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Before the
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of )

)
County of Charles, Maryland ) WT Docket No. 02-55
and Sprint Nextel Corporation )
Mediation No. TAM-12003 )

)
TO:  The Commission

APPLICATION FOR REVIEW

Pursuant to Section 1,115 of the Rules, 47 C.F.R. §1.115, Charles County,
Maryland (“County”) hereby asks the full Commission for expedited review of a staff
decision in the captioned plroce:e:d.ing.I Relief is requested under sections 1.115(b)(2)(i),
conflict with regulation, case precedent and established Commission policy; (b)(2)(iv),
erroneous findings on important or material questions of fact; and (b)(2)(v), prejudicial
procedural error.

Summary

L Although the Order claims that so-called TA “cost metrics” have not been
afforded dispositive weight, the decision relies too often and too heavily on this data to
make the claim credible. The Order’s dependence on the cost metrics improperly goes
beyond the TA’s informational purpose in developing the data.

1. The Order wrongly establishes an escalating burden of proof of licensee
costs depending on the degree of their divergence from the cost metrics. The wrong is
compounded by the licensees’ lack of access to the underlying data from which the

metrics were derived,

"' Memorandum Opinion and Order, DA 09-2252, released October 19, 2009, (“Order”)



L The Order discredits as duplicative a historic County approach to the
installation, modification and maintenance of its 800 MHz systems in which multiple
resources are assigned different responsibilities for a given task. They are not asked to
perform the same work.

With regard to subscriber costs, the Order misunderstands the differences between

information gathered under the PFA and that required for implementation under the FRA.,
Without explanation, the Order abandons benchmarking of RCC against Motorola that
was used in a 2007 PFA decision largely favoring the County. The Order ignores the
County’s explanations in the record for the frequent presence of both County employees
and RCC at subscriber reprogramming sites.

Concerning infrastructure costs, the Order misreads the tense of a sentence in the

record to conclude erroneously that there is no need for Motorola and RCC to plan
collaboratively for FRA implementation. It adopts a pejorative Nextel term, “shadow,”
to tmply that RCC needlessly is monitoring Motorola’s work.

As for testing, the Order cither overlooks or fails to understand the Motorola and
County explanations of why a fire station alerting system warrants a more complete
functional test than was conducted for some County neighbors without such a system.

The discussion of global management services is flawed by a failure to recognize

RCC’s paramount role in this category, by comparison with its secondary roles to
Motorola in the three other categories. It also wrongly rejects as extra-record a County
argument in defense of RCC’s role in the interoperability planning and stakeholder
coordination subset of the category.

End of Summary



Introduction, At the conclusion of unsuccessful mediation in this matier,
Sprint Nextel Corporation (“Nextel”) and the County remained approximately $1 million
apart in their estimates of the cost of reconfiguring the County 800 MHz public safety
communications systc—:ms.2 The Recommended Resolution (“RR’)} of Mediator Bruce
Olcott narrowed the gap somewhat by subtracting a little over $400,000 from the
County’s last offer of approximately $2.9 million.?

Although the Order accepted many of the Mediator’s recommendations, it
rejected certain of his findings, deducting another $600,000 from the County offer. Asa
result, the ultimately approved amounts essentially dropped back to the final Nextel
proposal of about $1.9 million. This slashing of the County’s carefully considered
estimate by one-third is a devastating blow to its plan for reconfiguration, all the more so
because an earlier staff order adjudicating Nextel’s challenge to the County’s planning
funding proposals largely upheld the County.”

Despite the surprise and magnitude of this blow, the County has no choice but to
enter negotiations and conclude a Frequency Reconfiguration Agreement (“FRA”) with
Nextel pending the outcome of this Application for Review. Because the County is one
of 14 members of a National Capital Region (“NCR”) group of 800 MHz public safety

licensees on a tight interoperability schedule, it cannot and would not delay that schedule

? Those systems are described at Exhibit A to the County’s Proposed Resolution Memorandum {(“PRM™) of
February 13, 2009. For convenience, the description is excerpted at Exhibit A hereto.

¥ Corrected RR of March 6, 2009, explained in e-mail of March 13, 2009 to parties from Janine
Provenzano.

* Memorandum Opinicn and Order, DA 07-3881, released September 10, 2007.



beyond the seven months already elapsed while the parties awaited the Order.” Thus,
expedited review is sought not for its effect on the FRA negotiations, which must and
will succeed, but to alleviate somewhat — if the County is successful — the heavy burden
of rebanding with one-third less funding than the County had expected.

I The Order unlawfully grants decisional weight to “cost metrics.”

Explaining its decision to slash nearly $210,000 from the County’s Mediator-
approved réquest for subscriber unit reconfiguration costs, the Order evaluates the request
against TA metrics which it claims “establish a presumptively valid cost unless the
licensee establishes that its system is materially different from the systems from which
the metrics were derived.” There are at least two problems with this formulation, which
the Commission must correct.

First, the TA does not claim any such presumptive validity for its data. Instead,
the Qctober 2009 edition of its now-monthly reporting carries the same cautionary
preface that all previous editions have carried: “The FRA data is provided for
informational purposes only. Licensee reconfiguration costs can and do vary baséd on a
number of factors.”’

Second, while the County systems are distinctively and painstakingly maintained,
and while the County’s responsibilities toward the NCR 20 and its southern Maryland
neighbors (Calvert and St. Mary’s Counties) are unusually heavy, the County has no way

of evaluating whether its circumstances are “materially different from the systems from

* Order, n. 29. The NCR 20 Master Schedule of September 2009 had anticipated a completed FRA by
October 16, 2009, which would have permitted a relatively early start for the County on those subscriber
radio templates that needed to be modified for interoperability purposes. The Schedule has been shifted
forward, but the freedom to adjust further is severely circumscribed by plans for other licensees already
having FRAs.

® Order, §45. The short-hands “TA metrics” and “cost metrics” appear to be used interchangeably.

7 hitp://www.800ta, org/content/resources/FRA_Statistics.pdf, empbhasis in original,




which the metrics were derived.” We know very little about the systems in the TA
metrics database, which is said to consist of information “gathered from the 764
Frequency Reconfiguration Agreements (FRAs) approved as of September 30, 2009
(including amendments where applicable) for Stage 2 Public Safety licensees.”

We and other public safety licensees are privy only to anonymous and aggregate
information. Even at that, we do not know which version of the data has been or should
be applied to our case. At the outset (f6), the Order relies on a TA compilation dated
December 31, 2008. However, at note 199, the staff appears to recognize that more
recent data could and should be applied, given the rise in median project management
costs by $18,000, or more than 15 per cent. However, instead of exploring further this
problem of data changes over time — and perhaps double-checking to see how the
County’s costs might compare with October 2009 data — the Order essentially dismisses
the uptrend by saying that the new higher median remains ““far less than what the County
proposes.™

The parenthetical in the preface to the TA’s October report, quoted above, says
that the data include “amendments where applicable.” This simply compounds the
problem of our ignorance about the contents of the cost metrics database. It can only

include amendments that have been executed and does not account for those still in

negotiation or litigation or simply refused.’®

8 At 95, the Order cites to 600-odd FRAs in the TA database in December of 2008(or whenever that report
closed). Ten months later, the number stood at 764, according to the TA. That is an increase of more than
25%. Given that the median in one category rose by more than 15% in that period, how can the Order so
easily dismiss what other changes might have occurred the data from 160 or so new FRA contracts?

? In our experience, the amendments of smaller dollar value are more quickly approved. Those of high cost
are protracted in negotiation/mediation or fail of agreement, and are litigated or dropped. Pending cases in
point are the subscriber capacity change notices filed by five NCR 20 licensees.



The Order (45) gives lip service to the original informational purpose of the cost
metrics by claiming that these have been “accorded substantial, although not dispositive,
weight.” It is difficult to accept the assertion that the metrics comparisons are anything
less than dispositive,§9 The shift from metrics as informative to metrics as dispositive is
masked by the “burden creep” discussed below.

ITI.  The licensee’s burden to prove costs reasonable should not increase
according to the divergence of its estimates from TA metrics.

The legal standard for evaluation of a licensee’s rebanding funding request is set
forth at 44 of the Order. In the next paragraph, however, the burden changes: “Thus, the
further a licensee’s proposed costs for services and equipment exceed the TA Metrics, the
higher the licensee’s burden to justify those costs with record evidence.” The County
respectfully disagrees.

First, the generally accepted civil standard of proof by preponderance of
evidence'' is not an escalating barrier of the kind set by the Order here. What if the
licensee’s evidence shows how its estimates were derived and why — as the County has
provided in most instances — and the only opposing evidence consists of cost metrics
comparisons. Suppose further that there is no record evidence of duplication of effort or
deliberate over-staffing on the part of the licensee and its vendors and consultants, nor

any indication of rate or price inflation special to rebanding. We submit that the licensee

¥ FCC orders from inception of the TA’s cost metrics reports in mid-2007 until this one referred to the data
only a few times per decision. Here, the term appears 33 times in 26 pages of text and footnotes.

"' See, e.g., Concrete Pipe and Producis of Cal., Inc. v. Construction Laborers Pension Trust, 508 U.S.
602, 622 {1993), quoting [ re Winship, 397 U.8. 358, 371-72 (1970) (*The burden of showing something
by a ‘preponderance of the evidence,” the most common standard in the civil law, ‘simply requires the trier
of fact ‘1o believe that the existence of a fact is more probable than its nonexistence before [he] may find in
favor of the party who has the burden to persuade the [judge] of the fact's existence.””). See also, Inre
Application of Ameritech Michigan Pursuant to Section 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, 12 FCC
Red. 20543, 945 (1997) ("The standard of proof applicable in most administrative and civil proceedings,
unless otherwise prescribed by statute or where other countervailing factors warrant a higher standard, is
the "preponderance of the evidence"” standard.”).(internal citations omitted}



will have met its burden no matter how far its estimates deviate from TA statistical
aggregates. If the metrics alone are allowed to defeat the licensee, they will have taken
on decistonal weight, contrary to their alleged purpose. We intend to show below where
the Order repeatedly makes this mistake.

Second, it takes two points to establish a deviation. We know how the County
arrived at its cost estimates. We know almost nothing about the derivation of the TA’s
metrics.'? The Order (5) wants the County to accept the metrics as “a useful measure of
cost reasonableness because they are based on increasingly large amounts of historical
information.” We cannot evaluate this proposition as logical or statistically sound unless
we see the ingredients making up the aggregates.” We think disclosure is possible while
protecting the confidentiality of the sources. Our prayer for relief includes such a
request.’

