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of 1993, Pub. L. No. 102-389,106 Stat.
1571, 1610 (1992), that 8 percent of the
total value of NASA's prime contracts and
subcontracts be awarded to S08 firms
.... NASA further explains that the
set-aside was conducted pursuant to a
determination made under 10 U.S.C.
2304 (c) (7) (1988) (the 000 and NASA
counterpart to 41 U.S.C. 253(c) (7») that
it is in the pUblic interest to use other
than competitive procedures for this
procurement.

(Isl. n. l).J

In the context of a procurement protest, a determination

by the head of an agency to limit competition in the public

interest will not be reviewed by the GAO. (~Acumenics

R,search and Technology. Inc. Contract Extension, B-

224702, 87-2 CPO, 128). However, a protest will be

entertained by the GAO if the agency head does not follow the

procedures prescribed by CICA and implemented by the FAR.

(~~. (protest sustained because agency head did not

comply with 30-day Congressional "report and wait"

requirement».

It would app.ar that if the GAO in Affiliated Precision

did not contest the use of the Public Interest exception to

comply with a statutory goal of increasing small business

Agency h.aqs have also limited competition citing
the Public Interest exception in non-statutory contexts, such
as for the design and procure.ent of chemical/biological
masks (AmeS-AYQD Industries -- Blcon., 8-227839, 8-227839.4,
87-2 CPO, 150), and for the construction of family housing
in the Philippine. to support political and economic
objectives (Zublin pelaware. Inc., 8-227003, 8-227003.2, 87-2
CPO, 149).
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participation in federal procurements, it would not entertain

a protest questioning the use of the Public Interest

exception to comply with a statutory mandate, especially in

view of GAO's position that it will not review such

discretionary decisions of an agency head. (~Acumenics,

supra) .

3. QIUlYAl 114 Coap.lliA; prg'ACY Exc.ption

CICA also recognizes that an executive agency may limit

competition on a particular procurement:

When the agency's need for the supplies
or services is of such unusual and
compelling urgency that the Government
would be seriously injured unless the
agency is permitted to limit the number
of sources from Which it solicits bids or
proposals . .

(41 U.S.C. S 253(c) (2) i FAR S 6.302-2(a) (2)).

As with the Public Interest exception, the FAR

prescribes procedures for the utilization of this exception.

Thus, when relying on this exception, an agency must:

• Support its decision to limit
comp.tition with a written
justification and approval ("J&A")i
and

• Requ.st offers from as many sources
as is practicable under the
circumstances.

(FAR S 6.302-2(c) (1)-(2». The J'A may be prepared and

approved after ·the contract is awarded if its preparation and
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approval prior to award would unreasonably delay the

contract. (lsi.; 41 U.S.C. S 253 (f) (2)).

Agencies have justified restricting competition pursuant

to the Unusual and Compelling Urgency exception in a variety

of circumstances:

• To provide test results to Congress prior to
Congress' consideration of FY1988
appropriations based on Congressional
direction in the FY1987 Authorization Act to
"submit a plan for testing and evaluating the
Bradley's combat survivability." (Fairchild
WIston Systems. Inc., B-225649, 87-1 CPO,
479) ;4

• To comply with require••nts of the Clean Air Act
(K-Wbit Tools. Inc., 8-247081, 92-1 CPO, 382
(protest sustained becau•• urgency was created by
agency's lack of advance planning));

• To award a sole source contract to the only firm
the agency reasonably believed could meet its needs
for radioactive waste management services within
the time available (Sse. Inc., B-250785.2, B
250785.3, 93-1 CPO, 489); and

• To procure x-ray security screening systems for use
in the federal court system (Heimann Systems Co.,
8-238882, 90-1 CPO, 520).

The FCC has aggressively pursued the requirements of the

Budget Act within the constraints of its required rulemaking

procedures, and it has only now, after full pUblic

proceedings, determined that it will require the services of

a support contractor. In such circumstances, it would appear

4 In FAirchild, the GAO upheld the agency's reliance
on this exception in the circu.stAnces pre.ented but,
nonetheless, sustained this exception on procedural grounds
because the agency did not solicit proposals from "as many
sources as is practicable under the circumstances."
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that limiting competition under this exception is

appropriate, since there is insufficient time for the FCC to

obtain those services using full and open competition and

still meet its statutory obligations.

