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Bob Barbato: Welcome and Opening Remarks
Good morning everyone.  We will start the State Interoperable and Emergency Communications Board Meeting in just a moment or two.  I want to welcome you again to the meeting and for those of you traveling from out of town I appreciate you taking the time to travel to Albany.  On behalf of Commissioner Hauer, I want to welcome you.  He respects the time you put in and the work you do for interoperable communication.  Commissioner Hauer is here today and may try to stop down later on in the meeting.
The first order of business is to introduce Joann Waidelich.  She is an Administrative Analyst for the Office of Interoperable and Emergency Communications.  Joann has a long history and experience with state government, most recently with the Office of the Attorney General. She’s come on board to assume a lot of the administrative and office support duties in the office and to provide support to the board as recording secretary.
With that the meeting is called to order. First order of business is attendance. 

Board members present:
Robert M. Barbato		Chair and Director of the Office of Interoperable and Emergency Communications
Steve Cumoletti			For Joseph D’Amico, Superintendent, NYS Police
Eric Day				Emergency Manager, Clinton County
Mark Fettinger			For Michael C. Green, Commissioner, NYS Division of Criminal Justice Services
Matthew Delaney		For Jerome Hauer, Commissioner, Division of Homeland Security & Emergency Services
Brian LaFlure			Emergency Manager, Warren County
Bob Winans			For Joan McDonald, Commissioner, NYS Department of Transportation
John M. Merklinger		911 Coordinator, Monroe County
Michael Primeau		For Howard Zucker, MD, MPH, Commissioner, NYS Department of Health
Michael Volk			Chief of EMS & Communications, Westchester County
James Voutour			Sheriff, Niagara County
LTC Robert Mitchell		For Maj. Gen. Patrick A. Murphy, NYS Division of Military & Naval Affairs
Kevin Revere			Director of Emergency Services, Oneida County
Gary T. Maha			Sheriff, Genesee County
Joseph Gerace			Sheriff, Chautauqua County 

Board Members Absent:
Brian Digman	 		NYS Chief Information Officer, NYS Office of Information
Joel Eisdorfer			Partner, Real Estate Development Company
William Bleyle			Commissioner, Onondaga County 9-1-1
Richard Rotanz			Executive Director, Applied Science Director, Via Telephone 
              
Speakers:
Larissa Guedko			Radio Engineer, NYS DHSES OIEC		
Linda Messina			OIEC Counsel, DHSES
Thomas Gallagher		Sr. Admin. Asst., OIEC
Matthew Delaney		Radio Engineer, NYS DHSES OIEC


Barbato:  Thank you.  In your package there is a copy of minutes to meeting held 3/11/2014.  Motion to pass minutes.

Barbato: Motion to accept the March 11, 2014 minutes passes.

Barbato:  Linda Messina has dialed in and is working remotely.  Chris Tuttle from Federal Homeland Security Office of Emergency Communications is unable to attend today.  Chris is an ongoing member of the board.  I remind everyone that this is an open meeting, it is being recorded and video will be posted with minutes on DHSES website.  The CIWG meeting will commence at 1:00pm this afternoon, after luncheon.

First order of business on the agenda is the annual report.  The 2013 Annual Report.  We distributed an electronic version prior to the meeting. This report is required by statute.  By law we are required to record the activities of the board for the prior year it be delivered to the governor, the temporary president of the senate, the minority leader of the senate , the speaker of the assembly, and the minority leader of the assembly and we also make it available publicly on our web page.  The report itself is retrospective.  It is largely factual, reporting the activities from the prior year.  What you will find in this is the summary of the published dates of activities relative to the grants that are in place and those solicitations that were conducted during 2013.  Included in the summary are the Boards activities and duties and reference to the Boards materials, meeting minutes and resolutions, and their actions.  Occasionally we have outside inquiries from stakeholders, outside groups, agencies, and other operational entities.  It is a good reference document.  It is also published on our webpage if you need to view that.  So with that I will open up for discussion and questions about the report.
Merklinger:  I have two questions.  Do you have the web address on the webpage?
Barbato:  We will get that for you.
Merklinger:  Second question is we as a Board will send a letter to the assembly leadership encouraging appointments to the Board?
Barbato: Yes, I think that’s possible.  We made chambers aware of the current vacancies and potential terms that are expiring later this year and I think whatever we can do to encourage filling those spots will be beneficial.  The Board is functioning very well, and thanks to your input and participation, but I think for full representation, and that all stakeholders have a voice it would be helpful to fill all the seats.

Sheriff Voltour:  Is there a region in New York State that seems to be under represented that we could reach out to.  It looks like the North Country at the West end, western Onondaga.
Barbato:    It’s fairly widely distributed I think Sheriff Volk.  It would be a good idea if we sought out membership where they’re from, the downstate region perhaps, maybe seek out representation but we’ll have to take a look at the geographic.

Guedko:  The exact website link for the annual report is www.DHSES.ny.gov/OIEC/SIGB.  There is also a link on board activities.

