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Federal Communications Commission
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In the Matter of

County of Charles, Maryland
and Sprint Nextel Corporation
Mediation No. TAM-12003

TO: The Commission

)
)
)
)
)
)

WT Docket No. 02-55

APPLICATION FOR REVIEW

Pursuant to Section 1.115 of the Rules, 47 C.F.R. §1.115, Charles County,

Maryland ("County") hereby asks the fun Commission for expedited review of a staff

decision in the captioned proceeding. I Relief is requested under sections l.U5(b)(2)(i),

conflict with rcgulation, case precedent and established Commission policy; (b)(2)(iv),

erroneous findings on important or material questions offact; and (b)(2)(v), prejudicial

procedural error.

Summary

1. Although the Order claims that so-called l'A "cost metrics" have not been

afforded dispositive weight, the decision relies too often ffild too heavily on this data to

make the claim credible. The Order's dependence on the cost metrics improperly goes

beyond the l'A's informational purpose in developing the data.

II. 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.

I Memorandum Opinion and Order, DA 09-2252, released October 19, 2009. ("Order")
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III. 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 imply that RCC needlessly is monitoring Motorola's work.

As for testing, the Order either 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 ofRCC's role in the interoperability planning and stakeholder

coordination subset of the category.

End of Summary
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At the conclusion of unsuccessful mediation in this matter,

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 systems? 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. As a

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.4

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

2 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.
3 Corrected RR of March 6, 2009, explained in e-mail of March 13,2009 to palties from Janine
Provenzano.
4 Memorandum Opinion and Order, DA 07-3881, released September 10,2007.
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beyond the seven months already elapsed while the parties awaited the Order. 5 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 request 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 metries were derived.,,6 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 October 2009 edition of its now-monthly reporting carries the same cautionary

preface that all previous editions have carried: "The FRA data is providedfor

informational purposes only. Licensee reconfiguration costs can and do vary based on a

number offactors.,,7

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

5 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 star! 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.
6 Order, ~45, The short-hands "TA metrics" and "cost metrics" appear to be used interchangeably.
7 http://www.800ta.org/content/resources/FRA Statistics.pdf, emphasis in original.
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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 ('lI6), 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."S

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.9

8 At 115, the Order cites to 600-odd FRAs in the TA datahase in December of 200S(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?
9 In our experience, the amendments of smaller dollar value arc 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 suhscriber capacity change notices filed by five NCR 20 licensees.
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The Order ('5) 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. to The shift from metrics as informative to metrics as dispositive is

masked by the "burden creep" discussed below.

III. 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 '4 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 ll 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

10 FCC orders from inception of the TNs eost metrics reports in mid-200? 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.
Jl See, e.g., Concrete Pipe and Products olCal., Inc. v. Construction Laborers Pension Trust, 508 U.S.
602,622 (1993), quoting In re Winship, 397 U.S. 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
offact 'to believe that the existence ofa 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 a/so, In re
Application ofAmeritech Michigan Pursuant to Section 27/ ofthe Communications Act of /934, 12 FCC
Red. 20543, ~ 45 (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.").(intemal citations omitted)
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will have met its burden no matter how far its estimates deviate from TA statistical

aggregates. Ifthe metrics alone are allowed to defeat the licensee, they will have taken

on decisional 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 ofthe TA's

metrics. I2 The Order ('115) 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. 13 We think disclosure is possible while

protecting the confidentiality of the sources. Our prayer for relief includes such a

request. 14

III. The County's historic approach to 800 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:

12 County Reply PRM. n. 5 and pages 4-6.
13 Reliable statistical analysis more often proceeds from random sampling than by historical inference. We
cannot evaluate either technique without more complete information. See, e.g.. Letter of Carl Robert Aron
ofRCC Consultants, May 16,2007, in this Docket 02-55, dealing with application of early TA metrics to
PFA costs.
14 APCa 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, Jr., Chiefofthe
Public Safety and Homeland Security Bureau, FCC, November 5, 2009. ("[W]e believe that licensees
should he ahle to request and receive information regarding the FRAs in any relevant cost metric
subcategory that can be reasonahly compiled by the Transition Administrator.")
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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 systcm. 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 of200i 5 resolving the County's planning funding

differences with Nextel, the FCC took favorable note of the use of a "tripartite structure"

including internal stafffor its operational knowledge, Motorola as chieftechnical 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 (~Il); "flexibility with respect to budgeting for project management" (~17); 16

and "decisions concerning internal staffing" (~22), 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

IS Memorandum Opinion and Order, DA 07-3881, released September 10,2007.
16 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,



9

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 itselffrom the unknown comparable systems in the TA

database. 17

While the County cannot possibly differentiate itself from an aggregate of

unknown licensees, it made every effort 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. 18 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. 19

17 Order, ~~ 44-45. See discussion at Section II above.
18 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 .. ")
19 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 800 MHz Fire/EMS Station Alclting subsystem,
numerous BDA installations, or for sensitive County/State/Federal interoperability installations.")
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The Order (~46) 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 plamling 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 modification20 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?l

The Order (~~ 47, 48) then disparages the time estimated for two County

employees and an RCC representative to be present during the retuning process, and

concludes (~ 49) that the 2007 Charles County decision never authorized such oversight

of the Motorola contractor assigned to perform the actual retuning. The Order concludes

(~ 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.22 At ~~ 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

20 The RR's discussion (at IS) to which the Order cites is accurate, hut errs in referring the reader to page 6
of the County PRM. Instead, the correct citation should be to the Reply PRM at IS, which in turn refers to
the Motorola SOW.
21 Regional Coordination Funding (Phase II) Agreement between Fairfax County, Virginia and Nextel,
March 26, 2009.
22 Greater Boston Television Corporation v. FCC, 444 F.2d 841, 852(D.C. Cir. 1970) ("[I]fan agency
glosses over or swerves fyom 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. 23

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

(~ 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

staff 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

23 The subscriber management subset is distinct ITom the Order's creation of a category of"globaJ
management services." This neologism appears to track what Nextel calls, in its PRW, Professional
Services composed of "Project Management" and "Interoperability Planning & Stakeholder Coordination."



12

distinct tasks of agency liaison and subcontractor oversight. 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 (~ 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.

1nfrastructure 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 ofreconfiguration. Reading ~~

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

24 County PRM at 6-7, citing particularly to pages in Exhibit C charting "Subscriber Reconfiguration
Activities" for both Phase I and Phase 2. For convenience, we append the old Exhibit C here as Exhibit B.
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tab in the Nextel PRW is a sub-category called Interoperability Plam1ing and Stakeholder

Coordination, a real and critical task in rebanding implementation.

In quoting (~ 28) from the County's Reply PRM on "plalli1ing, execution and

problem-solving," the Order appears to read this as a reference to the PFA process, for it

then says (~ 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" - preeisely 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

(~30) comes to a contrary conclusion by adopting Nextel's pejorative and inaccurate

term, "shadow," to mischaracterize a valuable oversight proeess that is no more

duplicative than an architect's on-site monitoring of construction proeeeding under the

architeet's plans. On the basis of its misunderstandings and misreadings, the FCC staff,

without further explanation, accepts Nextel's draconian offer ofless than 25% ofRCC'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 (~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
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the record on the subject. Instead, the County explained at some length in its Reply PRM

(10- I I) 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 concept25

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 disruption26 (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.

