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Report Background

In February 05, Market Strategy Group presented a detailed PowerPoint presentation (briefing)
entitled “Alaska Land Mobile Radio Total Cost of Ownership Project” to the ALMR Executive
Council in Anchorage. The Executive Council requested that a Microsoft Word document be
developed which could used in conjunction with the PowerPoint presentation to amplify the
content on the slides. The PowerPoint presentation is the property of the United States
Department of Defense and may be obtained by contacting HQs Alaskan Command J6
Elmendorf Air Force Base AK.

This document provides additional detail for the entire report which consisted of 83 slides, plus
an appendix containing 48 slides. To enhance the readability and understanding of this document
it has been accompanied by the PowerPoint slides which were delivered to the Executive Council
in the February 05 timeframe. Any questions on the content of either the PowerPoint briefing or
this Word Document should be directed to the following personnel:

Tim Woodall
ALMR Program Management Office
Timothy.Woodall @ELMENDORF.af.mil
907.552.8223

Spencer Stern
Partner, Market Strategy Group
spencer.stern@mkt-strat.com
773.965.1650



Slide 1

The Total Cost of Ownership (TCO) report was commissioned by the Alaska Land Mobile Radio
(ALMR) Department of Defense (DOD) Program Management Office (PMO), who engaged
Market Strategy Group, LLC to complete the project. This report is one of two critical reports
associated with determining the Total Cost of Ownership for the ALMR System Enterprise
Infrastructure. The primary purpose of this report was to determine each organization’s current
cost per subscriber unit for using their existing conventional or trunked Land Mobile Radio
(LMR) two-way radio communications network. The second critical report will examine the
total cost of ownership associated with the ALMR System Enterprise Infrastructure and propose
three possible courses of action for implementing a cost shared approach among the cooperative
ALMR stakeholders. During the actions associated with analyzing, preparing, and presenting
this report, data was collected during interviews with more than 60 organizations. Market
Strategy Group collected not only quantitative data on an organization’s current LMR costs, but
also qualitative data regarding issues with their current conventional network. During the
interviews, stakeholders shared their support as well as skepticism and issues they have with the
ALMR program. These issues were examined in relationship to program management risk,

success, and failure.
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This report is divided into two major sections. Sections I11-1V focus on the TCO quantitative
detail. It provides TCO data per user segment: DoD, State, Local, Railroad, and non-DoD
federal. In addition it identifies the high level monthly capital and operations & maintenance
(O&M) costs for the existing operational conventional or trunk system for each segment.
Sections V-VI focus on issues currently confronting the ALMR PMO and the

steps/recommendations that the PMO can pursue to address these issues.

To secure best-in-class ideas on how to operate an area-wide LMR network a benchmarking
analysis was completed. A total of 14 domestic organizations participated, including Alaska. In
addition, a suggested implementation path is presented which is designed to guide the ALMR
PMO as they pursue their next steps.
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There are many positive items about ALMR. Currently 15 sites have been deployed with more
than 5,800 users programmed for use. In addition, there have been several exercises and a real
world Joint Task Force operation which have successfully leveraged ALMR's capabilities. Also,
more than $76,000,000 has already been committed to the program. The current contributions are
predominantly from the DoD (73%). However, adding up the current sources of funds indicates
that actually 94% of the total funding received to date comes from federal sources (grants,
earmarks, inserts, etc.). Of note is the State and Local government’s dependence on federal
funding. This funding strategy has not proven to be successful, and a new approach to meeting
the funding resource requirements must be examined and executed.

To ensure that ALMR meets its targeted objectives and key deployment dates, these are several
critical success factors which must be met. These factors include a new funding strategy,
converting all state users, especially the Alaska State Troopers and the DOT, to active AMLR
advocates, and strengthening the relationship of the DoD and the SOA team within the PMO by
recruiting new, qualified personnel into the PMO. In addition, creating an independent user
group must be a short-term priority.

An important item that is consistently stressed throughout this report is the requirement to do a
better, more consistent job at user educational and outreach. Detailed examples on how to
improve this area will be discussed later in this report.
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The aggregated per subscriber unit cost for the current conventional LMR network for the organizations
interviewed is $40. The primary reasons that the DoD has the current lowest per unit costs is due to their
economies of scale in both procurement and usage, the limited area their network covers, and a strict
adherence to LMR policies and procedures.

The state’s cost is on par with the overall average. The SOA benefits from centralized purchasing and
economies of scale. The locals were higher than the average due to a lack of centralized purchasing; some
regions encompass a very large section of land and therefore require more equipment and resources. In
addition, it appears that many local agencies do not closely adhere to LMR policies and procedures. Very
few local agencies actually had documented LMR policies and procedures.

The Railroad’s cost is very high because they currently maintain three LMR networks, plus their SATS
cost is very high.

The federal number, though on-par with the overall cost, is based on a very small sample size of only 3
agencies reporting data.

The current overall cost of $40 is in-line with the benchmark data of $31-$53/unit for trunked networks.
However, it is important to note, that trunked networks are typically more expensive on a per unit basis
because these networks contain more modern technology and have enhanced feature functionality.

This slide also contains specific recommendations that could assist the PMO in increasing their
penetration, and converting new users into active ALMR advocates.
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Market Strategy Group (MSG) was initially retained to conduct a TCO study, however due to the
volume of information collected in the interview process it was important to funnel this data to
the PMO. MSG felt that by sharing this information with the PMO, it could help improve the

effectiveness of the PMO, as well as enhance user adoption.

Five specific high-level recommendations are presented. To improve the PMO effectiveness it is
important that all five recommendations be pursued; all are equally important in securing new,
satisfied users. These recommendations are detailed in Section VI. The primary benefit of
implementing the recommendations is to create active ALMR advocates that will drive more
potential users to proactively approach ALMR seeking participation, which will ultimately

produce the intended results of expressed in the ALMR Executive Council’s overall goals.
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This section focuses on the approach and methodology deployed to collect the quantitative and

qualitative data.
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Based on this high level timeline, ALMR has made significant progress. The next key
deliverable that MSG is responsible for is the cost share plan. This plan will assess the total cost
of the operating the ALMR shared infrastructure. Further it will present multiple models which
the Executive Council can utilize to determine a fair and reasonable monthly access fee to charge
ALMR users. Currently MSG is developing this model and will have it completed by April 2005.
The two other important milestones this year involve the joint DHS exercise in August and
reaching beneficial use in December. If these key milestones are not met, full deployment as of

