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Projeet 25

General Consensus
of Panel Discussion:

Move the Project Forward
as Quickly as Possible

I he general consensus of the Project 25 panel discussion at
the APCO Annual Conference was that the project team
should attempt to move the entire project forward as quickly as
possible so public safety agency telecommunications managers
can go on about the business of meeting public safety telecommu-
nications needs in the near future.

Attendees at the Conference had an opportunity (o participate in
a number of Project 25 meetings and discussions. The Project 25
panel discussion was well-attended and included a cross section of
the user and manufacturing communities. The panel members
spent more than three hours laying out the basic assumptions they
considered when they began making their critical Project 25 deci-
stons.

Moderator Craig M. Jorgensen, co-chair of the project, intro-
duced the panel and gave a brief history of the project, pointing
out that it began on the federal side under the auspices of pro-
posed federal standard 1016. On the Association side, it began as
a conflict between APCQ and the National Association of Staie
Telecommunications Directors (NASTD) and a private group
called the Open Architecture Radio for Public Safety (OARPS),
founded by Gary Hampton and Dale Hatficld.

OARPS and NASTD wanted standards in the newly allocated
800 MHz spectrum, and APCO did not.

In This Issue:

u Project 252 APCO Past President Gary

David Gray reminded the panel discussion participants
that the need for interoperability permeates the fiber of
public safety daily activities; therefore, it is critical that
we have a clear migration path providing both forward

and backward compatibility.
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The debate ended in the fall of 1989 in Sparks, Nevada,
when all concerned agreed that standards in the “New
Technology” environment were necessary to ensure fair competi-
tion would exist in the public safety land mobile market. Later
that year, the two associations and representative agencies from
the federal government met in Washington, D.C., and Project 25
was formed.

At the first organizational meeting, it was decided the project
needed to be managed by a Steering Committee comprised pri-
marily of users and user representatives who had insight and
knowledge of the needs and problems of the public safety commu-
nity. This Committee agreed that it would consider only technolo-
gics that were presented in a public forum which allowed the full
participation of all those who chose to be involved.

The Committee made it very clear that it would select only the
technologies that in its opinion met the needs of the users and
offered the manufacturing community access to individual
Intelliectual Property Rights (IPRs) on “fair and reasonable” terms.
The process was and is blind to who owns a technology because
the Project’s objective 15 to ohtain what is best for public safcty,
and not attempt o control free trade.

Doug Stonebarger of the Department of Detense stressed how
important Project 25 is 1o the defense agencies. He reminded the
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attendecs how difficult a decision it was for the federal govern-
ment participants to select technology and standards outside the
original proposed federal standards, 1016 (CELP) and 1024.

He went on to provide a detailed description of the critical test
platforms the federal povernment has helped establish to test the
proposcd Common Air Interface (CAI) data rate, coding and
VoCoder hardware implementations. He also described the
VoCoder tests that were conducted by the Telecommunications
Industry Association (TIA). Those tests were carefully considered
in the Committee’s selection of the DVSI IMBE VoCoder.

Cost of Conducting VoCoder Test
Borne by TIA and its Members

APCO members were told also that the total cost of conducting
the VoCoder test was borne by TIA and its members, which
include the federal government. Stonebarger then reviewed the
proposed Project 25 encryption standards which are based on the
federal government’s security needs. These standards will no
doubt be enhanced as the Steering Committee gives further con-
sideration to recommendations from manufacturers such as GEC
Marconi.

Robert Fenichel of the National Communications System
(NCS) gave his perspective on the importance of system interop-
erability within the federal government arena. He reemphasized
the need for selecting technologies and standards that pro-
vide backward and forward compatibility, as well as horizon-
tal and vertical hardware and software integration.

Fenichel also described in detail the complex federal standards
process. He said NCS” primary concern is to provide standards
that meet the needs of the government.

Don Speights of the National Telecommunications and
Information Administration (NTIA) gave an overview of NTIA
plans and policies, emphasizing the need for broad-based technol-
ogy standards. He pointed out that the Project 25 effort was just
one of many standards efforts going on within the federal govern-
ment. He also made it very clear that the federal agencies have a
pressing need to be able to acquire 12.5 kHz radios by 1995 so
they can meet NTIA’s mandate to start using 12,5 kHz slots by
1995, Speights told the audience he strongly supported the Project
25 effort, while not seeing it inconceivable that NTIA could, and
no doubt would, also support other evolving standards in the
future.