III.  The County’s historic approach to 860 MHz system installation,
modification and maintenance has been wrongly discredited as
duplicative.

Exhibit A-2 to the County’s PRM is also appended and quoted here for its

particular description of the grounded approach to rebanding. The County’s assignment

of resources was not created for rebanding alone, but has been applied to the new project

on the basis of comparable experience:

2 County Reply PRM, n. 5 and pages 4-6.

" Reliable statistical analysis more often proceeds from random sampling than by historical inference. We
cannot evaluate either technique without more corplete information. See, e.g., Letter of Carl Robert Aron
of RCC Consultants, May 16, 2007, in this Docket 02-55, dealing with application of early TA metrics to
PFA costs, '

' APCO and other public safety associations recently have called for disclosure of underlying TA metrics
data. Letter of Richard Mirgon, Harlin McEwen and Alan Caldwell to James A. Barnett, Ir., Chief of the
Public Safety and Homeland Security Bureau, FCC, November 5, 2009. (*[W]le believe that licensees
should be able to request and receive information regarding the FRAs in any relevant cost metric
subcategory that can be reasonably compiled by the Transition Administrator.”)



Tony Rose /RJ Williams/Glenn O’Neill (County) and Steve Gompers{RCC) are the Charles
County operational and technical team, respectively. Both parts are essential to the care and
feeding of a public safety radio system. Tony/RJ/Glenn are not engineers and Steve is not a
public safety professional.

The County does not ever turn its vendors like Motorola or Wireless Communications loose.
Instead, the County has adopted, and always will adopt, the strategy of being very engaged
with its vendors to ensure operational and technical success.

The County has 7+ years of experience with its current public safety system and 2+ decades
with its previous system, This history has given rise to a set of Best Practices. The County
does not intend to deviate from its Best Practices as communicated throughout the course of
PFA and FRA negotiations.

The Order (4) properly recites, on the basis of the Cost Clarification Order of

2007, that the standard for evaluating the County’s proposed FRA implementation
expense is “minimum cost necessary to accomplish rebanding in a reasonable, prudent,
and timely manner.” In the decision of 2007" resolving the County’s planning funding
differences with Nextel, the FCC took favorable note of the use of a “tripartite structure”
including internal staff for its operational knowledge, Motorola as chief technical vendor
and RCC as principal technical consultant. Throughout that earlier decision, the FCC
deferred to the County in, for example, apportionment of tasks among the tripartite
structure (11); “flexibility with respect to budgeting for project management” (917);'°
and “decisions concerning internal staffing” (422), adding with regard to the latter:

Public safety licensees — particularly in smaller jurisdictions such

as the County — typically have limited internal resources to address

the multiple demands on their time imposed by the rebanding

process.

As we discuss several categories of County cost below, we ask that the Commission

apply the standard of “reasonable, prudent and timely” in the context of our historic use

" Memorandum Opinion and Order, DA 07-3881, released September 10, 2007,

" To illustrate this flexibility, even as RCC was being awarded fewer hours in project management than
Motorola, the decision reassured the County that it was free to reapportion time between RCC and
Motorola,



of resources to build, modify and maintain the 800 MHz public safety systems in our
care.

Subscriber costs. The 2009 Order challenged here is strikingly less

deferential than the 2007 decision to the County’s disposition of its resources and far
readier to find forbidden duplication of effort in the tripartite structure of internal staff,
Motorola and RCC. Disagreeing with the Mediator’s allowances for “subscriber unit
management,” the Order disregards the Recommended Resolution’s reliance on the
County’s approved history of resource deployment. Instead, the disapproval is grounded
in TA cost metrics, which are claimed to be “presumptively valid” unless the licensee can
“materially” differentiate itself from the unknown comparable systems in the TA
database.'”

While the County cannot possibly differentiate itself from an aggregate of
unknown licensees, it made every etffort to explain why its approach to rebanding was not
duplicative or wasteful. First, it relied on its experience in system installation and in
subsequent radio reprogramming prior to rebanding.'® Second, that experience has
produced a “belt and suspenders” mentality of prudence and caution that insists on
monitoring of the work of Motorola and its subcontractor shops by both the County, from

an operational perspective, and RCC from a technical perspective.w

7 Order, §9 44-45. See discussion at Section II above,

® Proposed Resolution Memorandum (“PRM™}, 6. See also, Reply PRM, 12 (“The proposed methodology
... is perfectly consistent with past Charles County fleet programming initiatives.””), and 16 (*Charles
County initially funded with its own money comparable levels of involvement for both Motorola

and RCC..™

' Reply PRM, 13 (“The best results are achieved when Motorola works hand-in-hand with a
knowledgeable consultant and an empowered, intimately knowledgeable County project team.”), and 6
{*There is no fallback system for the Charles County 860 MHz Fire/EMS Station Alerting subsystem,
numerous BDA installations, or for sensitive County/State/Federal interoperability instaflations.”)
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The Order (946) flatly misunderstands the process of information-gathering
preceding the crucial exercise of modifying radio templates and the Recommended
Resolution’s discussion of the subject. It is simply not correct to say that “substantially
the same tasks” were paid for with planning funds. The collection of planning data on
the number and types of subscriber units — which enables Motorola to make a
“retune/replace/reprogram” determination — is entirely distinct from and prior to the
implementation tasks of template modification.” The modification and review of
interoperable templates is a shared activity between NCR 20 licensees such as Charles
and Motorola as the regional manager for the process.21

The Order (9 47, 48) then disparages the time estimated for two County
employees and an RCC representative to be present during the retuning process, and
concludes (Y 49) that the 2007 Charles County decision never authorized such oversight
of the Motorola contractor assigned to perform the actual retuning. The Order concludes
(7 50) that the RCC presence at retuning constitutes the “duplication of effort” the County
was warned about in 2007,

The FCC has changed course from 2007 to 2009 without an adequate
explanation.” At 99 15 and 17 of the 2007 decision, the FCC dealt with similar questions
of the relative time of Motorola and RCC. In each case, it looked at Motorola as the lead
but accepted a strong secondary role for RCC. With respect to project management, the

2007 decision approved 90.6 hours for RCC compared with 114 for Motorola. Regarding

* The RR’s discussion (at 15) to which the Order cites is accurate, but errs in referring the reader to page 6
of the County PRM. Instead, the correct citation should be to the Reply PRM at 13, which in turn refers to
the Motorola SOW.

! Regional Coordination Funding (Phase 11} Agreement between Fairfax County, Virginia and Nextel,
March 26, 2009.

* Greater Boston Television Corporationv. FCC, 444 ¥.2d 841, 852(D.C. Cir. 1970) (“[I}f an agency
glosses over or swerves from prior precedents without discussion it may cross the line from the tolerably
terse to the intolerably mute.”)
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reconfiguration plan design, it approved 80 hours for RCC compared to 144 for
Motorola. Attempting to follow the FCC’s guidance, the Mediator (RR, 32)
recommended the award to RCC of about 60% of the hours approved for Motorola, a
proportion close to the 56% in one of the 2007 findings and well below the 80% in the
other.

For all of the Mediator’s efforts to learn from the 2007 decision, the FCC
expressed no appreciation, merely sharp disagreement with the RR that brooked no
middle ground and reduced the County to Nextel’s offer of barely half of the requested
internal and RCC subscriber management hours.”

Despite having used in 2007 the Motorola hours as a ceiling below which the
RCC hours were to fall -- where the latter’s role was important but secondary -- the Order
(9 50) says this kind of previously approved benchmarking is no longer the “operative
question.” Rather, RCC is to be judged against all the “other resources already devoted
to the management of the subscriber unit retuning process™ and its efforts are found
duplicative, The 2007 decision acknowledged that Motorola, RCC and County internal
stafl all had different roles to play in the tripartite structure, but not necessarily equal
roles. In the 2009 Order, those distinctive roles disappear and work becomes duplicative
purely by quantity.

The RR (32) reads correctly from the County reconfiguration record that two

County employees (one at half the hourly rate of the other) are assigned separate and

* The subscriber management subset is distinct from the Order’s creation of a category of “global
management services,” This neologism appears to track what Nextel calls, in its PRW, Professional
Services composed of “Project Management” and “Interoperability Planning & Stakeholder Coordination.”
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distinct tasks of agency liaison and subcontractor 0V€1‘Sight.24 The RR at the same page
recognizes that RCC, as the County’s principal technical presence, having different
knowledge than the operational understanding which is the County staff’s strength, plays
an important role albeit secondary to Motorola — worth 128 more hours than Nextel was
willing to grant.

The Order (§ 50) rides roughshod over these distinctions, assuming without
explanation that some of these players must be “dispensable” despite their different
assignments. In apparent zeal to apply the TA metrics (f 45), the Order chooses not to
credit the record support for the County proposal in the documents cited at note 24,
supra. The FCC, in its de novo review of the record, is allowed to differ with a
Mediator’s Recommended Resolution, but the Order here neglects the record and gives
insufficient reasons for its different results.

On the basis of the foregoing discussion, the County asks that the Mediator’s
award for subscriber unit costs be restored in full.

Infrastructure costs. As with its discussion of subscriber costs, the Order

proceeds from a misunderstanding of the application of the approved tripartite structure
of Motorola, RCC and County staff to the implementation of reconfiguration. Reading 99
28 and 30 together, one can only conclude the FCC staff imagines that planning for
implementation occurs once and once only, under the aegis of the PFA, and that there is
no further need for post-FRA planning, in the field and in the office, among the three
partners. This is unrealistic. The plan developed by means of the PFA remains a work in

progress throughout its implementation. For example, under the Professional Services

# County PRM at 6-7, citing particularly to pages in Exhibit C charting “Subscriber Reconfiguration
Activities” for both Phase 1 and Phase 2. For convenience, we append the otd Exhibit C here as Exhibit B,
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tab in the Nextel PRW is a sub-category called Interoperability Planning and Stakeholder
Coordination, a real and critical task in rebanding implementation.

In quoting (Y 28) from the County’s Reply PRM on “planning, execution and
problem-solving,” the Order appears to read this as a reference to the PFA process, for it
then says (9 30) the County has represented its plans as “already” defined, refined and
agreed upon. That is not what the County said in its Reply PRM. It did not use the past
tense which would have been appropriate to refer to something already completed. It
used a future tense — “can be” — precisely because refinement and perhaps new
understandings of the collaborative agreement must continue throughout the rebanding
process.