25 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.
26 Report and Order, Docket 02-55, FCC 04-168, released August 6, 2004, ~~ 2, 188. See also,
Memorandum Opinion and Order, FCC 07-92, released 5/18/07, ~ 8. ("[O]nc of the most critical of these
goals is timely and efficient completion of the rebanding process, to ensure that the interference problem
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 8 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 to verify each function. Tom Kulp of Wireless
Communications indicated that fj-equency 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 arc 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 "typical" tests noted by Nextel as consuming 4-8
hours. None of the other licensees accepting 8 hours employed RF based fire station
alerting. Eighty hours is required to conduct the full battery oftests 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 (~~ 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 fOimer continues to be the lead actor. (Order, ~

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

27 E-mail from James Charron to James Hobson, February 10,2009. "Nine technicians testing
simultaneousli' assumes the technician at the Prime Site would service the co-located lOth 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 Motorolan

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 pOliion of global

. 29
management servIces.

The Order's discussion of global management services is wrong-headed and

imprudently pejorative. It begins (~~ 91, 95), as ever, with cost metrics as if dispositive.

These are updated to September of2009, 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 padding30

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, ~ 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.

28 A look at the Professional Services tab of the final PRW (column Q, Jines 19 and 120) demonstrates that
the Motorola hours are less than two-thirds of the RCC hours.
29 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)
30 We cannot identify the $400,000, said to be a "quadrupling" of the County' overall project management
costs. Order, ~~ 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 (,; 103) charges the County with post hoc

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 Position (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. It 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 ..."

(';103), 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, Ihe

Counly 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 offunds 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;3l

For Stage 2 FRAs Only

I. 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) (ace.)

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)32 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 (II oi3 in the requesting licensee's system.

31 If the data were availahle 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 Montgomery County,
Maryland on June 25, 2009.
32 10 RF sites, 2 control points (5 BDA sites omitted).
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4. For the subscriber category-comparable deals in I, the number of portables and

mobiles, respectively, to be retuned, reprogrammed or replaced.

5. For the subscriber category-comparable deals in I, the percentage of $ devoted

to subscribers vs. infrastructure.

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

Respectfully submitted,
/"'"'~"-"~""--...

CHARL COUNT1J MAl. Y1f\N.D
By... I L rp' }"/O
James ~. Hobson
!'1J1lef& Van Eaton, P.L.L.C.
1155 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.,
Suite 1000
Washington, D.C. 20036-4320
(202) 785-0600

November 18,2009 ITS ATTORNEY

Certificate of Service

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

pshsb@fcc.gov
bolcott@ssd.com
TAMediation@ssd.com
Patrick.Mcfadden@dbr.com

November 18,2009

""~~.'\.,

7<~'~ f2~)/4~~
/ .•Aames R. Hobson

3380 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 cun'ently 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 simulcast network as defined by FCC call signs
WPZH908 & WPZR834. The County also utilizes a 10-site, 3-channel conventional simulcast
system for NPSPAC mutual aid purposes as defined by FCC call signs WPZI729 & WPZR835.
The County has partuered 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 Fann. The County independently owns two additional
sites: Indian Head Naval Base and WaldorfIndustrial Park. All 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 ofmicrowave 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, Utilities, Planning and Growth
Management, Community Services, Public FacilitieslWorks, 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 mnch 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 sal(e of clarity, Fignre I 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 establishing MOUs with other compatible 800 MHz trunking users to facilitate even
greater levels of interoperability. Charles County works primarily with S1. 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 partuers
which have purchased compatible 800 MHz subscribers for County interoperability include:
Maryland State Police, Maryland Transportation Authority, Prince George's County, Indian
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Charles County, MD Radio Communications System

Head NSWC, Dahlgren NSWC, Maryland ForestJy, State Fire Marshal, Bureau of Land
Management, Health Department, MedStar Helicopters, and US Marshals, Charles County has
also integrated 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 hnplementation periods to preserve the
critical radio interoperability that has been created over the past three years. 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 entities 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 tmnked programming information with more than 5,100 interoperability subscribers
in the Washington, DC Metropolitan area and Southern/Central Maryland.

Figure 1. Charles County, MD Primary 800 MHz Interoperahility 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. TonylRJ/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 ofbeing very

engaged with its vendors to ensure operational and teclmical 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 throughont the

course ofPFA and FRA negotiations.
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I=-~ ---~~---~_·t RESOuRcEHOURL,r RESOURCE"COST 1 I r---~
~UDG~!~~!_~!~_~J!EMS TAS~.m__.---.l~STIMATEDHOURS RESOURCE ---- ~!~-----~_ATE EXPENSES COMMENTS ---- -~---~J:- 1 I

RF Site ReCQflfigmation I I 1

Oven;:;ightiSubr",nlrador I t
M"""gernentlfleld i
SllPervisionl£CC I Motorola "ssllmmg 12 days duratIOn for this task at 12

CO.?fdination j 14:~~-~.~_ ~~_""_O_·N_"_ij ~~ 50.00 $ 7.,200.00 $ 14-0 40 h:',"="::'d:,'.,y':::.::::::~:-=====:~:~:-====____ _ _

Motorola lIsSllmin~_!~,~_ours~.this~ask.2,QQp.OO

_2,000.00 I _nl~.'?IOrola~~_ng gO hours duration forthi~lask. I .. ~_ I __ I
I r I I ------,

So IAgency Uah;on

--1 80_. \~l!m;YUaili~n t-L-----2~Q9i-!--.'. -

.25.00J~
ECC Posi-Reht""dmg
c::;ATP Participation

ACC"-~~~~_!!~!!:!!';tA;:~iy~!~$IECCPre-~gCAT'P
Participation

__--1I~G""len~_..__t-! 50.00 P 4,00~_'__... 351.00 !Motorola assuming 80 l:.?':::,: duration for Ihis task

.. + ···~·I

----+-~-~..~~.~
50.00 I S 8<10.00

~o.oo I$ 1,000.00 IS 58.50 t~~DA fadmie!> _~~~t~@ 4 hoursll'?:~L__ I --- I --------------1

~~$ 4,000,00 I$ _~Mol~::~la ass~::ung 80 hours durat"", for this lask.

Glenn O'Neil I$ 50~!?~,~______ 4,000.00 I .___ ___i~~~_nrtlla assumin!!, 80 hours duratinn f<lr Ihis task.

§.I~_nn O'NeilI-------!.?----

+-~

---.--

Pre~Re"b.lndmg-8DA

!."'_~l!':S1_<:l_~"'~jJm.'-...__l .....?.Q_. LGlenn O'Neil 1$
Pre-R€'b;;mding Cover('lge ~~--- ----..-".

Testing
OvernightiSubcQntrllctol
ManagemenllECC

I ICoordlnatiQn I SO
- p;;st~R"banding covernge"i

Testing
'Oversight/Sub<:onln,dor
Management!ECC

f-.~,-- .- __~I~<l.?'_d1_~".!i~r:_,_·.._··_·_I __~~~ · IGI~. 1'
Functionality Te"tin9 ~
OversightlSllb~ontractol

ManagementrECC

_______--1I~C"OO~!!l~!~-- I "
Testing Re..ults
Review/Analysis

I--~

lntetT,,;1 & Elctemai'interoperabiiiiy'Plannlng&Stal<e.holderCoonlination ~==t

I~ -~~ .

