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Barbato:  Good Morning.  This is the quarterly meeting of the SIEC Board.  Glad you could all attend here and I appreciate you taking time out of your schedule to be here.  Before I get to roll call and agenda, I want to thank you all again for the work you’ve done.  We have had a relatively mild spring in the world of emergency communications.  We did have wild fires throughout the state, some large and some small and in some instances emergency communications and OIEC provided support where needed.  I appreciate all the practitioners in the field.  Hopefully we will have a relatively peaceful summer.  We are approaching the busy season both in terms of operations and in terms of meetings and interactions professionally.  The Deputy Commissioner Kevin Wisely is here and attending on behalf of Commissioner Melville.  And before we do roll call, Kevin do you have any remarks?
Wisely:  Thanks Bob, and welcome to everyone.  My name is Kevin Wisely and I’m the Deputy Commissioner for The Division of Homeland Security and Emergency Services and also the Director of the Office of Emergency Management.  It’s good to be here with everybody today.  I have worked with many of you in the room here today in the past.  Communications is really a key vital aspect of our operations in the State of New York especially in emergency services. The offices of OFPC, OIEC, OEM, have been quite a link for us with a few things we’ve done this year already with deployments and I appreciate all the work you do back in your communities, and back at your agencies, and look forward to working with you.  Thanks Bob.
Barbato:  With that I’d like to do roll call and approve minutes.  I will take the roll first.
Board members present:
Robert M. Barbato	Chair and Director of the Office of Interoperable and Emergency Communications
Col. Steven Cumoletti		For Joseph D’Amico, Superintendent, NYS Police
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Rod Sechrist			For Joan McDonald, Commissioner, NYS Department of Transportation

LTC Robert Mitchell		For Maj. Gen. Patrick A. Murphy, NYS Division of Military & Naval Affairs
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John Merklinger	911 Coordinator, Monroe County
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PJ Higgitt, DHSES
Steve DeChick, Ontario
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Barbato:  We have a quorum.  Do I have a motion to approve minutes from the last meeting?
Maha: Motion to adopt minutes.
Fettinger:  Second.
Barbato:  All those in favor of adopting minutes?
ALL:  Aye.
Barbato:  Motion clearly passes and minutes from March 4, 2015 meeting are adopted.  Thank you.  First is an update on the statewide interoperable communications grant program.  Larissa Guedko.
Guedko:  We are up to Round 4 of the Statewide Interoperable Communication Grant program. I will briefly go over the previous program and give you an update as to what has happened so far.  The Round 1 appropriation was $20 million and the grant period is now closed.  Round 2. The total appropriation for 2 years, which was combined, was $120 million.  Out of the $120 million, $102 million was dedicated for statewide interoperable communications program which was for infrastructure development.   So far we have $56.5 million reimbursed to counties for Round 2.  Part of that was a carve out for PSAP.  There was a $9 million grant program in 2012 and out of this program $5.2 million has been reimbursed to counties. The second appropriation of $9 million in 2013, and so far under that grant program only $170,062 has been reimbursed.  We always remind counties, you don’t have to wait until the project is completely over, if you encumber certain expenses, please submit for the reimbursement.  This is the indicator as to how well the counties spend money.  We need to see spending.  Make sure that they are submitted on time, and that it complies with the performance period of the grant.  Round 3 was $75 million appropriation and that program was combined for infrastructure development and PSAP projects.  So far we have $9 million reimbursed under Round 3 grant program.  Again, please spend your money and submit your vouchers, you don’t have to wait until the end of your project.  2014 PSAP Operations Grant.  The competitive portion of the PSAP program was sunset in 2015, and in 2014 the new program was established for the PSAP Operations Grant.  It has the grant performance period of only one year, and this is for operations.   Only $1.5 million has been reimbursed to counties so far.  This is operations, this is salaries, and this is for phone bills, DSL lines and so on.  The Round 4 application period just closed on May 15, and right now we are in the review of the applications, so I can’t really discuss a lot of about this grant, but I will give you some information to consider.  The total to date under SICG program, $265 million in grant money was disbursed to counties.  The need is much bigger.  Every time we get applications from counties under this grant program it quadruples the amount of money that they ask for.  Now this is a timeline for each grant program.  As I mentioned before Round 1 is ended, Round 2 is ending in February 2016, very close, and still there is quite a bit of money under this program that is not reimbursed and we have not seen vouchers.  