IV.
cglCLOIIOI

Either the Public Interest or the Unusual and Compelling

Urgency exception to full and open competition would appear

to permit an agency to limit competition to comply with a

statutory requirement. The Public Interest exception

requires the agency head to sign a D&F asserting that the

limitation on competition is in the pUblic interest. If the

procedures prescribed in CICA and the FAR are followed, GAO

will not review the agency's decision. This exception can

only be used if no other exception is available.

An agency may also limit competition when faced with an

Unusual and Compelling Urgency and where not doing so would

cause serious injury to the Government. A decision to invoke

this exception must be supported by a J&A and proposals

should be solicited from as many sources as practicable.

Under this exception, a sole source award is justified where
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the aqency reasonably believes that only one firm can meet

its needs within the time available.

* * *
Please contact us if we can be of further assistance.

Wiley, Rein & Fielding
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PCIA's Commitment To
Public Health And Safety

Q . Demonstrating their commitment to resolving important E-911 issues,
PCIA, the National Emergency Number Association (NENA) and the
Association of Public-Safety Communications Officials (APCD) have
agreed to work jointly on a broad range of technical and consumer
issues regarding PCS access to emergency service providers, including:

• Ability to dial 911 without restriction from any PCS terminal;

• Call control or call back capability;

• Proper Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) routing;

• Hearing impaired and TOO access; and

• Caller location information.

""'"
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SUMMARY

In its ~cond PCS R&O, the Commission adopted a regulatory framework that

promises to brina PeS closer to reality for all Americans. Telocator stronlly supports the

Commission's actions and looks forward to continuinl its work with the Commission staff in

amelioratinl the numerous implementation issues that will undoubtedly arise as PCS is

introduced. As the Commission is well aware, Teloc:ator, principally throulh its broad-based

membership of both existing and emerginl PeS interests that includes cellular carriers.

paling operators, cable system operators, interexchanle and local exchanle carriers,

consulting engineers and equipment manufacturers, has been a leader in providing a forum to

discuss the astoundin, number of technical and orpnizational issues surroundinl PeS.

To this end, Telocator has reviewed the Commission',s S«tmd PCS ReiO and is

pleased to note that many of the ideas and conceptS that oriliftated in the Telocator PeS

Section meetings have found their way into the Commission's rules. Given the scope and

complexity of the task, it is clear that the Commission took areat care in attempting to craft

rules that are fair from a number of perspectives. Telocator appreciates the Commission' s

efforts.

Nonetheless, Telocaror believes that a number of teehnic:al issues are raised in the

adopted rules that are either ambi,uous, confusin, or that place PCS operaton at a technical

and economic disldvanraae to other commercial mobile service providen. In order to clarify

these rules and ensure the rapid introduction of new PeS systems and devices, Telocator

believes the Commission should:

• I~" V ....... PCS ,.,..,.."",. crz .... D1' 10 1.000'" E1tP for
..~ -/ftJm 1.2 ...... 12 .... I:It1'jbrs.r JItIIIiIG•

. Telocator's requested increase in the power limits will improve operatorS' ability to

- 1 -



deploy high-quality, low-cost. and ubiquitous systems. Specifically, the changes are
dictated by sound engineering desiln practices to allow balanced communications
paths; will permit use of wide area trlftsmiuers to provide economic coverqe in low
density areas; and will facilitate the deployment of efficient spread spectrum and
"smart antenna" teChnolOlies.

• EzIft • OW-<t/-1MIId F..IIIisIiMr CIiIlrrM To GnmIllfIJ'GI'CS 1_*mta tJNl
C1IIrlfJ tIw OW-o/-a-d F..IIIisIiMr A--..... 1fIIIa. Telocator believes the out-of-
band emissions limits to protect adjacent microwave bands from PCS should be
extended to protect qainst intraPCS adjacent channel interference. In addition, the
resolution bandwidth should be specified as 1.0 percent of the emissions bandwidth.

• MDIJif1tM I'CS-M~I~ 0WriG To Allow 0,..,. Flaibility ToI,.,... b± rrry-Derlw!.tl CD_ _ s.IIIfioIu. While Telocator applauds the
FCC's efforts to intqrate draft TIA revisions to TSBl().E into the rules, the FCC
may have unintentionally constrained the industry's ability to implement consensus
resolutions to PeS-microwave enai,.r;na problems. To ensure optimal deployment
of PCS. Telocator believes reorientin, the rules to allow greater flexibility to TIA is
warranted.

• 0Mih* ..",.... FIJi",... In die S«oNI PeS R&O and the newly
p~ auction rules, there are a number of discreplftcies reprdinl the fiUnl of site
specific information. In order to clarify what is requi.nld of applicants and ease filing
and processin, burdens, TeJocator Pft'PIC*S an eJecaonic tilln, scheme for site
specific information and sugestS chaftps to the accurICy required in such filings.