F
I

Nalional C"pit",1 Region
Recontiguratitin
Impleliientallon
Participaiion/Coordination o Glenn O'Neii 50.01:1 $

HReduction Offered_ li. RJ \Mlliams (l'aw Ehfu",;~m..nl)
and Tony Rose (FlteIEMS) will represent Chanes Cuunly
al all flOP meeting;;. [Original: Assumes 23-Month Phase I
Calendal Project TimeUne per latest NCR Schedules
(1:2108-10110). Approximately nne 8-h6tllco"rdlnation
meeting per month fof 23 months.}

Snuthern MD
Recnnliguration
Implementation
Partidpa!io"fCoor<!ination GI/i;ilhO'Ne1! , so.oo :$

"Reduction Offered. U. RJ IMlIlams {law Enforcement)
and Tony RO-'H.' iFir"IEMS} wlll represent Charles County
at "IIIIOP meetings. {Original: Assumes 23-Monih Pha'>" I
Calimdar Pt('>ject Tlmeline P"'T lalest NCR Sd1edul"s
(121IHI-l011 ti,. Appro'<imately one 4---hour coordinaftrlll
meeting per month for 23 month$.}

-Reduction Offered. It RJ VlJiQiams (law Enforcement)
and Tony Rose (Fire/EMS) WIll repr~sent Chalks County
at alillOP meeting;;. {Original: Assum~s, 2j'Monfh Phase I
Calendar Prtijecl Timl'fine pel latest NCR Scl,,~dull's

Stakeholder/Agency (12/08-10/10). Approtimately two 2---hour project briefings
Cuoldination/Brieling 0 Gli""n.O'NeA :$ 50.00 :$ per montl:> lor 23 month!;,}

L I I ! I I I I ! !
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Assumes 23-Mon1h Phase I Calendar Ptojed Timeline p"t
latest NCR &h"dules (121l.l8-10/10). Approximately one 8
hour coordination meeting pel month for 23 month".. ---+ [ __.~..{
Assumes 23-Monlh Phase I Cilh!lldar Pmj"cI Timen.." per
'latest NCR Schedules (12/08-10110). App'oxim"lely ooe 4

5,5.'?~'.~.~i __. ~ i~~.ur (:QQrdinati~!.!.,~!:!!!.!9.J>er month for 23 months.60.00 I $•__ ,~,fU WUr.ams"

IBUDGETARY UNE ITEMS

CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA INTERNAL COSTS ESnMATE.PHAS..E,-1,--~.

