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1. MEETING CONVENES
2. DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
3. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF JUNE 19TH 2014 MEETING MINUTES
4. CORRESPONDENCE
5. RBPORTS

A. SWIC UPDATE

B. WISCOM UPDATE

C. HOMELAND SECURITY FUNDING UPDATE

6. OLD BUSINESS

A. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON GOVERNANCE ASSESSMENT REPORT
B. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON STATEWIDE COMMUNICATIONS
INTEROPERABILITY PLAN (SCIP)

7. NEW BUSINESS

A, DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON FIRSTNET INTITTAL CONSULTATION
PACKET RESPONSE

8. DISCUSSION ITEMS FROM MEMBERS
9. NEXT MEETING DISCUSSION

10. MEETING ADJOURNMENT
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MEETING MINUTES

1. MEETING CONVENES
s Meeting called io order at 10:01

2, DETERMINATION OF A QUORUM
» Twelve of the thirteen members were pre;
Satula, Fortunato, Lord, Joski, Hansen, Allen,

3. REVIEW AND APPROVAIL OF APRIL 24TH 2014 MEETING MENUTES
¢ Motion by Stolle, seconded by Halisen to approve the ites, Minutes approved

4. COORESPONDENCE
e Tim Pierce provided a memo to th
correspondence (This information is a

5. REPORTS

\ D POSSIBLE ACTION ON GOVERNANCE ASSESSMENT REPORT
e Motion by Fortunato to immediately release the governance assessment report for a 30 day
comment périod, seconded by Hansen. Motion passed

7. NEW BUSINESS

A. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON STATEWIDE COMMUNICATIONS
INTEROPERABILITY PLAN (SCIF)
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¢ Motion by Hansen to release the SCIP plan for a 30 day comment period, seconded by
Fortunato. Motion passed.
B. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON INITIAL CONSULTATION PARTICIPANTS
¢ Tim Pierce provided a memo to council membership regarding required participants and
desired participants in the initial consultation meeting with FirstNet. Motion by Satula to
accept the recommendation and place it in the initial consuitation response, seconded by
Cagigal. Motion passed,
C. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION ON WISCONSIN STATE POINT OF CONTACT
¢ Tim Pierce provided the council membership with a memo requesting the need to identify a
single individual for Firstnet and NTIA as the Governor designed-by:letter the
Interoperability Council to be the State Point of Contact, M i by Satula to name the
Statewide Interoperability Coordinator (currently held b ¢) to be the State Single
Point of Contact (SPQC) for Wisconsin, seconded by ¢ i
D. INTEROPERABILITY COUNCIL MEMBERSHIP -
Tim Pierce provided a memo to the council me

8. DISCUSSION ITEMS FROM MEMBERS
: ¢ Satula requested an overview il Statutory authority as welf as
comparisons to other States’ Inte ipsition and authority, Tim Pierce
wilt work with the Office of Emer ) icali Bt this information.

9. NEXT MEETING DISCUSSION ;
e The next meeti in Fond Du Lac, WI.
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STATE OF WISCONSIN
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

J.B. YANHOLLEN 17 West Main Street

ATTORNEY GENERAL P.O. Box 7857
Madison, WI 53707-7857

Kevin M, St John
Deputy Attorney General Tin: Pierce
Statewide Intercperability Coordinator

Interoperability Unit
608/261-7536
piercetj@doj.state.wi.us

Date: 8/25/14

To: Interoperability Council Members

From: Tim Pierce, Statewide Interoperability Coordinator
Re: SWIC Update

Sheriff Joski,

Since the last Interoperability Council meeting on June 19" I have been engaged in the following
activities:
e  FEAM Region V State Single Point of Contact (SPOC) Confab meeting
Next Generation 911 Education and Strategic plan development
APCO International Conference
Wisconsin Chiefs of Police Conference
WISCOM operational response

*® o & 0

I am happy to announce that the Southwest Regional Interoperability Coordinator position has been
filled by Rick Lange and pending final contract approval the Southeast Regional Interoperability
Coordination will be filled in early September,

In the upcoming month I will be working on the following tasks
e Wisconsin Field Operations Guide Development
¢ FEMA Region V Regional Emergency Communications Coordination Working Group
Plenary meeting
e  WISCOM User Group Meetings
¢ Interoperability Unit Vacancies

The Interoperability Council currently has a few vacancies and I encourage the council members to
seck out interested individuals and have them apply for appointment to the State Interoperability
Council at http;//walker.wi.gov/governor-office/apply-to-serve




STATE OF WISCONSIN
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

J.B. VAN HOLLEN 17 West Main Street
ATTORNEY GENERAL P.O. Box 7857
Madison, W1 53707-7857
Kevin M. St. John
Deputy Attorney General Tim Pierce
Statewide Interoperability Coordinator
Interoperability Unit
608/261-7536
piercetj@doj.state.wi.us

Date: 8/25/14

To: Interoperability Council Members

From: Tim Pierce, Statewide Interoperability Coordinator

Re: Discussion and Possible Action on Governance Assessment Report
Sheriff Joski,

On June 19" the Interoperability Council released the Governance Assessment Report for a 30 day
comment period. | received one formal response to the Governance Assessment which is attached to
this memo and is in support of the recommendations.

| recommend that the Interoperability Council direct the Interoperability Unit to begin the process of
creating draft Charters and By-laws for the three recommended subcommittees. | am also
recommending that the Interoperability Council consider migrating the State System Management
Group into the WISCOM Daily Users Group which would be comprised of current and forthcoming
daily users along with non-voting members who are involved in the management and operation of
the system. If directed the Interoperability Unit will also draft a new Charter and By-law for the
WISCOM Daily Users Group.

Finally during this interim process | am looking for direction on if the current sub-groups should
continue to meet or hold until the new structure is in place.



Pierce, Timothx J. _

Subject: FW: Feedback Needed!

From: Teresa Erler

Sent: Tuesday, June 24, 2014 9:29 AM
To: 'Andy Faust'; 'tim.pierce@wi.gov'
Subject: RE: Feedback Needed!

I skimmed the document and feel it is a very good over view of the survey discussed at the Wausau meeting.

| am especiaily supportive of changing to the THREE areas of focus — 911, radio, broadband. While they are all
communications related, they are significantly different animals and it would be a shame to see any one of them suffer
by being bullied out by the other two. | am in complete support of keeping them somewhat separated.

Other than that, | don’t really have much else.

Teresa M Erier, Dlrector

200 E Madison St

Crandon, WI 54520

{715) 478-3430 office

{715) 889-1129 maobile
E-MAIL fcem@co.forest.wi.ug

WEBSITE www.co.forest.wi.gov
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Executive Summary

The Statewide Interoperability Coordinator (SWIC) for the State of Wisconsin requested
assistance from the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Office of Emergency
Communications (OEC) Interoperable Communications Technical Assistance Program
(ICTAP) to conduct an assessment of the current governance structure supporting public
safety interoperable communications statewide.

Overview

At the request of the State of Wisconsin, OCEC/ICTAP personnel conducted an
assessment of the current governance structures supporting public safety interoperable
communications statewide. The State of Wisconsin asked OEC/ICTAP personnel to use
three data collection methods to specifically review how well the current state
governance structures are accomplishing their tasks and supporting communication
stakeholders statewide;

¢ Telephone interviews with 20 specific individuals as identified by the State of
Wisconsin.

o An online survey disseminated to approximately 3,800 communication
stakeholders statewide,

* Reviews of governance documents and legislation (both current and pending)
provided by the State of Wisconsin.

The content of this assessment is based directly on the information gathered via the
survey and during the phone interviews, as augmented by data obtained through follow-
up conversations and the reviewed documents provided by the State of Wisconsin or
available through public sources.

The suggested actions in this report should be viewed as recommendations only. In
some cases, Wisconsin may determine the benefits of implementation are insufficient to
outweigh the costs. In other cases, agencies may identify alternative solutions that are
more effective or efficient. Each agency should review the recommendations and
determine the most appropriate action and the resources needed (i.e., time, staff, and
funding) for implementation.

Key Findings

This assessment documents some of the statewide successes and challenges
Wisconsin faces when working to improve its communications governance. Local, state,
and federal agencies operating in Wisconsin can use this knowledge to refocus their
efforts on achieving a representative and actionable governance structure.

This assessment highlighted several key successes associated with public safety
communication governance in Wisconsin, including:

April 2014 '
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Establishing the Interoperability Council (IC) as the Statewide Interoperability
Governance Body (SIGB) for Wisconsin and codifying that council via State
Statute.

Establishing of regional governance groups to champion interoperability.

Hiring a new SWIC within the State Department of Justice (DOJ).

Planning, implementation and operation of the Wisconsin Interoperable System
for Communications (WISCOM).

Comprehensive mutual-aid frequency sharing across Wisconsin.

The assessment also identified several opportunities for improving the way that agencies
and entities within the State of Wisconsin relate to one another to address interoperable
communications. Gaps identified through this assessment are detailed in Section 4
below. Major recommendations include:

Clarify and define the role of the IC in setting public safety communication policy
statewide. Task the IC with sustaining public safety communications across
Wisconsin by including Land Mobile Radio (LMR), broadband (FirstNet), and 9-1-
1 communication under its purview.

Conclude the current subcommittees and working groups of the IC and
consolidate their functions into three standing subcommittees. Charter those
subcommittees as advisory groups to the IC {on land mobile radio (LMR), public
safety wireless broadband network (PSWBN), and 9-1-1/Next Generation 9-1-1
(NG9-1-1) topics, respectively) and task them with implementing policy decisions
from the IC.

Support each subcommittee with task-specific ad hoc working groups, as
needed.

Retain the RSICs as the governance structure at the regional level in Wisconsin.
ldentify the SWIC as the iC representative for the regional State Communications
Interoperability Plan (SCIP) implementation councils (RSICs), and regional
interoperability coordinators (RICs).

Redefine membership in all groups to clearly identify member roles,
responsibilities, and constituencies. Limit individual membership to one
committee or subcommittee while allowing agencies/entities to be represented on
more than one committee or subcommittee.

Carefully define the stakeholder community for public safety communications in
Wisconsin. Redirect future outreach efforts specifically to that community.
Establish clear, consistent outreach mechanisms that empower representatives
to provide continued updates to their stakeholders and that ailow stakeholders to
provide their inputs directly to their representative.

Outline priority tasking that includes formalizing charters for the IC and each
subcommittee. Define clear mission and vision statements for each
subcommittee. Ensure al! revised charters document the roles and
responsibilities of both State Department of Justice (DOJ) and Wisconsin
Emergency Management (WEM).

Aprif 2014 iii
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» Continue to support and sustain the RSICs, as led by the RICs, for interoperable
communication governance at the regional level. Define their reporting and
responsibility to the IC and/or its subcommittees. ldentify additional state funding
for these efforts.

» Revise the Wisconsin SCIP once the revised governance structure is
established. Engage the IC and its revised subcommittees toward achieving the
stated interoperability initiatives contained in the revised SCIP.

April 2014 iv
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1 Introduction

11 Background

This report was prepared by the Department of Homeland Security (DHS} Office of
Emergency Communications Interoperable Communications Technical Assistance
Program (OEC/ICTAP) in response to a request of the Statewide Interoperability
Coordinator (SWIC) for the State of Wisconsin to conduct an assessment of the current
governance structure supporting public safety interoperable communications statewide.
The State of Wisconsin SWIC asked OEC/ICTAP personnel to specifically review how
well the current state governance structures are accomplishing their tasks and
supporting communication stakeholders statewide.

The mission of OEC is to support and promote the ability of emergency responders and
government officials to continue to communicate in the event of natural disasters, acts of
terrorism, or other man-made disasters, and work to ensure, acceierate, and attain
interoperable and operable emergency communications nationwide, To support this
mission, OEC provides tools, guidance documents, publications, and technical
assistance to local, state, and tribal governments.

1.2  Methodology

To compile the information in this report, OEC/ICTAP collected data via three discrete
means:

e Telephone interviews with 20 specific individuals as identified by the State of
Wisconsin.

* An online survey disseminated to approximately 3,800 communication
stakeholders statewide.

* Reviews of governance documents and legislation (both current and pending)
provided by the State of Wisconsin.

1.21 Telephone Interviews

The State of Wisconsin requested that ICTAP conduct telephone interviews with
selected individuals in order to assess the effectiveness and relevancy of the State's
current interoperability governance structure, The interviewees were selected by the
State of Wisconsin and represented each of the governance groups as well as
representatives from two state departments, Wisconsin Emergency Management (WEM)
and the Wisconsin Department of Justice (DOJ), who had been intricately involved in
public safety interoperability efforts. OEC/ICTAP also interviewed the Chair of each of
the State workgroups, the Chair(s) of each regional workgroup, and the Regional
Interoperability Coordinators (RICs) for each region.

In collaboration with the State of Wisconsin, OEC/ICTAP personnel formulated a serles
of sixteen questions to ask each committee/workgroup representative. Interviewees

April 2014 1
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from WEM and the Wisconsin DOJ were asked to provide ali pertinent information they
could on the status and effectiveness of the current interoperability governance
structures rather than answering the questions directed at each committee/workgroup.

At the conclusion of each interview, the interviewee was given the opportunity to add any
comments they wished to include relative to their workgroup or interoperability efforts
within Wisconsin overall. The questions are fisted in 0.

1.2.2 Online Survey

OEC/ICTAP collahorated with leadership personnel in Wisconsin to develop and refine a
flist of survey questions to be included in an online automated survey designed to reach
a large number of stakeholders throughout the State. These survey items are listed in 0.

The Wisconsin Department of Justice sent an e-mail invitation to 3,800 e-mail recipients
on February 11, 2014, with instructions to follow an online link to the survey. Responses
were collected electronically and stored until the close of the survey, which occurred on
March 14, 2014. Response rates are listed in Table 1.

Table 1; Online Survey: Response Rates

Invitations Sentt 3,800

Surveys started 712 19% response rate
Surveys completed? 546 14% response rate
Surveys completed, no affiliation 401 73% of completed surveys
reported

Surveys containing knowledge 145 27% of completed surveys
data for any group

A normal response rate to a survey with no financial incentive or workplace oversight is
between 10-15%. As 19% of invited individuals attempted to take the survey and 14% of
invited individuals completed the survey (o the extent their affiliation with current
governance groups ailowed), the response rate to this survey fell into accepted industry
norms.

To reduce the workload on stakeholders completing the survey, OEC/ICTAP personnel
formatted the survey such that only individuals who reported at least an indirect affiliation
with a group would be asked to respond to the engagement, knowledge, and perception
items for that group. Consequently, 401 individuals who answered demographic
questions for the survey but who did not self-report an affiliation with any governance
group successfully “completed” the survey without responding to any engagement,
knowledge, or perception questions. 145 respondents identified themselves as affiliated

! Invitations asked respondents to forward survey link to other interested parlies. This number does not include second degree
invitations,

2 1t is possible that some respondents began the survey on one computer and then entered it again on a different computer, thus
inflating the number of surveys that were never completed.

April 2014 '
CONTROLLED UNCLASSIFIED INFORMATION




CONTROLLED UNCLASSIFIED INFORMATION
State of Wisconsin Governance Assessmeont
OEC/ACTAP-WI-GOVASSESS-001-R0

with one or more governance group(s) and therefore completed at least one set of
engagement, knowledge, and perception questions. Those 145 surveys form the basis
for the analyses presented in this assessment,

Demographic Results

The overwhelming majority (132) of full survey respondents identified themselves as
members of the public safety community. The other 13 respondents represented public
service entities, a non-governmental organization (NGO), and private enterprise (see
Table 2).

ublic Safety 91%
Public Service 9 _ 6%
Non-governmental 1 <1%
Private Enterprise 3 2%

The 141 public safety and public service respondents provided additional detail
regarding their disciplines (see Table 3).

Table 3: Online Survey: Resnondent Discinline

Law Enforcement 43 31%
Fire 25 18%
Emergency Medical Services 10 7%
Public Health 2 1%
Emergency Management 20 14%
Communications 30 21%
Government / Administration 6 4%
Haospital 1 <1%
Other (not listed above)* 4 3%
Total 141

*Qther entries Included individuals with multiple discipiine affiliations, individuals from
transportation, and individuals from prosecution entities.

Survey respondents represented all six regions within Wisconsin (see Tabie 4) and all
surveyed disciplines (see Table 5).

Aprif 2014 3
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Table 4: Online Survey: Respondent Reglon

Southwest 37 25%
Southeast 33 23%
East Central 25 17%
Northeast 14 10%
Northwest 17 12%
West Central 19 13%
Taotal 145

Table 5: Online Survey: Resp

Regional

County

Local
Non-Governmental
Total

Most (80%) of survey respondents identified themselves as administrators, with only
10% of respondents indicating their role as “first line” responders. These results indicate
that the surveyed stakeholder community may underrepresent operational response
personnel (see Table 6).

Table 6: Online Survey: Respondent Role

Administration 116 80%
Supervisory 11 8%
First Line 10 7%
Other* 8 5%
Total 145

*Other responses inciuded: Chosen Rep {Public Safety), Communlcations & Electronics
Technician {Public Safety), Communication Specialist (Public Safety), Dispatcher (Publlc Safety),
Technical {(Public Safety), Local Supervisor {Public Service), Manager (Non-Governmental),
Product Development Representative {Private Enterprise)

Finally, demographic information related to respondent tenure in their position, in their
organization, in Wisconsin public safety, and in public safety in general is presented in
Table 7. These results indicate that most respondents are reasonably mature in their
positions and have substantial experience in their fields overall.

April 2014 4
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Table 7: Online Survey: Respondent Tenure

Years in current position 8.85 0 30
Years in current organization 15.43 1 30
Years in WI public safety (All positions) 20.40 0 30
Years in public safety {All positions & Locations) 22.31 1 30

1.2.3 Additional Research References

To compile the information and recommendations contained in this report, OEC/ICTAP
personnel also referenced several documents describing public safety interoperable
communications, communications governance, and strategic visions for communications
across the State of Wisconsin. Thase references include:

e The State of Wisconsin State Communications Interoperability Plan (SCIP)
» Wisconsin State Statute §165.25-which defines the duties of the state DOJ
relative to public safety interoperable communications
o Wisconsin State Statute §16.9645-creating the Statewide interoperability
Executive Council known as the Interoperability Council by assigning it specific
duties/responsibilities
o {(overnor's Executive Order 87 creating the SIECT (interoperability Councii}
¢ Current Organization Chart for Wisconsin Interoperability Governance
¢ Charters and By-Laws for the following groups:
o Interoperable Communications Standards Group (ICSG)
Statewide System Management Group (SSMG)
Mutual Aid Frequency Coordinating Group (MFCG)
State Agency SCIP Implementation Group (SASIC)
Statewide SCIP Implementation Group (SSIG)
Blanket Charter for the Regional SCIP Implementation Group
o By-laws for the six Regional SCIP Implementation Groups
Intaroperability Initiative Policy Statements 1-5
Proposed 2013 Assembly Bill 97
Proposed 2013 Assembly Bill 98
Proposed 2013 Assembly Bill 99
Proposed 2013 Assembly Bill 100
Proposed 2013 Assembly Bill 101
Proposed 2013 Assembly Bifl 102
Proposed 2013 Assembly Bill 186
Governor's Order designating the Interoperability Council as Wisconsin's
coordinator with FirstNet and for the Nationwide Public Safety Broadband
Network (NPSBN)
¢ Draft Charter for the Public Safety Broadband Workgroup.

Each charter was compared with its companion hy-laws for consistency and accuracy as
well as any other pertinent documents relative to each group or entity. Each document
was reviewed for accuracy and relevancy based upon the current operation of the
various groups as per information obtained during the telephone interviews. Panding

(o e RN o BN o T o]
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legislation was reviewed for its appropriate application based upon the current status of
interoperability initiatives within Wisconsin,

2 Current State of Governance

Per Wisconsin State Statute §15.107(18), the Interoperabllity Council (IC) has been the
statewide interoperability governance body (SIGB) for Wisconsin since 2007,
Membership in the IC is shown in Figure 1. The IC was further established as the
coordinating body for the Wisconsin Interoperability Initiative under Wisconsin State
Statute §16.9645. Per this statute, the IC is primarily an advisory group to the State DOJ
(and, for the purposes of funding allocations, to the State Department of Military Affairs)
related to implementing a statewide public safety interoperable communication system.
The IC is also responsible for making recommendations to the State DOJ on:

+ Technical and operational standards for public safety interoperable
communication systems

¢ Guidelines and procedures for using public safety interoperable communication
systems

o Minimum standards for public safety interoperable communication systems,
facilities, and equipment used by dispatch centers

o Certification criteria for persons who operate public safety interoperable
communication systems for dispatch centers.®

3 Per Wisconsin State Statute §16.9645(2)(f)
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Figure 1: 1C Membership

As currently established, the IC is supported by the following standing, chartered
Subcommifttees and Working Groups (see Figure 2):

» Interoperable Communications Standards Group (ICSG)
» Statewide System Management Group (SSMG)

* Mutual Aid Frequency Coordination Group (MFCG)

¢ State Agency SCIP Implementation Group (SASIG)

s Statewide/Regional SCIP Implemeantation Group {SSIG)
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o Public Safety Wireless Broadband Group (PSWBG)*
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East Central Region
Northeast Region
Northwest Region
Southeast Region
Southwest Region
West Central Region

Figure 2: Current Wisconsin Communications Governance Structure

3 Assessment Findings

The following sections report both successes and challenges for the overall
interoperable communications governance structure statewide. Findings specific to a

single group are detailed in the following appendices: |

e Interoperability Council (IC) — Appendix B

¢ Interoperable Communications Standards Group (ICSG) —~ Appendix C
« Statewide System Management Group (SSMG) — Appendix D

¢ Mutual Aid Frequency Coordination Group (MFCG) — Appendix E

+ State Agency SCIP Implementation Group (SASIG) — Appendix F

o Statewide/Regional SCIP Implementation Group (SSIG) — Appendix G
¢ Public Safety Wireless Broadband Group (PSWBG) ~ Appendix H

* Regional SCIP Implementation Councils (RSICs) — Appendix !

4 Note that the PSBWG has not been formalized or chartered as of the completion of this assessment,
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3.1 Overall Governance Successes

OEC/ICTAP personnel documented severai successes achieved within the current
governance structure, including: |

« Establishing the interoperability Council (IC} as the Statewide Interoperability
Governance Body (SIGB) for Wisconsin and codifying that council via State
Statute

» Establishing of regional governance groups to champion interoperability

¢ Hiring a new SWIC within the State Department of Justice (DOJ)

» Planning, implementation and operation of the Wisconsin interoperable System
for Communications (WISCOM)

» Comprehensive mutual-aid frequency sharing across Wisconsin.

3.2 Overall Governance Challenges

The assessment identified several opportunities for improving the public safety
communications governance structure for the State of Wisconsin. Noted challenges and
gaps focus on revising the current governance and leadership roles within Wisconsin to
promote a more action-oriented and inclusive process. Gaps identified through this
assessment are detailed below, Each gap has one or more corresponding
recommendations followed by an overall recommendations summary for the State,
OEC/CTAP encourages public safety entities across the State of Wisconsin to review
and consider each issue and its associated recommendations below with the intent of
implementing desired improvements to the state’s communications governance
structure.

Overall issues facing the communications governance process in Wisconsin fall into
three general categories: Structure, Leadership, and Stakeholder Perceptions, Details
pertaining to each category are provided below.

Leadership

3.2.1 IC Communication with Subcommittees

Description: Several interviewed and surveyed stakeholders expressed frustration
regarding the interaction between the IC and its subcommittees. Specific items raised
inciude:

» [Issues and recommendations forwarded from the subcommittees to the I1C were
never acted upon .

e A lack of consistent report outs from subcommittes Chairs during IC meetings,
perceived as a lack of iC interest in the subcommittee activities

e A perceived fack of information coming from the |C to the subcommittees overail.

s Pearceived lack of outreach to stakeholder groups statewide

s Stalled statewide progress following the transition from OJA to State DOJ/WEM

e Perceived IC inaction on public safety answering point (PSAP)/9-1-1 issues.

April 2014 9
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In contrast to these inputs, survey responses regarding the perceived effectivenass of
the IC were overwhelmingly positive (i.e., more respondents endorsed positive attitudes
than negative attitudes across all of the “effectiveness” questions). Taken in totality, the
data indicates less of an issue with the actual effectiveness of the IC as with the IC’s
ability to communicate and coordinate with their stakeholders (both via appointed
subcommittees and with the broader stakeholder community statewide). Respondent
feedback likely indicates a perception that their voices are not “being heard” and that
they are not feeling fully informed of IC actions on a consistent enough basis.

Recommendations:

1. Define a consistent reporting mechanism for ail subcommittees under the IC.
Ensure that each subcommittee or working group reports their progress,
accomplishments, and needs to the IC at least quarterly.

2. Establish timeframes associated with stakeholder and/or subcommittee
requests/inputs and IC responses to those requests/inputs.

3. Document the IC process for receiving and addressing subcommittee and
working group recommendations/input. Ensure that ali stakeholders know
what action the IC is taking on their recommendations or, if no action is taken,
document why the IC has chosen not to act at this time.

4. Set a standing in-person meeting at least once a year for information sharing
among the Chairs of the various IC Subcommittees. Augment this meeting
with quarterly teleconferences among the Chairs. Consider tasking the SWIC
as the coordinator for these meetings.

3.2.2 |C Effectiveness

Description: While stakeholder perceptions about the IC were generally positive,
participants in this assessment did highlight some ways to improve the effectiveness of
the IC.