• ~ • LitJn&riIII A,., ;11 Te,. tJ/0...... ...,. :n.. RMyiII, UptIII a
Prop,..",., Sy-. The SeeD. PCS R&O adopts license areas based upon
maps contained in Rand-McNally's Commercial Atlas and Guide. In order to avoid
problems with use of copyri,hted rnateri&l, TeJocaror sUIICSU redefining the license
areas in terms of counties included within eIdl service area.

• 0Mih .. .11m tmry AppIIattUIty tJ/.. l1rtt:ItJIrnoIW E1M1fIIfIIWIV lXftiltt:liDtt /Dr
RF ~...""..,.. Telocator nOlll that there is a discrepancy between the text
of the S«tJtW PCS R&O, which .teI that PeS handJets are deemed to operate in an
unconcrolled .wonment, and die rules, which state that all PeS transmitters are
deemed to operate in an uncontrolled environment. In this case, Telocator suUests
conforminl die rule languap to aaree with the text in the order.

• 1'1Cft1.f * -Ll.JtaiII,. PrriIItJ tIIfIl P,.". 7ht ill 1M UIllil:aMtl DrIia -ListDt
..."..T.-~ In order to KCOmrnodate the needs of some new devices,
Telocator ••••u utendin, the Ii_inl period and associated frame time from 10
to 20 milliseconds. This will pennit a tm:.der ranp of PeS devices to be deployed
without perceptibly aifeetinl the delay experienced by users.

. ii .



Adoption of these limited modifications upon reconsideration will greatly facilitate the

expeditious deployment of economic and high-quality wireless pes systems and devices.

- ill •
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Telocator, the Personal Communications Industry Association, hereby respectfully

requests reconsideration of the Federal Communications Commission's Second Report and

Order in the above-eaptioned Proceedinl. I In order to better promote the successful

introduction of competitive and functional Penonal Communication Services (wpcSW),

Telocator submits these sUllested modifications to the technical parameters for PeS

operations. 2

I. MAXIMUM PERMI1TED POWEll SIIOULD BE INCREASED.

In the S«ortd PeS R&O. the Commission adopted maximum power levels that it

believed would accommodate most PCS operations while providing a funher decree of

proteetion to incumbent microwave facilities. J Specifically, the Commission adopted a

$-.I ....... 0rdIf. Gta DockII No. 90-314, ...... SIpC_ber 23, 1993, (51 Fed. R..,. 59174
(1993») (SftotW I'CS ".0).

To die n .. 111. 7. TtIocIIor i.". liMy for WIi.,.- of~ 1.419(d) of die lui. winch
limits peciriwl for ..a.i•• 1WhOIl to 2.5 AI dIIIlCDIII_t ofTllocator's J*1t1011 IS

1- &bID 2.5 ........ ....... III ....at ia alii filiq dill pap li_t. SiDce the
an.c:baatt pI'VYicM ,..... iJlt0r.b08. T,I« II" _ tblir iJlcau.aa providll ...fits tbac far
OUlWeip .y bInD caIIIId by nc.IiDI die pap li_t.

1'CS SctMtJ R.O at 1156.



maximum power level of 62 Watts ERP (100 Watts EIRP) for PeS base stations and a l.:

Watt ERP (2 Watt EIRP) maximum power level for mobile units.'

Telocator believes that the Commission's decisions are overly restrictive and will have

a significant impact on the ability of PCS operaton to provide economical coverqe in rural

and low density suburban areas. More importantly, however, sound engineering techniques

necessitate higher base station powen to provide for balanced communications paths even in

microcellular environments. Further, the low permitted power will prove particularly severe

for systems employinl time division or code division multiple access technologies ("TDMA"

or "COMA"). As detailed below, Telocator urps the Commission to raise the maximum

permitted power for PeS base stations to 1,000 Watts ERP.

In addition. although the 1.2 Watt E1tP limit on PeS subscriber units may be

appropriate for hand-held units that operate in close proximity to the body. there are a wide

variety of cases where higher powen will be needed for mobiles whose radiating elements

are separated from the user, such as vehicle mounted mobiles and transportable units such as

temporary phone booths. To this end, TelocatDr urps the Commission to also raise the

maximum pennitlld power for such "non-proximity" mobile units to 12 Watts ERP.