f-- +~. --- f .•~.=::=b. b_±~=-~~~:' :'~fd _
Charles C.o~ty Reban~ing Re~E:::::::::R::stR::::::ec::r~.:heel-~hase-1 I ~~--~~~=~- .__ ._.____ __...-~=- _. _j

~~~_~~_ leSTIMATED HOURS IRESOUR~~_ RATE ESTlMAT_E ._.~ ~~EN~_f:'~._ COMMENTS ._
NlItiunal Capital Region
Re<:onflgutatin"
lml'leme"t~t;"n

~_~.. IIParticipa~onlCOordjnation I . 184 IRJ Wimams I $ . 60.00 I$ 1.
o

1.040.!!p+ _
Southern MD r--- ------r-
ReCQnftgUfali,,"
lmplementati""

___." jP"tU.~pationICoordination

~..-- 620.10
--._~-

1.415.70
14,695.20

6,050_00 $
7"1.875.00 $'''-

-'-·-·~~"'!·t '37500 I~ --. I--~- --l-$~-~_.-
25.00 $. -

Agency U"ison

Assumes 23-Month Phase I ClIt,,"dar Projecl 11",,,11,,,, peT
Slak"holderlAgenry l C latest NCR Schedules 11mB-IO/fO). Appro~jmatelyen" 2~

I ========::::j~rdlnafi~~~_.=t== 46 _ RJWima~_, ~_.~~ ~~£l! $ 2,760.00 ~_urpr*ctb~~,,~~ermOnthfOr~~_~~_,.~~_~ __._.,__. __It ~ -_-=l
~C.-fu~~ t I IReconllgula1ion Assumes 23-Month Phase I Calendal PloJecl Tlmelinl': per I
lmplemenlaholl latest NCR Schedules (12/08--10110). Approximately one 8 'I

f-----.-.,----- IPartiClP"lilmICoord~ ~_~~ Tony Rose $ 60.00 $ 11 ,040.02.~..._~~~~. h~~1 coordinatlo_~.meetiflg per mO.!:Ith 101 23 months, 1
~hm~ I
Recollfiguralion Assumes 23-Month Phsse I Calendar Project Timelin.. per .
Implementation I latest NCR Schedules (121U8-10/10). Approximately one" t
Parhr.lpatlolllCoordlnatillll I 92 Tony Rose ,t ~_ 60,9~.. L~~--:.~l!...!._ 403.65 hour(;~ordinatlonmeetin9permollthtor23mollths. ~________ _ _

I I
Assumes 23·Moll1h Phas" I Calendar Proj"cl Tlmelim" per

Stakeho1<:ler/Agency latest NCR Schedules {12t08-10110). Appn>xlmBte!y two 2

f=.~ ~ £=~:~~=1--==- 92 ,,--=~.- gJ._ ,,~'-~~= _==-.__ "::''''eJ!ct,,,.,"g,p.,mo,,~fu'.''.:oo'"'--==. -----~-=t= =------~
~'"!.~scnberRec<>nfi9U",_==.!!.~~p.mses + ~~ _+- t-.- ~
I'~- ,--_.. ---+ ....__~"_.~_~ ..J ._~_ -.-.----! ~_e..-.-......_ PERSONNEL ~- ...- ~ -------

REMOTE! CENTRAL ' PERSONNEl. HOURLY SHUTTLE COST
AGE.!'!.9!:... .~,Of RADIO_~ ~~.!!A~~ _~RSONNEl. _.._ RATE ESTIMATE _...::CENTRA_l",~ __Y~HICL_e:.~-'!~T!!£ CqST ESTlMA!.~__ ~REMOTE-TRIPS ~RE~tqTE~ FUEL

-tCC;SO RIRIR 750 . CENTRAL ~c:1 Liaiso.. $ 25.00 22,500.00 $ 5,255.00.~. ,$
---- Fii-eTEM5'iFRAP R/R~_ .' ~PO .. --'-- REMOTE ~II Liaison _. $. 25.00 $. 9.200.00 r·------------"--~------- ---'-3-~-·-- $~- --"--""269.10-

DESIEMNECC R'RI~_ - - , ,,_. 160- - --- CENTRAL Ag~.I\\:Y Ua~soll _ ($ ':--'25.001"$ 8,000,00 $. - -"" -~--~-----..!~~--"'-----'---lf-S~._---
~~!~Stations/§~C:.§."_.. 30 REMOTE __. .~~~~~!If:yliaiso~ $ ..__ =-~.1 1,~~~,:~.~_ $ __ ... -. ... 30 __...__.$ ._. ~51.O0
~2_!YR'R 15 ~~TRAL Agelu:vLlajsQII -$ 2~.og.. _$ .•._.....I~.OO $ ~ __.._ n~.~~.. ~ ~~..
MSP RIRIR 125 CENTRAL A en\: Uakion $. 25.00 $ 6,250.00 $ 1.462.50 1·
MDT~RTRiR--- ---- ...-- 15_.•'· CENTRAL ~~cyUaisoll ...~ __ $. 25.00 $. 750.00 $... " . 175.50 _ _ _'__ ~~~=

PGM RIRIR 20 rciN#i~L Agen Ual1;oll -$ 25.1)0 $ . ,,1,0~0_00 $. 234.00 :$ .'.
. ~ ~ub~Utlll~esRlRIR -1:= 150 ~--~~NTRAL Agency liaison -~r{--- ....~ 25:0~_ -$ --'--f,50iioo T .. 1<Z~5.00$=-- ---~~ ..._ -~---..

I _ Ipubl,cl'adiitiesRIRIR _ 200 __~~£tAl. A~<:ylllllson" $ 25.00 _. .......:!.?,00~l!. :$ 2,340.00 $ __~ "

I ~c(}mmurnty Servlc~s

1-- --- RIRIR -----;t-.~-50-- --l~-~--- lAg~ncy ll,!~_
~lsceR~ous 1I0P R/RIR __ ~ _.!.~~ _J~NTRAl

_______.__.. ,_.. TOTAlS 230B

RAmo RETUNEiREfiRO~NOlREPLACERtii:.Es+__--"-
-------......_---------,--_._-'----
,Average Tlip (miles IOllnd-bip)'"
'Mij"a-g;;R"te "(Simile)
Personn~jLQgistl;;ai Unit Time
Hours)

20
0.585

"

.---
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f-- CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA CONSULTANT COSTS ESTIMATE-PHASE 1
=======+== ~ ==r:= ! I =J=----=t=--=---==!
-_-_--_- ~._=__--_._=t=_=_-_.,- ~~-~t= -.-~.----.=-~:Jj-______ L_----_-_--~-_-_- _-~=:±'.-"-- ±---_..__.~ ----t

____ RGG Rebanding Reconfiguration Cost Estimate Worksh·--e--eto--;;P;--h-asC:-e~1 . ------)-1--------

~~Ry~~~lTASK 1S~M~T~~:-~t~~~-__-£!~:~CE-~UR~?~~~~ECOST ~;~~~~~~;~S~~ODGING -LC~::~~T~ ---~~
FCC Regulatory: i I --t I I

2,221.80 ! $

I j IAssumes 1-Week CulOver-----------i

PlanningIFinalization Period. 16 hours per
week dedicated to interactive cutover

.vv I• 3.200.00l t 1"300'09.

LUU.VU; ., 1,600.00
1

.. '"__~;~;;-;~~:~~~~~~~-~c:::urs ,

______.200.00 _p 29.900~Q9J~ _$

Assumes 23-Month Phase I Calendar
Project TimeHne per latest NCR Schedules
(12/08-10/10)_ Approximately one 4-hour

~ .'nnfe~ject briefing per montry.!~!:.~~months.
, 100·Q!Lt

Ass-;inles 23~Month Phase I Calendar
Project ·Hmeline per latest NCR Schedules
(12/08-10/10). Approximately 8--hours per
monlh dedicated 10 project

controlslfinandal managemenUinvoice

L ~g:.Q.~.~.. 36,800.00 I -~m_------1 F-~ew/etc. 1?r 23 months. ._....__~__

Assumes 23-Month Phase I Calendar
Projecl Timeline per latest NCR Schedules
(1210B-la/l0)_ Approximately 6_5 hours pe

1.150.Q[.u~gnth (50% Motorol?£~!~l'!2!~~_f!!~ttSt~ven Gompers

__}_~1 -L?teven Gompers

____.._1~9.5

16 Steven Gompers_____~..--__-.- 200--' ~

r-- 8 Steven ~J!!pers $
-~~~~,-

--"---
40 ::i~tov~n_Gom,o"=-f-------200.00 I$

Cutover
PlanninglFinalization
Detailed Design Review
Participation/Oversight

Project
f- ICont~~!~.E!..n~ces

Executive Management

~
BriefingfOversight 23 Dominick Arcuri $ 250,00 $ 5.750:00

IFRA NegoUatl0l'!s L. 40 \ Dominick A:~Uri 1$ 2§0.OO $ --~0.004L ------- ~--
I

IExe~,\i" Maoag'=i--- ~ d
8rief~q/.qY~!!ll~ . __~~___..§.~ven Gompers _ $_____.____~.. 200.00 $ 18,400.00
FHA Negotiations _____ 80 ~ Steven Gompers $_____ . _.._~OO.OO $ _16,ooo.ooI:=~==:=~-lg3.~Q.l:,:

Project Administration I
Scheduling I Contract

f-:- -t:~~'"'
lenta~lonSupport _

Final Documentation

l=====-------- l~evie_w _L
Sub,cnbo,RO~~~U;~;;:i-- =1=-==~----_·t------:=j j-- L__ m I "t- j

Regulatory Review'

=~~j5~-~~~=-~-"= l-:~-=--··_~_4 ._-.~~~_-4=:~.='d="=ct='O=_0=O=ff='="=d_=.=l=o_=~g=_~n='='=B=h=ours'J
....Reduction Offered: Approximately one 1­

hour project briefing per month for 23
months. {Original: Assumes 23~Month

Phase I Calendar Project Timeline per
latest NCR Schedules {12/08-10f10).
Approximately one 2-hour project briefing
per month for 23 months.]
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CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA CONSULTANT COSTS ESTIMATE-PHASE 1 ------

--- ------~~t- ¥ ---E-~~-==i------~ E-- _.._.-----.==_.______.._n .,'_-_.~~~_~ ~________ ~_~••~.~:- ~===-__..~~~_ ~-=-.-_.--- __-----.-~~~~ _ ._-~._-------------

-- , _.._~------------_.

-- .--_. RCC R"bandi~IL~~nfiguration Cost Estimate Worksheet-Phase 1 ------ ---,.-._--_.,,_._----

,.._--------_.- -- -----~- l---- ------
--- - _ .._-- --.'---------

RESOURCE HOURLY _~RESOURCE'COST FUEL&TOLl MEALS&T60GING --
BUDGETARY LINE ITE~~ TASK ESTIMATED HOUR~~~~RCE RATE ESTIMATE EXPENSES EXPENseS COMMENTS

r---···-··_···-···--------···· --'--_.
~- ----- ---,_. --._'---- -- ------'..

Intemal-&-Eictemal_lnter~~r~b~lming & Sta:keholder Co~rdination ---.-- - --- - '._n_..__"_______
_.._---- ,'._-- - -------------

National Capital Region
___'n_ ---- -_._----- .-...._.-----

Assumes 23-Month Phase"l Calendar-~'
Reconfiguration Project Timeline per lalest NCR Schedules
Implementation (12/08-10110). Approximately one 8-hour
Participation / jcOOrdination meeting per month for 23
Coorrlination ~~_~.~_1~_ Steven Gompers , 200.00 , 36,8~,OO , 2,221.80 , 1,150.00 months.-----
Southern MD A:ss;;mes-23-Month PhaseICalendar

Reconfiguration Project Timeline per latest NCR Schedules

Implementation (12108-10/10). ApprOldmately one 4-hour

Participation I coordination meeting per month for 23

Coordination 92 Sleven Gomoers $ 200.00 $ 18,400.00 $ 2,221.80 $ 1,150.00 months.
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[CH..=A.:.LE.. S. C3TY' MD aro
MH±~[)=[=E~FSTS ~nM~TE,p_~AS~J__¥__=-l...... ~~==~

. .... Charles County Rebanding Reconfiguration Resources-P~ase.!.__~__ -----t..-,~ ==1------ -- .- -------. I I ! r--T r--+
Proiect Team Estimated Hours

--

__<-~thy lO;wis,,­,

,,,,'"".

jBUifgetaryReconfiguratlon --------- IPaul Bii Agency

line Item __._ Tonv Rose RJ William.. G1"nn O'Neit :Comfort Stee!l..n.. _ ~er Fml< LJ_"_~s.:':':!!
fCC Regulatory 8 0 0 0 0 0 0
legal Support _ -_.'--~ 0 - _., 0 0 I" 0 0 ~b .0

p;o}e<:tMan:'M~~~l-·~,=-;;,~· 2.52 98 16'8' '56 56 ------0-__ - 0 j--
Enl1in<""ring & Implementation :-t'SUppl)r1 . ~_~_16 15 24 0 __'_-_ ~ ~ _E '___ _ _
Suhscliber Reconngutation I I
Activlti",. 8 8 884 0 0 0 158 1ZaI.F.NEReC{\;:;i1gu;il!on~Ar.tr,jiiies I ._~__2==~I----ii~ 0 0 -R- -~--,-..:---,,----d -.- $ 1

IAcceptance T..sling Ac.!!Vrnes -P~ 0 0 0 ~.• 0 _Y 0_----+-- __' _ __
1"lema! &: bterni'll I -----------1 '
'nten'pe'3bility PI"",,;ng &. I •
Stakeholder Coordination \

3D25'006$100 1,$5050 1$601 S

ProjecfTham-EStlmated Hourlv'Rates " I --
IBl.ldgetary Recullfigl.lrati<Hl Paul Bill Agency I
IUne Itan Tony Ro".. RJ Williams ~I,:nn O'Neil Comfort Slephen~ _ ~<)_g,:,!_F!!,_~_, U"ison _, Kathylew~
IFCC Reg~latol)' $ 60 $ ~~~.. 5l! $ ..". 100 $ 6~_ri-~ l?O $ 25 $ 30
L~rt ~ 60 $ 60 $ SO $ 100 $ ,65 S -i~ $ 25 $ 30
!~T"JeCIManagement ,_._~ __$ 150 $ 150 $' 50 $ 100 $ --'~.-_'__J2~L__.~..!... __. ~.
Engineering & Implementation

~UPP<lrt $ 60 $ 60 ,$ 50,$ 100 S __..~ i_~ $ _ 25,$ . ~(l__, .. ~_~.~..... ~
Subscriber R"cnnfiguralion
Activities $ 60 $ 50 $ 50 $ 100 S 65 $ 100 $ 25 $ JO