Charter & By-laws

At the time of this assessment, the IC is authorized by statute but does not have a
completed charter or by-laws. Acting as the SIGB for Wisconsin, the IC does set
communication policy (as is evidenced by the five policy statements issued from the IC
since 2009) but its further role in interoperability and its operating processes have not
been documented via a charter or by-laws since its inception. For example, while State
Statute §16.9645 tasks the [C with recommending goals, strategies, and timeframes for
interoperable projects, the status does not expressly state who the 1C should make
recommendations to beyond the State DOJ. Without these documents, the IC has not
yet standardized:

¢ lts advisory role to additional governmental entities such as WEM, the State
Legislature, the Governor, the Wisconsin State Homeland Security Advisory
Council, etc.

s Meeting procedures including voting processes, meeting schedulss, stc,

+ Defined constituencies for their appointed members.

» Documented vision and mission statements.
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+ Clearly defined communication pathways to or from their stakeholders statewide.
¢ Defined relationships with its subcommittess.

Transition from OJA fo DOJ/WEM

Several stakeholders noted that the transition of the Interoperability Initiative Program
from the singular purview of QOJA to the duai purview of State DOJ and WEM has been
problematic. Phone interviewees and survey respondents categorized the transition
process as slow, cumbersome, and as a hindrance to the continued progress of several
of the governance groups. Some stated that the transition had "stalled” the
Interoperabhility Initiative Program “for over a year” and felt that they had lost crucial
momentum because of inconsistent support and inconsistent internal communication,
Others identified the need to recruit quality support staff for the IC to help regain that
momentum. it appears that this transition is a longer, more drawn out process than
some stakeholders anticipated, resulting in understandable frustration.

Timeliness of Decision Making Process

In part due to the transition issues noted above, and in conjunction with the reported
stakeholder perceptions highlighted in Section 3.2.1, the timeliness with which the IC
acts on recommendations from its subcommittees appears to be problematic, When the
IC fails to take action, or fails to announce that action, stakeholders supporting the other
governance groups may perceive their contributions as wasted or unwanted. This
perception can decrease participation in the various governance groups or, more
problematically, could encourage stakeholders to take interoperability issues on
themselves and opt out of a coordinated statewide approach. This latter possibility is
significant given the perceived effectiveness of the various regional groups.

Recommendations:

1. Develop and finalize a charter and by-laws for the IC.

2. Define the roles and responsibilities of the IC in the “care and feeding” of
public safety interoperability statewide. Charter this group to define the
policy, tegal, and funding actions required to sustain public safety
interoperability statewide.

3. Identify State funding for IC members to encourage their travel toffrom IC
meetings. ‘

4. Define the advisory and reporting responsibilities of the IC to other State
entities.

5. Recruit and employ additional DOJ staff to support IC activities and efforts.

3.2.3 SWIC Role

Description: Many of the groups’ charters and by-laws indicate roles for a Statewide
Interoperability Manager, which was an internai OJA job title for the SWIC. This position
filled inconsistent additional roles across the various subcommittees such as serving as
the Chair of the ICSG, a member of the MFCG, and a member of the SSIG (as the
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logical representative from OJA). The Statewide Interoperability Manager was not
specifically included in the SASIG or the SSMG.

The SWIC position in Wisconsin was vacant until recently but has now heen filled on a
full ime basis®. Challenges for the SWIC moving forward include establishing the
position within the larger governance structure as a leadership position for
interoperability statewide. With regard to the governance structure, the SWIC role is not
currently codified in legislation either independently or in relation to the IC, FY14 grant
guidance requires the SWIC to have a position within the Wisconsin State Advisory
Council and on the IC. The latter is somewhat problematic, however, as the SWIC
works for State DOJ who already has a representative (i.e., the Attorney General) to the
IC.

In terms of a leadership role, the SWIC position, by design, is a crucial partner in
statewide Interoperability efforts and should serve as the cornerstone of those efforts.
The new Wisconsin SWIC articulated his tasking that includes:

¢ Qutreach to the RICs

« State and Local Implementation Grant Program (SLIGP) grant management

» Support and advocacy for the larger interoperability Initiative Program, as jointly
coordinated by State DOJ and WEM.

These areas align with the SWIC scope of work as identified by DHS®. Specific tasks
under each area of responsibility are defined broadly and generally emphasize the
position’s coordination role by calling on the SWIC to serve as a point of contact or
liaison with various agencies and entities regarding public safety interoperable
communications. In contrast, SWIC duties in other states nationwide expand beyond
liaison functions and into additional leadership-oriented tasks such as:

+ Overseeing statewide interoperability efforts on a day-to-day basis.

¢ Leading statewide governance bodies for interoperable communications.

¢ Reporting interoperability status/requirements to senior elected and appointed
leadership.

+ Managing the approval, administration, or distribution of local, state, or federal
public safety interoperable funds (e.g., grants, etc.).

s Serving as the statewide coordinator for communications technical assistance
requests via DHS

A principal issue raised both in the phone interviews and in the responses to open-
ended questions in the online survey is the lack of coordination among IC
Subcommittees and with the IC itself. As the state transitions to a dual management of
interoperability (i.e., via State DOJ and WEM), stakeholders identified this
coordination/leadership vacuum as a significant hindrance to future communication

3 Timothy Pierce has assumed the SWIC position effective 21 April 2014 as a position within State DOJ.

® http:/fwww.dhs.gov/statewide-interoperability-coordinators
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progress. In the past, the de facto responsibility of coordinating information among the
various subcommittees fell somewhat to the Statewide Interoperability Manager.

An emerging natural role for the SWIC, therefore, is to serve In that coordinator capacity,
helping to coordinate information among the various subcommittees and to act as the IC
representative for the RICs. This role would empower the SWIC as an information
conduit responsible for gathering inputs from stakeholders at all levels and ensuring
_those inputs are shared with other interested stakeholders, governance groups, or with
leadership entities.

Recommendations:

1. Review all governance documents and remove references to the Statewide
interoperability Manager.

2. Reimagine the SWIC role as the statewide champion and coordination point
for public safety interoperability.

3. Define the desired roles of the SWIC relative to statewide governance.
Consider designating the SWIC as the primary coordination entity among the
subcommittees and as a principal reporting conduit to/from the IC for the
RICs. '

4, Codify the SWIC roles via State Statute relative to its engagement
with/support of the IC and associated subcommitiees,

5. Define the SWIC constituency to specifically include the RiCs.

Structure

3.2.4 Governance Structures

Description: Over time, the governance structure responsible for coordinating
interoperable communications in Wisconsin has become unnecessarily complex,
cumbersome, and difficult to sustain. While the data for this assessment support the
overall effectiveness of the IC (in its role as the SIGB), the subcommittees supporting
that SIGB present the most challenges. These structures rely on many separate groups,
often with the same or similar membership and the same or similar tasking, operating
independently of one another without sufficient coordination. information presented
below highlights some of the challenges the present governance structure presents.

Subcommitiees vs. Working Groups

The governance groups in Wisconsin are inconsistently titted. The IC, as the SIGB for
Wisconsin, has created several subordinate “working groups” (and has titled them as
such} but has chartered them as subcommittees. This discrepancy can be confusing as
subcommittees are standing, long-term groups chartered for a sustainable purpose
whereas “working groups” are generaily formed in an ad hoc fashion to address a
specific task and then disbanded once the task is complete.
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For example, the governance structure organization chart as provided to OEC/ICTAP
(see Figure 2) and posted to the Wisconsin Interoperability Initiative Program website, as
well as the charter for the 83IG, show the RSICs as subordinate to the SSIG. The SSiG
is chartered as a group (i.e., NOT as a subcommittee of the IC) but its by-laws identify it
as a subcommittee of the IC. In contrast, however, the RSIC by-laws state that each
RSIC is chartered as a subcommittee of the I{C. None of the RSIC by-laws mention any
relationship to the SSIG and they provide no information whatsoever about how the
RSICs should report to, or take their tasking from, the IC.

Standing but fdle Subcommitiees

Online survey results consistently point to standing subcommittees that have no current
tasking or reason to convene. Many of these groups were established and chartered
when WISCOM was in the planning process, and they have not had their duties re-
evaluated since. Without current tasking, the groups have begun to stagnate. For
example, the ICSG has not met since 2013 and their PSAP-related responsibilities have
functionally been reassigned to a legislative subcommittee. The SASIG has not met
since early 2013 and stakeholders reported a lack of clear goals as the cause for their
dormancy. The SSIG also has not met since January of 2013, again reportedly due to a
lack of clear goais or group interest. The dormancy of this group is notable given the
contrasting activity and progress of its subordinate regionai groups (i.e., the RSICs).

Many of these subcommittees were originaily chartered to address one or more specific
tasks in a formerly robust grant environment. Once those tasks conclude, however, the
unwritten “beliefs” behind a group’s formation, however valid, are difficult to sustain
without that consistent influx of financial support. Today's grant environment is much
more restrictive and funds are limited, greatly reducing the sustainability of this number
of governance groups. Additionally, although a lack of grant funding does not preclude
the establishment and relevancy of a subcommittee, lack of a purpose or requirement
does.

Recommendations:

1. Clearly delineate IC subcommittees as standing bodies with defined, long
term roles and working groups as ad hoc ;
bodies with discrete, short term tasks to
accomplish in support of the
subcommittees.

2. Conclude the current subcommittees and
working groups of the IC and consolidate
their functions info three standing
subcommittees. Charter those
subcommittees to the IC {on LMR,
PSWBN, and 9-1-1/NG9-1-1 toplcs,
respectively) and task them with
implementing policy decisions from the
IC.
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3. Support each subcommittee with task-specific ad hoc working groups, as
needed.

4. Retain the RSICs as the governance structure at the regionai level in
Wisconsin. Task the SWIC as the representative for the RSICs, and RICs, to
the IC.

3.2.5 Governance Group Membership

Description: The data collected from the 'phone intervieWs, document reviews, and the
online survey point to some challenges regarding the membership in the various
Wisconsin communications governance groups.

Representation

Responses {o the online survey indicated that many of the stakeholders to the various
governance groups did not know who their designated representative to that group was.
For some groups (i.e., the ICSG and SASIG), less than half of the respondents knew
who their representative was. For all groups, more than 25% of respondents could not
identify their designated representative (see Table 8). These resuits are problematic as
they indicate that stakeholders do not consistently know who is tasked with representing
their interests and, conversely, who is responsible for informing them of interoperable
communication efferts or saeking their inputs con intercperable issuas.

IC 61 36 63%
SSMG , 40 25 62%
ICSG 10 27 27%
MFCG 25 22 53%
SASIG 24 30 44%
SSIG 28 25 53%
RSICs 51 18 74%

Membership Process

Only the IC and MFCG have formalized membership authorization processes. The other
groups have identified member agencies/entities but no formalized appointment, vetting,
or approval process for actual members.

Membership on Multiple Groups

Phone interview respondents identified the problem of individuals serving on multiple
subcommittees, and even on both the IC and one or more of its subcommittees. The
online survey confirmed this problem when mulitiple individuals seif-reported being
members of muitiple governance groups (see Table 9). This approach can over-
represent the opinions or inputs of a given individual in the governance process and can
overly burden an Individual with meetings, tasks, etc. above and beyond their standard
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day-to-day position. This over-tasking can manifest itself in the poor attendance rates
seen in some of the groups which, in turn, decrease that group’s ability to achieve a
quorum and their ability to progress with their assigned tasks.

Table 9: Online Survey: Membership in Multiple Groups

0 groups 90
1 group 40
2 oroups 8

3 groups 3
4 groups 4

Federal Agency Membership

The SSMG charter states that membership “shall consist of’ a group including a “Federal
Agency Representative, as approved by the SSMG.” Mandating membership by federal
agencies could be interpreted as running contrary to the Supremacy Clause, a provision
in Article Six of the United States Constitution (clause 2), Specifically, the Supremacy
Clause prevents States from controlling or directing the affairs of federal institutions.
Federal and military agencies can (and should) be encouraged to participate as partners
in the process, but the State of Wisconsin, by law, cannot mandate their participation.

Recommendations:

1. Restrict individual participation to one subcommittee. Do not allow IC
members to serve on subcommittees, Continue to allow agenciesfentities to
be members of more than one subcommittee but require those
agenciesfentities to utilize different individual representatives to leverage the
expertise of various individuals, to promote participation by a wider variety of
individuals statewide, to avoid burnout, and to reduce attendance issues.

2. Restrict appointed (i.e., mandatory or voting) membership in statewlde
governance structures to local and state governmental representatives.
Extend voluntary membership (either voting or advisory only) to key federal
and/or military partner agencies.

3. Redefine membaership in all revised groups to clearly identify member roles,
responsibilities, and constituencies.

3.26 Role of the Regional Interoperability Coordinators (RICs)

Description: Some of the most consistently hailed entities in this assessment were the
RSICs, as championed by the Regional Interoperability Coordinators (RICs). As
indicated above, however, these groups have a challenging interface with the SIGB (i.e.,
the IC) as they are chartered as subcommittees to the IC but treated as working groups
of the SSIG. The 88IG has not met since January of 2013 but the RSICs report
consistent meetings since 2010 (see Table 10). This discrepancy makes it difficult for
the RICs to move information effectively from the regionat level to the statewide IC and
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also difficutt for them to consistently recsive information from the IC and disseminate it
down at the regional level.

Table 10; Online Survey; RSIC Meeting Attendance Averages since 2010

Southwest 2.75
Southeast 3.9
Northwest 7
Northeast 5
East Central 4.3
West Central 6

Additionally, the funding available to support the efforts of the RICs has decreased in
recent years as grant sources become more harrowly focused and more scarce. This
funding decrease jeopardizes the on-going effectiveness of these resources across
Wisconsin.

Recommendations:

1. Designate the SWIC as the primary IC representative for the RICs.
2. Continue to support and sustain the RSICs, as led by the RICs, for
interoperable communication governance at the regional level. Define their

additional state funding for these efforts.

3.2.7 Content of Existing Governance Documents

Description: OEC/ICTAP personnel reviewed a number of documents specificaily
related to the current governance groups in Wisconsin. Primarily, these documents
included group charters and by-laws but aiso included policy statements and some

legislation (i.e., the laws codifying the IC). In addition to the other document-related
issues noted above, additional issues include:

+ Many of these documents are five or more years old and include out dated
references to groups such as OJA and individual positions such as the Statewide
Interoperability Manager.

* The governance documents have not been revised to address the cooperative
“ownership” over interoperability of State DOJ and WEM.

¢ Many of the charters had weak or poorly phrased vision and mission statements.
Some of these statements were more assigned tasks than over-arching group
purpose statements, :

* None of the charters or by-laws specifically identified the constituencies of the
various appointed members. This issue appeared consistently in the survey data
as respondents frequently reported not knowing who their representative was
and having never directly contacted that representative.
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Recommendations:

1. Draft new and/or update existing charters for all retained/revised governance
groups. Define the roles and responsibilities of State DOJ and WEM. Delete
former references to the Office of Justice Assistance, where they remain,

2. Draft and/or update the by-laws for all retained/revised governance groups.
Where logical/possible, keep by-laws consistent across all subcommittess.

3. Update the vision statements, mission statements, goals, and milestones for
ali retained/revised governance groups.

4. Define a formal appointment process for members of each governance
group. Further define the constituency of each appointed member of each
group.

5. Define the authority for each governance group.

3.2.8 Content of Proposed Assembly Bills

Description: OEC/ICTAP personnel reviewed several proposed pieces of legislation as
part of this assessment effort. We found no overt issues with proposed 2013 Assembly
Bills 98, 100, 101, or 102. However, we did note some challenges with proposed 2013
Assembly Bill 97, 2013 Assembly Bill 99, and 2013 Assembly Bill 186. Overall, these
bilis retain references to OJA whose responsibilities have been reassigned to State DOJ
and WEM. Some additional specific issues to consider are included below,

2013 Assembly Bill 97

OECACTAP personnel noted that this proposed legislation does not identify who is
responsible for liaising with the granting body nor does it identify the responsible party
for submitting all of the required reporting. If an assignee does not complete these
tasks, the efforts could fail. Conversely, these tasks are resource intensive and, if not
properly delineated and supported, could become an unfunded burden on an assignee

in the future.

2013 Assembly Bill 99

The bill applies a statewide fee on all active communications service connections (voice
or non-voice} capable of accessing a public safety answering point (PSAP). The bill
allows the Public Service Commission (PSC) to contract with the Department of
Revenue for coliection of this fee. The State would no longer allow counties to collect
this fee. This bill conflicts directly with proposed 2013 Assembly Bill 186,

2013 Assembly Bill 186

This biil eliminates the requirement for communications providers and refailers to impose
a public safety communications fee. It also eliminates the police and fire protection fund
and the shared revenue payments made from that fund. This bilt conflicts directly with
proposed 2013 Assembly Bill 99, '
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Recommendations:

1. Delete all references to OJA from proposed legisiation and replace with
appropriate references to the defined roles of State DOJ and WEM.

2. Ensure that legisiation includes assignees (by agency and/or role} for all
required tasks. Identify the funding source to support executing these
required tasks.

3. De-conftict 2013 Assembly Bill 99 and 2013 Assembly Bill 186.

Stakeholders

3.2.9 Stakeholder Population & Outreach

Description: Data from the online survey indicates some challenges with the extent to
which currently targeted stakeholders across the state perceive the various
interoperability groups as relevant to them. Analysis of the proportion of respondents to
the online survey who report no affiliation with any group may shed light on the level of
overali engagement in the groups. QOut of 3,800 invitations sent, a total of 546
respondents (14%) completed the online survey. 401 respondents (73%) reported no
affiliation or interaction, either direct or indirect, with any governance group. These
individuals, by definition, would therefore not be considered “stakeholders” of these
governance groups. The remainder of this section discusses these “no affiliation”
respondents.

General Response Rates

Some of these respondents were likely outside the scope of the intended survey
audience. Specifically, many of the “no affiliation” respondents are likely appropriately
unaffiliated (i.e., they have no natural role to play} with the governance groups. As an
exampie, 21 "no affiliation” respondents were prosecutors, and mostly support-level
employees within their prospective organizations. These respondents indicate that the
surveyed population was too wide to accurately reflect the actual stakeholders of these
governance groups.

Regional Response Rates

Regional responses indicating no affiliation with any group are consistent with the
proportions of respondents from each region. That is, the regions with the most overall
responses also have the most responses indicating no affiliation with any group. This
finding would tend to indicate that non-affiliation with workgroups is not centered in any
particular region.

Tribal Response Rafes

The data point to an important problem regarding tribal entities. There were eight (8}
respondents reporting tribal jurisdiction, but all eight of these respondents reported no
affiliation with any group. As such, all of the data from tribai affiliated respondents was
excluded from further meaningful analysis in this report. The tribal respondents
represented law enforcement, fire, emergency management, government and
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administration, and non-government organizations (i.e., agencies and jurisdictions which
reasonably should be expected to have an affiliation with cne or more of the
communication governance groups statewide). Several of the governance groups in
Wisconsin (i.e., the IC, the MFCG, the SSIG, and the SSMG) have defined positions for
tribal representatives but none of these representatives participated in this survey. This
finding may represent an oufreach issue for Wisconsin to public safety professionals in
the fribal sector.

Engagement by Professional Affiliation

A total of 234 law enforcement professionals responded to the online survey, Of these
respondents, only 43 (18%) reported any affiliation or interaction with any of the groups.
Similar engagement rates were reported by personnei in Fire (i.e., from a total of 88 Fire
respondents, 25 (28%) reported affiliation with any group). These two disciplines
demonstrated a lower engagement level than other professional affiliations. By confrast,
24 Emergency Management professionals responded to the survey, and 20 (83%) of
them reported being affiliated with at least one group. Communications professionals
were also more likely to be engaged in a group. Of the 46 communications
professionals who completed the survey, 30 (65%) reportad being affiliated with at least
one group (see Figure 3).

250

200

150

Unaffitiated
# Affiliated

Figure 3: Engagement Outliers by Professional Affiliation

Engagement by Role

The majority of survey respondents (384) reported that they were In an administrative
role within their organization, defined as positions at the Lieutenant, Director, etc. level
or higher. Of those 384 administrative respondents, only 116 (30%) reported an
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affiliation with any group. 70% of administrative respondents, therefore, had no
discernable reason to participate in the survey and/or perceived no role for their position
relative to statewide communications governance.

Of the 71 respondents who identified themselves as supervisory employees (defined as
a "front line"” supervisor such as a Sergeant, etc.), 11 (15%) reported any affiliation with a
group, and only 10 of the 66 (15%) first line (i.e., non-supervisory) employees who
_responded to the survey reported being affiliated with a group.

L.aw Enforcement

Of the faw enforcement professionals who responded to the survey, 80% of the
administrative level employees, 96% of the supervisor employees, and 72% of
the first line employees reported no affiliation with any group.

Fire
Of the fire professionals who responded to the survey, 68% of the administrative

level respondents, 89% of the supervisory level respondents, and 71% of the first
line employees reported no affiliation with any group.

EMS

Of the EMS professionals who responded to the survey, 67% of the
administrative level respondents, 60% of the supervisory level respondents, and
75% of the first line employees reported no affiliation with any group.

Emergency Management

Respondents affiliated with Emergency Managemaent reported high levels of
engagement. Of the 20 administrative level Emergency Management
respondents, 17 (85%) reported affiliation with af least one group. All of the
supervisory and first line employees who responded reported affiliation with at
least one group.

Communications

Out of 28 administrative level communications respondents, only 7 (25%)
reported no affiliation. Half of the 10 supervisory and the 8 first line employees
reported no affiliation.

Recommendations:

1. Review and carefully redefine the stakeholder population relative to public
safety communications across Wisconsin. Further define the stakeholder
population for each governance group as a subset of the larger
communication stakeholder group.

2. Focus future outreach and engagement efforts on this narrowed stakeholder
population, eliminating queries to individuals who are unlikely to have a rofe
in the communications interoperability planning/implementation process.
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3. Improve outreach and engagement efforts with public safety professionals in
the tribal agencies statewides.

4. Increased outreach to individuals in administrative positions within the
relevant organizations may be reguired to increase involvement with the

groups.

3.2.10 Stakeholder Engagement

Description: The online survey included 18 questions designed to gauge respondenté’
perspectives on their group(s) effectiveness. Respondents had five options to choose
from for their answer:

¢ Strongly Disagree

¢ Disagree
¢« Neither Agree nor Disagree
¢ Agree

o Strongly Agree

Across all groups and across nearly ail questions, more respondents (58%}) selected
“neither agree nor disagree” than alf other responses combined (42%) (see Figure 4).
Put another way, regardless of the question asked, more than half of the individuals who
took the time to take the survey actuaily offered no opinion.

All groups - All items

Figure 4: Perceptlon Responses across All Groups and All items

The only exceptions to this trend were questions in specific groups (i.e., one question
pertaining {o the RSICs and five questions pertaining to the IC) where "neither agree nor
disagree” (i.e., had no opinion) came in a close second in the number of responses to
the one step more positive "agree” response. Specificaliy:
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¢ For the RSICs, 30 respondents agreed that their RSIC is representing their best
interests whereas 29 respondents had no opinion.
e ForthelC:

o 42 respondents agreed that participation in the IC has increased their
knowledge of public safety communication issues in Wisconsin, as
compared to 39 who had no opinion.

o 43 respondents agreed that they felt confident that the IC could address

" and resolve an issue brought to them, as compared to 40 who had no
opinion.

o 39 respondents agreed that their designated representative to the IC
kept them aware of group progress, as compared to 28 who had no
opinion.

o 46 respondents agreed that the IC is representing their region’s best
interests, as compared to 35 who had no opinion,

o 44 respondents agreed that the IC is stating its stated goals, as
compared to 37 who had no opinion.

There could be several possible reasons for this pattern:

¢ Respondents truly had no opinion on these questions.

e Respondents did not fee! they had enough information to form an opinion on
these questions.

» Respondents did not “care” enough to provide their opinion on these questions.

¢ The survey queried the “wrong” stakeholders and did not correctly sample
engaged stakeholders.

Taken in conjunction with the response issues noted in Section 3.2.9, these findings
further support the idea that many of the “stakeholders” surveyed for this effort are
poorly engaged in the governance efforts for Wisconsin.

Recommendations:

1. Carefully define the stakeholder community for public safety communications
in Wisconsin. Redirect future outreach efforts specifically to that community.

2. Establish clear, consistent ocutreach mechanisms that empower
representatives to provide continued updates to their stakeholders and that
allow stakeholders to provide their inputs directly to their representative.

3.2.11 Stakeholder Knowledge of Subcommittee Responsibilities

Description: The online survey queried respondent knowledge of the responsibilities of
each governance group by asking each respondent to read a series of group
responsibilities and identify which of those responsibilities came from the charter of that
specific group. In each case, all chartered responsibilities for that group were choices
and the pick list also included the chartered responsibilities of ofher groups as the
“incorrect” answers.
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OQEC/ICTAP personnel set a 75% (i.e., a “"C” average grade) correct threshold as
realistic for any given group. Exceeding this value would indicate that, on average,
stakeholders could identify their group’s responsibilities two thirds of the time. Overall
results to these questions are shown below in Table 11. Across all groups, respondents
only identified a group’s responsibilities correctly, on average, 68% of the time. While
respondents for the IC and SSMG came close to achieving the “C” threshold, the only
group to exceed the threshold was the still informal PSWBG. For two groups (i.e., the

aaaaa

Table 11: Online Survey: Overall Knowledge Scores

IC 74% 29% 100% 97
SSMG 71% 9% 91% 65
ICSG 60% 40% 80% 37
MFCG 69% 40% 100% 47 |
SASIG 63% 20% 100% 54
SSIG 64% 17% 100% 53
RSIC 66% 33% 100% 69
PSWBG 82% _ 67% 100% 24
Across all sroups® : 68% 18% 100% 145
Respondents with a score for 14
all 8 groups

*Average calculated for any knowledge score. Some respondents have scores for more than one group, only a few have scores for all |
groups,

By dividing these resdults into responses from members and affiliated non-members of
each group, additional trends emerge (see Table 12). While respondents who identified
themselves as members of a given group knew, on average, more about the chartered
responsibilities of that group than self-identified non-members, that difference was
insignificant across the board. Appointed members of any governance group should be
able to demonstrate a perfect knowledge of their group’s defined responsibilities.

