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1. Introduction

This document establishes a Statewide Communications Interoperability Plan (SCIP) for the
State of Utah. The Utah SCIP is a strategic planning document created and published by the
Utah Statewide Interoperability Executive Committee (SIEC). The SCIP serves as a reference
for all public safety entities operating in the state region by describing the status of statewide
interoperable communications and documenting specific Goals and objectives to improve public
safety communications. The SCIP is intended to facilitate regional and statewide collaboration
in the development and adoption of common technology standards, Standard Operating
Procedures (SOP), purchasing guidance, and implementation strategy. The Utah SIEC has broad
support and representation from the public safety community operating in the state region. This
is a living document that will be subject to ongoing review and revision as authorized by the
State Chief Information Officer (C10) and the Utah SIEC.

This SCIP is the product of a collaborative planning effort involving all public safety disciplines
and is fully integrated with the statewide communications interoperability project authorized by
Governor Jon Huntsman on March 08, 2007.

The Utah SCIP is intended to apply to the entire state region. Specifically, the plan is intended to
be used by all public safety disciplines during day to day and emergency response situations.
These public safety disciplines include:

County and City Agencies
Emergency Management
Emergency Medical Services
Federal and State Agencies
Fire Service

Government Administration
HAZMAT

Health Care

Homeland Security

Law Enforcement

Military

Non-government organizations
Private Security

Public and Private Transportation
Public Health

Public Safety Communications
Public Service/Works

School Districts
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2. Background

The concept of a State Interoperability Executive Committee (SIEC) was first introduced by the
Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) in Docket 96-86 Fourth Report and Order and
Fifth Notice of Proposed Rule Making dated January 17, 2001. The Fourth R&O also facilitated
the development of technical and operational parameters for interoperability designated spectrum
in the 700 MHz public safety allocation. When the concept was first introduced each SIEC was
to be established on a voluntary basis. FCC rules limited SIEC spectrum coordination
management to the use of designated interoperability channels in the 700 MHz public safety
allocation. FCC guidance also recommended that entities desiring to operate in the 700 MHz
interoperability spectrum enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the SIEC
which would require adherence to a Statewide Communications Interoperability Plan (SCIP)
created specifically for use in the region. States failing to establish an SIEC, and an approved
SCIP, would defer responsibility for interoperability coordination in the 700 MHz spectrum to
the established 700 MHz Regional Planning Committee (RPC).

Almost immediately after the FCC approved the SIEC concept, national dialog between the
commission and public safety advocacy groups determined that while the SIEC concept was
originally not intended to manage spectrum utilization in frequency bands outside the 700 MHz
allocation the concept was inadequate when addressing interoperability issues in the larger
context of public safety operations. Comprehensive interoperability planning covering all public
safety allocated spectrum is now a requirement in an approved SCIP.

The State of Utah recognized the importance of communications interoperability and notified the
FCC in October 2001 with intent to establish an SIEC. Utah initially fulfilled the SIEC
requirement by establishing the Utah Wireless Integrated Network (UWIN) by executive order
on November 13, 2003. In addition to several other technology initiatives UWIN was
specifically charged with administering communications interoperability coordination for all
public safety spectrum allocations in the region. Due to the broad technology focus undertaken
in UWIN the specific responsibilities of the SIEC were never fully administered. On March 8,
2007, Governor Jon Huntsman created the Utah SIEC by executive order and on April 6™, 2009
the Utah Legislature passed House Bill 411 codifying the roles and responsibilities of the SIEC.

The Utah SIEC is distinguished from UWIN in that it has a narrow focus involving the
development and implementation of a SCIP, interoperability frequency coordination, and
sustainable support from the public safety community. Participating agencies are expected to
sign a Memorandum of Understanding between the entity and the Utah SIEC. The SIEC will
also act as an information clearinghouse and promote emerging technology initiatives to
facilitate common air interfaces and network infrastructure. As defined by State statute the Utah
SIEC is organized as represented in Figure 1.
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Content goes here

Figure 1. Utah SIEC Organizational Chart

Specific SIEC objectives are defined in the committee charter as follows:

e Promote wireless technology information and interoperability among local, state,
federal, and other agencies.

e Provide a mechanism for coordinating and resolving wireless communication
issues among local, state, federal, and other agencies.

e Coordinate statewide efforts for implementation of interoperable statewide voice
and data networks.
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e Improve data and information sharing and coordination of multi-jurisdictional
responses using the Utah SIEC.

e Leverage existing state resources and develop a network that will provide
seamless, coordinated, and integrated communication for local, state, federal, and
other agencies.

e |dentify opportunities to consolidate infrastructures and technologies.

e Evaluate current technologies and determine if they are meeting the needs of
agency personnel in their respective service areas.

e Develop and recommend short and long-term proposals for future communication
needs.

e Form Memorandums of Understanding (MOU) between agencies in support of
proactive planning efforts.

e Create and maintain procedures for requesting interoperability channels.

e Administer interoperability spectrum.

e Develop and maintain a statewide interoperability plan.