1JII2 St4IIiDII ftMrr: In its S«ontll'CS R&O the Commission decided that providing

coverage to low population density areas is an important FCC objective and required pes

operaton to provide semcc to 90 percent of the population located within their licensed

Id. AJ~ ........,.:ut~ .. die ..Ii.. lII"iclllIave tndilioal1ly UIId EIRP. the
mobile laYat bave 1..IiD_ly relied ... UP. s-. PCS win be ..... .-vice. it wouIcIl"Iduce
confulioa if Put 99 ......_. wida dill ocMr .... ftIdio..w:. naItI. i.•.. PIrta 22" 90. IDd
sClndard indusuy~. nua. to reduce coalulioa. TelocalOr till~ tile Put 99 Ru1eI ill terms of
ERP..
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service area.' Crucial to economically servicing these low density areas. however. is the

ability to serve large areas with a small number of base stations. The 62 Wan ERP

precludes wide area coverage and will require PeS operators to deploy hundreds of

extraneous transmitters merely to satisfy their coverlle requirements.

Perhaps even more imponant than the economic factors, the low power limit will

seriously effect engineering considerations in the desian of PeS systems. For example, the

62 Watt ERP limit will seriously disadvantale emerging radio technologies utilizing TDMA

or COMA technologies. If PCS systems were going to use single channel per carrier

systems (such an analog AMPS or narrow band FDMA dilital systems), the 62 Watt ERP

limit would be far less constraining, since each individual voice channel would have full use

of the allowed 62 Watts. In contrast, radio technolOlies utilizing TDMA and COMA must

share the same 62 W ERP limit among multiple voice channels.'

Imposing such limits on base station power also constitutes a serious barrier to the use

of "smart antenna" concepts. In smart antennu. multiple elements focus or concentrate

transmitted power toward the mobile unit on the downlink and directionally receive

transmissions from the mobile unit on the uplink. The net effect is a significant increase in

• AD INS CDMA .,....... widl. 1000 .... EI.P ...... about die __ ....t of power u
ID N·AMPS .,.. (_. 10 kHz PDMA dill'" .,..) opIrIIiaJ owr die .... amouD& of IpICb'WD at 62
wans per ct q I. ". CDMA .....nar would -." 1.25 MHz widl. power of 1.000 waltI. III CODtI'Ut.

ID N·AMPS .,.. willa 10 kHz en Il, would ..... _ 1.25 MIb for IbouI 11 ....... hue Slltioa
Il"lDS1l'Uttm (..,• ., • fr....cy fIctor of 7). AI 62 per~, die N·AMPS sy.... would
radiate. tocal EItP of 1,116 WlIIII. AI die total power is about die ...., die FCC's NI. would
cbscou,... die UM of die .... spectrWII .ffie_ tecIIIIo&osY.

AD allIInttive .,1DIdI to si....y rIiIiDt .. lIP 1_ per rwIio =-- is to spICily ••power per HI
of Modw1dd1.. n;, would rwtuc:e the tN_ .....of eM ..... IlION IpICCI'UIII efftci.t r.cbDolo,i. at
!he COlI of iDcnuia. die procedural compluity of dIi. docUt.

·3·
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receiver sensitivity and a more effective use of transmitted power from the base station: In

addition to extendinl base station transmitter ranle, smart antennas have the additional

benefit of reducinl co-channel interference to other PCS operators or to microwave

receivers. Crucial to the concept of smart antennas, however, is the ability to use very high

antenna gains to produce highly directionaliud, higher base station ERP and allow reception

of low signal stren.th signals from mobiles. With a base station ERP limit of 62 Watts, the

additional expense of smart antennas cannot be justified. However, with silnificantly higher

ERP limits on base stations, smart antennas can make a sianificant contribution towards the

Commission's loa! of wide area availability.

Even without the use of ·smart antennas: most system deployment plans will be

significantly limited by the current 62 Watt ERP limit. For example, Exhibit A provides

typical link budgets for wide area coverqe, i.e. situations where the call1evel is low enough

thac smaller cells are not needed to provide additional capacity.' The power link budget

shows that a base station with a 316 Watt ERP can communicate with a 1.2 Watt ERP

mobile with path losses up to 152 dB. Using one of the standard propagation models

(CaSn31). these powers will allow communications for up to 13 miles in rural areas,

assuming the absence of any obstructions. In urban areas the same l1W1in will provide

coverage for less than 2 miles assumina no obsttuctions. Factoring in buildin. obstructions

will further reduce the resultant coverage areas.