Barbato:  If there is no further discussion on the annual report we will move on to the next item, an update on the Statewide Interoperability Communications Grant Program, Larissa Guedko.
Guedko:  We will go over previous grants that our office has managed in the past and look at the future.  For the Round 1 there was $20 million distributed.  16 Counties received awards in 2011.  To date, there is over $15 million has been reimbursed to counties.  Just want to remind everyone, Round 1 grant money went primarily for equipment and there was time to narrowband and it was helping counties with narrowbanding & equipment.  No major build outs or infrastructure investments with Round 1.  Just a reminder also, for counties that haven’t submitted their vouchers, the expected completion date is September.  Round 2.  In Round 2 grant for interoperability there was $102 million and 29 counties received awards.  To date, over $25 million has been reimbursed to counties.  With this particular one, for the Round 2, the contract period will be ending in February 2015.  Round 2 was different from Round 1.  There was more infrastructure related projects, microwave development, system developments, new system developments, so there were a lot of large projects with Round 2.  Round 3 was similar to Round 2.  There were a lot of infrastructure investments, microwave system investments, and we had $75 million distributed to counties.  17 counties received awards.  To date there is only 1 county that submitted vouchers for their reimbursement.  We know that a lot of counties are in the beginning stages of that project, the planning stages, and the projects are ongoing.  Just right now, there are no vouchers to submit, no investments have been made yet by counties.
The end date for this one, it is a one year contract and the awards were at the end of 2013.  There are 2 potential extensions.  Counties every year have to submit a request for extensions, and depending on the project and how it’s going, if there is allocation, made by our budget, every year it has to be appropriated.  Then we view the project status and the contract has to be extended, either 6 months or 1 year, whatever the county needs to finish or complete the project, but it is not indefinite. 
What did we see with those grants?  From 1, 2 and 3, there was a lot of investments in county systems.  There was a lot of investment in the infrastructure, but also there were a lot of human components in improvements in governance.  We saw a lot of improvement in SOPS.  We see a lot of counties finalizing their procedures.  They are establishing and formalizing their governance structure. So this is very encouraging.  Also, with all those grants, Round 1, 2 and 3, we saw that many counties have formed consortiums.  And right now, all New York counties including New York City, are members of one or more consortiums.  As we know, being a member of several consortiums is not a bad thing, it’s sometimes you border with a certain county on different sides and it may make sense to have formal agreements with both counties, sometimes more.  Now there are a lot of improvements in infrastructures, we also saw a lot of improvement in some implementation of interoperability.  The status we had from counties prior to those grants, we saw that interoperability channels were not implemented on the infrastructure level, some counties have it, and some counties didn’t have it.  Also, the interoperability channels were not programmed in the equipment, the subscriber equipment, portables, models, and so on.  With this grant we encouraged counties to develop interoperability channels on the infrastructure level and also in the subscriber equipment, and at least in bands that counties are operating.  As I mentioned before there is a lot of governance improvements and technological progress across New York State.  We have a lot of examples from central consortiums and so on.
PSAP Grant:  This is part of the program, the interoperability program.  In 2012 there was $9 million appropriated for the grant.  $7 million for PSAP consolidation and $2 million for sustainment.  In 2012 there were, out of 11 awarded counties, 3 submitted vouchers for reimbursement, and out of 13 awarded counties for sustainment grant only 1 county submitted voucher for reimbursement.  I’d like to remind everyone that especially in the sustainment grant, this is your operational expenses, so our counties should probably move a little faster with the grant reimbursement process.  The grant has been awarded in 2012, so it has almost been 2 years ago and we have not seen many vouchers to date.
2013-14 PSAP:  It was also $9 million, it was slightly different.  The 2012 PSAP, the county could only apply for 1 of the programs, either for sustainment or consolidation.  In the 2013-14 grant programs we allowed the counties to submit applications for both consolidation and sustainment.  There was a maximum limit, $500,000 for consolidations and $100,000 maximum limit for sustainment.  A lot of counties applied for both programs, and 40 counties applied in total.  So 69% is the response rate.  We received 58 applications in total and out of 33 applications for consolidation we awarded 15 counties.  This is 54% increase over the last year compared to 2012 PSAP Grant program.  Now, 25 applications were submitted for sustainment and all applicants received awards.  A 40% increase from the previous year.  And right now our DHSES grant program unit is working with counties to establish all the contracts.  In the slides you will find all the counties who were awarded consolidation and sustainment grants and the amounts.  It also lists in the announcement made by the governor.  Now, what’s next?  Well, before I move to the next, are there any questions on the PSAP programs?
Kevin Revere:  Has there been an enhancement or improvement as far as the timelines we discussed previously here about getting the grants out and issued between state process and the county process?  Have you seen any improvement in any of that?
Guedko:  It is hard to say, but I am sure there is. Internally, on the DHSES side, yes we had a lot of conversations, we have made a lot of improvements, however a lot of this depends on the contract signed, the process itself, is dependent on the counties, because when we make an award to a county, sometimes they have to go back to their board of directors, and get approvals and signoffs, so that might take a while.  So, we are trying to establish grant timelines when exactly should we issue the awards and issue those grants where the process wouldn’t take as long.  On internal side I can say that definitely have made improvements. Now that after 3 years of managing those grants, we know what to expect.  And we are trying to work with counties to make sure this process is also moving smoothly on the county side.

Revere:  Is there a targeted timeframe from when counties receive an award letter to when they receive a contract from DHSES?

Guedko:  When the county is awarded, I wish someone from our grant unit was here to explain the process, I am not exactly aware of all the details; there are a lot of improvements with the other agencies, the control agencies, but that process does not take that long.
Barbato:  I’ll add some information.  The timeframe of our project time line we like to track is within 60 days turnaround.  I think generally that’s a fair statement, last year we did have some issues and delays on the contracts, that was due in some part to transferring some contract responsibilities from one Bureau to the next.  And then the members remember that there were a couple of additional terms and conditions written into the grant contract.  Roughly from time of award to contract the process through the state office, grant office, is within 60 days.  There is no specific goal in mind.  We believe that the processing time will improve internally, and we have seen already some improvements since Rounds 1, 2 and 3.  Our grants administration unit, Shelley Wahrlich is on the backend of that.
Revere:  Again, no one is holding you to the 60 days.  You’re not talking on behalf of NY State; you’re talking about this agency, your agency.  Then it goes to the Comptroller’s office and is that what generally happens?

Barbato:  Yes, and turning it back to the counties, you all have to deal with your legislatures and advisors, so that adds time.  Once it does go to the Comptroller’s Office, again, we can’t control their calendars.  There are multiple steps taken.
  
Tom Gallagher:  This is a two way street from the Commissioner on down, Bob and Shelley, have really worked on getting rid of the obstacles in house and getting contracts out quicker. Also some of the counties have allowed us to borrow and share their ideas from getting the RFA’s out and stating that they will award the contract within 30 days of receiving their executed contract.  RFA’s will be done through budget.  Not waiting until done.

Revere:  2013-14 contracts out?

Guedko: 2013-14 contracts out, some are out, and not all of them are out.  I know there is a number assigned to each county to keep track.  Every single contract is in the process.  I don’t think every single county has received that, it goes in batches, but some already have received it.

Eric Day:  That’s showing your timeline right there.  You are releasing the net part of it.

Gallagher:  We understand the plight that you are under.  It is a team effort between the county and our agency.  Everyone should end up being a winner, from the state agency to the local jurisdictions.  Trying to push it out and get it back in.

Barbato:  There have been some other discussions.  It is just a concept at this point.  Shelly’s team is exploring the idea of having a grant contract with, say, a term of 2 years.  I can’t speak for the comptroller’s office.  There is that precedent on Federal programs in the past and this would reduce the administrative burden of asking for extensions in the middle of a project.