The Utah SIEC held its first meeting on May 15, 2007. In addition to the newly appointed
executive board members, the State C1O, and Governor Jon Huntsman, thirty eight (38)
representatives from state and local government departments were in attendance. During the
initial meeting the Utah SIEC executive board created a project subcommittee tasked with the
development of a Statewide Communications Interoperability Plan (SCIP). A work group
subcommittee was also created by the executive board and tasked with interoperability frequency
coordination. Both subcommittees are accountable and report to the executive board. Thirteen
(13) individuals representing state, and local government agencies, including the State Division
of Homeland Security were elected by the executive board to represent their respective agencies
in the SCIP project subcommittee. Five (5) individuals were elected by the executive board to
serve on the frequency coordination subcommittee. Subcommittee chairpersons for both
workgroups were elected and approved by the executive board. A state interoperability
coordinator and SCIP point of contact was also elected and approved by the executive board.

The Utah SIEC executive board is called into session by the SIEC executive committee. Utah
SIEC general board meetings are typically held on the 3 Thursday of each Month under the
direction of the SIEC chairperson. Subcommittee meetings are open to the public and are held at
discretion of the subcommittee chairperson. Interested parties should contact the SIEC
interoperability coordinator for specific information relative to all SIEC activities. The Utah
SIEC Interoperability Coordinator (IC) and SCIP Point of Contact (POC) is:

Kevin Rose

State of Utah, Department of Technology Services
1 State Office Building, Floor 6

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114  (801) 538-3700
kevinrose@utah.gov
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2.1 State Overview

The State of Utah is comprised of 29 counties within its boundaries. The geographic terrain in
the region is varied with elevations ranging from 2,000 feet to over 12,000 feet above sea level.
Metropolitan population centers are primarily concentrated along the Wasatch Front and in
Cache and Washington Counties. Smaller population centers exist in each county region
typically ranging from 1,000 to 30, 0000. County regions situation away from the Wasatch Front
include vast areas of sparsely populated deserts and mountains. Salt Lake, Weber, Davis, Utah,
Cache, and Washington Counties require the most spectrum and technology resources based on
population density and public safety involvement in concentrated population centers. The total
population of the state was placed at 2,763,885 by the 2010 census.

Rank

State of Utah

2010 Census
US. Census Bureau

28 ' 20

Figure 2. Counties Ranked by Population 2010 Census

County Population

2010

Salt Lake County
Utah County
Davis County
Weber County
Washington County
Cache County
Tooele County
Box Elder County
Iron County

10. Summit County
11. Uintah County
12. Sanpete County
13. Wasatch County
14. Carbon County
15. Sevier County
16. Duchesne County
17. San Juan County
18. Millard County
19. Emery County
20. Juab County

21. Morgan County
22. Grand County
23. Kane County

24. Beaver County
25. Garfield County
26. Wayne County
27. Rich County

28. Piute County

29. Daggett County

©CoNoA~wWNE

2000 % Growth
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Utah — Total Population
Salt Lake County
Utah County
Davis County
Weber County
Washington County
Cache County
Tooele County
Box Elder County
Iron County
Summit County
Uintah County
Sanpete County
Wasatch County
Carbon County
Sevier County
Duchesne County
San Juan County
Millard County
Emery County
Juab County
Morgan County
Grand County
Kane County
Beaver County
Garfield County
Wayne County
Rich County
Piute County
Daggett County

2,763,885
1,029,655
516,564
306,479
231,236
138,115
112,656
58,218
49,975
46,163
36,324
32,588
27,822
23,530
21,403
20,802
18,607
14,746
12,503
10,976
10,246
9,469
9,225
7,125
6,629
5,172
2,778
2,264
1,556
1,059

2,233,169
898,387
368,536
238,994
196,533

90,354
91,391
40,735
42,745
33,779
29,736
25,224
22,763
15,215
20,422
18,842
14,371
14,413
12,405
10,860
8,238
7,129
8,380
6,046
6,005
4,735
2,509
1,961
1,435
921

23.8
14.6
40.2
28.2
17.7
52.9
23.3
42.9
16.9
36.7
22.2
29.2
22.2
54.7
4.8
10.4
29.5
2.3

11
24.4
32.8

8.7
17.8
10.4

9.2
10.7
15.5

8.4
15.0

Table 1. County Population 2010 Census

People QuickFacts

Population, 2011 estimate

Population, 2010

Population, percent change, 2000 to 2010
Population, 2000

Persons under 5 years, percent, 2010
Persons under 18 years, percent, 2010

Utah
2,817,222
2,763,885

23.8%
2,233,169
9.5%
31.5%

Information obtained from the U.S Census Bureau indicates the following demographics for the
State of Utah:

USA
311,591,917
308,745,538

9.7%

281,421,906

6.5%
24.0%
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Persons 65 years and over, percent, 2010
Female persons, percent, 2010

White persons, percent, 2010 (a)

Black persons, percent, 2010 (a)

American Indian and Alaska Native persons, percent, 2010 (a)
Asian persons, percent, 2010 (a)

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, percent, 2010 (a)
Persons reporting two or more races, percent, 2010

Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin, percent, 2010 (b)

White persons not Hispanic, percent, 2010

Living in same house 1 year & over, 2006-2010

Foreign born persons, percent, 2006-2010

Language other than English spoken at home, pct age 5+, 2006-2010
High school graduates, percent of persons age 25+, 2006-2010
Bachelor's degree or higher, pct of persons age 25+, 2006-2010
Veterans, 2006-2010

Mean travel time to work (minutes), workers age 16+, 2006-2010
Housing units, 2010

Homeownership rate, 2006-2010

Housing units in multi-unit structures, percent, 2006-2010
Median value of owner-occupied housing units, 2006-2010
Households, 2006-2010

Geography QuickFacts
Land area, 2000 (square miles)
Persons per square mile, 2000

