the Technology Subcommittee?

MR. NASH: The Technology Subcommittee aso had a very fruitful day
yesterday. Specifically significant accomplishments of the committee, the committee, after
reviewing the matrix that had been prepared by the Narrow Band Working Group through a

straw vote process, filled in, if you will, the answers to the matrix to help serve as atool
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for the committee to use in evaluating the various proposals for standards,

recommendations.

Asaresult of that, we then considered the standards under consideration.
Asaresult of that, the committee is recommending that ANSI/TIA/EIA 102.BABA Project
25 vo coder description be recommended as the standard for the vo coder portion of a
narrow band standard.

Based on a straw vote of that, there is wide consensus for that. There was
only one voter who chose to abstain from the vote. There were no negative votes on that
particular issue. Understand "votes' is a sensitive word, but if you are trying to determine
consensus, | had to have some mechanism.

The second issue was relative, what should be selected as the RF interface.

Under consideration, there was the ANSI TIA/EIA 102.BAA-1 Project 25 FDMA
Common Air Interface using the 12.5 kHz, also known as the Phase | mode of operation.

The second possibility was that same standard but utilizing the 6.25 alk/a
Phase Il mode of operation. Then there was a so discussion of the ANSI 396 DMO mode
of operation as a possihility.

After lengthy discussion and consideration of the matrix, the selection of the
committee for recommendation was the first one, the ANS| TIA/EIA 102.BAA-1 FDMA
Common Air Interface using the 12.5 kHz or Phase | mode of operation.

A lot of the discussion on that centered around the feeling that there was
critical need for a standard to be selected immediately so that equipment could be made

available on the strest.
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Based on input from the manufacturers, the Phase 11 or 6.25 option was

going to be delayed for "severa years' before that would be available. And so even
though that would be the mode that the report and order would indicate the Commission
would have most favored, that the issue of timeliness was an overriding factor in the
committee's recommendation for the 12.5 kHz Phase | mode.

Moving on, the Wide Band Working Group has not accomplished much
work at this point in time. What we believe is that there are no known standards for wide
band RF application, athough | did hear a suggestion at this meeting that there may be one
of the amps standards that might be applicable here or that could be adapted, but
nonethel ess, there are no existing standards that this committee could, if you will, take off
the shelf, dust off, and present as arecommended standard.

Therefore, that puts us into a much longer process of trying to have a
standard either -- say the existing amp standard or some other standard being used asa
model -- to have that modified in an ANSI-approved process and then adopted, at least as
an interim standard, by an ANS| standard-setting designated organization.

So our being able to make a specific recommendation for the wide band
channels at this point in time is much further off, and | really can't tell you exactly when that
might occur. We will be asking for the assistance of TIA in helping us to establish a
recommendation for that standard.

The Spectrum Working Group is collecting some information still asto
what they're going to be working on. The Receiver Standards Working Group has been

working with TIA, and | believe they are close to having a recommendation for us, but |
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don't have a specific time frame on that.

In the area of new business, as aresult of John's meeting, which had been
held in the morning, we're looking at the possibility of an encryption standard, and in this
situation, while there would be an encryption standard, it is not something that would
probably be forwarded to the FCC for adoption or inclusion in the rules, and that thisis, if
you will, amandatory option, something that would be not required to be included in all
radios; however, if included, then it must operate in accordance with this standard, at least
on the interoperability channels.

| solicited input asto what are the possibility for standards out there. One
suggestion was made to consider what would be referred to as the "companion™ standard
under the Project 25 series of ANSI 102 documents. That standard currently does describe
anumber of different modes of operation for encryption.

Our federa friends pointed out that the DES mode included in that standard
is, inreality, at the end of itslife cycle, and in fact the federal agencies have been
developing a new standard FI-PS 46, | believe is the number, that would describe initially
an upgraded version of DAS and in the longer term what they are referring to as an
advanced encryption standard, and that we probably should be considering use of that
document as the model for arecommended standard, rather than the ANSI 102 document
which, as| say, recommends a standard that is probably at or near the end of itslife cycle.

Any questions from the Steering Committee?

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: What do you expect isalife cycle for the

development of FI-PS?
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MR. NASH: | would have to bow to Jimmy Downs or someone from the

federa side. The FI-PS 46 document, | understand, is pretty close to publication, if not
published.

(Comments made off mike.)

Okay, I'm informed that FI-PS 46-3 is published and is going through the
TIA process. It would appear, at least under the guidance that we were given under the
report and order and the MO& O, though, that the FI-PS process for review and
consderation of documents, in an of itself, may be adequate for us to consider that as the
recommended standard prior to ANSI final approval of it. Sowe may in fact have aviable
candidate right now.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Questions from others?

MR. HOFMEISTER: Okay, just acomment in terms of the common air
interface and the vo coder. Asyou know, as we go forward and make these
recommendations to the FCC, assuming we do, that isreally along-term commitment for
that interface and that voice coder.

| think it was you who, at the Lansing meeting, said FM has been around for
50 years. So anything that we can say in terms of the life, expectant life, or future proofing
of those, | think, will be very helpful.

In particular, in the vo coder, if thereis, say another future generation that
comes out of that family that would have some sort of backward compatibility or anything
we know about that | think would help us frame this such that it is along-term solution.