Guedko:  You can see that improvements have been made because the award on the latest PSAP award.  The due date for applications was April 24th.  It takes us about anywhere from 4 – 6 weeks to finalize all results.  We have to review every single application.  We have to analyze it and now you can see that from April 24 we have made humongous strides.  Right, the process itself is going much faster and more efficient now.

Maha:  Can you talk a little bit now about what criteria was used in the awarding of the consolidation grants.

Guedko:  The Consolidation one.  The RFA basically explains it all.   The criteria, the project itself, and how: a lot of the questions were evaluated on how clear you can represent your project, your budget sheet, and accuracy.  We have 4 evaluators reading and evaluating every single application. Every evaluator would look at each application, there was no coordination, they were not in the same room, so there is certain subjectivity and that is why we have several evaluators.  We see that there is consistency between evaluators’ scoring, if county gets high scores, it is reflected across all evaluations.  If county poorly described the project or were not clear about goals, you can see right in the scoring that the evaluation panel provides.  It is very consistent. Another area: application accuracy itself.  The county has to pay attention to every single question in the application of the RFA and answer every single question.  If a question is not answered, it hurts your application, it hurts your scoring.  And there were a few cases like that. A simple omission can cause poor score.

Maha:  Was there any preference given to those that have not consolidated or want to consolidate as opposed to those that have consolidated?

Guedko:  It was not really a defining point, but, yes there was a difference.  We wanted to encourage with the grant money those counties that currently had not consolidated to consolidate.  So there was just slightly higher score for those.  I can tell you that much.  But it was not the defining point.  The overall application has to be completed correctly and precisely and very clear, to actually achieve a good score.

Barbato:  It is best practice for counties that are not reachable on the award list; contact our office to review their application.

Gallagher:  As someone who has been around, competitiveness and completeness, readiness of applications for grants is much better.  

Guedko:  Some of those questions on applications also are for our benefit.  There may be a lot of data collection questions.  They are there for our office to keep track of what is going on out there and get some data from counties and we found this is a good way to do so.  There might not be relative scoring for such questions, but if the county does not provide this information, omits the answer, then it does hurt their application as a whole.  Now, are we ready to move on to the future?

What is next:  Next PSAP Grant 2014-15.  The new 2014-15 budget appropriation for the PSAP program is slightly different.  The program for the PSAP as you know it is over.  Beginning this year, the PSAP grant program will be different.  You can see the yellow highlighted language, is the language in the budget.  This is the budget language.  It’s for the provision of grants for counties for costs related to the operations of the public safety dispatch center, pursuant to a plan developed by the Commissioner of Homeland Security and Emergency Services and approved by the Director of Budget.  Such plan may consider such factors as population density and emergency call volume.  There’s $10 million allocated.  This particular program will support existing operations, encourage development of next generation 911 technologies.  It will also go toward operational and procedural efficiencies and overall collaboration between jurisdictions such as other counties and state agencies.  So this one is not limited for just “sustainment” or just for “consolidation”.  This is much bigger appropriation which can be used for different purposes.  This particular one is not going to be non-competitive application. As you probably notice there is a last sentence in the budget language that says “…such plan may consider such factors as population density and emergency call volume…” that probably tells you that there will be a formula. In addition, there will be certain eligibility criteria that will be used to award counties.  Any questions on this?

All right, what’s next for competitive interoperability grant?  This program will still be competitive and the budget language is in yellow.  There is $50 million appropriated for this program.  Not much changed for this one, it’s still going to support infrastructure, technology purchases, also go towards development of governance procedures, similar to previous rounds, and training and exercises; there are slight differences with the new program.  New systems build-outs must be P25 Phase 2 digital and the backhaul build-out have to comply with standardized IP protocol developed for New York State.  We are still going to ask you to implement interoperability channels in the system on the infrastructure basis and subscriber equipment basis.  Regional connectivity.  There is $15 million for regional connectivity.  This appropriation will support services and expenses related to implementing technology that interconnect different regions, state and local, Consortiums, radio systems and public safety dispatch centers.  It will go into a backbone build out for improved resiliency and just overall public safety communication.  So this is not for the county, this is more regional investments.  Any questions?

Revere:  When you talk about those regional investments, the State Police was allotted x amount of dollars for microwave system and apparently that has gone away.  Is that what you are talking about with that last Round that the State Police will potentially get in on, because others jumped in on it?

Guedko:  Eventually.  We will be having a lot of conversations with Budget.  This is one of those topics if we are going to be building out regional connectivity and improvements backbone then we have to make sure that all agencies and counties actually can utilize those assets. We are looking into consolidation. For example, if the State Police has a tower, the county can use it or if the County has a tower, State Police can use it. And so on.

Merklinger:  This question talks about microwave connectivity.  Can it also be fiber?  Actually get greater bandwidth with fiber than I do with microwave.

Guedko:  There are microwave connections that have a good bandwidth.  Fiber?  I don’t have the answer what exactly it’s going to be for the regional connectivity, the plan needs to be developed.  Potentially, yes, if there is strong fiber links.

Barbato:  Any other questions on the grant program.  Thank you Larissa.

Barbato\Day\Merklinger\LaFlure: Short discussion continued.

Barbato:  next item on agenda is the status of Proposed By-Laws.  Linda, are you there?

Messina:  I am here.

Barbato:  OK.  At a meeting last year we had draft By-laws for consideration by the Board.  The material and substance of it was very reflective of the powers and duties of Article 6A.  Just in summary, I think a lot of the members felt that there was some resemblance to duplication and wanted to see more procedural protocol.  Unfortunately, we haven’t been able to convene an ad hoc group and not much has been done.  A lot to do with staff turnover we’ve had on the team.  So at this point the draft By-Laws are still in a conceptual stage, however, Joann Waidelich, is going to take the lead on that, going to compile some sample By-Laws for consideration by the Board reflecting some of the interaction we had.  We will circulate those prior to the September meeting for consideration.  And Brian’s consortium has a copy, and Joann could take a look at those as well.  Our plan is to introduce some By-Laws for consideration prior to the September meeting and hopefully the Board will have some input and perhaps within this calendar year adopt By-Laws to more formalize and organize to help us work more efficiently.  Linda, do you have anything you can add on By-Laws?

Messina:  No, not from my end.