~~~= r ··'-W+~---~~ ~=~~~'-~a~' ~~~ S-,---;; r---~; ;---.--11==: }t - _.. - ~-- -
tIlerna em

InrNope,abilily Planning 8.

Stakeholder Coordination

----
Prolect Team Estimated Costs

l.l....-~..-.d.~~;~Ree..onf.i~~.:.t~~~.·..·.·...T.=.".·.~~o,. I~;~m",~~.,.~.".-~..~~~fQrt ._.1 :~~~~~Phh""' ._. t'i....,,!f'"'~:~tfit,.w,,-L-----E-.... __ j
~~~1~~~~'Y.._~~=~ ; ._~~:o ~ :: _..._ ~:" _.+~ ~ ~ ~ _~ _!__~._-===---~=-===_

!••prOj"dM;lnllg"m"nt.__.~__L15'120'~~0.$5,880.~~. _s .~~.'£.00.00 $ 5,600;~~ $ 3,5~0,00 $ - $ _.._., $ ----=---.'. . _
,Engineering & Implemenlaf!lln ~ i
Supp":,rt______. $ 960.00 $ 960.00 _'__l,~.OG t-!------=- -'----:.-t-!---..:.... s ----=---- s ._. -_~.j,------
Subscriber Re"-onliguratif~n ,!

At:tlvill"" $ 480.00 $: -'80.ilO $ 44,200,00 ~"._............:.-...-'-----LL.,$ .~--- ~'.. ,.,200.00 $ 3,840.00j ..!_.~._.------~

~
FNl'::ReeOnfigu ~O"At:tillities ,$ S $ 5.800.00 $ -_ ,~-__~_.J,~----,~_- ,~, -__• -----------=---' :====== _.
At:ceplllnce Testing Activities S S -~ $ _ 1$- _ $ _: $ ..::._ $ - ~_ _
internal & External ~'- __-------=----..J l..!......-.- -'---1---"'- .---- I ------.- !OTA[-HOU~"'" ._-

InteroperabJnty Plannmg & I Reconfiguratlon
Stakeholder Coordination $ 13,440.00 $ 11 ,760.00 S ,$ $ _.$ .$ $ COSTS

$ 30A80.00 $ 19,080.00 $ 59,600.00 $ 5,600.00 $ 3,640.00 $ $ -',200.00 $ 3,840.00 $ 126,440.00

f--
Miscellaneous Project EXDenses

B'iidget'll-Y ReconfiguratlOn' -'f--- ----~- Pau Bill Agency ~
Une ~.t!!!'.----.- ~. T_on Rose ~J Williams §lenn O'Neil Comfort ~ephens . Rag.er Fin",.. L~~~~flyLewis _ ~~cell"n!;ous _ . _I
Vehicle Schedule/Shutlle ..--- I
~tiCS ' $ 14,695.20
Pel!;o~r;;rsC!:;;;dU~'; ----- ,-- --~.. '_-_..--

~i~~W:neousTripsiF;;er-~- L.........-. '------- --.~------------- -~,- -.-..- -------~--- . $ 76,0t:..0~1--------- ~---

{Mileage .Reimbursement) $ 2,751.84l TOTAL EXPENSES
---------~f~LS $ $ 1$ $ i $ $ $ $ $ 93,4--47.04 $ 93,447.()4

TOTAL CHARLES C(jjjNTY PHASE 2 iNTERNAL RECONFIGURATION COSfS-liNCLUDiNG EXPENSES} $ 2U,a87.04
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EXPENSES
RESOURCE COST

ESTIMATE
RESOURCE HOURLY
RATERESOURpE

'":~;f:::::~~::::E1§i2C: :c--=" _Fcc~.. ~
COMMENTS~~~ ~~~~ =t~~~ =t=~--IESTIMATED HOURS

~~~~~-~~-;:-:;±

1-
~~~~~~:y UNE~~~
~~~~_!~!:L.

--

----

-I +I~~

"Reduction Offered. {Otiginal: 16 hours estimated_]

AssU"',",'; 1_\l\Jeek CUtover Planni"giFina;;7atio" Period, 8 h"",s por

-----~I~~:"":'~~::~~.J£ef55~a::i~~,~V~~:'u;~a:;;~ekde;bated1,,0DR I ! I
£~<;:~s_'!.:. _

j

•
,

Tony Rose

RJW1llia~

Glenn~__. I:> :>U_~

Glenn O'Neil

'-1

--+--

RegUlatory Rev1~wl

m_"~ Oversight f Management

==t I
-=1_.,._

P'ojllcl Manag_"m';;:;l~~,'~=-T"-

l:"9.,,-l..~_IlP_~.r:t,~,

1------ Decommis,;\rming I
Cutover Plann'ng I

1______ ,_,~,------l,Finalizalion , ,I '!_,_~, IR.I WiUiams .
Dela,l"d Des>sn ReVlew
Paftk'p,atio"iOve'sigtit

-~- - _n , P !ljBel TitnBline per l"les -rl--- --~=------·~-O;;th·Ph';';e 2 Calend'''-_ , ,ely one 4-hll\" prOjectI""m" ,..""""O~",,, Appm»m. ~ r-~
NCR Schedulenth for 14 m<l~~.~.._~ t---

-_0 ~~!:l!. p(!T mo --:-=-~'-'-dafPi;;jf;cTT;rnel;"e per fal::1> to %d•

3.640.00 ----- mes 1Wo;:'lJi Phase,;>,C~~;TO"lm"tely12 +'0"'5 per mo .~. _._~.~__,,~OO -~ ~ A"". '"''O~''' ~ ____~l=: . ----- NCR 500'0'" ;M ~oN,_~,m~~~_~~~~~ ~__menl 8ill Stephens ----= malch Mol"rola _ .. '''el Time]i,," pu I"t"s