December 31, 2006, which was mandated by an FCC waiver, could be jeopardized.
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As mentioned earlier, this engagement started in November 2004. A large volume of data was
collected, synthesized and analyzed to compile the TCO report. This timetable presents a

detailed list of tasks that the MSG team completed. The benchmark study findings will be
presented in Section VII.
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This slide was used in the November TCO kick-off meeting held in Anchorage. TCO is a
rigorous quantitative analysis which utilizes detailed financial tools to capture and analyze the
data. This slide not only details the value of conducting a TCO analysis, but provides a clear
definition. The “all-in” cost not only includes all LMR-related equipment and O&M expenses,
but also captures the time of resources that are not exclusively dedicated to the LMR network,
such as personnel from the following departments: legal, procurement, contracting, finance,
accounting, logistics, and transportation, among others. Capturing all of these elements helps

provide a comprehensive TCO for a user’s current conventional LMR network.
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A total of 60 organizations were interviewed for this project. Frequently multiple personnel from
each listed agency attended the interview. More than 80% of these interviews were conducted in-
person. The interviews included key agencies from all five segments: DoD, SOA, local, railroad,
and non-DoD federal. In addition, several vendors associated with the current LMR operations as
well the ALMR deployment were interviewed. The ALMR PMO set up a majority of the
interviews and provided contacts for those they were unable to set up. Of the organizations

targeted to participate, more than 90% were interviewed.
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There were a few organizations which declined to participate. Some of the reasons were:
» “Not enough time due to a reorganization that is happening.”
> “I have no idea who would have that information, so | do not know where to direct you.”
» “The person who had that information recently retired and his position has not been
filled.”
A few agencies never returned phone calls/emails. MSG worked closely with the PMO to ensure
that solid contact information for all potential agencies was secured. Follow-up to secure

participation was frequent and consistent.
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The next set of slides focus on the ALMR funding received to date and the requested funding for
FY06. This analysis allocates the funding by segment: DoD, SOA, and local government
agencies that were determined to be viable stakeholders in the ALMR cost share planning
process.

12
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The analysis excludes any subscriber unit funding. The cost share approach requested by the Executive
Council specifically required that the analysis focus on the ALMR Network System Enterprise
Infrastructure. Based on the current amount of funding, federal sources have provided more than 93% of
the total funding. Currently the DoD is paying for the equipment and site prep for many of the sites for
which the SOA was initially responsible. In addition, the DoD is paying for warranties, training, and
PMO costs which equally benefit the locals and SOA. The DoD is covering this funding shortfall with the
understanding that there is no guarantee that they will get reimbursed from the locals or SOA.

Another concern is the unfunded portion. For both the SOA and locals, a high percentage of their overall
commitment is unfunded. Due to the funding disparity and the high unfunded amount, a new funding
strategy/approach should be pursued which is not overly reliant federal sources to secure the required
funding, nor is reliant on DoD to continue to cover critical funding milestones in order to mitigate overall
program risk. To be successful the SOA and local agencies should contribute their fair share to ALMR.
The local agencies could consider bond issues to make up the differential, and the SOA should consider
additional state-related funding sources. If the current funding percentages continue, the DoD may need to
consider an aggressive risk mitigation strategy as they are contributing a disproportionably large amount.
If this occurs, the entire ALMR program could be at risk, because the DoD may find no other alternative
but to withdraw their resources.

According to the original budget estimate compiled by the PMO, it is estimated that the final cost of the
ALMR program, including subscriber units will be approximately $151M, this has proved to be accurate.

13
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It is estimated that the local agencies will need to earmark at least $13M according to the Tri-borough
Focus Project report. This amount was not included in this TCO report because the actual proposal has
not yet been made. The locals must get this request in before March 31, 2005. Another important item is
that the FY06 state request does not include an amount for site preparation unfunded from the previous
year, which leaves a critical funding shortfall to meet the State’s commitment to complete 30 more sites
in the 2006 time frame. It is estimated that the State would require $13.5M to meet previous year
requirements and approximately $10.6M to meet the current year requirements. This does not include

operations and maintenance cost share requirements that arise as sites are made operational.

It is anticipated that the Local Agencies’ request will primarily consist of federal funds. It has yet to be
determined whether the Local’s FY06 request will include a catch up amount for their unfunded portion

from previous years.

As in the funding received to date, the state’s funding request is predominantly reliant on federal sources.
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It is important to note on this slide that these amounts may change based on the state’s supplemental
budget request ($6.1M). Currently, more than 50% of the PMO costs are being paid by the DoD and
provide benefit to all agencies in the cooperative. In fact, most if not all critical plans documents, security
analysis actions, TCO, training, project server hardware, software, and program management personnel
are being provided by the DoD. The SOA is using training slots that the DoD procured for their own
personnel. In addition, the wrap around warranty and system management and system technologist
support procured by the DoD benefits all potential ALMR users.

This slide excludes the unfunded amounts accrued prior to FY 06. These amounts were excluded because
it could not be accurately determined from the personnel responsible for making the requests whether the
request for FY06 included any “catch-up” amounts from previous years.

As mentioned earlier, the funding disparity as indicated in this slide should be remedied by pursuing a
new funding strategy that is more equitable. The state and local organizations should consider new
strategies for securing funding from their governmental entities. In addition, the non-DoD federal
agencies need to become actively engaged in determining their commitment to a shared system approach,
and their interoperability needs associated with the network. Funding strategies engaged in by these
agencies could be based on the number of sites they will be using, or the number of subscribers units that
they will bring onto ALMR. Identifying different funding sources for ALMR, would reduce the heavy
reliance on the DoD to meet most system requirements, such as gateways and transportable systems.

This slide excludes any bond funding initiatives. The MOA is considering launching a bond issue, but
because that application has not been completed, the amount has been excluded.

It is difficult to make an accurate comparison between the costs of building the trunked ALMR network
and the funds spent to build the current conventional networks. However, according to a Motorola
representative, the costs should be very similar, accounting for inflation. The key differences are larger
shelter sizes and longer installation times for trunked networks (due to the equipment’s enhanced feature
functionality). In addition, the price of real estate has far exceeded the inflation rate, resulting in higher
land acquisition and lease expenditures.
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The next three slides capture the current status of the site ALMR site deployment. These three
slides represent a compilation of multiple detailed Excel spreadsheets which form the core of the

analysis.
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This slide shows the current site deployment by population center. Based on the current
deployment, ALMR should consider “going live” in the Fairbanks area because more than 70%
of the targeted sites are already deployed and the remainder will be deployed by the end of 2005.
The next area to consider “going live” is the Mat-Su Borough. Though no sites are currently up,
it is projected that 90% of their sites will be deployed by year’s end. These two areas should be
the focus of short-term outreach efforts. Then by the end of calendar year 2005, the roadway
system should be operational. These areas “going live” can provide “quick wins” by getting new
users on the system and turning them into active ALMR advocates. This will help ALMR build
momentum as the DHS exercise and beneficial use targeted dates approach. The outreach
program for this exercise must include user training as ALMR will require subscriber units that
are vastly different than the existing conventional units.