Barbato:  OK, next item is a variance request from Suffolk County relative to 911 call center dispatcher training.  The county was able to provide all of the training except for the last component, stress awareness training, in calendar year 2012-2013.  As you know they had excessive overtime due to the weather events in their county that year and for the record the police department operates the 911 center is requesting a variance from the Board.  The authority to grant variances for the 911 standards lies with this Board; previously the state 911 Board had that type of power with recording.  With the creation of this Board and the merging of responsibilities into that, the granting of powers to this Board.  I would say that the county request is retrospectively the county wanting to be sure that they notified the Board and State that their training was unable to be completed during that time period and in prospective hope to be back on schedule and fully intend to provide dispatcher training going forward, and the variance which is within the capability of this Board isn’t intended to be precedential just adheres to the 911 standards.

Unknown:  I’ll move it.

Unknown:  Second

Barbato:  All those in favor, Aye.  Motion clearly passes.  Thank you, we will notify the county of the Board’s actions.

Barbato:  Next item on the agenda is the State Communications Interoperability Plan (SCIP) update on recent activities with OIEC as well as our Federal counterparts.  Toby Dusha was supposed to be the presenter today, but he is out with illness.  So we have Tom Gallagher who will give us a summary.  Tom.

Gallagher:  As you recall the SCIP plan came out in 2007 with the old PSIC program which was worth $60 million to the state of New York before the match.  Back in those days we ended up hiring a contractor that cost us $412,000 and we got a 332 page document.  About 2 years ago Chris Tuttle joined DHS-OEC and ICTAP was developed to help us with a new SCIP Plan, a shorter version.  Two teams have traveled the country working on this.  We had a team come here and tell us we could take our Plan down to 50-60 pages.  We had a 3 day seminar here and it worked out very well.  We had representation from State, local and Federal entities.  We had good conversation.  The goal of the SCIP is a strategic plan for local, state and federal to follow within the State of New York.  Each individual state reviewed their existing plan and came up with a new format.  They have already given us the first draft back including all the work with criteria as a group we put together during those 3 days.  The process now is that we, OIEC are making comments on what they gave to us.  We started the review July 1.  In August we return to the contractor.  That same month they will make modifications with our ideas and by September’s Board meeting we are hopeful to hand that document to you, to approve a new SCIP Plan for the state of New York.  The condensed version should be much easier to read and follow.  The major components identified are governance, the SOPs, technology, training and exercises, outreach and life cycle funding.  Life cycle funding is very key.  For example, how to budget in advance for your interoperability needs.  The process has to be in place.

Barbato:  The chair would like to ask Chris Tuttle from Homeland Security if he has anything to share.

Tuttle:  No.

Barbato:  A couple of other points relative to the SCIP plan I would like the Board members to understand that New York’s SCIP is not unique in its voluminous size nor its eroding relevancy.  All states I the country are using or suffering from the same type of scenario in that this was a draft going back to 2007-2008 so they all need updates.  The model itself will be more uniform across jurisdictions around the country and it will be more of a plan than an encyclopedia, so we are hoping that it will be more useable for all concerned and really help us from a strategic planning perspective.  Any discussion on the draft SCIP?  Again we hope to share informally next month a draft SCIP.

Barbato:  Next item on the agenda is deployments and planned events from the Division of Homeland Security, Office of Interoperable and Emergency Communications.  We would like to keep the Board informed about participation and utilization of communication resources.  From the state level as well as some examples of intergovernmental, local, state and county. Tom

Gallagher:  We do more than grants, rewrite SCIP plans, Mutualink etc., we still do deployments and exercises.  Severe weather standby status early this year, followed by the Super Bowl detail, gone three days and three times to assist the Swift Water Team in Plattsburgh and Herkimer and also in Watertown.  Let me come back one step further.  What we try to do when we go to assist, say we are going to Plattsburgh, I call to say we are coming so that county leadership is aware that we are coming.  We did the exercise with stockpile in Guilderland.  We have 9 stockpiles and logistics centers across the state.  That went pretty well.  We went out to Oriskany, met with top COMLs and COMTs in the State, met with them for national DMNA exercises. Also went down to Westchester to the ICC program, show and tell day, equipment on display in different areas. Military really impressed with STR.  They spent half the day taking pictures.  Then there was flooding in the Finger Lakes region, we were out there when Yates and Chautauqua counties got hit pretty hard.  On the way back we were in Herkimer. We went down for some training in Long Island with State agencies the day before Jones Beach air show the next weekend. We went to Belmont Race track for the triple crown race, the Nine Mile Point exercise, from there we went to the Boiler Maker race in Utica, worked with Oneida county and Utica Police Department, today there is supposed to be a Ginna exercise up there, but they called today and said that there was not an RACES component and we did not need to come, so we are not involved with that exercise today, even though that is listed.  Coming up, the northern border exercise in Monroe County, Indian point Federal hostel action exercise coming up, in August the state fair which is a 10 day activation, and the second Indian point federal exercise..  Those are pretty much those we know we will be involved with.  Tentative, not confirmed on the list are those plus under consideration, is the Watkins Glen NASCAR race in August; Saratoga Race Track, both the Whitney stakes and Travers.  So we do have some more deployments coming up.  If the STR is wanted for any exercise and can be brought down for exercise, give us advance warning, would like to be there.  That’s where we’ve been and where we are going.  Any questions?

Conversation off the record.

Revere:  I would like to make a comment on the Boilermaker race.  It was 2 weeks ago and went as smoothly as possible, OIEC office was a huge help.  The race has been going for 35 years until Boston happened.  Police, fire and EMS sat down at the round table and that included the county.  So in a very short time we came a long way very quickly.  

Gallagher:  Hats off to the guys who do the deployments.  We have 5 or 6 guys that really know their stuff, care and get involved.  Don’t hesitate to ask for their help.

Revere:  We did, they broke the mast.

Gallagher:  It’s getting fixed and will be ready to go.  Thank you for the compliments.  Anybody else?

Barbato:  OK.  Thank you, Tom.  Matt Delaney will give an update on Public Safety Broadband and activities surrounding FirstNet as well as a project update on NYSTEC.  Matt.