9.0% 13.0%
49.8% 50.8%
86.1% 72.4%

1.1% 12.6%

1.2% 0.9%

2.0% 4.8%

0.9% 0.2%

2.7% 2.9%
13.0% 16.3%
80.4% 63.7%
81.4% 84.2%

8.2% 12.7%
14.2% 20.1%
90.6% 85.0%
29.4% 27.9%

149,469, 22,652,496

21.2 25.2

979,709 131,704,730
71.2% 66.6%
21.4% 25.9%
$218,100 $188,400
859,158| 114,235,996
Utah USA
82,160.62|  3,531,905.43
33.6 87.4
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Topographical Features — The
topography of Utah is extremely
varied, with most of the State
being mountainous. A series of
mountains (including the
Wasatch Range), which runs
generally north and south
through the middle of Utah, and
the Uinta Mountains, which
extend east and west through the
northeast portion, are the
principal ranges. Crest lines of
these mountains are mostly
above 10,000 feet. Less
extensive ranges are scattered
over the remainder of the State.
The lowest area is the Virgin
River Valley in the southwestern
part with elevations between
2,500 and 3,500 feet, while the
highest point is Kings Peak in
the Uinta Mountains, which rises
to 13,498 feet.

Practically all of eastern Utah is
drained by the Colorado River
and its principal tributary within

oo il s . the State, the Green River,
e . R s, although neither rises within its

borders. Western Utah is almost
entirely within the Great Basin, with no outlet to the sea. The largest rivers in this area are the
Bear, Weber, Jordan, Provo, and Sevier, the first three of which empty into Great Salt Lake, The
Sevier River drains the west-central area and empties into Sevier Lake, a brackish saline basin in
southwest Utah.

Streams in the eastern portion of the State flow through canyons or very narrow confined
mountain valleys and finally into desert canyons. Some meadows, usually in native grass, and
only a few small local areas of farmland are subject to overflow. Nearly all the main highways
and railroads, as well as residential areas, are above flood levels. Highest flow occurs in the
steams in this region in May and June during spring runoff from melting snow.

Western Regional Climate Center  http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/narratives/UTAH.htm
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Climate of Utah — Essentially, Utah’s climate is determined by its distance from the equator; its
elevation above sea level; the location of the State with respect to the average storm paths over
the Intermountain Region; and its distance from the principal moisture sources of the area,
namely, the Pacific Ocean and the Gulf of Mexico. Also, the mountain ranges over the western
United States, particularly the Sierra Nevada and Cascade Ranges and the Rocky Mountains,
have a marked influence on the climate of the State. Pacific storms, before reaching Utah, must
first cross the Sierras or Cascades. As the moist air is forced to rise over these high mountains, a
large portion of the original moisture falls as
precipitation. Thus, the prevailing westerly
air currents reaching Utah are comparatively
dry, resulting in light precipitation over most
of the State.

Precipitation — Precipitation varies greatly,
from an average of less than five inches
annually over the Great Salt Lake Desert (west
of Great Salt Lake), to more than 40 inches in
some parts of the Wasatch Mountains. The
average annual precipitation in the leading
agricultural areas is between 10 to 15 inches,
necessitating irrigation for the economic
production of most crops. However, the
mountains, where winter snows form the chief
reservoirs of moisture, are conveniently
adjacent to practically all farming areas, and
there is usually sufficient water for most land
under irrigation. The areas of the State below
an elevation of 4,000 feet, all in the southern
part, generally receive less than 10 inches of
moisture annually.

Average Annual Precipitation
N : 7 = Legend (ininches).
) e 7 g B Under 10 35t0 40
e = . ) [H10to15 MW40to4d5
| 15020 MW45t050
\ [120ta25 M50ta55
| H25t030 M Above 55
W30to 35

Northwestern Utah, over and along the
mountains, receives appreciably more
precipitation in a year than is received at T s,
similar elevations over the rest of the State,
primarily due to terrain and the direction of normal storm tracks. The bulk of the moisture
falling over that area can be attributed to the movement of Pacific storms through the region
during the winter and spring months. In summer northwestern Utah is comparatively dry. The
eastern portion receives appreciable rain from summer thunderstorms, which are usually
associated with moisture-laden air masses from the Gulf of Mexico.

Snowfall is moderately heavy in the mountains, especially over the northern part. Runoff from
melting mountain snow usually reaches a peak in April, May or early June, and sometimes
causes flooding along the lower streams. However, damaging floods of this kind are infrequent.
Flash floods from summer thunderstorms are more frequent, but they affect only small, local
areas.

Western Regional Climate Center  http://www.wrcc.dri.edu/narratives/UTAH.htm
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2.1.1 NIMS/Multi-Agency Coordination System (MCS)
Incorporation

The Salt Lake Urban Area, in accordance with federal Urban Area Strategic Initiative (UASI)
grant requirements, developed the Salt Lake Urban Area Tactical Interoperability
Communications Plan (SLUA-TICP) in 2005. This TICP was evaluated and exercised in August
2006 . This process resulted in both an After Action Report/Improvement Plan (AAR/IP) and
the resulting TIC Scorecard. Information from these assessment documents was used as source
material during development of the strategic initiatives in this SCIP.