17
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This slide arrays the site deployment data according to state highway coverage which could be
beneficial to statewide users such as the DOT and AST. For example, ALMR is fully deployed
along the Richardson Highway portion of State Route 2 (SR-2) and will be fully deployed along
SR-4, SR-1, and SR-9 by year’s end. In addition, there will 93% deployment along SR-3 by
year’s end. These areas provide statewide users, or other agencies that require an expanded area,
an excellent opportunity to use ALMR immediately. For personnel who primarily travel along
these routes, it should be a priority to train them on ALMR so they can start using it as soon as
possible. One critical action that must be completed for the roadway system to be functional for
State Trooper operations is an upgrade of the existing dispatch facilities, training, and conversion

to the new infrastructure for day-to-day operations.
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The DoD is doing an excellent job of deploying sites on their bases. They have already deployed
75% of their total sites, with the remainder scheduled for this year. The benefit to the DoD is that
a large percentage of its user base can begin to access ALMR. Getting these users onto the
system and converting them into active ALMR advocates will be a crucial component to assist in
recruiting additional ALMR participants. The DoD has already engaged in an aggressive

training program and is working transition and cut-over plans to ensure success.
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The DoD has taken the lead to fund sites that were not originally their responsibility according to the
MOU between the SOA and DoD. By undertaking this additional financial responsibility, the DoD has
allowed ALMR to keep to its schedule. If the supplemental funding and FY06 budget requests are granted
by the State Legislature that will allow the ALMR program to reach beneficial use by years end. Full
deployment by December 31, 2006, will still be reliant on state and local funding success and a solid
spending plan and funding strategies being put in place that meet the stated funding needs.

From the state’s perspective, it is important to continue the build-out along the state highway system.
Securing as many state-wide users as possible and enabling them to communicate with other first
responders will provide clear evidence of the power of interoperability, a cornerstone of the ALMR
network.

There are approximately 10-12 more ALMR-compliant sites that local agencies may be able to contribute
to the network. This would help expand the overall network coverage.

As mentioned earlier, it is imperative to pursue a funding strategy that fairly distributes the financial

responsibility among all the users. Reaching a new balance of funding will demonstrate broad
commitment to ALMR, enhance the PMO’s effectiveness, and increase ALMR’s credibility.
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In the executive summary, the high level TCO figures of each segment’s current conventional

network were presented. This section is a deeper dive into these numbers.
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This slide represents the aggregated TCO for all current users on their conventional LMR
networks. Please note the TCO excludes the cost of the subscriber units. The primary reason
these costs were excluded is that for ALMR the cost of subscriber units is often covered by
federal grant money from multiple areas: DHS, DOJ, and NIJ, among others. Due to this, it was
determined that an “apples to apples” cost comparison, should not include subscribers units
because many ALMR users will not incur the full subscriber unit cost to join the network.

For the capital expenditures, an average of an organization’s costs over the past 3-5 years was
taken because this was identified as an appropriate period of time when upgrades/replacements
to infrastructure components would be made. In anticipation of ALMR, many organizations
reduced their conventional LMR network capital expenditures. Making the most recent fiscal
year an atypical year for network investment, therefore, an average cost over the last 3-5 years
provided a much more typical capital expenditure spending benchmark for comparison.

Based on the interviews conducted, an agency typically conducts a technology refresh every 3-5
years. However, the actual sites have a much longer life, ranging from 20-40 years and beyond.
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The n= indicates the number of organizations that were interviewed in each segment. This slide
is a repeat of the data that was presented in the Executive Summary. Per Commissioner John
Madden from the TSA, if more non-DoD federal organizations participated in the interviewing

process the total cost would probably “increase from $40 to $60 per unit.”
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This financial analysis focuses on the DoD installations. A large majority of the users are at the
USAF and the US Army bases. The Air Guard and Army Guard represent only 7% and 5%
respectively of the total DoD user base. The Air Guard has such a low overall cost because they
do not have many personnel involved in operating and maintaining their current network. In

addition, due to the small size of their network, the capital expenditures remain relatively low.

The Army Guard can be considered an outlier in this instance because it appears that their
approach to collecting and reporting LMR-related costs differs from the other DoD installations.
It appears that the Army Guard may be including items other than the true LMR costs. After the

initial analysis was completed, the Army Guard was approached again and they re-confirmed
their data.
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Please note that the number of subscribers listed on the right side of slide accounts for the total
users that will be transitioned to ALMR. For example, the DOT has more than 1,300 current
LMR subscriber units. However, much of their area of operation will be outside of the initial
ALMR coverage zones. Therefore, they will need to maintain their existing conventional
subscriber units to ensure coverage when they travel outside of the ALMR reach. This could

create a short-term overall cost increase for the DOT.

The SATS-related data was provided directly by the DOA.
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This slide summarizes the current conventional monthly subscriber unit costs for each of the
local agencies that were interviewed. Where appropriate, departments within a city/borough were
aggregated. For example, in Kenai, the fire department and police department figures were
aggregated. Similarly, the data for the Municipality of Anchorage includes both the
municipality’s data plus the Municipal Light & Power data. Based on the $55 average, 8
organizations exceeded the average, and 7 were below the average. Every outlier, Kenai,
Wasilla, Seward, and North Pole, was re-contacted to re-confirm their data. This data reflects

their re-confirmed amounts.
Detailed information on each individual agency that was interviewed is summarized in the

appendix. Each organization has a dedicated slide which summarizes the quantitative as well as

qualitative data that was collected during the interviews.
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The number of current subscriber units for each local agency was also captured. (It was decided
not to include this information in the previous chart because it would make it too confusing to
read). Approximately 63% of the subscriber units are affiliated with the Municipality of
Anchorage (MOA). Due to the MOA’s deployment of a separate, standalone 800 MHz network
(that will be connected to ALMR via a gateway), a large majority of their subscribers will most
likely not be joining ALMR. However, they will require some ALMR-compliant subscriber
units. The total amount of potential ALMR-compliant subscriber units that will be required, after
deducting the Anchorage amount will be 1,907.

Please note that this total does not include all the volunteer fire departments figures as well as
any boroughs/municipalities that are outside of the proposed ALMR area. Though several
respondents were asked about the amount of subscriber units that volunteer fire departments
have, the best estimate received was 1,000 units. It has not been determined how this amount is
allocated amongst all the volunteer departments. In addition, the migration path on when these
users would join ALMR has not yet been determined.
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The primary reason that the Alaska railroad has such high per unit subscriber cost is due to their
maintaining three separate radio networks. Their costs will continue to be higher in an ALMR
environment because of their requirement to have redundant networks. However, it may be
possible for the railroad to migrate a portion of their current users onto ALMR, and possibly
have ALMR replace one of their conventional networks.

As mentioned earlier, only three non-DoD federal agencies were interviewed. Due to small
sample size, the total cost for this segment may not reflective of their overall cost. In addition,
based on the agencies interviewed, it appears that collectively they will retain a large percentage
of their conventional subscriber units because they need to communicate in areas that will not be
covered by the initial ALMR deployment. If additional non-DoD federal agencies participate in
the interview process, their data would be reflected in a supplemental report/appendix.

The actual number of non-DoD users may be much more than were interviewed. As indicated

earlier in the report, several of theses agencies declined to be interviewed, thereby a pool of
potential users were not sampled.
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Opportunity costs are defined as the costs of not operating the radio network in an optimal
manner. For example, if user training is inadequate, then a higher rate of user errors may occur.
User errors typically translate into a cost. Another example is lack of preventative maintenance.
If the radio network is not maintained on a regular basis, there is a higher incidence of network
downtime. Once again, there is a cost associated with this downtime such as a large payment to
an outside contractor to perform the work, or being unable to route a patrol car to the correct
location. The locals would most likely have the highest amount of opportunity costs.

