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Governance of Information Technology and Public Safety Communications

Statewide Interoperability Executive Council
Response by Mark Lockwood, Chair
March 17, 2008

The information presented within the document prepared by the Office of
Performance Evaluations (OPE) presents an overall overview of interoperable
communications for the State of Idaho and its local and federal partners. This
overview in many areas lacks completeness. The purpose of this response by the
State Interoperability Executive Council (SIEC) is to provide additional insight
and as much completeness as is possible due to time constraints to the report.
The SIEC greatly appreciates the opportunity to comment on the findings
contained in this document.

Since the inception of the SIEC it has faced many challenges which have
seriously compromised its ability to complete its mission as outlined in the
original executive order which created it and recent legislation which placed it
under the lIdaho Division of the Military. The SIEC as prescribed in state statute
only has the authority to recommend best practices concerning interoperable
communications. The OPE document addresses many of the challenges that the
SIEC has faced from the beginning with emphasis being placed upon the lack of
State leadership and coordination. The SIEC inherited the State’s fractured
system of dealing with wireless communications. This system lacked a single
point of contact with the authority for state agencies to act upon their needs
concerning their wireless communications. The State’s assets where divided
across several agencies and lacked any clear vision or coordination of those
assets.

It has only been over the past year since the re-organization of these assets under
a single state agency that progress has been seen. This consolidation has just
begun to provide the vital information and guidance necessary for the SIEC to
begin to forge a strategic plan for statewide wireless communications which
actually includes State agencies. Prior to this re-organization the State and its
various agencies where unable to engage in these processes as they lacked clear
policy direction and their wireless communications needs were undefined. This
inability on the part of the State has impacted the SIEC’s ability to plan and
development a statewide interoperable communications system. As pointed out
by OPE the process has been driven from the “ground up approach” with much
of the leadership being provided by the states counties and municipalities. Best
practices researched and reviewed by the SIEC has found those states which
have taken this “ground up approach” with the inclusion of their State and
Federal partners have been able to successful develop statewide interoperable
communications systems. It is the SIEC’s belief that through working with the
Public Safety Communications Governance Council (PSCGC) in a cooperative
and collaborative manner that they will jointly produce a detailed plans which
will provide Idaho with the means to be successful.
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The SIEC continues to face several false perceptions concerning the
development of the statewide backbone and entities being forced to move to the
700MHz frequency band. From the beginning we have attempted to dispel this
perception; it is clearly discussed in the ICAWIN document which recommends
the development of a standards based system. Technology currently provides
the means for gateways in order to accommodate those agencies choosing to
remain in the VHF and UHF frequency bands. This concept and approach will
allow all partners to utilize the vendor and equipment of their choice.

The SIEC has known from its infancy that our federal partners and many local
partners will remain in the VHF frequency band. We have also known and
acknowledged the need for these partners to have the ability to connect to the
statewide backbone system. We have remained consistent in recommending
practices which would promote interoperable communications across the state.
The State’s Microwave Backbone is frequency agnostic and provides the means
for a wide range of frequencies to be connect to it through using gateway
technology. The ldaho State Police is currently utilizing this type of technology
today in order to have connectivity with agencies in several regions in eastern
Idaho that have transitioned to 700MHz.

As is illustrated in the OPE report the SIEC’s membership is composed of
representatives from all public safety/service organizations within the state and
includes additional voting members from Idaho’s federal partners. We have in
the past and continue to develop outreach programs and materials and have
consistently attended our membership’s annual and semi-annual meetings to
provide information concerning interoperable communications and the progress
of the SIEC. The SIEC has monthly meetings that are open to the public and an
active website which contains information concerning its mission and progress.
Recently, the SIEC held several meetings across the state in various regions.
Attendance at these meetings was poor at best, with invitations having been
previously sent out to all members of the legislature and local leaders residing
within the various selected regions where the meetings were held. Not one
member of the legislature chose to attend any of these regional meetings and
very few local leaders attended. It is impossible for the SIEC to assist with or
gain a complete understanding of local needs if they are not provided input from
our local partners either through attendance or through their state associations
which are represented in the SIEC membership.

It must also be remembered that the ICAWIN document is a concept document,
the next phase as discussed in this document will be developed upon the SIEC
receiving the results of the in progress Needs Assessment. It is from these
findings that a defined and detailed design build document will be developed
with input from all shareholders.

The SIEC remains committed to gaining and understanding the needs of all our
partners and welcomes their input and participation in the process of developing
a statewide interoperable communications system.
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The SIEC as listed in state statute is responsible for providing funding
recommendations to the ldaho Department of Homeland Security and the
Legislature. Recently the SIEC was charged with making recommendations
concerning the federally funded Public Safety Interoperable Communications
(PSIC) grant program. OPE’s report states the timeline for this program was
“too condensed” and infers the SIEC had all information needed for applicants to
apply for the program in April of 2007. This is far from the case concerning the
PSIC program. The PSIC program continually changed from its beginning
which was evident from the issues faced by the 2007 Legislature concerning the
matching funds for this grant program which changed halfway through the 2007
Legislative Session.