In response to incidents that cross over political jurisdictions, there will potentially be competing
demands and priorities for interoperable communications assets. Until such time as an Incident
Command is established, the lead agency designee (i.e., communications supervisor/command
personnel), in cooperation with their counterparts in other involved agencies, will have the
authority to designate the use of interoperable assets. Events occurring within the Salt Lake
County region requiring multi agency interoperability response will follow directives published
in the SLUA-TICP and the area’s Emergency Operations Plan (EOP). Incidents outside of the
Salt Lake Urban area will follow the procedures in both EOPs and the operational manual (once
developed). If an event escalates to a situation where a National Incident Management System
(NIMS) compliant Incident Command System (ICS) is established, an appropriate
Communication Unit Leader (COML) will be contacted for further coordination and delegation
of interoperable communications assets.

When multiple requests are made for the same communications resources assignments shall be
based on the priority levels below:

1. Large scale regional incident, disaster, or extreme emergency requiring mutual aid or
interagency communication.
Incidents where imminent danger exists to life or property
Incidents requiring the response of multiple agencies
Pre-planned events requiring mutual aid or interagency communications
Incidents involving a single agency where supplemental communications are needed for
agency use.
6. Drills, tests and exercises

arwn

In the event of multiple simultaneous incidents with the same priority, the resources shall be
allocated according to the following:

e Incidents with the greatest level of exigency (e.g., greater threat to life or property, more
immediate need...) have priority over less exigent incidents.

e Agencies with single/limited interoperable options have priority use of those options over
agencies with multiple interoperable options.

e When at all possible, agencies already using an interoperable asset during an event should
not be redirected to another resource.
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In response to an event, the local and regional functional disciplines involved in the initial
incident-scene response are expected to include the disciplines identified in the following list:

Communications

Emergency Management
Finance

Fire/Rescue

Health/Medical

Information Technology
Investigations and Intelligence
Law Enforcement Response
Training

Public Works/Utilities

The following diagram shows a hypothetical Incident Command System structure that would be
generally appropriate for the level of incident addressed by this plan.
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Figure 3. Hypothetical Event ICS Structure
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Appendix J includes sample ICS forms (ICS 201, ICS 202, etc.) for functional assignments
of resources such as:

Incident Command Staff
Planning Section

Operations Section

Logistics Section

Finance Section
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2.1.2 Regions/Jurisdictions

Figure 4. Map of Planning Regions

Bear River Region

Wasatch Front Region , .
MG Lend Regm The state’s population centers

g@ntgh R?giﬁn _ are supported by regions that
ix County Region L.
Southeastern Region have formed associations of

| Southwestern Region government. These regional

associations represent
jurisdictional entities that
share common objectives and
deal with similar issues.
Those regions are further
defined as the following.

The Bear River Region
consists of Box Elder, Rich
and Cache Counties. The
Bear River area covers
approximately 7,917 square
miles. This area has a diverse
geography from the Salt Flats
to high mountain peaks. The
total population for the Bear
River Region is 166,895.

The Wasatch Front Region
consists of Davis, Morgan,
Salt Lake, Tooele, Utah, and
Weber Counties. This Region
hosts the most urbanized areas
of the state. The total square
miles of the combined region is 10,546. With a total population of 2,151,621, this region
represents 77% of the state’s population.

The Mountain Land Region consists of Summit and Wasatch counties with a total population
of 59,854. The total square miles of the region is 3,048 with most of the population confined to
incorporated areas. As the name implies most of this region is mountainous with heavily
forested valleys. Interstate 80 runs through this region from the Wyoming border near Evanston
to the Weber basin in northern Utah.

The Uintah Region includes the counties of Daggett, Duchesne and Uintah. The total
population of the Uintah Region is only 52,254. The total square miles of this region is 8,413.
This mountainous area ranges in elevation from 4,600 to 13,528 at Kings Peak in the Uintah
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Mountains. This mountain range is unique as it is the only range in the United States that runs
east to west, with high mountain valleys and glaciated mountain peaks.

The Six County Region: This region includes Juab, Millard, Piute, Sanpete, Sevier and Wayne
Counties. The Piute Indian Tribe of Utah has a large presence in the Six County Region that is
situated in the central part of the state. The Six County Region contains 16,697 square miles.
With a population base of 75,707 it is sparsely populated. Most of this region is arid desert.

The Southeastern Region consists of Carbon, Emery, Grand, and San Juan Counties. This
region is also known as Canyon Country and includes the “four corners”- the only area in the
United States where four states meet. This region is known for its extreme elevation changes
from deep river gorges to high mountain peaks. The total square miles of the combined region is
54,180 square miles. The total population of the Southeastern Region is 56,350.

The Southwestern Region includes the counties of Beaver, Garfield, Iron, Kane and
Washington. The southwest region includes two national parks within its boundaries and borders
near the Grand Canyon to the south. Zion National Park is located in Washington County while
Bryce Canyon National Park is located in Garfield County. This region includes high mountain
vistas and the lowest elevations in the state. Washington county ranks 5" in the states population
with a sustained growth rate at close to 40% annually. The total square miles of the combined

region is 17,480. Total population

in the region is 203,204.

Utah Native American Tribes: There are five major Native American tribes that inhabit Utah:
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Faiuta
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San Juan Southern Peiute
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Ute
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The Ute tribe has 3,300 members
and control of 1.3 million acres
of land. The Dine (Navajo) has
7,000 members. The Goshute,
with two tribes, has 536 members
and 112,085 acres of land to the
west of Salt Lake City. The
Shoshone tribe has 187 acres and
383 members. Most of the
Native American lands are
concentrated in the south and
eastern part of the state.