Again, the RR (Order, 29) understands the separate roles of Motorola and RCC,
and does not find them duplicative in this category of infrastructure work. The Order
(130) comes to a contrary conclusion by adopting Nextel’s pejorative and inaccurate
term, “shadow,” to mischaracterize a valuable oversight process that is no more
duplicative than an architect’s on-site monitoring of construction proceeding under the
architect’s plans. On the basis of its misunderstandings and misreadings, the FCC staff,
without further explanation, accepts Nextel’s draconian offer of less than 25% of RCC’s
estimate for its critical task of on-going technical oversight.

Again, the County respectfully requests that the Mediator’s award to RCC in this
category be restored.

The Order (Y 24) agrees with the RR (28) that the County’s proposal for system
documentation is overstated. Although the Order “credits™ the County’s discussion in its

Position Statement, and we appreciate the reference, this statement was not meant to be



i4

the record on the subject. Instead, the County explained at some length in its Reply PRM
(10-11) why it had asked Motorola essentially to treat the conventional overlay system —
with an expected life of three years — as if it were permanent for the purposes of this
record-keeping. While the bulky three-ring binders of documentation for each site could
not feasibly be placed on the written record here, they were shared with Nextel.

Full documentation of the overlay system became all the more important when the
County agreed to give up a three-year Motorola maintenance contract in exchange for
Nextel’s long-delayed approval of the back-to-back conventional system concept.®
Without the historical reassurance the County has enjoyed in such a formal maintenance
agreement, the cited discussion in the Reply PRM takes on added weight, notably this
sentence at 10: “Documentation can be a major contributor to whether a technician can
quickly restore a compromised system or whether it takes excessive time to acquire an
understanding of the system before . . . troubleshooting . . .”

We believe the Order viewed the issue through the wrong lens when it referenced
the comparable facilities standard. The issue here is minimum disruption®® (and its
counterpart of quick repair) when trouble strikes. The Order suggests that the County has
not rebutted the sufficiency of a Nextel cost estimate one-fifth the amount proposed by
Motorola. We respectfully disagree because, for the reasons given on the record and
reviewed above, merely updating system documentation will not do. We ask that the

Motorola estimate be restored.

* County PRM at 3-4. Although the concession on the maintenance contract was supposed to be
contingent, both Nextel and the Mediator treated it as permanent. Thus, the County has agreed, in the
current negotiations on the FRA, to adopt a “time and materials” approach to conventional overlay
maintenance if and as needed.

% Report and Order, Docket 02-55, FCC 04-168, released August 6, 2004, 9 2, 188, See also,
Memorandum Opinion and Order, FCC 07-92, released 5/18/07, § 8. (“[O]ne of the most critical of these
goals is timely and efficient completion of the rebanding process, to ensure that the interference probiem
that threatens 800 MHz public safety systems is resolved as quickly and as comprehensively as possible,”)
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Testing costs. As in the above discussions of subscriber and infrastructure costs,
the Order neglects the record on at least one of the suite of tests at issue, Speaking at §
59, the FCC staff finds no more than an “assertion that this fire station alerting feature
requires additional functional testing.” The RR (33) is satisfied with the explanation
given by Motorola (County PRM, 8-9), at some length, on the County’s behalf:

Most jurisdictions have accepted a 4-test package best described as one all-sites test and
three additional functional tests that can be conducted from a single location by a lone
System Technician, with 4 to § hours to conduct those tests. Charles County has
requested a 19-test battery. Included is one comprehensive all-sites test of the trunking
system, which requires either one technician visiting each site while a second is at the
Prime Site, or nine technicians testing simultaneously, or a combination thereof, who will
roll through verifying each of the proper frequencies/control channels that have been
programmed into the new system codeplug and the talkgroups are performing as
designed. The testing of fire station server functionality in trunking and Failsoft modes,
and testing the fire alerting functions at single stations and at multiple stations, requires
personnel at the ECC and the stations o verify each function. Tom Kulp of Wireless
Communications indicated that frequency changes can affect the phasing of the alerting
system resulting in a critical failure. The remaining tests are less manpower-intensive,
but many require at least two people as site trunking tests/Failsoft tests are conducted at a
remote site while a technician at the Prime Site puts the system into Site Trunking and/or
Failsoft. There is no comparison to the “fypical” tests noted by Nextel as consuming 4-8
hours. Nane of the other licensees accepting 8 hours emploved RF based f{ire station
alerting.”Eighty hours is required to conduct the full battery of tests requested by the
County.

This is far more than the mere assertion the Order makes it out to be, and far superior to
the Nextel criticism {Order, 53), which relies on non-dispositive cost metrics and
irrelevant comparisons to other licensees not possessing fire alerting systems. The
County asks that the Mediator’s award for functional testing be restored.

Global management services. Although the Order (1 95, 103) and the RR

are in agreement on this category, we believe their accord springs from the faulty premise
that, as between Motorola and RCC, the former continues to be the lead actor. (Order, ¥

88) This is not accurate. The County is responsible for global project management, and

" E-mail from James Charron to James Hobson, February 10, 2009. “Nine technicians testing
simultaneously” assumes the technician at the Prime Site would service the co-located 10" remote site.
(emphasis added)
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apart {from management services associated with infrastructure, subscribers and testing,
where Motorola has the larger role, the County relies far more on RCC than Motorola.*®
On the basis of that benchmarking, which was accepted in the 2007 decision as a means
of allocating costs, RCC’s greater number of hours is understandable and appropriate.
This is particularly true given that Motorola plays almost no role in the interoperability
planning and stakeholder coordination which is a substantial portion of global
management services.”

The Order’s discussion of global management services is wrong-headed and
imprudently pejorative. It begins (9 91, 95), as ever, with cost metrics as if dispositive,
These are updated to September of 2009, although the Order started with December of
2008, and then compounded the confusion by dismissing a better than 15% rise in the
project management statistics over that period. (Note 8, supra) By referring to the
County’s global management costs as “layered,” the Order implies improper padding.*®
There is nothing hidden about these costs in either the County’s (PRM, Exhibit C,
relabeled here Exhibit B) or Nextel’'s (PRW, Professional Services tab) reckonings.
There is an overall project management function to be performed, independently of the
categorical PM functions. Nextel itself acknowledges this (Order, 9 82), but simply
differs over its magnitude.

The Order’s proof of “duplication” in County costs is to refer (Note 205) to a

discussion of Motorola management costs in Nextel’s PRM which never uses the term.

8 A look at the Professional Services tab of the final PRW (column Q, lines 19 and 120) demonstrates that
the Motorola hours are less than two-thirds of the RCC hours.

¥ Motorola plays a distinctive role, of course, in the NCR 20 regional coordination of subscriber
interoperability, but that role is funded separately. (Note 21, supra)

0 We cannot identify the $400,000, said to be a “quadrupling” of the County’ overall project management
costs. Order, 19 91-93. This number and characterization do not appear in the Nextel record or the RR. We
ask that the Commission derive these for us.
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Nextel may consider the County’s management costs excessive, but it never demonstrates
they are duplicative.

With regard to the interoperability planning and stakeholder coordination aspect
of global management services, the Order (f 103) charges the County with post ioc
argument outside the record. We believe this mischaracterizes the County’s Statement of
Position. The County was responding to a point made in the RR (at 40), which implied
that the County had been asked - but failed - to explain why the contribution of RCC on
this topic in the PFA was so “modest” by comparison with the much larger role
envisioned in the FRA. The question did not come up during mediation. If it had, the
County would have answered as it did in the Statement of Posttion (at 7-8), and we stand
here on that answer. We were surprised by the Mediator’s statement in the RR, and we
had every right to respond to it at the only opportunity given us.

In any event, the Statement of Position was not the first time the County had
explained RCC’s important role in interoperability planning and stakeholder
coordination. [t was there from the beginning in those pages of the Cost Estimate
attached to the County’s PRM as Exhibit C (reattached here as Exhibit B). Awarding
RCC just one hour in this sub-category for every seven granted the County internal staff
drastically devalues the consultant’s role as lead technical advisor, the more so given the
system differences in neighboring St. Mary’s County.

It would seem from the Order’s use of the phrase “Looking to the record . . .”
(4103), it has given no credit to the County’s arguments summarized at ¥ 102). We ask
that the arguments, as set forth in the Position Statement at 7-8, be considered a part of

the record and that RCC’s hours for the global management category be fully restored.
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Conclusion and request for disclosure.  For the reasons discussed above, the
County asks that the funds be restored that were granted by the Mediator’s
Recommended Resolution in the subscriber, infrastructure and testing categories, but
disallowed in the Order. Separately we request that the subtraction of funds for system
documentation be reversed. We ask that the $108,748.40 disapproved by the Order for
RCC in the global management services category also be restored.

So that the County may be at least partly apprised of the foundation for the cost
metrics against which it has been evaluated by the Order, we ask the FCC to request the
following from the TA., to be provided to the County:*’

For Stage 2 FRAs Only

1. For all licensees whose numbers of subscriber units fall into the same
classification as the County (2001-4000 units), the dollar total and the percentile rank of
that total in the following sub-categories, including the percentage the sub-category dollar

total represents of the total deal.

Subs | Infra Engineering | PM Interim | Overlay | Training | Perf, | Perf.
(Implem.) Equip | System (base) | (acc.)

FRA | Prelmp | Legal SubUnit | Infra Other Conting. | Mater. | Mater.

prep | Plan. Travel | Travel | Travel subs Infra.

2. The same information for all licensees whose numbers of sites are within the
range of 10 above to 10 below the number (12)* in the requesting licensee's system.
3. The same information for all licensees whose numbers of repeaters are within

the range of 50 above to 50 below the number (1 10*? in the requesting licensee's system.

*! If the data were available in time, it could be provided to both the County and to Nextel for comments
within the pleading cycle of this Application for Review. The data requested is approximately the same as
that now provided — but not in time for Charles County’s entry a year ago — to licensees entering FRA
negotiation. See, e.g., the individualized set of cost metrics made available to Monigomery County,
Maryland on June 25, 2009,

*2 10 RF sites, 2 control points (5 BDA sites omitted).
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4. For the subscriber category-comparable deals in 1, the number of portables and
mobiles, respectively, to be retuned, reprogrammed or replaced.