Again, just acomment.
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MR. NASH: Thank you very much. It certainly isaconcern for me also as

auser that once the Commission endorses this as the standard, the vo coder, the common
air interface, whether it is what we are recommending here or something else that they may
choose to recommend, that that does begin a period of time in which people arein good
faith purchasing systems, installing them, and they become legacies that are out there that
must be protected when you consider any change to a standard in the future.

So while at this point there has been some discussion of possibly the 12.5
kHz recommendation being an interim standard, | certainly have some real concerns about
that in that once you manufacturers begin building equipment and once we, as users, begin
installing equipment is that then becomes the -- if nothing else, the de facto standard that
must exist for areasonable period of time for usto amortize the cost of the equipment.

So while we might have -- at some future date decide to identify an
alternative technology as being the new desired standard, we also at that point have an
obligation to say, well, that's the vision of what the new standard will be 10 years from
now and in the interim, while certainly it is desirable that equipment be purchased and
equipped to meet whatever that new standard might be in that 10-year transition period, we
are still working to the "old" standard. | think that goes along with anything that we do
here.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Any other questions from the Steering
Committee?

Questions for Mr. Nash from the floor?

Okay, thank you very much.
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Why don't we hear next from the Implementation Subcommittee? Ted, I'm

moving some of these things ahead of the Commissioner's remarks, and so as you get
signals about how close heis, just let us know and we'll cut to the chase.

LT. DEMPSEY: Thank you very much. Before | get started on reporting
our progress, | would just like to give a specia thanks to Dick DeMello who sat in for me
for the past six months and did a great job while | was sort of tied up with other matters.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: We missed you. We appreciated Dick's
contribution. We're glad you're back.

LT. DEMPSEY: Thank you. We had a good meeting this morning. We
reviewed our progress so far. The majority of our discussion seemed to base around two
issues, one of the DTB transition and how we can monitor the DTB transition and
obviously how we can encourage it to happen as soon as possible to free up the spectrum.

Dave Eierman, the chairman of the subgroup, the working group that we
have, has asked for assistance from all the participants of the Steering Committee, as well
asal the NCC, to monitor the transition in your region and let us know how it is moving
along, whether it is quick, whether it is slow, and of course, what's being done in the area
to encourage it dong. That isvery important for usto know.

We are submitting, along with our report today, awhite paper for -- it'sa
draft outline of the 746-806 national regional plan. It isput out there for comments. We
haven't really looked at it yet. We'd appreciate everyone to comment as soon as possible.
Fred has asked us to get commentsin to him by December 10 so he can turn it around to me

by December 15.
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We also had a proposal to add a -- we still didn't decide what to call it-- a

subworking group to discuss funding. We haven't defined what part of funding, but we are
going to look at, obvioudy, funding the construction of systems, will there be money, is
there away to get money for public safety agencies to build these systems, especialy the
interoperability systems, and in addition, based upon the conclusions we draw about how
the spectrum is going to be implemented, will we need funding and is there away to fund
some of the regional planning groups, state planning groups, whatever it is that we decide
to draw the borders around? So Tom Tollman has gracioudly accepted that task, whichis
something that | think he is pretty good at.

The same note, speaking about Tom Tollman, the NIJis currently preparing
an RFP to solicit avendor for the pre-coordination database. That will be completed,
hopefully, in February of the year 2000. | guess at that point when it is awarded, they will
start working oniit. Thatisal | have.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Questions from the Steering committee for Lt.
Dempsey?

MR. MCEWEN: | have.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: You may have the bad microphone there, Chief.

That microphone makes you sound like the rock band, Kiss.

MR. MCEWEN: | noticed. I'd just like to comment on that funding issue,
particularly because Tomis here. | think you are right, Tom would be a good person for
the study of that.

Itis clear to methat if we're going to have any impact on anational basis,
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that some level of funding to support that is going to be absolutely necessary. That is not

going to come easy. In other words, | don't seein this year's budget process, other than in
some of the traditional things that we may be able to tap into, alot of opportunities.

So what we really need to do, in my view, Tom, and those who work on
that, isto develop a strategy for this next year's budget process in which the public safety
community comes together with some kind of a coordinated effort to the Congress and
perhaps the Administration as well for some kind of afunding effort.

| think we need to start that in the spring at the very latest. In other words,
we need to come up with some kind of alimited or brief proposal and try to get that into
the process early on.

| would say that the International Association of Chiefs of Police would be
very supportive of that process. | would think the Fire Chiefs and many of the other
organizations involved in this process would also welcome the opportunity to help. If we
pool all of our resources as a public safety community, we will have a much more positive
influence.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Any questions from other Steering Committee
membersfor Lt. Dempsey?

Questions from the floor for Lt. Dempsey?

Wil thank you for your hospitality.

LT. DEMPSEY: You're welcome.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: And we made use of this beautiful auditorium.

LT. DEMPSEY: It wasapleasure.
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CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Okay. We 4till have alittle time before the

Commissioner joinsus. I'm wondering, are the folks from FLEWUG ready to do their
presentation? Can we move that up alittle bit?

MR. MURPHY: Thereisadide show. We are going to bring up the
engineer who did the study for us. Basically the Steering Committee, aswell as FLEWUG,
Federal Law Enforcement Wireless Users Group, is very much concerned about the
interference on the new 24 MHz adjacent channel, as well as existing users aswell as
future users.

So to that end, NTIA, National Telecommunications Information
Administration, has -- which is the largest member of FLEWUG -- did a white paper
basically to analyze and see what the minimum possible acceptable level of received radio
signal would be in order to assure that there is no interference on the part of safety
channels.