Figure 5. Indian Tribal Lands
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The following table provides a list of the regions within the state and lists the jurisdictions

included in each region:

Table 2. Jurisdictions within each Region
Bear River Region

Wasatch Front

Mountain Land

Uintah Region

e Box Elder County
e Cache County
e Rich County

o Brigham City
Tremonton
Logan
North Logan
Smithfield
Hyrum

O O0OO0OO0Oo

Region
e Davis County
e Morgan County
e Salt Lake County
e Tooele County
e Utah County
e Weber County

Bountiful
North Salt Lake
Woods Cross
Centerville
Farmington
Fruit Heights
Kaysville
Layton
Clearfield
Sunset
Syracuse
Salt Lake City
South Salt
Lake

Murray
Midvale
West Valley
Taylorsville
South Jordan
West Jordan
Sandy
Draper
Riverton
Bluffdale
Magna

Alta
University of
Utah

Utah Transit
Authority
Tooele
Wendover
Lehi
American Fork

O000O0O0O0O00O0O0O0O0

O00O0000000O0O0O0

o

O O0OO0oOo

Region
e Summit County
e Wasatch County
o Coalville
o Park City
0 Heber

e Daggett County
e Duchesne County
¢ Uintah County

0 Manila

o Vernal

0 Roosevelt

o Duchesne
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Provo
Springville
Spanish Fork
Payson
Ogden

North Ogden
South Ogden
Riverdale
Roy
Huntsville
Weber State
Holladay
Copperton
Kearns
Herriman
Cottonwood
Heights

O 00000000000 0OO0OO0OO

Six County Region Southeastern Southwestern

Region Region

e Juab County e Carbon County e Beaver County
e Millard County e Emery County ¢ Garfield County
¢ Piute County e Grand County e Iron County
e Sanpete County e San Juan County | e Kane County
e Sevier County o Price ¢ Washington County
e Wayne County 0 Huntington o Beaver

o0 Nephi o Moab o Panguitch

o Fillmore o Monticello o Cedar City

o Delta o Kanab

o Ephriam 0 Hurricane

o Manti o St George

o Richfield

o Loa
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2.1.3 UASI Areas/TIC Plans

UASI Area Regions / TICP Title/ POC Name POC Email
Jurisdictions Completion
Date
Salt Lake | Salt Lake County | TICP - Utah Salt | Kevin Rose | kevinrose@utah.gov
Lake Region
April 2007

2.2 Participating Agencies
Representatives from the following agencies participated in the development of this plan

Utah Department of Technology Services
Salt Lake City

Logan City

Sanpete County

South Salt Lake City Fire Department
Utah Division of Emergency Management
Utah Communications Agency Network
St. George City

Utah Department of Health

Utah Department of Transportation

Utah Department of Public Safety
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2.3 Statewide Plan Point of Contact

Kevin Rose

Utah Statewide Interoperability Coordinator
State of Utah, Department of Technology Services
1 State Office Building Floor 6

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114  (801) 538-3700
kevinrose@utah.gov
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2.4 Scope and Timeframe

The SCIP details voice-oriented strategic interoperable communications initiatives for the State
of Utah. The SCIP is not currently intended to comprehensively address or detail;

e Data interoperability

e Interoperability with Federal military and non-military partners
e Interstate interoperability (i.e. interoperability with Colorado, Nevada, Idaho, Wyoming,

Arizona, and New Mexico)

Timelines in this SCIP are divided into short, medium and long term. These terms begin once
the SCIP is formally accepted and are defined as:

e Short Term = 0-6mo
e Medium Term = 6mo-3yrs
e Long Term = 3yrs-10yrs

Specific project timelines related to the Public Safety Interoperable Communications (PSIC)

grant funding are included below:

Name Duration Start Finish

Phase 1 - Project Initiation 17.d March 26, 2007 April 17, 2007
1.0 Develop Project Charter 7.d March 26, 2007 April 3, 2007
1.0.2 ldentify Stakeholders 3d March 26, 2007 March 28, 2007
1.0.3 Identify DHS POC (Project

Manager) 7d March 26, 2007 April 3, 2007
1.1 Develop Preliminary Scope Statement 10.d April 4, 2007 April 17, 2007
1.1.0 State and Region Overview Report 2d April 4, 2007 April 5, 2007
1.1.1 Describe Current Interoperability

Environment 2.d April 6, 2007 April 9, 2007
1.1.2 Problem Definition and Possible

Solutions 3.d April 10, 2007 April 12, 2007
1.1.3 Identify TICP Plans in the State 1d April 12, 2007 April 12, 2007
1.1.4 Set Project Scope and Timeframe 3.d April 13, 2007 April 17, 2007
Phase 2 - Project Planning 37.d April 18, 2007 June 7, 2007
2.1 Strategic Vision, Goals, and

Objectives 3.d April 18, 2007 April 20, 2007
2.2 Strategic Plan - Coordination with

Adjacent States 3d April 23, 2007 April 25, 2007
2.3 Strategic Plan - Data Interoperability 4.d April 26, 2007 May 1, 2007
2.4 Catastrophic Loss of Communication

Assets 2d May 2, 2007 May 3, 2007
2.5 NIMS and NRP Compliance 2d May 4, 2007 May 7, 2007
2.6 Strategic Plan - Mass Transit. 3.d May 8, 2007 May 10, 2007
2.7 Strategic Plan - Funding 7d May 11, 2007 May 21, 2007
2.8 SOP Assessment & Development 6.d May 22, 2007 May 29, 2007
2.8.1 SOP Development (Process) 2d May 22, 2007 May 23, 2007
2.8.1 SOP Development (Compliance) 2d May 24, 2007 May 25, 2007
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2.8.3 SOP Development (NIMS)