1

_-- ,,"_.._. ~"".'_" __••_
••~~.. 1 •• • ' .• ' .... '_'''--;.''." _~ ~~b--~~----~~-~~~-~~e'~O"-jj-"'"',r<,'dm,i,,'-,-,rn,.~T 1,-••• - ~:~.,..:._" ".-"c------~T~~,......~lin" per \at"s _~~..~~

-- 500""""9' C",,," "'~-~-t~ ~-~ 5 60000 _~ ~ __~ _~ ~ ~ '" ,",., 2 C.",,,. ern

J

';,,:~~"""' pro,," _ _ _~
M"",m,,' t----e-~, '0000' ~ ~-C---=-_~~~__ ASSEJm"S14-M"~11flQ.1(12) Apprmclmale ~ _-- ---.-_.-. ==~ ~"" I ~ • -~ _ _ _ NCR S,O,"'" ,,," _'""'-__ ',m,"", P" '''" __

- - '10'" jP",""""00 I b'''''9 pOI 100010" ",'''''''''''0'' PIO";;', ","" ,., 100"'0 ,25 __,.." .." ", . '.- -'-~:.,-",,,--" ._--,~-, • .... ","~••_... u_. _~ __
-- .~'-'-1 I ~ • -- ~ ~-- " MololO" PM '" "_ TIfn"rme per rates I~~~·=====-----~t=:::",m,,", I ",m. ~~ r~ , ,elO,,"" --+ _"__

- -~-;'."''''''''' I"·~ U _. L u'_ _'_'~"'."."::;:'.':;:'_'_' j_. _ _ ~~_
,,,,,,,,,,,,,, olIO" I '- ~--~-- _"_ NCR S,O,',,'" " ""10","' _~__ T,m-',", ,,,,,,.,

uu__ ''''.'''C,••" , ,.-., "_._',..,,"_,~ ...,...".. , --+-. . _I

----1

......" • .. _ .•_" .. _ '""'"" _. , _ .__-,- -, ,,,. .-._" ••_-- 1 - -
uu, • ."_ _"••'_'." •• ',...... §

,- I. -_.. • '.,"~~. """"'~"'"'-'=':_"'.~h(50 ~ __IE~e~ut~~"e,';ight 1---- ---"- '.'''~OO A""m

S

': 0"'" ''''''.''''J AoolO, _

----iBn" ng ~- 0000 • NCR" N,m""'J~~ __ _ ~
1 - ".- •., _ ,'.''"L • .. .. 'i." ._..... _ .. _=_ _~~ ~=~ ~~ __ ~.....",,::.., '. ,.. -- ~"" .. ..,." r- ...S,oe'"",,' Coo ~ 84 __ ~~~

M,"".m,,'""~~ " ""~ ~
~~~"~ -~ --

& Implementation(uppor ._"En Ineering __ r
-- .'-.- _. -- beco"'rt-,,~swm"ll

Culove, Plan",nll' '_ _

;:in"lizatl"~'__Rev;"w _ ~_
- -- Detailed Des'lln . 8r=--_..---- ParticiJ:"lionIOve~", ht

-~,.,,~.- Fj;:;;;r5(;;;;;;:;""t~tin"

-- Review

Decommissi",nmgl
Cul<.'ver Plan"i"9 I

e-------.- jF,,,a;;;:ation
Oeta'led Des;g" Rev'ew­
ParticipalionfOve,sight

Tony Rose

Tony flose

Assumes '_W""k Cutover PlaMingfF'""lita\i,.", PeriOd. Bhours per

E~~~!~~:,,~;~~a::~:;U~O~:~f:~~r!~ek dedicated k DOR·l- ----11-----
process.

~~---+--

~ci-ib-'-;i-'Re.cn;;fiiii.ir;;ii;;n'A~iili'iiiei--·--

8-11 OF 16
Charl"s_Cou"ty_RCC_FRA_R"ba'ldin~LC"stP"oj"ctio"_W"rt<:sh"et_Ot_22_0.9_SN_Nellotiations



--

·Assumes 2 h"ursJIemplate for 1061e,mplates ==t t= -----i
~sumes1 we~J:<.a..I_~~_t>.~~~~..!E'~.~_S~!!,~!:,~':.!), activ.~ --•.----==~_===___---~__10,£00.00

1,200.00 i $
50.00 $
50.00 $

,,Glenn O'Neil
GlennOcNei!'""

RESO@CE'HOURLY REsQijRCECOST~

TASK _~~==-~-=-~"l~:~DHOURS tl3E§OURC~ __=fR~TE ESTIMATE EXPENSESi__~:M~~ ~_~ ~ --,~+,,,,".~~_-=--~ ~
,\gency I -----t- ~ --~
llBlson/UalSonlFleel I
,"""., M.,.,.m.,' '" A,••oy L""., =f- "~. '_21m" , m20 ~,,"m,," w..."M.~.ro",",,,,,,.,, """'..,
Use' Tlalnll1~ 40 I Age"c~ Liaison _ $ _ _ 35 00 $ 1,000_00 5 58 50 Assumes 1 week at 40 hrslWeek for user Ital"'''!! "ctiv~1e

ReprogrammmglRerun", ! - -- -
Repl"""",,,,,!

OVI!r'5ightiSubconlractor I
Manageml!,,!lField

,Supervisi"nl1n"enlory
!controllE"cryption

___~~~~~__k.:'_na!leml!"t 6411 I q1ennONe~ 1$ 50.00 1$ 32,400,00 I$ 56160 \As.~.:J.:!,es 81 work days (M,:!.~,:.?laduration) at.8 tm;lwo.'k;;!ay! I .______ I
,Templete I ]------,ID",~ignlRec,,,,figu'ati<>nf
+~S1lng _
IUs'HTrainin£

-~--_.._._..~~_._ ..-

~~~!~.~'l'.l,!t:'~!T~~~

f--------

I --- ---- CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA INTERNAL C_()SIS E,!)TIMATE~PHA.sE2 1 ~

-------~----=j ~ -~-~I- E --- J I - - -----

-'------- -- Charlesc~~andingReconfiguratlonCost Estimate Worksheet:Phase_~ - _~__L:~ *---

---

[ II

1'.~~'._-=

"'Reduction Offeted. Lt Wimarns t<l provide LaW Ellforcernenr
oversight and 8 houis l~tem,jlconsultation assuming Gemp"""O'N"'1
reVl"wlanalyu every LlIw Enforcement template@ 2 houtsftemplate
(Originat Assumes 2 hOUfShemplilt'" tor <10 ti:!inplal''I$]

"Reduction Offered, M"torola currently estimating 36 !loUts lor BDA
e<1ulpmel1t reeollfiguratio". 100g;1I31: Motorola assuming 45 hours

58.50 duralion fot this task. 5 aDA I"eml;es to ,eb""dltastj

~.1~9~1~.ot~rolaassuming 80 hou<s duralion fo' this :lIsk.

4S0.oo

1,SOO.00 $

I
4,000,00 1.$

SO.OO $

50.00 I $

60.00 $RJWilliarns

Gl;'''''O'N~il

I
IGO." o-N.""