Table 12: n-Members

IC 74% 74%
SSMG 77% 70%
ICSG 67% 59%
MFCG 76% 69%
SASIG 72% 62%
S$S1G 67% 64%
RSIC 67% 65%
PSWEG 89% 81%
Aprif 2014 24
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These results may indicate a few issues:

Stakehotders (both group members and non-members alike) are not fully familiar
with the responsibilities assigned to each governance group.

The “correct” and “incorrect” responsibilities for each group were all valid
responsibilities pulled from both the charter of the targeted group and from other
groups. As such, mistakes could indicate too much simitarity between group

. responsibilities or overlap between the perceived “swim lanes” of the various

groups.
OEC/ICTAP personnel noted that most of these charters are 5 or more years old.
Group responsibilities may have evolved over time away from how they were
defined in the original group charter. In this case, respondents may have been
reporting their currently perceived responsibilities instead of their chartered
responsibilities.

Recommendations:

4

1. Define the roles and responsibilities of the IC and revised IC subcommittees
to be clear and distinct from one another,

2. Require all appointed members of each governance group to be fully
knowledgeable in the roles and responsibilities of their assigned group.

3. Include group roles and responsibilities in all initial outreach material to group
stakeholders.

Overall Governance Recommendations

Based on the history of interoperable communications governance in Wisconsin, as
evidenced by the inputs of interviewees for this assessment and the documents listed in
Section 1.2.4, OEC/ICTAP recommends a revised SIGB structure as depicted in Figure
5 below.

Figure 5: Recommended SIGB Structure
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This structure would represent a consolidation and re-alignment of current governance
efforts into a more efficient model that leverages stakeholder expertise across all
avenues for public safety communications statewide. Principal supporting
recommendations for improving the governance structure supporting public safety
interoperable communications in the State of Wisconsin include:

¢ Clarify and define the role of the 1C in setting public safety communication
policy statewide. Task the IC with sustaining public safety communications
across Wisconsin by including LMR, broadband (FirstNet}, and 9-1-1
communlication under their purview.

o Conclude the current subcommittees and working groups of the IC and
consolidate their functions into three standing subcommittees. Charter those
subcommittees as advisory groups to the IC (on LMR, NPSBN, and 9-1-
1/NG9-1-1 topics, respectively) and task them with implementing policy
decisions from the IC.

o Support each subcommittee with task-specific ad hoc working groups, as
needed.

o Retain the RSICs as the governance structure at the regional level in
Wisconsin. Task the SWIC as the IC representative for the RSiCs and RICs.

+ Redefine membership in all groups to clearly identify member roles,
responsibilities, and constituencies. Limit individual membership to one
committee or subcommittee while allowing agencies/entities to be
represented on more than one committee or subcommittee.

o Carefully define the stakeholder community for public safety communications
in Wisconsin. Redirect future outreach efforts specifically to that community.

» Establish clear, consistent outreach mechanisms that empower
representatives to provide continued updates to their stakeholders and that
allow stakeholders to provide their inputs directly to their representative.

¢ OQutline priority tasking that includes formalizing charters for the IC and each
subcommittee. Define clear mission and vision statements for each
subcommittee. Ensure all revised charters document the rofes and
responsibilities of both State DOJ and WEM.

¢ Roevise the Wisconsin SCIP, once the revised governance structure is
established. Engage the IC and its revised subcommittees toward achieving
the stated interoperability initiatives contained in the revised SCIP.

5 Conclusion

The State of Wisconsin is currently positioned such that leadership fully understands and
embraces the importance of interoperable communications for public safety responders
statewide, OQEC/ICTAP encourages the State to review this assessment for opportunities
to capitalize on the strengths and accomplishments of the previous governance structure
while moving forward into a new structure designed to better empower statewide
participation and progress. Addressing these governance issues statewide will help
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ensure that Wisconsin's governance structure will effectively support public safety
operations in the coming years.
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Appendix A Interview and Survey Questions

A Interview Questions

In collaboration with the State of Wisconsin, OEC/ICTAP personnel formulated a series
of sixteen questions to ask identified interoperability stakeholders during a series of
telephone interviews. These questions were as follows:

1. Which Working Group do you participate in?

What is your capacity within that Working Group?

How often does your Working Group mest?

When was the last time your Working Group met?

Does your Working Group need to meet more or less often than it currently

meets?

How Is the Working Group functioning?

Do the members interact effectively?

Does the Working Group have clear goals?

Are the members of the Working Group properly empowered by the entities

they represent?

10. Do you feel that the Working Group is effective?

11. if noi, what needs io be done io make it effective?

12.Is the current membership inclusive enough to represent all entities that need
to participate in your Working Group?

13. If not, what entities should be inciuded?

14. There are several different Working Groups involved in Wisconsin public
safety communications interoperability. Do you see a benefit from having the
Chairs of these different Working Groups meet occasionally to share what
their Working Groups are doing and their accomplishments and goals?

15. If so, how often should they meet?

16. Is there anything else you would like to add?

S hwn

©o~No

A.2 Survey Questions

OEC/ICTAP coliaborated with leadership personnel in Wisconsin to develop and refine a
list of questions distributed to stakeholders via an online survey. The survey items
addressed were as follows:

+ Demographic information
o Professional Affiliation
Region
Jurisdiction
Organizational Role
Tenure
Perceptions of professional knowledge re: communications systems
Levet of affiliation with working groups

O 0 0 0 o O
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¢ Engagement with the group

o

o]
o]

Since January, 2010 how many meetings of this group have you attended
(Slide bar numerical entry)
Do you know who your representative to this group is? (Yes/No)
Since January, 2010, | have... (Yes/No)
= spoken directly with my designated representative to this group
*  participated dlrectly in the group (via voting, open comment
period, etc.)
*  brought issues or needs to the attention of this group
» received information requests from this group
» received progress updates from this group
= seen resolution to a public safety communication initiative
because of the efforts of this group.

* Knowledge of group responsibilities

O

Respondents were asked to report whether or not a list of items
represented the responsibilities of the group. Choices consisted of the
chartered responsibilities of the group along with two responsihilities that
ware not currently assigned to the group.

o Perceptions of group effectiveness (on a five-point scale; 1=strongly disagree,
5=strongly agree)

April 2014

o)

o]
o]
o]

o 0O o ©C © o]

C ¢ 0O 0O O

This group Is accomplishing its stated goals.

This group is representing my agency’s best interests.

This group is representing my region’s best interests.

My designated representative to this group is aware of my needs and
CONcerns.

My designated representative to this group keeps me aware of group
progress. '

This group's efforts are transparent to ail stakeholders.

This group meets often enough to maintain momentum and progress.
This group is focused on the tasks that it should be focused on.

The membership of this group is representative of the interested /
impacted parties across the state.

| feel confident that this group could address and resolve an issue (within
their purview) that I could bring to them.

This group is well structured and organized.

The scope of this group is too narrow.

This group is less productive than other groups | have experienced.
Participation in this group is benefictal to me/my agency.

Participation in this group has increased my knowledge of public safety
communication issues in Wisconsin.

Participation in this group has increased my coliaborations with peers in
my region.
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o This group is unnecessary.
o The work accomplished by this group is adequately accomplished by
other groups, making it redundant.
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Appendix B IC Findings

B.1 IC Respondent Information

Data on the IC comes from two sources: a telephone interview with the IC Chair and
online survey responses.

Of the 145 respondents who completed the oniine survey, 97 answered the specific
group of questions regarding the IC. Of those respondents:

» 16 identified themselves as an appointed member of the IC.
s 81 identified themselves as interacting directly or indirection with the IC
{but not as an appointed member).

Respondents reported being affiliated with Public Safety, Public Service, Non-
governmental organizations, and Private enterprise. Further demographic information
for IC survey respondents are provided helow

Law enforcement 29
Communications 20
Fire 14
Emergency Management 13

Emergency Medical Services
Government / Administration
Private Enterprise

Public Health

Hospital

Transportation
Non-governmental Organization

O IR IO OV SO

B.2 IC Successes

This assessment effort highlighted the following facets of the IC that continue to work
well and promote the success of the committee:

« Survey respondents reported relatively high engagement with the IC compared
with other groups in the survey. The average number of meetings attended since
January of 2010 was between 3 and 4 meetings. Out of 97 respondents, only 32
(33%) reported not having been to a meeting during that time frame.
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IC Meetings Attended since January 2010

Number of Meetings

2. . 1 1 2.
Bl @ » vl
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 10 12 14 16 20

o Approximately two thirds of the respendents reported that they knew who their
designated representative to the iC was (63%), that they have spoken directly
with that person since January, 2010 (68%), and that they have received
progress reports from the IC in that same time period (70%). Almost half of the
respondents reported that since January, 2010, they have participated directly in
the group (45%), brought issues or needs to the attention of the group (42%),
received information requests from the group (69%), and seen resolution to a
public safety communication initiative because of the efforts of the IC (44%).

Y y P g

Since 01/2010... spoken directly with designated
representative?

Since 01/2010... participated directly in the group? 44 53 45%

Since 01/2010... brought issues or needs to the attention 41 56 42%
of the group?

Since 01/2010... received information requests from the 57 40 59%
group?

Since 01/2010.., received progress reports from the 68 29 70%
group?

Since 02/2010... seen resolution to a public safety 43 54 44%
communication initiative because of the efforts of this

group?

* Opinions regarding the effectiveness of the 1C were overwhelmingly positive, with
many more respondents endorsing positive attitudes across ali of the
effectiveness questions than negative attitudes. There were proportionately
fewer respondents who endorsed “neither agree nor disagree” across the
effectiveness ltems comparad to other groups, leading to the conclusion that
individuals affiliated with the |C are engaged enough in the group to develop and
report opinions about its effectiveness,

¢ The phone Interview responses indicate that the 1C meets quarterly and that this
meeting schedule is adequate for the group's responsibilities.
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B.3 IC Challenges

This assessment effort also identified areas where the IC could improve its functionality
as a governance body within Wisconsin. These gaps are detailed below.

B.3.1  Relationship with other groups

Description: According to the legislation forming the IC, this group represents the SIGB
for Wisconsin and is therefore the principal governance body over public safety

"~ communications in the state. ' ' ' '

The key issues noted with the [C are included in the body of this document (see
Sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2). Additional data supporting these conclusions appear below.

B.3.2 Knowledge/Awareness of Chartered Responsibilities (i.e., committee
scope)

Description: Ninety seven (97) total respondents identified some affiliation with the IC.
When given a series of seven statements and asked which statements described the
responsibifity of the IC as currently chartered, respondents answered correctly, on
average, 74% of the time. The minimum score was 29% and the maximum score was
100%. Respondents who identified themselves as appointed members of the group
answered correctly at the same rate as respondents who identified themselves as non-
members, 74% of the time.

This data indicates that not all stakeholders are fully familiar with the defined scope of
the IC.

B.3.3 Content of Existing Governance Documents

OEC/ICTAP personnel noted that, although the [C is authorized by State Statute, this
governance body has not yet drafted a charter or by-laws. Details on this challenge
appear in Section 3.2.2 in the body of this report.

B.4 Open Ended Question Responses

The online survey provided respondents with an opportunity to answer open-ended
questions regarding the IC. Of ail of the governance structures surveyed for this
assessment, the IC generated the most o?en ended question responses. Those
questions and answers are provided here’.

What changes would you make to improve the IC?

e Abolish.

e Addressing and finding grant solutions, to fund radio equipment and
infrastructure to address local interoperability issues first, before spending a lot of
time and money on technology that will only help in major disasters. All incidents
start at the local level first, and the first few hours dictate how much better or
worse a situation will be. ‘

7 Open-ended survey responses were edited for typographical crrors, grammatical errors impacting clarity,
and personally identifiable information. Any comments directed at or about single individuals were
provided separatcly to the assessment POC.
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s Availability of information, meeting agendas/minutes, etc. via web. Meeting
participation via WebEx, Skype or other méedium would increase my participation.

¢ Communication to the stakeholders is important. There needs to be more
communication. :

+ DOJ needs to recruit and retain professional staff to assist the IC in their policy
making role.

¢ Establish an east central Outagamie County contact person.

& _IC staff at best have the time to deal with the day to day task completion of the
items they are charged with, more time is necessary to establish relationship
within the user community that this group can directly assist, identifying new
tasks as well as prioritizing the tasks that need to be accomplished.

+ If you want people to stay updated you must update your website. Last council
minutes are from 2012. Get on the agendas of the local Fire Chiefs or
Emergency Services Associations and give us an update. You need to look into
getting closer to some of the local municipalities & county public works. They are
way outdated in some areas,

¢ Improve communications of charter, purpose, strategies, goals, progress, results
and issues requiring assistance as well as external input.

¢ Meet every other month rather than quarterly.

* More communications from the Chairperson.

¢ More frequent meetings and updates. Public Safety is important to everyone in

Wisconsin, but other agencies have done work that could make the process of

planning more efficient. We would be happy to share our resources with you,

More information sharing.

More organization and meeting dates (with early notification).

Needs new members who do not serve on the other committees.

Open the committee and the process to more input.

Re-clarification of goals, and strategies to reflect current environment.

The council needs to understand what makes communication interoperable. Just

because a system can communicate across the state doesn't make it

interoperable.

* The IC needs to have a greater presence for the sireet level public safety
communications user. A method for distributing materials from the IC would be
vaiuable. Based on what | currently see, a dedicated and easily accessed
website will be of great value along with a current calendar of communications
related events available statewide.

In your opinion, what is the MOST valuable aspect of the IC?

¢ A committee trying to improve communication amongst agencies.

» Assisting in making interoperability in Wisconsin better.

» Bringing together the best peopie dealing with the current issues of
interoperabillity communications on a day to day basis. Including those from
boots on the ground to chiefs, and communications experts.

¢ Building WISCOM to a sustainable level that helps increase interoperability
between agencies. WISCOM project has been ongoing for years and haven't
seen the development to make the system what it should be.

* Collaboration and networking among regional Public Safety Communication
professionals.

« Coliaboration and standards for entities.
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Continued monitoring of statewide developments and working on necessary
solutions.

Future growth.

Information sharing, gathering of a regional group of subject matter experts to
work towards a common goai.

It is the lead agency working with interoperability in the State of Wisconsin,

It should be to set truly interoperable standards that work with all organizations.
Making sure public safety concerns are communicated and all resources within
the state are tapped into to efficiently address concerns.

Management of interoperability in Wisconsin.

Membership is made up of a variety of disciplines and state and local
government representatives.

Oversight and structure,

Providing leadership to the sub and advisory workgroups (SSMG, efc...).
Representation of first responders.

Statutory authority for the tasks, however it is fairly limited and should be
expanded to include Public Safety Wireless Broadband planning/operations.
The general goal is good but the efforts to accomplish the goals are too narrow.
The IC, when first formed, finally brought to light the communications tssues of
any public safety user. Local municipality government up to state leadership now
has one resource to draw from for interoperabhility issues.

This group has the authority to set objectives and goals through a diverss
membership.

Unified communication capabilities.

In your opinion, what is the LEAST valuable aspect of the IC?

Addressing non-reglonal/state wide issues.

| don't think there is any.

It seems that we do not make any real suggestions, that we're simply in position
to rubber stamp the ideas and methodologies of other groups.

Its existence.

Lack of assignment of professional staff has resulted in lack of proper staff being
assigned to the IC; this has made the IC unable to perform its assigned duties
and responsibilities. Wisconsin has gotten further and further behind in
PSMR/FirstNet and statewide strategic planning.

Lack of designated participation (mostly by the designated department
secretaries).

Leadership has too narrow of a focus.

WISCOM.

What barriers, if any, keep the IC from being more effective?

Clarity from both stakeholders as well as state agencies as to pricrities and
resources to meet those priorities.

Communication systems were not looked at objectively, but instead technology
was seen as an answer for a problem that wasn't truly there.

Counties not participating.

Decrease in funding, and the changing of the governing agency without
discussion, goals and current status first.

Grant money.
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| think they are doing a good job and | hope we can share our resources with
them to help them be more effective.

!C needs to reach out to all Public Safety stakeholders to address interoperability
concerns and provide regional / statewide coordination. To be successful, it
needs to define itself as cooperative, but independent of State interests,
initiatives, WISCOM. If not an independent entity, it risks being seen as just
another level of bureaucracy dictating State policy and promoting WISCOM as a
"one-stop" solution.

~ Information,

Lack of funding and lack of coverage in remote areas of the state.

Leadership and focus on communications.

Local input. Need to look into some of the rural areas.

Need additional program staif to support the 1C and additional statutory authority
for programs it is already working on.

Participation,

Politics.

Purpose, definition, and clear mission.

The entire Interoperability Program has stalied over the past year or more with
the transition. Momentum needs to be re-built.

Time and limited labor resources to appropriately address the needs of the user
group.

Too narrow in its thought process.

We have no real input, mostly because we are acting in reactive rather than
proactive mode,

WISCOM is ineffective because it is based on VHF, The 800 systern such as
MN system seems to have a better infrasfructure to support itself.

What responsibilities do you see the IC tasked with in the future?

April 2014

911 related items as they already have the responsibility to make
recommendations for dispatch certification. The current legislation for the 911
surcharge fee, while good, is overall not enough.

Being able to solve interoperability chailenges, from the local level up to federal
levels, and create a national standard for communications and channel naming.
Also being abie to bring together communications from fire, EMS, police, and
health department, along with county emergency management up to federal
emergency management.

Broadband application.

Building out more interoperability better in Wisconsin,

Building WISCOM to a sustainable level.

Developing a strategy for participation with broadband and FirstNet.

FirstNet.

| see the IC as being the implementer.

Keep us informed.

Maintaining oversight with the continued implementation of Interoperability
Initiatives including Public Safety Broadband.

Public Safety Wireless Broadband.

Regionai Exercise Planning! Also, tie participation to some sort of grant funding
eligibility...maybe DOT enforcement grants.
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Sustainment of current and existing systems, preparation and data collection for
new incoming systems.

The IC will be taking on a broader role in communicaticns. This group will need
to reconvene and close out projects that current subcommittees have been
working on. With this done, the IC should re-visit initial tasks developed during
the 2005 survey, look at how these were accomplished, and then lean forward.
Broadband will be the driving force and will give the IC an entire new focus.

The move to wireless broadband.

The present ones and the 911 issues.

Update the SCIP Plan including procedures.

WISCOM growth and expansion, and assisting the Public Safety Wireless
Broadband workgroup with FirstNet implementation.

Please provide any additional comments that you have about the IC.

B.5

Every member should get a complimentary dual band radio (smiling emoticon).
For new members who are appointed to the group, | would like to see somecne
sit down with them and explain what the group does and i's goals so they have a
better understanding of the group intentions.

Good job.

Has taken too narrow of a focus to address the interoperability issues for the
variety of agencies in the state,

| arm new to my agency but see where council information is going to be useful.

| need to become more famitiar with 1C.

Needs to promote WISCOM throughout the state and provide more information &
benefits to stakeholders and potential users. Many people still think this it is a
State Patrol run initiative.

Review leadership and representative roles and responsibilities, charter,
purpose, strategies, goals, progress, resuits and methods of communications.
This group has a long history of governance but requires the consistency and
resources to allow it to continue its stated purpose into the future.

This is a concept that is grossly flawed and without clear authoritative purpose.
WISCOM seems to have no priority for the State of WI. This project has had
many years and money to grow, however the sustainability is not there. To date
only a handful of counties and state patrol use it as intended. Focus on finishing
the WiSCOM project before moving to other large projects such as broadband.
With the transition to lsadership under DOJ, the message needs to be reinforced
that the IC is working in an all discipline environment, not just law enforcement.

Overall IC Recommendations

In total, data compiled from targeted phone interviews, the online survey, and additional
document/proposed legislation reviews, OEC/ICTAP has identified the following
recommendations for the IC:

1.
2.

Develop and finalize a charter and by-laws for the IC.

Define the roles and responsibilities of the IC in the “care and feeding” of public
safety interoperability statewide. Charter this group to define the policy, legal,
and funding actions required to sustain public safety interoperability statewide.
Identify State funding for IC members to encourage their travel toffrom IC
meetings.
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Define the advisory and reporting responsibilities of the IC to other state entities.
Recruit and employ additional DOJ staff to support IC activities and efforts.
Define a consistent reporting mechanism for all subcommittees under the IC.
Ensure that each subcommittee or working group reports their progress,
accomplishments, and needs to the IC at least quarterly.

Document the IC process for receiving and addressing subcommittee and
working group recommendations/input. Ensure that all stakeholders know what
action the IC is taking on their recommendations or, if no action is taken,

"~ document why the |C has chiosen not to act at this time.

Set a standing in-person meeting at least once a year for information sharing
among the Chairs of the various IC Subcommittees, Augment this meeting with
quarterly teleconferences among the Chairs. Consider tasking the SWIC as the
coordinator for these meetings.
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Appendix C ICSG Findings

CA ICSG Respondent Information

Data on the ICSG comes from two sources; a telephone interview with the ICSG Chair
and onling survey responses.

Of the 145 respondents who completed the online survey, 37 answered the specific
group of questions regarding the ICSG. Of those respondents:

¢ 3identified themselves as an appointed member of the ICSG.
o 34 identified themselves as interacting directly or indirection with the
ICSG (but not as an appointed member).

All 37 respondents reported being affiliated with either Public Safety or Public Service.
Further demographic information for ICSG survey respondents are provided below.,

Law Enforcement 12
Communications 12
Emergency Management 7
Fire 3
Emergency Medical Services ~ 3

C.2 ICSG Successes

This assessment effort highlighted the following facets of the ICSG that continue to work
well and promote the success of the committee:

¢ The ICSG is a task-oriented group that functions welf when given clear objectives
to accomplish.

The ICSG features a good cross-section of representative agencies.

Members enjoy participating.

Membership is relatively stable.

Respondents felt that the most valuable aspect of the ICSG is the experience
level of the committee members which brings a great deal of working knowledge
to the various issues and tasks assigned to the committee. Specifically,
respondents called out the knowledge of group members on PSAP operations
and overall interoperability as beneficial and impactful at the local level.

e & » o

C.3 ICSG Challenges

This assessment effort aiso identified areas where the ICSG could improve its
functionality as a governance body within Wisconsin. These gaps are detailed below.

C.3.1 Relationship with the IC

Description: According to the ICSG Charter (as published in 2009), the ICSG is a
subcommittee of the IC whose tasking focuses largely on the standards and training
requirements of public safety answering points (PSAPs). During the phone survey, the
current ICSG Chair self-identified the largest issue facing the ICSG as its relationship to
the IC. The Chair stated that their subcommittee’s feedback mechanism to the iC is
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unclear and under-utilized, For example, there have been several IC meetings where no
one from the subcommittees provided any reports to the 1C. Without a conslstent report-
out scheduie, members of the ICSG may perceive the IC to be disengaged from their
activities and disinterested in their progress or requirements.

Open-ended survey questions indicated that respondents sought clearer direction from
the IC and perceived that the IC had not taken meaningful action on the
rec_Qmmendationslinputs provided hy the ICSG in the past.

C.3.2 Stakeholder Engagement

Description: Survey data pointed to an overwhelming lack of stakeholder engagement
in the ICSG.

Representation & Participation

The majority (73%) of respondents who self-reported being a member of or having an
affiliation with the ICSG did not know who their representative was and had not spoken
with their representative. Over the past four years, more than two thirds of respondents
had not participated directly in the group, brought issues to the group, received
information requests from the group, received progress reports from the group, or saw
any resolution to a communication issue because of the work of the ICSG.

Do you know who your representative to this group is? 10 --27 27%
Since 01/2010... spoken directly with designated 10 27 27%

representative?

Since 01/2010,,, participated directly in the group? 8 29 - 220

Since 01/2010... brought issues or needs to the attention of the 8 29 22%

group?

Since 01/2010... received information requests from the group? 9 28 24%

Since 01/2010... received progress reports from the group? 8 29 22%

Since 02/2010... seen resolution to a public safety 9 28 24%

communication initiative because of the efforts of this group?

Perceptions of Effectiveness

For each survey item related to the effectiveness of the ICSG, the majority of responses
reported no opinion. Across all questions in this category, 73-84% of respondents
selected "neither agree nor disagree.” Because so few respondents selected a true
opinion, the data does not lend itself to further conclusions on the effectiveness of the
ICSG. The data does indicate, however, that the majority of self-identified ICSG
stakeholders are not sufficiently engaged in the subcommittee to formuiate an opinion
about its effactiveness.

Meeting Schedule

In the past four years, the overwhelming majority (78%) of survey respondents stated
they had not attended a single meeting. During the phone interviews, the ICSG Chair
stated that the ICSG has not meft since the summer of 2013. The Chair also stated,
however, that there wasn’t currently anything for the ICSG “to do” so they did not
perceive the lack of meetings as necessarily problematic.
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ICSG Meetings Attended since
January 2010

This information indicates that the ICSG is not currently fulfilling its original role in the
Wisconsin interoperability governance structure. While the ICSG Charter indicates a
defined, task-oriented purpose at one time (i.e., fo develop technical and operational
standards for PSAPs), that task appears to be complete or otherwise re-assigned via a
legislative subcommittee today. Members identified their primary role now as signing off
Position Task Bocks (PTBs) for Communications Unit personnel.