Proposed Standard Should Embody
Maximum Flexibility for Interoperability

APCO Past President Gary David Gray of Orange, California,
expressed his desire to ensure the proposed standard embodies
maximum flexibility to provide for multi-agency and multi-disci-
plinary interoperability, He said the interdependence of cities,
counties, police, fire, medical and other public safety services can
be seen in government systems throughout the nation, Gray
reminded the attendees that the need for interoperability perme-
ales the liber of public safety daily activities. Therefore, it is criti-
cal that we have a clear migration path providing both forward
and backward compatibility. This will ensure agencies can acquire
hardware on a piecemeal basis, without jeopardizing their organi-
zational or operational efficiencies or interdependencics.

Glen Nash of the State of California General Administrative
Services gave an overview Lo the conference attendees of the
NASTD perspective of the Project 25 standards process.

He said it was critical that the project adopt technology that
could be used in both a large- and small-system environment. He
pointed out that California, which has an economy and land mass
larger than many countries of the world, uses both large and small
systems to accommedate the needs of its users. In fact, the state is
a patchwork of small systems tied into one network.

Nash said states have a need to acquire technology that allows
large and small state users the ability to take advantage of a grace-
ful migration path, have full interoperability, and to fully utilize
the spectrum allocation now available on an ubiquitous basis,
These systems need to be able to take advantage of multi-site
transmitter and receiver technology that provides both simulcast
and satellite receiver functionality.

He believes the proposed Project 25 standards will provide
that ability.

Canadian Government Thought to Be
In Conceptual Support of Proposals

Paul Derynck of Alberta, Canada, then expressed APCO
Canada’s support of the Project 25 standards process. Although he
spoke only for APCO Canada, he said he thinks the Canadian
government is in conceptual support of the existing proposals.
While APCO Canada supports the existing processes and pro-
posed standards, it would like to see the standards include stronger
transmitter and receiver specifications,

In APCO Canada’s opinion, the transmitter and receiver specifi-
cations discussed to date are written for base-line equipment that
would not serve most of the needs of Canadian public safety agen-
cies. However, since the transmitter and receiver standards speci-
fications review is some wecks away, Derynck encouraged fellow
APCO members to join him on a Project 25 Transmitter and
Receiver Specification Task Force to review those issues.

Memorandum of Understanding Offers
Unique Opportunity for Industry, Consumers

APCO Legal Counsel Robert Gurss provided an overview of
the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) and the Intcllectual
Property Rights (IPR) agrecments. In his opinion, the MOU
between the Steering Committee and TIA represents the founda-
tion of the formal working standards relationship and offers a
unique opportunity for industry and its consumers to work togeth-
er for a common good.

The MOU among manufacturing companies defines their re-
fationship o each other and requires each company to license
its technology to others on “fair and reasonable” terms. The IPR
defines terms and the conditions by which technology assets will
be exchanged, used or otherwise exploited.

These documents represent the core of the Project 25 working
rclationship with the TIA members.

However, Gurss cautioned the audience to avoid misunder-
standing APCO’s role and, in turn, the Project 25 Steering
Committee’s role in resolving IPR and MOU disagrcements.
Those are issues and problems that are clearly outside the scope
and intention of the Steering Committec. In addition, the Steering
Committce has no legal or moral obligation 1o become involved in
disagreements that may occur among manulacturers.

Art MeDole of the Northern California Chapter of APCO
reviewed some af the issues that were considered in the Steering
Commitiee’s deliberations over adopting a propaosed standard for
QPSK-C modulation. Although none ot the manulacturers origi-
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nally proposed QPSK-C, it became a non-proposal when the
Steering Committee began to insist on forward and backward
compatibility. Motorola and E.F. Johnson originally wanted 4-
PSK and Ericsson GE, and later GEC Marconi, wanted pi/4
DQPSK. Beadix-King and others were uncommitted.

McDole chaired a task {orce that voted unanimously for QPSK-
C even though the Adjacent Channel Interference Protection Rate
(ACIPR) was 2 dB less than somc of the other proposals under
consideration. His task force felt the advantages offered by the
technological flexibility of this modulation scheme far outweighed
the slight difference in protection,

The task group carcfully considered all options and felt this
approach would allow the best opportunity Lo provide public safe-
ty users a stable migration path through forward and backward
compatibility.

Large, Small Users Should Be Able
To Phase In Digital Despite Budget Limits

This ensures both the large and small users can phase out their
old analog radios and begin to replace them with new digital
radios and still remain within their current severe budget limita-
tions. McDole said this decision was clearly supported by tests
conducted at Motorola’s test lab in the presence of those TIA
members who chose to participate.