S0, to that end, | will turn it over to Ed Drocellawho will go ahead and
make the presentation from the technical viewpoint. This paper was presented to the FCC
formally today at this meeting.

MR. DROCELLA: Good afternoon. My nameis Ed Drocella. Asa
member of FLEWUG and on behaf of FLEWUG, | am here this afternoon to discuss
adjacent bands operating 746 to 764 MHz, 776-794 MHz band protection of safety
operations.

There are currently two band plans proposed this day for the 746 and 776

bands. Thereisaproposal by Motorola and a proposal by FreeSpace Communications.
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During the NCC conference call that was held on October 12, the Steering

Committee members felt that there was a benefit in establishing, one, a protection limit for
the public safety receivers, and that protection limit could then be used to base suggestions
and recommendations on the adjacent band emission limits that would be necessary to
protect the public safety receivers and the adjacent bands.

The Steering Committee members requested that the federal partners
participate and provide some assistance in the devel opment of that interference protection
limit and also to examine the proposed plans.

I'm sorry, should have went to the next dide. Okay. Let's go to the next
dide.

(Slide shown.)

In response to the NCC's request, FLEWUG, supported by NTIA,
performed the study and proposed a methodology, one, a methodology for devel oping the
interference protection limits; two, in protection limits we made a proposal for the
adjacent band emission limits that would protect public safety receivers. We aso provide
adight overview and examination of the two band plans that were presented.

Next slide.

(Slide shown.)

Just alittle bit of background. The Balanced Budget Act of 1997 directs the
Commission to auction the 746 to 764, and 776 to 794 MHz bands. So, when we go into
this development of adjacent band emission limits, we have to kind of balance what we are
doing.
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If you come in and you make emission limitsthat are just so restrictive it

could make the spectrum commercially unviable for somebody trying to use it, so we were
trying to come up with a balanced approach and a balanced look at it. Our focusgoingin
was protection of public safety receivers and the operation of public safety operationsin
that band.

Next dide.

(Slide shown.)

Currently in the NPRM for the 746 and 776 bands, service rulesthat have
been proposed specifying adjacent emission limit of 43 plus 10 log transmit power. So the
question is, will these proposed emission limits protect public safety operationsin the
adjacent band?

Next slide.

(Slide shown.)

Thefirst thing, in order to determine whether these proposed emission
limitswill protect public safety operations, you one, have to come up with an interference
protection level, athreshold for the receiver to determine what level of performanceis.

And in two, you have to place your transmitter/ receiver some distance,
with respect to air, you have to assume some transmitter characteristics because the
problem we're working with is at this time we don't know what's going to go in that
adjacent band, it is going to be auctioned off for something, a commercial service of some
sort.

All in all, we don't know what its characteristics are, and the way we are
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approaching it isalittle bit on the conservative basisjust to try to hedge our bets alittle

bit.

Next dlide, please.

(Slide shown.)

There are alot of approaches you can go to when you are developing
interference receiver threshold. As| was just saying, given the fact that we don't know the
services that are going to be allocated and many of the factors that go into the interference
threshold -- maybe factors that go into the estimation of the threshold, the transmitter,
antenna gains, and the powers and things, we don't really know what they are, so we have
to estimate those alittle bit.

When we develop the interference threshold, we believe the conservative
approach is the best way to go with regards to that, just so if we are alittle bit wrong on
what we use for our transmitter parameters and our scenarios, we maybe can make up for a
little bit -- build alittle bit of margin into our threshold.

Next slide.

(Slide shown.)

In general, there are a couple of different approaches you can take to
develop an interference threshold. Oneisyou can assume -- actually there are two -- you
can assume that you have a noise-limited system or an interference-limited system.

Aninterference-limited system, that is one where the system is defined by
the C/N that is somewhat greater than the minimum required level so that interference can

be allowed to exceed the receiver noise threshold. The receiver performance is pretty
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much afactor or function of C/I and it is pretty much independent of receiver noise power,

the noise level.

On the other hand, if you use a noise-limited approach where the
performanceis limited by the receiver noise level, in this case you have the C/N that is just
dightly greater than your minimum acceptabl e value and the performances of the receiver
is dependent very much on the receiver and receiver noise level and the interference level.

Again, thinking about worst-case scenarios for the public safety, | would
imagine aworst-case scenario, at least that's what we presumed, would be a case where a
mobile receiver is at the edge of its coverage. At that point you've got a minimum carrier
power, you've got again a minimum C/N value.

We think this can best be represented by a
noise-limited situation. Based on that, we are proposing an | to N -- develop our threshold
based on I/N; = -6dB. In other words, we are going to propose that the interference be kept
6dB below the receiver noise floor. Thisequatesto a 1dB increasein the receiver noise
floor.

Thiskind of works back into the protection of the receivers with regard to
digital receivers because your digital receiver performance is based on the E,/N, or energy
per bit over noise. So your receiver noise goes up, your Ex/Ng goes down, and your bit
error rate goes up, which is kind of what we are doing because we are going to digital
technology in these new bands.

Next side.

(Slide shown.)
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At this point we're starting to look at interference scenarios. We propose

two interference scenarios. The first would be a base station transmitter interfering with a
mobile public safety receiver and then a mobile station transmitter interfering with a public
safety receiver.

Next slide.

(Slide shown.)

The analysis, | won't go into alot of detail of the analysis here. We do have
copiesin the paper in the back. | think | brought 50. | don't know if that is enough.

