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Before '!he
FEDERAL CCJt1MUNICATIOOS CCl+USSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

ORIGltML
RECEIVED

'IIY- 4 1994

In the Matter of )
)

Arnendrrent of section 2.106 of )
the Ccmnission' s Rules to )
Allocate the 1610-1626.5 MHz )
and the 2483.5-2500 MHz Bands )
for Use by the MObile-Satellite )
service, Including Non- )
Geostationary Satellites )
---------------)
To: The Cornnission

FBIIILOC......ca...(JIfII."'"
ET Docket No. 92-28

REPLY CCMENI'S OF
WRAL/OtIALCCH1 PAR'!NERSHIP. L. P.

Loral/QlJAI..CCJ+t Partnership, L. P. ("WP") ,1 hereby replies to

the Ccmrents filed by AMSC Subsidiary Corporation ("AMSC") and

TRW, Inc. ("TRW") on WP's Petition for Clarification and Partial

Reconsideration of the Cornnission IS Report and Order, 9 FCC Rcd

536 (1994) (MSS Allocation Order) in the above-captioned

proceeding.

IDE'S PETITION

In its Petition, WP reccmnended four Ccmnission actions:

First, clarifying that the MaS Allocation Order was intended

only to allocate spectrum for MSS Above 1 GHz and not to

establish eligibility requirements for MSS licensees with respect

to the orbital height of proposed systems;

1 As a result of a restructuring of the applicant on March
23, 1994, WP succeeded to the interest of Loral Qualcarm
Satellite Services, Inc., in the Globalstar application . .see.
Amendment to Globalstar System Application (filed April 21,
1994) .



second, m::xiifying the power flux density (PFD) values in

International Footnote 753F and clarifying that these values

represent triggers to determine whether coordination with

terrestrial users is required;

'Ulird, m::xiifying International Footnote 731E to apply the

-15 dBW/4 kHz EIRP limit to MSS uplinks in which the coordinated

portion of GLONASS oPerates, and eliminating the ambiguous last

sentence of the footnote regarding protection of aeronautical

radionavigation systems; and,

Fourth, designating SPectrum in the 5/6 GHz band for MSS LEO

feederlinks.

These actions will enable MSS Above 1 GHz systems to OPerate

in the United States without constraints that have been

demonstrated to be unnecessary.

DISCUSSION

AMSC and 'TRW ~ressly supported, or did not object to,

nearly all of UJP's recarmendations in the Petition. The

Cannission should therefore take the requested actions as

discussed briefly below.

Orbital Height. Neither AMSC nor TRW objected to I.QP' s

request for clarification of the effect of the MSS Allocation

Order. .see. LOP Petition, at 4-7 . 'TRW stated that no

clarification was needed, i.e., that the order did not address

eligibility requirements for MSS systems in the 1.6/2.4 GHz

bands . 'TRW Ccmnents, at 2 n. 1 .
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AMSC inferred (erroneously) that UJP had argued that the MSS.

Allocation Order restricted the bands to LEO systems, ~

ecmnents, at 3, and stated that the "proper place for rebuttal"

to this argument was the Pending proceeding in CC Docket No. 92

166, where the licensing rules for MSS Above 1 GHz are illlder

consideration, .id....., at 4. .see Notice of Proposed Rule Making,

FCC 94-11 (released Feb. 18, 1994). Thus, AMSC aPPears not to

disagree with UJP' s main point on orbital height that the order

did not address MSS system eligibility issues.

PFD Limits. Both 'IRW and AMSC supported UJP' s

reccmnendation that the Ca:mri.ssion should clarify that the PFD

values expressed in International Footnote 753F are intended to

be a "trigger" for coordination rather than an absolute limit.

AHSC Corments, at 2; TRW Comrents, at 2-4; see also LQP Petition,

at 10-11. As 'IRW pointed out, this interpretation of the PFD

values is consistent with the reccmnendation of the Radio-

communication Sector Task Group 2-2, and should be endorsed by

the Ca:mri.ssion and the United States without further debate. lRti

cemnents, at 4.