C.3.3 Knowledge/Awareness of Chartered Responsibilities (i.e., committee
scope)

Description: Thirty seven (37) total respondents identified some affiliation with the
ICSG. When given a series of five statements and asked which statements described
the responsibility of the ICSG as currently chartered, respondents answered correctly,
on average, 60% of the time. The minimum score was 40% and the maximum score
was 80%. Respondents who identified themselves as appointed members of the group
answered correctly 67% of the time. Respondents who identified themselves as non-
members answered correctly, on average, 59% of the time.

This data indicates that stakeholders are not fully familiar with the defined scope of the
ICSG. The data shows that members of the group are more familiar with their chartered
responsibilities than non-members, pointing to a messaging and outreach issue beyond
the ICSG. No one respondent identified all of the chartered responsibilities of the group
correctly, indicating a further need to more clearly define ICSG responsibilities to the
group’s stakeholders.

C.3.4 Content of Existing Governance Documents

Description: A review of the provided governance documents for the ICSG (i.e., the
charter and by-laws) revealed the following notable issues:

« Slight wording differences exist between the mission statements in the charter
and in the by-laws.
~» There is no vision statement contained in the charter or by-laws.
¢ In the seventh “whereas” paragraph of the charter, the second sentence does not
make sense as written.
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» Saection 1l subsection 3 states “the Statewide Interoperability Manager will serve
as the Chairperson and will set the agenda for meetings....” However, section
3.2 of the by-laws states that the membership of the ICSG will elect a Chair.

* The by-laws of the ICSG assign duties and responsibilities to a “secretary”
position. The by-laws of other governance groups state that OJA will provide a
representative to serve as secretary, but this assignment is not specified in ICSG
documents. Furthermore, OJA no longer supports governance structures in
Wisconsin as their previous duties have transferred to State DOJ and WEM.

« The ICSG allows for teleconference voting but does not require that any verbal
vote be confirmed by an email later sent to the Chair.

¢ Neither the charter nor the by-laws expressly task the Chair with the
responsibility to serve as the subcommittee liaison to the IC, to provide routine
ICSG updates to the IC, to attend IC meetings, or to report IC meeting
details/action items back to the ICSG.

e While membership is listed in the charter/by-laws, it does not estabiish a formal
written authorization process by which the various member entities formalty
authorize their representatives.

C.4 Open Ended Question Responses

The oniine survey provided respondents with an opportunity to answer open-ended
questions regarding the ICSG. Those questions and answers are provided here®,

What changes would you make to improve the ICSG?

» Additional statute language giving authority to the ICSG for 911 certification and
standards. '

¢ Again, clear direction from IC, as well as partnering state agencies.

¢ It has been too long since we last met, although it seems the work completed
when we have met has not been utilized. Not sure the mission is clear or
relevant. Needs some work. The changes at OJA seem to have derailed this
group’s efforts to a certain extent.

¢ The mission of this committee is too broad for it to be effective. The group needs
to focus on dividing goals and tasks then prioritize,

In your opinion, what is the MOST valuable aspect of the ICSG?
+ Experience of the membership which brings a great deai of working knowledge to
the various issues.
¢ The vast knowledge of group members relative to PSAP and over all
interoperable communications operations and the impact they have at the local
level.

In your opinicon, what is the LEAST valuable aspect of the ICSG?
* Not sure | can answer at this point in time.

% Open-ended survey responses were edited for typographical errors, grammatical errors impacting clarity,
and personally identifiable information. Any comments dirccted at or about single individuals were
provided separately to the assessment POC.
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What barriers, if any, keep the ICSG from being more effective?
+ Lack of leadership, and what | perceive as a lack of will, or perhaps ability, of the
< IC to implement recommendations already given by this group.
« Nothing at this time.
¢ Redundancy with other groups. Should be the tead for all matters involving
PSAPS, and related initiatives.

» The current transition has prompted this group to stop meeting, momentum is
“lost. Not enough members have expressed a continued interest in supporting this
group.

What responsibilities do you see the ICSG tasked with in the future?
+ Additional 911 standards that should be within this group, not PSC.
¢ Helping to research, develop and maybe help with impiementation of standards,
particularly related to PSAP and Communications Center operation as they relate
to interoperable communications.
« |Implementation of the standards set forth through the pending 911 legisiation.

Pleass provide any additional comments that you have about the ICSG.
¢ Need to take a close look at the charter,
e  Would like to see additional COMU standards involvement.

C.5 Overall ICSG Recommendations

in total, data compiled from targeted phone interviews, the online survey, and additional
document/proposed legislation reviews, OEC/ICTAP has identified the following
recommendations for the ICSG:

1. Conclude and dissolve the ICSG in its current form.

2. Re-establish the functions and tasks of this group as the 9-1-1/NG8-1-1
Subcommittee to the IC, in accordance with state statutory responsibilities and
grant guidance.

3. Draft a new subcommittee charter tasking this subcommittee with issues related
to PSAP communications and Communications Unit credentialing. Include
detaiis such as representative participation, expectations, and reporting
mechanisms.

4. Reevaluate and define the stakehoider population of this revised 9-1-1/NG9-1-1
Subcommittee. Focus future outreach efforts on this revised stakeholder group.

5. Carefully consider membership in this new group to include regional
reprasentation, state agency participation, and appropriate industry
advocates/partners (e.g., APCO, NENA, etc.). Define the constituency of each
appointed member and define the vetting and approval process for each
appointment.

6. De-conflict the roles/responsibilities of this group with the roles/responsibilities
currently assigned fo the legislative subcommittee,

7. Provide a written copy of the charter, by-laws, and alf defined tasking to
appointed members of any future 9-1-1/NG9-1-1 Subcommittee. Ensure that
members have a consistent and perfect knowledge of the subcommittees’
purview.
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Appendix D SSMG Findings

D.1 SSMG Respondent Information

Data on the SSMG comes from two sources; a telephone interview with the SSMG Chair
and online survey responses.

. Of the 145 respondents who completed the online survey, 65 answered the specific
group of questions regarding the SSMG. Of those respondents:

» 9identified themselves as an appointed member of the SSMG.
* 56 identified themselves as interacting directly or indirection with the
SSMG (but not as an appointed member).

All 65 respondents reported being affiliated with either Public Safety or Public Service.
Further demographic information for SSMG survey respondents are provided beiow.

Law Enforcement 23
Communications 14
Emergency Management 10
Fire _ 9
Emergency Medical Services 5
Government / Administration 2
Public Health 1
Transportation 1

D.2 SSMG Successes

This assessment effort highlighted the following facets of the SSMG that continue to
work well and promote the success of the committee:

Representation & Participation

The majority (62%) of respondents who self-reported being a member of or having an
affiliation with the SSMG, know who their representative is and 57% have spoken
directly with their representative and received progress reports from the group since
January, 2010, Over the past four years, about one third of respondents had participated
directly in the group or brought issues to the group. Almost half received information
requests from the group or saw a resolution to a communication issue because of the
work of the SSMG.
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Do you know who your representative to this group is? 40 25 62%
Since 01/2010... spoken directly with designated 37 28 57%
representative?

Since 01/2010... participated directly in the group? 24 41 37%

Since 01/2010... brought issues or needs to the attention 23 42 35%
of the group?

Since 01/2010... received information requests from the 28 37 43%
group?

Since 01/2010...received progress reports from the 37 28 57%
group? _
Since 02/2010... seen resolution to a public safety 30 35 46%
communication initiative because of the efforts of this

group?

Perceptions of Effectiveness

For each survey item related to the effectiveness of the SSMG, about half of the
responses reported no opinion. Across ali questions in this category, 44 to 65% of
respondents selected “neither agres nor disagree.” There was a general trend toward
positive opinions of the effectiveness of the SSMG with many more respondents
endorsing positive attitudes than negative attitudes. The data indicates that the majority
of self-identified SSMG stakeholders are sufficiently engaged in the subcommittee to
formulate an opinion about its effectiveness.

Meeling Schedule

In the past four years, slightly less than half (48%}) of survey respondents stated they
had not attended a single meeting but the majority of respondents (52%) had attended at
least one meeting. Assuming a quarterly meeting schedule (as stated in the SSMG
Charter), one third of respondents who had attended any meetings attended at least half
(8) of the regularly scheduled meetings held over the surveyed four year period.

SSMG Meetings Attended since January
2010
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Membership Process

The SSMG by-laws delineate a clear membership appointment process and identify the
requirements and expectations for SSMG members. The by-laws identify
responsibilities for the Chair and Vice Chair and describe the process for
resignation/removal from the group. The by-laws also detail the voting process for the

group.

D.3.  8SSMG Challenges.

This assessment effort also identified areas where the SSMG could improve Its
functionality as a governance body within Wisconsin. These gaps are detailed below.

D.3.1  Relationship with the IC

Description: According to the SSMG Charter (as published in 2008) and the SSMG By-
laws (as published in 2009), the SSMG is a “decision making group” of the IC tasked
with the implementation and interim® governance of the Wisconsin [nteroperable System
for Communications (WISCOM).

D.3.2 Knowledge/Awareness of Chartered Responsibiiities (l.e., committee
scope)

Description: Sixty five (65) total respondents identified some affiliation with the SSMG.
When given a series of eleven statements and asked which statements describad the
responsibility of the SSMG as currently chartered, respondents answered correctly, on
average, 71% of the time. The minimum score was 9% and the maximum score was
91%. Respondents who identified themselves as appointed members of the group
answered correctly 77% of the time. Respondents who identified themselves as non-
members answered correctly, on average, 70% of the time.

This data indicates that while many stakeholders have a good grasp on the majority of
responsibilities assigned to the SSMG, not all stakeholders are fully familiar with the
defined scope of the SSMG. The data shows that members of the group are more
familiar with their chartered responsibilities than non-members, pointing to a messaging
and oufreach issue beyond the SSMG. No one respondent identified all of the chartered
responsibilities of the group correctly, indicating a further need to more clearly define
SSMG responsibilities to the group’s stakeholders.

D.3.3 Content of Existing Governance Documents

Description: A review of the provided governance documents for the SSMG (i.e., the
charter and by-laws) revealed the following notable issues:

» Slight wording differences exist between the mission statements in the charter
and in the by-laws.

¢ The mission statement contained in the charter for the SSMG is a mission
statement for WISCOM, not the SSMG. The mission statement in the SSMG by-
laws also focuses on WISCOM,

? Note that a term for this group or a replacement governance structure for WISCOM was not identified in
the SSMG charter.
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~» There is no vision statement contained in the charter or by-laws.

¢ Unlike the other governance groups, the SSMG charter does not cite the legal
authority of the IC.

e The charter only provides the SSMG with ‘inferim’ governance of WISCOM., [t
has been five years without any formal designation of what entity will actualty
provide such governance.

¢ Section 1.4 Administrative Agency, subsections B and C of the by-laws assigns
specific duties to the OJA Statewide Interoperable Communications Manager.
This content is omitted in the charter. Furthermore, OJA no longer supports
governance structures in Wisconsin as their previous duties have transferred to
State DOJ and WEM.

s  While membership is listed.in the charter/by-laws, it does not establish a formal
written authorization process by which the various member entities formally
authorize their representatives.

D.4 Open Ended Question Responses

The online survey provided respondents with an opportunity to answer open-ended
questions regarding the SSMG. Those questions and answers are provided here'®,

What changes would you make to improve the SSMG?

e Better communications with early adopter agencies relative to system operations
and finding common problems. There should probably be an advisory panel
formed from the Early Adopter agencies to help convey issues experienced by
those looking for coverage suitable to everyday use.

o Establish a board of directors with immediate decision making authority to handie
pressing operational matters. Use the general membership as a strategic /
advisory group.

s More frequent meetings.

« No changes at this point as our agency no longer attends. Chose not to
participate with WISCOM.

¢ Schedule new meetings.

¢ The overall structure of the SSMG is now prohibitive to the operational
component of WISCOM. The group still has not moved from a planning structure
to an operational structure.

¢ Update information via web (meeting agendas/minutes). Make meetings
avallable via WebEx or Skype. Make meeting recordings available, as many
municipal agencies do.

In your opinion, what is the MOST valuable aspect of the SSMG?
o Collaboration,
¢ Consistent communication capabilities statewide.
+ Diverse representation.

1® Open-ended survey responses were edited for typographical errors, grammatical crrors impacting clarity,
and personally identifiable information. Any comments directed at or about single individuals were
provided separately to the asscssment POC,
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Inciudes membership of people very knowledgeable about the WISCOM system
and how it operates at the state and locai level. This group has members that are
dedicated to the success of WISCOM.

Most of the group was eager to bring our agency on board and implement the
WISCOM system on our County.

Oversight, direction, and funding for WISCOM.

The overall management of the system.

Wide representation of stakeholders..

In your opinion, what is the LEAST valuable aspect of the SSMG?

Difficulty in obtaining quorum due to the large governance structure that makes
up the group.

What barriers, if any, keep the SSMG from being more effective?

Clear direction from state agencies.

Communications with its stake holders, Perhaps a better system for participation
in meetings via teleconference. Previous experiences with this proved to be less
than adequate quality.

Does not meef often enough, meetings are very long, and it is slow to resolve
issues or make decisions that are within its abifity.

Funding.

Lack of funding.

Monies allocated for implementation of WISCOM were uinrealistic for proper
implementation and completion of a "working" system. The proposed WISCOM
system, for our geographical area, was consistent with the system we had in
place (at that time). That system was datéd, unsafe and was not remotely close
to 95/95 coverage for any of the public safety services in our County. The
system we eventually implemented now provides 95/95 coverage, County wide,
from "Portable” non-repeated radio systems.

Not having regularly scheduled meetings.

The actual daily users should aiso have a voting voice on the SSMG, not just
discipline representatives.

Too cumbersome, slow at making decisions. Lack of involvement/voice of local,
daily users.

What responsibilities do you see the SSMG tasked with in the future?

Additional funding opportunities to continue to improve the WISCOM system.
Funding WISCOM, and maintaining it.

Keeping the system affordable for use and making sure it's not oversold to the
point of exceeding capacity or at least addressing capacity issues quickly.
Maintaining WISCOM capacity to aliow the system to support the increased
future usage. Developing policy for a larger future user base with quasi-public
safety users.

Ongoing governance and further development of WISCOM.

Public Safety Wireless Broadband. .

The SSMG needs an operational component to respond quickly to issues that
arise.

Piease provide any additional comments that you have about the SSMG.
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Additional staff is needed to support the SSMG through meetings and daily
operations of the system. Many policies/procedures have yet to be developed
due to minimal program staff.

Great.

| belfeve the structure and purpose is correct. It just needs to be more user
friendly toward non-members of the committee.

It may be possible to combine the SSMG and MFCG to save time for the staff
and committee members. it may make for more efficient decision-making. _
SSMG need to assist with securing stable funding for daily use of the WISCOM
system and work to not put the costs of daily use on the backs of the users.
This is an exceptional group which has accomplished what would have seemed
impossible just a few years earfier.

While their efforts are positive, the funding available for the overall
implementation of the system and vendors they were allowed to work with have
been insufficient (funding) and foo narrow.

Overali SSMG Recommendations

In total, data compiled from targeted phone interviews, the online survey, and additional
document/proposed legislation reviews, OEC/ICTAP has identified the following
recommendations for the SSMG:

1.
2.

Conclude and dissolve the SSMG in its current form.

Re-establish the functions and tasks of this group as part of the LMR
Subcommittee ta the IC, in accordance with state statutory responsibilities and
grant guidance. In this role, SSMG tasks and functions will combine with those
items previously assigned to the MFCG.

Draft a new subcommittee charter tasking this subcommittee with issues related
to public safety radio communications statewide, including WISCOM. Inciude
details such as representative participation, expectations, and reporting
mechanisms.

Consider Iimmediately leveraging appropriate portions of the membership and
tasking of the current SSMG as a working group of the revised LMR
Subcommittee specifically assigned to WISCOM issues, as they emerge.
Reevaluate and define the stakeholder population of this revised LMR
Subcommittee. Focus future outreach efforts on this revised stakeholder group.
Carefully consider membership in this new group to include local, regional, and
state agency participation. Define the constituency of each appointed member
and define the vetting and approval process for each appointment.

Extend voluntary membership (either voting or advisory only) to key federal
and/or military partner agencies.

Provide a wriiten copy of the charter, by-laws, and all defined tasking to
appointed members of any future LMR Subcommittee. Ensure that members
have a consistent and perfect knowledge of the subcommittee’s purview.
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Appendix E  MFCG Findings

E.1 MFCG Respondent Information

Data on the MFCG comes from two sources: a telephone interview with the MFCG Chair
and online survey responses.

Of the 145 respondents who completed the online survey, 47 answered the specific
group of questions regarding the MFCG. Of those respondents:

+ 4 identified themselves as an appointed member of the MFCG.
+ 43 identified themselves as inferacting directly or indirection with the
MFCG (but not as an appointed member).

All 47 respondents reported being affiliated with either Public Safety or Public Service.
Further demographic information for MFCG survey respondents are provided below.

Law Enforcement 13
Fire 11
Communications 11

Emergency Management
Emergency Medical Services
Government / Administration
Prosecution

NN )

E.2 MFCG Successes

This assessment effort highlighted the following facets of the MFCG that continue to
work well and promote the success of the committee:

« The MFCG has clear goals established within its charter.
" The MFCG membership is representative of the impacted agencies/entities.

¢+ The MFCG is a mature group. Members are appointed by their home agencies
in writing and the group has a good history of relatively seamiess representative
transitions {though at the time of the interview, the Wisconsin Police Chiefs’
Assoctation position remained vacant).

¢ The MFCG Chair reported accomplishing its management of the MARC channels
effectively.

¢ Some survey respondents correctly identified the chartered purpose of the
MFCG 100% of the time.

E.3 MFCG Challenges

This assessment effort also identified areas where the MFCG could improve its
functionality as a governance body within Wisconsin. These gaps are detailed below.
E.3.1 Relationship with the IC, its Subcommittees, and the SWIC

Description: According to the MFCG Charter (as adopted April 9, 2009}, the MFCG is a
subcommittee of the IC whose tasking focuses largely on managing the day-to-day use
and coordination of Wisconsin's statewide mutual aid frequencies. During the phone
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interview, the MFCG Chair identified the issue of information fiow among the IC
Subcommittees and toffrom the IC as problematic.

Additionally, the SWIC position in Wisconsin was vacant until recently. Because the
SWIC (by charter} is a voting member on the MFCG, their position an that subcommittee
was also vacant. Without a SWIC, many of the projects assigned to the MFCG were
effectively “on hold,” thus suspending the group in something of a limbo without the
ability to progress forward.

The transition of the MFCG to the Wisconsin Department of Justice (DOJ) appears to
have been a rough one. Participants self-identified the lack of appropriate resources at
DOQOJ {(e.g., staff members, parking spaces, rooms of adequate size to support
subcommittee meetings, etc.} as negatively impactful to the functioning of the group.

E.3.2 Stakeholder Engagement

Description: Survey data pointed to a troubling lack of stakeholder engagement in the
MFCG.

Representation & Participation

About half of the respondents who self-reported being a member of or having an
affiliation with the MFCG did not know who their representative was (47%) and had
never spoken with their representative (51%). The MFCG Chair did not, however,
perceive a similar problem and noted that the subcommittee recently elected new
officers which could contribute to some of the confusion here.

Over the past four years, more than three quarters of respondents had not participated
directly in the group; about two thirds had not brought issues to the group. Less than
half received information requests from the group, received progress reports from the
group, or saw any resolution to a communication issue hecause of the work of the
MFCG. These findings indicate that the stakeholder population for the MFCG may
actually be narrower than currently perceived (i.e., individuals who thought they had a
reason to directly/indirectly interact with the MFCG actuaily did not),

y y P 8
Since 01/2010... spoken directly with designated
representative?
Since 01/2010... participated directly in the group? 11 36 23%
Since 01/2010... brought issues or needs to the attenticn of the 15 32 32%
group?
Since 01/2010... received information requests froin the group? 20 27 43%
Since 01/2010... received progress reports from the group? 19 28 40%
Since 02/2010... seenresolution to a public safety 20 27 43%

communication initiative because of the efforts of this group?

Perceptions of Effecliveness

During the phone interviews, the MFCG Chair expressed the opinion that the
subcommittee was functioning very well and adequately handling issues brought to
them. For each survey itemn related to the effectiveness of the MFCG, however, the
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majority of respondents reported no opinion. Across all questions in this category, 51-
70% of respondents selected “neither agree nor disagree.” While the "no-opinion”
problem is not as pronounced in the MFCG as it is in other groups, it remains a troubling
trend.

Of the respondents who did report an opinion, the trend is positive for all questions, with

more respondents endorsing positive attitudes than negative attitudes about the

effectiveness of the MFCG. The data does indicate, however, that the majority of self-

.. identified MFCG stakeholders are not sufficiently engaged in the subcommittee to .
formulate an opinlon about its effectiveness.

Meeting Schedule

The MGCG Chair stated that the subcommitiee meets, on average, 2-3 times per year
with additional mestings called to address specific issues. However, approximately two
thirds of survey respondents (67%) stated they had not attended a single meeting in the
past four years. The MFCG Chair did state that the subcommitiee has struggled to
achieve a quorum of late indicating an attendance issue among voting, appointed
members.

MFCG Meetings Attended since January, 2010

0 1 2 3 4 11 12 20

E.3.3 Knowledge/Awareness of Chartered Responsibilities (i.e., committee
scope)

Description: Forty seven (47) total respondents identified some affiliation with the
MFCG. When given a series of five statements and asked which statements described
the responsibility of the MFCG as currently chartered, respondents answered correctly,
on average, 69% of the time. The minimum score was 40% and the maximum score
was 100%. Respondents who identified themselves as appointed members of the group
answered correctly 76% of the time. Respondents who Identifled thamselves as non-
members answered correctly, on average, 69% of the time.

This data indicates that stakeholders are not fully familiar with the defined scope of the
MFCG. The data shows that members of the group are more familiar with their
chartered responsibllities than nen-members, pointing to a messaging and outreach
issue beyond the MFCG. Some respondents did identify all of the chartered
responsibilities of the group correctly.
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E.3.4 Future Focus/Tasking

Description: During the phone interview, the MFCG Chair identified tasks they would
like the group to engage on in the future, including:

¢ Revise the policies and procedures section of the SCIP dealing with the
Wisconsin mutual ald frequencies.
¢ Revise the MFCG Charter to reflect membership changes.

"E.3.5 Content of Existing Governance Documents
Description: A review of the provided governance documents for the MFCG (i.e., the
charter and by-laws) revealed the following notable issues:

¢ There is no vision statement for this group contained in the charter or by-laws.

o Under section 1.2 B of the by-laws, the authority of the group is listed which
impacts its duties and responsibilities. This is only partially listed under section
IV “Scope” of the charter so it is inconsistent relative to the role of the MFCG.

o Under section IV "Scope” of the charter, it establishes that the MFCG will ensure
coordination with specific entities which are aiso listed under section 1.2
“Authority” subsection C of the by-laws. However, while the by-laws include
WISCOM in its list of entitles, WISCOM is not listed in the charter.

o Within the charter section V, it speaks of the transition from WISPERN to the
MFCG. Since it has been over five years since this transition, this section could
be deieted.

* Section 1.4 Administrative Agency, subsections B and C of the by-laws assigns
specific duties to the OJA Statewide Interoperable Communications Manager.
This content is omitted in the charter, Furthermore, OJA no longer supports
governance structures in Wisconsin as their previous duties have fransferred to
State DOJ and WEM.

» The by-laws call for a Vice-Chair but that position is not identified in the charter.
*« While membership is listed in the charter/by-laws, it does not establish a formal
written authorization process by which the various member entities formally

authorize their representatives.

« The MFCG allows for teleconference voting but does not require that any verbal
vote be confirmed by an email later sent to the Chair.

E.4 Open Ended Question Responses

The online survey provided respondents with an opportunity to answer open-ended
questions regarding the MFCG. Those questions and answers are provided here".

What changes would you make to improve the MFCG?
o Better Contact informatton. Fix the website.
e | question some of the inefficiencies between the Chair of the MCFG and the
State Frequency Coordinator. This should be clarified and followed exciusively.
e | really know very little about this group.

't Open-ended survey responses were edited for typographical errors, grammatical errors impacting clarity,
and personally identifiable information. Any comments dirccted at or about single individuals were
provided separately to the assessment POC.
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« List agenda information and approved or draft minutes in a more timely manner.
¢ Merge it into the IC or other body.
s More participation by public safety entities.

In your oblnion, what is the MOST vaiuable aspect of the MFCG?
* A specific representative participates in this group and keeps us informed.

in your opinion, what is the LEAST valuable aspect of the MFCG?
e Noentrias N AR _

What barriers, if any, keep the MFCG from being more effective?
* No entries

What responsibilities do you see the MFCG tasked with in the future?
« No entries

Piease provide any additional comments that you have about the MFCG.
e No entries

E.5 Overall MFCG Recommendations

In total, data compiled from targeted phone interviews, the online survey, and additional
document/proposed legislation reviews, OEC/ICTAP has identified the following
recommendations for the MFCG:

1. Conclude and dissolve the MFCG in its current form.

2. Re-establish the functions and tasks of this group as part of the LMR
Subcommittee to the IC, in accordance with state statutory responsibilities and
grant guidance. In this role, MFCG tasks and functions will combine with those
items previously assigned to the SSMG.

3. Draft a new subcommittee charter tasking this subcommittee with issues related
to public safety radio communications statewide, including mutual aid and other
frequency coordination issues. Include details such as representative
participation, expectations, and reporting mechanisms.