~ 11M ...f~ pili I'M_ (JTC (Air)193.1101-412) to die JoiDt T.-.a COIllllUU.
on WII',I_~ ofTl'l.4 of die AJliI8ce for TII__ ....OIIIIMUICrY SolutiOlllIDd n ~.3 of the
Teleco~ ....... AIIoNboIa. Tbe TeIocMar PeS SecIial iI a1Io aware of..,enI 0Iber
lTIIDuflCftlrtrl dYI bave _._ pt'OpOIIll.

~ .... .-ftc .........., of l)C$.1900 .. .. 1 ia .. two SUi..., die cmn11 CODClusions
are applicable to IDDII 'of the .,.... c1w bay. "-s~_ ia die Joiat TecbDica1 COIIUIIittee OD Wirel..
Acceu.
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In cases where higher base station antenna gain is available, even higher base station

ERP is appiopliate. Exhibit B presents another link budget using a "smart antenna." The

resulting S dB increase in base station antenna gain over the scenario detailed in Exhibit A

results in a base station ERP of 1 kilowatt while the mobile ERP remains at 1.2 Watts. This

increased base station ERP produces a corresponding S dB increase in allowable path loss.

This would increase the rural service radius to 18 miles and double the area served. In

addition, other PeS applications also benefit from increased base station antenna gain and the

corresponding increase in base station ERP. For example, "ribbon coverage" on rural

highways could be provided by using two high gain dishes that are pointed along the

highway.

The request to use higher powm for PCS bale stations is consistent with the current

800 MHz cellular rules that permit 800 MHz cellular base stations to operate with up to 500

Watts ERP.· Assuming for arguments sake alone that propqation conditions at 1800 MHz

are identical to those at 800 MHz - obviously a best case assumption - the differences in

antenna effectiveness (for the same cove1"lle s-aern) would require PeS ERP to be S times

the cellular ERP for comparable conditions (Le., 2.5 kilowatts ERP). Thus, Telocator's

recommended ERP limit of I kilowatt would still place PeS at a subscantial disadvantage

relative to cellular in its ability to cover sparsely populated areas. This is particularly

important considerinl that the Second PeS R&D mandates that by the end of the 10th year of

licensina, PCS operators must provide coverqe to at least 90 percent of the population in

• SeeIi_ 22.905 of the COIIUIIiIllOa'S Ru".
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their service area. 'o The adopted base station ERP limit of 62 Watts will significantly

impair the ability of PCS operators to satisfy the FCC's position that broad PCS coverage is

an important public interest benefit.

Telocator realizes that increasing base station power might appear to raise issues

about RF exposure, proteCtion of existing microwave stations, and service area extensions.

In its Second pes R&O, however, the FCC has already adopted other rules that fully address

those issues independent of the maximum permitted power.

Concerns on Rf exposure levels are better addressed by the imposition of the

ANSI/IEEE C9S.1-1992 exposure standard. II In general, however, base stations with ERP

above 62 Watts would be installed on towers in areas where public access is precluded.

Thus, raising the allowed base station ERP above 62 Watts will not increase exposure risks

to the general public. Also, company safety procedures that are already in place will protect

technicians that working in proximity to the base stations. In many cases, company

procedures require that the transmitten be placed in a non-r3diating condition before any

access to the tower is permitted.

Furthennore, increasinl allowed bale station ERP will, in some cases, allow a

reduction in the operatinl power of subscriber devices because the increase in base station

ERP limits will allow the use of hilher lain base station antennas. Since many PCS systems

use the same antenna for both transmitting and receiving, hilher lain base station antennas

10 s-. 99.2Cl6 of dill ComaIiuioa's !tu". fa ~,... &be ebuild-ouae requi.....cs for the cellular
radio service ....... l.fDUI-.d. iD aD, c.a. do 11IM din s. ce1lulu' open&on widl_ of lic.le for failure
to achieve COUIIUCtiaa .......wns. lAIMId. cell_ opIfISOrI cbooIiallIOC 10 provicM IIMce to • puucular
area of thetr Cell., o.,sllpbic&l s.mc. A.- 1iIIIpI, '- dIeit audIonty 10~ .-vice to tbIt ... and
are mea subject 10 &be ftl., of appIiCllioaa for eUlllll'Wd ..... e S. Secciou 22.43_ 22.903.

II This __ is fully addNlMd iD ET Dock.. No. 93~2. GuideliDel for Evalualin, the Eaviroameaw
Effects of Radiofnqulacy RadiataOG. 8 FCC Reel 2149 (1993).
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will increase base station receiver sensitivity. Increases in base station receive antenna gain

allow a 1: 1 reduction in handheld O"'ansmitter power. 12 Thus, increasing the allowed base

station ERP will promote reduced RF exposure to the general public.