5. For the subscriber category-comparable deals in 1, the percentage of $ devoted
to subscribers vs. infrastructure.

6. For the repeater category of comparable deals in 3, the repeater retune costs.

Respectfully submitted,

Sy

g}l’{AR%S COUNT;ZM%?‘YI;{\ e

James R Hobson

Millef & Van Eaton, P.L.L.C.
1135 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.,
Suite 1000

Washington, D.C. 20036-4320
(202) 785-6600

November 18, 2009 ITS ATTORNEY

Certificate of Service

The foregoing Application for Review of Charles County, Maryland has been served
electronically today upon:

pshsb@fce.gov

bolcott{@ssd.com
TAMediationi@ssd.com T
Patrick.Mcfadden(@dbr.com 9

November 18, 2009

5’/f ames R. Hobson

* 80 NPSPAC trunking stations, 30 NPSPAC conventional system stations.



EXHIBIT A
Charles County, MD Radio Communications System

Charles County, MD Frequency Reconfiguration Cost Estimate Prologue

I Introduction. Charles County, MD currently utilizes two distinct 800 MHz NPSPAC
radio communications systems for daily operations. The County utilizes an 8-channel, 10-site
Motorola 4.1 SmartZone mixed-mode trunked simmulcast network as defined by FCC call signs
WPZH208 & WPZRS34., The County also utilizes a 10-site, 3-channel conventional simulcast
system for NPSPAC mutual aid purposes as defined by FCC call signs WPZ1729 & WPZRSE35.
The County has partnered with ATC at nine of the eleven tower sites to collocate its public
safety radio systems on these commercially-owned sites. The ATC RF sites for Charles County
are: La Plata Sheriff, Animal Shelter, Gilbert Run Park, Glasva, Nanjemoy, Pisgah, New
Landfill, Radio Station Road, and Breeze Farm. The County independently owns two additional
sites: Indian Head Naval Base and Waldorf industrial Park. Al sites are currently collocation
sites. The County utilizes a loop microwave network to interconnect these sites and the 911
Center in La Plata is connected to the radio system via a combination of microwave and
redundant fiber optic links. '

Charles County has consolidated most of its County radio operations on its 800 MHz
infrastructure with internal agencies such as: County Sheriff, Fire/EMS, Emergency
Management, Emergency Services, Emergency Communications, Uttlities, Planning and Growth
Management, Community Services, Public Facilities/Works, and Animal Control. The County
system currently utilizes 8§ NPSPAC trunking channels which serve as the primary mechanism
for Fire/EMS station alerting (Motorola MOSCAD-based Fire Alerting subsystem), Throughout
the Rebanding process, Charles County must pay close attention to the available trunked
channels in order to preserve as much system capacity so as to properly serve the variety of
mission-critical facilities and stakeholders.

The County has created a high level of interoperability with its geographical neighbors as
depicted in Figure 1. Interoperability takes two forms with respect to Charles County operations:
trunking system exchange and conventional channel interoperability. In actuality, Charles
County has made provisions to work extensively via radio with every Region 20 licensee and
many Region 42 licensees using the five 800 MHz NPSPAC conventional mutual aid channels
and the six National Capital Region “RINS” channels. For sake of clarity, Figure 1 depicts the
primary agencies with which Charles County would interoperate via 800 MHz on a routine basis
using any combination of 800 MHz trunking system exchange, 800 MHz NPSPAC conventional,
and NCR RINS channels.

To date, trunking 800 MHz talkgroups have been exchanged with Calvert County,
Fairfax County, and Prince William County for mutual aid purposes. The County continues to
work on establishimg MOUs with other compatible 800 MHz trunking users to facilitate even
greater levels of interoperability. Charles County works primarily with St. Mary’s County via
the NPSPAC conventional mutual aid channels. As mentioned, 800 MHz NPSPAC and the
RINS channels are a common denominator for 800 MHz interoperability throughout the National
Capital Region (FCC Region 20/42 licensees). Some of the additional interoperability pariners
which have purchased compatible 800 MHz subscribers for County interoperability include:
Maryland State Police, Maryland Transportation Authonty, Prince George’s County, Indian
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Charles County, MD Radio Communications System

Head NSWC, Dahlgren NSWC, Maryland Forestry, State Fire Marshal, Bureau of Land
Management, Health Department, MedStar Helicopters, and US Marshals. Charles County has
also mntegrated its trunking system information in the cache of radios (currently 1500 radios)
maintained by the NCR MWCOG consortium for disaster preparedness.

Charles County intends to work very closely with all of these jurisdictions and radio
interoperability partners throughout the Rebanding Implementation periods to preserve the
critical radio interoperability that has been created over the past three vears. Since most of these
jurisdictions and agencies are confronted with Rebanding challenges as well, Charles intends to
meet regularly with both internal and external stakeholders from each of these eniities to
synchronize and coordinate Rebanding activities to the greatest extent possible so as not to create
any interoperability vulnerabilities. Charles County supports over 2,300 internal radios and has
exchanged trunked programming information with more than 5,100 interoperability subscribers
in the Washington, DC Metropolitan arca and Southern/Central Maryland.

Figure 1. Charles County, MD Primary 800 MHz Interoperability Partners



EXHIBIT A-2
System Personnel
Tony Rose /RJ Williams/Glenn O'Neill (County) and Steve Gompers(RCC) are the

Charles County operational and technical team, respectively. Both parts are essential tothe

care and feeding of a public safety radio system. Tony/RJ/Glenn are not engineers and Steve
1s not a public safety professional.

The County does not ever turn its vendors like Motorola or Wireless Communications
loose; Instead, the County has adopted, and always will adopt, the strategy of being very
engaged with its vendors to ensure operational and technical success.

The County has 7+ vears of experience with its current public safety system and 2+
decades with its previous system. This history has given rise o a set of Best Practices. The
County does not intend to deviate from its Best Practices as communicated throughout the

course of PFA and FRA negotiations.



EXHIBITB

CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA INTERNAL COSTS ESTIMATE.PHASE 4
| r | S ] | | —
| i | | ! 1 [ e 1
Charles County Rebanding Reconfiguration Resources-Phase 1
i 1
Project Team Estimated Hours
}ﬁ_ g ¥ Reconfiguaration
Line jtem Tony Rose RJ Williams Glenn Q'Neif Paut Comfart 8ill Stephens Roger Fink Agency Liaison Kathy £ awis
FCC Reguiatory 16 a [ [ [] [i] [ [ T
Legat Suppari [ [ [ [ [] 80 [ [
{Project Management 5055 iB87E 258 52 g3 R [ 3
Engineering & implementation B
Support 24 2 @ ) B— a g 9
Stibsoriber Reconfiguration
Activitles _.B 8 1204 a [} o 232 192
FNE Reconfiguration Activities ' 0 180 ] [ ] [] o .
Acceplance Testing Activities [ [} 778 0 [ o 160 [] i |
nternal & Extermal
Intercpetability Planning &
Stakeholder Coordination 368 322 <] 0 Q9 0 o i
Project Team Estimated Hourly Rates
[Budgetary Reconfiguration :
Line Hem Tony Rose RJ Williams Glenn O°dleit Paul Comfort BHl Stephens Rager Fink Agency Lisison Hathy Lewls .
IFeC Regulatary 60 {8 [FRE] N 100 [§ 65 |§ 100 |8 75 1% 30
L egal Suppart ANE 60 1§ 50 |$ EE 85 1% 106 18 R 35 o
Broject Managemert T 50 [ § EERE 50 | § 00 [§ ’ B5 [§ 100 1§ 35 1% Ef T
[Engineering & Irplementation o
Support $ £0 |5 60 |8 50 18 HIRES 65 |s 100 % 25 |8 aw
Subscriber Reconfiguration .
Activities $ 66 13 50 {§ 50 1% 00 1% 65 |4 g 1§ 2% 1% ElY
FNE Recanfigiation Actviies | $ ERE 60 1% 5618 106 ]S 85 |3 160 [§ 25 |8 30
Acceptance Testing Activiles  { § 60 [$ 60 1% 50 |% 100 |$ &5 IE] 25 1% 30 -
[ntérnal & Extam
Intercpersbility Planning &
Stakehalder Coordination 5 60 | 3% 60 | § 5¢ 1S 100 {§ 65 |5 100 13 25 1% 30
S — - - —
Project Team Estimated Cosis
Budgetary Reconfiguration
Ling ltera Tony Rose RJ Willtams Glenn O'Neif Paul Corrort Bill Stephens Roger Fink Agency Liaison Kathy Lewis
FCC Regulatory 3 §60.00 1§ ] B E] - 15 - |3 - - - I
i egal Support s S E] - I K - 13 ,000.06 | § T - -
Froject Maragement ] 30330001 % 10 065 .00 14,55000 1 § 220000 3% 558000 7% - 13 - 18 -
Engineering & Implementation o T
Suppet 1 1.440.00 | § 1.440.00 | § 2,400.00 | § o 1% - 1% - |5 -_is - e
Subscriber Reconfiguration
Actvities s 480.00 % 480.00 . § 60,200.00 | § - s - - s 5.800.00 1§ 5,760.00
FNE Recanfigination Activiies | § - 13 L s00000 § e - B L] - -
Acceptance Testing Actvites 1§ s - 13 1380000 {8 R - - 18 406500 1§ - 1
infernal & Exdemnd “'" TOTEL AOUREY
Interoperability Planning & . Raconfiguration
Stakeholder Coordination ) 220800018 18,3208 § - 8 L B E] L - 13 - LOSES
TOTALS] § 553508.00 | 3 31,24500 7§ 100,350.60 { 3§ §.20000] § 5 5E0.00 (5 8,00G.00 | § 9,860,061 5 £ 760.00 § 22582500
Miscellaneous Project Expenses
h;udgatnry Reconfiguration )
Line ltem ) Tony Rose RJ Williams Glenn O'Nell Paul Comfort ____{Bill Stephens Roger Fink Agency Liaison Kathylewis Miscellaneous .
Vehicle Schedule/Shutie
Logistics . 3 N 3 14 695.20
Personned Schedufe/Shuttle
|ogistics . $ 7787500 i
[Miscellanesus Trips/ruel o
{Mileage Reimbursement) 5 4526.18 TOTAL EXPENSES
TOTALS S - 13 -1 T I3 T - 1% - 1% N - 13 67,156,381 % 57 196,38
!
| TOTAL CHANLES COUNTY PHASE | INTERNAL RECONMGURATION COSTS INCLUDING EXPENSES] § 32282138
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CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA INTERNAL COSTS ESTIMATE-PHASE 1

