
COUNTY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE
CARROLL COUNTY MARYLAND

225 North Center Street
Westminster, Maryland 21157-5194

(410) 386-2030 (888) 302-8978
Fax (410) 840-8931
T T (410) 848-9747

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS OVERNIGHT MAIL

Magalie Roman Salas, Esq.
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Washington, DC 20554

October 27, 1998

~e~~
oel 281998

fCC M~\L ROotJ\

Re: In the Matter ofPublic Safety National Channels of Carroll County, Maryland
Licensed Under Call Signs WPIQ515 and WPPIU695

Washington, DC Metropolitan Area Regional Public Safety Plan (Region-20)
File Nos. 9709A007774 (WPIU695) and 9709A007775 (WPIQ515)

GN Docket No. 90-7

Gentlemen:

Enclosed please find Carroll County, Maryland's Reply Comments in Opposition to Petition
for RevocationIModification of Licenses in the above referenced matter. Kindly accept same for
filing.

VeIY truly yours,

~r~
Assistant County Attorney

Encl.

c: Thomas 1. Keller, Esq.
Lisa M. Higgonbotham, Esq.
Verner, Liipfert, Bernhard, McPherson & Hand
901 15th Street, NW, Suite 700
Washington, DC 20005
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Magalie Roman Salas, Esq.
Federal Communications Commission
October 27, 1998
Page Two

c: D'wana R. Terry, Chief
John Clark, Deputy Chief
Public Safety and Private Wireless Division
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M Street, NW, Room 8010
Washington, DC 20554

Howard S. Redman, Jr., Administrator
Office ofPublic Safety for Carroll County

(with enclosure)
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BEFORE THE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS BUREAU

PUBLIC SAFETY AND PRIVATE WIRELESS DP.ji~E'Vr::T~
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554" '.' e~":W

DCT 28 1998
f:CC MAil ROOMIN THE MATTER OF

*

*

PUBLIC SAFETY NATIONAL CHANNELS OF *
CARROLL COUNTY, MARYLAND
Licensed Under Call Signs
WPIQ515 and WPPIU695

File No. 9709A007774 (WPIU695)
File No. 9709A007775 (WPIQ515)

Washington, DC Metropolitan Area
Regional Public Safety Plan
(Region-20)

*

*

GN Docket No. 90-7

******************************************************************************

REPLY COMMENTS IN OPPOSITION TO
PETITION FOR REVOCATIONIMODIFICATION OF LICENSES

Submitted by:

THE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF CARROLL COUNTY, MARYLAND
225 North Center Street

Westminster, Maryland 21157

THE COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF CARROLL COUNTY, MARYLAND, a

body corporate and politic of the State ofMaryland ("Carroll County"), pursuant to 47 CFR

1.405, hereby files the within Comments in Opposition to the Petition of the Commonwealth of

Pennsylvania for revocation or modification of Carroll County's licenses.

1. The Petition for Revocation or Modification does not adequately set forth facts

sufficient to merit modification or removal as set forth in 47 USC. 316, and, ifgranted, will result in

a danger to life and property.

2. Additionally, the Commonwealth'sPetition for ModificationorRevocation should fail



for the reasons and arguments set forth in the Reply Comments ofRegion-20 Public Safety Review

Committee dated September 18, 1998 filed in GN Docket Nos. 90-7 and 89-573, a copy of which

is attached hereto and incorporated by reference.

Respectfully submitted,

£~~Attomey
225 North Center Street
Westminster, Maryland 21157
(410) 386-2030

Attorney for Carroll County, Maryland

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 27th day ofOctober, 1998, a copy ofthe foregoing Reply
Comments in Opposition to Petition for RevocationIModification ofLicenses was mailed, first-class,
postage prepaid, to Thomas J. Keller, Esq., and Lisa M. Higginbotham, Esq., Verner, Liipfert,
Bernhard, McPherson & Hand, Chartered, 901 15th Street, NW, Suite 700, Washington, DC, 20005,
attorneys for the Commonwealth ofPennsylvania; and to D'wana R. Terry, Chief, and John Clark,
Deputy Chief, Public Safety and Private Wireless Division, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau,
Federal Communications Commission, 2025 M Street,0 Room 8010, Washington, DC, 20554.

A ~c4J
~Burke
Assistant County Attorney

Our File No. _ITCBItIhIH:I1HAINESIFCCRegi0n20110l27f98
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Submitted by:

Region-20 Public Safety Review Committee
Legislative/Regulatory Affairs Committee

Dr. Michael C. Trahos, D.O., NCE, CET - Chairman
4600 King Street, Suite 6K

Alexandria, Vrrginia 22302-1249

REPLY COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO OPPOSITION TO
WRITTEN EX PARTE PRESENTATION:

RESPONSE STATEMENT

BEFORE THE
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

WIRELESS TELECOMMUNICATIONS BUREAU
PUBLIC SAFETY AND PRIVATE WIRELESS DIVISION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554

Washington, DC Metropolitan Area
Regional Public Safety Plan
(Region-20)

Philadelphia Metropolitan Area
Regional Public Safety Plan
(Region-28)

II,.
I
•

I
li In the Matter of
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September 18, 1998
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REGION-20 PUBLIC SAFETY LEGISLA TIVElR.EGULA TORYAFFAIRS COMMI1TBE

Before the
Federal Communications Commission
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau

Public Safety and Private Wireless Division
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of
Washington, DC Metropolitan Area
Regional Public Safety Plan
(Region-20)

Philadelphia Metropolitan Area
Regional Public Safety Plan
(Region-28)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

GNDocket No. 90-7

GN Docket No. 89-573

L

1.

REPLY COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO oPPOSmON TO
WRIITEN EX PARTE PRESENTATION:

RESPONSESTATENlENT

Submitted by:

Region-20 Public Safety Review Committee
LegislativelRegulatory Affairs Committee

Dr. Michael C. Trahos, D.O., NCE, CET - Chainnan
4600 King Street, Suite 6K

Alexandria, Virginia 22302-1249

September 18, 1998

INTRODUCTION

Before the Federal Communications Commission (Commission) is submitted,

pursuant to 47 CFR 1.405 (b), timely filed REPLY COMMENTS in response to comments filed

2



REGION-20 PUBLIC SAFETY LEGISLATlVE/REGULATORYAFFAIRS COMMITTEE

by the Commonwealth ofPennsylvania (Pennsylvania) in opposition to Region-20's WRITIEN

EX PARTE PRESENTATION: RESPONSE STATEMENT (RESPONSE STATEMENT)l.

2. Permsylvania is requesting that the Commission, "on its own motion"2, implement

the equivalent ofan injunctive STAY ~pon Carroll County, Maryland's (Carroll County) licenses.

For the reasons infra, Pennsylvania's filing fails to meet the four prong test for a STAY.