Round 3 will sunset at the end of this year.  If county is encountering some problems and difficulties in their projects, we might consider extensions beyond this date on a case to case basis.  Round 4.  The Round 4 program is a little different.  The performance period for the grant was established from the very beginning.  The Round 4 grant contract will be 2 years versus one year on the previous program.  Now, this Round 4 will be a little different.  The performance period will be established from January 2016 until the end of the year of 2017.  For the 2012 PSAP consolidation and sustainment program the performance period will end in April 2016 and the same is for 2013 PSAP program.  The PSAP operations grant is only one year program and it will end at the end of this year.  Round 4.  Just like previous grants we are trying to establish more interoperability channels, as well as infrastructure throughout the state and also trying to improve our PSAP operations. This Round 4 grant still incorporates governance and SOPs like our other grants.  Without governance and SOPs any technology could be useless.  Training and exercise.  I know we have a lot of counties that build their new systems are putting new equipment in place, hence training and exercise is the biggest area for this type of a project for counties.  We see a lot of cooperation between counties where several counties formed consortiums and the exercises consist of several counties and different agencies.  There is quite a change in Round 4.  The new systems must be P25 Phase 2 ready and the explanation of this requirement is very detailed in tables and flow charts on our website in our RFA.  We do want the counties to utilize backhaul IP protocol which was established in New York and complies with New York standards, guidelines.  The Guidelines for using this IP protocol are on our website.  If you go to our website www.dhses.ny.gov/oiec you will find it there.  Again, we are trying to achieve the biggest implementation of interoperability channels and infrastructure in New York State.  This is still one of the major goals: interoperability channels and infrastructure.  Quickly, some statistics for Round 4 grant.  55 counties applied this year.  This is the biggest turnout from any of the grant programs we had previously; fifty-five of 58 counties including NYC as a single entity.  When I calculated the total ask, it came to $170 million and we have only $50 million to distribute.  We are at the review process stages, and evaluations will be beginning shortly.  The Grant performance period for Round 4 begins in January 2016.  You will know which counties will receive awards before that time.  
Cumoletti:  Larissa, there seems to be a discrepancy between your 3rd slide and the end date for Round 4.
Guedko:  Yes, this appears to be a typo, it should read “Round 4, performance period 1/1/2016 – 12/31/2017”.  It will be corrected on the slides.  Thank you for catching that.  Any questions?
Maha:  What happens with the money that is not spent, for example, the leftover balance, where does that money go?
Barbato:  The appropriations are only one factor in the local and state budget.  So if the appropriations are available for you annually in separate budget, but as in the case of Round 1, they were not appropriated until 2015. What was not consumed was very minimal dollar balance, and our intention with the grant program is to not have funds remaining, so to the extent possible with the awards and the execution in terms of the performance periods as things come up or there are changes in budgetary cost categories, we try to work with the counties to make sure that there are other eligible uses within the overall parameters for funds.  Unlike the old local enhanced wireless E911 program, if a PSAP operator didn’t use all of its allocation those funds would get put back in and redistributed in year 2 or 3 of that program.  This program does not do that.  This program is more consistent with state budget requirements.  But as we talked about, in terms of utilizing all the resources available, I think it’s both in our program interest and our fiscal interest that all the funds are utilized.
Guedko:  I would like to thank the board members, like John Merklinger, because they are working with the counties to push the importance of spending.  Significant spending and reimbursement process, if we can show that, yes, there is a big need. And we can see that by the application process that there is a need in counties for communications projects and PSAP projects.  If we don’t see spending, then we don’t see consistency.  If you are asking for a lot of money, spend it.
Volk:  Just a quick comment in as far as the grants go.  I really question the timelines of some of the grants.  I really think two years or maybe in the process, isn’t enough. These projects are very complex, you have to deal with different counties and municipalities and connecting towers and microwave systems.  I know specifically for Westchester, this is true for the entire region, we have to go out and look at equipment, do our site acquisitions, and we put our contracts in place for performance, so we can’t actually send the invoices until our contracts are approved. So I think that is something that we really need to look more closely at so we are fair to the end users.  