Telocator also recolnizes that higher PCS power limits may have some effect on the

incumbent fixed microwave systems. For example, microwave stations located fanher away

from the PCS base station would need to be fonna1ly included in the coordination process.

This, however, is easily achieved by an expansion of Table 2 in Section 99.233(a) using

standard FCC fonnulas. Also, by increasing PeS base station power, the power received by

microwave receivers could be increased. Again, the existing coordination procedures are

adequate to ensure that no increase in real interference is realized. Telocator fully expects

that, in many eatIS, the interference protection afforded to microwave facilities will preclude

PCS base station operations at the Plopoted I kilowatt. Telocator submits, however, that

these coordination procedures should be the limitin. factor far PeS base station power and

not an arbitrary government~imposed limit.

Another potential Commission concern is that PeS licensees may use higher powers

to "extend- their service area beyond that licensed to them. Apin, the FCC's new Rules

adequately address this issue without the r.-d for limitin. power. When the language of

Section 99.232 (47 dBuV/m) is combined with the text in footnote 130. it is clear that

increased base station powers will no result in service extensions.

",.. "'-r. Although Telocator undentands that many PeS applications can be

accommodated by a mobile ERP limit of to 1.2 Watts ERP, there lilcely will be imponant

I: All PeS will iDdude~ ....1IIIj_ 10 dIIt 1M -=-l ~aed power is
reduced 10 dill~ II tM&~ Ii.. E.,. wi.... 1M T dnr ia Sectiaa 99.231(b) of tbe Rul••
the deaire 10 ea-..t Ic bltlery life IIId lIIIXi.... syIIal capllCiry woaIcl iDIun tbII PCS sy.... mchadc
automatic power Mj~t.

~ 7 ~
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applications where a higher power limit is justified. Specifically, where the antenna is not tn

the proximity to the user, Telocator proposes that the permissible operating power be raised

to 12 Watts. IJ An example would be vehicle mobiles where the antenna is located on a

metal roof that shields the passengers from RF exposure.

While a hand-held PCS device operating at 12 Watts ERP poses questions regarding

RF exposure, the separation required to lower the exposure below the "uncontrolled" limits

in ANSI/IEEE C9S .1-1992 is measured in inches. Thus, in situations where users and the

other members of the general public will be separated from the antenna by more than a few

feet, the use of 12 Watts ERP mobiles does not raise an Rf exposure issue.

Allowing vehicle based mobile units to use 12 Watts ERP can be an important

consideration in providing service in rural areas. There are also other applications where

this capability will provide important benefits to the public, like temporary facilities to

provide additional caplCity to supplement nonnal landline capabilities such as special events

or disaster reliefeffons (e.g. FEMA). In addition, when landline facilities are impaired.

PCS facilities can provide temporvy service to the general public when no alternatives are

readily available. It is expected that these applications will use high gain antennas to

maintain the imponant balance between transmit and receive paths.

As a result, Telocator proposes that the FCC establish a separate class of mobile

devices utilizinl extemal antennas which are allowed to operate at power levels up to 12

Watts ERP. Note. that this request is independent of Telocator's request for base station

IJ At 1.1 OHio 10 did ...... 1ft COIIIfKl to be UMble iIl_, portable appIi<:a&iou. A 10
did ....... co-.. widl. 1.2 W8ft rMio produceII2 W8ft EU.
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ERPs up to 1 kW. As discussed above, there are a number of cases where a 1 kilowatt base

station and 1.2 Watt mobile units will result in a balanced link.

• • • • •

In summary, retaining the existing base station ERP limit of 62 Watts would impede

the ability of pes operators to economically provide service to citizens located in small

towns and rural areas and imperil the Commission's stated objective of providing pes

service to 90 percent of the population by the 10th year. It would also impose severe

operating restrictions on new technoloeies such as TDMA and CDMA. To resolve these

issues, Te]ocator proposes that the limit on base station ERP be raised to 1.000 W. This

represents only a doubling in the allowed cellular power. far less than the impact of the

frequency change alone.

D. THE COMMISSION SHOULD ADO" EMISSION LlMJTAnONS THAT
REDUCE INTEIlFEItE.NCE POTENTIAL BETWEEN ADJACENT CHANNEL
PeS OPERATIONS.

