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pes Action's Position on RecoDsidentjoD Qf Docket No, 90-314

PCS Action urges the Commission to retain the key elements of its PCS Second Report
and Order, including the designation oftwo 30 MHz licenses in Major Trading Areas ("MTAs").
The allocation ofadequate spectrum to independent PCS licensees is crucial to providing
effective competition to existing wireless and wireline providers.

The Commission, as it has done, must establish a PCS licensing scheme that is workable
from the outset. The practicality and market viability of the Commission's licensing scheme
cannot depend on a slow and inefficient aftermarket of gradual aggregation.

The amount of spectrum allocated to each res license block will critically affect both the
timing ofPCS deployment and the Viability ofPCS as an industry. Without adequate spectrum,
delays in clearing spectrum would keep PCS from being launched until the end of the decade.
By then, PCS could find itself chasing a market that existing service providers will have
consolidated within existing monopolies and duopolies. The window ofcompetitive opportunity
would close, and the loser would be the American public with less competition, fewer jobs, and a
small vision of PCS.

Recognizing this, NTIA recommended allocation of 30 MHz blocks, and the Commission
has decided to issue two 30 MHz PCS licenses in MTA service areas. This will create greater
certainty that an economically viable system will be created.

Frequency parity with incumbent wireless telecommunications providers also is essential
if new PCS entrants are to provide effective competition. In-region cellular interests are entering
the PCS era with 25 MHz ofspectrum clear ofmicrowave incumbents and will have the ability
to bid for an additional 10 MHz ofPCS spectrum in their cellular markets. Under the
Commission plan, this will give cellular incumbents a total of 35 MHz. Independent PCS
licensees would have just 30 MHz ofspectrum encumbered by existing users, which is the
minimum amount of spectrum needed to establish frequency parity.

To provide all potential licensees with 20 MHz ofs~c:~would result in the in-region
cellular incumbents having a total of45 MHz of spectrum. Independent licensees would be left
with only 20 MHz. This disparity would jeopardize the rollout of PCS and crush the potential
for new competition.



pes must be licensed in blocks of 30 MHz or greater for the following reasons:

• Core markets are effectively blocked by existing microwave users (two way, to
MHz each way), making service fatally defective in allocations of less than 30
MHz until all relocations have been accomplished.

• Incumbents have an absolute right to stay for three years (five years in the case of
public safety, which constitutes 20 to 25 percent of all incumbents). Relocations
will be time-consuming and difficult; five relocations per year per PCS licensee is
the maximum that can be expec~cd.

• Therefore, rolling out a competitive PCS service, even with an extremely
aggressive relocation process, will require at least 30 MHz. The FCC has
estimated that $5 billion annually would be saved by consumers ifcellular had
effective competition.

• PCS also will never have the capacity to compete with local exchange carriers
unless it has at least 30 MHz per licensee. Mercury One-2-0ne, which is
attempting local loop competition in London, is at capacity in residential areas
with 30 MHz of~ spectrum after only months ofoperation just because of the
capacity needed for residential voice traffic.

• Equipment manufacturers support the need for licenses ofat least 30 MHz.

• A licensing scheme predicated on the aggregation of 20 MHz splinters would
delay and obstruct the creatioq, ofa viable independent PCS industry. It also
would significantly reduce PCS auction revenues to the federal government. The
FCC has an obligation to issue viable licenses in the first instance.

The FCC's allocation plan in the Second Report and Order has the dual virtue of
competition and ofworkability at the outset. It results not in the beginning of deployable PCS
systems, which must be completed through accumulation of "building blocks," but rather in
readily deployable and competitive PCS systems. It should be maintained.

- 2 -
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March 24, 1994

HAND DELIVER

Mr. William Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. NW #222
Washington, DC 20554

Re: GEN Docket No. 90-314
Ex Parte Presentation

Dear Mr. Caton:

BALTIMORE

NEw YORK

PHILADELPHIA

LONDON

EASTON. MD

Pursuant to Section 1.1206 ofthe Commission's rules. this letter is to advise you
that PCS Action, Inc.• a coalition ofcompanies to promote the deployment of PCS
services. met yesterday with a group of the Commission's staffat the Washington offices
of Piper & Marbury. The Commission's staff members in attendance were WIT. Ralph
Haller, Mr. Richard Engleman, Mr. Donald Gips, Mr. Robert Pepper, Mr. Gregory
Rosston, Ms. Julia Kogan, Ms. Geraldine Matise, Mr. David Siddall, Mr. John Williams,
and Mr. Peter Tenhula. Attending the presentation on behalfofPCS Action, Inc. were
Ms. Lisa Hook ofTime Warner Telecommunications, Mr. J. Barclay Jones of American
Personal Communications, Mr. Jonathan Blake of Covington & Burling, Mr. Mark
O'Connor of Piper & Marbury, and myself. In addition, PCS Action, Inc. invited the
following individuals to make a presentation and participate at yesterday's meeting: Mr.
Russell Coffin ofNorthem Telecom, Mr. leffRosenblatt ofCornsearch, Inc., Mr. Barry
Goodstadt of EDS Management Consulting Services, Mr. David Lax of The Conifer
Group, L.P., Mr. David Schechner of Bear, Stearns & Co., and Mr. Mark A. Roberts of
Alex Brown & Sons. The subject ofeach invitee's presentation is reflected in the
attached document entitled. "PCS Action Seminar." Copies of the slide presentations
made by Mr. Rosenblatt, Mr. Goodstadt, Mr. Lax, and Mr. Coffin are attached hereto.

The attendees of the meeting discussed pes Action's position with respect to the
Commission's reconsideration of its Second Report and Order in the above-referenced



-)

Mr. William Caton
March 24. 1994
Page 2

proceeding, as reflected in previous filings of PCS Action in that proceeding. Copies of
the following (attached hereto) were provided to the Commission's staff:

• A position paper entitled. pes Action'S Position on Reconsideration of Docket
No. 90-311;

• An agenda of the topics discussed at the meeting, entitled "pes Action
Seminar";

• A PCS Action membership foster;
• A list ofanticipated attendees of the meeting.

In accordance with the Commission's rules, I hereby submit one original and one
copy ofthis letter and its enclosures.

RLP/plq

cc: Ralph Haller
Richard Engleman
Donald Gips
Robert Pepper
Gregory Rosston
Julia Kogan
Geraldine Matise
David Siddall
John Williams
Peter Tenhula

WASH01A:MJO:7534: 1:03/24/94

21424-5
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pes Action's Position on Recopsideration of Docket No. 90-314

PCS Action urges the Commission to retain the key elements of its PCS Second Report
and Order, including the designation of two 30 MHz licenses in Major Trading Areas ("MTAs").
The allocation ofadequate spectrum to independent pes licensees is crucial to providing
effective competition to existing wireless and wireline providers.

The Commission, as it has done, must establish a PCS licensing scheme that is workable
from the outset. The practicality and market viability of the Commission's licensing scheme
cannot depend on a slow and inefficient aftennarket ofgradual aggregation.

The amount of spectrum allocated to each pes license block will critically affect both the
timing ofpes deployment and the viability ofpes as an industry. Without adequate spectrum,
delays in clearing spectrum would keep pes from being launched until the end of the decade.
By then, PCS could find itself chasing a market that existing service providers will have
consolidated within existing monopolies and duopolies. The window ofcompetitive opportunity
would close, and the loser would be the American public with less competition, fewer jobs, and a
small vision of PCS.

Recognizing this, NTIA recommended allocation of 30 MHz blocks, and the Commission
has decided to issue two 30 MHz pes licenses in MTA service areas. This will create greater
certainty that an economically viable system will be created.

Frequency parity with incumbent wireless telecommunications providers also is essential
if new PCS entrants are to provide effective competition. In-region cellular interests are entering
the pes era with 25 MHz of spectrum clear ofmicrowave incumbents and will have the ability
to bid for an additional 10 MHz ofPCS spectrum in their cellular markets. Under the
Commission plan, this will give cellular incumbents a total of35 MHz. Independent PCS
licensees would have just 30 MHz ofspectrum encumbered by existing users, which is the
minimum amount of spectrum needed to establish frequency parity.

To provide all potential licensees with 20 MHz ofspectrum would result in the in-region
cellular incumbents having a total of 45 MHz of spectrum. Independent licensees would be left
with only 20 MHz. This disparity would jeopardize the rollout of pes and crush the potential
for new competition.
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PCS must be licensed in blocks of 30 MHz or greater for the following reasons:

• Core markets are effectively blocked by existing micro\'·;ave users (two way. 10
MHz each way). making service lataHy defective in allocations of less than 30
MHz until all relocations have been accomplished.