Guedko:  Yes, I think there are a lot of projects like that.  That is why with Round 4 we will look at extensions.  We will look at how the project is actually going and sometimes 2 years is not long enough.  Extensions will be discussed as long as projects are moving.
Volk:  I think also that the contract period, with the bureaucracy in some of these counties and the state and just getting an executed contract to accept that money, in Westchester, is almost a year.  So we can’t spend any money, or at least go to contract with anyone.  So that brings 2 years down to one year.
Guedko:  That is why it was decided to go to two years. That way it gives you time to concentrate on working on your projects.
Barbato:  Any other questions on the state interoperable communication grant program?  Thank you, Larissa.  Next item on the agenda is an update on public safety broadband, FirstNet, as well as a summary and status of Mutualink interoperability tool rollout.  Matt Delaney.
Delaney:  Good Morning everyone.  Thank you, Bob.  So I’ll give a quick update on both these projects and their current status.  So first on FirstNet, public safety broad band, FirstNet released a third notice for public comment.  They are using these notices as a way to gain public input on interpretations of their statute.  The law that created FirstNet was relatively short; it was probably only 20 pages or so in printed in bill copy.  For considering such a project it is rather a short set of rules so to speak.  They have put together comments, they had a comment period back in the fall and one earlier this spring and now the third comment period.  Each of those has requested different information, their public interpretation and comment on their conclusion of what different pieces of the law mean. So the current one that is out, the third notice is on eligible users.  I think everyone pretty much agrees and understood that police, fire, EMS and traditional first responders would be eligible users of the FirstNet network, but what about non-traditional responders and other governmental enterprises.  You’ve got non-governmental organizations such as the Red Cross, highway departments, public health nurses, a whole variety, and ambulette services, of users that are not traditionally called first responders and how do they fit in. So there were some tentative conclusions and some request for comment.  There was a very short comment period, 30 days from the published statement in the Federal Register so they are due June 4th.  New York prepared a reply. We drafted an outline of the key areas where they were asking for comment, we had a conference call with the public safety working group, which is part of this Board and created some comments, drafted those and they are now in circulation for filing by June 4th.  FirstNet’s draft RFP is available for comment and if you go on line at Regulations.gov and in the search box, put in FirstNet, you can see all their notices and the draft RFP that is out for comment.  Comments are due July 27 on this.  The actual RFP is planned for release around the end of year.  This gives a framework for what they’re thinking but I think by no means is what the final RFP will look like.  They will make a lot of changes and add more detail to the final RFP.  It might be interesting to see who comments to the RFP and whose comments they are.  Someone may indicate how the market plays and the large companies are thinking, if they comment, how they might build a FirstNet network.  A data call with the states, this was originally due July 31st, but they since moved it to the end of September.  What FirstNet did was create a list of items of information they need from the states, coverage priorities, user service areas, critical infrastructure, how public applications are used today and then asked the states that provided that information to them to help them with the final RFP, and they will have a better understanding of what they are bidding on and how the network will be designed.  We are working through this right now.   As many may remember we did a survey for the counties to fill out.  We did that back in December.   At the time we did not know specifically what FirstNet was going to ask but we had a general idea, and it turns out that many of our survey questions do answer these questions.  So we are using those survey results to answer some of these.  We may look at a couple of others; there is some information on 911 calls, on geo location.  We are currently looking on how to answer that and that may look at our future PSAP grants for some questions related to that as well. Our coverage priority, we are working on prioritizing coverage areas and build areas.  This is something that we are going to have extensive discussions with the public safety broadband working group, and we will schedule a meeting, probably around the end of June to talk about.  FirstNet has named a FirstNet Region2 outreach coordinator.  FirstNet’s regions follow the FEMA regions so we are in Region 2 which is New York, New Jersey, Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.  They have named an outreach coordinator who will be responsible for more direct interaction between the Reston Virginia headquarters crew of FirstNet and the States.  So they named three regions so far.  So we have a Region 2 coordinator and I hope that will allow us to have a little more direct back and forth with FirstNet so instead of us dealing with someone that is working with 50 states and 6 territories, we’ll be dealing with someone who’s working with 2 states and 2 territories.  FirstNet came to New York on April 20th for initial consultation; this was a full day event; there were about 50 attendees here in this room.  The idea behind consultation, set aside in legislation, the idea is that FirstNet has to consult with each state and determine what are priorities in developing that State plan that eventually will be produced and the Governor will have to decide whether to accept or reject, opt in or opt out.  We had a list of questions and topics of interest for FirstNet and there were some they could answer and some they could not.  They were honest about that as there are still many things that need to be sorted out.  Some items will get answered as time goes on.  We did develop a consultation package and captured all the answers that they were asking questions on.  This is likely the first of many future meetings.  Consultation is supposed to be an iterative process.  FirstNet has not finished all the state consultations yet.  I think we are at 30 – 35 consultations across the US out of 56 states and territories so far have been held.  They have not even scheduled the second meeting yet.  The second one will probably come sometime after their first procurement.  There is no official timeline.  We have a monthly conference call by region, and a matter of fact, Region 2 is tomorrow, and then they have quarterly nationwide webinars for all the SPOCS.  There has been more contact and is developing along the right track.  We also provided them some case examples, there were several, during the consultation and I think it showed them how public broadband might be utilized in the state.  Before I move on, any questions?