Delaney:  Good morning.  Thank you.  Let’s talk quickly, first about FirstNet, an update on where we stand.  FirstNet continues to develop network concepts and business plans as a national deployment, FirstNet is developing a strategy that will be used.  Some things will be common across all states and there will be items that will be specific to each state.  FirstNet will have its first consultation meeting with any state, Maryland later this month on July 27th, that’s the first one to be scheduled and first one to be held.  New York’s has not been scheduled yet, but what the initial consultation meeting will be is the State’s first opportunity to express to FirstNet its expectations are for public safety broadband build out in the state, what we would expect coverage to be, coverage provided, network connectivity, what assets, information how governance is established in the state, and conversely for FirstNet to provide us information, we hope, on what they are thinking in terms of a network build out strategy, partnering, RFPs, and so forth, that FirstNet will do and then, through successful future meetings what the process will be for developing detail coverage design for the state, user base information and eventually and this, we would probably assume at a national level, a cost model for what the subscription fees will be for jurisdictions that will actually utilize FirstNet.  So, New York attended the Public Safety Communications Research conference workshop in Denver, at the beginning of June and had representation both from the state and several local jurisdictions.  It was in combination with the National Council of Statewide Interoperability Coordinators meeting, and Safecom, they were all held at the same time.  Specifically on the Public Safety Broadband component, there were several days of presentations on research and development that is occurring at the public safety broadband level.  Everything from “boomer cells”; what we think of more as something in the Northeast, where you have a mountain top that provides a large area of coverage; trying to take that kind of concept and translating it to broadband.  Something you don’t usually see in the cellular world.  You see very contained, tight, coverage areas.  But how can we translate more traditional LMR type coverage area and sites into public broadband.  In building coverage there was some very interesting presentations on in building coverage, both from in building repeaters, from vehicle mounted repeaters, from a cell on wheels, how to provide coverage in a building either full time or for a response incident for broadband.  It’s different from providing LMR coverage that user devices are much lower transmitter power, so a much different coverage designs necessary.  So all the R & D still needs to translate into actual FirstNet plans.  How will this development that is occurring and these lessons being learned in the testing and research and development are actually incorporated into what FirstNet builds.  Adams County, Colorado, which is right there in the Denver area, actually the day after the conference, turned on a demo system paid for with a federal grant to demo FirstNet technology for the broadband LTE.  Hopefully that and some of the other demo systems that are occurring, for example, in Texas will hopefully be used to help define exactly what FirstNet will do. How the network will be built and the types of technologies and use cases.  So the DHS-OEC provided New York with a coverage workshop in April.  Their goal is to meet with every state and provide a coverage workshop through the technical assistance program.  This was background information and certainly there were a lot of slides and examples of potential coverage.  What you would see outside, on street, different types of building in coverage.  But it was no surprise that it was not a network design it was simply to give New York and about 25 state and local participants at the workshop an opportunity to see what they need to think about, consider in developing their request to FirstNet or their concept for coverage.  So the next step is then to have the initial consultation with FirstNet which includes New York completing a consultation checklist which is essentially the collection of information about wireless contracts that exist in New York State, for example the state centralized contract with the cellular carriers.  If any jurisdictions have separate contracts, they don’t utilize the state contracts, that they would like to share, their contract with Verizon or AT&T, or whomever for mobile data, let our office know and we can include that in the response.  At some point we will be conducting a survey in New York, probably in the next couple of months, to collect information on mobile data usage in New York.  We will be looking to find out, which are using mobile data, is it commercial provided, is it private mobile data, if it is commercial, approximately how much do you pay per month, and is it dependent on the type of data you use.  Because that will help FirstNet.  FirstNet is asking the states for that information.  That will help FirstNet build their business model and their cost because FirstNet will not be free to use, there will be a cost associated.  Will it be more or less than commercial carriers, well that probably varies from jurisdiction and state to state, as well as there will be potentially enhanced benefits of additional public safety priority capacity.  So once we complete this checklist and submit it to FirstNet they will schedule the initial first consultation meeting such as Maryland is having later this month and then we expect at least 6 more of these consultation meetings over the next 12 to 18 months and that will help to define in the plan that FirstNet will present to New York and similarly every other state with the coverage design and network build out design.  FirstNet will then begin building within the state if the state accepts and the governor accepts.  Any questions on where we stand with broadband?

Revere:  About this cost thing.  Is the state going to pay for it? Going to be pushed on to the counties?

Barbato:  We don’t really know, it really depends on the model and what users you would have.  But it is way early to have a business plan and the models are yet to be determined.  There are so many variables, as Matt said, would it really be a viable option.  It’s an intriguing idea, but how do you translate that into LTE or public safety standards at affordable price.  The FirstNet entity is increasing in size, has more people on board, their starting to hire full time outreach personnel, not in the northeast yet, so they are making every attempt to convey their message, but for practitioners, you have a day job, you are very busy, so if someone is going to offer a robust communication alternative to you, you want to know what it can do for you, when it will be available and how much it’s going to cost and we are a long way from that.  That is the type of information our office can bring back to them and say, we need some substance here.  Relative to the questionnaire, there is no set deadline.  We would like to have it back by the end of August.  If we can’t provide the information after reaching out to folks and Matt has some resources and a contractor on board and the working group was put together.  The working group should probably convene before we formally react, certainly before the initial consultation.  As Matt mentioned the State of Maryland is the only state that has booked anything.  I think on the last outreach call, Matt, maybe a dozen or so had submitted questionnaires?

Delaney:  Yes, there are 57 total including states and territories in the realm of FirstNet and I believe 12 submitted their questionnaires, and yes Maryland is the only one of the 12 that has been scheduled.  As Bob mentioned, last year the Board formed the FirstNet Public Safety Broadband Working Group and we would expect several people who have already expressed interest in that and we would meet potentially before and definitely with the initial consultation meeting.  Members would be involved in that initial consultation, but regarding cost, the network itself will be built out by FirstNet, but then the actual unit and subscriber cost just like you pay a commercial carrier, you would pay FirstNet, if you choose to actually utilize the network.  The legislation that created FirstNet doesn’t establish an actual cost per device or per user.  And that’s a good question, is it per device or per user, because they are not necessarily the same thing.  One user could have multiple carriers.  All that basic legislation says is that the call cost cannot exceed what it costs to maintain and operate the network.  So what that will be is still unknown.

Maha: Matt, did you get a sense on how far we are with this?  Because I’m hearing from the National Sheriff’s Association that its 10 years off before it gets built out.

Barbato:  Maybe not that long Sheriff, but things seem to be pushed and pushed.  All the more us to ensure with our Federal colleagues that LMR is the investment and mission critical voice are essential and highly integrated LMR.  We keep raising that issue because when LTE technology is mobile and mobile data available we have a lot of business to fulfill before.