Those tests showed that QPSK-C receiver will receive FM, ana-
log, 12.5 kHz and 6.25 pi/4 DQPSK without modification.
Finally, he reminded the group that the modulation decision was
unanimously supported by the Modulation Task Group, supported
by the majority of the “New Technology” Task Group, where the
vote was 14 in favor, two opposed and two abstained.

In light of that overwhelming support, the Steering Comimittee
unanimously adopted QPSK-C in its March 1992 Steering
Committee meeting.

APCO President John Powell then discussed APCO’s perspec-
tive of the proposed Project 25 standards and the importance of
interoperability to those standards. He cited the Oakland,
California, hills fire and the San Francisco earthquake as just two
examples he has faced recently that required a high level of inter-
operability.

FDMA to Provide Greatest Improvement
In Spectrum Use Within Current Allocations

In his presentation, he emphasized that based on an APCO fre-
quency coordination office study of existing FCC licenses, he is
more convinced than ever that the FDMA solution will provide
the greatest improvement in spectrum utilization within our exist-
ing allocations, while concurrently providing the highest level of
interopcrability.

Powell went on (o say that between 40 and 80 percent of the
public safety users are now using only a single frequency. The
earlier proposal to adopt TDMA would have required these users
to use both slots of the 25 kHz channel, ¢ven though they need
only one, thereby increasing the amount of spectrum being wasted
instecad of reducing it.

In fact, he said that about 59,000 public safety licensees in the
United States do not meet today’s minimum channel-loading
requirements of 70 mobiles to qualify them for a second frequen-
cy, and 48,000 of the 59.000 licensces have fewer than 25 mo-
hiles.

He also questioned it the real-world problens of simulcast and

satellite receivers could be casily adapted in the TDMA environ-
ment within the time frames required to meet existing and project-
ed demands.

Powell also expressed his appreciation to Ralph Haller, Chief of
the FCC Private Radio Bureau, for his words of encouragement
about the Project 25 process and proposed standards and masking
tables. Finally, he indicated that the Project 25 standard was
intended as a base-line standard and that users should decide
on technology and equipment that best fits their needs for features,
technolegy and, of course, interoperability and price performance.

Dr. Gregory Stone, representing the Immigration and Naturali-
zation Service, told the audicnce how the federal user agencies
strongly support the Project 25 process and proposed standards,
cven though there are still a few backward compatibility issues he
strongly believes the Steering Committee must work out.

Ray Ginman of the United Kingdom also offered his continued
support of Project 25. He indicated that when the time came for
the United Kingdom to make its decision on maximum spectrum
efficiency vs. what is best for the officers on the street, there is no
doubt in his mind he will come down hard on ensuring that the
officers in the ficld have the technology they need.

Don Piohl of the Arizona Chapter of APCO expressed concern
that the process is taking too long, and he wants to make sure the
Project is providing a level playing field which will meet the end
objective.

He indicated the Arizona Chapter has met on several occasions
to discuss this issue because they have a lot of users with older
systems that nced replacement in a timely manner. He concluded
that they would like (o see this process completed so the commit-
tee can move on to other issues.

Mike Borrego of the Colorado Chapter of APCO admonished
the Steering Committee to move for conclusion of the 12.5 kHz
standards as quickly as possible so public safety agencies across
the nation can begin the long, drawn-out process of replacing sys-
tems and hardware,

Primary Objective to Obtain 400% Increase
In Spectrum Is “Seriously Questioned”

Carl Noack of Manatee County, Florida, said he seriously ques-
tioned if the Committee could meet its primary objective to obtain
a 400 percent increase in spectrum. In his opinion, the current
technology would improve spectrum utilization by only 17 per-
cent instead of the primary objective of 200 to 400 percent.

He further said that if APCO published Common Air Interface
standards, it would lcad to agencies’ purchasing technology that
didn’t meet their operational or technological needs. The Steering
Committee members agree improvement in spectrum utilization is
one of its objectives, but centainly not the primary objective.

Moaderator Jorgensen also pointed out that arriving at any figure
of merit for spectrum improvement is more of a theoretical exer-
cise than a practical one because the results obtained are predicat-
ed on the assumption used for the base. He noted that the Steering
Committee has scen reports on spectrum improvement that now
range from 17 percent (o around 140 percent,

In reality, the improvement gained will be based on what is
there now, who is using it how are they using it and the coverage
and adjacent-channel and user problems faced.