| . L Charles County Rebanding Reconfiguration Cost Estimate Worksheet-Phase 1
— e —— 7 A —
- | _—— -
{RESOURCE HOURLY | RESOURCE COSY
BURGETARY LINE ITEMS TASK ESTEMATED HOURS RESOURGE IRATE ESTIMATE EXPENSES COMMENTS
FCC Regtiatory " - - .
Regulatory -
ReviewiOversight /
{Management i Tony Rose 5 50,001 $ $60.00 e
Legal Su|§§3n ] T
- . FRA Draf/Review/Analysis .40 Roger Fink $ locpols 4 D00 G0 o
— FRA Negotiafions 40 Rager Fink 3 10000 % 4,000.00 .
Projeci Management N - KN
Assumes 23-Month Phase | Calendar Projeet Timeline per
Executive Management fatest NCR Schedules {12/08-18/10). Approximately one 44
Sriefing/Oversight g2 Bill Stephens $ 6500] % 5,580.00 _|hour project briefing per menth for 23 menths.
Project Administraton / Assumes 23-Menth Phase | Calendar Project Timeline per
Schedufing f Contract fatest NCR Schediles (12/08-10/10). Approximalely i3
o Management - 299 Glenn O'Ned 3 5000 | 8 14,950.00 houts per month te match Matarela PM involvement.
Assumes 23-Month Phase | Calendar Praject Timeline per
Expcutive Management latest NCR Schedules {12/08-10/10). Approximstely one 4+
_______ .. |BrefingiOversight 92 Paul Comfort $ 100001 8 920400 hour project briefing per month for 23 months.
Assumes 23-Month Phase | Galendar Project Timeline per
Exacutive Management latest NCR Schedules (12/08-10/1D). Approxtmately one 44
. BriefingiOversight 82 RJ Williams 3 600015 552000 hour project briefing per morith f¢ 23 months. e o
Project Administration { Asstimes 23-Month Phase | Calendar Project Timeline per
Scheduling f Contract latest NCR Schedules {12/08-16110). Approximately 3.25
Managemant 74.75 RJ Wiliams $ 60005 4,485.00 _ Jhours per month {25% WMotorota PM involvement).
Assumes Z3-Month Phase | Calendar Project Timeline per
Executive Management latest NCR Schedules (12/08-10/10), Approximately one 4
________ |Sriefing/Oversight a2 Tony Rose 3 60.60 18 5 520.00 hour project briefing per month for 23 months. .
. FRA Negotiations 80 Tony Rose % 0001 § FTRE - T
Assumes 23-Month Phase [ Calendar Project Timeline per
latest NCR Schedules (12/08-10/10). Approximately 8-
haours per monih dedicated s¢ project controls/fnancial
Project Conftols/Finances 184 Teny Rose 5 BOOG: % 11.040,00 5] Winveice reviewist . for 23 months, .
Praject Administration Assumes 23-Month Phase | Calendar Project Timeline per
Scheduling { Contiact latesl NGR Schedules {12/08-40/16). Approximately 6.5
Management 148.5 iTony Rose 3 £0.001 8% 8.870.00 hours per month (50% Motorola PM involverment}, B
Engineering & kmplementation Support :__ . B
— Assumes 1-Weak Clilover PlanninglFinalizalion Period. ]
Cutover 16 hours per week dedicated to interactive culover
_ . Planning/Finafization i8 Glenn ONelt 3 50001% ggpoe! planning.
Detaited Design Review Assumes 1-Week DD Period. 8 hours per week
Pariicipation/Ovessight 3 Glenn O'Neil $ __5000}% 400.00 dedicated to DBR pracess. R '
Final Jocumentation
Review 24 Slenn O'Neil ] 5000{¢ taop00f v -
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?HARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA INTERNAL COSTS ESTIMATE-PHASE 1
- i} 1 { . i
l - % ; ek [V

T - ' - e e

Charles County Rehanding f_t'éconﬂguratjon Cast Estimate Worksheet-Phase 1

RESOURCE HOURLY | RESOURTE £05T

SUDGETARY LINE ITEMS [TASK ESTIMATED HOURS |RESOURCE RATE ESTIMATE EXPENSES COMMENTS
Assumes t-Week Cutover Planning/Finalization Perind.

Cutaver 16 howrs per week dedicated to interactive autover

- __|Planning/Finafizafion i6 R Withams Y BO.OG! S 960.90 planning.
Detatled Design Rev Assumes 1-Week DDR Period, 8 hours per week i -
Participation/Qversight 8 L) Wiillams —— . 3 60,00 | § 480.00 dedicated to DOR process. R

Assines 1-Week Cutaver Planning/Finalization Period, ...
Cutover 16 hours per week dedicated lo interactive cutover
. Planning/Finalization B 16 Tueny Rose 3 . 8000 | § 960.00 planning.

Detailed Design Review Assumaes 1-Week DDR Period, 8 hours per week
Participation/Oversight . [ Tany Rose 13 6000 | % 480,00 . dedicated to DDR process.

Subscriber Recontiguration Activities | i
Agency

Laisoniliaisen/Fieet
togistical Management 182 Agency Liaison 15 25008 480000 § 280,80 {Assumes 24 weeks (Motorola duration) at 8 hrsfwesk

Liser Training 40 Agency Liaison $ 250018 100000 % 58.50 iAssumes 1 week at 40 hredweek for user fraining activitfes

Reprogramming/Retune/Re
placement
Oversight!/Subcontractor
MansgementiFisld
Supervisionfinventory
Control/Encryplion Asstrmes 127 wark days (Motorola duration) at 8 hrsfwork-
Management 968 Glenn O'Neil 3 So00is 48,400.00 | § 84240 [day

Template
Design/Recenfiguration/Te

sting 212 Glenn O'Neil $ 300618 10,600 .80 Assumes 2 hours/tempiate for {08 templates

Lizer Training 24 Glenn O'Neil 3 50.00 | § 1200001 8§ 35,10 |Assumes t week at 24 hrs/week for user training activities

“*Reduction Offered. Lt. Williams 1o provide Law
Enforcement oversight and 8 hours imernat tonsuliation

Template i assusning Gampets/ONell teviewfanalyze every Law
Design/Reconfiguration/Te . ) . T Enf: 1 template @ 2 howrsftemplate. [Original:
sting ] R.J WiBiams $ 60,06 % 480,00 Assumes 2 lioLrsftemplaté for 40 templates]

] | E E I ! i L

*Redudlian O!feréd_ Tony Rese to provide Fire/EMS/EMA
& Non-Public Safely oversight and 8 hours internat

Temphate consuf{ation assuming Sompers/Q'Neil reviewdanalyze

Design/Reconfiguration/Te . ’ . evety Fire/EMS/EMANPS templale & 2 hoursfiempiate.
. sting 8 Tany Rose 3 6000 § 480.00 {Original: Assumes 2 howrsfiemplate for 70 templatesy ¢+
__ Database j S o

Management/Subscriber

inventory Management 192 Kathy Lewds $ N 30003 3% 5 76000 Asgumes 24 weeks {Motorola duration) at 8 hrshweek

FNE_Reca'ﬁﬁguraﬂon_ﬂg_ﬁvi‘lie; b
BEDA Site Recanfiguration .

Dversight’Subcontractor ) i **Reduction Offered. Motorokz cuirently éstimating 36
Managemeni/Field o . hours for BDA equipment reconfiguration. {Original:
Supevision/ECC . Motorola agsuming 45 hours duration for this task. 5 BDA
Loordination . 356 Glenn {Neil ! $ 5600 % 1,800.00 % 5850 faclities {o rebandiest]
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CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA INTERNAL COSTS ESTIMATE-PHASE 1
_Charles County Rebanding Reconfiguration Cost Estimate Worksheet-Phase 1
'RESOURCE HOURLY | RESOURCE €0ST
BUDGEVARY LINE ITEMS TASK ESTIMATED HOURS {RESOURCE RATE ESTIMATE EXPENSES COMMENTS
RF Site Reconfgwtafon .+ . 4 5
OversightfSubcontractor
ManagementField
SupervisionfECC Motorola assuming 12 days duration for this task at 12
|Cotrdinstion 144 Gienn O'Neif 3 50.00 1§ 120000 | 3 14040 jhoursiday.
Accept Testing Activities o
E£CC Pre-Rebanding CATP
_ Participation 30 Agency Liaison g 25001 % 2,000.00 Motorola assuming BG hours durafion for this task,
ECC Pest-Rebanding
CATP Participation 80 __ JAgency Liaison 3 25000 % 2,800.00 Motorola assuming 80 hours duration for this task.
Pre_Rebandihg BUA T
~ Testing Oversight 20 Glenn O'Neil 3 50,008 100600 8 58.50 |5 BDA faciffies 1o test @ 4 howrstiasility,
B Pre-Rebariding Coverage - -
Testing
Oversight/Subcontractor
ManagemenVECC
- Coordination 80 Glenn O'Nedl 3 S0.001 % 4,.000.00,% 35%.00 [Motorola assuming 80 hotns duration for this task.
Pogt-Rebunding Coverage
Testing
OversightiSubcontractor
ManagementiECC
o Coordination 80 Glenn O'Neil 3 50001 % 4000001 8% 351.00 {Motorclz assuting 80 hours duration for this task, i o )
Funsticnality Testing
Oversight/Suboontracter
ManagementECC
Cogrdination 8G Glenn O'Neil $ 50.001 5 4,600.00 Motorofa assuming 80 hours duration for this task,
Testing Rostiis T )
Review/Analysis 15 Glenn O'Neil $ 50.001 8 8049.00 ~
Internat & External interoperabifity Planning & Stakeholder Cootdination
+Redystion OResed. Li. RJ Williams (Law Enforcement}
and Tony Rost (Fire/EIAS) will represent Chardes County
National Gapital Regien . at =i FOP mestings. [Ofiginal: Asstimes 23-Mpenth Phase |
Reconfiguralion ’ Catangar Projact Timekine per fatest NCR Schedufes
Implemnentation . : . {12/38-10/14). Approximately one B-haur coerdination
ParticipaiianiCobrdination [ Glenn O'Nedl 5 5000 § - meating per month for 23 menths.]
**Reduction Offered, (1, RS Willisms (Law Erforcement)
and Teny Rose {FirefEMS) will represent Chailes County
Seuthern M0 at all |JOP meetings, [Originat: Asstmes 23-Month Phasa |
Regaonfiguration . Calendar Project Timeline par latest NCR Schedules
Imptementation : (12/08-11418). Approximately one 4-hour coordination
Participation/Coordination a Glaniy ONeil £ 5000 % - : meeting per month fof 23 moniths ] -
**Reduction Offered. Lt. RJ Wiliams (Law Enforcement)
and Tony Rose (Fire/EMS) will represent Chares County
at alt ¥OP mesbngs. (Original: Assunies 23-Month Phazz |
Caliendar Projec! Timedineg por tatest NCR Schedules
Stakeholder/Agency . . ($2/08-1010). Appravimately twa Z-hour project briefings
Coordination/Brisfing i E] Glern O'Nell l - 50.60 $§ - | per month for 23 months.} |
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CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA INTERNAL COSTS ESTIMATE-PHASE 1

Charles County Rebanding Reconfiguration Cost Estimate Worksheet-Phase 1
: !