Bleyle: Matt, a couple of things.  If you could send us a link to the RFP, when they first announced it I couldn’t find it on line.  The other thing is will the Board, you mentioned that the working group has developed comments, will the Board get the opportunity to look at those comments and maybe add to them.  I know it has to be in and just wondered if we’d have the opportunity to view those before they went in.
Delaney:  We will get that circulated out.  We will get out the link to the draft RFP and send out the initial consultation package of FirstNet consultation.
Bleyle:  I know you mentioned that there is a regional contractor.  We recently got a data request from NYSTEC.  Are they involved with the State or are they involved with part of the regional?
Delaney:  NYSTEC is Matt Campbell.  He is here today from NYSTEC.  NYSTEC is contractor to state under our SLIGP grant.  So NTIA, which is what the FirstNet program comes under at the Federal level, they have a State and Local Implementation Grant Program (SLIGP) and every state received money to conduct its FirstNet work, the data collection, outreach, surveys and so forth.  One of the things we have done is hire NYSTEC to help manage and do some of the survey work.  If a request comes from NYSTEC, Matt Campbell or Peter Zwagerman and related to FirstNet, they are working for us. Any other questions before I move on?
So, I’ll give a quick update on Mutualink, the county deployment of Mutualink.  As you may remember from previous meetings, each county who elects to participate will receive 5 Mutualink Edge software licenses and two radio interfaces.  We also have video and telephone interfaces available on an as needed basis.  Each county in the State received a letter and an MOA to review and return.  We have actually received 24 signed MOAs to date.  Once they are returned it goes for signature here and then goes to the Office of the Attorney General and the Office of the State Comptroller for approval.  It is treated like a contract even though it is a loan.  Once approved by the Office of the State Comptroller, Mutualink will contact the county, using the point of contact designated in the contract, to begin installation planning.  It will basically start as a conference call to explain some of the interconnections and IT connections to get that all set up.  We’d like to have IT and radio techs on that call to help with details as they can answer some of the technical questions.  Mutualink will work through that whole process with the county and in one or more site visits will install the hardware and software.  We have already installed this in Rockland and Oneida counties as part of the K-12 school safety pilot which we discussed before.  There are 10 schools in each county, they are up and running in both of those and working well.  Next meeting we hope we will have some contracts approved and we will see some of the installations taking place.  The hardware and the software can be installed separately, so the software can be brought on line immediately, if you have an iPad for example.  The hardware takes a bit longer, obviously, you have to connect to radio systems and design a control station, a complete interface, and so forth.  Brian?
LaFlure:  You show two radio interfaces.  Does each radio interface do one station?
Delaney:  Right. It depends on how you want to interface.  You could interface it at a one by one basis so that directly ties into a base station or to a single frequency radio, it could tie to a control station where you can change a talk group on the radio, or it can tie to a console interface.  You will have the ability to do console patching from your console, you can tie to your console and then you can patch anything on your console to Mutualink.  And that’s actually how you’ve seen it done in many places including our Watch Center.  We just have a module called Mutualink on the console and we can patch any of our resources from our trucks, any of our base stations direct to Mutualink just by doing that cross patch.
