ETSC 

Wireless Implementation Subcommittee

Minutes

Tuesday, May 23, 2000

1:00 P.M.

Grand Rapids Police Department

Members Present

Suzan Hensel, Midland County Central Dispatch

Jeff Wittek, PEI

Christina Russell, Oakland County Sheriff Department
Eric Regnier, PEI

Patricia Coates, Oakland County CLEMIS


Glenn Roach, XYPoint

Joseph Rebh, Farmington Hills Police Department

Paul Styler, CenturyTel

Bob Currier, SCC Communications



Jenny D-Tichenor, Ameritech

Marcia Bianconi, Western Wayne County

Lori Buerger, AT&T Wireless

Dave Green, GTE

Andy Goldberger, St Joseph County 911

Scott Temple, SBC

Ralph Gould, City of Grand Rapids

Charles Nystrom, Barry County

Paul Rogers, Eaton County

Others Present

Ruth Ivory, Oakland County Sheriff Dept

John Melcher, Greater Harris County  911

1.
Call to Order

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Suzan Hensel at 1:06 P.M.

2.      Self Introduction of Members

Members introduced themselves and their affiliation

3.
Accept Agenda
Motion by Bob Currier, Supported by Marcia Bianconi to approve the agenda. Motion carried unanimously.

4.
Approval of Minutes

Motion by Andy Goldberger, supported by Paul Rogers, to approve the minutes of the April 13, 2000 meeting. Motion carried unanimously.

5.
Old Business
A. Model Contract: 

As directed at the April 13, 2000 meeting, Patricia Coates presented the “model contract” developed by a work group consisting of herself, Ralph Gould, Oakland County Corporation Counsel, and a large number of CMRS representatives. This work group had been assigned the task of developing a template contract to be presented to the ETSC for use as a model for those counties and carriers desiring a sample contract.

Discussion included comments on the issue of CMRS submitting network costs as part of their reimbursement to the ETSC.  XYPoint expressed concern, on behalf of Verizon, that a contract could slow deployment, and that a two-page service agreement would be preferred.. PSAP directors discussed pros and cons of the contract, emphasizing its purpose as a sample, or model, template only. Some PSAP directors disagreed with the need for any template contract, and some discussed the merits of presenting multiple templates. John Melcher explained his experience in Texas demonstrated the merits of a standardized contract, providing PSAPs with greater power through combined efforts and consistent expectations of the carriers

Motion by Ralph Gould, supported by Joe Rebh to table action until the next meeting, after all members had the opportunity to read the document, with the understanding that it be considered as a “sample” only. Motion carried..

B. Draft Letter to CMRS

Draft letter to be provided to counties to utilize when requesting implementation from the CMRS was presented.

Motion by Dave Green, supported by Pat Coates, to adopt the letter as a “sample” for those PSAPs/counties looking for such guidance. Motion carried unanimously.

C. Implementation Checklist

Chairperson Suzan Hensel presented the implementation checklist to be offered to Counties/PSAPs. She commented that the checklist was intended as a starting point that would continue to evolve through the work of the various associations.

Motion by Charles Nystrom, supported by Joe Rebh to accept the checklist and distribute as a “sample”. Motion carried unanimously.

D. Participation

Chairperson Hensel facilitated discussion regarding increased participation, including a contact from Nextel. John Melcher recommended Bob Montgomery. Scott Temple volunteered to take an action item to attempt to garner more vendor participation.

E. Consultant Issues

Ralph Gould reminded the committee that he has the name of a consultant who has volunteered to meet with the committee. John Melcher advised that no consultants were used in the Texas implementation. Instead the carriers provided the technical expertise, which were utilized in various subcommittees, including a “standards subcommittee” and a :methods and procedures subcommittee”.

Considerable discussion followed regarding the merits of various consultants and their experience in other states. There was also discussion regarding whether a consultant is needed at all.

Motion by Ralph Gould, supported by Paul Rogers, to invite any consultants the committee is aware of, or which the carriers might recommend, to send the committee a list of functions they might be able to provide. Motion defeated.

Joe Rebh commented that if the direction is to provide a list only, with no other commitment on the part of the committee, how could the request prove harmful. We might find something useful, or we may decide against the entire idea.

Motion by Marcia Bianconi, supported by Suzan Hensel, to invite any consultants the committee is aware of, or which the carriers might recommend, to send the committee only a list of functions they might be able to provide. The committee may then reject the concept of a consultant, or may find useable ideas and move forward.  Motion carried. 

6. New Business

A. Outage Notification

Dave Green suggested that a procedure similar to the use of LEIN for notification of wireline outages be developed for wireless 9-1-1. There was general concurrence.

B. Suzan Hensel advised that she would take the sample letter and checklist    approved at today’s meeting to the full ETSC the next day. 

C. GPS

Ralph Gould opened discussion on the FCC’s decision to allow the carriers to provide a standard, demonstrating that the FCC is promoting GPS faster that expected. By October 1, 2001, a given area may be standardized by network based or by GPS (i.e. handset) based wireless 911, provided 51% of handset sales within the area are GPS compliant. The carriers discussed the limits of using GPS within a structure, and Dave Green commented that this implies that PSAPs will have a map enabling them to interpret the GPS data. Ralph Gouls suggested that x/y coordinates in CAD tabular form could suffice in the interim.

7.
Next Meeting Date
The next meeting of the Wireless Implementation Subcommittee will be June 26, 2000, 10:00 a.m. at Eaton County.

8.
Adjournment   The meeting was adjourned at 3:10 p.m.