In addition, opportunity costs may consist of costs which may be reduced/displaced if a new
network is acquired. For example, with ALMR, many potential users indicated that they would
reduce either their cell phone or paging expenses. These costs, if captured would have a positive
financial impact on an organization’s decision to join ALMR.

Because there was insufficient record-keeping of costs associated with the current conventional
network, calculating opportunity costs proved too difficult. However, based on the anecdotal
evidence about opportunity costs, it can be safely estimated that the aggregated monthly
subscriber unit cost for the current conventional network of $40, could be increased by 20-30%.
Using this opportunity cost metric, the estimated monthly subscriber unit cost would be:

Segment Estimated TCO
Including
Opportunity Cost
Overall $48-$52
DoD $29-$31
State $49-$53
Local $66-$72
Railroad $83-$90
Non-DoD Federal $48-$52
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The highest interoperability level that current conventional networks are at is Level 2. Many
agencies when interviewed felt that they had some level of interoperability, some were satisfied
with the current level, most others were not. ALMR will provide Level 6 interoperability, the
highest level available with today’s technology. For those agencies which do not join ALMR, but
only want to secure a gateway into the network, the highest level of interoperability they could
achieve is Level 4.

From an outreach perspective, potential users need to be educated on the different levels of
interoperability. This is very crucial, because the survey results indicated that overall
interoperability is most important reason for joining ALMR.

It is important to note that interoperability at Level 1-2, is not sufficient to respond to a post 9-11
crisis. This point must be communicated to potential users, because they mistakenly believe that
their current conventional systems allow them to appropriately respond in the post 9-11
environment. The safety and security of the first responder is more vital than ever, and the
ability to communicate securely, on-demand and in real time has never been more critical.
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This chart provides a high level comparison of the benefits of joining ALMR. Additional
benefits, containing a more technical analysis, are in the appendix. From an outreach and
educational perspective, it is important to communicate all of these benefits to users, especially
those that are price sensitive, such as local agencies. The message could be “Though you may be
paying a bit more for ALMR, you will be receiving a premium service containing many critical
standardized public safety communications related upgrades from your current conventional
network.”

A key point is that all state and local users must be off their current network frequencies by 2013
because these frequencies do not meet the FCC’s narrowband requirements. ALMR meets this
FCC requirement.

Another key factor to stress is that the current conventional network cannot provide the
interoperability safety and security required for first responders in a post 9-11 environment.
ALMR has proven its’ ability to successfully support Public Safety First Responder
communications needs in the post 9-11 environment.
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Each segment has unique needs and preferences for joining ALMR. For certain segments such as the
DoD, they are willing to incur higher costs associated with implementation, operation, and maintenance
for ALMR because they require the benefits of a standards based secure interoperable system, new
features such as over the air re-keying, enhanced interoperability with other federal, state and local
agencies, enhanced coverage, etc.

For state users, the cost difference may not be material, but they will experience true Level 6
interoperability. This is an especially important feature as a large number of agencies from all the user
segments have a very strong desire to interoperate with the State Troopers. For the State Troopers, the
technology increases significantly their safety and security during day-to-day operations as well as
provides the level of security and interoperability needed to meet the post 9-11 missions and roles they
now undertake. Further the Department of Transportation benefits significantly from the state of the art
infrastructure and its ability to support their “Intelligent Road System Network” requirements,
streamlining operations, and providing increased safety of operations.

For local users, some agencies will be able to secure a cost reduction. However, the driving factor for
joining ALMR would be interoperability with the state as well as the MOA, which has detailed criminal
databases that other organizations would like to access. Another important component for locals is that
ALMR will provide cost certainty. When the cost share plan is implemented they will know what the 2-
way radio costs will be on an annual basis, and can budget accordingly; securing funds from grants, bond
issuances, or federal/state/local earmarks/inserts.

For the railroad, there may be a cost reduction because ALMR might enable them to stop maintaining one
of their three conventional networks.
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With this section, and the subsequent ones, the focus changes from a quantitative, TCO read-out,
to a more qualitative discussion focused on capturing and analyzing respondent feedback. This
next section focuses on three key areas: issues with users’ current conventional network,
concerns/skepticism potential users have regarding ALMR, and recommendations for improving
the performance of the ALMR network and the ALMR PMO.

These sections represent an independent, unbiased perspective on the ALMR program. A
majority of the potential users found the program unique and beneficial, but have critical issues
which the ALMR Executive Council and the PMO, and the soon-to-be developed users group
must address.

33



ALMR TCO
Detailed Briefing Report
March 2005

Slide 34

This is an important slide because it summarizes the key points of the next two sections. It
should be read from left to right. The left side identifies the problems users are having with their
current network and categorizes concerns they have about joining ALMR. The right side lays out
five specific recommendations to address these concerns/problems. These five recommendations
are identical to the ones listed in the Executive Summary. These recommendations should all be

pursued; Number 1 is not more important than Number 5. They are of equal importance.

The next set of slides elaborates on the issues highlighted in the gray shaded area.
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As discussed earlier in this report, calculating opportunity costs was not possible due to a lack of
adequate LMR-related documentation. There were several reasons why adequate documentation
did not exist: the organization had no requirement to develop documentation, the individual(s)
responsible for LMR did not have the expertise to develop documents, or when the individual
responsible for LMR had the expertise to develop the documentation, there appeared to be
concerns regarding their own job security if the documentation was actually created.

In instances where documentation existed, it was more common to use a manual, as opposed to
automated process to document LMR-related issues. For example, initially it was difficult for
some organizations to provide an accurate subscriber unit count because their asset management
was not automated or up to date.

In an ALMR environment, inadequate documentation should be minimized because the network
management function may be centralized, and appropriate reporting mechanisms will be
instituted and adhered to. The current Managed Services contract the DoD has initiated includes
the following: Wrap Around Warranty, preventive maintenance checks, and automated asset
management practices, which should significantly improve the LMR practices of most agencies.
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Training is a critical element and is largely absent in a majority of organizations’ current conventional
networks. Inadequate training can lead to more user errors, which translates into additional opportunity
COsts.

Another key area is that organizations are not leveraging multiple approaches to delivering training. For
example, in Alaska where it is difficult to travel, training options such as e-learning or distance learning
are not being deployed in a wide-spread manner. Sharing DVVD/CDs would provide a more cost-efficient
approach to training, and would most certainly be an important addition to the frequently utilized “on-the-
job training.”

When classroom-based training is conducted, frequently it is not delivered by someone who “wears the
same uniform”, as the attendees. A sworn officer should be enlisted to train other sworn officers. This
could hinder learner retention and applicability if the trainer is not credible in the eyes of the trainee.

Another key concern is alerting potential trainees, and other stakeholders to the availability of training. A

recently delivered 1-week course on ALMR Fleet Mapping was poorly attended as a result of lack of
interest or failure to inform potential trainees about the course in a timely manner.

36



ALMR TCO
Detailed Briefing Report
March 2005

Slide 37

The interviewee’s perception is that they have adequate interoperability. The reality is that their
level of interoperability is only at Level 1-2, which is not sufficient in a post 9-11 environment.
This type of interoperability cannot be achieved with the conventional networks. The level of
interoperability required in a post 9-11 environment can be achieved with ALMR’s real-time, on-
demand, secure Level 6 approach. Of course, there is a cost for interoperability, and agencies
must answer the question: How much is Level 6 interoperability worth?