The distribution landscape of how funding requests would be dealt with also
changed in early 2007. The U.S. Department of Homeland Security issued new
rules for funding requests at that time. The Idaho Bureau of Homeland Security
under the direction of then Director Bill Bishop delivered these changes
concerning the State Homeland Security Program (SHSP) in a series of regional
workshops beginning in February of 2007. The process moved to an
Investment/Project based system which was then to be folded into the State of
Idaho’s funding request plan. These new guidelines required the oversight of an
Investment Manager for all funding areas of SHSP. All counties were given a
short timeline to provide county plans for the use of their share of SHSP funds.
Only a handful of counties submitted investment plans to the Bureau of
Homeland Security outlining specific projects which would be then included into
the States plan.

The PSIC funds were designated late in the process to be distributed through the
Idaho Bureau of Homeland Security the SIEC was bound to their rules
concerning funding. The funding process was reviewed by the Idaho Division of
the Military Department of Purchasing and by the Idaho Bureau of Homeland
Security. It was from their recommendations that the process for PSIC was
developed. The SIEC was also on a short timeline in order to accomplish its
charge of reviewing and then recommending the best Investment Projects to be
funded. The process took into account the need to achieve the best result from
the limited funds available and to deliver the greatest range of infrastructure
assets across the state for public safety communications.

The SIEC’s Technology Sub-Committee was requested to review and
recommend the best Investment Projects for the limited funding available. The
sub-committee is comprised of members of the SIEC and other communications
professionals. They were charged with an almost insurmountable challenge of
determining which investment projects would provide the greatest impact to
communications infrastructure statewide. Several of these investment projects
submitted requested the full sum of the funding for their individual projects.
Others were based on a series of options and projects which would develop
communications infrastructure that would be scaleable and leverage current or
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future assets. The committee logically and in accordance with the developed
guidelines provided a list of recommendations to the SIEC for its review which
delivered funding for the development of interoperable communications
infrastructure across the state. Their recommendations were voted upon and
approved by the SIEC, who then forwarded the approved PSIC investment
projects to the Bureau of Homeland Security for their review and inclusion into
the State of Idaho PSIC plan.

The SIEC knew from the beginning of this project that they would come under
fire and would be unable to make all who would apply happy. The PSIC
funding was just too limited for that to have occurred. The SIEC gained
valuable insight into the funding process which will be utilized in any future
funding projects they are asked to review.

As is illustrated in the OPE document the SIEC requested assistance from the
federal Interoperable Communications Technical Assistance Program (ICTAP)
in 2004. The request was for ICTAP to perform a statewide assessment and
analysis regarding the current state of interoperability within the state and a
feasibility of the use of 700MHz for a statewide system. The results of this
study reaffirmed to the SIEC the need for a formal statewide user’s needs and
analysis study. The SIEC knew early in the process that the cost for such a
project would be substantial and would require the development of an RFP. The
SIEC also understood the need for State agencies to participate in the process
and needed them to become engaged in order for the needs assessment to be
successful. As is mentioned in various areas of the OPE document critical
infrastructure assets are owned and operated by the State of Idaho. With the re-
organization of the state’s public safety communications assets and re-defining
of responsibilities the conditions became conducive to the launching of this
project.

The SIEC understands this project should have been launched in 2005, but
funding and conditions concerning the State did not allow for such.

OPE’s report suggests that there is very limited communication between the
SIEC and the Emergency Communications Commission (ECC). The SIEC’s
Project Manager has been attending ECC meetings for several years and
reporting on the SIEC’s progress. Recently the ECC Project Manager has been
given time on the SIEC’s monthly agenda in order to keep the council apprised
of the ECC’s progress. Since the recent re-organization the Project Managers for
SIEC and the ECC are housed in the same office and have daily contact with
each other.  This level of collaboration has been very beneficial and will
continue to provide for improvements concerning future planning efforts. The
SIEC is very much in favor of also including the Public Safety Communications
Governance Council (PSCGC) in these collaborative efforts.



Governance of Information Technology and Public Safety Communications

The OPE report also discusses the costs of the proposed public safety
communications system. The report fails to include the option of cooperation
and collaboration with local agencies on rapidly expanding locally owned sites
in the cost process. We do not need to build three (3) different buildings with
separate towers on the same mountain top site. Through a collaborative effort
State and Local Governments can share sites and locations which will produce a
major savings to both parties. The SIEC is well aware of the exorbitant costs of
this technology. It is only through collaborative efforts that a statewide system
will ever be designed, built and utilized. This approach also must include our
federal partners in order to be successful.

The SIEC has been aware of the need to develop a governance model almost
since its inception. This effort has been hampered greatly due to the lack of
engagement by the State. With the recent changes and re-organization of state
assets it is believed a system of governance can be developed which will provide
representation for all shareholders within the system. If all shareholders are not
represented the success of the proposed system will be limited. Since many of
the current successful communications projects have been accomplished
statewide through the efforts of local governments it is critical that they have a
voice in the management of these assets. Many have made large local
investments which will or are currently connected to the States microwave
backbone. Once again this effort must utilize a cooperative and collaborative
system which solicits input form all ushers. The SIEC through research has
found that several States have designed and developed multiply statewide
communications systems only to find their local partners refused to participate
on the systems. Once such state is the State of Georgia; they have developed
several State communications systems over the past two decades only to fail or
are only utilized by State agencies. They failed due to failing to work as a
partnership and to work with all shareholders.