He said, “If we were dealing with fallow spectrum with no cur-
rent users and a defined need for multiple channels assigned to the
samec uscr 1A the same coverage area, further spectrum utilization
improvements would 1o doubt be possible.”
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Jorgensen said he belicves “public safety telecommunications
managers would be remiss in their responsibilities if they took the
Project 25 standards, in isolation of their own defined user and
technology requirements, and used them as their complete equip-
ment specifications.”

The Project 25 proposced standards are intended as base-line
standards, and cannot and should not be written to embody every
user’s actual or potential needs. Thercfore, the user will always
find exceptions to the rule. Agencies that must buy non-standard
or other standard equipment (o meet their own very specific needs
can and wili do so, he said.

The Project 25 Steering Committee has no interest, he said, in
attempting to replace an agency manager’s knowledge and experi-
ence with the Project 25 standard. m

Congress Requires FCC to Study,
Respond to Current

and Future Spectrum Needs

I I Ihe entire nation watched this past August as Congress
passed President Clinton’s budget bill by the narrowest of
margins. What few outside of the communications industry

noticed, however, was that hidden among all the tax and spending

provisions was some of the most important radio spectrum legisla-
tion ever adopted by Congress, including provisions that will have

a dramatic long-term benefit for public safety communications.

Title VI of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993
incorporates legislation to require the {ederal government to
release up to 200 megahertz of federal radio spectrum for non-fed-
eral uses, This found its way into the Budget Act because the bill
also authorizes the FCC to assign radio frequencies through auc-
tions, the revenue from which will go into the U.S. Treasury.

Fortunately, the legislation includes key language (recommend-
ed by APCO) intended to ensure that state and local government
public safety spectrum needs will be protected. For example, the
FCC and NTIA are required to meet, “at least biannually, to con-
duct joint spectrum planning with respect to ... the future spectrum
requirements for public and private uses, including state and local
government public safety agencies.” The FCC must also develop a
plan for allocating the released spectrum and such plan “shall ...
contain appropriate provisions to ensure ... the safety of life and
property ..."”

Radio frequencies allocated to public safety (and to other “non-
subscriber” services) are exempt from auctions. Moreover, the
Commission is prohibited from allocating spectrum to particular
services based upon “the expectation of federal revenues.”

Nor may auctions “alter spectrura allocation critenia and proce-
dures established by other provisions” of the Communications
Act, including the requirement that priority be given to the safety
of life and property.

Most importantly, the Commission’s authority to issuc licenses
through auctions will cease to be effective if “the Commission has
failed 10 complete and submit to Congress, nat later than 18
months after the date of enactment of this subsection (i.e., when
the President signed the bill), a study of current and future spec-
trum necds of state and local government public safely agencies
through the year 2010, and a specific plan to ensure that adeguate
frequencies are made available to public safety licensees.”

The congressionally mandated study provides APCO and others
in public safety both an opportunity, and an obligation, to demon-
strate the extent of cumrent spectrum shortages and future needs.
APCO cannot allow the Commission to pursue the study and
develop a “specific plan™ on its own. There must be direct input
from public safety users, which will require a significant commit-
ment of time and resources by APCO and its members. A final
section of the bill imposes new annual “regulatory fees” on
licensees other than governmental and non-profit entities, and

amateur radio operators (except for a nominal $7 fee for “vanity”
amateur call signs).

* %k
The FCC has modified its public safety exemption from manda-
tory relocation out of the 2 GHz microwave bands. A separate
article in this issue of the APCO Bulletin (on the next page) dis-
cusses the FCC’s action, and provides guidance for state and local
government microwave licensees contemplating negotiated relo-
cation to altemative frequencies. m

For further information, contact
Robert M. Gurss at (202) 457-7329.

A Guide for 2 GHz
Microwave Licensees

M any licensees of 2 GHz fixed microwave facilities are

likely to be approached in upcoming months by new
personal communications service (PCS) providers seeking to pay
for the relocation of their microwave operations to altemative fre-
quency bands. FCC guidelines will allow most public safety
microwave licensees to say “no” and remain on the 2 GHz band
indefinitely.

Nevertheless, all 2 GHz microwave licensees should consider
the advantages or disadvantages of a voluntary negotiated reloca-
tion in their particular circumstances. For some users, this process
may provide an opportunity to replace outmoded microwave
equipment with state-of-the-art facilities at little or no cost.
Indeed, pursuant to the FCC’s latest ruling, some state and local
government licensees will be subject to mandatory negotiated
relocation.