Based on the current data, there are some local police, fire, and EMS agencies that cannot even
interoperate within their own jurisdiction.

In addition to interoperating within their own jurisdictions, agencies expressed a strong desire to
be interoperable with the: State Troopers, DoD, Coast Guard, and Anchorage Police. Across all
user segments, interoperability appears to be most salient, compelling value proposition for
joining ALMR. Just as important as needing to be interoperable, is the level at which
interoperability can be achieved. Level 6 meets the public safety set standards, and provides the
safety and security, and secure interoperable features and capabilities required in the current
environment as defined by the Public Safety community nationwide.

37



ALMR TCO
Detailed Briefing Report
March 2005

Slide 38

Next we are going to switch gears and address concerns that potential users raised regarding
ALMR. Based on their feedback, there is still a large amount skepticism regarding ALMR’s

ability to deliver on their promised commitments.
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We have just discussed problems that users are having with their current conventional systems.
Next we are going to transition to a discussion of the issues/concerns these same users have with
the proposed ALMR solution. Though the ALMR PMO may already be aware of some of these

issues, it is important to clearly articulate the issues that ALMR must confront.
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One of the primary areas of concern regarding ALMR is pricing: “How much is it going to cost
my agency to use ALMR?” Realizing this is a huge issue for potential users, the DOD as a lead
chair member of the Executive Council has commissioned a TCO study and cost share plan
analysis to address this concern and provide a concrete analysis regarding the actual future cost
for joining ALMR.

A predictable monthly cost is very important to local users, rating it an average of 6 on a 7 point
scale. Having predictable costs is not that important to non-DoD Federal agencies.

From an educational perspective, organizations should be informed regarding the availability of
government grants to cover the costs of new ALMR-compliant subscriber units. Though these
grants will most likely not cover the actual ALMR access fee, they could be used to train users
on the new equipment. Conducting awareness and perhaps developing a training class on how to
apply for these grants should be developed.

Another important factor regarding costs is that for some organizations the monthly costs may be

higher. However, these organizations will be receiving enhanced feature functionality for that
higher price. Therefore, the outreach should focus on benefits received, not lower costs.
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It appears that the primary driver creating uncertainty regarding network coverage is the PMO’s
inability to confront rumors. A successful approach to address coverage issues to is to perform
coverage testing, especially with local users. In the benchmarked networks, spending 1-2 days
driving around a local user’s coverage area has proved to be a successful tactic for addressing
coverage concerns.

Another important coverage-related message that is having difficulty rising above the clutter is
the fact that highway coverage within the state will increase by over 50%, to an estimated 97%
of the entire state highway system.

Because users are uncertain about whether ALMR will enhance their coverage area, they are
hesitating to commit to ALMR.

Deploying a targeted communications plan will be pivotal to addressing this issue.
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There is not enough frequency (spectrum) available to simultaneously operate ALMR and the current
conventional systems. Even if enough spectrum were available in a localized area, maintaining two
systems would be cost prohibitive. In spite of this many organizations interviewed think maintaining two
systems is their best option. Education is needed to make clear to users that ALMR’s built-in redundancy
will make impractical any requirement to maintain a separate, conventional network in addition to the
ALMR system. In fact, the ALMR system can provide at its lowest capability features equivalent or
surpassing most agency’s existing conventional capability.

From an independence perspective, the SOA agencies would not lose any autonomy by joining ALMR.
As a key user, and one of the most important members in the user group, the SOA would certainly
maintain a high level of operational ownership in ALMR.

Another key point regarding redundancy is that during the Winter Talon operation the FBI retained their
own network as back-up for 4 days, and then stopped. They believed that ALMR provided sufficient
redundancy that negated the need for them to continue using their own system. The evaluation that
enabled the FBI to switch off their conventional system should be used as a case study for communicating
with users that are uncertain about their need to switch to ALMR.
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As with issues mentioned in previous slides, the skepticism regarding ALMR performance can
be easily tackled by a cohesive education/outreach plan. Clearly, the points captured on this slide
are rumors that have not been successfully addressed.

An optimal approach to address these concerns is to use demo/loaner radios. This has been
successfully employed in several benchmarks in converting non-believers into active advocates.
Letting potential users utilize an ALMR-compliant radio for 15-30 days and then collecting
detailed feedback is a very effective approach to addressing performance issues and eventually
successfully recruiting them.

Currently, there are several areas where a user can utilize demo subscriber units. The PMO

should focus on inviting potential users to these areas and allow them to “play” with the ALMR-
compliant equipment.
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The survey results indicate that having an expert network manager is viewed as the least valued
attribute of ALMR. This is due to several reasons: poor experience with a previous external
vendor, lack of trusting a state agency such as ETS to be funded adequately enough to perform a
reliable, competent job, or a concern over losing headcount.

When the PMO is developing targeted messages, it appears that this is one that will not resonate
with the intended audience. There appears to be too much negative history with external network
“experts.”

An approach to overcoming skepticism about the quality of network management would be to
demonstrate that sufficient funding exists for whomever is selected as the network manger. In
addition, the details of the metrics that will be used and reported on regular basis should be
created by the user community and shared with all users. These metrics should directly address
the quality of the network (uptime, dropped calls etc.). South Carolina is a best-in-class example
of identifying, collecting, and utilizing metrics. The bottom line is that the user community must
own this process and ensure that the system meets and continues to meet their needs.
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This slide reflects actual feedback secured through the interviewing process. Potential users are
very concerned regarding the SOA’s lack of financial and human capital commitment. They feel
that because the SOA “has not put skin in the game in the past, why should we expect them to
behave differently in the future?” In addition, they get confused regarding the mixed messages
they received from different ALMR personnel. For example, personnel from the DMVA, who
are not directly involved in the PMO, have made inaccurate comments regarding ALMR’s
functionality and deployment schedule. These comments have not been fully addressed by the
PMO. One reason the PMO is slow to address these issues is that they may not even be aware
they exist.

Another key concern is that the PMO has not been responsive to their informational requests.
During the interviews, these organizations frequently commented, “now the PMO wants to talk
to me, | have been unable to talk to them for months.” This lack of responsiveness by the PMO
hinders recruiting efforts and does not help in building trust with the potential constituents.
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An independent Users’ Group/Council with an active role in providing network requirements and policy
guidance, and giving feedback to ALMR management would go a long way toward addressing many user
concerns. The probability of failure is high if a group is not immediately formed. Potential users require a
voice in the network planning and operation. Every successful LMR area-wide network had a successful
users group established early in the planning process. To address this issue, the PMO recently has hired a
facilitator to begin forming a users group.

A user group consists of representatives from all the network’s users. The number of users the
organization has will dictate the number of members they can have in the group. At a minimum, every
group has at least one member. The users elect a board of directors/leadership council who develop by-
laws, procedures, and other governance processes. The entire user group typically approves these items.
In addition the board forms multiple committees to handle specialized issues such as: technical, outreach,
funding, planning, public policy. Each of these committees has a chair and could possibly create sub-
committees, if appropriate. Recommendations are made to the user group via the committees, the ALMR
Executive Council, vendors, or the operational office (most likely a state agency). Issues are voted on in a
democratic manner. The user group would act as the governing body for ALMR. This must be structured
as, and remain an_independent group.