Delaney:  FirstNet is expecting based on recent comments they made, expecting things to develop and deliver the first plans to stages, they will probably be in stages as to when states are ready and when the consultations occur.  By the end of next year, they expect some time next year to go out with their initial RFPs for their network development.  But of course, their RFP timing and the state plan because the state has to accept or reject the plan so that has to somehow be built into their RFP process.  So are they going to do a multi stage?  How are they going to build?  Are they going to build on a regional basis, state by state, are they going to pick some region that might be ready earlier than another region?  When will that start?  I think it’s to be determined.  I would agree that 10 years is probably a little long, but I think it will be at least 1 1/2 to 2 years before there is any network development anywhere.  And of course we are talking about the entire nation.  So there may be areas turned on.  There are demo networks in Adams County, Colorado, Harris County, Texas that technically are not FirstNet built but the ideas and technology is the same, will be integrated into the national network.  But I think it will be many years to get to the end point.  To get the entire nation built out.

Tuttle:  Two weeks ago I was at a meeting with FirstNet with the territories to the United States.  They got down to some of these questions.  The question on cost, once the state opts in; New York opts in, which is crazy if you don’t, there is not one subscriber that is required to sign up.  So New York could opt in and not pay one dollar in New York.  The Federal Government is required to build up the network and as Matt said, the subscriber side is on all of us in the room if we want to be part of it, the local, state, county and federal and tribal.  The other competing factor to that is if you have a Verizon phone or T-Mobile phone, there is going to be competition for this as well.  You might have Verizon air cards, and once this goes live they say, hypothetically, it could be $50 a month, well Verizon might come say, and I’ll make you a public safety plan for $40 a month.  We don’t know how it is going to shake out.  There is going to be competition, it’s out there, it’s something that is known.


Revere:  You’ve struck on something else.  Home rule, there is a town Police Department gets a good sales pitch from this person and they are going off in another direction, and everybody else is going over here, volunteer fire departments and all this other stuff gets all compressed into a 911 call center with interfaces that work and sometimes don’t, budgets all over the place, hands out all the time wanting to know what you can do for us today.  This is definitely a good thing.  This is one, I hope it’s not a complicating factor but where the rubber meets the road here, I want some consideration for 911 centers that have to make all this stuff work because when it doesn’t we are the first ones that are called, sometimes after something really goes wrong and some sort of scent that, it just gets very complicated, problematic, budged, operationally, you name it.

Tuttle:  I think now that has become clear.  There is not a sense of secrecy anymore that this is not going to be public safety voice on the systems data.  There is a voice component that will essentially be the old next (unintelligible).  So with that being said, everyone start to realize there needs to be more synergy between what FirstNet is doing and what we want it to be, have that merge together.  We start to hear much stronger tone towards that but you know organizations like NENA that really have to start getting more in sync with us.  To be sure they are all together to your point.  So with that being said, the last piece on the timeline, I’ve been hearing 6 – 10 years and I also get a caveat that as soon as they have the opportunity to get any sort of a pilot program up and running in cities they are going to go for it.  The sooner they show small wins, get buy-ins, the more people will get involved with it.  And the last piece is, over the years we’ve heard, the rural and urban description for our areas.  FirstNet has thrown out a new term, called Wilderness and it has still to be defined.  What that means: How many people per square mile: Things like that, just keep that in mind as well during deployments and its connotations where houses are built out in New York.  A little food for thought.

Barbato:  Recognized Jay Kopstein.

 Kopstein:  When we were out in Colorado and we went to Commerce Labs and Matt described the network design.  They had one single subscriber unit they had been testing until their engineer got collected by FirstNet and moved over and all of that testing had been in a faraday box.  They never went outside with the device.  So they are looking at network design and they are moving along with that.  However, the boomer that Matt was talking about, or one of them, was mounted on a tower, quite high, in the Rockies, something we are not going to be able to do in this region.  And those people who are either in the Catskills or the Adirondacks parks know what it would be like to try to put another tower up in any of those facilities.  So, like Chris said, they are talking data.  They’re not talking, critical voice.  As well, OEC, is putting out products now for us to go back to our legislatures with on how LMR isn’t going anywhere for a while.  I sent some of that stuff up this afternoon and I think Bob can make it available as well if anyone is interested in it.

Revere:  With the overall data is becoming, as we all know, mission critical, every single day, every single new hire a police department, fire department, that’s what they do.  We’re trying to get people off their radios as much as possible; all the talking going back and forth.  Time is going to be huge.  We all know with next generation, it will be a much more relied upon asset.

Merklinger:  Another thing to consider as we are talking about this, we got past the voice price somewhat.  We haven’t talked about all the problems with data, crossing disparate networks, connectivity, dropping, going with 3G, 4G and now 5G is testing.  How do you keep everyone signed in, the drop from tower to tower and so on, and I don’t think they are really working at that.  That can be just as, or even more, complicated.  There’s a lot they haven’t thought about.

Barbato:  There are many topics and variables to consider and you hear about a lot of business models and the ability to sort market excess capacity, but when you raise the expectations and all the glossy presentation for marketing business, every first responder has a video, medical dispatch, and depending on where you are there may not be excess capacity for availability, so its evolving, certainly is the future and the public safety, has a spectrum, has a voice in person, the public safety commission and I think real dialogue is all that’s needed.

Tuttle:  I remember when this was first established.  There were all sorts of flashy power points and you could wear this camera, this device, you could do this and that.  That is gone.  You don’t hear that anymore.  They are focusing on building a platform.  They are not talking about what is going to arrive at the pipe, touch the pipe, only focusing on the pipe.  I think it is up to each individual state to figure out what they want that to be for the state.  The days of the flashy power points are definitely gone, which is good.

Delaney:  And that’s good, FirstNet is a pipe, so that if you have applications that you run on commercial data services you can run them on FirstNet pipe, it’s just another pipe.  The difference is that potentially there will be more capacity available so that the applications may run differently.  You may have a wider opportunity.  But the other thing to think about is FirstNet is also this concept of the application store and the public safety big data centers and the applications that would be available on FirstNet as a common platform.  That’s something to be determined.  Any other questions before we move along?