II.

3.

REPLY COMMENTS

The four prong test for issuance of a STAY was set forth by the United States

Court ofAppeals for the District of Columbia Circuit in Virginia Petroleum Jobbers Association

v. Federal Power Commissiorr, as modified in Washington Metropolitan Transit Commission v.

Holiday Tours4
. Under that test, a STAY is warranted if the movant can demonstrate that: (1)

it is likely to prevail on the merits; (2) it will suffer irreparable harm, absent a stay; (3) other

interested parties will not be harmed if the stay is granted; and (4) the public interest would favor

a grant of the stay. S As stated in paragraph 2~ Pennsylvania's filing fails this test.

1 WRITIEN EX PARTE PRESENTATION: RESPONSE STATEMENT. GNDocket Nos. 90-7 & 89­
573, Region-20 Public Safety Review Committee, August 21, 1998.

2 COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA oPPOSmON TO WRfITEN EX PARTE
PRESENTATION: RESPONSE STATEMENT, GN Docket Nos. 90-7 & 89-573, September 3,1998,
Page 3.

3 VIRGINIA PETROLEUM JOBBERS ASSOCIATION v. FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION,
104 U.S. App. D.C. 106,259 F.2d 921, 925 (D.C. Cir. 1958).

4 WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN TRANSIT COMMISSION v. HOLIDAY TOURS, 182 U.S.
App. D.C. 220, 559 F.2d 841 (D.C. Cir. 1977).

Ibid., at ~3.

3



REGION-20 PUBLIC SAFETY LEGISLATlVE/REGULATORYAFFAIRS COMMIITEE

4. An injury qualifies as "irreparable hann" only ifit is ''both certain and great; it must

be actual and not theoretical. "6 Pennsylvania asserts that "the Commonwealth now faces

interference to its communications system from Carroll County's operations ...."7 Pennsylvania

submits, as attachments, copies of Carroll County's licensing data currently on file with the

Commission. However, Pennsylvania failed to submit qualitative and quantitative engineering data,

with contour maps, showing evidence of"irreparable harmful interference" to its system. As a

result, Pennsylvania's filing lacks the "proofindieating that the harm [it alleges] is certain to occur

in the near future.,,8 Therefore, Pennsylvania's submission fails the second prong test for

irreparable harm.

5. Pennsylvania notes that it submitted opposition comments, on February 28, 1996,

10 response to Region-20's Plan Amendment filing of November 25, 1994.9 However,

Pennsylvania fails to note the extensive Reply Comments submitted by Region-20 on March 22,

1996, which responded to Pennsylvania's, et. al., comments. 10 These Reply Comments clearly

refute the allegations made by Pennsylvania in its February 28, 1996 submission and for which

continue to be assert in its September 3, 1998 filing. Therefore, Pennsylvania's submission fails

the first prong test ofprevailing on the merits of the case.

6 WISCONSIN GAS COMPANYv. FERC. 758 F.2d669, 675 (D.C. Cir. 1985).

7 Ibid., at Footnote 2. Page 2.

8 Ibid. at Footnote 6 (Emphasis added).

9 Ibid., at Footnote 2, Page 4. See also Attachment A.

10 REPLY COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO ADDENDUM TO TIlE PETITION TO AMEND
REGION-20 PUBUC SAFETY COMMUNICAnONS PLAN, GN Docket No. 90-7, March 22,
1996. ~ also Attachment B.

4



REGION-l0 PUBLIC SAFETY LEGISLATIVEIREGULATORYAFFAIRS COMMITTEE

6. Pennsylvania fails to note that its present submission constitutes its third filing in

opposition to Region-20's Plan Amendments. On May 14, 1997, Pennsylvania submitted its

second set of opposition comments focusing on the issue ofCarroll County's system extending

beyond the 3-mile boundary ofRegion-2011 in apparent non-compliance with the Region-20 Plan. 12

On May 27, 1997, Region-20 filed extensive Reply Comments in response thereto. 13 In these

Reply Comments, Region-20 notes that Carroll County's system exceeds the 3-mile out-of-

boundary rule of the Region-20 Plan because Carroll County fire rescue companies have "a first

response obligation and are first due for incidents within its adjacent Pennsylvania counties" as a

result of legally binding Memorandums of Understanding between Carroll County and these

adjacent Pennsylvania counties. 14

7. If the Commission were to grant Pennsylvania's request that Carroll County be

forced to modify its existing system to comply with the 3-mile out-of-boundary limitation rule,

then ironically, the Commonwealth ofPennsylvania would be placing its own citizens in jeopardy.

Therefore, Pennsylvania's submission fails the forth prong test in that their demands would not be

in the public interest.

11 LEITER. From Mr. Donald Appleby to Mr. Steve Souder, May 14, 1997. See also Attachment C.

12 Ibid., at Footnote 2, Page 8.

13 REPLY COMMENTS, GN Docket No. 90-7, May 27,1997. See also Attachment D.

14 Ibid., at P~ge 2.
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REGION-20 PUBLICSAFETY LEGISLAT1VEIREGULATORYAFFAIRS COMMIITEE

8. Pennsylvania requests that the Commission not grant "unconditional" approval of

the Region-20 amendment. IS Commission failure to unconditionally remove all the contingencies

from its ORDER of December 9, 199616
, will result in Region-20 being unable to allocate

spectrum to public-safety entities intra-:-regionally and approve adjacent inter-regional coordination

requests. Therefore, Pennsylvania's submission fails the third prong test by causing harm to other

interested public-safety parties to these proceedings.

m.

9.

CONCLUSION

Region-20 hereby submits these REPLY COMMENTS which address the

allegations made by Pennsylvania in opposition to the Region-20 Plan Amendments. Its

submission fails the four prong test for the Commission to issue an injunctive STAY against

Carroll County.

10. With the submission of these REPLY COMMENTS, the RESPONSE

STATEMENT ofAugust 21, 1998 and the EX PARTE PRESENTATION ofJanuary 30, 1997,

Region-20 hereby fulfills the requirements of the conditional acceptance ORDER

11. Region-20 requests Commission issuance of an unconditional MEMORANDUM

OPINIONAND ORDER acknowledging the acceptance ofthe Region-20 filings and the removal

ofall contingencies from the ORDER ofDecember 9, 1996.

IS IbOd F 2, P ..._I., at ootnote age m.

16 ORDER, ON Docket Nos. 90-7 & 89-573, DA 96-2066, December 9, 1996.

6



REGION-20 PUBLIC SAFETY LEGISLATIVEIREGULATORYAFFAIRS COMM11TEE

12. Commission issuance of an unconditional MEMORANDUM OPINION AND

ORDER in this matter is appreciated by Regions-20 and its constituents, and is in the public

interest.