Bleyle, Delaney, Barbato, Day, Cumoletti and Kopstein:  Discussion on state plan as to how Mutualink is planned on being used and the best way to use it.  School program was a pilot program.  Through consortiums we look at Mutualink as a tool for bringing the counties together.  Mutualink should be incorporated in TCIPs and work up to State TICPs.  Mutualink is a common network from day one and available for use.
Barbato:  Next is Sheriff Gerace with a 911 update, Sheriff.
Gerace:  The subcommittee has reworked the standard and submitted it in draft form.
Barbato:  The committee has completed that work and the next step would be to share with the rest of the board for comments.  If you don’t have the standards prepared for this meeting we will put it on the agenda for the August meeting.  If you have any production issues perhaps we can help out with that. Perhaps at August meeting we will have board recommend that the standard be applied to law.  
Gerace:  Mr. Chair, if you don’t mind I have a few other items.  There is a pressing need for a state 911 coordinator.  Think that it’s imperative we move forward with this.  NG911 overload statewide coordination that is imperative.  We are still using 1960’s technology.
Merklinger, Barbato, Gerace and Cumoletti:  Discussion on the focus and coordination of a State 911 coordinator.  This has been asked for at the last two county conferences and developing a written plan could take a minimum of 3 years.  The importance of involving the PSC and having them at this meeting should be part of the motion; it is going to take a joint effort.  Chair will take all under advisement and dedicate personnel to this initiative and continue to coordinate the move forward.
Merklinger:  Formal motion to recommend.
Gerace: second
Barbato:  all in favor?  Aye.  
Clearly passed.  (With one abstention.  Chairman Barbato)
Gerace:  One other item.  I would like the Committee to investigate the Smart 911 application.  We are using it in Chautauqua County and I believe it should be a State roll out.  It enhances so much information. 
Barbato:  Sheriff, you know the Communications Interoperability Working Group is meeting this afternoon and that might be a good forum.  There are actually more members in that working group.  If you want to raise that and possibly get a demo on CIWG agenda. 
Gerace:  You can retrieve unbelievable data from the product and the benefits are extremely important.
Barbato:  Thank you, any questions for Sheriff Gerace?  Next item on the agenda is a brief update on the proposed regulations with DHSES counsel Linda Messina.
Messina:  In short, there is not much of an update.  It is moving forward.  There were conflicts over some of the content and that is going to be revisited and hopefully come back to you with another proposal.  No major movement and when updated board will be notified.
Barbato:  Thank you Linda.  Next item, Toby Dusha from the Office of Interoperable and Emergency Communications will discuss revisions to channel guidelines and an update on our consortium outreach and planning.
Dusha:  
Good Morning ladies and gentlemen.  A couple of quick updates and I don’t believe it’s going to require any actions by the board.  Channel guidelines.  Several years ago guidelines were developed to assist the users with the use of the interop channel naming.  Since then there have been a couple of changes and proposed revisions to the two primary guidelines that are out there, NYLAW1, which is law enforcement channel.  The request has been to add a tone to eliminate interference the agencies are receiving primarily downstate in the Hudson Valley, New York City area, but has occurred elsewhere.  Associated with that is a channel that was listed in our EMS guideline, which is a search and rescue channel, SAR160.  Similarly, we would be adding the tone to the receive side and clarifying that the tone needs to be the national standard that’s used throughout the country.  Those two amendments or changes will be discussed in detail later this afternoon at the CIWG meeting and can be acted on or reviewed and commented on by that group.  Also we are working on and drafted a new guideline for another frequency that is common throughout New York State.  It is known as LFIRE4D.  Primarily it was used for inter-county fire coordination.  It has been established as a national interoperability channel and what this will do is clarify the use of that channel in New York State, the proper tones that should be used to eliminate the interference and the general usage requirements. It clarifies the policies and procedures that should be utilized.  Again, the draft will be discussed this afternoon and can be brought back to the board for final approval. The later, LFIRE4D came about at the request of downstate as they are receiving interference from out of state in Connecticut and elsewhere.  The addition of the tone would eliminate that constant noise they are hearing, would not impede their ability to communicate on that channel, it will actually enhance their ability to communicate.  We’ll have a full update at the next meeting and request the final approval.  