The following is an overview of the Commission’s rulings in
this area, the negotiating process and some recommended strate-
gies.

The FCC’s Actions

A year ago, in October 1992, the Commission reallocated the 2
GHz band for “new emerging technologies” that include, but are
not limited to, Personal Communications Services (PCS). The
band had been allocated for private operational fixed microwave
facilities. Many of the current licensees on the band are state and
local governments using microwave to provide the backbone for
their wide-area mobile radio systems. Other microwave licensces
in the 2 GHz band include utilities, railroads and petroleum com-
panies.

As a result of efforts by APCO and other public safety groups,
the Commission’s October 1992 ruling indicated thai state and
local government licensees would be allowed 10 stay on the 2 GHz
band indefinitely, though they were encouraged to negotiate with
PCS providers to move to other frequency bands. Other
microwave users (utilities, railroads, etc.) were made subject to a
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mandatory negotiation process, and, if negotiations fail, to FCC-
forced relocation. However, the FCC said that it will not require
relocation unless the new service provider finds alternative fre-
quencies for the microwave licensee and pays all costs related to
the construction of comparable facilities using the new frequen-
cies.

More recently, in August of this year, the Commission nar-
rowed the exemption from mandatory relocation (which had
applied to all state and local governments), limiting it to public
safety facilities on which a “majority of communications” is for
“operations that protect the safety of life and property.” The
apparent intent was to exclude systems used by municipal utilities
and other non-emergency government agencies. However, the
Commission did not define what services would meet the “safety
of life and property’s” test, and does not intend to do 50 except on
a case-by-case basis.

The Commission also imposed an arbitrary distinction between
various government microwave systems, though the practical
impact of the distinction is unclear. Microwave systems licensed
based upon eligibility in the Pact 90 Police, Fire, EMS and Special
Emergency Services are now exempt from mandatory relocation
onily if a majority of their facilities are used for operations that
protect the safety of life and property.

Microwave systems licensed based on eligibility in other Part
90, Subpart B, services (Local Govemment, Forestry-Conserva-
tion and Highway Maintenance) do not automatically qualify for
the exemption. Rather, they must demonstrate that a majority of
communication on their facilities are for oOperations that protect
the safety of life and property.

This distinction among Part 90, Subpart B, Public Safety ser-
vices, while perhaps elevating form over substance, is unprece-
dented and fails to recognize the true public safety nature of
forestry-conservation, highway maintenance and other local gov-
ernment operations. As a result, some local government
microwave systems, especially those heavily used by agencies not
obviously involved with protecting the safety of life and property,
may be forced to relocate.

APCO will be working with other public safety groups to seek
FCC reconsideration of this latest ruling. Fortunately, even the lat-
est FCC action guarantees that no microwave licensee will be
required to move out of the 2 GHz band unless the new service
provider finds alternative frequencics and pays all costs related tg
the move,

The Mandatory Negotiation Process
for Non-Exempt Licensees

Microwave users that do not qualify for the public safety
exemption (which, as noted above, may include some state and
local government systems) are subject to a two-year voluntary
negotiation period, commencing when the FCC accepts applica-
tions for new emerging technology services in the 2 GHz band
{the first PCS applications are likely to be accepted within the
next six months).

Microwave licensees arc encouraged to reach relocation agree-
ments with new providers during that time period,

At the expiration of the two-year period, and if no agreement is
reached, the new service provider may initiate a one-year manda-
lory negotiation period in which the partics are cxpected 10 negoti-
ate in “good [aith.” The Commission afso has encouraged partics
to usc mediation and arbitration procedures if negotiations fail,

Alter the one-year mancdadory negotiation period cxpires, and il
an agreement is still not reached, the new service provider may

petition the FCC to force relocation. However, the Commission
will impose mandatory relocation only if the new service provider
demonstrates that alternative {requencies are available and is will-
ing to pay all costs related to construction of facilities “equal to or
superior to” the microwave licensee’s existing facilities.

Special Rules for Bands Allocated
for Unlicensed Devices

There are special rules for frequencies allocated for unlicensed
devices, such as the 1910-1930 MHz band which has been pro-
posed for unlicensed PCS (e.g., wireless LANs and PBXs). A
provider of unlicensed services may initiate a mandatory one-year
negotiation process at any time (there is no voluntary two-year
negotiation period). If negotiations fail, the new service provider
may petition the FCC to force relocation, subject, of course, to the
new service provider agreeing to pay all expenses related to the
relocation.