Respectfully submitted,

~L1,i e.~:......--
Dr. Michael C. Trahos, D.O., NCE, CET
Chairman - Region-20 Public Safety RPRC
LegislativelRegulatory Affairs Committee

MeT/met
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REGION-20 PUBliC SAFETY LEGISLATJVEIREGULA TORYAFFAIRS COMMIITEE

IV. CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

1, Dr. Michael C. Trahos. do hereby certify that a copy of this WRIITEN EX PARTE

PRESENTATION was sent by First Class United States Mail to the parties listed below on the

day and date first aforementioned.

1. Ms. Magalie R Salas - Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W. - Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

2. Mr. John Clark - Deputy Chief
Public Safety and Private Wireless Division
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M. Street. N.W. -Room 8010
Washington, DC 20554

3. Ms. Kathryn Hosford
Public Safety Liaison Officer
Public Safety and Private Wireless Division
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M. Street. N.W. - Room 8010
Washington, DC 20554

4. Mr. Steve H. Souder - Chairman
Region-20 Public Safety Regional Plan Review Committee
Arlington County (VA) Emergency Communications Center
1400 North Uhle Street, 5th Floor
Arlington. VA 22201-9995

5. Mr. Alan T. Kealey - Vice-Chairman
Region-20 Public Safety Regional Plan Review Committee
State ofMaryland Department ofBudget and Management
Office ofInformation Technology
45 Calvert Street
Annapolis. MD 21401

8
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REGION-20 PUBLIC SAFETY LEGISLA TlVEIREGULATORYAFFAIRS COMMI1TEE

6. Dr. Michael C. Trahos, D.O., NCE, CET - Chainnan
Region-20 RPRC LegislativeIReguIatory Affairs Committee
4600 King Street. Suite 6K
Alexandria, VA 22302-1249

7. Mr. Richard R Reynolds - Chairman
Region-28 Public Safety Planning Update Committee
Office ofTelecommunications Management
State ofDelaware
801 Silver Lake Boulevard
Dover, DE 19904-2460

8. Mr. Nonnan R Coltri, P.E. - Vice-Chairman
Region-28 Public Safety Planning Update Committee
New Jersey State Police
Box 7068, Number 2 Trooper Drive
West Trenton, NJ 08628

9. Mr. Don Appleby - Project Manager
Governor's Office Administration
State ofPennsylvania
1 Technology Park
Harrisonburg, PA 17110

10. Mr. W. Michael Trupman, Esquire
Mr. Lawrence W. Lewis, Esquire
Deputy Attorney Generals
Department ofJustice
State ofDelaware
820 North French Street, 6th Floor
WIlmington, DE 19801

11. Mr. M. Jay Groce, ill - Deputy Director
Chester County Department ofEmergency Services
601 Westtown Road, Suite 12
West Chester, PA 19382

9



REGION-20 PUBLIC SAFETY LEGISLA TJVEIREGULA TORY AFFAIRS COMMIITEE

12. Mr. Frank W. Stoda - Senior Engineer
Radio Engineering and Services Branch
Network Services Division
Department ofInfonnation Technology
County ofFairfax (VA)
3613 Jermantown Road
Fairfax, VA 22030

13. Col. Carl A Williams - Superintendent
New Jersey State Police
P.O. Box 7068
West Trenton, NJ 08628

14. Mr. Ali Shahnami
APCO AFC, Inc.
2040 South Ridgewood Avenue
South Daytona., FL 32119

Respectfully,

~~,qe.'tiA~
Dr. Michael C. Trahos, D.O., NCE, CET
Chainnan - Region-20 Public Safety RPRC
LegislativelRegulatory Affairs Committee

10
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ATTACHMENT A

11



COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES

HARRISBURG

February 28. 1996

WJJUam Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. NWRoom 222
Washington. DC 20554

Re: Publlc Notice No. DA 96-158. Amendment to Maryland. Washington. D.C.•
and Northern VJ.rg1nJa. (RegIon 20) Publlc Safety Plan, General Docket 90-7 .

Dear Mr. Caton:

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. hereby submits the following comments in
response to the CommJssion's Publlc Notice for Amendment to Region 20's Public
Safety Plan in the above referenced proceeding.

The Commonwealth ofPennsylvanJa is a Commission llcensee of radio frequencies in
the 821 to 869 MHz PubI1c Safety Band, and is in the process of implementing a
statewide 800 MHz trunked radio system.

We request the FCC to reject the proposed Region 20 Publlc Safety Plan on the
grounds that it w1ll cause radio interference to Publlc Safety frequencies llcensed to
Pennsylvania 1il RegIons 28 and 36. It is apparent that Region 20 has taken I1ttle or
no action to identify or preclude such Interference.

There are ten Pennsylvania counties In RegIon 28 within 50 m1les of the Maryland
border and four more are within 70 m1les. Additionally. there are seventeen counties
In Region 36 within 50 mlles of Mmyland. plus five more within 70 m1les. The
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania has a vttalinterest in protecting the 800 MHz
frequencies that are lJcensed for Publ1c Safety in each of these counties.

In addition to the channel con1l1cts identlfled in Region 28 in recent comments to the
FCC by the Chairman of RegIon 28. the State of Delaware, and the New Jersey State
Pollee, the Commonwealth ofPennsylvanJa wfl1 also be affected by potent1al
co-ehannel and adjacent channel confllcts in Region 36. For example, the proposed
channels 606 in Maryland's Allegany County and 619 in their Washington County are
already lJcensed ~ nearby Greene and Washington CountieS in Pennsylvania. It



· .

appears that other confllcts will also be caused by Region 20's proposed changes. but
we have not been provided access to spec1flc coordinates and other deta.lls for
technical evaluation.

The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania agrees with and strongly supports the recent
conespondence and comments by the ChaJrman of RegIon 28. the State of Delaware.
and also the New Jersey State Pollee concerning the proposed Amendment of the
RegIon 20 Plan. General Docket No. 90-7. In particular. we request that the details of
any proposed changes to the Region 20 PIai:J. must be coordJnated in advance with all
surrounding RegIons before any action is taken.

Sincerely.

E;~~~
Telecommunications Manager
Automated Technology Acquisition Office
2221 Forster Street. Room G-6
Harrisburg. PA 17125
Telephone; (717) 787-1459
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RECEIVED

MAR 22 1996

LEGISLATIVE/REGULATORY
AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

MARYLAND, WASHINGTON, D.C.
AND NORTHERN VIRGINIA

-REGION-20

Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of

Public Safety Radio
Communications Plan for

- REGION-20 -
Maryland, Washington, D.C.,
and Northern Virginia

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

GN Docket No. 90-7

REPLY COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO ADDENDUM TO THE
PETITION TO AMEND REGION-20 PUBLIC SAFETY COMMUNICATIONS PLAN

Submitted by:

Region-20 Public Safety Review Committee
Legislative/Regulatory Affairs Committee

Dr. Michael C. Trahos, D.O., NCE, CET - Chairman
4600 King Street, Suite 4E

Alexandria, Virginia 22302-1213

March 22, 1996



PRESIDENT (CY '94)
ALEXANDRIA MEDICAL SOCIETY. INC.