The other item that we had worked on, it’s a work in progress, is the State interoperability channel plan and channel usage plan and it’s been in draft form and needs to get circulated out to our working group and brought back to our CIWG group for final comment and adoption.  We might be able to convene the working group conference calls and get that accomplished.  I’m taking it as a task that I hope to be ready to go by the August meeting.  The last item for channel usage is another work in progress, Air to Ground communications. This has been a project in the works; we’ve been surveying the air service providers, the air medical service providers trying to establish common channels for air to ground communications for law enforcement, fire and emergency medical.  This has been going rather slowly.  The providers have not been forthcoming with all of their information.  We have received probably only 50% of the surveys.  We need to make some more phone calls and work on that.  This is not going to be an easy solution or fix. Preliminary findings indicate that one size will not fit all; there are too many variables, in the communications business.  We’re going to try to find those common denominators, simplify the list and all in the name of improving state air to ground operations.  Any questions on those topics?
Bleyle:  Is there any discussion among your group about the future of some of these interoperable channels, for example, the 45 MHZ Fire interop channel, now as we are moving towards the national interoperability channels?  Are they eventually going to replace those like the 155.370 and the fire ground?
Dusha:  I personally don’t believe that they will.  In talking to some of the other users around, those common channels have worked well and served well.  The NYLAW1, the 155.370, is the most common channel used in law enforcement.  That being said and as agencies migrate to different bands out of VHF, those channels are no longer used by the rank and file responders in the field but they could still be used at the county level or at the PSAP level.  It could be used in a patch or gateway environment to facilitate additional interoperability.  There will be disparate users, now until the end of time, in the radio spectrums.  One good way we will be able to maintain interoperability is to utilize the existing VHF and in that low band frequency.
Bleyle:  I know in your grant money programs you allow for the build out of the national interoperability channels.  Does it support and can people apply for the build out of those interop channels?
Dusha:  I believe that is the primary function of those grants.  It is to support those common denominators of interoperability and it would be the national interop channels.  I think your region was a recipient over the years of some money that helped.
Bleyle:  National Interop?
Dusha:  Yes, national interop channels.
Bleyle:  The question is would you support the build out of 155.370?
Dusha:  Again, most counties had some of those in one shape or form.  As some folks migrated out of different bands and technology they may have dropped those types of channel usage.  If it’s there, please maintain it.    Any other questions?
The next topic I have is consortium outreach and this is an update on a project we have undertaken at the direction of Director Bob Barbato.  A survey was developed to capture the state of interoperability at the consortium level and identified what has been accomplished, plus are there any gaps out there, how well are they doing implementing interoperability utilizing the grant funds.    We have developed a project that got off to a bit of a slow start, for a couple of different reasons. There are now 10 consortiums operating in the state.  They are all very unique, very independent, but the counties do work well within the consortiums.  We have met with 3 so far; the Hudson Valley group, the Central New York Interoperable consortium and yesterday met with the Capitol Region- the Albany, Schenectady, Rensselaer County consortium.  It’s hard to classify all of the findings at this point.  Let me just summarize what we have determined so far.  Every consortium and every county is at a different level of implementing interoperability.  Part of that is due to finances and part of that is due to timing and planning and local factors and they have different priorities. They are prioritizing their operational needs and interoperability needs, although they are complying with the requests to implement interoperability.  Projects are all at different timelines, some are delayed for various reasons.  Environmental issues are a major problem that they face with some of these projects.  The project started with a 30 question survey that went out to the consortiums and based on that, we are now going out and meeting with the various groups.  The topics we are addressing include LMR capabilities, shared resources, and a key item; are they sharing interoperability resources and taking advantage of grant funds and utilizing backbone networks to share.  The Adirondack consortium is a great example, 14 counties in the consortium, a 16 site microwave loop with other connections.  They share a lot of these resources so folks don’t have to duplicate spending money on equipment and installing expensive base stations.  Networking, how is that being accomplished, what are the redundancies that are being built into this? The other component we are looking at is PSAP operations; looking at similarities, looking at their capabilities, their gaps.  It has been discussed here before; the big topic now is NextGen 911.  Where are folks with NextGen? Are they considering it? Have they implemented any of it?  Are they looking at sharing technology resources with neighbors, combining services?  The survey and meeting is across the board communications questions.  Based on this we’ll come up with findings and present that to the board.  There are three of us working on the project, Tom Gallagher, PJ Higgitt and myself from our office, and we will be out in the counties meeting more in the near future.  We’ll ask a lot of tough questions and try to dig deep to get some answers.  The bottom line is, can we better define our work, best practices, are there gaps, what are they, can they be solved.  We’ve done a lot of partnering with consortiums to look at their best practices and bottom line is…can grant monies in the future be tailored to fill the gaps and enhance interoperability within the state?  Somewhere between now and the end of the summer we should have some solid findings and recommendations.  