Organizations that are interested in ALMR, but have not yet signed a letter of intent to join, could still be
involved in user group activities in some capacity. However, they would not be allowed to vote.
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Operation Winter Talon was a major success for ALMR. Agencies from all user segments
successfully participated in this operation. (Motorola even produced a DVD and brochure which
highlighted the results, and is available through the PMO). However, this success was not
communicated to potential ALMR users and the feedback from this exercise has not been acted
on.

An After Action Review (AAR) was compiled on Winter Talon. It contained several areas for
improvement for ALMR. However, these specific pieces of feedback were not acted on, and no
feedback loops with the users were established. In addition, the personnel from Valdez, who
were actively involved in this operation, were not asked to become advocates for ALMR, visiting
other sites, going on road shows, presenting at conferences, etc.

It appears that an excellent opportunity which clearly demonstrated the value of ALMR was not
capitalized on from an outreach perspective.
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In this next section the focus switches from a discussion of the issues/concerns involving ALMR,

to providing detailed recommendations on how to optimally address the problems.
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To reiterate, this slide once again lays out the issues users are currently having with their
conventional network, skepticism they have with ALMR, and recommendations for addressing

these issues. This section will detail the recommendations.
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This slide provides the high-level summary of the recommendations that will follow in the next
10 slides. All of these areas are equally crucial in helping ALMR meet their stated objectives.
Some of these specific recommendations are currently being pursued such as lobbying the state
legislature for additional funding and developing an independent user’s group/council.

Several of these recommendations will address issues which confront the current conventional
users, such as their lack of an adequate training program as well as their inability to accurately
track network-related metrics.

Another set of recommendations will help improve the operations of the PMO. This will be
crucial for the ongoing success of ALMR. If the PMO can enhance its internal operations, and
present a unified front to its potential constituents, the recruiting success rate should be
enhanced.

If these recommendations are not addressed, the ALMR program could be in serious jeopardy.
This could result in partners pulling out and funding being lost.
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Though its has been mentioned several times in this report, implementing a well-oiled,
functioning, independent user’s group is integral to the success of ALMR. As a benchmark
example, after a highly publicized, troubled network launch the State of Pennsylvania turned
around their network implementation by taking full advantage of their users’ group. The State of
Pennsylvania launched their network before actively engaging and getting requirements
validation from users, and lost the trust of many users. The new network manager has made
active and frequent communication and buy-in from the users’ group an essential component of
developing and managing their LMR network.

More detail on the specific structure of user’s groups/councils is presented in the benchmarking
section (slides 71-74).

Many benchmark participants mentioned that their user’s council continues to play an important,
proactive role in shaping future network changes, design outreach efforts, and develop funding
strategies.
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“Pressing the flesh” is crucial to building trust with potential users who want to be able to
associate a name and face with a program. In addition to the Portland benchmark detailed in the
slide, Wyoming provided another approach which was very successful. The LMR program
manager visited each of the 20+ counties in the state to introduce their statewide LMR network,
WyoLink. At each meeting a representative from Motorola and EFJohnson attended. These
representatives were not allowed to “sell.” Their primary purpose was to answer questions. They
were not allowed to make any presentations or leave any sales materials. The program manager
wanted to ensure that every session was educational, not sales-related. Based on the feedback
from the session participants, having the vendors present in a information-only mode was well
received. The vendors were able to address many of their technical concerns, and the potential
users did not feel pressured to purchase anything.

Another suggestion is to utilize the Internet to conduct remote meetings. Due to unique terrain in

Alaska, conducting interactive, remote meetings may be optimal from a logistical and financial
perspective.

52



ALMR TCO
Detailed Briefing Report
March 2005

Slide 53

Several benchmarked organizations commented that once a potential user had the opportunity to use the
radios, their conversion rate was much higher. Currently, the ALMR PMO can bring potential users to
some of the DoD installations, Valdez, or even Fairbanks to have them “test drive” ALMR. There appears
to be multiple test-beds that will allow this type of loaner/demo opportunity.

Another focus, though secondary, is updating the ALMR website. People prefer direct, in-person or over-
the-phone contact. However, when they are unable to secure this, they will visit the website. The ALMR
website should be updated with greater frequency and be made more interactive so users/potential users
can create a networked, on-line community to share ideas, solve problems, act as advocates, etc.

Regarding trade shows, the PMO is doing an excellent job of publicizing ALMR on a national basis.
Feedback from the benchmarked participants confirmed this. However, by focusing on large-scale
national shows, local and regional shows may have been missed. The PMO should reinvigorate their
efforts to locate and attend local shows because that is where the users and decision-makers can be found.
Due to budget constraints, many local users cannot send personnel to the lower 48 to attend the national
shows and gain exposure to ALMR from that perspective.

Implementing feedback loops with users is crucial. It appears that this was not optimally completed

regarding the feedback received from the Winter Talon operation. A website could assist in ensuring
tracking and monitoring of user feedback.
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The ALMR PMO needs to clearly understand each user’s segment primary and secondary value
propositions. A best-in-class benchmark example is the approach utilized by Motorola in South Carolina.
They used dedicated personnel who had expertise in a specific segment to target those users. The
communication materials were customized based on the segment’s key drivers. The messages and
personnel were kept consistent during the recruiting processes. Another successful approach is to utilize
personnel who have specific horizontal or vertical knowledge. For example, if a PMO member used to
work in Fairbanks, leverage them to help communicate the value proposition to the Fairbanks users. Also,
if the PMO has a former firefighter on their staff, that person should be utilized to target all potential fire
departments.

Aggressive outreach should be targeted at the non-DoD federal segment. Based on the interviews, many
agencies were not aware of ALMR. The ALMR Federal Non-DoD Executive Council member could be a
potential point person to identify and actively recruit key decision-makers and opinion leaders in this
segment. In addition, this EC member could help develop customized value propositions based on his
institutional knowledge of the agencies.

It is important to have personnel who develop the customized value propositions to have expertise in

marketing, communications, and outreach. Deploying DoD personnel or engineers/technicians to assist in
writing value propositions may be not be optimal.
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This quantitative analysis has been previously shared in this report. However it is important to

show it again because the discussion is currently centered around creating customized value

propositions. With the exception of the railroad, interoperability is either the #1 or #2 most

important value proposition. Below is a recap of the data in this slide and the next:

Segment #1 Value Proposition #2 Value Proposition
Local Interoperability Predictable monthly cost
State Interoperability Predictable monthly cost
DoD Interoperability Shared network
Railraod’ Shared risk Multiple
Non-DoD Federal Shared network Interoperability

1. Only one person was interviewed at the railroad.

55




ALMR TCO
Detailed Briefing Report
March 2005

Slide 56

See comments on previous slide.
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In most of the benchmarks, the city/state police force was a driving force in making the area-wide LMR
network a reality. They have the most vested interest, technical expertise from a public safety
communications needs standpoint, and helped secure funding. It is critical that the state troopers support
ALMR not only in spirit, but in their resource commitment and communications. Having the full support
of the troopers will help align other organizations behind ALMR. The AST must be supportive of ALMR
at all levels: Executive, chiefs, and end-users. An integrated outreach/educational effort must target these
multiple constituencies at the AST to ensure full, broad-spectrum support. AST is a key stakeholder and
stands to benefit most from the implementation of ALMR; they need to step up ownership and advocacy
of ALMR.