MICHAEL C. TRAHOS, D.O.
GENERAL MEDICINE/FAMILY PRACI1CE

a.INICAL INSlRUcrOR
GEORGETOWN UNIVERSlTY SCHOOL OF MEDICINE

Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

washington, DC 20554

In the Matter of

Public Safety Radio
Communications Plan for

- REGION-20 -
Maryland, Washington, D.C.,
and Northern Virginia

)
)
)
)
)
)
)

GN Docket No. 90-7

REPLY COMMENTS IN RESPONSE TO ADDENDUM TO THE
PETITION TO AMEND REGION-20 PUBLIC SAFETY COMMUNICATIONS PLAN

Submitted by: Region-20 Public Safety Review Committee
Legislative/Regulatory Affairs Committee
Dr. Michael C. Trahos, D.O., NCE, CET - Chairman
4600 King Street, Suite 4E
Alexandria, Virginia 22302-1213

Date: March 22, 1996

I. INTRODUCTION

1. Before the Federal Communications Commission (Commission)

is an ADDENDUM (ADDENDUM) to the PETITION TO AMEND THE REGION-20

PUBLIC SAFETY COMMUNICATIONS PLAN (AMENDMENT PETITION) submitted

November 25, 1994.

4600 King Street • Suite 6K • A1exaDdria, vuginia 22302 • (703)9984913 • FAX (703)931-8171
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2. Pursuant to the authority given by the Commission under

the Report and Order in General Docket No. 87-112 1/, the Region-20

Public Safety Planning Committee was created to address the future

communications needs and concerns of the PSRS users for Region-20.

The obligations of that Committee included the submission to the

Commission of a Region-20 Public Safety Radio Communications Plan

(Region-20 Plan) £1 and establishment of a Region-20 Public Safety

Review Committee (Committee) to oversee its implementation.

3. This Committee, representing the PSRS/governmental

constituents for Region-20, hereby submits, pursuant to 47 CFR

1.405, the following timely filed REPLY COMMENTS to the ADDENDUM to

the AMENDMENT PETITION to the Region-20 Plan.



II.

-3-

REPLY COMMENTS

4. On November 25, 1994, this Committee submitted an

AMENDMENT PETITION to modify the Region-20 Plan, reflecting the

changes in the frequency matrix resulting from the closure of

Region-20's second filing window and non-substantive editorial

corrections·l/

5.

to the

concerns

February

inviting

On January 25, 1996, this Committee submitted an ADDENDUM

AMENDMENT PETITION having addressed the Commission's

regarding the Region-20 Plan and AMENDMENT PETITION.!I On

12, 1996, the Commission issued a PUBLIC NOTICE ~I

comments and replies on the submitted ADDENDUM/AMENDMENT

PETITION.

6. When the PUBLIC NOTICE was issued, it was noted that the

Commission had previously entertained and adopted prior amendments

to the Region-20 Plan. In so doing, the Commission was giving due

notice to all potential commenters that any comments submitted must

be in response to the current pending amendments and not in

response to previously adopted amendments.

7. In response to the PUBLIC NOTICE, the Commission received

timely filed comments from the Chester County [PAl Department of

Emergency Services (Chester County) ~/, Region-28 Planning Update

Committee. (Region-28) II, State of Delaware Office of Information



Central

The

of the

-4-

Services Telecommunications Management (Delaware) ~I and

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Department of General Services

(Pennsylvania) ~/, and late filed comments from the New Jersey

State Police (New Jersey) lQI. These opposition comments raise

issues for which this Committee now responds to infra.

8. As noted in paragraph 3 supra, the currently proposed

Region-20 Plan amendments are for changes resulting from the

conclusion of Region-20's second filing window and the successful

processing of all pending applications thereto. The applications

processed followed the clearly defined Region-20 Plan co-channel

and adjacent channel protection criteria 11/, resulting in no

harmful interference to Region-28.

9. During the second filing window, four entities applied and

were allocated channel assignments. These entities were (1)

Alexandria City, VA, (2) Carroll County, MD, (3) Manassas City, VA

and (4) Prince William County, VA. Their specific channel

assignments are listed in Appendix I of the ADDENDUM Region-20

Plan. Of these entities, only Carroll County, MD is in any

reasonable proximity to cause concern for Region-28 and Region-36.

10. Carroll County, MD lies adjacent, along the

Southern Pennsylvania border, to Regions 28 and 36.

frequencies allocated to Carroll County, MD, as a result
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second filing window, were channels 686, 690, 693, 706, 709, 711,

720, 748.

11. Chester County and New Jersey state that Region-20's

frequency matrix changes, as a result of the second filing window

closure, will affect Region-28.121 Chester County further asserts

that these changes will cause "harmful interference to our [Chester

County] existing operations, as well as operations in the State of

Delaware, City of Philadelphia, State of New Jersey, and

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania" 111 as a result of allocated adjacent

channels in the Northern Maryland area.l!1

12. Region-28 and Delaware claim that the proposed second

filing window Region-20 Plan amendments will cause "direct

co-channel and adjacent channel interference" to Region-28

licensees.111 Region-28 states that conflicts exist between the

Region-20 Plan amendments and specifically the "State of Delaware,

The City of Philadelphia, PA, The County of Chester, PA, The PA

State Police, and the NJ State Police."~1 Delaware further

contends second filing window problems between "the State of

Delaware and proposed channel assignment to the State of Maryland ­

Northeast, Baltimore City and Anne Arundel CountY".lll

13. Pennsylvania

"potential co-channel

states that they will

and adjacent channel

be affected

conflicts

by

in
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Region-36."li/ They further assert that the nearby Pennsylvania

Counties of Greene and Washington will be affected by the ·proposed

channels 606 in Maryland's Allegany County and 619 in their

Washington County (Maryland)".li/

14. Chester County lQ/, Region-28 21/, Delaware 22/

Pennsylvania ll/ and New Jersey 24/ each list channels they feel

will be interfered with. These accusations are made without the

submission of qualitative or quantitative engineering data

supporting any degree of supposed harmful interference as a result

of the second filing window frequency assignments, and in

particular those channel assignments made to Carroll County, MD, as

noted in paragraph 10, supra.

15. What each of these cornrnenters has failed to realize is

that all Region-20 co-channel or adjacent channel frequency

assignments made along the Maryland/Pennsylvania and

Maryland/Delaware borders, and they claim are in supposed conflict

as noted in paragraphs 11, 12, and 13 supra, were done either in

the original Region-20 Plan 25/ or with the closure of the first

filing window 26/. The frequencies these commenters have listed

have no interaction with the second filing window frequency

assignments noted in paragraph 10, supra. If these comrnenters were

concerned about possible interference to frequencies from prior
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adjacent region assignments, they should have been voice during the

previous amendment submission proceedings before the Commission.