4. Support this LMR Subcommittee with task-oriented ad hoc working groups, as
needed.

5. Reevaluate and define the stakeholder population of this revised LMR
Subcommittee. Focus future outreach efforts on this revised stakeholder group.

6. Carefully consider membership in this new group to include local, regional, and
state agency participation. Define the constituency of each appointed member
and define the vetting and approval process for each appointment.

7. Extend voluntary membership (either voting or advisory only} to key federal
and/or military partner agencies.

8. Provide a written copy of the charter, by-taws, and all defined tasking to
appointed members of any future LMR Subcommittee. Ensure that members
have a consistent and perfect knowledge of the subcommittee’s purview,

9. Draft revisions to the policies and procedures contained in the SCIP (and other
statewide communication documents such as TICPs, etc.) relative to statewide
mutual aid frequency usage. Submit these revisions to the IC for
adoption/distribution.
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Appendix F  SASIG Findings

F.1 SASIG Respondent Information

Data on the SASIG comes from two sources: a telephone interview with the SASIG
Chair and online survey responses.

. Of the 145 respondents who completed the online survey, 54 answered the specific
group of questions regarding the SASIG. Of those respondents:

* 5 identified themselves as an appointed member of the SASIG.
» 49 identified themselves as interacting directly or indirection with the
SASIG (but not as an appointed member).

All 54 respondents reported being affiliated with either Public Safety or Public Service.
Further demographic information for SASIG survey respondents are provided below.

Communications 16
Law Enforcement 15
Fire 9
Emergency Management 8
Emergency Medical Services 4
Public Health 7 1
Government / Administration 1

F.2 SASIG Successes

This assessment effort highlighted the following facets of the SASIG that continue to
work well and promote the success of the committee:

¢ Provided an initial mechanism for state agencies to play a role in developing and
implementing the strategic communication plan for Wisconsin.

F.3 SASIG Challenges

This assessment effort also identified areas where the SASIG could improve its
functionality as a governance body within Wisconsin. These gaps are detailed below.

F.3.1 Relationship with the IC

Description: According to the SASIG Charter (as published in 2009}, the SASIG is a
subcommittee of the IC whose tasking focuses largely on fostering communication
between the |C and state public safety agencies. Their other tasking centered on
gnsuring that state agency needs were addressed in the development and
implementation of the SCIP. However, this group has not met since 2013 and
stakeholders could not articulate a viable current reason to continue meetings.
Stakeholders also stated that the group has not reported back to the IC nor received
information from the IC in recent memory.

F.3.2 Stakeholder Engagement
Description: Survey data pointed to a lack of stakeholder engagement in the SASIG.
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Representation & Participation

Fewer than half of respondents who self-reported being a member of or having an
affiliation with the SASIG knew who their representative was (44%) and had spoken with
their representative (43%). Over the past four years, only one quarter of respondents
(28%) had participated directly in the group or brought issues to the group. About a third
nad received information requests from the group (35%), or seen any resolution to a
communication issue because of the work of the SASIG (31%). Fewer than haif (44%) '
-received progress reports from the group : : :

Do you know who your representative to this group is? 24 30 44%
Since 01/2010... spoken directly with designated 23 31 43%
representative?

Since 01/2010.,, participated directly in the group? 15 39 28%

Since 01/2010... brought issues or needs to the attention 15 39 28%
of the group?

Since 01/2010... received information requests from the 19 35 35%
group?

Since 01/2010... received progress reports from the 24 30 44%
group?

Since 02/2010... seen resolution to a public safety 17 37 31%
communication initiative because of the efforts of this

group?

Perceptions of Effectiveness

For each survey item related to the effectiveness of the SASIG, the majority of
responses reported no opinion. Across all questions in this category, 50% to 76% of
respondents selected “neither agree nor disagree.” Within items with the highest
number of actual opinions reported, there was a trend toward more positive attitudes
than negative; however, the majority of self-identified SASIG stakeholders are not
sufficiently engaged in the subcommittee to formulate an opinion about its effectiveness.

Meeting Schedule

In the past four years, the majority (59%) of survey respondents stated they had not
attended a smg!e meeting. Phone interviewees stated that the group has been
“‘dormant’ since early 2013.
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SASIG Meetings Attended Since January 2010

F.3.3 Knowledge/Awareness of Chartered Responsibilities (i.e., committee
scope)

Description: Fifty four (54) total respondents identified some affiliation with the SASIG.
When given a series of five statements and asked which statements described the
responsibility of the SASIG as currently chartered, respondents answered correctly, on
average, 683% of the time. The minimum score was 20% and the maximum score was
100%. Respondents who identified themselves as appointed members of the group
answered correctly 72% of the time. Respondents who identified themselves as non-
members answered correctly, on average, 62% of the time.

This data indicates that stakeholders are not fully familiar with the defined scope of the
SASIG. The data shows that members of the group are more familiar with their
chartered responsibilities than non-members, pointing to a messaging and outreach
Issue beyond the SASIG.

F.3.4 Content of Existing Governance Documents

Description: A review of the provided governance documents for the SASIG (i.e., the
charter and by-laws) revealed the following notable issues:

e There is no vision statement for this group contained in the charter or by-laws.

s Sections [l and IV of the charter mention Co-Chairs but do not stipulate the
number of Co-Chairs. This content is inconsistent with the by-laws which note
that SASIG members will elect a “Chair’, not Co-Chairs.

+ There is no mention of any other group officers in the charter.

» Section l11.2 stipulates that the term for the leadarship roles shall be two years,
but does not mention the term for the members.

» Under Section Ii] of the Charter it notes that one of the activities of the group
shall be to "assist the interoperability manager and the IC...... *, while in the by-
laws it states “assist the interoperability program and the I1C...."

* The SASIG allows for teleconference voting but does not require that any verbal
vote be confirmed by an email fater sent to the Chair.

¢ Neither the charter nor the by-laws expressly task the Chair with the
responsibility to serve as the subcommittee liaison to the iC, to provide routine
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SASIG updates to the IC, to attend IC meetings, or to report IC meeting
details/action items back to the SASIG.

+»  While membership Is listed in the charter/by-laws, it does not establish a formal
written authorization process by which the various member entities formally
authorize their representatives.

F.4 Open Ended Question Responses

The online survey provided respondents with an opportunity to answer open-ended
questions regarding the SASIG. Those questions and answers are provided here'?.

What changes would you make to improve the SASIG?

+ Be able to see/view agendas and meeting draft/approved minutes from other
regions of the state.

e By far better communications as to what is going on to locals.

e It may only be me, but | am not familiar enough with SAGIG to offer an informed
opinion.

e Too many groups.

o Total, complete and comprehensive reorganization--a group that works and
means something--not just a political bunch of hacks.

In your opinion, what is the MOST valuable aspect of the SASIG?
s Interoperability.

In your oplnion, what is the LEAST valuable aspect of the SASIG?
e Another frequency.
+ The desire for State reguiation and State control in an area that can be managed
much mare simply, more efficiently and less politically.

What barriers, if any, keep the SASIG from being more effective?
¢ Too much high [evel "government” control from people that want to feel important
and not enough "hands off* of the local government unit,
* Too complicated / poor communication.

What responsibilities do you see the SASIG tasked with In the future?
» Determining costs assessmants to agencies currently using the system.
¢ Disband and reorganize from the ground up, not the top down, with a mission of
help and support, not regulation, control and non-funded mandates.
» Getling one system Statewide.

Please provide any additional comments that you have about the SASIG.
¢ You really need to have an objective look at the mission, purpose and objectives
of this organization and attempt to get out of local business, or support focal
business; not mandate or dictate requirements.

1z Opcn-ended survey responses were edited for typographical crrors, grammatical crrors impacting clarity,
and personally identifiable information, Any comments dirceted at or about single individuals were
provided scparately to the assessment POC,
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F.5 QOverali SASIG Recommendations

In total, data compiled from targeted phone interviews, the online survey, and additional
document/proposed legisiation reviews, OEC/ICTAP has identified the following
recommendations for the SASIG:

1. Conclude and dissolve the SASIG in its current form.
2. Incorporate the members/stakeholders of the SASIG into the new LMR, PSWBN,
and 9-1-1/NG9-1-1 Subcommittees by ensuring that state agencies are clearly
" represented on each subcommittee, o '
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Appendix G SSIG Findings

G.A1 S8SIG Respondent Information

Data on the SSIG comes from two sources: a
telephone interview with the SSIG Chair and online
survey responses.

Of the 145 respondents who completed the online
survey, 53 answered the specific group of
questions regarding the SSIG. Of those
respondents:

¢ 4 identified themselves as an
appointed member of the SSIG,

* 49 identified themselves as interacting directly or indirection with the
SSIG (but not as an appointed member).

All 53 respondents reported being affiliated with either Public Safety or Public Service.
Further demographic information for SSIG survey respondents are provided below.

Law Enforcement 15
Communications 14
Fire 11
Emergency Management 7
Emergency Medical Services 5
Government / Administration 1

G.2 851G Successes

This assessment effort highlighted the following facets of the SSIG that continue o work
well and promote the success of the committee:

« Provided an initial mechanism for local agencies to play a role in developing and
implementing the strategic communication plan for Wisconsin.
¢ Provided a coordination body for the RSICs.

G.3 SSIG Challenges

This assessment effort also identified areas where the SSIG could improve its
functionality as a governance body within Wisconsin. These gaps are detailed below.

G.3.1 Relationship with the IC

Description: According to the SSIG Charter (as published in 2009), the SSIG is a
subcommittee of the IC whose tasking focuses largely on ensuring communication
among the RSICs, and developing and implementing the SCIP. The SSIG is chartered
as a group {i.e., NOT as a subcommittee of the IC} but its by-laws identify it as a
subcommittee of the 1C. [n contrast, however, the RSIC by-laws state that each RSIC is
chartered as a subcommittee of the IC. None of the RSIC by-laws mention any
relationship to the SSIG and they provide no information whatsoever about how the
RSICs should report to or take their tasking from the IC. Furthermore, the SSIG has not
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met since 2013 despite the RSICs meeting consistently, which indicates that the SSIG
has outlived its useful application as a coordination body for the RSICs.

G.3.2 Stakeholder Engagement

Description: Survey data pointed fo a relative lack of stakeholder engagement in the
SSIG.

Representation & Participation

Although about half of respondents who self-reported being a member of or having an
affiliation with the SSIG knew who their representative was (53%) and had spoken with
their representative since January, 2010 (49%), other measures of participation were
less compelling. Approximately one third (32%) of respondents brought issues or needs
to the attention of the group or reported having seen a resolution to an initiative as the
result of the efforts of the group since January, 2010. Over the past four years, fewer
than half of the respondents participated directly in the group (40%), received
information requests from the group {(43%), or received progress reports from the group
(43%).

Do you know who your representative to this group is? 28 25 53%
Since 01/2010... spoken directly with designated 26 27 49%
representative?

Since 01/2010... participated directly in the group? 21 32 40%

Since 01/2010... brought issues or needs to the attention 17 36 32%
of the group?

Since 01/2010... received information requests from the 23 30 43%
group?

Since 01/2010... received progress reports from the 23 30 43%
group?

Since 02/2010... seen resolution to a public safety 17 36 32%
communication initiative because of the efforts of this

group?

Perceptions of Effectiveness

For each survey item related to the effectiveness of the SS1G, more than half of
responses reported no opinion. Across alt questions in this category, 53% to 74% of
respondents selected “neither agree nor disagree.” Because so few respondents
selected a true opinion, the data does not lend itself to further conclusions on the
effectiveness of the SSIG. Within items in which respondents shared an opinion, there
is a trend toward more positive rather than more negative responses; however, the
majority of self-identified SSIG stakeholders are not sufficiently engaged in the
subcommittee to formulate an opinion about its effectiveness.

Meeting Schedule

In the past four years, just over half (57%) of survey respondents stated they had not
attended a single meseting.
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SSIG Meetings Attended Since January 2010

G.3.3 Knowledge/Awareness of Chartered Responsibilities (l.e., committee
scope)

Description: Fifty three (63) total respondents identified some affiliation with the SSIG.
When given a series of six statements and asked which statements described the
responsibility of the SSIG as currently chartered, respondents answered correctly, on
average, 64% of the time. The minimum score was 17% and the maximum score was
100%. Respondents who identified themselves as appointed members of the group
answered correctly 67% of the time. Respondents who identified themselves as non-
members answered corractly, on average, 64% of the time.

This data indicates that stakeholders are not fully familiar with the defined scope of the
SS8IG. The data shows that members of the group are more familiar with their chartered
respensibilities than non-members, pointing to a messaging and oufreach issue beyond
the SSIG.

G.3.4 Content of Existing Governance Documents

Description:; A review of the provided governance documents for the SSIG (i.e., the
charter and by-laws) reveaied the following notable issues:

= There is no vision statement for this group contained in the charter or by-laws.

¢ There really is no mission statement for this group. The provided mission
statement lists actions/activities. It is most consistent with the “Activities”
sections of the charters for the other groups.

+ While membership is listed in the charter/by-laws, it does not establish a formal
written authorization process by which the various member entities formally
authorize their representatives.

» Neither the charter nor the by-taws expressly task the Chair with the
responsibility to serve as the subcommittee liaison to the IC, to provide routine
SSIG updates to the IC, to attend IC meetings, or to report IC meeting
details/action items back to the SSIG.

« The SSIG allows for teleconference voting but does not require that any verbal
vote be confirmed by an email later sent to the Chair.
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dpen Ended Question Responses

The online survey provided respondents with an opportunity to answer open-ended
questions regarding the SSIG. Those questions and answers are provided here'®.

What changes would you make to improve the SS1G?

Additional program staff to support the committee to meet on a regular basls,
Update the charter to include the information relevant to the SSIG in IC policy
statement#5. -
Agenda and draft/approved meeting minutes available in a more timely manner,
| don’t feel that the leadership / membership are authentically interested in the
best interests of all stakeholders.

Not enough info to offer informed opinion.

They need to meet more.

Too many groups.

In your opinion, what Is the MOST valuable aspect of the SSIG?

| cannot really think of one---the concept to have one is an admirable idea,
However, the organizational structure, mission, goals and objectives appear to
be “self-serving"” rather than "community" and really well thought out for the
"good of the order".

Not enough info to offer an informed opinion.

On paper the ability for locally driven issues to be brought to the state level.
This group represents the State better,

In your opinion, what is the LEAST valuable aspect of the SSIG?

The assumed "power" membership and the structure exuded.

What barriers, if any, keep the SSIG from being more effective?

It is very ineffective primarily because of lack of a clear and justified mission for
the true benefit of everyone. It has been crafted for a specific few and does not
realize that "one shoe does not fit all”,

[Name removed)] holds a role on this board and is closed to new ideas or
discussions that are not in agreement with own opinions. There is often a
reclusive attitude toward certain members of this group, which often hinders open
communication/discussion in this group. His knowledge base is obviously strong,
however this attitude often blocks open communication.

Lack of program staff to support the group’s tasks/progress.

What responsibiiities do you see the SSIG tasked with In the future?

Complete reorganization with strong input (and structure) from a diverse
perspective, not just power brokers or folks in it for personal gain from any
perspective.

Continued knowledge of radio communications and information sharing. As well,
more guidance in data availability.

Public Safety Wireless Broadband.

3 Open-ended survey responscs were edited for typographical errors, grammatical errors impacting clarity,
and personally identiftable information. Any eonnnents dirccted at or about single individuals were
provided separately to the assessment POC,
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¢ Public Safety Wireless Broadband.

Please provide any additional comments that you have about the $SIG,
¢ |t may be only me, but | am not familiar enough with SSIG to offer any insight.
Our association with this initiative was through a grant award, but honestly
beyond the grant we have not utilized WISCOM at all on a daily basis.
+ Please rethink this entire process and make it work for everyone or disband it--is
it really and | mean really, needed or just an opportunity for a few to feel
important? _ _ B _ T

G.5 Overall 381G Recommendations

In total, data compiled from targeted phone interviews, the online survey, and additional
document/proposed legislation reviews, OEC/ICTAP has identified the following
recommendations for the SSIG;

1. Conclude and dissolve the SSIG in its current form.

2. Incorporate the members/stakeholders of the SSIG into the new LMR, PSWBN,
and 9-1-1/NG9-1-1 Subcommittees by ensuring that the RSICs are clearly
represented on each subcommittee.
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Appendix H PSWBG Findings

H.1 PSWBG Respondent Information

Data on the PSWBG comes from online survey responses only. This group is still
forming and the data will not reflect any successes or challenges.

Of the 145 respondents who completed the online survey, 24 answered the specific
group of questions regarding the PSWBG. Of those respondents:

« 5identified themselves as an appointed member of the PSWBG.
« 19identified themselves as interacting directly or indirection with the
PSWBG (but not as an appointed member).

There were respondents from Public Safety, Public Service and Private Enterprise.
Further demographic information for PSWBG survey respondents are provided below.

Law Enforcement

6
Communications 5
Government / Administration 5
Emerdgency Medical Services 3
2
2
1

Emergency Management
Private Enterprise
Fire

H.2 Perception of Chartered Responsibilities (i.e., committee scope)

Description: Twenty four (24) total respondents identified some affiliation with the
PSWBG. When given a series of nine statements and asked which statements
described what the group “should be” responsible for, respondents agreed with existing
charter documentation, on average 82% of the time. The minimum agreement score
was 67% and the maximum score was 100%. Respondents who identified themselves
as appointed members of the group agreed with existing charter documentation, on
average, 89% of the time. Respondents who identified themselves as non-members
agreed, on average, 81% of the time. Of all of the groups, this level of awareness of the
current state of chartered responsibilities was the highest, pointing to effective
communication of the responsibilities of this group.

H.2.1 Content of Existing Governance Documents

Description: A review of the proposed governance documents for the PSWBG revealed
the following notable issues:

¢ The proposed charter is lacking over all in terms of detail (e.g., membership,
meeting schedule, etc.).

» The proposed mission statement for this group is somewhat lacking in detail.

e There is no proposed vision statement for this group.

» To date, Wisconsin has not developed draft by-laws for the PSWBG.
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H.3 Open Ended Question Responses

The oniine survay provided respondents with an opportunity to answer open-ended
questions regarding the PSWBG. Those questions and answers are provided herg™,

What responsibilities do you see the PSWBG tasked with in the future?

+ Moving forward with FirstNet.

s Providing leadership and guidance from a multiple-stakeholder perspective.

¢ Since IC Policy #5 states the SSIG will work with first responders and the ICSG
will work with PSAPs it should be clear the ad hoc group (PSWBG) has limited
responsibility and is more of a catch all for items outside of the SSIG and the
ICSG.

+ They need to stop cancelling meetings so we can move forward with our FirstNet
application.

Please provide any additional comments that you have about the PSWBG.
« | am fairly new to this group.
+ More attention needs to be paid to the goals of this group.
e The PSWBG needs to have a charter that defines membership, how that
membership is appointed, and consideration for the private sector.

H.4 Overall PSWBG Recommendations

In total, data compiled from targeted phone interviews, the online survey, and additional
document/proposed legistation reviews, OEC/ICTAP has identified the following
recommendations for the PSWBG:

1. Officially charter the PSWBG as a Subcommittee to the IC responsible for
advising the IC on issues related to the Nationwide Public Safety Broadband
Network (NPSBN). Include details such as representative participation,
expectations, and reporting mechanisms.

2. Support this Subcommittee with task-oriented ad hoc working groups, as needed.

3. Define the role of the Wisconsin Single Point of Contact (SPOC) fo FirstNet on
this Subcommittee.

4. Evaluate and define the stakehoider population of this Subcommittee. Focus
future outreach efforts on this stakeholder group.

5. Carefully consider membership in this new group to include local, regional, and
state agency participation, Define the constituency of each appointed member
and define the vetting and approval process for each appointment.

6. Extend voluntary membership (either voting or advisory only) to key federai
and/or military partner agencies.

7. Provide a written copy of the charter, by-laws, and all defined tasking fo
appointed members of any future PSWBN Subcommittee. Ensure that members
have a consistent and perfect knowledge of the subcommittee’s purview.

" Open-cnded survey resbonscs were cdited for typographical errors, grammatical errors impacting ¢larity,
and perscnally identifiable information. Any comments directed at or about single individuals were
provided separately to the assessment POC,
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Appendix| RSIC Findings

1 RSIC Réspondent Information

Data on the RSIC comes from two sources: a telephone interview with the RSIC Chair
and online survey responses.

. Of the 145 respondents who completed the online survey, 69 answered the specific
group of questions regarding the RSICs. Of those respondents:

+ 24 identified themselves as an appointed member of the RSIC.
o 45 identified themselves as interacting directly or in direction with the
RSIC (but not as an appointed member).

All 69 respondents reported being affiliated with either Public Safety or Public Service.
Further demographic information for RSIC survey respondents are provided below.

Law Enforcement 20
Fire 12
Emergency Medical Services 8
Emergency Management i2
Communications 15
Government / Administration 2

All six regions were represented in the sample, as indicated by the table below:

Southwest 16
Southeast 14
Northwest 11
Northeast 10
East Central 10
West Central 8

1.2 RSIC Successes

This assessment effort highlighted the following facets of the RSIC that continue to work
well and promote the success of the committee:

.21 Stakeholder Engagement

Description: Survey data pointed to relatively high stakeholder engagement in the
RSICs.

Representation & Participation

The overwhelming majority (74%) of respondents who self-reported being a member of
or having an affiliation with one of the RSICs knew who their representative was and had
spoken with their representative (70%]) since January, 2010. Over the past four years,
almost two thirds of respondents had participated directly in the group {59%), received
information requests from the group (61%), and received progress reports from the
group (67%). About half of respondents (45%) brought issues or needs to the attention
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of the group, and saw resolution to a communication issue because of the work of the

RSIC

Do you know who your representative to this group is? 51 18 74%
Since 01/2010... spoken directly with designated 48 21 70%
representative? . e . .
Since 01/2010... participated directly in the group? 41 28 59%
Since 01/2010... brought issues or needs to the attention 31 38 45%
of the group?

Since 01/2010... received information requests from the 42 27 61%
group? _ '

Since 01/2010... received progress reports from the 46 23 67%
group? .

Since 02/2010... seen resolution to a public safety 31 38 45%
communication initiative because of the efforts of this

group?

Overall, these findings are relatively consistent across groups with a few exceptions.
Those exceptions include: .

The Southwest Region appears to have quite a bit less participation than other
Regions. Half of the respondents from the Southwest Region report that they do
not know who their designated representative is, and that they have not spoken
directly to that person. Additionaliy, only 31% of respondents reported having
brought issues or needs to the attention of the RSIC. Only 44% of respondents
from the Southwest reported having participated directly in the RSIC, having
received information reguests from the RSIC, or having received progress
updates from the group. Only 38% reported having seen resolution to a public
safety communication initiative as a result of the RSIC.

Participation directiy in the RSIC appears to be more likely in the Northeast, East
Central, and West Central Regions, with 70-75% of respondents answering that
guestion in the affirmative. The Southeast, Southwest, and Northwest regions
saw a bit less direct participation, with 44-57% of respondents from those regions
reporting direct participation.

Respondents reporting having seen resolution to an initiative varied quite a bit
across groups. In the Northwest Region, 64% of respondents reported having
seen a resolution, compared to 60% in the Northeast, 43% in the Southeast, 40%
in East Central, 38% in the Southwest, and 25% in West Central.

Meeting Schedule

In the past four years, the overwhelming majority (65%) of survey respondents stated
they had attended at least one meeting of their RSIC. The average number of meetings
attended was 4.6 over the four year period.
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RSIC Meetings Attended since January 2010

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9

1 1 1 ° 1

g
2 I =T . T

10 11 12 13 14 16 17 20

Different regions reported different levels of attendance. The average number of
meetings attended since January, 2010 for each region is indicated in the table befow:

Southwest 2.75
Southeast 3.9
Northwest 7
Northeast 5
East Central 4.3
Waeast Central 6

From this table, it is clear that the Southwest Region is seeing less participation than
other regions. This is consistent with information from the phone interview which
indicated that the RSIC in the Southwest has not met since the fail of 2012.

L3 RSIC Challenges

This assessment effort also identified areas where the RSIC could improve its
functionality as a governance body within Wisconsin. These gaps are detailed below.

1.3.1 Relationship with the IC

Description: According to the RSIC Charters, the RSICs are subcommittees of the IC
whose tasking focuses largely on implementing interoperable communications at the
regional level, Although the SSIG was slated to serve as a coordinating body for the
RSICs, the SSiG has not served that function since early 2013 due to the dormancy of
the SSIG. The RSICs, therefore, currently have no defined communication mechanism
with the IC and no clear way to ensure that regional stakeholder concerns are addressed
at the iC level.

.3.2

For each survey item related to the effectiveness of the RSIC, there are many responses
reporting no opinion. Across all questions in this category, 43-64% of respondents

Perceptions of Effectiveness
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selected "neither agree nor disagree.” Although there are some differences between
regions, the number of respondents per reglon is so small that it is difficult to draw
conclusions. QOverali, there is a trend toward positive attitudes toward the RSICs, with
more respondents reporting a positive opinion than a negative opinion on each question.
There are some notable examples, including the following:

+ The West Central Region is reporting mora negative attitudes toward the RSIC
than other regions report. It is important to keep in mind, however, that these
- results must be considered in the context of the small number of individuals who
responded from this region. Examples of the reports of more negative attitudes
include:

o The same number of respondents report disagreement as agreement with
the phrase “This group is accomplishing its stated goals.”

o There are almost the same number of respondents who disagree as
agree with the statement, “This group meets often enough to maintain
mormentum and progress.”

o Close to the same number of respondents agree as disagree with the
phrase, “The membership of this group is representative of the interested
{ impacted parties across the state”

o Twice as many respondents disagree as agree with the statement, “| fesl
confident that this group couid address and resocive an issue (within their
purview) that | could bring to them.”

o Two respondents disagree, compared to three respondents who agree,
with the statement, “This group is less productive than other groups |
have experienced.”

o Two respondents disagreed, compared to three respondents who agreed,
with the statement, “Participation in this group has increased my
knowledge of public safety communication issues in Wisconsin.”

o Three respondents disagree, compared to two respondents who agree,
with the statement, “This group is unnecessary.”