But based on our analysis results, what we concluded, or | concluded, was
that compared to the emission levels that were being proposed for the case of the base
station transmitter interfering with a mobile receiver, an additional 30T 2dB of rejection or
attenuation for the emissions out of adjacent bay emissions was required. Similarly, for the
mobile transmitter, an additional 33 dB of attenuation would be required.

Next dide.

(Slide shown.)

Now, at this point we turned our attention to band plans that have been
proposed. They have been somewhat discussed over the last couple of days. Essentially
they are similar in some ways but they are different.

The Motorola plan proposed a 1.5 MHz around the public safety bands and
the first adjacent channel to the public safety bands. They go through an analysis. I've
listed some of the factors that were used in their analysis. They do conclude that

essentialy when you do get to the public safety bands, essentially 76 dB of adjacent band
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attenuation is required.

Next slide.

(Slide shown.)

Now, the plan does have alot of -- | mean, | guess | should go on to say that
in this whole conclusion, we're not concluding a plan. We're not promoting one plan
versus the other. From the federa agency standpoint, from NTI, from the FLEWUG
standpoint, as long as the adjacent band emission limits are met, it doesn't matter, redly, to
us, which serviceisthere, it just doesn't matter.

There are severa bandsin the Motorola plan, one being the fact that if you
put life services adjacent to each other, it makesit easier. | mean, you put services -- |
mean the public mobile rate of service, it isnot really the rate of service but the
characteristics of the radio service is what makes it shareable.

Coordination is possible in thisif you put these two adjacent to each other.
It dso creates what | think has been termed the "trangition” region for the higher-power
commercia equipment. It can be attenuated signal down to alevel to protect the public
safety receiver. So it kind of makes sufficient use of the spectrum.

Now, with regard to the FreeSpace plan, they made a proposal very similar
that is somewhat changed from my analysis. My paper looks at their old proposal where
they had two 1 MHz chunks adjacent to the public safety spectrum and each one of those
had associated with it a power spectral density.

The first adjacent channel was 4 milliwatts per kHz and the next adjacent

channel was 20 milliwatts per 4 kHz, each with a 6dBi gain antenna associated with it.
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There were no adjacent band limits provided when we started our analysis.

So what we did is we worked backwards. We took our protection level, developed a
scenario and worked it backwards to come up with what the protection limits should be,
the adjacent channel emission limit should be.

Next slide.

(Slide shown.)

| guess | should also mention, in this case we looked at both single entry and
aggregate interference because just from the description of the equipment, we thought there
could be some high-density use of it where a public safety receiver could be going into an
areawhere there are several transmitters, and we thought we should look at both single-
entry and aggregate interference, which is what we did.

What we concluded was for single-entry and adjacent band emission limit
in the area of 68 dB and for aggregate interference in emission limit in the area of about 78
dB would be required to protect public safety operations.

Next slide.

(Slide shown.)

| guess just to end up what our conclusions were, we are proposing that an
interference thresnold for the receivers be based on an IM of 6dB or 6dB below the
receiver noise floor.

We don't believe that the 43 plus 10 log of power is adequate to protect
public safety operations. Based on the interference protection limits and scenarios that we

developed, we are proposing in the area of 78 dB. Again, these numbers, we don't know
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what's going in the adjacent band. We had to make some assumptions there.

We had to make some assumptions on the scenarios because, to my
knowledge, there are no aready-identified worst-case scenarios for public safety. | mean
how close do you put two mobile radios together to do your analysis? | mean, that's
essentialy what you had to do to come up with these emission levels.

Again, you can put them right next to each other and you drive the adjacent
band emission limits through the floor and that would essentially make the spectrum
unusable for acommercial entity trying to comein and bid for this spectrum in an auction.

So, we tried to come at thisin afair way. Again, we do think there are
benefits to both plans. Our main point iswe believe that if the emission levels arein the
area of around 78 dB, that that will provide the public safety alevel of protection, an
adequate level or protection.

Thereis aways going to be the case where the two emitters, the interfering
transmitter and the receiver get very close to each other, and that is something you hope
doesn't happen alot and doesn't happen for along duration.

Anyway, | guess I'd like to thank the FCC and the Steering Committee for
allowing me on behalf of FLEWUG to present our results. | guess I'll accept any questions.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Y ou have the sole working microphone down
there.

MR. MCEWEN: | think you've done some good work there. | appreciateit,
| think on behalf of all of us.

One thing I am concerned about is I'm not an engineer, so | ook at it fairly
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smplistically. That is, at this point in time, because there are many unknowns, to try to

guess what kind of interference you might have or what levels of interference or anything
elseisway premature.

From my perspective, I'm looking for some kind of a system, some kind of a
rule that gives public safety protection, no matter what might come up in the future. In other
words, we need to have some kind of a procedure that works that is a sure way for usto
complain, to raise an objection to interference that is truly destructive to our mission and
have a process that will truly work to resolve that.

| redlize that there are a number of different ways to approach that and there
are discussions, but right now, to try to talk about different levels of things, it may be a
little bit difficult to do that.

I'm just looking at it smply. All | know isthat when thisisall in place, if
we don't have a process that protects us and that will work, this situation with the Nextel
interference in Phoenix is, that I've raised before at the last meeting, is agood example.

Asfar as| know, everything iswithin legal limits, but the problem isit's
causing a tremendous problem to the Phoenix Police Department. We've got to have away
to resolve that in away that is reasonable to all parties concerned. So | would just say that
in ageneral sort of way.