• Incumbents have an absolute right to stay for three years (tive years in the case of
public safety, which constitutes 20 to 25 percent of all incumbents). Relocations
will be time-consuming and difticult; five relocations per year per pes licensee is
the maximum that can be expected.

• Therefore, rolling out a competitive pes service, even with an extremely
aggressive relocation process, will require at least 30 MHz. The FCC has
estimated that $5 billion annually would be saved by consumers if cellular had
effective competition.

• PCS also will never have the capacity to compete with local exchange carriers
unless it has at least 30 MHz per licensee. Mercury One-2-0ne, which is
attempting local loop competition in London, is at capacity in residential areas
with 30 MHz of~ spectrum after only months ofoperation just because of the
capacity needed for residential voice traffic.

• Equipment manufacturers support the need for licenses ofat least 30 MHz.

• A licensing scheme predicated on the aggregation of20 MHz splinters would
delay and obstruct the creation ofa viable independent PCS industry. It also
would significantly reduce pes auction revenues to the federal government. The
FCC has an obligation to issue viable licenses in the first instance.

The FCC's allocation plan in the Second Report and Order has the dual virtue of
competition and of workability at the outset. It results not in the beginning ofdeployable pes
systems, which must be completed through accumulation of "building blocks," but rather in
readily deployable and competitive PCS systems. It should be maintained.
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for years if all<x:ations are less than 30 MHz.
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Comsearch, Inc.

III.
Requiring the industry to aggregate 20 MHz blocks would result in misallocation of licenses

and would pennit rivals to use the auction to prevent their competitors from succeeding.
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Associate, Harvard Business &hool Negotiation Roundtable

IV.
If PCS is delayed, it will miss a crucial market window
and never be competitive with cellular or the local loop.

Barry Goodstadt, Ph. D, Vice President
EDS Management Consulting Services

V.
Markets will not fund the PCS industry unless it is structured

to be viable from the outset.
Mark A. Roberts. Communications Research Analyst

Alex Brown & Sons
David S Schechner. Vice President

Bear, Stearns & Co. Inc.
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• Crown Media

• MCI Telecommunications Corporation

• Omnipoint Corporation

• Providence Journal Company

• Times Mirror Cable Television, Inc.
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Counsel to pes ACTION, INC.
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David Siddall, Chief, Frequency Allocation Branch, Office ofEngineering & Technology
John Williams, Electronic Engineer, Office of Plans and Policy
John Winston, Director, Office of Small Business Activities

Industry:

Ronald Plesser, Partner, Piper & Marbury
Jonathan Blake, Partner, Covington & Burling
Lisa Hook, Executive Vice President, Time Warner Telecommunications
Russell Coffin, Director, PCS Product Evolution, Northern Telecom
Jeff Rosenblatt, Director ofPeS, Comsearch, Inc.
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FILTER INFORMAnON FOR SOME OF THE MOST COMMON ANALOG MICROWAVE RADIOS

EQUIPMENT Channel Threshold IF Filter
Mak~fodel Loadings (dB) 3dB Bandwidth (MHz)

Motorola 300/480 -82.0 16.0
MA372

Motorola 600 -78.0 16.0
MA372

Motorola 252 -85.0 to.O
MA372

Motorola 132 -88.0 to.O
MA372

Motorola 600 -82.4 18.0
ABZ89FC6602

Motorola 480 -86.8 18.0
ABZ89FC6602

Motorola 300 -92.8 10.0
ABZ89FC6602

HarrisIFarinon 600 -81.5 16.0
FAS2000

HarrislFarinon 480 -86.5 14.0
FAS2000

HarrisIFarinon 300 -90.0 14.0
FAS2000

HarrisIFarinon 300 -88.0 12.0
FLI-2

Farinon 300 -87.5 12.0
FM2000

Lenkurt 300/480 -84.0 22.0
79Fl

Rockwell 300 -95.5 15.0
MIR-2

Rockwell 480/600 -87.9 28.0
MIR-2
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INTRODUCTION

Conducted a study of the Detroit MSA to examine etTect of
spectrum allocation plans

Must consider when to relocate in addition to number of locations

Number & timing of relocations varies with market & frequency
allocations

Not all spectrum allocations are created equal

The value of an allocation varies ·with the required relocations
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