16. Be that as it may and for the sake of completeness,

Region-20 has reviewed these supposed claims of harmful

interference. This Committee is perplexed in determining how a 5

dBu (0.35 uv) signal strength contour 27/ terminating at

Region-20's Northern Maryland border with Region-28's Southern

Pennsylvania border will cause harmful interference in the

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania or in the distant non-adjacent State

of New Jersey, as claimed.28/ Though Delaware correctly notes that

the "proposed assignments may not pose a problem if the systems are

properly designed"29/, the preceding observation suggests that

Chester County, Region-28, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey lack an

understanding of inter-regional frequency coordination processes.

Furthermore, had all these commenters voiced their concerns in the

previous Region-20 proceedings, this Committee is confident that

the Commission would have found their accusations to be unfounded

and invalid.

17. Chester County and New Jersey note that -Region-20 has

chosen not to participate with the voluntary APCO regional plan

allocation database.-30/ (Emphasis added) This is not the case.
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18. When the Planning Committees of the various regions were

in their infancy stages, assistance was provided by APCO, and in

particular CET, Inc., in the development of multi-inter-regional

frequency matrixes to be used by Regional Planning Committee to

form the foundation for frequency distributions within their

respective regions. The CET, Inc. frequency matrix (CET sort), or

alterations/variations thereto, were, as Chester County and New

Jersey correctly note, voluntary in their use and not mandated by

the Commission.

19. Region-20 has elected to use actual predicted signal

strength contours, for co-channel and adjacent channel separation

assignments, and not a fixed mileage separation model, as

apparently used in Region-28. We have used the voluntary CET sort

as the foundation and have proceeded forth with this Committee's

primary purpose of maximizing frequency reuse and spectrum

efficiency, of the 821-824/866-869 MHz band, within Region-20 in a

dynamic process.

20. Chester County and New Jersey assert that "Region 20

appears to be philosophically opposed to coordinating their plan

revision with surrounding Regions. "11/ This is not true.

21. On

Commission a

January 11, 1996, this Committee submitted

LETTER AND WRITTEN EX PARTE PRESENTATION (EX

to the

PARTE)
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addressing all the issues regarding the supposed inter-regional

frequency coordination issues between Region-20 and Region-28.32/

We do not feel it necessary to reiterate that entire EX PARTE in

these REPLY COMMENTS. We do, however/ request that the Commission

review the EX PARTE prior to their issuance of an ORDER in this

proceeding.

22. We do wish to further note that since the submission of

the EX PARTE, Region-20 has continued to request information from

Region-28 regarding technical information, their recently adopted

plan amendments and a courtesy copy of their updated plan 33/ in

our continued efforts to coordinate with our northern/eastern

neighbors. To date, the information requested has not been

received.

23. Chester County and New Jersey state that Region-20's plan

revisions "should be coordinated with surrounding Regions as

detailed in General Docket 88-476 at para 13."34/ GN Docket

No. 88-476 deals with the adoption of the New York Metropolitan

Area Region-8 Public Safety Plan.35/ As Region-8 is a non-adjacent

Region, this Committee sees no reason to coordinate with

non-adjacent Regions prior to submitting Region-20 Plan amendments

for Commission adoption.
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24. Pennsylvania states, and as also supported by other

opposition commenters, that "any proposed changes to the Region 20

Plan must be coordinated in advance with all surrounding

Regions". (Emphasis added) l£1 As elaborated in the LETTER AND

WRITTEN EX PARTE PRESENTATION and ADDENDUM filings to the

Commission, Region-20 has cooperated with our surrounding Regional

neighbors when Region-20 Plan amendments affect inter-regional

coordination issues.

25. Yet, ironically, in 1993 when a major inter-regional

frequency coordination change to the Region-28 Plan channel

allotment matrix was proposed 121, Region-28 never attempted to

notify or acquire Region-20's coordination or concurrence prior to

it being filed with the Commission. This Committee therefore views

Region-28's actions versus rhetoric as contradictory and not

conducive to good inter-regional relations.
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CONCLUSION

26. Pursuant to the authority under General Docket Nos.

87-112 and 90-7, this Committee submitted the ADDENDUM, having

addressed the Commission's concerns regarding the Region-20 Plan

and AMENDMENT PETITION.

27. In response to the Commission's PUBLIC NOTICE, opposition

comments were filed by Chester County, Delaware, New Jersey,

Pennsylvania, and Region-28. It is apparent that these commenters

failed to adequately review the entire Region-20 GN Docket No. 90-7

Commission maintained cumulative record. These comments were

submitted without supporting engineering documentation to

substantiate the accusations made and are without merit. Had these

commenters reviewed the GN Docket No. 90-7 record prior to comment

submission, they would have recognized that their comments lacked

forethought and insight.

28. Despite the adversity expressed in the opposition

comments submitted, it is Region-20's intent to continue to work

with our adjacent Regions. Only in this way can we all maximize

the efficient use of the 821-824/866-869 MHz spectrum and provide

the best possible rendition and delivery of Public Safety services

to the public.
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29. With the submission of these REPLY COMMENTS, this

Committee firmly believes that any and all issues contrary to the

submitted ADDENDUM/AMENDMENT PETITION have been fully addressed.

This Committee therefore respectfully requests swift Commission

adoption of the submitted ADDENDUM, with its attached amended

Region-20 Plan. This long overdue adoption is appreciated by this

Committee and Region-20, and is in the public interest.

Respectfully submitted,

Dr. Michael C. Trahos, D.O., NCE, CET
Chairman - Region-20 Legislative/

Regulatory Affairs Committee

Mr.~h~'ti-~deo/~
Chairman - Region-20 Regional Plan

Review Committee
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FRCM RRLINGTON,UR. EMERGENCY CO"MUNICRTIONS 9:5.1'30 1'1'17 97:94 P. 2

GOVERNOR'S ames ofADMINISTRATION
Rldlo ProJatt Dtv.lopmollt OMco

0", TlIChnology pltJc
HaniJb\q. hMIylvm1t 1'711().2913

S~ve Souder
Chairman. baion 20 PIam1iq Cammftteo
~erpnC)1 CcmununitatlOl1l C=tu
l~OO North Obi. SttOtt, Sf' Floor
Atlington, Virlfnla 22201-9998

~: Order Ph ?HOM

May 14.1997 I
I
I

I
I

I
Dear Mr. Souder.