¢ The Southwest Region, overall, is reporting relatively positive attitudes despite
the lack of participation and engagement in this group. The group met once in
2012 and attempted to meet twice in 2013 but could not convene a quorum. A
few notable exceptions include:

o More respondents disagree than agree with the statement, “This group
meets often enough to maintain momentum and progress.”

o Many more respondents agree than disagree with the negative comment,
“This group is less productive than other groups | have experienced.”

» The Southeast Region reports an overall positive attitude, with a few exceptions:

o A similar number of respondents (2) agree as disagree (3 respondents)
with the phrase, “The scope of this group is too narrow.”

o Three respondents disagree, compared to two respondents who agree,
with the statement, “This group is less productive than other groups |
have experiencad.”

* The Northwest Region reports an overall positive attitude, except for the
foilowing:

o Three raspondents agree, compared with oniy one who disagrees, with
the negative comment, “This group is less productive than other groups |
have experienced.”
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o The same number of respondents agree as disagree with the staterment,
“The work accomplished by this group is adequately accomplished by
other groups, making it redundant.”

.3.3 Knowledge/Awareness of Chartered Responsibilities (i.e., committee
scope)

Description: Sixty nine (69) total respondents identified some affiliation with the RSICs.
.. When given a series of six statements and asked which statements described the
responsibility of the RSIC as currently chartered, respondents answered correctiy, on
average, 66% of the time. The minimum score was 33% and the maximum score was
100%. Respondents who identified themselves as appointed members of the group
answered correctly 67% of the time. Respondents who identified themselves as non-
members answered correctly, on average, 65% of the time.

This data indicates that stakeholders are not fully familiar with the defined scope of the
RSIC. The data shows that members of the group are more familiar with their chartered
responsibilities than non-members, pointing to a messaging and outreach issue beyond
the RSIC.

Some regions performed better on the knowledge test than other regions did. A
breakdown of knowledge scores by region follows:

Southwast 69% 3% 33%
Southeast 63% 33% B83%
Northwest 65% 50% 67%
Northeast 72% 67 % 100%
East Central 65% 33% 83%
West Central 58% 33% 67%

1.3.4 Content of Existing Governance Documents

Description: A review of the proposed governance documents for the regional groups
revealed the following notable issues:

s Most Regional Council by-laws are basically identical but are, for the most part,
complete and comprehensive.

¢ There reaily is no mission statement for these groups. Current mission
statements list actions as the “mission”, but they are more consistent with the
“activities” sections of the charters for the other groups.

« There are no vision statements for these groups ¢ontained in the charters or by-
laws.

+ While membership is listed in the various charters/by-laws, it does not establish a
formal written authorization process by which the various member entities
formally authorize their representatives.

¢ These groups allow for teleconference voting but do not require that any verbal
vote be confirmed by an email later sent to the Chair.

e The Southeast and Northwest Regions are unique in that they have a Chair,
Vice-Chair and 2nd Vice-Chair in their officer ranks.

s« Some regional by-laws retain template text. Specifically, the by-laws of the
Northeast and West Central regions retain boilerplate text that states "Adoption

Aprit 2014 I-6
CONTROLLED UNCLASSIFIED INFORMATION




CONTROLLED UNCLASSIFIED INFORMATION
State of Wisconsin Governance Assessment
OEC/CTAP-WI-GOVASSESS-001-R0

of the original by-laws was made at a future meeting of the [region] upon a
majority roll call vote of those present.” The by-laws of the East Central Region
retain similar boilerplate text that states "Adoption of the original by-laws shall be
made at a future meeting of the [region] upon a majority roll call vote of those
present”.

1.4 Open Ended Question Responses

- The online survey provided respondents with an opportunity to answer open-ended
questions regarding the RSIC. Those questions and answers are provided here™.

What changes would you make to improve the RSIC?
+ Southeast

o Fewer figure-head’ appointees. Replace with real radio users.

¢ East Central

o Disbhand.

o Have not participated due to ongoing dispatch and mobile computing
impiementation. [ would like to participate more in the future.

»  Waest Central
o More outreach to affected regions and agencies.
e Southwest

o Regular meeting dates/times. Receive actual copies (electronic) of
documents, inctuding DRAFT documents.

o Some of the issues with meeting Is that these are open meetings and
need a quorum to conduct business. Holding a meeting and not having
quorum feads to a feeling of failure due to the inability to conduct any
business. | openly ask if the regional council need to conduct any official
business or if they should just be having informational sessions and bring
the data collected to the SSIG for official action.

¢ Northwest

o Better refreshments at the meetings.

o Provide history of....so entry fevel personnel have a timeline/background
in which to make meaningful contributions to future projects.

e Northeast

o The meetings are too focused on report outs. I'd like the group to take on
more tangible projects that benefit all counties in the RSIC, Information
sharing is good, but a committee needs to do more.

In your opinion, what is the MOST valuable aspect of the RSIC?
¢ West Central
o Coordination of agencies and systems for inter-agency communication.

¢ Southwest

'* Open-ended survey responses were edited for typographical crrors, grammatical crrors impaeting clarity,
and personally identifiable inforination. Any comments dirceted at or about single individuals were
provided separately to the assessment POC.
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o Single point of contact for local questions.
¢ Northwest
o Informing all groups of what is out there and when and how we are to use
it.
o It gets agency representatives together to discuss interoperability in the
region and what is going on in the state.
o Peer netwarking.
o Standards for interoperability.
¢ Northeast
o Brings the stakeholders regarding radio communications together in one
meeting.

In your opinion, what is the LEAST valuable aspect of the RSIC?

+ East Central
o Functionality.
¢ Southwest
o Seem to meet to discuss the same thing at every meeting.
¢ Northwest
o Too far removed from volunteers who use it,
o Using anything tess than 800 MHz when mosf surrounding states are
using it.

What barriers, if any, keep the RSIC from being more effective?
o East Central
o Lack of a clear, viable, and accepted mission.
e« Waest Central
o Not enough funding from the State of Wisconsin,
+ Southwest
o Difficuity in getting quorum and the balance of participation in the council
versus home agency needs.
¢ Northeast
o Meeting times. More my problem, [ work days when the meetings are.

What responsibilities do you see the RSIC tasked with in the future?
e Waest Central

o Regional coordination of communications,
¢ Northwest
o Public Safety Wireless Broadband.

Please provide any additlonal cemments that you have about the RSIC.
¢ Northwest
o | believe that bringing back the dead trunking system is a waste of time
and money. Bordering states are using newer technology that we should
use as well in order to communicate effactively,

April 2014 . -7
CONTROLLED UNCLASSIFIED INFORMATION




1.5

CONTROLLED UNCLASSIFIED INFORMATION
State of Wisconsin Governance Assessment
QEC/ACTAP-WI-GOVASSESS-001-R0O

Overall RSIC Recommendations

In total, data compiled from targeted phone interviews, the online survey, and additional
document/proposed legislation reviews, OEC/ICTAP has identified the following
recommendations for the RSIC:

1,
2,
3.'

Retain the RSICs as the regional-level governance structures in Wisconsin.
Designate the SWIC as the official RIC representative to the IC.

Update each RSIC charter/by-laws to more specifically represent the
efforts/concerns of that region. Ensure each region documents a vision and
mission statement for their RSIC, documents RSIC membership requirements,
and an appointment, vetting and approval process for members,

Investigate additional state and/or federal funding options to sustain RSIC and
RIC efforts. Provide funding for members to attend group meetings and to
engage in group tasking, as needed.

Develop consistent outreach efforts from each RSIC to their regional
stakeholders to encourage participation and engagement in interoperability
efforts.
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AppendixJ Acronyms & Abbreviations

DHS Department of Homeland Security

DOJ Department of Justice

DOT . Department of Transportation

EMS Emergency Medical Services

IC Interoperability Council

ICSG interoperable Communications Standards Group
ICTAP Interoperable Communications Technical Assistance Program
LMR Land Mobile Radio

MFCG Mutual Aid Frequency Coordinating Group
NG9-1-1 Next Generation 9-1-1

NGO Non-governmental Organization

NPSBN Nationwide Public Safety Broadband Nelwork
OEC Office of Emergency Communications

OJA Office of Juslice Assistance

PSAP Public Saftey Answering Point

PSC Public Service Commission

PSWBG Public Safety Wireless Broadband Group
PSWBN Public Safety Wireless Broadband Network

RIC Regional Interoperability Coordinator

RSIC Regional SCIP implementation Council

SASIC State Agency SCIP Implmentation Group

SIGB Statewide Interoperability Governance Body
SCIP State Communications Interoperability Plan
SLIGP State and Local Implementation Grant Program
SPOC Single Peint of Contact

S8IG Statewide SCIP Implementation Group

SSMG Statewide System Management Greoup

SWIC Statewide Interoperability Coordinator

WEM Wisonsin Emergency Management

WISCOM Wisconsin Interoperabte System for Communications
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STATE OF WISCONSIN

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
J.B. VAN HOLLEN 17 West Main Street
ATTORNEY GENERAL P.O. Box 7857
Madison, YW1 53707-7857
Kevin M., §t. John
Deputy Attorney General Fim Pierce

‘Date: 8/25/14

To: Interoperability Council Members

From: Tim Pierce, Statewide Interoperability Coordinator

Statewide Interoperability Coordinator
Interoperability Unit

608/261-7536

piercetj@doj.state.wi.us

Re: Discussion and Possible Action on Statewide Communications Interoperability Plan (SCIP)

Sheriff Joski,

On June 19™ the Interoperability Council released the draft Statewide Communications
Interoperability Plan for a 30 day comment period. During that time petiod I received two formal

" responses which are attached to this memo.

Based on review I recommend the Interoperability Council formally adopt the new Statewide
Communications Interoperability Plan (SCIP) with additions of annexes for the Mutual Aid
Frequency Plan (Annex K) as well as the current draft Standard Operating Procedures document. As
additional Annexes are created they may be adopted by the Interoperability Council.




Pierce, Timothx J.

From: Polcyn, Laura <lpolcyn@co.green-lake.wius>
Sent: Tuesday, June 24, 2014 2:32 PM

To: Pierce, Timothy J.

Subject: 2014 SCIP

Good afternoon Tim:

After reviewing the documents that you sent, my only comments would be on the highlighted section
below. -As | discussed at the meeting there is a policy on deployment of WI-TERT and it is outlined in
the MOU with WEM. Just because it is not known by everyone does not mean that it needs to be
developed.

That is all, have a great day.

Laura Polcyn

Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) —
o Develop and maintain central repository for sample SOPs based on discipline or event type

o Develop and implement policy on how to contact and deploy Communication Unit Leaders (COML), Communications Unit
Technicians (COMT}, and the Telecommunicator Emergency Response Taskforce (WI-TERT)

o Update and encourage completion of Tactical Intercperable Communications Plans (TICP)

Lawna
e only ceul mistake s ona feom which we leatn nothing-lohn Powell




Pierce, Timothx J.

From: Chief Erin Murphy <emurphy@stcroixfallswi.gov>
Sent; Wednesday, June 25, 2014 9:14 AM

To: Pierce, Timothy J.

Subject: Interoperability Report

Tim,

Thank you for sending the report. | believe | did complete this survey and | thought of a topic that may not have been
suggested or asked in the survey. It may be more of a concern handied on a local issue but perhaps it is a consideration
that may fall under the overall goals the State has. The issues is that 'we' the City of St. Croix Falls and Polk County (our
dispatch) can no longer communicate with Chisago County in MN as they are utitizing 800mhz frequencies. | venture to
guess we ars not the only border agency that has this problem.

Food for thought.

Erin Murphy
St. Croix Falls Police

This message is intended only for the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified
that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in reliance on the contents of this information is
strictly prohibited. Please notify sender you are not the intended recipient,
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Wisconsin Statewide Communication Interoperability Plan (SCIP) is a stakeholder-
driven, multi-jurisdictional, and multi-disciplinary statewide strategic plan to enhance
interoperable and emergency communications. The SCIP is a critical mid-range (three
to five years) strategic planning tool to help Wisconsin prioritize resources, strengthen
governance, identify future investments, and address interoperability gaps.

~ The purpose of the Wisconsin SCIP is to:

¢ Provide the strategic direction and ahgnment_:‘ for those responsible for
interoperable and emergency communications: the State, regional, local, and
tribal levels. :

o Explain to leadership and elected offlolals the wsmn for interoperable and
emergency communications and demonstrate the need for fundlng

e Serve as Wisconsin’s roadmap to" prlorltlze and ;ustlfy fundmg expenditures for
interoperable communications projects. ., g

« Provide overall guidance and outline the::"__ibjectives for the pI‘OjeCtS Wisconsin will
undertake over the next 3- _5;. "ears

pproach to enoourage widespread support for
addressing the concerns,
f the jurisdictions and

o Embrace a shared governant
achieving statewide mteroperablllty by |dentify|ngf= '
perspectlves _and...any untque C|rcu msie

onsin's VlSlon and_;—;- Mission for improving emergency
ity, . nteroperabllity, and continuity of communications

[ ;f_seamless statewide public safety interoperable
oommunlcatlons through support and participation of Federal, State, tribal, local, public

Mission: The mission’

interoperable communlcatlons through development and lmplementatton of standards
and best practices, conductlng ongoing training and exercising, supportmg existing
technology, exploring and adopting new technologies, pursuing and securing adequate
funding, while integrating all disciplines and jurisdictions. Wisconsin’s Interoperability
Council will provide outreach and education to our stakeholders.

The following strategic goals represent the priorities for delivering Wisconsin’s vision for
interoperable and emergency communications.

e (Governance —

WISCONSIN STATEWIDE COMMUNICATION INTERQPERABILTY PLAN 1
DRAFT AS OF MAY 21, 2014
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o Review findings of governance assessment and develop action and
implementation plan

o Review and revise relevant interoperability statutes and align to current
goals

¢ Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) —

o Develop and maintain central repository for sample SOPs hased on
discipline or event type

o Develop and implement policy on how to contact and deploy
Communication Unit Leaders (COML), Commiunications Unit Technicians
(COMT), and the Telecommunicator Emergency Response Taskforce (WI-
TERT)

o Update and encourage cqmpiétion """‘6_{.;-;3_.‘_'Tactical Interoperable
Communications Plans (TICP) . =~ i

¢ Technology —

o Conduct cybersecurity assessment of the Wlsconsm System for

Interoperable Communications (WISCOM) ‘and other systems

o Develop online reservatlon/usage of mteroperabtllty channels (i.e., “Status
Board”) :

o Eﬁﬁénce intra- d interstate connectivity between WISCOM and other
systems

o Enhance c_ ' age and capacity of WISCOM

e Training and Exer0|s"es -
o Support State, local, county, regional and tribal communications exercises

o Conduct and coordinate interoperable communications training

o Develop orientation program for new participants in the Wisconsin
Interoperability Initiative

 Usage —
o Encourage use of WISCOM and mutual aid frequencies

WISCONSIN STATEWIDE COMMUNIGATION INTEROPERABILTY PLAN 2
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¢ Qutreach and Information Sharing —

o Develop outreach and information sharing plan
o Conduct education and outreach on NPSBN
» Life Cycle Funding —

o Develop comprehensive funding plan for maintaining and enhancing
interoperable communications

WISCONSIN STATEWIDE COMMUNICATION INTEROPERABILTY PLAN 3
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1.

INTRODUCTION

The Wisconsin Statewide Communication interoperability Plan (SCIP} is a stakeholder-
driven, multi-jurisdictional, and multi-disciplinary statewide strategic plan to enhance
interoperable and emergency communications. The SCIP is a critical mid-range (three
to five years) strategic planning tool to help Wisconsin pricritize resources, strengthen
governance, identify future investments, and address interoperability gaps. This
document contains the following planning components:

Introduction — Provides the context necessary to understand what the SCIP is

and how it was developed.

Purpose — Explains the purpose/function(s) of th .SCIP in Wisconsin.

State’s Interoperable and Emergency Commun;catlons Qverview — Provides an
overview of the State’s current and - future emergency communications
environment and defines ownership ofzthle SCIP. A

Vision and Mission — Articulates then State's three- to f;ve year vision and mission
for improving emergency communications opetrability, mteroperablllty, and
continuity of communrcatlons at all levels of government

Strategic Goals and Enltlatlves - Outllnes the strateglc goals and initiatives
aligned with the three- to five- year vision and mission of the SCIP and pertains to
the following critical components: Govermance, Standard Operating Procedures
(SOPs), Technology, Training-and Exer'"‘"' Usag "‘-fg_Outreach and Information
Sharing, and Life: Cycle Funding: .

Imp!ementatl'on Describes the prace to evalliate the success of the SCIP and

to conduct SCIP_:rewews_to ensure it is up-to-date and aligned with the changing

i‘;;;lnformahon on'the S IP or mteroperable and emergency communications in

Wisconsm or direc support the SCIP.

Figure 1 provldes addltlon‘al- lnformat[on about how these components of the SCIP
interrelate to develop a compréhensive plan for improving interoperable and emergency

communications.:
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srgmficant steps towards enhaz ing interoperable and emergency communications
throughout ‘the State, |'nclud1ng plementing the WISCOM — Wisconsin’s flagship
statewide radio. system, and building out mutual aid capabilities such as the Mutual Aid
Radio Channels: (MARC), the Interagency Fire Emergency Radio Network (IFERN), and
the Mutual Aid Box Alarm System (MABAS Wlsconsm) With the advent of the Regional
interoperability Coordmators (RIC) Wisconsin is better able to facilitate communication
between the State, reglonal local, and tribal levels of government. Wisconsin also
improved interoperable communications by formally adopting a recognition process for
Communications Unit (COMU) positions.

However, more remains to be done to achieve Wisconsin’s vision. [t is also important to
note that this work is part of a continuous cycle as Wisconsin will always need to adapt
to evolving technologies, operational tactics, and changes to key individuals (e.g.,
Governor, project champions). In the next three to five years, Wisconsin will encounter
chailenges relating to operability, interoperability, geography, aging equipment/systems,
emerging technologies, changing project champions, and sustainable funding.

WISCONSIN STATEWIDE COMMUNICATION INTEHOPEHABILTY PLAN 6
DRAFT AS OF MAY 21, 2014




WISCONSIN

Wireless voice and data technology is evolving rapidly and efforts are underway to
determine how to leverage these new technologies to meet the needs of public safety.
For example, the enactment of the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Creation Act of
2012 (the Act), specifically Title VI, related to Public Safety Communications, authorizes
the deployment of the NPSBN. The NPSBN is intended to be a wireless, interoperable
nationwide communications network that will allow members of the public safety
community to securely and reliably gain and share information with their counterparts in
other locations and agencies. New policies and initiatives such as the NPSBN present
additional .changes and .considerations for future .planning efforts and require an
informed strategic vision to properly account for these changes. Figure 2 illustrates a
public safety communications evolution by describing thé:long-term transition toward a
desired converged future. r

CURRENT TRANSITION " DESIRED EVOLUTION
indefinfte Time Frame Long Term

Figure 2: P"'"’blic Safety Communications Evolution

Integrating capablhtles such as broadband provide an unparalleled opportunity for the
future of interoperable.communications in Wisconsin. It may result in a secure path for
information-sharing ln!tlatlves,‘ Public Safety Answering Points (PSAP), and NG911
integration. Broadband will not replace existing Land Mobile Radio (LMR) voice systems
in the foreseeable future due to implementation factors associated with planning,
deployment, technology, and cost. A cautious approach to this investment is needed.
Therefore, robust requirements and innovative business practices must be developed
for broadband initiatives prior to any implementation.

There is no defined timeline for the deployment of the NPSBN; however, Wisconsin will
keep up-to-date with the planning and build-out of the NPSBN in the near and long term
in coordination with the First Responder Network Authority (FirstNet). FirstNet is the
independent authority within the National Telecommunications and Information
Administration (NTIA) and is responsible for developing the NPSBN, which will be a
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single, nationwide, interoperable public safety broadband network. The network build-
out will require continuing education and commitment at all levels of government and
across public safety disciplines to document network requirements and identify existing
resources and assets that could potentially be used in the build-out of the network. It will
also be necessary to develop and maintain strategic partnerships with a variety of .
stakeholder agencies and organizations at the national, State, regionai, local, and tribal
levels and design effective policy and governance structures that address new and
emerging interoperable and emergency communications technologies. During this
.process, investments in LMR will continue to be necessary and in the near term,
wireless data systems or commercial broadband will complement LMR. More
information on the role of these two technologies in:interoperable and emergency
communications is available in the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Office of
Emergency Communications (OEC) Public Safety Communlcatlons Evolution brochure.’

To plan and prepare for the NPSBN, Wisconsin will teverage its existing governance
structures, including the Interoperability Council (IC) and RICs, to provide guidance and
recommendations to the Governor. Wisconsin conducted an inltla[ needs assessment in
early 2014, and will continue to work with’ FirstNet throughout the consultation process
and period of performance for the State and Loc i'ImpIementatlon Grant Program
(SLIGP). : o

Addlt:onally, achrev:ng sustainable;,funding in the current f[scal chmate is a prlorlty for |

communications for
Wisconsin are:

'y"'communicatlons

"‘E port of |nteroperable and emergency communications

° To ensure supportf elC and RICs.

More mtormatlon on a typlcat emergency communications system life cycle cost
planning, and budgetrng is avarlable in OEC’s System Life Cycle Planning Guide.?

The Interoperability Contlnuum developed by SAFECOM and shown in Frgure 3,
serves as a framework to-address all of these challenges and continue improving
operable/interoperable and emergency communications. It is designed to assist
emergency response agencies and policy makers with planning and implementing
interoperability solutions for voice and data communications.

' OEC's Public Safety Communications Evolution brochure is avaitable here:

ntin/oublicsafetvtoots infofoes_quidance/docs/Public_Safety Comrnunications Evofution Brochure.pdf
2 OEC’s System Life Cycle Planning Guide is avaitable here:
hito/fpublicsatetviools.infofoec_guidance/docs/OEC Systemn Life Cycle Planning Gulds Finat.pdt
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Figure 3: Th _Intéfroperabilityi Continuum

The Continuum identifies five cntlcal'success"
achieve a successfui inte r0perable commumcatl

ements ‘th t must be addressed to

Colighorative " decision- makmg‘ process that supports
_efforts to improve communication, coordination, and cooperation
across disciplines :and jurisdictions. Governance is the critical foundation of all of
Wlsconsm efforts to’ d munlcatfons interoperability.

. .-:;-?SOPS‘ - Pohcnes repetitive practlce_ and procedures that guide emergency
res onder 1nteract|ons an he use of interoperable communications solutions.

. Technoiogy Systéms and"-equment that enable emergency responders to
share vmce_ and data lnformation efficiently, reliably, and securely.

e (Governance

e Training and Exerolses — Scenario-based practices used to enhance
commumcatlons mteroperablllty and familiarize the public safety community with
equipment and” proc,_ ures.

» Usage ~ Famlllanty with interoperable communications technologies, systems
and operating procedures used by first responders to enhance interoperability.

More information on the Interoperability Continuum is available in OEC’s Interoperability
Continuum brochure.® The following sections will further describe how the SCIP will be
used in Wisconsin and Wisconsin’s plans to enhance interoperable and emergency
communications.

8 OEC’s Interoperability Continuum is available here:
hitp/fwww.safecomprogram.govieegquidancedosuments/continuum/Default aspx
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2. PURPOSE
The purpose of the Wisconsin SCIP is to:

e Provide the strategic direction and alignment for those responsible for
interoperable and emergency communications at the State, regional, local, and
tribal levels.

¢ Explain to leadership and elected officials the vision for interoperable and
~ emergency communications and demonstrate the need for funding.

¢ Serve as Wisconsin's roadmap to prioritize and ]ustlfy funding expendltures for
interoperable communications projects.

¢ Provide overall guidance and outline the objectwes for projects Wisconsin will
undertake over the next 3-5 years. '

¢ Embrace a shared governance approach to encourage widespread support for
achieving statewide interoperability by identifying and addressmg the concerns,
perspectives, and any unique troumstances of the junsdlctlons and
organizations that will benefit most from i teropers iy

with key pubh >

experience with “inte e

Beginning with a sér _,_s of - fo__,_r plannmg calls and cuiminating in a two-day workshop,
public safety commumoatlons leaders in Wisconsin revised the SCIP to outline the

4 PPD-§ was signed In 2011 and is comprised of six elements: a National Preparedness Goal, the Nalional Preparedness System,
National Planning Frameworks and Federal Interagency Operational Plan, an annual National Preparedness Report, and ongoing
national efforts to bulld and sustain preparedness. PPD-8 defines a series of national preparednass elements and emphasizaes tha
need for the whole community to work together to achieve the National Preparedness Goal. htip://www.dhs gov/presidential-policy-
direciive-8-national-praparedness.

Natlonal Preparedness Goal —~ Mitigation and Response Mission Area Capabilities and Preliminary Targets — Operational
Communications: Ensure the capacity for timely communications in suppon of security, situational awareness, and operations by
any and all means available, among and between affected communities in the impact area and all responsa forces.