2.9 Training and Exercise Plan
2.9.1 Training and Exercise

2.9.2 Cross-Disciplinary Compliance
Phase 3 - Project Execution

3.1 Regional Collaboration

3.2 Regional Support

3.3 TICP Integration

3.4 Implementation Strategy

3.5 Performance Tracking

3.6 Periodic Review and Revision
3.7 Statewide Plan - 1st Draft
Phase 4 - Project Control

4.1 SIEC Authority

4.2 Governance Structure

4.3 SIEC Charter and Responsibilities
4.4 |dentify the members of the governing
body and any of its committees

4.5 SIEC Meeting Schedule

4.6 MOU Development

Phase 5 - Project Completion

5.1 Statewide Capabilities Statement
5.2 Legacy Systems Support

5.2.1 Migration Strategy

5.2.2 Purchasing Compliance

5.3 Critical Success Factors

5.4 Educating Policy Makers

5.5 Involvement

5.6 Operational Plan

5.7 Funding Strategy

5.8 Statewide Plan - Final Draft
Phase 6 - Project Close

6.1 Plan Implementation Report

6.2 Project Review Meeting

2.d
7d
5.d
2.d
60.d
11.d
5.d
10d
7.d
1d
1d
10d
10d
1.d
2d
2.d

1.d
1d
3.d
45.d
14d
10d
7.d
3.d
2d
3.d
2.d
2d
2d
10d
9.d
7d
2d

May 28, 2007
May 30, 2007
May 30, 2007
June 6, 2007
June 8, 2007
June 8, 2007
July 16, 2007
July 23, 2007
August 6, 2007
August 15, 2007
August 16, 2007
August 17, 2007
June 8, 2007
June 8, 2007
June 11, 2007
June 13, 2007

June 15, 2007
June 18, 2007
June 19, 2007
August 31, 2007
August 31, 2007

September 20, 2007
September 20, 2007

October 1, 2007
October 4, 2007
October 8, 2007
October 11, 2007
October 15, 2007
October 17, 2007
October 19, 2007

November 2, 2007

November 2, 2007

November 13, 2007

May 29, 2007
June 7, 2007
June 5, 2007
June 7, 2007
August 30, 2007
June 22, 2007
July 20, 2007
August 3, 2007
August 14, 2007
August 15, 2007
August 16, 2007
August 30, 2007
June 21, 2007
June 8, 2007
June 12, 2007
June 14, 2007

June 15, 2007
June 18, 2007
June 21, 2007

November 1, 2007
September 19, 2007

October 3, 2007

September 28, 2007

October 3, 2007
October 5, 2007
October 10, 2007
October 12, 2007
October 16, 2007
October 18, 2007

November 1, 2007
November 14, 2007
November 12, 2007
November 14, 2007
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3. Methodology

Long term success of the statewide communications interoperability project will be measured by
the extent to which it is utilized by first responder agencies in day to day operations. PSAP
dispatch centers and local government first responders have a unique perspective on the
problems associated with communications interoperability. First responders and dispatch centers
are forced to deal with the challenges of multi-agency incident management every day.

The Utah SIEC advocates an approach to ¢ Highest
planning  statewide = communications
interoperability solutions as depicted in

Figure 4. Local agency input into the Local Agency-
planning process is essential to the Specific
successful implementation of the statewide

project. The Utah SIEC plays an Regional
important leadership role in facilitating Inter-Agency &
collaboration among public  safety : Inter-Disciplinary
agencies statewide.

State and
Federal

Broad announcements were made to all
368 public safety agencies operating in the
state prior to the first SIEC meeting.
Participation from all levels of public
safety response including all disciplines
was encouraged.

Lowest

Lowest

Figure 6. Planning Priorities

The Utah SIEC is an extension of a working committee previously tasked with statewide
communications interoperability. Simultaneous with the establishment of the Utah SIEC,
announcements were sent to the Utah Sheriff’s Association, Utah Police Chief’s Association,
Utah Fire Chief’s Association, Utah Communications Agency Network, and a number of smaller
public safety advocacy groups operating in Utah. 368 public safety entities were contacted by
direct mail and/or electronically with an invitation to participate in the development of a
statewide communications interoperability plan. Numerous responses were received by the SCIP
project team with recommendations and agency concerns. The Utah SIEC maintains a contact
database for local government public safety entities operating in the state region (Appendix C).
During the first meeting the Utah SIEC agreed to adopt seven existing planning regions within
the state currently defined by the Division of Homeland Security in regional planning for
emergency services. Each region is specifically tasked with regional communications
interoperability collaboration in the development of standard operating procedures for their
respective regions. The SIEC agreed to work in partnership with each of the seven planning
regions to provide planning continuity and a statewide perspective.

The Utah SIEC understands that a large strategic planning document serves a necessary purpose
in the development of statewide interoperability solutions, but is impractical for utilization by
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first responders and dispatch centers involved in a regional or statewide multi-agency incident
response. Effective implementation of a statewide plan requires operational availability of
critical information in the hands of first responders and dispatch centers. With this
understanding, the Utah SIEC has determined that the SCIP must be supported by an operational
manual to be published separately to support incident management in a field environment.