"

Tiiinpillte
DesignlReconfigurnti{mff

RF Site R",configUfalion
OversigM/Sub~""1:factof

Manag-em",,,UField
Sup",rvis;on/ECCI .--...-- .jCOOr?!Mlion

"Reduction Offered. To"y Rose to provide Fh.IEMSIEMA 8. "Ion
PubU,; Safety oVllrsigl'>t and 8 hnurs internal eonsulf1'l'ion assuming

Template GomperslO'Ne~rnview/analyze evel)' Fi,,,/EMS!EMA!NPS template
DesignIReconfiguratiotilT @ 2 hour;;ltettipl;;ite. IOrigitial: Assumes 2 !lours/templatil f"t 70

I=
======== esting 8 Tony Ros" $ 60.00 $ 4BO.OO templates}--l- 1 1- 1 ----t 1 1 ~

Database
M"nagem""I/$ubsctibec

I._------m~~~~. ~".__ Inventory Management .•gs .J Kathy Lewis _1.5__ 30'}L= .~---===.j:~.s.u~~e=~ 1~..~e"ks (:.9;0'0111 dura;kJn) ~t8hcs'-ek
~NE Re£."nfi~ti",n Activlti.., i =t== ===t==

aDA Sile
ReconfigunHion
oversighl/Subco"tcacter
ManagementIF"'ld
Sliperv'isionJECC

f--------.. __, Coordi""tioll

~~:~!i~~.i!!!lL~~~!"'..
--1--

inl...!!'al8. ExI"mallnteropara.,ill1y·Planning it 8t"",;,hold,;,, Cnnrdi;:;;rtio
--

Nalioi"al Caphl Region
Recor,-figlii-atiC\"
Implemen!atioti
Pilrticipation I
Coo,dination , Glenn O'Neil , 50.00 $

"Reduciloti Offe,ed. LI- RJ Williams (Law Enforceme"tl and Tony
R"se {FireJEMS) wifl tep'esent Choirles <:ol'nly at "llllO? meeli"gs
[Origmat: Assumes 14-M"nth Ph~s~. 2 Celendar I"mjecl Timelin<! per
latest NCR Schedules (11110-1112). App'o)iimatelyon" 8_hour
coordin;;ilion meeti"g per memil lor t4 ",""lns.J

Southern MO
Reconfigurali"n
lmpl"mentation
Participatlotil
Coo,dinatlon , Glenn O'NeU 50,00$

~Rl!dtictlotiOffe'ed, Lt RJ W,lIiams (Law E"tore"mentj and Tony _
Rose (Fire/EMS) will ,,,p'ese"l Cha'ies County at all 1/01" mee~n9s
IOriginel Auumes14-Monlh Phase 2 Calendar Project Time;;ne ~r
lal",sl NCR Scnedules (11110_1f12}. Approximately one 4---l1ou,
c"ordination meeting Pe' month lor 14 months.]
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(;~~~~UNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRj(<:g~SUlTANT COSTS ESTIMATIE.PHJ\~E: "t.~.~..._.-.:.::....~:.t. :~:___ _}
I --- __~CRe~Re~i~ation~ur~~e~-=~=t=----t--- __=-~m

Proiect Team Estimated Hours

G·ry~l~-_g=~~ ;~

~--

;t;0 .t-~--
oo . _ 0:=j--±Tdd+h

~I~

Budgetiry~iifl9uTation- Domln~§'--- Steven ernIe IJohn

Une~ _ Arcuri _. Waynel?~~~~pers. Jeff Martin ~~:~.lardln JeffP:.g~am ITillin9..~ast

FCC RIlQulat0ry __. 0 0 .__ 2 0 ..._._0 - 0 -=1= £
~~al sUPRon 0 __. 0 _. _ 0 0 0 0 ~