1. Ensure the capacily to communicate with the emergency rasponse community and the affected populations and establish
interopsrable voice and data communications between Federal, State, and local first rasponders.

2. Re-establish sufficiant communications infrastructure within the affected areas 1o suppornt ongoing life-sustaining activities,
provide basic human needs, and transition {o recovery.
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strategic direction and alignment of all emergency communications at the State,
regional, local, and tribal levels in Wisconsin.

3. STATE’S INTEROPERABLE AND EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS OVERVIEW

Wisconsin statute places responsibility for devising solutions to public safety radio
communications with the IC and the Wisconsin Department of Justice (DOJ).
Collectively known as Wisconsin’s Interoperability Initiative, these entities bare statutory
responsibility for project oversight. However, while the successful implementation of a
statewide solution largely depends on the actions and support of State and local elected
officials, that responsibility is shared with State, county, local, and tribal public
safety/emergency response agencies, as well agprivate-sector responders (e.g.,
emergency medical providers, ambulance services).. :

Interoperable communications in the State is. Iargely served by its flagship statewide
radio system, WISCOM. WISCOM is an EF Johnson, 9600-baud, Project 25 (P25)
phase 1, digital very high frequency (VHE). trunked radio system; and includes 80 core
sites to provrde the State with 95% mobile- coverage. While a handful of local entities
use WISCOM for daily use, most counties in.the State have retained their local or
regional radio systems and use WISCOM as requwed for mteroperabalrty

4. VISION AND MISSION

The Vision and Mission section descrlbes ‘the Wlsoonsm vision and mission for
improving emergency..c mmunlcatlon )__operabtlrty, mteroperabzilty, and continuity of
communications stat

: Wtsco s_m'.ﬁlnteroperable and Emergency Commum_c"tions Mlssmn

The mission of Wisconsm s fnteroperablirty Emtlatlve |s to promote and achleve lnteroperable
_ _' ‘communications through development and rmplementation of standards and best practices,
' 3-’--“conductlng angoing training.and exercising,. supportmg existing technology, exploring:and .
-+ +adopting new technologies; pursuing and securing adequate funding, while integrating all . .
L dtscrplines and Junsdrctlons Wrsoonsm 's Interoperability Councrl WIII provrde outreach and
o _ _ ' educatlon to our stakeholders : R

5. STRATEGIC GOALS AND INITIATIVES

The Strategic Goals and Initiatives section describes the statewide goals and initiatives
for delivering the vision for interoperable and emergency communications. The goals
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and initiatives are grouped into seven sections, including Governance, SOPs,
Technology, Training and Exercises, Usage, Outreach and Information Sharing, and
Life Cycle Funding.

5.1 Governance

The Governance section of the SCIP outlines the future direction of the Wisconsin
governance structure for interoperable and emergency communications. Established in
March 2008 under Wisconsin Statutes 15.107 and 16.9645, the IC develops strategies
and recommends standards and guidelines for achlevmg statewide communications
interoperability for Wisconsin's public safety community, The IC advises DOJ and DMA
on the allocation of homeland security grants and:other funding available for the
Wisconsin Interoperability Initiative. To this end; the IG ~uses the SCIP to provide a
shared strategic vision and implementation roadmap

The IC has embraced a shared governa, e approach | -chartering numerous
subcommittees and working groups to devé op policies and procedures and coordinate
SCIP implementation activities. Members are: appomted by the Governor and represent
key State and local stakeholders Through these groups Wasconsm encourages

y,;;;__‘unlque circumstances of the
“ffom interoperability. The muilti-

"‘Grodp (SSMG): the

Advises

"day use of Wzsconsm s statewade mutual aid frequencies and ensuring that the

resources are equutably avaliable to all public safety agency users within
Wisconsin, and in a manner ‘c¢onsistent with the goals, objectives, and policies
reflected i in the SCIP

e The Interoperable=C_:_mmun|cat|ons Standards Group (ICSG): Develops
standards that will.improve the quality and consistency of public safety radio
communications across Wisconsin. Standards developed by the ICSG will assist
public safety answering points (PSAPs), as well as provide a credentialing
process for individuals responsible for communications under Incident Command

System (ICS) protocols.

e The State Agency SCIP Implementation Group: Guides the implementation of
the SCIP among Wisconsin's State government agencies.

In addition, Regional Interoperability Councils have been established throughout the
State to ensure that interoperability implementations address local concerns and unique
regional circumstances, while also adhering to the strategies and tactics adopted in the
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SCIP. Each Council is supported by a State-funded RIC with experience in public safety
communications and emergency response.

Figure 4 below represents the information flow and coordination among these various
groups.

State
Interoporability Council

State
Frequency Coordinator

State Interoperability

Coordinator 3

State Agancy 5CIP
Implementation Group

Statewide System b |
Managoment Group i

Statewide SCIP 3
Implomantation Group {

Mutual Ald Frequency
Coordinatmg Group

Regional SCIP
Imptementation Groups

Interoperable Communications i
Standards Group :

Assrstance' (TA) offermg m,:'-;f';ApnI 2014, ~with help from OEC’s Interoperable
Communlcatlons Technical Assistance Program (ICTAP). OEC/ICTAP conducted an
assessment:of all !nteroperablhty Ini lative-related governance bodies, and reviewed
relevant statutes, memoranda of - “understanding, charters, and by-laws. The
Governance TA: provided stakeholders with the opportunity to provide input on how to
improve governance'-.and el:mlpate confusion over authority, roles, and responsibilities.
The IC is currently reviewing the assessment and accompanying recommendations to
determine the proper course ‘of action.

Table 1 outlines Wisconsin's goals and initiatives related to governance.

Table 1: Governhance Goals and Initiatives

Anitiatives
1. Review findings of 1.1 Review recommendationsin | IC July 2014
WISCONSIN STATEWIDE COMMUNICATION INTERCPERABILTY PLAN 13
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governance assessment govemance assessment and

and develop action and accept appropriate
implementation plan recommendations
1.2 Evaluate composilion and by- | IC December 2014

" laws of IC to determine if
membership needs to be
revised

1.3 Evaluate IC workgroup December 2014
charters T
1.4 Develop action plan for. December 2014
implementing accepted
govemance assessment
recommendations “": -
2. | Review and revise 2.1 Review retevantstatutés"’”’*'- September 2014
relevant interoperability - : -
statutes and align to 2.2 tdent:ty mtssmg components ¢ of SWIC, IC September 2014
current goals existing sglslat on- . 1 Workgroups
| 2.3 Identify path for tmat app \ SWI(;;E;;:.i September 2014
4 Implement planfor final- | May 2016

provat; oftnc;atty{ quest
statute revision -

5.2 Standard Operatmg' Procedures (SOPs)

tion of the' SCIP |dentlf|es the framework and processes for developing
and managing SOPs statewide. Through the ICSG, Wisconsin develops standards to
improve the quality. and consistency of public safety radio communications across the
State. Wisconsin’s SOPs establish binding authority on the components they cover. For
example, Wisconsin format[y adopted a recognition procedure for COMLs in the State
and implemented the Wisconsin Telecommunicator Emergency Response Taskforce
(WI-TERT). However, many emergency response entities in Wisconsin are either not
familiar with these assets or do not know how to request their assistance. In addition,
the State TICP and individual county TICPs are either out of date or incomplete.

Table 2 outlines Wisconsin’s goals and initiatives for SOPs.

Table 2: Standard Operating Procedures Goals and initiatives
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3. Develop and maintain | 3.1 |dentify appropriate website to | SWIC April 2015
central repository for host sample SOPs
sample SOPs based on . .
o 3.2 Develop criteria for accessing | IC June 2015
d_|sm_phne (_)r event type website and protocol for
uploading SOPs
3.3 Review and upload SOPs September 2015
3.4 Conduct outreach and : September 2015
information sharing of webSIte
and encourage parinersto
submit SOPs for shanng S
4, Develop and implement | 4.1 Draft and implement SWIC,IC - | July2015
policy on how to contact deployment policy for -
and deploy COMLs, COML/COMT
COMTS, and the Wi- Draft and implement L' WEM, WI-TERT September 2015
TERT : :
- Cpordmators
3 Conduct outreach and RIC's';_fi!_(_)_,.; September 2015
- «information shanng of
September 2015
5. i; Enéﬁurage counties'and tribal | SWIC, RICs June 2014, ongoing
comp!euon of TICPs governments to complete their
Update State agency TICP State Agency June 2014, ongoing
SCIP
Implementation
: Group (SASI)
5.3 Develop Regional TICPs RICs December 2017

5.3 Technology

The Technology section of the SCIP outlines Wisconsin’s plan to maintain and upgrade
existing technology; the roadmap to identify, develop, and implement new and emerging
technology solutions; and the approach to survey and disseminate information on

current and future technology solutions to ensure user needs are met.
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WISCOM operates as Wisconsin’s primary statewide radio system, both for daily use
and for mutual aid. While WISCOM leveraged existing radio towers and other
infrastructure in its original build out, thereby reducing the initial costs to its users,
agencies that rely on the system for daily use support WISCOM financially through an
annual fee. WISCOM does not use proprietary technology, but rather works with a wide
variety of local systems operating in the State. WISCOM currently serves over 370
agencies. To join the system, agencies must complete and application and sign a
membership agreement. Agencies must also develop a communications plan and a
template to ensure compatibility with the system. _

Public safety agencies in Wisconsin rely on additional systems for mutual aid across the
State, including Mutual Aid Radio Channels (MARC)—a mutual aid repeater system, the
interagency Fire Emergency Radio Network (IFERN); and the Wisconsin Mutual Aid
Box Alarm System (MABAS Wisconsin). A

Wisconsin plans to continue to support thos
mutual aid, including long-term funding fo ation and maintenance of the system.
However, because Wisconsin is a home-rule State, upgrading:independent, local
systems is a local decision, making it difficult-to implement stateWIde interoperability
solutions. Wisconsin is also Iookmg to increase the ¢ rage and capacaty of WISCOM
and link it to statewide systems i [ , Michigan, and lllinois.

who use WISCOM for daily use and

Table 3 outlines Wisconsin’s goa

Completion Date
SWIC, CIO, December 2014
CWG, DOT
SWIC, ClO, May 2015
CWG, DOT
3:Conduct assessment of ClO, CWG December 2015
*systems
184 valuate findings of SWIC, CIO, December 2016
"assessment and take CWG, DOT
necessary action on
vulnerabilities
7. Develop online 7.1 Acquire example Status Board | DOJ, DOT December 2014
reservation/usage of templates from Minnesota and
interoperability channels other States
(L., "Status Board’) 7.2 Modify template/program for | DOJ, DOT June 2015
use within Wisconsin and
implement tool
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~ |Owner | ComplefionDate
7.3 Review existing MFCG and IC (MFCG) Decémber 2015
WISCOM policies and
procedures for channel
assignments
7.4 Conduct training and outreach | IC, RICs ‘December 2015
for Status Board S
8. Encourage paricipation | 8.1 Continue implementauon of ff'MABAS June 2014, ongoing
in IFERN IFERN Wisconsin
8.2 Conduct outreach and MABAS . June 2014, ongoing
information shanng'on_: I‘FERN Wisconsin, RICs
8.3 Encourage implementation of | MABAS | December 2015,
IFERN-2 in congested areas Wisconsin, RICs -|: engoing
9. Program radios to 9.1 Conduct education an : SWIC RICs, IC "Jl’jg_rje,2014, ongoing
ensure all outreach of Wisconsin i
interoperability channels Standard:Channei Naming
are included and clices, and *Annex K’
channel nomenclature is .
X Provide a33|slance o June 2014, ongoing
consistent : gencies that are
reprogramming | radlos
requested
SWIC, RICs December 2014,
S ha ongoing as exercises
rogrammed correclly ;: are conducted
10. 'Continue to plan for "] 10. 1Work with FirstNet through DOJ July 2014, ongoing
deployment of NPSBN consuliatlon process
in Wisconsin '
& 10.-2Fiev1ew and evaluate FirstNet | DOJ, IC June 2016
AP for Wisconsin, and
rovide recommendations 1o
“he Governor
4.10.3Complete requirements of DOJ, IC September 2016
"~ SLIGP
11. | Create strategic plan for | 11.1Educate stakeholders and SWIC, Public October 2014
deployment of NG911 begin developing strategic Service
plan through technical Commission
assistance workshop (PSC), IC
11.2Develop working group to IC, NG911 December 2014
create a formal strategic plan | Working Group
11.3Complete strategic NG911 RICs, PSC, June 2015
plan NENA, APCO
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11.4Conduct outreach and . DoJ September 2015
education of strategic NG911
Plan
11.5Present stralegic plan to DOJ Aprit 2016
legislature .
12. | Promote and encourage | 12.1Conduct outreach and June 2014, ongoing
CASM usage information sharing to local -
stakeholders on CASM
capabilities, webinars, and-
usage opportunities.. i
12.2Schedule slatewide webi SWIC +. | December 2014
on CASM .
12.3Develop new sirategles for | BICs,SWIC | December 2014
engaging local slakeholders A S
t3. | Enhance intra- and 131Identify systemstobe | .SSMG, SWIC, | December 2014,
interstate connactivity connecta : 1ocal agencles ongoing
between WISCOM and o .
other systems SSMG_TechmcaI Aptif 2015
'Sy_sijem owners | April 2015, ongoing
System owners | December 2015,
ongoing
System owners | December 2015,
51 ongoing
14, | Enhance coverage and | 14.1 dentify areés to enhance SSMG June 2014, ongoing
capacity of WISCOM coverage of WISCOM
14.2Prioritize system SSMG, local June 2014, ongoing
‘=27 éphancements agencies
" 1'44.3Begin system upgrades DOJ, DOT, local | September 2014,
agencies ongoing

5.4 Training and Exercises

The Training and Exercises section of the SCIP explains Wisconsin’s approach to
ensure that emergency responders are familiar with interoperable and emergency
communications equipment and procedures and are better prepared for responding to
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real-world events. Wisconsin Emergency Management (WEM) manages training and
exercises for the State’s emergency managers and first responders, and has developed
a Multiyear Training and Exercise Plan (TEP) to serve as the roadmap for the State to
accomplish the priorities described in the 2012-2015 Wisconsin Homeland Security
Strategy. The State plans to focus training and exercise initiatives in support of these
priorities, one of which is communications interoperability. To that end, the TEP
identifies specific training and exercise opportunities throughout the State that include
communications interoperability as a critical objective. In addition, the State relies on the
RICs to coordinate and conduct regional. interoperability training and exercises. First
responders and emergency managers can view the complete training catalogue and
register for courses through its online tralnlng port t" www trainingwisconsin.org.
WEM’s exercise policy also requires that exercises: ational Incident Management
System (NIMS)-compliant. Although mteroperable nications is one of the target
capabilities that may be tested, there is n ' “that all exercises evaluate
communications as a critical task.

In addition to the courses offered by WEM, technical colleges.in Wisconsin have
recently developed a unique program for PSAP operators. Wisconsin -plans to leverage
this program, and lmpiement its own tralnmg standa ds:'and State- certlflcatlon program

je 1o maintain integration with the
-of emerging technologies such as

NG911.
nd exercises.

d Initiatives

Support State, local, | 5.1Provide assistance in . SWIC, RICs, and | September 2015
counly, regional and desighing,.conducting, and WEM
tribal communications valualing exercises
exercises - T '
15. 2Encourage all agencies to SWIC, RICs, and | September 2015
“include a communications WEM
“component and evaluator in
“Every exercise
“15.3Develop tabletop exercises SWIC, RICsand | September 2016
with bordering agencies to WEM
evaluale interstate
interoperability
16. | Conduct and coordinate | 16.1ldentify stakeholder groups IC, SWIC, RICs | December 2017
interoperable that require training
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Initiatives -
communications training | 1g.2Determine tools, training IC, SWIC, State | December 2017
curriculum and delivery Training Officer
methods (STQ)
16.3Deliver fraining on biannual | Varies December 2017,
basis or as requested (dependent on ongoing
: type of training,
{"funding and end
| usen
17. | Develop orientation 17.1Document history and ., SWIC March 2015
program for new program goals refated to
participants in the Wisconsin lnteroperablilty
Wisconsin Initiative i e
Interoperabillty Initative 17.2Provide onentatlon io new __I.C,__;§WIC b '?_’Mgrch 2017, ongoing

participants and refresher to
current _members

5.5 Usage

The Usage section: of the SCIP outlmes _efforts to ensure responders adopt and
familiarize themselves:with mteroperable and emergency communications technologies,
systems, and. operating.: chdures in the. State. Regular usage ensures the
masntenan_ce ahd. establishment of mteroperabslity in case of an incident. Interoperability
in Wisconsin is promoted daily at the local;’ reglonal tribal, and State levels through the
use of WISCOM, as wel! as ‘m tual aid resources, including MARC, IFERN, and
MABAS W:sconsm R

Wisconsin plans to contlnue.,to support those agencies that use WISCOM for daily use
and mutual aid; but also seeks to include an interoperability component to the mutual
aid capabilities such as MABAS Wisconsin.

Table 5 outlines Wlsconsm s gdals and initiatives for usage.

Table 5. Usage Goals and Initiatives

: Compietlon Date i
18. | Encourage use of 18.1Promote participation in roll | RICs June 2014 ongoing
WISCOM and mutual calls
WISCONSIN STATEWIDE CCMMUNICATION INTEROPERABILTY PLAN 20
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aid frequencies 18.2Promote use of WISCOM and | RICs June 2014, ongoing
mutual aid frequencies in
communications exercises and

planned events

5.6 Outreach and Information Sharing

The Outreach and Information Sharing sectlon of the: SCIP outlines Wisconsin's
approach for building a coalition of individuals and emergency: response organizations
statewide to support the SCIP vision:and for promoting:.common emergency
communications initiatives. Wisconsin encourages outreach andinformation sharing
through its Regional Interoperability Councils; which were established to ensure that
interoperability implementations = address local. ..concerns and unlque regional
circumstances, while also adhermg to.the strategies and tactics adopted in the SCIP.
Each Council is supported by a Grant-funded RIC with experience in public safety
communications and emergency response. As.part of their duties, the Regional SCIP
Implementation Coordin are responSEbl“'“‘" . provudmg timely information and
updates about G s C ordmatlng ‘and conducting regional

ives for outreach and information sharing.

ation Sharing Goals and initiatives

: Imtcatwes 1 Owner .. Complet:on_ ate:
19. | Develop outreachand 19, 1Ident|fy elements of plan, IC, SWIC June 201 5, annually
information sharing pfan including, but not limited to: thereafter

COMU awarenass; SOPs; Wl-
TERT; NG911; ARES/RACES;
P25; funding opportunities;
training and exercises; mutual
aid frequencies

WISCONSIN STATEWIDE COMMUNICATION INTEROPERABILTY PLAN 21
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IC, SWIC,

June 2015, annually

outreach on NPSBN16™
stakeholders and_e!ected
officials e

19.2ldentify methods of delivery
(e.g., website, conferences, various thereatter
webinars, RICs)
20. | Conduct education and | 20.1Develop curriculum for DOJ September 2014
outreach on NPSBN education and outreach plan
on NPSBN
20.2Deliver education an December 2014,

ongoing

5.7 Life Cycle Funding

The Life Cycle Fundin
and future interop
previous initiative
programs. Howeve

funded by:“both Federal and State grant
ently the main source of funding for
h'ng a Eong-term funding mechanism for

21, | Develop comprehensive
funding plan for
maintaining and
enhancing interoperable
communications

IC, DOT, DOJ,

June 2014, ongoing

21.1ldentify and pursue all
available funding WEM, local
opportunities, including grants | agencies
and public/private partnerships
21.2identify mechanism to SWIC, IC, DOT, | June 2014, ongoing
transition from grant funding to | DOJ, WEM, local
dedicated and sustainable agencies

State, local, and other funding

WISCONSIN STATEWIDE COMMUNICATION INTEROPERABILTY PLAN
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SoUrces

21.3Develop recommendations for | IC March 2015, annually
allocating grant funding to thereafter
| local agencies _ _ o
21.4ldentify elemens of plan IC SWIC other | January 2016
including, but not limited to: .grantmg

NG911 funding; training and -
exercises funding, WISCOM

funding; equipment; s
maintenance funding;’ Wi
TERT; dlspatcher/PSAP
training and slandards; RICs

21.5Review and update fundlng IC.. i }ggnuary 2016
plan an annual basis and as R

6. IMPLEMENTATIO

6.1 Action Plan

The Action Plan section of 'SCIP describes the process Wisconsin will use to
determine & plan to execute the initiatives in the 'SCIP. Twenty-one new strategic goals,
ding initiatives, and:measures f r"‘success were developed through the SCIP
revss:on._process Foilowmg an mltlal review, the SWIC will submit the revised SCIP to
the IC for'their review and. comment' 'The IC is responsible for providing final approval of
the Wisconsin SCIP. :

6.2 Measures of Suct

The Measures of Success section of the SCIP defines the measures that Wisconsin will
use to monitor progress and indicate accomplishments toward achieving the vision for
interoperable and emergency communications. Measures of success are used to
meaningfully assess the outcomes and impacts of program functions and processes in
meeting strategic goals. Table 8 outlines these measures for Wisconsin. More

information on how these measures are managed is included in Section 6.3,

Table 8: SCIP Measures of Success

Measures of Success

WISCONSIN STATEWIDE COMMUNICATION INTEROPERABILTY PLAN 23
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B EET A e o Measure -
AT Sirategrc Goal( ) B R R Target o R Owner. or

Goal# Suppoﬂed iertrai State Measurement Cen[;g[teetlon : Source

1. Revrew findings of Recent Governance body December IC
governance assessment | govemance and associated | 2014
and develop actionand | assessment working groups are
implementation plan provided restructured and

. are comprised of
_ recommendatrons appropriate State
on restructuring and local members
govemnance body I
and working
groups

2. Review and revise Existing statutes ;;Exrstlng statutes *=::|- May 2016 IC, SWIC,
relevant interoperability | are not aligned lo. - | Teviewed, revised, | Workgroups
slatutes and align to the current vision | and codified i law
current goals and mission - bythe Iegref!_.arnre |

3, Deveiop and maintain State lacks an Secure web portal | September | SWIC, RICs, IC
central repository for mformahen shanng provides users 2015
sample SOPs hased on | with sample SOPs
discipline or event type by discipline or .

4. Develop and |mplement _Deployment pohcy September SWIC, IC, RICs,
policy on how to con{act for COMU and WI- | 2015 WEM, WI-TERT
and deploy COMLs, - TERT resources is Coordinators

-QMTS’ and ih__e_ W ‘ secure web portal.
‘| Responders are

familiar with

“orhow fo dep!oy available COMU

1:8lich resources and WI-TERT
resources through’
outreach and
information sharing
sessions (e.g.,
meetings,
conferences).

5. Update and encourage Not all counties in | 90% of counties December SWIC, RICs,
completion of TICPs Wisconsinhave | have completed | 2017 SASI

completed a TICP; :]'ICPS; State TICP
State TICPisnot | 'S crrrrent; and four
: . regional TICPs are
current; regronall complete
TICPs do not exist,
WISCONSIN STATEWIDE COMMUNIGATION INTEROPERABILTY PLAN 24
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Measurement

‘ Conduct cybersecurity

| WISCOM and

December

SWIC, CIO,

\ . i_e use Status

WISCOM and 75%
assessment of WISCOM | other systems are | of other major | 2016 CWa, DOT
and other systems potentially radio systems in
vulnerable to Wisconsin are._:__.;
. evaluated for
cybersecurity
attacks and have | yinerabilities;
not been evaluated | 75% of - -
for risks ,recommendatrons“
|-argimplemented .-
Develop online There is no onlin_e__?f | Wisconsin “Status 'Dee’ember DOJ, DOT, IC
reservationfusage of methodof - | Board”is fully 20157
interoperability channels | managing usage of ---Zoperailor;al Stale
(i.e., "Status Board") statewide and loca agenmes
bil are familiar with
interopera My | and trained on how
channele e

Encourage participatio
infFERN =

ery few IFERN/

use at 90% of
= {primary fire

| dispatch centers or
counties in
. Wisconsin;
'MABAS Wisconsin
conducts outreach
on IFERN with
100% of State and
local agencies

“1"“December

2015

MABAS .
Wisconsin, RiCs

WISCONSIN STATEWIDE COMMUNICATION INTEROPERABILTY PLAN
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__.'J__j_-Meas_ [Sgttz o So ce_
9, Program radzos to ensure | Not all radios are 100% of agencies | December SWIC, HiCs IC
all interoperability programmed with | are provided with | 2016
channels are included | all interoperability | YVisconsin
and channst channels and Standard Chann:al
. Naming Best
nomenclature is nomenclature
consistent varies
_correctly named
_ _=|nteroperab|hiy )
N h
response
, exercises -
i0. Continug fo plan for __hhsconsm makes | September BCd, IC
deployment of NPSBN in monitoring FlrsiNet optin/out decision. | 2016
Wisconsin --and evaluatlng dn
how 1o procee
wuth 'NPSBN
mp!ementatlon
11. Creale siraieg[c plan for - it Wisconsin April 2016 SWIC, PSC, IC,
?depl:oyment of NGQ‘H - conducts NG911 RICs, DOJ,
B : {echnical NENA, APCO
: " assistance
.,NGQH '?-api?l]mes workshop, drafls
nd no stateplan | sirategic plan for
deployment of
NG911, and
conducts oulreach
with Stale and
local agencies on
NG911
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Iniial State

10 Source

12. Promote and encourage | State and local State and local December RICs SWIC

CASM usage | agenciesare not | agencies are 2016
famitiar with famifiar with CASM
CASM: CASMis through targete;i )
' outreach; CASM is
not current reviewed f
acouracy
monthly basis;:
75% of agencres ]
.I-have populated ']
. and current CASM
T dala N
13. Enhance intra- and WISCOMisnot .WISCOM December .. | SSMG, SWIC,
interstate connectivity interoperable with intetoperable with | 2015 i} local agencies,
between WISCOMand | all inter- and. 75% of systems | system owners
other systems mlraslale‘systems within Wisconsin

and 50% of crosa

" |'September | SSMG, local

74. Enhance coverage ¢ an V lSCOM Iac':lsﬁ

capacity of WISCOM 2014 agencies, DOJ,
DOT
| WISCOM users is
, mcreased
15, upport State ioca!_' ‘
'|'county, regional and trlbal
cominunications ;
exermses b
16. Conduct and coordlnale ‘Interoperable Interoperable December IC, SWIC, RICs,
interoperable | communications is | communications | 2017 8TO
communications training | notincluded in | ranings
S eurriculum for lntegra}led in 100%
N of basic academy
public safety level training;
responders Wisconsin
provides ongoing
interoperable
communications
training for public
safety personnel
twice a year
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b TR A e e R oDale T e
17. Develop orientafion (Governance New paricipants | March2017 | SWIC, IC
program for new participants lack | are provided with
participants in the historical context | Ovientation
Wiscensin Interoperability | and full
Initiative understanding of
interoperability
vision, mission and
goals ol
18, Encourage use of WISCOMand [ 90%oflocaland | June 2014 | RICs
WISCOM and mutual aid | mutuataid < _Siant_e‘ag‘tenpies | o
frequencies frequencies are  +| Participalé In ro
not used by all calls; WISCOM:
SR and/or.mulual aid
agencies during | g ancies are
exercisgsand .. | used in 90% of

planned evenis - . |.exercises and :-

Wisconsin lacks a “Tune 2015 | I1C, SWIC
comprehensive
outreach and
information sharing-

19. Develop outreachand
information shating plan

'completed,
dentifies key
S stakeholders (e.g.
nto key.. locals, legislators)
<stakeholders for..._ “\.and includes
interoperable " |“strategy for
communications | multiple forms of
communication
(e.g. listserve, e-
mail, webinar,
brochures,
presentations,
efc.); SWIC, RICs
and IC have
implemented plan
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mpl

: e e Date S
| 20, Conduct education and Wisconsin DOJ and IC draft December DOJ, IC
outreach on NPSBN stakeholders and | education and 2017

| elected officials outreach plan for |
are not familiar NPSBN; DOJ and

. IC conduct s
with NPSEN targeted outreach‘
with 90%
Wlsconsm Fine
slakeholders and .
|‘elected officials | .