1. The Strategic Plan (the SCIP) is a high-level planning document involving statewide
public safety agency collaboration. The SCIP identifies all public safety agencies in the
state and identifies communications infrastructure currently utilized by those agencies.
The Utah SIEC membership will actively maintain the SCIP, in collaboration with
federal advisory groups, to facilitate statewide interoperability objectives.

2. The Utah SIEC will develop the Operational Manual (OM) within six months of the
approval of the SCIP (see Section 6). The OM will be a concise reference document
published in a format ideal for use in a dispatch center or field environment. The OM
will contain information pertinent to communications interoperability management
during an incident including frequency assignments, standard operating procedures, and
ICS forms required under NIMS directives. The OM will neither require, nor include,
higher level strategic planning language more appropriately published in the SCIP. Each
of the seven emergency planning regions in the state will have separate operational
manuals.

The Utah SIEC will continue collaboration efforts with public safety entities statewide to ensure
the information published in the SCIP and operational manuals remains relevant and accurate.
Regional Homeland Security planning meetings including required communications
interoperability agenda components are hosted in each of the seven regions quarterly to facilitate
local input and operational updates to the SCIP. The State Interoperability Coordinator will
attend all regional planning meetings and will function as an SIEC liaison to local agencies in
each of the seven planning regions. Local agencies will therefore be able to raise information,
needs, and concerns to the SIEC through both their regional and/or agency representatives and
the State Interoperability Coordinator.

The Utah State Administrative Agency SAA is the Director of Homeland Security and a direct
supervisor to the State Interoperability Coordinator. This organizational structure allows the
Utah SIEC, through the State Interoperability Coordinator, to work directly with the SAA and
State Purchasing to identify project funding opportunities and to ensure compliance with Federal,
State, and local agency grant requirements. The SIEC will review all state and local government
grant applications pertaining to communications interoperability and make recommendations to
the SAA prior to an award.

The State Interoperability Coordinator is tasked with the creation and maintenance of a complete
list of interoperability stakeholders statewide including tribal entities and non-government
organizations. In addition to the quarterly meetings and local SIEC representation described
above, the State Interoperability Coordinator will directly contact all stakeholder agencies and
organizations bi-annually to receive local input and coordinate common objectives under the
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statewide communications interoperability project. The State Interoperability Coordinator will
report local and regional input to the SIEC quarterly.

Local and regional support for the SCIP and statewide communications interoperability project
are critical to the successful implementation of SIEC objectives. The Utah SIEC encourages all
stakeholders to actively participate in ongoing planning efforts both regionally and statewide.

4. Current Statewide Assessment

4.1 Governance Structure

The Utah SIEC was established by executive order on March 8, 2007 (Appendix A). The SIEC
executive board is organized with the State CIO serving as chairperson and broad representation
from state and local government agencies. The Utah SIEC is authorized, by the Governor, to
establish standards for interoperability best practices statewide and is responsible for the
development and implementation of a SCIP. The SIEC is also responsible for 700 MHz
interoperability frequency coordination and spectrum management in the state. The order
establishing the Utah SIEC authorizes the executive board to sign an MOU with all participating
agencies in the state relative to the promotion of common interoperability objectives. The Utah
SIEC also facilitates technical collaboration and makes funding recommendations to state and
local government agencies.

The Utah SIEC executive board is called into session by the SIEC executive committee. Utah
SIEC general board meetings are typically held on the 3" Thursday of each Month under the
direction of the SIEC chairperson. SIEC executive board membership and staff positions are
included in Appendix B. General Board meetings are open to the public. Additional information
can be obtained at:

http://siec.utah.gov/index.html

Responsibilities of the Utah SIEC
e Establish and manage a Statewide Communications Interoperability Plan (SCIP).
e Maintain and update this Statewide Communications Interoperability Plan (SCIP).
e Adopt final solutions and direct implementation.

e Establish training requirements in support of this Statewide Communications
Interoperability Plan (SCIP).

e Create chains of command for interoperable communications including trained
Communications Unit Leaders.

e Facilitate the development of Standard Operating Procedures across all regions and
disciplines.

e Execute Memoranda of Understanding (MOUSs) and Sharing Agreements for
interoperable communications.
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Notify agencies of regular interoperable equipment/solutions testing and assist agencies
with test evaluation and the dissemination of results.

Continually re-evaluate regional requirements as technology evolves and circumstances
dictate.

Agencies will retain the following rights and responsibilities:

Agencies are responsible for agreeing to and complying with MOUs and Sharing
Agreements developed by the SIEC.

Agencies agreeing to this plan have the authority to request use of systems in accordance
with Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs). Agencies and incident commanders are
responsible for initiating support requests as prescribed by the appropriate SOP.

Dispatch agencies and Emergency Communication Centers (ECC) of participating
agencies have the authorization to request use of the systems. Dispatch agencies and ECC
are responsible for initiating support requests as prescribed by the appropriate SOP.

Where applicable, agencies will be responsible for maintaining, testing and exercising
connectivity to interoperable communication systems.

Agencies retain the right to decide when and where to participate in interoperable
communications.

Agencies retain the right to accept or decline a patch to a gateway system to provide
interoperable communications during an incident.

Agencies have the right to accept, or reject technology standards and funding
recommendations proposed by the SIEC.

4.2 Technology

Wireless voice and data communications systems, utilized by public safety entities in the state,
are generally divided into five separate technology components.