I’ll talk real quick about the NYSTEC.  NYSTEC was hired last year by the State to identify interoperability capabilities among state agencies and counties.  Many of you are familiar with the survey that was sent out last fall, identify gaps in interoperability and build some suggestions and road maps to potentially fix some of those gaps or other recommendations as well as produce a State TICP and a State FOG.  Certainly we know those efforts are occurring in several consortiums right now developing an updated TICP, ICTAP program and resources that we will try to condense that into a state TICP and develop some kind of state field operations guide to be a quick reference for our people.  So where we are at today is the counties we surveyed last fall, last winter, data collection reports were provided to the State, statewide recommendations report was recently delivered to the State.  There is a variety of recommendations covering topics such as outreach, governance, backhaul, technologies, potential places for improvements or change.  We are actually having a briefing later today with State officials from Budget and the Executive Chamber on this report.  Hopefully this will provide further direction as to where which recommendations we will proceed to work on.  It’s tied in addition, for example $15 million that Larissa talked about, there’s a nexus there in terms of technologies and backhaul and then with the statewide TICP and FOG work is in process and we expect those to be delivered in September.  There are components, for example, in the TICP, with the other update processes that are occurring in the state that may not be complete by September, what the state will do is we will leave that as an open place in the State TICP as a draft and after will insert in the updated TICPs as they become available so we can have a comprehensive document that is as current as possible versus just incorporating the old information.  We realize the timing may not be aligned here, but the goal is to try to develop the TICP and FOG and have them as complete and current as possible when it is delivered.  Any questions on this?  All right, thank you.

Barbato:  Next we have an update on the 911 committee, Sheriff Joseph Gerace.

Gerace:  We were asked to look at the existing regulations under County Law Sub 328 and the subcommittee that you see – there should be a copy in your packet.  All the committee members are listed with two excluded individuals from NYC.  We went through the regulations in a series of meetings and made some suggestions to modernize the terminologies and language some of it related to 911.  And without going through each one individually, we made some recommendations, and gave everyone time to review and then had a subsequent meeting.  I want to thank the subcommittee members for the time they have put in, we had some bantering back and forth, dealing with the 911 standards.  
  
Merklinger:  A lot of it has to do with language and there are some decision spots that are combination of this committee and the state as to what are going to be some of the final requirements, and then really that whole section that has to do with funding probably need to be totally revamped, draft saying in accordance with the current state grant program or something, some wording to that effect, because all of that is pretty much out of date.  It doesn’t really apply at this point, so we need to put some words in like “in accordance with current State law” or something.  Our biggest discussion was around the training component and what needed to be the training standard for the instructors in the classrooms; that minimum training and to complicate that now I’ll take that a little further and I agree it’s a ways away but they are working on a federal 911 standard training.  So at some point we may have to change or improvise this to that requirement once it is out.

Barbato:  I think that’s a good idea.  I think the committee did a good job with definitions as well knowing the areas that are outdated and need to be resolved.  Linda, are you still on the phone?

Messina:  Yes I am.

Barbato:  A question just for information sake at this point.  If the board decides to recommend or adopt the appropriate action at the September meeting are these revisions to standards subject to the New York register posting for comment?

Messina:  Any revisions to the regulations would require going through the process.  Yes, it would.

Barbato:  OK

Merklinger:  One other clarification Bob.  As we worked on all this we never changed the Board name at the beginning of that.  So we need to update the Board name.  Thank you Sheriff.  The Sheriff caught that.

Barbato:  We will take care of that.  What I’d like to propose, the next step would be to revise standards for PSAP operation is to circulate that among all of the members of the Board for comment and the members of the Board can take into consideration as well and we’ll set a date certain, I would say by the end of September or end of August, mid-September and then any revisions or edits to it, make those changes and bring it to the Board for the next quarterly meeting for recommendation for adoption.  Any other discussion on the standards?

Unknown:  One quick question.  Joe, on Page 1 under 5200.1, Minimum standard definitions, PSAP definition replacing wireless 911, if you turn back, Page #, 5202.1 it’s about 5 pages in, it has a second PSAP definition which is entirely different.  I bring this up for the purpose of the police departments that call themselves PSAPS that don’t comply with training standards.

Maha:  Where is the second one?

Merklinger:  I’m going to count the pages.  On the 6th page, the top of the page, minimum standards regarding staffing of public safety answering points.  The definition PSAP means any Public Safety Answering point, a site designated and operated by a governmental entity for the purpose of receiving emergency calls from customers of a wire line, wireless or voice over internet protocol telephone service supplier.  I think the difference is we may not have it worded well.  But at the beginning under 5200.2, the original idea way back when was that a small PSAP that is really a secondary PSAP, they wanted those employees to be part of the standard.  In 5202.1 I think it was for the actual PSAP that was taking the wireless calls being routed to them.  Need a separate designation.  I bring it up to see if it should be clarified or changed.  I know it’s a working group issue.

Barbato:  I think that was the intent, to make the standards now comprehensive.  In that case both should match.

(Further discussion between Merklinger, Maha, Day, and Gerace regarding auditing PSAPS for training or accreditation models.  Basically nothing is tracked for 911.  The counties were asked to step forward to see to this.)

Gerace:  I do not want to speak for all the members of the subcommittee, but I want to again repeat that I believe the State should have a statewide 911 coordinator, asap, with the upcoming NG grant opportunity I can see what’s happening with radio reevaluating itself in law enforcement 911 where we go all NG, none of it’s compatible, none of it talks, we’re doing our best, and we need someone at the state to be guiding this, setting standard, following this, we are working together to be able to share policy.  I think it’s absolutely essential that that happens as soon as possible.  I think we are one of the few states in the country that does not have a 911 coordinator.

(Agreement from several members)  
Barbato:  That suggestion for the State of New York will be taken back to the executive.  I do want to point out that that was one of the recommendations in the draft report from NYSTEC as well.  That will be one of the items discussed with our principles downtown.  All in favor of recommending that New York have a coordinator dedicated to 911 issues.

Members:  Aye

Barbato:  Opposed (no response)
Motion clearly carries.  Any other discussions on 911 standards?