Another key state organization, the DOT, is very excited about ALMR. Their personnel should be
leveraged from an outreach perspective to help communicate the ALMR value proposition to potential
users.

Also, ensuring that the DOA, DMVA, and the OMB are aligned so they work together to secure state
funding is absolutely crucial. Currently, the state has been overly reliant on federal funds. Going forward,
this may not be an optimal strategy. If potential users, especially locals, see that the state is not providing
funding and resources, they may question the overall viability of ALMR, and thereby not join. “If the
state is not supporting it, why should I be behind it?”
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There is confusion as to which agency is responsible for specific outputs within the PMO. For example,
there is no clear delineation of duties between the DMVA, DOA, and DoD. Potential users have
commented that depending on who they contact at the PMO, they may get a different response on issues
such as timetable, feature functionality, and cost. In addition, users do not know who to contact regarding
specific questions.

A potential solution is developing a consortium approach to program management. Each of the 4 major
user segments: state, local, DoD, and non-DoD federal will have one program manager each who are all
co-equals in the PMO. These PMs will be the point of contact for their respective agencies. Decisions will
be in a democratic manner amongst the 4 PMs, with the ALMR Executive Council performing a check
and balance function. By distributing the ownership amongst the 4 primary partners, decisions could be
made in a manner that accounts for all the constituents equally. Any disagreements amongst the program
managers should be addressed in private and if not reconcilable, bought to the Executive Council for
resolution.

Another area for improvement is ensuring that the personnel are performing the tasks they were hired for.
As an example, SOA, DoD and technical/engineering personnel associated with these agencies should not
be developing marketing materials, it is not their area of expertise. A premium should be placed on hiring
personnel who have the appropriate credentials. This helps create an atmosphere of trust.

Also developing metrics to measure performance must be instituted; personnel need to be accountable for
their performance, or lack thereof. Because performance metrics were not in place, poor PMO
performance by the State PM, severely affected the success, and significantly increased the risk to the
DoD PM’s actions. Metrics could include: results from satisfaction surveys from potential users, level of
PMO responsiveness, percentage of funding grants approved, or research projects completed.

If changes are not made immediately, the ALMR deployment could be in serious jeopardy. Moving
forward the PMO must carefully scrutinize each individual’s backgrounds and experience to ensure that
they are qualified to complete their assigned tasks. Currently, there is a lack of congruency amongst the
individual’s background and their assigned deliverables.
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Successful training involves developing the appropriate content and using the optimal channels
for delivery. Benchmark participants commented that training courses that are conducted by
someone wearing the “same uniform” as the attendees is most effective (e.g., a current or former
police officer should train current officers). Because these trainers have “walked in the shoes” of
the attendees they have instant credibility and can discuss specifically demonstrate how ALMR
can be deployed to enhance their job performance.

Also, as mentioned earlier, multiple channels of training should be offered due to travel
constraints and learning style preferences. Illinois developed DVD/CDs which can be used by
their police officers in their cars. This real-time access to information is very effective, because
the officer no longer has to contact someone (and most likely wait) to secure the required
information.

The PMO should consider implementing a train-the-trainer program. Leveraging an academic

institution (e.g., University of Alaska, Anchorage or Fairbanks) to assist in developing the course
materials and the train-the-trainer program could be beneficial, as they are experts in education.
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Collecting metrics can be easily done by ALMR. However collection is only half the battle. It is
critical to use these metrics to improve network performance. The user group or operational
office should take responsibility to report and act on the metrics collected. For example, if
network uptime is only 95%, and the stated objective is 99.9%, the metrics can be utilized to
identify the problem, but then ALMR users need to develop a plan to increase the uptime to the
stated objective. During this process, communication with the users about their expectations and
requirements is very critical. Leveraging the website is a cost effective manner to share

information with affected users.

The tracking and utilization of metrics must be institutionalized within the user community to be
effective. For a large majority of ALMR users, metric collection will be a new experience. It will
be important to educate users on the types of metrics that can be collected and their powerful

informational content. Wherever possible, automated collection of metrics should be used.
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The next section focuses on a benchmarking study that was conducted to identify best-in-class

practices of area-wide LMR networks.
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To address the issues with and skepticism of ALMR, a benchmarking study was conducted to better
understand which practices worked at other organizations that were deploying area-wide LMR networks.
Not all of the practices are relevant or can be easily deployed by the ALMR PMO. However, there are a
lot applicable practices which could be utilized.

Working with the PMO, a total of 15 domestic organizations were identified. The PMO approved the final
list of targeted benchmarks. The focus was interviewing a diverse set of networks, not just networks
which had similar specifications to ALMR. The PMO approved a standardized 5-page telephone survey
which was utilized to collect the data. The survey focused on collecting the following types of data:
o Network size and number of subscribers
Gross monthly fees per subscriber unit
Participating agencies
PMO structure
User group structure
Funding mechanisms
Primary outreach tools/tactics

At each organization, the program manager, or similarly situated individual, was identified and
interviewed. Each interview lasted 45-60 minutes, and follow-up conversations were required for the
some of the benchmarks. Only two organizations declined to participate.
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This slide recaps the success drivers which were consistently displayed by a majority of the
successful benchmarks. Several of these drivers have been captured in the recommendations
section. These items were listed in that section because they had a proven track record of
working in other similarly situated networks.

An item which was not cited in the recommendations was “providing subscriber unit support on
a centralized basis.” This can be very effective for cost control and ensuring quality, however
this may be more applicable to a local network. From an ALMR perspective, establishing
multiple regional support centers that adhere to a consistent cost structure and training regimen,
so quality standards are constant, may be more relevant to ALMR.

Another key learning point is the lesson learned from the State of Pennsylvania. They launched

their network prior to it being fully functional. This created a whole host of problems, most
seriously a damaged reputation, which it took a long time to repair.

63



ALMR TCO
Detailed Briefing Report
March 2005

Slide 64

See comments on next slide.
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The important takeaway in this slide is that in most successful area-wide networks, the driving
force is either the local/state police, or a group which understands communications/technology,
such at the department of telecom or information technology. ALMR’s approach is different,

forming a consortium of representatives from multiple agencies that represent the primary users.
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See comments on slide 68.
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See comments on next slide
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These fees are all based on trunked networks. Many networks do not cover the subscriber unit
O&M, as it is considered the responsibility of each individual agency. Additional fees can be
generated from activation and re-programming charges. In addition, in South Carolina, itemized
billing occurs, so users are charged extra for services such as: wide-area roaming, interconnect,
and direct inward dialing (DID), among others.