RESOURCE HOURLY | RESOURCE COST

BUDGETARY LINE I[TEMS TASK ESTIMATED HOURS  IRESOURCE RAYE ESTIMATE EXPENSES COMMENTS
National Capital Region
Reconfiguration Assumes 23-Mantk Phase | Calendar Praject Timeline pes
tmplementation Fatest NCR Schedules (12/08-10110), Approximately one 84
Participation/Coordination 184 R Wilkamsg $ 80001 ¢ 11.040.60 hotit coordination meating per month for 23 menths.
Souvthemn MO - -
Reconfiguration Agsumes 23-Menth Phase | Calendar Project Timekne par
tmplementation latest NCR Schedules (12/08-10/10). Approximately one £
. Parlicipation/Coordination 9z iR vwiiams $ B50.60 | % 5,520.90 hour coordinalion testing per month for 23 manths,
Assumes 23-Month Phase | Calendar Projecl Timeline par
Stakeholdar/fgency : Hatest NCR Schedules {12/08-10/10). Approximately one 24
Coordingion/Briefing 48 RS Willams . 35 §50.007 8 2,760,060 hour project briefing per menth for 23 months.
— Fralional Capital Region T
Reconfiguration Assumes 23-Month Phase 1 Calendar Project Timeline per
Implementation latest NCR Schedutes {12/0B-101 0], Approvimately one 84
Parficipation/Coordination 184 Tony Rose § 5000 | § 1040000 % 1,42623 thour coordination meeting per month for 23 months,
Southern MO
Reconfiguration Assurmes 23-Month Phase | Calendar Project Timelire per
Implementation fatest NCR Schedules (12/08-10/10). Approximately one 44
Participation/Coordinetion 92 Tony Rose 3 56.00 | § 5520.00 | § 403.65 |hour coordinalion meeting per month for 23 menths.
Assumes 23-Month Phase | Calendar Project Timefine per
Stakehelderfigency latest NCR Schedutes {12/08-50/10). Approximately two 2-
CoordinationfBriefing 52 Tany Rose $ @000 (% . 5.520.00 hour p(gject brtefings per month for 23 months.
Subscriber R guration Logistical Expenses .
T 1 PERSONNEL
REMOTE/ CENTRAL PERSONNEL HOURLY| SHUTTLE COST
AGENCY NUMBER OF RADIOS PROGRAMMING PERSONNEE, RATE ESTIMATE "CENTRAL” VEHICLE SHUTTLE COST ESTIMATE "REMDTE™ TRIPS "REMOTE™ FUEL
— ICCSOARA 750 CENTRAL Apency Lisson ] 25001 § 22,500.00 | § 536500 § T -
Fire/EMS/FRAP RIR/R .. b0 REMOYE Agency Liaison $ 25.001 % 9.200.00 1 § - 23 3 268.10
. DES/EMAECT BRR 160 CENTRAL Agency Lisison $ 2500 (% 8.000.0C | 3 . . 1,872.00 $ -
Control Statians/BUCS 30 REMOTE . Agency_!__isisnn 25001 % 150000 - 3D o 351.00
ACO RIRIR 15 CENTRAL Agericy Linison 250013 fsQQots 0000000 175.50 -
MSPRRIR o 125 CENTRAL Agency Lisfson 25.60 6,250.00 | § . 146250 e
MDTA R/IRIR 15 CENTRAL Agency Liaison 25.90 75000 . 37550 . 3 -
PGEM IR 0 CENTRAL Agengy | isison 25.90 1.006.00 1 § 334.04 o 5 -
i Public Utilities R/AR/R 150 . FCENTRAL Agency Lizison 2500 % 750000 .. L7s500] 3 -
o, Fublic Faciites RIAM 200 CENTRAL Agensy Lisisen L) 25008 10,000.00 | & 2,340.00 $ -
Commurdty Services
RIRIR e 50 REMOYE Agency Liaisen 8§ 25.001% 4,375.00( % - & -
- Misceltaneous HWOP RIV/R 141 ICENTRAL Agency Ligison ] 25001 % 6050008 . 1.415.70 $ -
e ~ TOTALS e 2305 & 7rA75001 5 14.685.20 3 620.10

Average Trip (miles roiind-rip)= it}

Wiizage Rate (§imile) 6.585] -
Personnal Logistical Unit Time

{Hours) 2
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CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA CONSULTANT COSTS ESTIMATE-PHASE 1
! R
B RCC Rebanding Reconfiguration Cost Estimate Worksheet-Phase 1
l J ! _ ]
RESOURCE HOURLY "TRESOURCE COST  |FUELETOLL MEALS & LODGING : ]
BUDGETARY LINE ITEMS TASK ESTIMATED HOURS  |[RESOURCE RATE ESTIMATE EXPENSES EXPENSES COMMENTS
FCC Regulatory -
Regulatory Review / ) .
_ Oversight / Management ' 4 Steven Gompers 3 200900 % 800,00 “*Reduction Oftered. {Original: 8 hours.}
Legal Support. —
Project hﬁ;nagemen(
*Reduction Cffered; Approximately one 1-
hour project briefing par month for 23
manths, [Original: Assumes 23-Month
Phase | Calendar Project Timeline per
lz_!test MNCR Schedules (12/08-10r10).
Executive Management ’ Approximately one 2-howur project briefing
BriefingfOversight - 23 Dominick Arcus $ 25000 & - 575000 per manth for 23 mongls.
. FRA Negolialions 40 Dominick Arcur 3 25000 | $ 15,000.00 o
Asgssmes 23-Month Phase | Catendar
Project Timeline per latest NCR Schedules
Executive Management {12/08-10A10). Approximately one 4-hour
b Rriefing/Ovarsight 92 Steven Gompers 5 20000 | % 18,400.00 . project briefing per month for 23 months.
FRA Negoligtions a0 Steven Gompers 3 200001 % 16,000.00 ;1 % 193.201 8 100.00
Assumes 23-Month Phase | Calendar
Project Timeline per jatest NCR Schedules
(12/08-10/1Q). Approximately 8-hours per
month dedicated to project
Project controls/financial managementfinvoice
o Condrols/t-inances 184 Steven Gompers 3 2000018 36,800.00 review/etc. for 23 months.
Assumes 23-Month Phase | Calendar
Projact Administration / Project Timsline per latest NCR Schedules
Scheduiing / Contract {£2/08-10110). Approximately 6.5 hours per
» Management 1485 Steven Gompers $ 200001 % 29,800.0C | § 22218018 1.150.0C |month (50% Mejorola PM involvernant),
Engineering & implementalion Support _ - -
Assumes 1-\Week Cutover
Plarming/Finalization Peried. 16 hours per
Cutover weel dedicated Lo inferaciive cutover
Planning/Finalization 16 Steven Gompers 3 200001 % 3,200.00 o iplanning.
Detailed Design Review Assumaes 1-Week DDR Period. 8 hours
Participation/Oversight . '8 Steven Gompars $ 20000 % 1,600.00 per week dedicated to DDR process,
Finai Documentation )
Review 40 Steven Gompers | § 200.00 | § 8,000.00
Subsciiber Reconfiguration Activities
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CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA CONSULTANT COSTS ESTIMATE-PHASE 1
RCC Rehanding Reconfiguration Cost Estimate Worksheet-Phase 1 B B
RESOUREE HOURLY |RESOURCE COST  |FUEL & TOLL MEALSE LOLGING

ELIDGETARY LINEITEMS TASK ESTAMATED HOURS RESQURCE RATE ESTIMATE EXPENSES EXPENSES COMMENTS

Internal & External interoperability Flanning & Stakeholder Coordination - -
Naticnal Capital Region Assumes 23-Month Phase 1 Calendar
Reconfiguration Project Tineline per latest NCR Schadules
implemeantation (12/08-10/10}, Approxéimately one B-hour
Farticipation f coordination meating per month for 23
Coordination 184 . | steven Gompers $ 2000G1 % 3680000 § 2221801 % 1,180.00 wnonths,
Southern MD ' Assumes 23-Manth Phase | Calendar
Reconfiguraion Project Timeline per latest NCR Schedules
implementation {12/08-10/50). Approximately one 4-hour
Padicipation / coordinatian meeting per month for 23
Coordination 92 Steven Gompers 3 200001 % 18400001 % 2221801 3% 1,150.60 |months,
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CHARLES COU?*EJTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA INTERNAL COSTS ESTIMATE-PHASE 2
I ! I i |

I
: ! i ) I 1 — : ]