Projec1 ~~~$.:~.!l.t" ,,..~ --" r'-" , , '.__0
Engineering & Implementation

~~B'~~~erReconfigursliOri -.------.!!.-- ."._ ..-- 0 .. __ __.32 O. +_----Jl. 0

AcHvities 0 0 30e

~~~~~ratlo;'iAclMi;es ~ C-~ _-=--=_iQ~
Acceplance Testing Ac!lVlIJes ~ 0 0
nterMj & External ~ __m --..-

lnteroperablllty Planmng &
Stakeholder Coordmatlon ! 0 0 I 168 \ 0 I 0 0=r

165

165'"

'165 I
165

$

i-- ···--ifs\·----- t- _~
:Ii 165 _ ~__ ~_~

GaryWitley-,- ­,
j

185185 j $165 1$165 1$,zoo60 1$250 Is
,
I,

Pro'ect Team Estimated Hourlv Rates I
Juagetary ReCOnflguration Dominick Steven ernie ohn I I --~---

!:".~t:'e: Item Arcuri Wayne _~!.~~ C?'_ome.!!!...-;;;;::-- Jeff ~!rtin Cowardin Jeff Pegram T~lIi'!!!l_h,!st

FCC Regulatory 250 $ 250 $ . 200 $ 165 $ 165 $ 185 $ 185
Legal Support $ 250" $ 25i)"- $ 200 $ 165 '$ 165 $ 185 S_. 185
~.:"Cl Management ~-~_~:=::~.-}" -.~ $ ··--2~O=t!._= ~.~2.... $ 16~ t~ 165 $ 185 S 185
Engineering & Implementation
SlIP~ . __,_~~... 250 $ _.~:Ii 200 $ 165~.$ 165 $ 185 $ ._.__. _.185 1$ 165 t-· -~~"I-"'-"----- I
Subscnber Recoflfiguratlofl
Ac1iv~les $ 250 $ 250 $ 200 $ 165:1i 165 $ 185 $ 185
FNEReconliguraUonAeUvities $ 250"'$ ... 250:li 200 1$ --ifr $-- 1§5:1i 185 S _ 185
Acceplance Testing Ac1ivlties 25£. S ----~.I $ .... _ iOor--r-' 165 $ 165 $ 165 .$ 185
nternal & l::..xlema ]---.
IntefOpt!fabiflty Planning &
Stakeholder Coordlnalion

---Project Team Esttrnated Costs

--

j _. - ~

BUdgetaryRll!l:onfEgUration~ommle~-- ---~ven Bernie r- IJohn
Illne It~_____ __ Afl::~_ Wayne S~Gompers ~~rtin Cowardin Jeff Pegram nllmgha~ _I~~
FCC Regulatory ,,:Ii • _ $~ ..: $ 400,00 s • $ • $ --=--1T -_.....1_ __..
I~"""pport _ $ . $ _ ~] .• . ~ $ ~ I . =u:~_ . i-$---
l~toJecLManagement $ 3,500 00 $ - 50.-400.00 $ - $ - $ _.- 1$ - $ ~__.__

E"",,,,,, & Imp"m,"",,,"~=t= ~Support :Ii. $ - $ 6,400.00 S - $ - $ -:Ii -:Ii -SUbs.cnberReconfiguralmn - ~ - •." ~_ _m_~_ -- ~ _
ActivitIes $ __._ ~ - $ 61,600.00:li - S - ~._._ --=--_ $ - $ ,,_~ __m .IFNEReconflg~AaiVilies $ ---" -.- $ 20,00000' -' - ~-'--t{__m' • • • $ ~-.~I :0l---~~1

fA(;ceptanceTeShngAcllVllleS $ • $ - $ - f ,:._~ . $ • $ - $ 4.==
lnlerrlaTTExlemal -- -- -- - -- - -- -- -~ I 1OIAlHQ-

lmeroperabllily Planning & I ReconfiguratH)fl
Stakeholder CoordinatIon 1$ - I$ $ 33 600 00 $ - $ - S • $ • $ J COSTS

:Ii 3.500.00 i $ $ 172,400.00 1$ • $ • $ • $ - $ $ 175,900.00

---

Miscellaneous Project Expenses

TOTAL EXPENSES
10,455.20

Miscellaneous
$ 3,500.00
-$-m'~63i55:20

$ 10,455.20 1$I

GaryWitley

,lis,$l'rOiJ!ilsll

O(iil\h-i1CiC·-··--- IVI

.- .._.' . .~=1~_::..===t_ayn: ~!~,ek _

Budgetary ReconflguraHon
,line Item
Meals/CodginfT
FuellM1leage7fOfis

I--~

TOTAL ReC PHASE 2 RECONFI13URATION COSTS flNCLUfijNGEXPENSESj $ 186,355.20
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..~~-
CHARLES COUNTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA CONSULTANT COSTS ESTIMATE-PHASE 2

'~-~----'--·~~~~--..._~f~~~~-_~-~__.. =~-__- f==~_~-=-t-=~=--~~~__-~---=~~--- -r= ~

=,;},-=f~::~=;;~~~~~~l;'~' .i~~~~~~J~··,,~~,------ ----
Regulatory Review'

____ ~ml'hIIMa",.,m!,",~c2 51m" G

2
,mp,,=!,. g2oo.00• 400.00 I ~ -R,ductl," Off.md. [On.I",'. 8h,"".[

L,gal,up~=:===f-~-=--= -_ - _~___ _~==-=--.~ --=-==- -.---=--==t==--==~- _=:t===_ -=-==-== ====
ProjectM_~~!iement _ -=.J ~----------- -----~--- - -~-~- --+- =t===

hReduction Offe~d. Approximately one 1---hour
project briefing per monlh for 14 months.
[Original: Assumes 14-Month Phase 2 Calendar
Projed Timeline per latest NCR Sctiedules (11110
1f12). Approximately one 2~hour project briefing
per month for 14 months.]

,1,}§2AO! $

3,500.00

I

16,,!l00.OO I$

Assumes 14-MOnthPhase2Caie'ndar Project
Timeline per latest NCR Schedules (11/10--1112).
Approximately one 4-hour project briefing per

11,.290.001. " I Imonth for 14 months. I
--- -- - -~- -~-._--,----- -----t----..--- Assumes 14-=Month Phase 2 Calendar Pfojecl

Timeline per latest NCR Schedules (11/1(}-1I12).
'ApprOXimately 8-hours per month dedicated 10

project controls/financial management/invoice

2240000 I I \-!!viewlelc, for 14 monE":C"=''''==e>::~
-~~. " -~~-_._, Assumes 1-4---Monih'Phase 2 Calendar Project

Timeline pef latest NCR Schedules (11f1(}'-1112),
Approximately 6 hours per month {SO% Motorola

700.00 IPM in~~ement}. . _200.00 I $

$ _4=25000$ _

--20000 $"

..' ----

I

Dominick Arcuri14
Executive Management
BriefinglOverSight

Executive Management

~~,_ _ ~~~fin';lIOverSight ~--.2~- -_p~~!ev£!n Gom.e~_

Project

l----~---~---~, , fontrolslFinances I l·!.~~---t Sleven Gon:r.ers_~_~_.. . 200.Q?--f--!-_

Project Administration I

Scheduling I Contract =tI -rana£1eme~t 84 Ste~ Gompers I $--.---. ~~=+-~-~--._ ~ =. .... -===1
Decommissioning I -- 'I .- --- ---------- ----~~ Ass~mes 1-Week-Cutover Plal1njngiFin~
Cutover Planning I Period. 8 hours per week dedicated 10 interactive

1 .. ._..~ j~ii!_~li_,:aJ.i<:l.-~ ._,_.__ 8 Sleven Go~p'!:!!""""'~__$ ~. 200.00 $ 1,500:00 __~._.______ _ __,_,,_. culove:_phmning. _.~~_.

Detailed Design Review Assumes 1-Week DDR Period. 8 hOllrs per week

PartidpalionlOversight _~_.-..!_,~__ Steven Gornpers S 200.00 _$ _ 1,600.00 _~ .....~edical~.t?:_!:":.g~J::?,,:ess. ---I
Fina! DocumentatIOn

~ ~
eview 16 Steven Gompers $ 200.00 $ 3,200.00

--.----~-. . ....-.:J=:-===--..-~ -.. -- - ---__ -- . - --. _._~~ _
. .. .

. . ...,- - .,',..-----I-..~~_..J_. -~ __I- I --=+ I- ------- .....
~lI_b~_cnbe~B~~lIratlOn ActIVitIes I

ReprogrammlngfRetunef
Replacement
OversighlfSubcorilractor
Manilgement/Field
SupervisionJlnventOJ)' 8. -Reduction Offered: Assumes 16 work-weeks
Database (Motorola duration) at 6 hf$fwork-week. [Original
Control/Encryption Assumes 16 work-weeks (Molorola rluration) at 8

1.__.. Management 96 Steven Gompers 5 200.00 $ 19,200.00 $ 1,545.60 $ 800.00 hrsfwQrk-week]

11em~," I I I
DesignlReconfiguraHonl ,

! ITesting 21~ Steven Gom ers $ 200.00 $ 42,40Q.OO $ 483.00 $ 250.00 Assumes 2 hoursftemplale for 1061emplates
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Assumes 14-Month Phase 2 Calendar Project
Timeline per latest NCR Schedules (11110-1112).
Approximately one 8--hour coordination meeting
per month for 14 mf:!flth~: ~__~_.

"'Reduction Offered, Motorola currently
estimating 36 hours for BOA equipmenl
reconfiguratlon. [Original: Motorola assuming 45
hours durnlion for this lask. 5 BOA facilities to
n~bandftest.l

Motorola assuming 80 hours duration for this task.;
2 weeks al16 hrsfweek
~.,,~~_.._---~~~._-----

150.00

~ . CHAR~c:~NTY, MD 800 MHZ REBANDING FRA:CONSULT~.NTCOSTSESTIM"!E':PHASE 2 ~

:==~~_. ..__ .._._.__~~~ -~1:Reb.:~~~Lnfigur~t:~~~:;::2b~~~?;=====~~-----~ ~
'-------.~-~.~~~--j -~. ..~.~ _"0"'_' "0"'. ,.,...._.
8UOG~T~RYL1NEIT",,-,,_ T!,_SI<:::_ ESTIMATED HOURS RESOURCE RATE ESTIMATE~= E~E:ES_~PENSES rOMMENTS .~~__---==--=-_
FNE Reeon!lguratio,:, Aetivitie~ -"I-~-~ ~--~.

BOA SHe
Reconfiguration
OversightfSubconlraetor
ManagementfField
Supervision/ECC
Coordlmition 36 sjeven Gompers $ 200.00 $ 7,200.00 $ 483.00 $--------l I
RF SIte Reconfiguration I
Oversight/Subcontractor
ManagementfField
Supervision/ECC I

Acceptance Te!!.tmg ActivJtl~S ~_ _ __~ ..._----= .__~ ~__. ~~__=+ . I 1::= _ _ ~
In_~!!:~al 8. E!~rnall,:,_teroper-abmty Pia.nning & Stak!~h:ler Coordin~!ion .;:.-.~- --~----~ ~~--r='.-~~i==-~==t== - --~-~~

I~alional Capita! RegIOn I
I~econfiguration '
Imolemenlat\cn I
Participation {

f__~ . -----+.C2:'.:?rd\natlon 1!2 Steven Gompers _ .J.. ._ 200.00_i..!~ 2.2,400:00 $ 1,35240 $ ZOO_DO
Southern MD I
Reeonfigura-tion i IAssumes 14-Month Phasa 2 Calendar Project
Implementation , I Timeline perlatest NCR Schedules (11110-1/12)
Participation f Approximately one 4-hour coordination meeting

L._. jCoordination 56 Steven Gompers $ 200.00 $ 11,200.00 $ 1,352.40! $ 700.00 per month for 14 months. !
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