Barbato:  I think at the suggestion of Brian LaFlure, we discussed the idea of having a symposium like meeting with consortium chairs tentatively scheduled September 21 and 22.  It’s not solid yet, we need to schedule the regional meetings first but there appears to be some interest in that.  That would be a good forum in which to discuss what we learn, where the opportunities exist, establish some of those benchmarks and identify the gaps before the consortiums meet.  
LaFlure:  Can we have that information one more time Tom?
Gallagher:  September 21 and 22 are the tentative dates, and we will confirm in the next 10 days with the folks out at SPTC. We don’t want to conflict with the Regional Meetings, so I was waiting for their schedule to come out before firming those dates.
LaFlure:  So it will be in Oriskany?
Gallagher:  Yes.  I was told 1 o’clock in the afternoon to give everyone time to travel and then all day the next day.
Barbato:  any further discussion on the consortium outreach activity?
Cumoletti:  Toby, is NYSTEC assisting in that data that is being collected, is that all the same project?
Dusha:  No, they are looking at detail into data.  That is a small question under the PSAP component.  Our questions and our survey, they have a lot more raw detailed data.  
Gallagher:  We have also invited our state partners to attend the consortium meetings and the only two that have attended so far are OEM and State Police.
Barbato:  Thank you Toby.  Next item on the agenda is John Merklinger, a member of the Board, to talk about APCO Automated Secured Alarm Protocol.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Merklinger:  Mr. Chair, thank you.  Prior to the meeting I handed out information and documents, a trifold folder and a CD that has a short video on it that we will watch here momentarily.  Basically what the Automated Secured Alarm Protocol (ASAP) is, a National program to automate all alarms whether they are police, fire, EMS from the major alarm companies to link it via computer system to your CAD system and the 911 center.  So bi-directional it uses the national NLETS system, it’s in place and up and running in Virginia, Texas, Connecticut, Rhode Island are currently working on a statewide recognized program that APCO put together and the folks from NCIC along with the Central Station Alarm Association automated alarm association, which is a trade group for the alarm company. There are about 500 alarm companies throughout the United States and 386 companies signed on to this and agreed to do it, automate it, pretty much including all of the major alarm providers.  It’s important to this group because it has to link through the state system down to the individual counties through the eJustice network, so it is going to take working with DCJS, and that is why I wanted to bring it up to this group today.  Hopefully at the end we can make a motion for DCJS to work with us on this.  Then each individual county would have to decide whether or not they want to do it, and pay whatever the necessary cost is. To give you an example as to why this is important and I’m looking at from my county.  We had a little over 50,000 alarms last year, they all come in through the 911 complaint board, albeit to a seven digit number and still answered by our phone operators and if we could automate even ½ of that and take that work load out, the cost to my CAD vendor is less than it’s going to cost me to add one employee.  We really struggle to keep up with our incoming call volume as it continues to increase.  So I had a presentation on this at our State 911 conference.  This actually started, believe it or not, eight years ago at the national APCO conference, and it’s really trying to get pushed out to the states at this point.  On this we have already been approached by Royal alarms in my area, which answers for 50 different alarm companies.  Over a year ago they wanted to do this, this links to DCJS, and I’ve had some informal discussions via email with DCJS and this past Friday, sent a formal letter to Mike Green asking that DCJS works on this with us.  From our 911 conference last week included with that letter were some of these educational materials and a little petition if you will just to show that there is interest signed by 27 of the counties here in the New York State. I do want to go forward and do this, to show that there is a need and interest.  It’s not just me asking.  With that I thought we could play the video.  (Video would not play, and will play at the end)
Barbato:  The next item on agenda is under new business.  I want to point out that the Annual report was completed, is printed and the hard copies are available for you today.  It has also been published to the website.  Just a refresher that the annual report is retrospective and records board activity and programs for the prior year.