R, }

Charles County Rebanding Reconfiguration Resources-Fhase 2

i | ] I _

Projact Teanln Estimated Howrs

Budgetary Reconfiguration Pattl B Agency
Line ltem Tony Rese RJ Williatms Glenn O'Neit  (Comfort ;Stephens Roger Fink _ |Liaison Kathy Lewis
FCC Requiatory ] [] [i] 1] 1] 0 0 0
i_egal Support ) G o 0 4 [1] 0 o 0 T
Eroject Management 252 a8 168 3 5 i 0 (3] a —
Engineering & implementation [
Support 16 16 24 0 0, 0 e 0
Subseriber Recerfiguration
Aclivities . 8 ] 884 0 ¢ c 158 128
ENE Recontiginabion ACfies [ [ 176 i [ [ [ [ ]
Acceptance Testing Achvites 0 (] [ 1] o o a 0
internal & External
Interoperability Planning & .
Sizkeholdet Coordination 224 188 ] 1] ¢ o o 2
Project Team Estimated Hourly Rates
Budygetaty Reconfiguratian Paul TEil Agency
Line ftem: Tony Rose RJ Williams Glenn G'Nell  Camfort Stephens Roger Fink __ jLiaison Kathy Lewis
FCC Regyiatory [ B0 (% 50 1§ 5013 00 |$ 65 |5 18 1s 25 1% At . b i
Legal Support 3 60 1% 50 13% 50 1§ 100 7% 6515 10013 25 1§ 30 ]
Project Management [ 5018 E 50 i 10018 65|98 00§ 25 1% 30
Ehpineering & implementation |
Suppotl & 60 13 5018 50 1% 100 | & E513% 10018 25 1§ 9
Subscriber Reconfiguration
Activities $ 801§ s01% 50 1§ 100]% 65| % 10014 25 1§ 30
FNE Reconfiguration Atlivies 13 E0:{% ] 5¢ 4% 1001is §5 |5 100 18 25 1% 30
Accepiance Testing Actvites | § RE 6618 A R RE] [TRE] ool 218 30
Internat £ External
nternperabifity Planning &
|Stakeholder Coordination 5 [ 508 50 ;% 003 651% 1601 % 25 [$ 30
Project Team Estimated Costis
udgetary Reconfiguration Paul Bl Agency
Linelteem __[Tony Ruse R Williams Glenn O'Neil  [Comfart  |Stept Roger Fink _ [Liaison Kathy Lewis =
FCC Reguigtory $ 45000 % B Y L N K 2% - N
Legal Supporl $ = _i% - 1§ - i$ - 18 - 13 - 1% - 1§ -
firoject Mansgement § 7 5,120.00 |3 5880.00 |§  B.400.00 |3 5,600.00 3,640,007 % 1% - 1§ - )
Engneenng & Implemertation ) ' e ]
Support 5 96000 s 96000 |35 izonpals - i3 - i3 - 15 L] S
Subscribar Reconfiguration T 7
Activities % 48000 § 48000 § 442000018 - 1 - 1% - iS5 4200008 3,840.00
[ENE Reconbguration Ackviges 1 5 - 18 - % Sgonpo § ] BE H N - —'“
[Acceplance Testing Actvities $ - 1§ ,_"} 3 -3 1 Ry M Tt 13 -
Intethal & Txtemnal - — TOTATHOERDY 1 _
nteroperability Planning & ' Reconfigutation
Stakeholder Coordination S 1344000 (3% 11,760.00 3 - 5 - 1§ - | % - 18 - 1% - COSTS
TOTALS]S 5043000 |3 190800013 5950060 [$ 5,600.00 13 3,640.00 | 3 - T8 4200.0013% 3,840.00 % 126,440,659
Miscellaneous Project Expenses
Budgetary Reconfiguration Y Faul Byl Agency
Line ftem Tony Rose RJ Williams Slenn O'Nell  |Comfort iStephens Roger Fink  lLiaisan Hathy Lewis Miscedl
Wehicle Schedule/Shutile
Logistics $ 1468520
Fersennel Schedule/Shultie o
Lagistics & 76.000.00 o
Miscellaneous TripsiFuel .
{Mileage Reimbursement} $ 2,751.84 TOTAL EXPENSES
T TUTALS(§ - |3 N - 3 B E] - 1% N S S 934470413 63 447 .04
TOTAL CHARLES COUNTY PHASE 2 INTERNAL RECONFIGURATION COSTS W_UDING EXPENSES} $ 219,887.04
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CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA ENTER.NAL COSTS ESTIMATE-PHASE 2

i Charles County Rebanding Reconfiguration Cost Estimate Worksheet-Phase 2
RESDURCE HOURLY | RESQURCE COST
BUDGETARY LINE TEMS JASK ESFIMATED HOURS {RESOURCE RATE . ESTIMATE EXPENSES COMMENTS
FEE Rugiltatory |
Regulbtory Revidw/ . .
_. Oversight / Managemint -] Teny Rase 3 6000 & 480,00 SReduction Offered. [Original 18 hours estimated ]
Praject Management
I R Assymes 1&Month Phase 2 Celendar Projact Timaline per Jates
Executive Managemeant MCR Schedulas (11140-1/12) Approvimately one 4-hour project
Hrigfing/Cversight 58 8ill Stephens L3 _B50018 3.640.00 _|priefing per month for 14 months.
- Braject Administration 7 Assumes 14-Month Phase 2 Calendar Froject Timeline pes fates
Scheduling / Contract MNCR Schedules (11/40-1/12). Approvimately 12 hours per manth to
WManagement 168 Glenn O'Neil + 50.00 | $ 8,400,00 match Matorola PM involverment,
Assumes 14-Manth Phase 2 Lajendar Project Timeine par lates
Exacutive Management NOR Schedutas {11/10-1412). Approyimataly ore 4-howt project
BriefingfOversight 55 Paut Camfort 3 100001 % $.800.00 briefing per month for 14 monthe.
— ] !
i P
Assumas 14-Month Phase 7 Calendar Project Timating par lates
Executive Manzgement NCR Schedules (11/10-1712). Approximalely one 4-hout projec
~ Bristing/Cversight 58 RJwWilliams 13 £6.00 | § 3,360.00 briafing per mamh for 14 menthe.
Project Adminisiration ¢ Assymes 14-AManth Phase 2 Calandar Prajact Timeline per fates
Schedufing f Contract MCR Schedules {11/10-3¢12). Appraximately 3 hours per fonth (259
Managemant 42 R Wiilisms 3 600018 252000 Matorols P# involvernent). -
T {Assimas 14onth Prase 7 Calendar Project Timekne per lates
Executive Management MCR Schedules {1110-1/12), Approximataly one 4-hovur project
. Briefing/Ovarsight 58 Tony Rose § 600018 3,360G.00 priafing per momth for 4 months.
Assumas t4-Manth Phase 2 Calendat Projact Timsline per lates
NCR Schedules {11/10-1/12), Approximately 8-hours per month
Fraject cedicated to project controls/financist managementfinvoice revisvdetq
Controls/Finances 112 Tony Rose $ 600015 8,720.00 for 14 months. .
Project Administration f Assumes 14-hfonth Fhase 2 Calendar Profect Timeline per letes
Scheduting / Contract NCR Schedulas (11710.1112). Appreximately 8 hours per month (50%
_ Management 84 Tony Ross $ 60001 % 5,040.00 Motorpla P mivolvement). i
Engineering & implementation Suppor ]
Decommissioning £
Cutover Planning / Assumes 1-Week Cutover Planning/Finalization Period. 8 hours per
_ Finglization & Glenn O'Neidl $ 50.00 | % 400,00 weak dedicated to interactive cufever planning.
Detailed Pesign Review Assumes 1-Week DDIR Period, B hours per werk dedicaled to DDR T
Partisipation/Oversight 8 Glenn Oheil s 50.00 | % 49000 process. —
Finaj Decumeantation - ]
= Review 8 Glenn O'Nail 3 5006138 48068
Decommicsioning /
Cutaver Plapning { Assumes 1-Wrek Cutover Planning/Finalization Period. B hours per
Finalizati ] __ 1 Bd Williams 3 “B000: & 48000 waak i diol ive cutover planning. .
Detatled Design Raview Assumes 1-yWeek DOR Pariod. 8 hours gar wesk dedicated to DDR
Participation/Qversight ] R Witizrmns 3 8OO0 § 420.00 precess.
Decomenissioning {
Cutover Planwing / Assumes i-Week Colover PlanningfFinalization Period. B hours per
Finalization 8 Tony Rose -3 60.00 1 % 480,00 week dedicated 1o inaraclive cutover planning
Datailad Deasign Reviaw Assyumes 1-Weak DDOIR Period. 8 hours per week dedicated fc DDR
Parlicipation/Cversight 8 ! Tony kose 13 . 60001 % 4B0.0C process,
Subscriber Reconfiguration Activitie: B '"
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CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA INTERNAL COSTS ESTIMATE-PHASE 2