Gerace:  I have one more item.  We have, and I know this is controversial with vendors but we in Chautauqua County have utilized what is called Smart 911.  I think it should be statewide it’s statewide in several states, something that this Board should be looking at very seriously and talking about funding options for the State of New York.  It’s phenomenal, I’m not on their payroll, nor do I get a T shirt from the company, but we use it and it’s been a lifesaver.  People build their profiles online free of charge and upload it to the community and then when using 911 whether it be from a cell phone or hardline, their profile appears to the call center.  In that profile is as much or as little as the individual wants to provide.  It is really a benefit to the call team.  Pictures, floor plans, done by, we don’t have to go out and do that ourselves, by the subscriber.  And it really is a universal system, subscribe on line, now you are anywhere in Arkansas, the whole state is Smart 911, Atlanta, GA, 30 plus states that are on the system.  That I would like to see instead of each county looking at it individually look at it from a statewide view.

Mitchell:  As a user, I as a citizen would go online to subscribe?

Gerace:  (Discussion on how to subscribe online.  Takes approximately 10 minutes to create a profile for family.  Can bring in photos from social media.  Can put in medications.  Examples of use stated.)

LaFlure:  What do you see in your county as level of participation?

Gerace:  That’s the challenge.  We are continuing to push it.  I don’t know where we are in percentage, but what I’m told by the company that created it, if you are at a 20% to 25% saturation you are doing pretty well.  But the more we talk about it the more it is less limited and the more chance people will get on.

Maha:  Do you find that people haven’t been updating or maintaining their information?

Gerace:  Well, what happens is, they get an email that says your profile needs to be updated, and as I understand it, I don’t know if the newest version has this feature but it used to be that the dispatcher would get a red border around the window signaling the profile hasn’t been updated since activated, if it was outside that 6 week or 6 month period.  So it could still be very pertinent information but they at least know it may be dated.  I personally have our profile in there and I get email from them and really all you do is put your username and password in and look at your profile.  If it’s OK, click OK.

Barbato:  Sheriff, has Smart 911 been demoed for the Sheriffs Association or maybe for John’s 911 group?

Merklinger:  I have seen it demoed.  The original financial platform had the county buying everything.  Now for at least in my case, I don’t know if someone calls the dispatchers, I don’t know if I can take on the extra, even though it’s not that much of a workload, that’s a lot.  Especially with all the other issues we are dealing with.

Gerace:  I would be more than happy to have them present a short piece to this Board.

Barbato:  If not his Board, maybe jointly with the working group.  Anything else on 911 standards?  The next item on the agenda is to establish the meeting dates for 2014.  I have to apologize that we neglected to do it at the initial meeting the first part of this year; it was an oversight on my part.  For the Boards consideration, we do have to have a minimum of 2 more meetings this calendar year.  We are looking at Wednesday, September 24 or Wednesday, October 15th for the 3rd meeting and then the first week of December, Wednesday, December 3 for the 4th Board meeting as well.  Any discussion on these dates?

Board Member:  There is a DPC meeting on the 24th.
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Barbato:  We were working around Fire Prevention Week.  Any discussion on these dates, or conflicts?  If they are acceptable we can pass them today.  Otherwise, if you need to check calendars, that’s understandable.

Kopstein:  First week of December we may be travelling to Charlotte, Norman or Portland, Oregon.

Barbato:  How about the next meeting is October 15?  More feasible?  We have concurrence on October 15 for the 3rd quarterly meeting.  All those in favor?

Members:  Aye

Barbato:  Resolved that Wednesday, October 15 and Wednesday, December 10
Any further discussion on meeting dates?  This week we will send out a saved the date reminder so you can place these on your calendars.  

Next item is new business.  One item I would like to mention is pursuant to the enabling statute the Board and Interop program was a requirement that regulations be established, relative to the reporting on the expenditures for Interoperability Emergency Communications purpose.  Those regulations are in draft stage, being reviewed by counsel, with the State of New York and essentially, the content of them will reflect a lot of what we are seeking in our programs, reporting of time, utilization of our monies, appropriations for the interop grant program.  At this point there has been some edits to it.  I don’t know if they will be finalized for a few more weeks.  The draft regulations as available would be published for comment.  I do believe we will be able to share these recommendations with the Board before this October meeting.  For review.  As I said they largely just replicate requirements in terms of the grant program and state grant contracts.  Another item on new business, and Joann did do a reference table, the term of Board membership.  The majority of the appointed member’s terms will be expiring later this year.  It is important to note that the process and procedure hasn’t been established on whether to renew, extend or consider other appointments.  We may reach out to the appointments office as to their preference.  I will reach out to all the individuals in this regard, but as earlier stated, I think by paying attention to and calling attention to the vacancies from the State Assembly and State Senate is an effort and outreach that we can do.  I have made note to the executive chamber in the continuation of the failure of them to appoint these seats.  Perhaps the Legislative representatives can be contacted in this regard.  Any discussion on the regulations or the board expiring members?

Sheriff:  If for those expiring members, do we need to send a letter that explains this?

Barbato:  I did have some email correspondence with the Chamber, the protocol on that, Sheriff, I will let you know as soon as possible what their preference is.  We will stay on top of that.  Any other new business items to report?

Merklinger:  Just one potential suggestion.  I don’t know if it would be a legal burden for your staff but asking to combine the SIEC meeting and the CIWG meeting.  Quite a few of us are on both committees and you have to present all this information twice.  We could make the entire thing 3 hours.  The first couple hours on this Board, the last hour on anything the CIWG needs to address.  It would shorten the time that we would have to be here.  If that meeting has to be more than 1 hour because there was a lot of work to do, that’s OK, but to have our staff to through it at least combine the parts that are repeated in both meetings.  I don’t know how you feel about this but one thing I was thinking about.

Barbato:  OK we would formally adjourn the business of the SIEC Board and go right into the CIWG meeting.  Last meeting and this one as well, we did have them on the same date and perhaps we can compress the time frame and go right into the working group?  I think that’s a good idea.  Are you going to be able to stay this afternoon?

Merklinger:  What time is it?

Barbato:  One to three

Merklinger:  I will bring it up at the next meeting too.

Barbato:  Any other thoughts on that?

Tuttle:  My only concern on that would be that the working group is a discussion group with information that could be sensitive.  I think the CIWG meeting needs to be closed.  

Barbato:  OK, John we will discuss that for further scheduling.  Any other new items or business for the Board?  I want to thank you all again for your participation and attendance here today.  Commissioner Hauer is very pleased with the progress we’ve made, the input and the thoughts and consideration that is shared with us.  With that a motion to adjourn?

Motion to adjourn
Seconded
Barbato:  All in Favor (aye)
Motion passes
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