MR. DROCELLA: | understand that. The problem isthe servicerules are
going to be devel oped and adjacent band emissions limit is going to be adopted. | think
that is going to happen.

What we are saying is that the current limit that isthereis not going to
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protect your operations, unless we are talking about large distance operations. If you can

always assume that your interfering transmitter, victim receiver, always separated by a
good distance -- | don't know exactly what that distance is, but a distance -- then you are
going to have interference, given that the transmitter is built to that standard. That's, |
guess, al | can say on that.

MR. WILHELM: Would all speakers please identify themselves before
speaking.

MR. NASH: Okay, my nameis Glen Nash. | will apologize to the non-
engineers here, but I'm going to start talking engineering terms.

(Laughter.)

One question | have for you isyou indicate 78 dB of attenuation. Isthat 78
dBc?

MR. DROCELLA: Yes.

MR. NASH: Okay, | guess the problem | would have with that, again, is
where the adjacent band that is not defined -- 78 dBc, 78 dB below a 100-watt carrier isa
whole lot different number than 78 dB below a million-watt carrier.

We certainly have to be concerned about what is in the adjacent channel,
and that certainly is one of the advantages of the Commission's 43 plus 10 log(Powey). If
you take out their comment of our 84 ADDDB, which certainly puts alimit onit, 43 dB
plus 10 Log(Power) starts to become a definable RF level or spectrum level.

So | guess my comment there is 78 dB is not agood way to term it because,

again, we don't know what isin that adjacent channel.
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MR. DROCELLA: That'savery good point. Would probably bein terms

of 70 plus 10 Log(8) or something like that. | guess that's what a better proposal would be.
Y ou are absolutely right.

MR. SHAFFER: Derek Shaffer from FreeSpace Communications. |
actually wanted to also support the notion that there probably should be some sort of
absolute limit on power. Obvioudly that entails some assumptions about distance between
units, as you aready noted.

In genera terms, | wanted to say that FreeSpace really appreciates the
balanced approach that you've taken. It seemsvery fair. Of course, in our situation we are
senditive to fairness, for obvious reasons. So we appreciate your efforts.

| a'so wanted to note that, as you aso noted, but just to emphasize, in our
recent filings we have more detail about the protection that would be offered under our
plan, and athough we have not been very specific about adjacent channel interference
because we expected that bodies such as this one would arrive at the appropriate limits,
but we are definitely willing to abide by whatever limits are deemed appropriate by this
committee and other parties to the proceeding.

| was a so going to note that although we use different methodologies, | do
believe that the attenuation that we ended up using in our analysis arrived at similar
numbers to what you have. So thereis, at least in broad terms, some agreement there.

That's dll, those are al of my comments. Thanks.

MR. DROCELLA: Thank you. | don't have anything else.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Any other questions?

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

32
MR. HOFMEISTER: Ernie Hofmeister from Ericsson. Just a couple of

comments. | want to thank FLUWEG for doing thisanalysis. | think it is balanced. | think
it is based on fundamentals that all engineers would look at this problem and agree on.

We might disagree alittle bit on the numbers of the interference, but | do
appreciate the requirements to be the basis for interference detection.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Anything further for
Mr. Drocella?

Don Speightsfrom NTIA promised he would apply his best talent to
whatever answers you needed. He certainly has, and we are very grateful for your help
and for Rick Vercelacki (phonetic), who has been with us throughout the process. Thank
you very much. Please convey our thanks to Don, too.

| think we are going to be hearing, momentarily, from Commissioner Safir,
so why don't we just be at ease for amoment while we wait for him to arrive.

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken from
2:28 p.m. to0 2:33 p.m.)

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Okay. Could we cometo order, please. We're
very honored to have here with us today Howard S&fir, the 39th Police Commissioner of
the City of New York.

Commissioner Safir was appointed to this post by Mayor Guliani on April
15, 1996. In his 3 years as Police Commissioner he has achieved what some may have
thought to be impossible, New Y ork City has seen a 32 percent reduction in mgjor crime

and a 47 percent reduction in homicides. Thanks to hisimplementation of an aggressive
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traffic safety program there has been a 24 percent reduction in traffic fatalities. He has

introduced the largest drug abuse resistance education program in the world.

Prior to his appointment as Police Commissioner he served as New Y ork
City's 29th Fire Commissioner, in that role his achievements were equally remarkable.
The programs he initiated to improve the safety of both the fire fighters and the public
included the issuance of modern bunker gear to fire fighters to reduce burns and
implementation of a certified first responder defibrillation program to train fire fightersin
life saving medical care.

He began his career in law enforcement as a special agent assigned to the
New Y ork Office of the Federal Bureau of Narcotics, afore runner to today's DEA. After
advancing through the ranks he joined the U.S. Marshall Service and eventually was
promoted to the position of Associate Director of Operations.

He has directed awide variety of complex international and domestic
investigations, including the apprehensions of CIA agent Edwin Wilson, international drug
trafficker Juan Montalavistros, as well as the discovery of remains of Nazi war crime
doctor Joseph Mengela.

Commissioner Sefir, you've had along and distinguished career devoted to
the issues we in this room hold near and dear to our hearts and we're trying to work
diligently towards resolving. We are just thrilled that you were able to take a couple of
minutes out of your day to cometalk to us. Thank you very much.

(Applause.)