]
i
- Charles County Rebanding Recontiguration Cost Estimate Worksheet-Phase 2
_ ! -
. %&ESUURCE HOURLY | RESGURCE COST
|BUDGETARY LINE ITEMS TASK ESTIMATED HOURS  |RESDURCE RATE ESTIMATE EXPENSES COMMENTS
Agency B
LisisonfLisisan/Fieat
Logistical Maragemant 128 . Agency Llaison 3 25001 % 3200008 187.20 jAssumes 18 weeks {Moltotol2 duration) 8t 8 hrsfweak
B User Training 40 Agency Liaison $ 25000 % 1,000000 | & 58.50 |Assumas 1 week at 40 hrsAweek for user training activitie )
Reprogramming/Retune
Repfacemant
Oversight/Subcontractor
ManagementFiekd
Supervisionfinventory
ControiEncryption
Management [Z.E] Glenn O'heil 3 50,00 { % 32,400.00{ % 561 60 (Assumes B1 work days (Motorala durstion) at & hrs/work-day
Termplate :
Dasign/Reconfguration/T]
esting 212 Glenn O'Neil 3 560018 - 10,600.00 Assumes 2 hoursfiemptate for 108 emplates
User Training 24 Glenn O'Neil 5 50001 % 1,20000; 35.10 jAssumnes T week »t 24 hrsAwerk for Usert training activiie
“Reduction Oftered_ L1 Willlams to provide Léw Enfarcement
Témplate oversight and 8 hours intermal consuft assuming persiCyMet
Design/RocanfigurationsT reviewfanalyze every Law Enforcemant tamplate g 2 hoursftemplste
#sting 8 RJ Wiliams 5 . B000 5 480.00 {Odiginak Assumes X heurshemplats for 50 tamptatas)
T T “*Raduction Offered. Tony Rose to provide FirefEMS/EMA & Non
Public Safety oversight and 8 hours internal consultation asguming
Template GompersiO'Neil review/analyze avery FiralEMSEMANPS template
DesigrvReconfiguration/T . @ 2 hourshermplate. [Ofigiial Assumas 2 hoursemplate far 70
esting 8 Tany Rose $ . . 800G % 480,00 templatas)
Database
Management/Subscrbar
- Inventory Management 128 Kathy Lewis 3 300015 3,840.00 Assumes 16 weeks (Molorolz duration] at B hrsiweek
FNE Recanfiguration Activities|
BOA Site
Reconfiguration
OvarsightSubconiragtor -
WManagementFictd *“Reductioh Offared, Motorola currently estimating 36 hours for BDA
Supervision/ECC . eqipmant reconfiguration. [Originsl’ Motarsly assuming 48 hours
_ Coordination 36 Glenn Oh&i £ 50.00 % 180000 3 £8.50 duration for this task. § BDA facilities lo rebandftest.}
RF Gita Reconfiguration
Oversight/Sutreontractor
ManagemenlField
Supenvision/fECC
- Coprdination &) Slenn O'Neit 5 50001 % 4000001 % 117.06 [Moterala assuring 80 hours duration for this task,
Accepiance Testing Activities ] N T
Internial & External Interoperability ing & Sta Caordinatio
Nalional Gapital Region “*Reductioh Dffdred. L{ RJ Wiliams (Law Enforcement) and Tony
Reconfiguiation " Rose (Fire/IMS) will represent Charles County at all HOP rpetings.
Inplemestatioh [Orginal: Assumes $4-Month Phase Z Calendar Project Timeline per
Farticipation / . . latést NCR Schadutes (11/10-1/12). Approvimataly one B-hour
., Eoordination o Gienn O'Meil 3 50.00 8§ - coordination meeling per maonth for 14 months.]
Southern 40 “Redictioh Offared, L1, RJ Williams {Law Entorcement} and Tony
Reronfiguration Rose (FirelEMS) witl represent Chatles County at ali HOP meetings,
Fmplementation {Origingt Assumes T4-Month Phase 2 Calendar Project Timeline per
Parficipation / Iatest NCR Schedules (11/50-112), Approxtrmatety ohe 4-hour
Coordination o Glsnn O'Neil g 5000 § . - esordination meefing per menth for 14 months ]
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CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA CONSULTANT COSTS ESTIMATE-PHASE 2
e} i [ | | ! | | S |
d } L ] i i i
REC Rebanding Reconfiguration Resources-Phase 2
Project Team Estimated Hours
'ﬁudgeiary Reconfiguration Geminick Steven Hemie John
Lire ltem Arcuri Wayne Stack  |Gompers Jeff Martin__ [Cowardin Jeff Pegram | Tillinghast  |Gary Witley
FCLC Regulatory 0 0 Z 0 0 2 0 o O
L egal Suppont [1] [¥] i [i] [i] ] [} [+
Froject Management _ 14 1] 257 ] Q 4 [1] 0 .
Engineerng & implementation
Suppori s ° 32 9 9 - 0 0 0 o
Subscriber Reconfiguration ’
Activities - i a 308 g 0 o 4 0
FNE Reconfiguration Activities [ [ o6 [ [ 1] 0 a
Acceplance Testing Aclivilies & & 4] a 3 o 1] [+]
Infernal & External I ]
Interoperability Planning &
Stakeholder Goordination 0 0 1588 0 1] @ 0 o -
Project Team Estimated Hourly Rates ]
Budgetary Reconfiguration  |Domimick Steven Beinte John T
Ling ftem Arcui} Wayne Stack Gompers Jeff Martin  [Cowardin Jeff Pegram_ [Tillinghast Gary Witley . ]
FCC Reguisiory H 250 i § 250 1% 200 13 165 165 i85 1% 185 165
Legal Support $ 250 | 5 250 1§ 200 18 168 65 851§ 185 165 }
Project Management $ 250 | % 250 | % 200 | % 1651 § i65 | § 1851 5s i858 i % 165
[Engineenng & implsmeniation
|Support $ 250 1§ 256 1 8 200 i % 166 | § 165 | 8 18518 185 | § 168
Subscriber Reconfiguration
Activities 3 250 | % 250 18§ 200 1§ 165 | % 185 | 3 185 |3 185 [ 3 1688
FNE Recenfiguration Activities | § 280 1% 250 1% 200 1§ 65 1% 185 | § 185 1% 185 1 % 165 .
Acceptance Tesiing Activities ] 250 1§ 250 |% 200 | § 165 | § 185 | 3 185 |8 185 {3 165 .
Internal & Extemal
interoperabiiity Planning &
Stakebolder Coordination 3 250 | § BC |5 209 1% 8518 .1 % 18513 185 | & 185
Project Team Estimated Costs
Budgetary Reconfiguration Deminick Bteven Bernie Jahn
Line ltem Arcuri Wayne Stack  |Gompers Jeff Martin__{Cowardin Jeff Pegram Tillinghast  [Gary Witlay
FCC Ragulatory 5 - 3 - & 40000 3% I L <l - 13 -
Legal Supporl $ - 1s BE ] R - 13 - 1% - 1% - 1§ - .
Project Management 8 350000 § ) S % TB0.40000 | 5 - 5 - L - 3 ~ i § - }
Engineering & implamentalion
Supposl 3 - $ - 3 6,40000 1 3 - 5 - $ - $ - 1% -
Subscriber Recanfigural
Activities . $ - 15 - % 6160000 § - i3 - s - 18 - 1% -
FNE Reconfiguration Activities 13 - 13 - % ‘2000000 3 B B E - |3 - 4% - . .
Acceptance 1esling Activilies 3 L - ls - 18 k3 ki - |3 - 1% -
rternal & Exiemal T TOTAL HOURLY
imeroperability Planning & 1 Reconfiguration
Stakeholder Coosdination 3 - $ - 5 33600003 - i3 - ] - 1§ - 18 - COSTs
TOTALSIS ™ 350006 ;8 1§ 17240000 % - 1§ SE -1 3 T 175,500.00 ]
Miscellaneous Project Expenses
[Budgetary Reconfiguration  [DOMIAICK Steven Bernie John
Line item Arcurf Waynie Stack Gompers Jeff Martin _ {Co i Jeff Pegram  Tillinghast Gary Witley Miscalk e
ieals/l.odging e o § 3,500.00 o
FueliMileagerions - ® 695520 ] TOTAL EXPENSES
TOTALS]S - 1§ - 1% - 13 BRE - 13 - 1% - 13 - 1§ 10,4550 18 19,455.20
TOTAL RCG PHASE 2 RECONFIGURATION COS1S (INCLUDING EXPENSES] $ 184,355.20
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CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA CONSULTANT COSTS ESTIMATE-PHASE 2

RCC Rebanding Reconfiguration Cost Estimate Worksheet-Phase 2
RESOURCE HOURLY | RESOURCE COST FUEL ETOLL WEALS'& LODGING T
BUDGETARY LINE [TEMS TASK ESTIMATED HOURS  {RESCURCE RATE ESTIMATE EXPENSES EXPENSES COMMENTS
FCCRegulatory § }
Regulatory Raview/ - . :
___Oversight/ Managemisnt 2 Steven Gompers $ 20000 §$ 400.00 **Reduction Offered. [Original: 8 hows.]
{egal Support W
i
Project Management |
**Reduction Offered. Approximately one 1-hour
project briefing per month for 14 months.
[Criginal: Assumes 14-Month Phase 2 Calendar
) Project Timeline per latest NCR Schedules (1410
Executive Msnagemen! : : . . 1/12). Approxamstely one 2-hour project briefing
- Briefing/Ovarsight ) 14 Darnifick Arcur (3 25000 $ 3,500,00 ’ per month for 14 months ]
T - - Assumes 14-Month Phase 2 Calendar Project
Timeline per latest NCR Schedules {11/10-1/12).
Executive tManagement Approximealely one 4-hour project briefing per
Briefing/Cversight 55 Steven Gompers 3 - 200068 11,200,00 ronth for 14 months.
- Assumes 14-Month Phase 2 Catendar Project
Tineline per latest NCR Schedules {11/10-1/12).
Approximetely 8-hours per month dedicated to
Projact project controls/financial managementinvoice
o Controis/Finances 112 Sleven Gompers $ aocpo |§ 22,400.00 reviewletc. for 14 moenths,
Assumes 14-Moenth Phase 2 Calendar Project
Project Admiristration { Timeline per latest NCR Schedudes (11710-1/12),
Scheduling / Contract Approximately 6 hours per month (50% Meotorola
- Management 84 Steven Gompars g 20000 | § 16,800,00 | § 1,352 40 1 & 700.00 IPM involvernent). e
Engineering & Implementation Support _— . o
Decommissioning / Assumes 1-Week Cutover PlanningiFinalization
Cutover Planning / Period. & hours per week dedicated to interactive
. _analizaiiun & Stever; Gompers 5 200001 % 1,500.80 - culover planning.
Distalled Design Review Assumes 1-Week DDR Period. B hours per week
ParticipationfOversight - k-] Steven Gompers 1) 20000 [ 3 1,680.60 dedicated to DDR process,
. Final Documentation
Review 16 Steven Gompers $ 20000 | & 3,2C0.00
Subscriber Reconfiguration Activities
RéprogrammingfRetunel
Replacement
Oversight/Subcoritractar
Management/Field . .
Supersvisiondlnventory & . *Reducton Offered: Assumes 16 work-weeks
Database {(Motorels duration) al § hrsfwork-week. [Original:
ControlfEncrypsien : Assumes 16 work-weeks {(Molorola duration) at 8
Managsrnent . 96 : Steven Gompers [ 200,00 3 18,200.00 % 154560 § BOO.GD brafwork-weank]
Template
Design/Recondfiguration/ ¢
Testing 212 Steven Gompers $ 20000 | 4240000 | 483.00 ] 5 25G.00 |Assumes 2 hoursfemplate for 108 templates
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- CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA CONSULTANT COSTS ESTIMATE-PHASE 2
| RCC Rebanding Reconfiguration Cost Estimate Werksheet-Fhase 2
[ lﬁé“s’ﬁl’iﬁt& HOURLY |RESOURCECOST —|FUEL & TOLL NMEALS £ TODGING
BUDGETARY LINE ITEMS TASK ESTIMATED HOURS  IRESCURCE RATE ESTIMATE EXPENSES EXPENSES COMMENTS
FNE Reconfiguration Activities N T
' BDA Sie . -
Reconfiguration “Reduction Offered. Motorola currently
Qversight/Subconiractor estimating 38 hours for BDA equipment
Management/Fietd reconfiguration, [Orginal: Moforela assuming 45
Supentvision/ECC . : haurs dusgbon Tor this task. 5 BDA facilities to
o e ... Coordination : 36 Sieven Gompers $ 200,00 % 7,200.00 % 48300 3 150.00 réband/test]
RF Site Reconfiguration
OversightVSubeontractor
#Management/Field
SupervisionVECC Motorala assuming 80 hours durstion for this fask|
o e |Coondination 54 Steven Gompers $ 200001 % 12,800.00 ; § 386.40 ; $ 200.00 ;2 wesoks at 16 hrsiweck e
Acceptance Testing Activities - . ;::
internal & External Interoperability Planning & Stakeholder Coerdination . o
National Capitat Region
Racanfiguration Assumes 14-Maonth Phase 2 Calendar Project
tmplementation Timeline por latest NCR Schedudes {11/50-1/12).
Participation / Approximately one 8-hour coordination meeting
Coordination 112 Steven Gompers 5 200008 22 400008 1,36240 1 % 700.00 jper month for 14 manths. ]
Southem MD ]
Reconfiguration Assumes 14-Month Phass 2 Calendar Project
tmplemeantation Timeline per latest NCR Schedules {11/10-1/12).
Participation { Approximately ene 4-hour coordination meeting
Coordination 56 Staven Gompers . $ 20000 % 11,200.00 | & 1,35240 | & 700.00 iper month for 14 months,
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