21. Develop comprehensive | Interoperable < | Wisconsin January 2016 | IC, SWIC, DOT,
funding plan for communications ™ |-émploys a mix of Fi DOJ, WEM,
maintaining and initiatives lack funding streams " | local agencies
enhancing interoperable | funding-for including; but not

o limited to, grants,
communications sustainment and

public/private
partnershms &

'

nqhanf‘e

Linthis SCIP -

6.3 Management of Su ess
: " sectton descnbes the iterative,

repeatable method

progress,:the SWIC and;iC wHI conduct an annuai review of the Wlsconsm SCIP at the
State Interoperablllty Symposmm Dunng the symposium, the SWIC, the IC, and public
safety leaders:that participated in drafting the revised SCIP will convene to evaluate
which initiatives: have been'completed, and determme the status of the outstanding
goals and lnltlatlves.

6.4 Strategic Plan Rewew

The Strategic Plan Review section outlines the process Wisconsin will use to conduct
reviews of the SCIP to ensure it is up to date and aligned with the changing internal and
external interoperable and emergency communications environment, as well as to track
and report progress against the defined initiatives and measures of success. During the
annual review process at the State Interoperability Symposium, Wisconsin will identify
completed goals, and revise existing goals and initiatives based on the new
environment. The IC will be provided with an opportunity to review and comment before
formally approving the updated SCIP.

WISCONSIN STATEWIDE COMMUNICATION INTERQPERABILTY PLAN 29
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7. REFERENCE MATERIALS

The Reference Materials section outlines resources that contribute additional
background information on the SCIP and interoperable and emergency communications
in Wisconsin. Table 9 includes the links to these reference materials.

__ Table 9: SCIP Reference Materials

SSMG Bylaws SSMG Bylaws

.3 Year Training & Exercise Plan
11:2013-2015

Training and Exercise Plan

Annex K Wisconsin Mutual Aid?requenoies

Wisconsin Standard Channel | Channel naming documéﬁf-?_?i:_for W;sconsm

Naming Best Practices agencies ;.

Htp:iwwwinterop.wi.qov
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APPENDIX B: LIST OF ACRONYMS
in this section, list the acronyms used throughout the document.

APCO
APR
ARES

CASM

CIO
COML
COMT
COMU
CWG
DHS
DOJ
DOT
FirstNet
IC
ICSG
IFERN

:and Mobile Radio

Association of Public Safety Communications Officials
Annual Progress Repoit
Amateur Radio Emergency Services

~ Communications Assets Survey and Mappmg |

Wisconsin Chief Information Officer
Communications Unit Leader
Communications Unit Technicia',_
Communications Unit
Cybersecurity Working Group
u.Ss. Department of Home!and"

NECP Natlonal nergency Communications Plan

NENA Natlona ‘“_;mergency Number Assaociation

NG911 Next Generation 911

NIMS National Incident Management System

NPSBN Nationwide Public Safety Broadband Network

NTIA National Telecommunications and Information Administration

OEC Office of Emergency Communications

P25 Project 25

WISCONSIN STATEWIDE COMMUNICATION INTEROPERABILTY PLAN 33
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PPD
PSAP
PSC
RACES
RIC
SASI
SCIP
SOP
SSMG
STO
SWIC
TEP
TICP
VHF
WEM
WI-TERT
WISCOM
UHF

Presidential Policy Directive

Public Safety Answering Point

Public Service Commission

Radio Amateur Civil Emergency Services
Regional Interoperability Coordinator
State Agency SCIP Implementation Group

‘Statewide Communication interoperability Plan

Standard Operating Procedure _‘
Statewide System Management Group
State Training Officer _ £
Statewide [nteroperabifity Coordlnator
Training and Exercise Plan

Tactical Interoperable Commq_nications?l?_ian
Very High Frequency
Wisconsin Emergency Management: ;.
Wlsconsm Teiecommunlcator_Emergen.' y Response Taskforce
teroperab[e Syste Commudnlcattons

ngh Freduency
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STATE OF WISCONSIN
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

J.B. YAN HOLLEN
ATTORNEY GENERAL

Kevin M. St. John
Deputy Attorncy General

Date: 8_/25/14

To: Interoperability Council Members

From: Tim Pierce, Statewide Interoperability Coordinator

Re: FirstNet Intitial Consultation Package Response

Sheriff Joski,

17 West Main Street
P.O, Box 7857
Madison, WI 53707-7857

Tim Pierce

Statewide Interoperability Coordinator
Interoperability Unit

608/261-7536

piercetj@doj.state,wius

-On August 16™ 2012 Governor Walker by letter designated the Interoperability Council as
Wisconsin’s coordinator for the nationwide Public Safety Wireless Broadband Project (PSWB) and

serve as the point of contact for consultation with FirstNet,

FirstNet released their Initial Consultation Package on April 30", 2014 with a series of questions for
each State and Territory. Enclosed you will find a draft response (o FirstNet on behalf of the
Interoperability Council. T am looking for your formal approval to submit this response to FirstNet,




STATE OF WISCONSIN
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

J.B. VAN HOLLEN
ATTORNEY GENERAL

Kevin M, St. John
Deputy Attorney Genernl

Date: 8/25/14

To: Mr. David Buchanon, Director of State Consultation, FirstN;

From: Tim Pierce, Wisconsin State Single Point of Contact (SPOC) on behalf ¢

Council

Re: FirstNet Initial Consultation Package Response

Mr. Buchanon,

Enclosed you will find the State of Wiscons

Package detailing the information requested

Contacts:

State of Wisconsin Single
Tim Pierce

Dierceti@gi statew
608/261<7536

Tim Pierce

Statewide Interoperability Coordinator
State of Wisconsin Single Point of Contact
WI Department of Justice

of Wisconsin.

17 West Main Street
P.O. Box 7857
Madison, WI 53707-7857

Tim Pierce

Statewide Interoperability Coordinator
Interoperability Unit

.. 608/261-7536

“ piercetj@doj.state.wius

¢ Interoperability

the Interoperability Council




WISCONSIN SCOTT WALKER,

INTERGIPERABILITY ™™

SEAMLESS STATEWIDE A PUBLIC SAFETY RADIO COMMUNICATIONS MA?TJOSKI’
Chairperson

Intercperability
Council

Governance Body:

On August 16", 2012 by letter Governor Walker designed “the Interoperability Council as
- Wisconsin’s coordinator for the nationwide Public Safety Wireless Broadband Project (PSWB) and
serve as the point of contact for consultation with FirstNet.”

The Interoperability Council is created in Wisconsin State Statute 15:108(18) ‘;.rith the following i
membership: '

Agency heads or their designees:
¢ The Attorney General
The Adjutant General
The Secretary of Natural Resources
The Secretary of Transportation
A representative from the Depaﬂment of Administra ‘

Aloes

LCCuElU.lUE_'y’

with knowledge of information

Governor appointed:
¢ a Chief of Police

a Sheriff

a Chief of a Fir

a Director of:E'

The Chairperson and Vice Chairperson are designated by the Governor.
Chairperson — Sh rlff:l\_flatt Joski
Vice-Chairperson — Chief Tom Czaja

Additional information’is available at http://www.interop.wi.gov

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison WI 53703
Phone: (608) 266-9570 j | www.interop.wi.gov




WISCONSIN SCOTT WALKER,

I N T E R < P E R A i L ! TY Governor

7y
SEAMLESS STATEWIDE A PUBLIC SAFETY RADIO COMMUNICATIONS MA:ITJOSKI’
Chairperson

Interoperability
Council

Attendees:

On June 19", 2014 the Interoperability Council formally Iecommended the foilowmg 1equ1red
“Initial Consultation attendees and desired attendees:

Required:
Statewide Interoperability Coordinator — Tim Pierce
State Chief Information Office — David Cagigal
Interoperability Council Chair — Sheriff Matt Joski
Staff Representative of the Governor

Desired:

All other Interoperability Council Members
Regional Interoperability Coordinators

State Broadband Director — Tithi Chattopadhyay
Public Safety Wireless Broadband Plannér— Terek Taillon

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison W1 53703
Phone; (608) 266-9570 | [ www.interop,wi.goy




WISCONSIN _’ SCOTT WALKER,

INTERGHPERABILITY ™™

SEAMLESS STATEWIDE A PUBLIC SAFETY RADIO COMMUNICATIONS MA,TTJOSKI’
Chairperson

Interoperability
Council

Scheduling:

The Interoperability Council would like the State Single Point of Contact to work directly with
- FirstNet on scheduling in the first or second quarter of 2015. '

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison WI 53703
Phone; (608) 266-9570 | | www.interop.wi.gov




WISCONSIN _ SCOTT WALKER,

PERABILITY ™™

A’ PUBLIC SAFETY RADIO COMMUNICATIONs MATTJOSK],
' Chairperson

Interoperability
Council

INTER

SEAMLESS STATEWIDE

Wireless Contract Vehicles:

THE STATE HAS ABOUT 14,000 WIRELESS DEVICES IN SERVICE AND ARE REQUIRED TO HAVE
MOBILE DEVICE MANAGEMENT ON ANY DEVICE THAT CAN CONNECT TO THE ENTERPRISE. IN
ORDER TO GET COVERAGE THROUGHOUT THE STATE WE HAVE TO HAVE MULTIPLE
PROVIDERS, IN SOME AREAS WE HAVE ISSUED WAIVERS FOR AGENCI TO SUBSCRIBE TO A
NON-=-CONTRACTED VENDOR IF NONE OF THE CONTRACTED VEN CAN PROVIDE COVERAGE,

THIS CONTRACT IS FOR NEW WIRELESS TELEPHONY ANDBR DBAND QUIPMENT, SERVICE
PLANS AND SUPPORT TO BE PROVIDED THROUGHOUT THE: TATE OF WI
CONTRACT IS A MANDATORY ENTERPRISE AGREEMENT THAT SHALL BE USED. BY ALL

AGENCIES AND UW CAMPUSES. THE CONTRACT I SO AVAILABLE FOR M PALITIES.

THE NEW CONTRACT WILL INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING
PROVIDE SERVICE PLANS AND EQUIPMENT ANYWHERE IN
~-AT&T MOBILITY
~YERIZON WIRELESS
-U.S. CELLULAR
«SPRINT

SRS;WHO ARE AUTHORIZED TO
i STATE OF WISCONSIN:

THE SCOPE OF THE CON

$0.06 - per mobile to mobile minute
$0.06 - per toll-free minute

0.06 - per directory assistance minute
$1.99 - per directory assistance call
No charge for:

Long distance

Intrastate roaming

Interstate roaming

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison WI 53703
Phone: {608) 266-9570 | | www.interop.wi.gov




WISCONSIN

INTER(

SEAMLESS STATEWIDE A

SCOTT WALKER,

)PERABILITY ©

MATT JOSK],
Chairperson
Interoperability
Council

PUBLIC SAFETY RADIO COMMUNICATIONS

State SmartPhone Data Plan 0 o000 o

5GB

Unlimited: .
$27.00 - monthly access

with Tethering capability:

$37.00 - monthly access
$10.00 - per GB over 5 GB aliowance

State Laptop, Tablet and Mi-Fi -

SGB

3GB

$37.99 - monthly access
$10.00 - per GB over 5 GB allowance

-$26.95 monthly access

Unlimited
$37.99 - data speed may be reduced with

Rates / Fees - US Cellular

State Voice Plans: =~

State Rate Plan (I.mai/N iona

~$0.00 - monthly access *
0.05 - per IHCOl’HlIlg minute

0.05 - per directory assistance minute
s per directory assistance call

Unlimited Incoming Minutes or Unlimited Mobile to Mobile
Features can be added for $10 each

No charge for:

Long distance

Intrastate roaming

Interstate roaming

Add-Ons:
$10.00 - Unlimited Incoming
$10.00 - Unlimited Mobile to Mobile with other US Cellular

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison WI 53703

Phone: (608) 266-9570 | | www.inlerop.wi.gov
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INTE R

SEAMLESS STATEWIDE A

SCOTT WALKER,

JPERABILITY “

PUBLIC SAFETY RADIO COMMUNICATIONS

MATT JOSK]I,
Chairperson
Interoperability
Council

State SmartPhone Data Plan 00

5GB

Tethering

3GB:

$24.95 - monthly access
$0.10 - Per MB over SGB

Tethering Service
$25 - monthly for SGB
$. 10/MB (4200 monthly ¢

COH]UI]CthH with ‘an)
plans as well those

State Aircard Data Plan

Tablet Data Plans

[$72.00- 10 OB

$40.00 - 5GB
$22.00 - 2GB
$10.00 - Per GB over

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison WL 53703
Phone; {608) 266-9570 || www.interop.wi.gov
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Text /Picture /Video Messaging Plans

$0. 10 Per text message (pay as you go)

$0.25 - Per picture/video message (pay as you go).

$4.95 - Text Messaging 250; includes 250 outgoing, unlimited
incoming, $0.10 per outgoing text over 250.

$9.95 - Text Messaging 750; includes 750 outgoing, unlimited

incoming, $0.10 per outgoing text over 750.
$14.95 - Unlimited text messaging,

$2.95 - Picture/video Messaging 20, includes 20 outgoing,
unlimited incoming, $0.25 per outgoing picture/video over 20.
$5.95 - Picture/video Messaging 50, includes 50 outgoing,
unlimited incoming, $0.25 per outgoing picture/video over 50.
$10.95 - Picture/vidco Messaging 100, inctudes 100 outgoing,
unlimited incoming, $0.25 per cutgeoing picture/video over 100

$19.,95 - Unlimited text, pictures, video,

Note ~ When ordering text/picture/video messaging,
specifically state which service(s) you want established on the
service order. For example, if you want pay as you go
text/picture/video messaging established, order pay as you go

| text and pay as you go picture/video messaging. |
Vehicle Monitoring Plan S el ST

All Vehicle Monitoring Devices (see eqmpment matrlx for Delph1 Ca1 Connect Dev1ce) must be
activated as part of a Shared Data Plan structure. For more information click here

Monthly Device Recurring Charge will be $10 (on the bill it will show as two $5 charges) and an
applicable Shared Data Plan

Shared Data Plans will be eligible for the State of WI Alternative Plan discount of 25% (this does
not include the $10 per month charge)

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 Wesl Main Street [ Room 450 | Madison WI 53703
Phone: (608) 266-9570 || www.interop.wi.gov
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‘Shared Data Plans .

SMB Shared Data Plan

Device Connection

| Structure Shared Data

OEZers

Offers | MRC | Max #
of
Devices

1GB |8§10 10

2GB | $20 10

4GB | $30 10

6GB | $40 10

8GB | $50 10

10GB | $60 10

12GB | $70 10

14 GB | $80 10

16 GB | $90 10

18GB | $100 | 10

20GB | 8110 | 10

30GB | $185 |25

40 GB | $260 | 25

50GB | $335 |25

USB Modem | $20
Hotspot $20
Tablet $10
Vehicle Monitoring | $10

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison W1 53703
Phone; (608) 266-9570 | | www.interop,wi.gov
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Sprint Rate Sheet

State Rate Plan $3.00 - monthly access

(Local/National) $0.06 - per incoming minute

$0.06 - per outgoing minute
$0.06 - per mobile to mobile minute
$0.06 - per toll-free minute

$1.99 - per directory assistance ca

No charge for:
Long distance
Intrastate roaming
Intrastate 1‘0aming .

Optional Add Ons;
Text Plans 300 Text incomi
$2.00 per's
Text Plans
$6.00 per o

outgoing

State SmartPhone Data Plan _

~$39 99 monthly access

‘State Aircard Data Plan -~ -

Unllmlted
$37.99 - monthly access

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison W1 53703
Phone; (60B) 266-9570 || www.interop.wi.govy
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State Tablet Data Plan =~ = = 50
6GB:
$39.99 - monthly access
VERIZON RATE SHEETS
State Voice Plan ~ $0.00 - monthly charge
Wisconsin $0.06 - per incoming minute

$0.06 - per outgoing minute
$0.06 - per mobile to mobile minute
$0.30 - per interstate roaming minute
$0.06 - per toll-free minute
$0.06 - per directory

$1.99 - per directory

iice minute

No charge for:

State Voice Plan
National

No:
Long distance

Intrastate roaming
Interstate roaming

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison WI 53703
Phone; (608) 266-9570 | [ www.interop.wi.gov
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State SmartPhone Data Plan 0000 = e

Unlimited Smartphone Data Plan: $30.00 — monthly access (with any voice
plan)

State Aircard / Tablet Data Plan

o Unlimited Mobile Broadband Data Plan: $39.99- monthly access

« 5 GB Mobile Broadband Data Plan: $35.99- monthly access (
Overage charge $10/GB)

+ 2 GB Mobile Broadband Data Plan: $30.00-monthly access (Overage
charge $10/GB)

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison W1 53703
Phone; (608) 266-9570 | | www.intcrop.wi.gov
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Outreach Plan:

The following is Wisconsin’s Outreach and Education plan which will change during the planning
- and implementation process.

Project Purpose:
1. Prepare the State of Wisconsin and its public safety comm

for the Wisconsin/FirstNet consultation

Ons governance structure

3.
4.

Project Goals:
1. The network is deployed in a man

2, The network achieves a universal or'y
3. The network is f1nanc1ally and techni

WI Chiéfs of Police Association Meetings

Badger State Sheriff’s Association Meetings
Wisconsin State Firefighters Association Meetings
Wisconsin EMS Association Meetings

b.
C.
d.
e.
f.
g
h.

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison WI 53703
Pheng: (608) 266-9570 ] | www.interop.wi.gov
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i.  Wisconsin Emergency Management Meetings
j.  WIPSCOM Meetings
k. MABAS Meetings
2) Web-based outreach and newsletter
a. Broadband Planner creates WIPSBN webpage on W1 inte Ep,,‘__gite.
b. WI FirstNet Facebook Group and Twitter feed '“
1. Distribute formal invites at interoperability’
ii. Post quarterly newsletter
c. Quarterly newsletter
i. Broadband Planner will create gt
followed by October 2014, Janu;
this period. '
ii. Newsletter will be sent to individuals:identified via individual outreach by
Broadband Planne:

iii.

and contacti formation for WI PSBN personnel (SPOC, BB
RICs, PSWBG members, etc)
Wisconsin.

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison WI 53703
Phone; (608) 266-9570 | | www.interop.wi.gov
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Barriers:

At this time Wisconsin has not identified any specific legal bamers that would impede 1ts ability to
participate fully in the consultation process.

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison W1 53703
Phone; {608) 266-9570 | | www.interop.wi.gov
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Questions for FirstNet:

Wisconsin requests formal answers in writing from FirstNet on the followmg questlons
‘Opt-in / Opt-out Questions

L.

When will states and territories need to make an opt in/opt out decision? ‘The law identifies
that the states will have 90 days to decide once they’re notifi
FirstNet’s pian for the state/territory and FirstNet’s RFP proces

to conclude these processes.?

‘When does FirstNet intend

If states or territories want to not opt-in or opt-gut to the FirstNet plan, but i

see, or do nothing at all, what is the process?

tead wait and

There has not been clarification of who retains “con “ov;/nership” over existing
local/state/tribal infrastructure assets such as the statewide L MR infrastructure in the event
FirstNet decides to utilize the existing assets or state-built NP, sites, Is FirstNet then a:

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison WI 53703
Phone; (608) 266-9570 | | www.interop.wi.gov
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Spectrum

5. What is FirstNet’s plan on how the PSST / D-Block spectrum and Backhaul bandwidth are
to be used?

a. Public Safety users only, no other use?

b. Commercial use allowed with Public Safety having pri
preemption mechanism?

c. Consumer + Commercial use allowed with Pub}i
ruthless preemption mechanism? :

d. How does FirstNet envision the workings of the Ruthiess Pleempt"
Control mechanism(s)? ' .

ity via'a ruthless

afety-having priority via a

and Local

6. If FirstNet builds into an area with no existing cellular /I-TE coverage, will Consumer /

Commercial traffic be allowed o

7. How does FirstNet plan to address
broadband spectrum before the FCC n{aligh
NPSBN? This Would i

is doing the billing?
11, Will FirstNet be required to also charge for a States’ *Police and Fire Protection Fee™?

12. Will there be different rate plans for local povernmental agencies based upon data rates?

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madisen WI 53703
Phone; (608) 266-9570 | | www.interop.wi.gov
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13. Will FirstNet have a sharing or Pooled data plan per governmental agency or city entity?

14. Will FirstNet provide our state with guarantecd assurance that the FirstNet commercial
carrier system will be better than our current mission critical, pubﬁ%-—spfety grade system at
no cost greater to our public safety users than they are paying month today with
complete coverage of our state?

15. How will FirstNet communicate planned and unpt
public safety?

16. Is FirstNet currently working with any carriers:
of the state planning process?

FirstNet Consultation with State

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison W1 53703
Phone: (608) 266-9570 | | www.interop.wi.gov
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Financial/L egal
20. What does FirstNet envision the contractual / billing structure to be?

a. Individual Agencies contract with a Federal organization like FirstNet, The Federal
organization contracts with the Vendor )
b. Individual Agencies contract with the State, the State contracts:through FirstNet to

. Does FirstNet have any draft contracts, Se
available for review?

and human®

'cqs" at FirstNet may utilize to deploy networks in each state?

28. Will funding be available for terminal devices from FirstNet? Products used today by Public
Safety are usually subsidized by the commercial carrier they utilize.

29. What is the recapitalization approach for FirstNet? How does FirstNet plan to fund future
improvements?
Wisconsin Department of Justice

17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison W1 53703
Phone: (608) 266-9570 | | www.interop.wi.gov
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Technology

30, Public Safety communications systems are often rendered ineffective due to their reliance
on third party backbones. The current FirstNet model is asking states to utilize this model
for the nationwide system. What lessons learned have been taken away-and documented
from past events, and what design changes could minimize:t impacts?

31. What involvement will states have in monitoring FirstNet: ire within their states or

nfrastri
in bordering states?
32. How do we ensure that end users not using a
connectivity with end users on FirstNet? Will th

network compliance?

stNet solution will be assured
> be a central standards bodyto certify

. If not cost, what uitimately will com

lications “store”?
sh-to-talk service or a location service)
lications and which any end-user application may

ifiteroperability, such as a CAD or emergency call-taking

36. What is FirstNet’s strategy for early deployments of locally-owned infrastructure on the
nationwide network? Outside of BTOP entities, there are many jurisdictions in the country
that may wish to begin building RAN immediately and provide those resources to the
NPSBN once FirstNet later deploys in that area.

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison WI 53703
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37. What is FirstNet’s strategy to respond to RAN additions? Sites are often necessary to add
due to coverage or capacity following the initial system construction or the relocation of a
preR _ S T _ o _ _

38. What specific system performance data will FirstNet share wi l}-Iocé.l'.%takeholders?

Other

40. Will the FirstNet network be considered a federal'r
state and territorial networks?

41. What overarching strategy does Firs]
technical and operational obstacles ¢

42. What is the deplo
stakeholders with’

and voice appliance

Wisconsin Department of Justice
17 West Main Street | Room 450 | Madison WI 53703
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