COMMISSIONER SAFIR: Thank you very much. Good afternoon,
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Chairman Wallman and members of the National Coordination Committee, good afternoon

and welcome to One Police Plaza. It is apleasure to have the opportunity to speak with
you today.

Asyou may know, afew years back | had the honor of serving on the Public
Safety Wireless Advisory Committee. The committee was asked to define in a document
the critical needs of the public safety community in terms of the communications resources
and the spectrum which we would need to support our efforts through the year 2010.

Weissued areport in September of 1996 which laid our conclusion that
unless immediate measures were taken to alleviate spectrum shortfalls and to enhance
interoperability, public safety agencies would not be able to adequately discharge their
obligation to protect life and property in asafe and efficient and cost-effective manner.

| don't think this conclusion surprised anyone. Radio-based voice
communication has long been the life line of any emergency response agency. Radio
systems allow our dispatchers to direct mobile units to the scenes of emergencies, they
allow the units themselves to coordinate their efforts and warn each other of the existence
of potential hazards, and they are relied upon to provide logistics and command support
during major emergencies and disasters like riots, bombings, and plane crashes.

These are just some of the existing uses of radio communications systems.
With the rapid advances that have been occurring in wireless technology the potential use
of radio communication isvirtually limitless. From the law enforcement perspective we
envision being able to take fingerprints at the scene of an arrest and transmitting that

information directly into our criminal history databases. Thiswill allow the cop on the
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scene to immediately ascertain the arrest history of the individuals before him or her and

whether they are wanted for other crimes.

We a so see the potential to do the same with mug shots, further enhancing
our ability to make positive identifications. So the top priority asfar as public safety is
concerned is to increase the spectrum available to the public safety community.

Congress recognized our need and in August of 1998 the FCC adopted
service rules for 24 MHz of spectrum, the largest alocation for public safety use the FCC
has ever made. That brings us to today and the NCC and your mission to establish aplan
on how to best use this newly available airspace to best serve the people of the United
States.

I'm not going to get into specifics, that is your department, but | will tell you
how critical interoperability is to the public safety community's ability to respond rapidly
and efficiently to emergency incidents. The people in thisroom don't need meto list the
multitude of local, state, and federal agencies that share responsibility for the safety of our
citizens.

Sufficeit to say, the pool of talent and resources that is available to address
matters of public safety is nothing short of immense, yet, as we pointed out in our report,
while we have the ability to transmit news, current events, and entertainment like the
Olympics at the farthest reaches of the world, police, fire fighters, and emergency medical
personnel working in the same city still cannot communicate with each other and that is just
onthelocal level. Add into the mix federal and state law enforcement, rescue and

regulatory agencies and you can have literally hundreds of individuals working towards a
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common goa without the ability to communicate with each other.

We've seen the consequences of that inability to communicate and therefore
coordinate, with the World Trade Center bombing and the crash of TWA Flight 800 and
even more recent events like the tragedy at Columbine High School. The inability to share
vital information at the most critical stages of an emergency can impact matters as
complicated as determining which agency is best equipped and experienced to address the
problem at hand, to matters as basic as the best response routes to use and where to park
emergency vehicles.

The Avianca crash on the North Shore of Long Island showed us what a
traumatic effect seemingly minor logistical issues can have on our ability to fulfill our
obligations to the public.

| have had the somewhat unique experience of viewing public safety issues
from both afedera and local perspective. | can tell you the best responses I've seen in my
30 year career are those that made use of the collective talents at hand and the coordinated
and focused management. Each level of government in this country dedicates a substantia
portion of their resourcesin their budgets to public safety and that is the way it should be.

Y ou have all seen what occurs when an emergency does happen, response
teams from countless agencies converge on the focal point of the incident, inevitably bring
duplicative equipment and personnel expertise. Operationa coordination hasto be
conducted very close to the seen, rather than in a more advantageous off-site command
center because there is no other alternative. We end up relying on face-to-face contact to

exchange ideas and to arrange for the specific equipment and expertise that is required.
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Asfor cell phones, when the World Trade Center bombing occurred the

cell sites became so saturated from aliteral flood of media personnel to the area that the
cellular system became overloaded and was rendered useless. Simply put, our inability to
communicate more efficiently impedes the effectiveness of our response efforts and
commits a disservice upon the public we are trying to protect.

Thanks to the newly allocated spectrum we now have the capability to
establish literal gateways of communication, the likes of which have never been seen
before. | know the task of the NCC isadifficult one. | also know that I'm in the company
of the most dedicated group of professionals who share my views on the importance of
interoperability and a need for its prompt implementation.

| ask only that your recommendation provide for the distribution of thisair
space in amanner that is efficient and allows for maximum interoperability and that will
permit the public safety community to make full use of developments in technology that
have our endorsement.

Thank you for the opportunity to talk with you. | voice my support to your
efforts. Thank you very much.

(Applause.)

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: That manisalegend. One day someone will
write a book.

There are a couple of things remaining on our agenda. The main thing that
islisted on the agendais a public discussion time which we aways set aside at these

meetings. Thereisone other issue of particular interest that | want to raise but | need a
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short break to talk with some folks about exactly how to frameit out. So, if we could take

abreak, recognizing that people would like to keep to various schedule commitments. If
we could take abreak just for 10 minutes and then reconvene here, | think we can probably
wrap up within the next hour.

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken from 2:44 p.m. to 2:55 p.m.)

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Okay, we're ready to reconvene. | think we can
move directly to our general public discussion. Theissue that | had thought we would
frame up for specific discussion | think we're going to handle alittle bit differently.