~e Commoowea1tb otPc!aM)')vt.uia reeotvtd, via 111. Rtaion ~a PJwUDl Committee, copios of maps
purport111J to show coverace ccmtoun fi'om 1he propoald Carron County 1f~tI In your Winciow ~

req\lcA. The mapa wero received on MIy 6, 19971 inC woro rKttved wltho\Jt illY \oclwfca1 detail or
slJppordng lJiftJrmaUon whataoover. iD c:onndiction tel the propolod inter'fOJional coordination airecmem
W' III worlced.lo dlU;cntly to draft. The map. aro ""eloss for ~rcfinat1on IDd plannln~ PUrpOIOS without
lu"pomne ter.hnkal detail. espociall)' as we unc1cnud thatCarroll CoWl'Y'llyattln design has
Jub'tan\l:llly eblqe4 liDe. the 4aIe5 Indicated ou the mapl. Alto, the expeetcld iDrolmotion reSardln,
o~cr propolOd allocat1oas in your WIndow 2 was not rooolved at IU.

ln tho InteTOl~ ofcontin\UnJ with the pro;OI', we luavo txIU11nod tho mlPJ ancll\.lbmined them to our
Clnlinoerillt oonlubant for ovaluation. Purtbu. we ~DJldw;ted extendve field sttDn~ mcasurementi of
ctholJ COuJIty'. operatlona under their ooncildona11lo1n1os1n the edjlOCDt Commonwoll1th counties. The
pr41imi:ulry analyses leed us to !be fOUOWUlI conch1alonl:

1. All prOpOsed CIfrOU COW1)' UliamaOlltf exc6pt chauntl 71] intorlWt with ~isth1& Commonwealth
li"*'!ed and~od au ofoperation. In 0\Ir eas1nom' opinion. tho oxtreme sevclity and
dolJ'\.oe of itUert'em1ec &om mOlt oftho ualpmem. precludes technical adJ~tmcnts whloh ~u)d

ro.uh in Slltllfaaory sherod use orlbc USipmClllU. The engineers have Ilao rruditd ClIToU Coun~I"

. liconse data. and conclude tbat the EIR.P. and lnteD1ll beilhts In \lie are flr In oxc,n oftho mlnimwl1
roqUlrod to provide reliable simulcast coverage within thAt C<lllnty and within '!he 3·mllt 40 dBu
eOl\tClUC 5UlTouodina it.

2.. The maps c)wly lndiamo that legion 20 consldClfed covenge rtquiremenu far in Gl(tCS5 oftbe 3mile
4{\.d1ju allowance pennfUec1 wtthO\lt adjacent rtlion and )fC.aIM appro,!,a' when comider1nc Cim)lI
COWlCY'5 roqucm, Ii you loknowl.cdgtd durin; our aeoondmootina on lfebNary 24,1997.

3. lbs flllPS and lamal mOllUflJnents cleVly Jadi~to mit Realon 2.0'1 asSUtlOU In your Wlndow:2­
amendmant tMt no proposod nation woulellKoeed a $ emu ~tour btyonc1 Jle,Son 20', borIim Is
groilly inaCCW'Ilte, 1biI wertion was the bill. for bsion 20's submittal ofllcc:nsc r~e6u without
prior coortllnAtton. 1beJe hw:clU1cles oalllnto queltlon all other technScal Issumptions by llo&ion 20
contained in your Window ~ fWni, and iI pan oftho buil for ow inllstenc;e that In proposed 'tIIiOn5
in the III1Itndmont be tubJect to review. AI the Co1MllJ.lon recognized .t paragrftph 14 of the QU.
yolU amendment tndicMt4 in ~Flph 32 thlt ROlton 20 woulel eJ1l\1rt protcttiou of Idjacent reilon,
by fOl.Iuirlni Re;lou 20 appUcanlS to ..~ their I)'ltema lUoh That thotr 5 dBu co-chftMcllUld 25
dBu adjlcAf\t chaan.! contwr did Dot ~c004 otyond a.lion 20'. bOWldaries." .

•



FROM RRLINGTON.VR. EMERGEHCV COMMUHICRTIONS 05.19.1997 07:05 P. 3

The Corrunonwealth rematna deeply concerned by tho oont1nulni lade of cooperation affor<1od 1l by your
R.eaion withI~ to rbi, Docket dwin, 135 dI)'Iofdilcllhion. We oommue TO obj~ to your proposed
Wlt1dow 21f:stgnmDftts. We object to your CotnmJUU'I!!Uure to J'lOvldo In)' real toehnloallnfonnation
rd(;llTding IUy propolOd us_en15. and to Its dmina In IUppl~~ and outdated data too late Ul
the extension period to alford proper evalUation. We allo bin not reoeived U'lolCriptl of any of tht j oim
motting~; after the nllt, despite your USUJ'IDCe that such trmaortpts would bo made available and placed on
thelceord.

I bavo al~o recoived a copy of ,letter from Alan T. Kealey to Ncnnan Coltrl dated May 9, 1997. in which
Mr· Kelley makcJre~ to hiJ ~;tation of'retoiv1D1 toclmteal data ft'Om the Commonwealth of
rtMsylven1a. We ropreS tho dtlcua510nli betw"n Mr. Coltri and Mr. Keale)' I' Ittempt5 to estabUah a
productive diAlog. not U negotiatlolU on bchalfoftho CommonwO&lth ofPeMl)'lvanla. As we aro a PIU"t)'
of n~cor(! to this proceedina. w..expect any ~bmnriall1i.C\WloD reaardini me proceediog tnat impaCtS
Commonwenllh llcellJlI andlor;oorcUnadon to lftoludc UI c1lreotly. An)' requests for proviaion ofteohnl~al

~a ,noulci be diromd to mo, aDd win be ~()mm()dated inlofar IS we feel such requ••ts are appropriate
within the scClpe ottho Commission'. Order and in the context of Mr. Horowitz' March 24. 19971etter of
Clarification.

'the Commonweaith ofPeMlYlvanla rorca1ns committtJd to reaehtng a resolution of the presont Issue. I
have received no contact from Carlon County directly. datpite calls to Mr. Radman, and no vAlid technical
dati1 from 1tt&ion 20. despite Mr. Kealey'l IUenlOns to UJe CODtrafY. LICkiQI &n)' .videnco of lood faith
in heJoU~lo'n from eitbor lUlion 20 or Carroll Couut)'. we are left with the ~om:hlslou that othor avcn1.lO.
ofre~ulution may be mOl'C appropriate. 1111 clear to '" tb&t fUrther oxtenIlom or delays In unplemcllt.ujon
orthe remcd1es IpOCtnelS in tho Cammtuion'. Order wOllle! servo no purpose, other than to CQn\ll1uc to
harm the CommonwHltb', ctforu to proooed with 1II own aystem.

PlollSC ;ontlCt m. 4lrectly If )1011 or your committe. 4IVelop any sonulno Interest in negotiation.