Merklinger:  Possible four new resolutions.  The first would be that we adhoc and send a formal request to PSC to be at meeting.
Messina:  If we could see the resolution that you want to propose in writing in advance of the meeting.
Barbato: In the interim you could speak to the PSC and mention their attendance here.
Merklinger:  Invite PSC to attend meeting.
Barbato:  So, John if you could share the resolution we will put it on the agenda.  You have three more?
Merklinger:  That we work on developing a NextGen 911 plan. That we recommend adoption of the ASAP protocol to DCJS and the final one was recommend that Linda, myself and Kevin already started the TERT MOU it is the only thing standing in the way of us being recognized by the national program. It has been pending for about 4 years, we have everything else complete.  We have shared the draft.  There are basically nine requirements to be recognized nationally. Which includes training and the MOU is the last piece.
Dusha:  Along with that, the Federal TA program has provided us access later this year with a workshop in strategic planning and development of NextGen 911.  It’s a one day workshop, and can possibly be tied to a Board meeting or CIWG meeting. 
Barbato:  We will get more details and keep the board members advised.
Video ready:  ASAP video played.
LaFlure:  Question John…redundancy.  Does the alarm company know if they have electronically sent an alarm to a PSAP, do they know if it gets there or not?
Merklinger:  Yes, your CAD sends acknowledgement back.  That was the very first question we asked.
Barbato:  Any further questions to John?  In terms of set up, perhaps over the summer, a dialog to CIWG and next to board.  Thank you.
Back to new business to wrap up the meeting.  I’ll open the floor to any other members who might have new business.  At this point I’d like to acknowledge Jay Kopstein, a member of the SAFECOM committee, also is one of the co-chairs of our Communications Interoperability Working Group, which is an adhoc group of subject matter experts.  Baring any objection from the members, I’d like to invite Jay to give the board a brief update on SAFECOM activities.
Kopstein:   Good Morning. SAFECOM is undergoing some changes but they are also moving forward with a number of communications issues.  To save time Joann sent out to everybody here copies of some of the SAFECOM work.  Hopefully you got to look at it.  Of note, cross border communications, there are projects going on.  In the northwest, the Canadian mounted police have actually installed repeaters in the United States to cover Canada and there are some emergency communications protocols that have been put together.  The treaty of 1951 was modified in October 2014 and most of the changes came with the train crash in Canada where responders from Maine could not speak to the people in Canada.  EMS crosses the border more than anyone else.  There have been times where law enforcement has crossed the border and haven’t had a problem. The reports I sent out of particular note, there is a federal legislation that mandates SWICs.  New York State has its SWIC. And what the legislation is saying is that, no SWIC, no grant money.  That is being pushed pretty heavily.  There is a website, if you get a chance take a look at it, DHS.gov/SAFECOM, and all the documentation from SAFECOM is on that site.  It’s a good site to look at.  The other thing that I would ask you to take a look at is the cross border report; there were several people from New York on that committee including Toby Dusha.  And I would ask you officially if you are anywhere along the A line to take a look at that report.  Some of us will be in San Diego next week, FirstNet meetings, and since I think I’m the only from here that got approval at this point, I guess I’ll do the report on it.  That’s what I have.  I’ll be more than happy to answer any questions.
Barbato:  Thank you very much Jay.  As you know, SAFECOM has established the standards and guidelines for interoperable communications across the country.  It is the foundation for operations in all states.  But more importantly the SAFECOM Continuum and guidelines is the basis for the baseline we use.  Jay is one of the members who drafted the guidelines.  Any other new business?
Our next meeting is August 26, 2015.
Barbato:  Is there a motion to adjourn?
Maha:  Motion to adjourn.
Volk:  Seconded
Barbato:  All in favor.  Aye.  Thank you.  
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