An unlicensed service provider cannot force an exempt public
safety licensee to move out of the 2 GHz bands. However, even an
exempt public safety microwave licensee can be forced by an
unlicensed service provider to move to other 2 GHz frequencies
(e.g., outside of 1910-1930 MHz). Of course, the unlicensed ser-
vice provider must assume all costs of the move {which should be
far less than a move to a higher frequency band),

Recommendations for State and Local
Government 2 GHz Licensees

First, state and local government microwave licensees should
evaluate their situation, and determine whether they can claim an
exemption from mandatory relocation negotiations. The exemp-
tion is intended to be self-executing. In other words, a public safe-
ty licensee that believes it is cxempt from relocation under the
FCC’s criteria simply asserts the exemption when approached by
a new service provider seeking 1o initiate negotiations. The FCC
will enter the picture only if the PCS provider challenges the
exemplion and seeks a ruling from the Commission.

Second, all microwave licensees, even those that are exempt,
should explore the possible benefits of a negotiated move out of 2
GHz. There is likely to be considerable demand for 2 GHz fre-
quencies, at least in and around major metropolitan areas with lit-
tle or no vacant 2 GHz spectrum. Initially, the demand will be in
the 1850-1990 MHz frequencies set aside for PCS.

Some microwave licensees will be well-situated to negotiate
very favorable terms with PCS providers regarding the quality of
replacement of facilities and, in a few cases, may even be able to
negotiate creative agreements that include payments and/or other
benefits that go beyond the cost of building a new facility. Others,
especially those in rural and other areas with abundant 2 GHz
spectrum, will be in a less-favorable bargaining position. Still oth-
ers may be in a position to impose stiff demands, but are exempt
from mandatory relocation and have relatively new microwave
facilities and/or would prefer to avoid the disruption of a reloca-
tion.

Every relocation agreement will be difterent, based on the rela-
live circumstances of the microwave licensee and new service
provider. However, there are certain minimum provisions that
should be in every agrecment. These provisions, which are set
forth helow, are essentially the requirements that the FCC itself
will impose on a new service provider betore approving a forced
relocation. The FCC will require that 1he new provider:

1) Guarantee payment of all costs of relocation to a compa-
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rable facility. In determining comparability, the Commission
will consider system reliability, capability, speed, bandwidth,
throughput, overall efficiency, bands authorized for such ser-
vices and interference protection. Relocation costs include all
engineering, equipment and site costs and FCC fees, as well as
any reasonable additional costs.

2) Complete all activities necessary for placing the new
facilities into operation, including enginecring and frequency
coordination.

3) Build and test the new microwave system.

These constitute the minimum requirements for any relocation
agreement. Other more stringent requirements should be added to
negotiated agreements where feasible.

Finally, relocation negotiations should be entered into with
great care, and where possible, with support from engineering
consultants and attorneys familiar with microwave relocation
issues. Keep in mind that relocation agreements can, and should,
provide that the costs for such professional services be covered by
the new service provider as reasonable costs related to the reloca-
tion. |

Silent Key ... Roanne Rubin Tall

Roanne Rubin Tall, the 9-1-1 Coordinator for Seminole County,
Florida, who chaired several APCO committees and assisted with
establishing the APCO Institute, died September 1 in Fish

Memorial Hospital, New Smyrna Beach, Florida. She was the
wife of retired APCO Executive Director Robert E. Tall, founding
editor of the APCO Reports and an APCO Life Member.

In a message to APCO members, Bob Tall wrote:

I want you all to know the deep sorrow that came on me with
the death of my wife, Roanne Rubin Tall, on September 1, 1993,
was lessened at least in part by the outpouring of sympathy from
APCO members and Chapters everywhere, expressed in various
ways as you becameraware of Roanne’s passing,

As many of you know, ours was an APCO marriage, following
years of participation in the organization by both of us, although
we really didn’t come together until the 1984 Annual Conference
in Cincinnati.

My retirement from APCO last year and my work in other areas
did not dim in any respect Roanne’s enthusiasm for or dedication
to the work of the APCO Tnstitute. She gave liberally of her talent
and advice as we first established the Institute, and she contributed
as much of herself to it as she could, at personal, Chapter and
International levels, particularly to enhance 9-1-1 services.

There are those who are asking what they can do to remember
Roanne. I can thinksef nothing that would please her more than
monetary contributiens -- in any affordable amounts -- to the
Institute, earmarked for 9-1-1 training and educational activities.

I hope I will have the opportunity to see each of you again in
the future. God keep you all. m )
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