DOOI1d Appleby
Project Manager

": PnrtMs ofbcord

..
I·



FROM RRLINGTON,VR. EMERGENCV COMMUNICRTIONS

¢iRnJ:lCATB OF SBRVlC!

P. 4

1, P~bra Ouweld, certify that I have, on ttUI J5'~ day ofMay 1997, lent by facsitnlle (withoUt enclosuro)
and by regu!nr United SIftS =ail. copies of tho foreaoma leUer to:

$18". SO\&dD)
cilatmtan, Region 20
AtlinJton ColUlty, VA. Bmlq~ Comm~ Cemer
1~OO North lJh1e Slrett.~ Ploor
ArlmltoD, V1rPUt 22201~991
faX .. '03-3S8·3989

W. Michael Tupman
LaWrmce W. Lewis

De'&Y Attorneys OmalI' cot nf Jusda
82 Nonh French St,~ I=100r
W Ington. Pelaware
fix •. 302·577.6630

M. Jay GrnCt UI

~
U1)' Di~tor

ell stet Couaty DopctmClZlt of!mqClftoy Servicu
60 W.ltWWIllQac!. Slllt.e 11
W.t Chestce'. P~vlJti& 19382
1ai. 6J0-341-"0~O

~
.. W.Stodi.

(0 !n;iDt~aDd SaMcu Branch
Nc ~S~oea DlviIkm
Do . ant of lfttotrlllrion Teelmoloi)'
Co ty<JfFlafdax
12qt)O Goven:U'nOOt ~ter Parkway. Suite 411
p~) Virelnia ~03.s·3931
(a)c -703-324.3931

~~!L~Irl A. Willtanu
~~n1lDdOJl~ New 1ene)' State PoUoe
P.O, Box 7061
W~ TrOilfOn., Now 'IrSI)' 01628
fax *' 609·530-0718

Olin Ph)ld)y<>n

Chil' Wlrolft$ Toloc;ommunfoaUoni J3urOlu
'F'ed ra) C.omlll~ic&t1on. COmmtulon
202 M StJ'Ott. N.W., lloom 5002
Wuhll1JlOJ1 •f).C. 205'4

., j
t1. t.. . I

-i Jl ..
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FROM RRLINGTOH.UR. EMERGENCY COMMUHICATIONS

Bruce FrauCB
oj,PUl>' Chtcf. Offtceof~ 1M Teohnolo8)'

8'dera] Co=mun!oedoa. Commillion
2 25 M Street, N.W., Room -416

ashtD,ton , D.C. 20554

lqthryn Hol!crd

$
vatt RldlQ Dl\'lston

leil. T~~ltUU\IoGf=t 8W'ttu
F eral CO~Wlioadonl CommlalJolI
20 M Street, N.W., loom 1002
W hiJi,ton. D.C. 20'$4
fU· 20'-. 4J&.26.63

85.1'),1997 87:86 P. :5
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REGION-20 REGIONAL PLANREVIEWCOMMITTEE

May 27, 1997

Mr. Don Appleby
Project Manager
Governor's Office ofAdministration
Radio Project Development Office
One Technology Park
Harrisonburg, PA 17110-2913

RE: General Docket No. 90-7:
Reply Comments In Response
To Letter Of May 14, 1997

Dear Mr. Appleby,

We are in receipt ofyour letter dated May 14, 1997. This letter is in response to same in
your capacity as Project Manager for the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania (pennsylvania) and
not as the Chairman - Region-36 Public Safety Plan Committee.

In your opening paragraph you state that the information concerning Carroll County's
CMD) system, forwarded to you by Mr. Nonn Coltri, P.E. - Vice-Chainnan, Region-2S, was
incomplete. Be advised that the infonnation given to Mr. Co)tri concerning Carroll County's
system was the agreed to information requested by Region-28. 1 It was further agreed to by Mr.

LETTER. Alan T. Kealey. Vice-Chairman. Region-20 to Nonnan R Coltri - Vice Chairman. Region-28,
May 9, 1997, Paragraph 2.

1



REGION-20 REGIONAL PLAN REVIEWCOMMITTEE

Coltri that you were to reciprocate, in a timely manner, with the transmittal to Region-20 via Mr.
Coltri with the same technical information (contour maps) for the Pennsylvania system.2

In Paragraph 4 ofyour letter, you implied that the agreement to exchange information was
between the Vice-Chairman ofRegions-20 & 28, and is not applicable to you, despite the fact that
you are Chairman ofRegion-36 and a member ofRegion-28, and whom has repeatedly made an
issue of the Carroll County frequency assignments. You further state that any transmittal of
technical data for the Pennsylvania system will be accommodated for only when you unilaterally
"feel such requests are appropriate".

Such an attitude continues to bolster Region-20's long developing opinion that ofRegion­
28, and its members, are unwilling to participate it the resolution of inter-regional problems. To
date, Region-20 is still not in receipt the reciprocal information in the required time3

, a clear
reneging of the agreement between the Regional Vice-Chairman.

You additionally state in your opening paragraph that the information you received from
Mr. Coltri was useless because of the substantial change to the Carroll County system since the
dates indicated on the contour maps. Be advised that the changes to Carroll County's system was
in the decrease in radiated emissions, further reducing any perceived potential interference to the
yet to be constructed or operational Pennsylvania system.

Regarding your third paragraph, with sub-paragraphs 1, 2 & 3, you have overlooked a
crucial tact; that ofCarroll County FIre Rescue companies having a first response obligation and
are first due for incidents within its adjacent Pennsylvania counties.

There has existed for many years MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDINGS (MOUs)
between Carroll County and these adjacent Pennsylvania counties. To be able to fulfill its first
response/first due obligations, it was necessary for Carroll County to apply for, and Region-20
granted, extended coverage area into these Pennsylvania counties. Region-20 attempted to seek
concurrence with the Region-36 committee. However at that time, for reasons unknown to
Region-20, there was no active Region-36 committee, notwithstanding the Federal
Communications Commission's (Commission) urging that all Regions be served by active
committees. Let us further not forget that only recently did you notify all parties of record that
you, as Chairman, had re-activated the Region-36 committee.

2 Ibid. Paragraph 1.

3 ORDER. GN Dockets 90-7 & 89-573, DA 97-887, April 29, 1997 [45 Day Filing Deadline Extension
Order].

2
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Your second paragraph additionally implies that Carroll County's emissions are not
authorized to extend beyond the 3-mile 1imit of their county border. Is it therefore to be
interpreted that you believe Carroll County should Dot comply with the existing MOU's and not
respond, and/or be first due, into its adjacent Pennsylvania counties? Ifyou do believe this to be
so, then someone must invoke State Government preemption over the affected County
Governments and revoke the MOUs!