The emission limits specified in the SecaNt PCS R&O apply only to emissions outside

the PeS band. Le. ,no explicit procection is provided to other PeS operators using different

frequency blocks in the same area. Telocator believes that intra-PeS proteetion should also

be mandated. Therefore, Telocator proposes that the Commission revise Section 99.234(a)

[0 apply the limitalions imposed for out of band emissjons to the PeS spectrum as well. In

addition. Telocator proposes that existing 199.234(a) could be clarified by specifying the

·9-



resolution bandwidth over which the measurement is to be made and by formally defining the

units of the term P." The proposed revision would read as follows:

§99.234 Emission Limits.

(a) On any frequency outside the frequency block(s) licensed to the licensee. the
power of any emission shall be attenuated below the transmitted power (P,
measured in Watts) by at least 43 + 10 10110 (P) decibels or 80 decibels,
whichever is the lesser attenuation.

NOTE I: The measurement of emission power can be expressed in peak or
averqe values, provided they are expressed in the same parameters as the
transmitter power.

NOTE 2: Compliance with the emission limits is based on the use of
measurement instrumentation with a resolution bandwidth approximately equal
to 1.0 percent of the emission bandwidth of the device under measurement.

(b) [unchanged]

m. REGtlLAnoNS FOR PC5-MICIlOWAVE FREQUENCY COOItDINAnON
SB01JLD PROVIDE GREATEll n,£llll1LlTY TO ACCOMMODATE
FUR'I HER INDUSTRY DEVELOPMENTS.

The FCC's rules governing coordination of new PCS systems are wisely based in

large part on EIArnA's Bulletin TS8to-E. Indeed, the FCC is to be commended for its

ongoing patticipation in the TR14.11 meetings on this subject and its incorporation of a

number of TIA apeements into the rules despite that Bulletin lo-F is still in a draft form.

Utilizinc the con-.uus positions of an accredited industry Standards crouP to deal with the

technical issues involved in PeS-microwave frequency coordination is consistent with the

positions advocated by both microwave usen and PeS entrants alike. However,

incorporating draft revisions to TSBIo-E into the rqulatory framework for PeS-microwave

•• Tbe ptOpOIId clarifie:atIOQ OQ f'IIOlubOQ _dWMIda is ... &oat Sectioa 15.321(d) alto ..",.. iD the
~coNl1'CS Rcf.O.

- 10 -



interference ignores ongoing discussions still occurring in TIA and may unnecessarily

constrain TIA's ability to flexibly implement additional consensus solutions to PCS-

microwave enJineering problems. Telocator therefore requ~ts Commission reconsideration

of a few issues in order to ensure TIA '5 ability to achieve the twin objectives of avoiding

interference while promoting rapid deployment of PCS.

FIIl'ID'r Rni.fitHu of TSBIO. As the FCC's S~cond pes R&D recognizes, a revised

version of TSBIo-E is in the process of being implemented. And, while the S~cond pes

R&D notes that the FCC "would accept the new TSBto-F. when adopted by EIAJTIA, for

use demonstrating compliance with [the] technical standards, "IS the ~cond PCS R&D in

many other places only makes reference to T5BIo-E. 1
' In order to avoid having to reform

the rules as TSBIO gets updated to version Io-F and beyond. the FCC should clarify that the

appropriate reference is the latest revision of TSBIO, reaudless of the version letter.

PmptI,.,u. model. Although the rules are silent on the issue of the propaaation

model to be used in calculating PCS-microwave interference, the ~cond PeS R&D itself

states that "[p]ath loss in general ... will be based on the Longley/Rice propqation

model. ,," While the Longley/Rice propaption model is appropriate in many circumstances.

Telocator notes that mandating use of the Longley/Rice model is inconsistent with current

TIA discussions. On balance. Telocator believes the best policy would be to default to the

IS Order It 1 150 11.116.

" 5«. ~.,.. l' 143. 145. 146. 147. s. ... 47 C.F.R. t 99.233(11) o--t. dlillICUoia IpIClfia
relilllCe on TSBlO CII cnteria for PCS-co-miCl'OWaVC iDrem..x:e wbicb will oaIy • implelDlDled iD verslOD
lG-F and .yODd).

17 Order. 1 172.
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Longley/Rice model only in the event that TIA members cannot achieve consensus agreement

on the use of other models in the process to revise TSB10.

For example, Telocator notes that the specific stated criticisms of the -Hala model"

may no longer be applicable since the current TIA-accepted -Hata model- includes a number

of modifications that overcome the identified shortcomings. Thus, even though the Hata

model requires an adjustment to compensate for minor problems in differentiating between

urban and suburban environments, the modified Hata model appears no less accurate than the

Longley/Rice model, which requires an environment -correction factor- of 10-35 dB.11

Telocator believes that the Hata model, as modified, is also appropriate for coordinator use

within the applicant's boundaries.