Nokiais going to send me a note identifying some concerns. That will be
the basis of my being able to identify some questions that they may wish to answer to
supplement what is already known about Nokia's position. What I'll probably do is share
that with the Steering Committee to see if they have additional questions that they'd like to
put back to Nokia and we will develop the information that we need in that fashion. So,
we'll look forward to seeing that from Nokia.

Alright, we don't have ataented or funny moderator for today's open mike
session so you'll have to just put up with me.

Thisisthetime of the day that we allow people to raise new issues, say a
last word or two about things that have already been discussed. We will consider any
topical topic. Do we have anybody who would like to share a thought with us? Carlton?

MR. WELLS: Carlton Wells, State of Florida. I'd just like to express
thanks to the participants that were involved in cyberspace, viae-mail or by phone or by

fax, or what have you. Sharing information toward working up these documents leading up
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to today and the previous meetings. | think that the more challenging that the input makes

the chairperson's job prior to the meetings can be conducive to the meetings happening
easier when we meet face-to-face.

Thereis no substitute for face-to-face because there are communications
that take place there, non-verbal or otherwise that you just can't put in the written word.
So, | chalenge the participants here and even those who are not here and that we get the
word out to them over cyberspace, which isthe way they may participate, so that they
know that they are being heard in these meetings and that their presenceisfelt. Thanks.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Thank you. Bob, where's your computer?

(Laughter.)

MR. SCHLIEMAN: I'll extemporize. During the course of our -- Robert
Schlieman, New Y ork State Police, for the record -- during the course of some of our
subcommittee meetings we have had some discussion of digital television internationally
with respect to Mexico and with respect to Canada. | think that it would be desirable, from
the public safety perspective, if the NCC might consider taking a position, presenting a
position to the FCC on that matter.

| have a dlide program, which | will not show today because it hasto be
done from my computer. It is 10 megabytes of file storage and | can't get that on a floppy
disk but I will be glad to e-mail it to you and you can then consider putting it on the website
or however you want to treat the information. It does have significant impact if not in
every state, but at least in New Y ork State where we have a substantial line up of digital

television stations proposed for Canada, right along the border.
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We've gone through the impact calculations somewhat like NTIA's data

We lose the ability to use 700 MHz in the Buffalo area, Rochester area, Syracuse area,
Watertown area, Plattsburg, in other words, all along the border within that 100 kilometer
or line A, whichever way you like to relate to that border issue.

We think that it is possible that a channel plant could be developed which
would clear those stations away from the border. Also, we note that the Canadian public
safety people have created a position paper that seeks to synchronize with the U.S. plan on
700 MHz for public safety in Canada. Hopefully, thisthing could get steered morein line
with perhaps the NPSTC agreement and that sort of thing, although | would prefer to see
some improvements over the way it wasdonein NPSTC. But, essentially to provide both
countries what they need.

MR. MCEWEN: Asyou know, I've been involved alittle bit in that
process along the Canadian border for probably closeto 30 years. One of the things,
Michael, I know you referred to the fact that there are some on going discussions on this
topic but those of us that have been in the public safety business for along time, were
supposed to not be involved in international negotiations. That is a State Department issue.

It isatouchy legal issue.

Having been a police chief in New Y ork State for 30 -- many many years,
we often resolved interference problems on a police department-to-police department
basis. When we had interference from Ontario down to Ithaca, New York | would talk to
the police chief. In fact, he drove down from Canada and met with me and we talked and

we figured out away to solveit.
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Legaly we don't understand those international difficulties but in this

particular case my feeling isthat unless we get public safety to understand the RCMP, the
Ontario Prevention Police and so on along the border, understand that they need to get
involved on their side of the line just like we're getting involved on our side of the line and
deal with their government so we have a meaningful discussion, it is not apt to be easily
resolved.

MR. SCHLIEMAN: Asamatter of fact, theirony isthat industry in Canada
has no problem contacting us when they have a technical issue about possible interference
in anticipation of afuture alocation in NPSTC. They come right to the regional planning
committee technical chair and work out a satisfactory resolution. Y et, we are prohibited
from that technically. However, | second your view on that that it is the person-to-person
solution that solves the problem.

My only comment regarding the legal issue is that the negotiations between
the State Department in the U.S. and whoever it isin Canadathat represents their
equivaent | can understand that. But the Federal Communications Commission provides
technical support to them and | believe that that should be an open process and it is not.
So, | would put that on the table as an issue that should be dealt with because it has direct
impact on public safety.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: We have the advantage of having Michael
Wilhelm involved in the process at the FCC. Asagovernment official he can be involved
inaway, as afedera official he can be involved in away that othersinterested in this

issuerealy can't be. So | have been following hislead about whether and when NCC
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might usefully become involved but I'll be guided by him and hisring side seat on the

process in figuring out when to come to the Steering Committee or if | should come to the
Steering Committee to suggest that we become involved.

MR. SCHLIEMAN: Okay. And in any case, probably the State of New
Y ork will file a petition to the Commission that will have some impact, hopefully, on that.

MR. BUCHANAN: Dave Buchanan, County of San Bernadino.

On behalf of Southern California, 1'd like to echo that for Mexico. We've
aready, both the City and County of San Diego have asked me -- let me back up and say
that we have started our regiona planning process, gotten organized and so we've been
having afew discussions on all these matters but the first thing that came up out of them
was, "What are we doing about Mexico in getting an agreement?' That was aproblem in
the NPSTC process for us.