Are you so empowered by the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania with the authority
necessary to invoke such State preemption over County affairs? If so, you are hereby requested
to submit to Region-20 and Carroll County documentation of such credentials and authority. If,
upon further legal review, you are not empowered with such State authority, then your objection
to Carroll County's system emissions extending into the Commonwealth ofPennsylvania, with the
knowledge and agreement of these adjacent counties, is moot.

Lastly, in your third paragraph, you continue to formally object to the Region-20 second
filing window assignments. Pursuant to the Commission's rules and regulations, formal and legal
objection to these assignments could only have been made during the CommentJReply Comment
period post issuance ofthe Commission PUBUC NOTICE (FCC DA 96-158 February 12, 1996t
regarding Region-20's Addendum filing, which clearly listed the Carroll County frequencies
assigned as the result of the second filing window, or during the 30 day window-of-opportunity
to file aPE1T1TONFORRECONSIDERA1TON ofthe December 9, 1996 conditional ORDER'.
As there was no filing of opposition specific to the Carroll County assignments, the Commission
conditionally accepted the Region-20 second filing window. Your continued formal objections
to the Carroll County frequency assignments is thus legally moot!

In closing, you have eluded in your last paragraph that you may need to seek other
"avenues of resolution". Be advised that Region-20 is also fully prepared to pursue this matter
by all means and "avenues of resolution" appropriate.

Respectfully,

5t"£=em 11. au<~
Mr. Sthen H. Souder
Chairman, Region-20 Public Safety
Regional Plan Review Committee

SHS/MCT/mct
Attachment: Certificate of Service

.. 47 CFR 1.405

, 47 en 1.429

3



•

REGION-20 REGIONAL PLAN REVIEWCOMMITTEE

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I. Stephen H. Souder, do hereby certify that a copy of this WRITIEN EX PARTE

PRESENTAnON was sent by First Class United States Mail to the parties listed below on the

day and date first aforementioned.

1. Mr. William F. Caton - Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. Street. N.W. - 2nd Floor
Washington. DC 20554

2. Mr. Don Phythyon - Chief
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M. Street, N.W., Room 5002
Washington. DC 20554

3. Mr. David E. Horowitz - Chief
Private WIreless Division
WIreless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M. Street. N.W., Room 8010
Washington. DC 20554

4. Ms. Kathryn Hosford
Public Safety Liaison Officer
Private WIreless Division
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M. Street. N.W., Room 8002
Washington. DC 20554

5. Mr. Bruce Franca - Deputy Chief
Office ofEngineerlng and Technology
Federal Communications Commission
2025 M Street N.W., Room 416.
Washington. DC 20554

4
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6. Mr. Steve H. Souder - Chainnan
Region-20 Public Safety Regional Plan Review Committee
Arlington County (VA) Emergency Communications Center
1400 North UhIe Street, 5th Floor
Arlington, VA 22201-9995

7. Mr. Alan T. Kealey -Vice-Chainnan
Region-20 Public Safety Regional Plan Review Committee
State ofMaryland Department ofBudget and Management
Office oflnfonnation Technology
45 Calvert Street
Annapolis, MD 21401

8. Dr. Michael C. Trahos, D.O., NCE.CET - Chairman
Region-20 RPRC LegislativeIRegu1atory Affairs Committee
4600 King Street. Suite 6K
Alexandria, VA 22302-1213

9. Mr. Richard R Reynolds - Chainnan
Region-28 Public Safety Planning Update Committee
Office ofTelecommunications Management
State ofDelaware
801 Silver Lake Boulevard
Dover, DE 19904-2460

10. Mr. Norman R Coltri, P.E. - Vice-Chairman
Region-28 Public Safety Planning Update Committee
New Jersey State Police
Box 7068, Number 2 Trooper Drive
West Trenton, NJ 08628

11. Mr. Don Appleby - Project Manager
Radio Project Development Office
Governor's Office Administration
ConunonwedthofP~lv~a

One Technology Park
Harrisonburg. PA 17110-2913
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12. Mr. W. Michael Trupman. Esquire
Mr. Lawrence W. Lewis, Esquire
Deputy Attorney Generals
Department ofJustice
State ofDelaware
820 North French Street, 6th Floor
Wilmington, DE 198_'_

13. Mr. M. Jay Groce, ill - Deputy Director
Chester County Department ofEmergency Services
601 Westtown Road, Suite 12
West Chester, PA 19382

14. Mr. Howard Redman - Secretary
Region-20 Public Safety Regional Plan Review Committee
Administrator - Carron County Office ofPublic Safety
225 North Center Street
Westminster, MD 21157

15. Mr. Frank W. Stoda - Acting Manager
Radio Engineering and Services Branch
Network Services Division
Department ofInformation Technology
County ofFairfax (VA)
12000 Government Center Parkway, Suite 417
Fairfax, VA 22035-0006

16. Col. Carl A. Williams - Superintendent
New Jersey State Police
P.O. Box 7068
West Trenton, NJ 08628
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17. Mr. Ali Shahnami
APCO AFC, Inc.
2040 South Ridgewood Avenue
South Daytona, FL 32119

Respectfully,

St LU$o~
Mr~henH. Souder
Chairman - Region-20 Public Safety
Regional Plan Review Committee
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(fe) PUBLIC NOTICE
u""

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M S~ N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

74469

News "** information 2021 .18-0500
Fax-on-OerNnd 202/.18-2830

Internet htt+J"JIvNNt.fcc.p
ftp.fcc.p

Released: June 4, 1997

Ex Parte Presentations and Post-Reply Comment Period Filings
in Permit-But-Disclose Proceedings

The foHowing is a list of ex parte presentations and Post-Reply Comment Period Filings received by the
Secretary ofthc Commission on or before May 30, 1997. Copies of these written presentations and memoranda
reporting oral presc:nta.tions, if they relate to docket proceedings, are available for inspection and copying in the
appropriate docket in the FCC Reference Center (Room 239, 1919 M Sl, N.W., Washington, D.C.) which is
open Monday through Friday, 9:00 AM to 4:30 PM; or. if they relate to non-docket proceedings, in the
appropriate bureau. Also, the duplicating contractor, ITS, Inc., located in Room 246, as well as offices at 2100
M Sl, N.W. Suite 140, Telephone Number (202) 857-3800, will provide, for a fee, copies ofthesc materials.
For additional information, contact Barbara Lowe at (202) 418-0310.

Date Received Oral or Written Oral or Written Docket No.
Presentation by: Presentation to:

5/29 Amcriteeh Secretary CC 85-229
Rates for Competitive
Common Carrier
Services
CC 90-623
Computer ill Remand
Proceeding
CC 95-20
Computer ill Further
Remand

5130 Federal-State Joint Secretary CC 87-339
Board Impact ofJoint Board

Decisions

5/30 Region-20 Regional Secretary GEN90-7
Plan Review Committee WashJngton. DC Metro

Area Public Safety
Plan
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