One of the greatest challenges faced by the SIEC, ECC and PSCGC will be to
continue to work as partners. If not done correctly the issue of governance will
greatly impact these critical relationships.
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March 17, 2008

Rakesh Mohan

Office of Performance Evaluations
700 W. State Street, Ste. 10

Boise, 1D 83720-0055

RE: Comments on Report on Public Safety Communications by the Office of
Performance Evaluations

Dear Mr. Mohan:

On behalf of the members of the Idaho Emergency Communications Commission
(“IECC™), thank you for the opportunity to provide comment to the above-
referenced Report. We sincerely appreciate the time and effort that your staff has
expended to understand the issues facing the Commission and the units of local
government that provide the infrastructure for 9-1-1 systems in Idaho and first
response to calls that come through the 9-1-1 system. As requested, the
comments in this letter document are related to the public safety portion of the
report that is contained in Chapters Five and Six.

We believe that the Report has largely captured the status of 911 systems in Idaho
and the cfforts that the Commission has made since its formation in 2004
However, there are a couple of areas that where we would like to provide some
clarification.

The Report is correct in that the State of Idaho has not provided a funding source
for 9-1-1 systems outside of the current Emergency Communications Fee $1.00
per month fee that is collected by providers of {raditional wireline telephone
service providers, wireless telephone providers and those Iniernet service
providers that provide Voice over Internet Protocol (VoIP) service. The
limitations in funding options are the reason for the status of Idaho as one of the
last states in the nation to implement Enhanced 9-1-1 service for both landline and
wireless phones. However, the counties that have a sufficient population base
have been successful and timely in implementing both Enhanced 9-1-1 and are
compliant with Wireless Phase II requirements. Another important factor that is
the Emergency Communications Fee collected by the counties for the benefit of
all emergency responders in the county is also the main source of funding for the
new radio systems that are also discussed in the other Chapters of the Report. As
the report details, both the radio systems and 9-1-1 systems are extremely
expensive for both the purchase of the initial hardware, but also for the required
ongoing maintenance costs.

Idaho Military Division, 4040 West Guard St., Bldg 500, Boise, ID 83703
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Another comment that the Commission has that might be considered in opposition to the recommendations in
the Report is related to the idea that the Commission becomes a “watchdog” of sorts over the counties or the
funds collected by the counties for 9-1-1. The IECC does not believe that this is our role or the role of the State.
In short, the Commission does not desire to micromanage other elected government officials. It is our role to
facilitate communication between those dedicated professionals working in the PSAPs and to provide resources
to them to fulfill the critical needs. Again, this is largely a funding issue.

The Commission recognizes that other states have had more success with a central funding system administered
by the State. However, this is not something that can be easily changed after the Idaho Legislature made the
decision on how to fund 9-1-1 twenty years ago. The Commission does not believe that is it a viable option 1o
entirely restructure the funding system without a large investment by the State of Idaho from the General Fund.
The counties and the few cities that operate the PSAPs rely on the current funding system for the very existence
of their centers. In other words, simply taking money from the more heavily populated areas and redistributing
the money to the rural areas would be catastrophic to the all 9-1-1 systems. There simply has to be a new
source of funds.

As the Report indicates, the Commission has drafted and presented House Bill 447 to the Idaho Legislature this
year {o attempt to address the needs for the rural counties. With its various amendments since introduction, we
are hopeful that this bill will be enacted into law this year so that we can assist the counties in bringing their
PSAPs into the 21 century within the next six years.

Lastly, the Report recommends that there be consideration of combining the IECC with the Statewide
Interoperability Executive Council (“SIEC™). We are aware that the communication between the Commission
and the Council could be improved and that the two could combine some efforts and we will address the
recommendations for doing so as outlined in the Report. However, the overwhelming fact is that the two
groups are focusing on two different technologies and as such are faced with varying issues. The members of
both boards are essentially volunteer governance leaders representing state associations from local government
who are not necessarily experts in either field. Further, there is just too much time involved in staying current
with the issues and the technology in both areas for the same members to be held accountable. There are
certainly those members who are well versed in both areas, however we feel that we would be severely limiting
the ability to find members to serve and to be proficient if the two groups were to be combined. Therefore, the
1ECC is opposed to this concept.

Again, the Commission appreciates you and your staff for being willing to look at the very complicated
technology and issues detailed in your Report. We are very pleased that the Idaho Legislature is terested in
learning about the concerns of local governments in bringing the best emergency response to our citizens. We
also stand ready to assist the State of Idaho, the federal government, local entities and state associations in
collaborating to ensure our State has the best in technology and in governance.

Please let me know at your carliest convenience when the presentation will be to the Joini Legislative Oversight
Committee. I will plan to be present along with a few of the other Commission members.

Sincerely,

Yo R Ve

Garret Nancolas
Chairman
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