We had our complete plan done and then we discovered, well, there's been
no agreement with Mexico and we've got to come up with something. Luckily, we were
able to work with the Commission at that time and present some ideas to them and a plan
that they presented through the State Department to Mexico that eventually was approved
and we didn't have to completely redo our channel plan. We want to head that off at the
pass this time and get ahead of the game but we're going to be hot and heavy trying to plan
and get things started in Southern California

So, | think from our standpoint, the sooner these things are happening the
better. We've heard nothing in regards to Mexico so | don't know if anything is happening

now or not. I'd sure like to see it happen.
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MR. MCDOLE: On adightly different, yet related subject -- Art McDole,

representing APCO. | mentioned thisissue once before. In the report and order thereis
very little meat in the regiona planning process, there is no oversight provided. Many of
us who have worked with regional planning for alot of years, APCO by default was very
active in finalizing the PSWC operation going to those areas which hadn't completed their
regional plan or seeing that that was accomplished, we strongly supported the regional
planning concept and continue to do so in this new spectrum.

We are concerned about the lack of communications and Commission
oversight in the process. We recognize and are sensitive to your fear of afunded mandate.
Wed like to somehow establish enough dialogue, and checking with your legal people, as
to how far we can expect you to go in strengthening the oversight process in the regiona
planning so that the Steering Committee can get back to you with some meaningful
recommendations that you could accept. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Thank you.

MR. PIERCE: Bob Pierce. | actually have more of aquestion. | was
wondering if you might be able to clarify the time frame that you see for actions by the
committee between now and | guess the end of two January meetings? For example, the
Technical Subcommittee has made some recommendations which the process for that will
take place between now and that final recommendation to the FCC.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Itisnot set at thismoment. What wetypically
do after these meetingsis we give Michael ahalf hour's rest or so and then | coordinate

with Michael to figure out what the schedule will be. | expect to talk to Michael probably
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on Monday. Next week will be a short week because of Thanksgiving but | would expect

to regroup with the subcommittee leaders and the Steering Committee to start packing down
aschedule for decisions by the following week. So, that last week that trails from
November into December | think we'll have a better idea and we'll make sure that that's
widely circulated.

MR. PIERCE: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Anything else?

MR. MCEWEN: It looks like you're about ready to wind up -- I'd just like
to make a comment about the process. There are anumber of things that | am observing that
| think are realy positive and there are some things that are less than positive. From my
perspective, | have been in this process for along time and | get them all mixed up.

Over along period of time the involvement of the people in this room and
the involvement of the people around the country that are the movers and shakers of public
safety wireless matters are very important to the process because, from my perspective,
some of you in thisroom are very highly technical and some of you are more in the
category that I'm in, kind of a practitioner more than atechnical guy. | need to hear both.
I've aready memorized all of the information of these charts and data so, now having done
that | can put aside all of that and get back to my practical world.

| think what | want to say, the bottom lineis this, that for those that really
have concerns or objections to any of thisit is critical that you participate in the process as
we are moving along. We need to see that in writing. We need to hear it in oral arguments.

We need to have that as part of the process.
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We redlize that there are differences of opinion. If there wasn't a difference

of opinion we wouldn't need to be here. We would just writeit using asituation. But, we
want that input. | don't want to see, after you've had two days of meetings, somebody then
sit down and put on the table something that has totally not been discussed or put into the
process. It doesn't help us. We need to have this coming in in atimely manner. Everybody
should be welcome to participate, if we don't we all suffer, we don't come out of thiswith
agood process.

| realize this band widths issue is a very touchy issue but there are alot of
people that have been involved in that process for along time. We're at that point now
where we've got to move forward with some of these issues. |If there are till objections to
some of these things we need to hear about it and we need to hear about it now, not when
we get it al done and then have somebody stand up and say, "Well, | don't like what you
did." Let's hear about that now. So if thereis anything we can do to make that a part of the
process... | mean, the whole processis a matter of compromise, it isamatter of give or
take, it isamatter of coming out with what is best for the people of the United States, not
what it is going to be to one group's wishes.

So, | would just encourage that. | see that as a very necessary thing. I've
seen some |etters that are going around the committee, letters that are going to the FCC.
The FCC asked this committee to act on their behalf and to make some recommendations
and that is what we're trying to do here. 1f people think that by sending things to the FCC
directly that that's going to resolve it it isn't really going to do that. They've asked usto do

this. We are here to do that. We're here to have afrank, open discussion in away that will

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

46
come up with the best solutions for al of us.

| cantell you, | have an open mind to these things and | want to listen to the
pros and cons so that | can make the best decisions on my behalf for the |ACP that we can
make. | guessthat's what | want to say.

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: Thank you, Chief. Any other remarks today?
Thank you very much. We will see you in San Francisco in January and well see you
virtually on conference calls and e-mail between now and then. Thank you very much for
coming. Thank you very much to our reporter of record, Mr. Bert Weintraub.

(Comments made off mike.)

CHAIRMAN WALLMAN: There is aWashington meeting.

I'm sorry, I'm sorry, | skipped over one. We've got the Washington meeting
and then the San Francisco meeting. Sorry.

January 13 and 14 in Washington and San Francisco at the end of the month.

Okay. Sorry for that confusion. Everybody have a safe trip home.

(Whereupon, at 3:15 p.m., the meeting was adjourned.)
I
I
I

I
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