~~. As discussed above, the FCC has commendably attempted

the difficult task of blending draft TIA propqation assumptions with the basic Longley/Rice

propagation model in Appendix D to the Commission's Order. Apin, however, codification

of the draft TIA assumptions may thwart onJoinJ TIA processes because TIA is in the

process of developinJ recommendations on the precise issues the FCC has decided. I'

Because TIA's effons involve a much more detailed technical assessment of potential

interference. TIA's resolution of the issues may be somewhat different than mandated in the

order. Telocator believes that such effons should nonetheless be I'eCOInized and parties

should be permitted to utilize the assumptions adopted by consensus in TSBlo-F.

To illustrate the relative level of detail, the Second PeS R&O states -that until more

experience is pined we should take a conservative approach and assume that all PeS

II FOOCIIOCe 125 IDd ApplDdil D.

I' Sft TR14. 11193. 11. 1.1. Sft tIlIo TIA TR14. 11/93. I1.03·56 for • co.... iIoD of LoqleylRice to
T.I.A. 's modified HIIIICCIR. model.
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channels are active for interference purposes.·· nA's approach to this question in the

TSBIQ-F draft is basically similar, but the nA draft also provides additional definitional

details necessary to apply the statement in cases--like COMA systems--where the meaning of

"all channelsw may not be immediately evident. ZI Similarly, nA's TSBIQ-F draft

recognizes that in coordination situations involvinl larae numben of base stations with

ponable units contending for channels, trunlcinl theory dictates that less than 100 percent of

the channels will be used.:Z Because nA's efforts are consistent with the FCC's basic

approach, but include contextual detail that would assist in resolving similar coordination

problems in a consistent manner, Telocator UIJe5 the Commission to consider modifying the

coordination assumptions in the rules to place greater reliance on 15BIO and nA consensus

positions.

IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD CLARIFY APPLICAnON FUING
PROCEDURES.

Telocator commends the FCC (or attemptinl, to the dqree possible, to minimize the

paperwork burden imposed on both its staff and on applicants. In particular, the

Commission's rules state that w[b]Janket licensees are IfIIlted for each market and frequency

block, W and that W[a)pplications (or individual sites are not needed and will not be

accepted. wZS While Telocaror supports eliminatinl unnecessary paperwork, it believes this

• C>rc* .. 1 173.

:1 COMA SY••• rypically have tbeontiwly larp Dumbm of ·cbaaDels· (codeI) while oaIy usia, •
smalllUbMI.

= Siace die qUiliry of .-vice (•.•. bIodciq .. cilia,.) "'nll rIpidIy .. c:baueI deIIIIlDd iacreuea
toward 100•. T.I.A. al cumntly recollUMlldiD, SO. for this CODditioa.

::s 47 C.f.R. f 99.11.
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rule should be reconsidered in light of proposals in the FCC's recent Notice of Proposed

RulemoJdllg on competitive bidding procedures. Specifically. the Auction NPRM proposes to

impose Sections 22.3 through 22.4S of the Public Land Mobile Service roles and Sections

22.917(0 and 22.918 through 22.94S of the Public Cellular Radio Telecommunications

Service rules on pes filings. which do collectively mandate individual site informational

filings. ,.

While the prospect of adapting the cellular roles for PeS has considerable allure in

terms of simplicity, the operational requirements of PeS systems will be very different from

cellular systems and failing to consider these differences may ultimately result in wasteful

expenditure of resources by both applicants and the Commission. For example. Telocator

believes. on balance. that some information about construe:ted stations must be made

available to analyze and resolve interference problems that may arise between systems that

are adjacent in either space or frequency. Given the 1arIe number of stations anticipated.

however, applyinl the cellular filing rules would be extremely burdensome. In addition, as

Telaeator has noted in its auction comments. ZI requirinl the submission of engineering

material prior to consauction would be burdensome and of limited utility. For this reason.

Teloc:ator believes the Commission should consider mamlining application processing and

information retrieval by authorizinl electronic filing of PeS applications.

Electronic filin. of individual site information for PeS is a particularly appropriate

use of information ace technology to streamline ,ovemment. Under such a scheme. the

Commission. or a desipated contractor, would receive PeS filings electronically for a small

:. AUCbOD NPRM at , 128.

• eo- of TelOCIIOr at 12-14, PP Dock. No. 92·2.53 (tiled NOYeIIIber 10, 1993)•
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