These amounts exclude any data related charges. The only network currently charging extra for
data services is South Carolina. Other networks have plans for launching data, but have not yet
developed a pricing structure

Some networks, such as Wyoming that are experiencing a huge state budget surplus, are utilizing
those funds to cover the subscriber unit access fees. Wyoming realizes the importance of
developing a statewide network and is strongly encouraging all potential users to join. Colorado
is another example where primarily state funding is being utilized to cover users’ access fees.
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With the exception of South Carolina, ALMR is the most diverse network in terms of number of
subscribers from different types of government agencies. The only reason that South Carolina
has so many users from a public utility is that the statewide utility previously owned the
infrastructure, and they transferred ownership of the assets to Motorola, with the understanding

that they would be able to remain on the system.

The diversity of the ALMR user base is unique because as needs and budgetary issues vary

widely across the potential user base.

69



ALMR TCO
Detailed Briefing Report
March 2005

Slide 70

The primary reason the ALMR PMO size appears to be higher than the average is due to the
diversity of its potential users. The PMO requires additional support to address the needs of its

multiple constituents.
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See comments on slide 74.
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See comments on slide 74.
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See comments on slide 74.
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This point has been emphasized throughout this report: establishing a well-functioning user’s
council representing all user agencies is integral to the network’s success. The size is driven by
the number of users/agencies represented. The types of committees can vary widely, and

suggested committees are listed on slide 46.
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See comments on slide 77.
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See comments on slide 77.
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If an organization is self-funded, that indicates they are receiving no funding from sources other
than user fees. The key takeaway in this slide is that ALMR’s funding mechanisms with such
heavy reliance on federal funds for the initial build-out is an anomaly. For the initial build-out
most agencies rely on state or local funds. In addition, for ongoing O&M, most networks rely on
their access fees, taxes/levies, or state funding. Only Indiana relies on federal funding for
ongoing O&M, and their situation is unique. Federal agencies such as the Center for Disease
Control and local DoD installations have approached the statewide PMO and requested
participating in the network. The PMO typically agrees to let them on the network, however,
they are required to either contribute assets or pay for ongoing network O&M to secure the right
to use the network. The statewide PMO is not actively targeting federal agencies at this time due
to their focus of securing local and state users. However, they see future growth in bringing on
federal users.

ALMR may want to consider shifting their infrastructure funding strategy to become more

aligned with other benchmarks, and should consider developing an ongoing O&M funding
strategy that is not so reliant on a single agency.
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See comments on slide #84.
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In almost every benchmarked organization the most effective tactic to reach users/potential users
was either one-on-one meetings/briefings or a user’s council. The other tactics, website,
community outreach/conferences, and literature were considered secondary outreach tools.

It is very important to “press the flesh” with potential users. Creating a positive “buzz” around
ALMR will help attract more users. Many benchmarked organizations commented that these
meetings helped launch a Field of Dreams marketing initiative, a “build it and they will come”

approach to securing new users.
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See comments on slide #90.
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See comments on slide #90.
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See comments on slide #90.
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See comments on slide #90.
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This, and the previous four slides, capture additional details that were contained in the survey
instrument. Most area-wide networks are Motorola trunked systems utilizing microwave
connectivity, and multiple subscriber unit vendors. Several organizations have deployed either a
local/regional radio shop approach to maintaining subscriber units. In some instances the
maintenance is fully outsourced to the vendor who in turn may rely on local firms for fulfillment.
However, it appears the PMO desires to maintain some element of control over subscriber unit

repair.

Another important finding is identifying the primary reasons for not wanting to join the network.
The primary drivers are cost, lack of trust in the new network, or a strong desire not to give up
control. Through user education and outreach these issues can be successfully and succinctly

addressed.
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The final section briefly discusses the proposed implementation path that the PMO should pursue

in the short-term to begin addressing the issues surfaced in his report.
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Over the next 30 days, a key deliverable is providing a read-out of the TCO Report to additional
high level state and federal personnel. In addition within the next 30 days the cost share plan will
be completed. A summary of the cost share plan and TCO report will be compiled by the PMO
and ALMR Executive Council, with support from Market Strategy Group and will be presented
in-person (if possible) to all the agencies who were interviewed (see slide 10). This presentation
will clearly show what each individual agency is paying today, and what they will be paying if
they joined ALMR. It will provide an “apple to apples” cost comparison.

In the next 90 days, additional projects related to the ALMR deployment will be performed.
Market Strategy Group will be working with Steve Eason and Stan Herrera from the DOA to
develop a chargeback plan for the SATS network. In addition a full-scale education/outreach
effort will be pursued with the ultimate goal of increasing ALMR user penetration. Several of the
recommendations mentioned in this report will be pursued with the ALMR’s concurrence.

The dates presented, 30/60/90 are not precise. They are intended to “put a stake in the ground”
regarding when the deliverable should be completed.
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Personnel who have already experienced ALMR typically become advocates regarding its
performance. The quotes listed represent a cross section of federal, state, and local agencies that
have had the opportunity to utilize ALMR. The key message to the PMO and the ALMR
Executive Council is that once personnel use ALMR, they quickly experience the benefits over
their current conventional system, and with proper coaching can be converted into active

advocates to help secure new ALMR users.
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The appendix contains 48 slides. A total of 39 slides are summaries of the data that was captured
during the interviews. The remaining slides provide information on the following:

» Additional background content on ALMR

» Additional technical benefits of ALMR

» Summary of ALMR-compliant assets which could be contributed to the new network

» Comparative data on the 6 levels of interoperability

» Contact and contract information

The three slides that contain additional notes are slides 97, 98 and 101.

94



ALMR TCO
Detailed Briefing Report
March 2005

Slide 95

95



ALMR TCO
Detailed Briefing Report
March 2005

Slide 96

96



ALMR TCO
Detailed Briefing Report
March 2005

Slide 97

This slide contains a listing of additional ALMR benefits that have an engineering/technical

focus.

97



ALMR TCO
Detailed Briefing Report
March 2005

Slide 98

This slide is a summary of the potential ALMR-compliant assets that could be contributed to the
new ALMR network to enhance its coverage and make it more robust. The PMO will need to

decide how much they will pay for each asset type, realizing that the amount should be fixed to

minimize valuation issues. Just because an asset is available and the owner is willing to
contribute it, the ALMR is under no obligation to procure the asset. A determination regarding
which assets could be accepted as contributions will most likely be based on the coverage maps
and system design analysis (SDA).
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This slide provides a snapshot of the data collected during the interviews. It provides a summary
of the overall costs as well as the per subscriber unit cost for the user’s conventional network. In
addition, it contains a listing of the organizations they are currently interoperating with (at a
Level 1-2), as well as lists organizations that they would like to have interoperability with. The
rating questions requesting their feedback on what are their most important elements of
participating in an area-wide LMR network are also captured. Lastly, any qualitative comments
regarding ALMR or experiences with their current conventional network are summarized. This
format is used from slides 101-139.

Each individual agency interviewed has its own slide. However, in some instances a summary
slide which combines data collected from multiple agencies within the same area was developed.
For example, there is an aggregated slide for the Municipality of Anchorage. There is also a
separate slide for city of Anchorage and for Municipal Light & Power. The sequence of the
slides is as follows:

DoD

State Agencies

Local Agencies

Railroad
Non-DoD federal

arwd PR
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