1.

2.

Public safety entities operating in the urbanized regions of the state utilize trunked 800
MHz systems for voice communications almost exclusively. The state provides VHF
analog conventional radio coverage in the same areas for purposes of interoperability
between VHF and 800 MHz systems.

All other areas of the state primarily utilize conventional technology in the VHF 150 —
174 MHz spectrum for wireless voice communications. The state provides 800 MHz
analog trunked and conventional radio overlapping coverage for purposes of
interoperability between 800 MHz and VHF systems.

Interoperability with the National Guard, and local federal agencies, is accomplished by
bridging audio paths from agency communications resources with state and local
government resources. Portable gateways are the primary technology utilized for this
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purpose although some communications resources operated by the Utah National Guard
are permanently interconnected with state resources.

4. The majority of PSAP dispatch centers in the state are interconnected to each other
utilizing a centralized audio bridging technology which allows communications resource
sharing between centers. For example a dispatch center operating on the shared network
can bridge, or patch, a communication resource (base station, repeater, talkgroup) on one
system with a communication resource (base station, repeater, talkgroup) on the other
system.

5. The majority of public safety entities in the state contract with commercial carriers for
wireless data network mobility services near population centers. The State of Utah
operates a 33 kbps narrowband mobile data network in less populated regions of the state
utilizing spectrum in the 700 MHz public safety allocation.

Interoperability between public safety entities operating in the 800 MHz spectrum is easily
facilitated by the fact that virtually all agencies use a common air interface technology on one of
two interconnected trunked radio systems. System wide “event” talkgroups are designated and
programmed into all 800 MHz radios utilizing a standard naming convention. Interoperability
between agencies operating on either one of the two 800 MHz trunked systems is achieved
through the utilization of an audio bridge which interconnects between both networks. Radio
coverage between both systems is overlapping. Public safety entities may operate on either
system while maintaining connectivity to resources on their home system network.
Interoperability between public safety entities operating on one of the 800 MHz systems in the
region and entities temporarily traveling into the Wasatch Front area is facilitated using duplicate
800 MHz and VHF radio coverage in combination with resource audio bridging. Currently
available spectrum in the 700/800 MHz allocation is adequate for system implementation and
future expansion in the Wasatch Front and Mountain Land regions.

Interoperability between public safety entities operating outside the 800 MHz spectrum is
technically facilitated by the fact that virtually all agencies use a common air interface
technology on multiple VHF conventional systems. These areas primarily utilize conventional
wireless analog voice communications technology operating in the 150 — 174 MHz VHF
spectrum. Unfortunately there is currently no Memorandum of Understanding, between agencies
in different regions that would facilitate uniform radio programming. Even in areas where radio
programming is similar between agencies the development of a Standard Operating Procedure
(SOP) has not typically been undertaken that could facilitate common channel designation and
channel interoperability. An event requiring multiple agency, or multi regional response,
typically creates an interoperability problem due to the fact that while all responding agencies
have similar VHF radios they usually don’t have the same frequencies programmed. Sometimes
they have the right frequency, but are unable to coordinate interoperability communication
because each responding agency uses a different channel naming standard which creates
confusion for first responders. Spectrum congestion in the VHF spectrum combined with the
inability to secure additional frequencies required for system expansion compounds an ever
increasing interoperability problem in the state. This is especially true near population centers
where existing spectrum resources are already overloaded. The state provides 800 MHz trunked
and conventional analog radio coverage in these areas
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Mobile data network mobility is largely facilitated through the utilization of services provided by
commercial carriers in limited coverage areas. Several agencies in the state have implemented
802.11x and other similar technologies in very limited areas with no attempt to establish an
appropriate MOU and SOPs to facilitate multiple agency network utilization. The state operates a
narrowband 33kbps mobile data network based on proprietary air interface technology that offers
limited coverage statewide and typically fails to meet agency bandwidth requirements.
Interoperability between mobile data systems has not been addressed prior to the development of
a SCIP under direction from the Utah SIEC.

Collaborative interoperability efforts have previously been undertaken in Utah, including the Salt
Lake Area TIC Plan, with some measure of success. Unfortunately communication systems are
usually planned and implemented around available funding, situational expediency, technology
bias, and political interest. These efforts rarely yield long term success in the context of solving
statewide interoperability issues. Compounding the problem is the fact that with so many
technology opportunities available, each having particular cost benefits and functionality, the
decision process often becomes competitive between agencies. A technology feature imperative
for one agency may represent an unjustifiable expense to another agency. Statewide
communications interoperability planning is a challenge that requires multiple agency
cooperation often difficult to achieve between independent agencies seeking to promote and
protect their own internal interests.

The Utah SIEC plays a vital role in the effort to unite collaborative efforts and provide regional
leadership. The development of common technology standards, memorandum of understanding,
and standard operating procedures, are primary objectives of the Utah SIEC. The following table
represents all first responder agencies operating in the state with information summarizing the
communications technology currently utilized by the agency in each region:
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e 3 Channels in Use (800 MHz Analog Conventional)

Table 3. Bear River Region

County Agency Voice Data
Bear River Region
800 MHz Trunked
Box Elder Box Elder County Sheriff (UCAN) GSM /EVDO
800 MHz Trunked
Box Elder Brigham City Police Department (UCAN) GSM / EVDO
800 MHz Trunked
Box Elder Garland Police Department (UCAN) GSM /EVDO
800 MHz Trunked
Box Elder Ma