AMSC objected to the specific values proposed for PFD limits

by UJP on the groillld that they had not yet been "fornally

established" as appropriate to protect incumbent systems in the

2.4 GHz band. 2 AHSC Corments, at 2 n. 2 .

In the Petition, UJP reccmnended that the Ca:mri.ssion replace

2 'IRW did not ccmnent on the specific PFD values proposed
by UJP.
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the values in RR 753F with the following:

-152 dB(W/rrt) in any 4 kHz band for angles of arrival
between 0 and 5 degrees above the horizontal plane;

-152 + 0.65 (6 - 5) dB (W/rrt) in any 4 kHz band for
angles of arrival 6 (in degrees) between 5 and 25
degrees above the horizontal plane;

-139 dB (W/rrt) in any 4 kHz band for angles of arrival
between 25 and 90 degrees above the horizontal plane;

These limits relate to the power flux-density which
would be obtained illlder assumed free-space propagation
conditions.

These values are based upon information presented to Radio

camnmication Sector Task Group 2-2 in studies of "Non-GSa MSS

Satellite Transmissions Interfering to Fixed Service Networks (1

3 GHz) . II see IDP Petition, Ex. A.

AMSC's objections should be rejected. Although final

recorrmendations have not been adopted by I'IU Study Groups, the

input dOCtnnents all have illldergone the United States review

process and represent a consensus u.S. position into the I'IU

Radiocamnmication Sector. AMSC should not now be pennitted to

illldennine that process by objecting to such analyses and

conclusions, because AMSC particiPated in the United States

review process and had the opportilllity to review and ParticiPate

in the formulation of the Papers.

Moreover, it is irrelevant whether these values are

IIformally established. II A number of studies have dem::mstrated

that LEO MSS systems can operate at higher PFD values than those
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in Footnote 753F. 3 The Cannission can and should "formally

establish" those values now for U. s. operations of MSS systems

and endorse the higher values for international operations at the

next World Radiocarmunication Conference. Indeed, the values

proposed by I.QP in its Petition are about 3 dB lower than those

which the Task Group 2-2 study indicates could be utilized by a

typical COMA system without causing harmful interference to

terrestrial services. 4

As stated by I.QP in its Petition, use of these slightly

higher values will enable systems such as I.QP's Globalstar to

proceed without the need for time-constmli.ng and uxmecessary

coordinations with terrestrial systems. In addition, in view of

the Cannission's proposal that non-geostationary COMA systems

which have applied for use of this band operate on a full-band

interference sharing basis, 5 the higher PFD values would enhance

opportunities for COMA systems to achieve capacity objectives in

a band-sharing environment . Given the benefits of allowing

operation at higher PFD limits, the Carmission should adopt I.QP's

3 AMSC also claimed that the potential for raising PFD
values had been dem::mstrated for geostationary systems (like
AMSC) but not for non-geostationary systems (like I.QP). AMSC
Cooments, at 3. The studies reviewed by Task Group 2-2 as
supPOrting the higher PFD values are expressly for non
geostationary systems, and so, contrary to AMSC' s ccmnent,
provide evidence that LEO MSS systems can operate at higher PFD
values than those specified in Footnote 753F.

4 I.QP would not object to use of the higher values
indicated in the Task Group study.

5 Notice of Prqposed Rulemakin~, FCC 94-11, ~~ 30-38
(released Feb. 18, 1994).
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reccmnendation and reconsider the appropriate PFD levels for u.s.
MSS systems.

EIRE Limits. Both AMSC and 'TRW supported l.QP' s

recannendations regarding Footnote 731E. AMSC Cooments, at 3;

TRW Ccmnents, at 5-7 . The Carmission also should note that there

were no objections to l.QP's Petition fran MSS applicants or the

aeronautical radionavigation carmunity . The Carmission should,

therefore, adopt both of l.QP's recannendations with respect to

Footnote 731E. .see. LOP Petition, at 11-14.

Feederlinks. lRW agreed with u:2P' s request that the

Carmission identify specific spectrum for MSS feederlink

frequencies. TRW Caxments, at 7-8; see also LOP Petition, at 14

17 . (AMSC did not cannent on this issue.) The Camri.ssion has

been urged to consider the availability of feederlinks for MSS

systems throughout this proceeding, and should follow the

recoomendations of both lRW and l.QP to do so.
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CCNCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, l.QP strongly urges the carmission

to clarify and reconsider its MSS Allocation Order in accordance

with the recommendations in LQP's Petition.

Respectfully submitted,

IDRAL QUALCXMv1 SATELLITE SERVICES, INC.

By:

CRa'OO:...L & K)RING
1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004
(202) 624-2500

~T~~~--
LESLIE TAYLOR ASSOCIATES
6800 Carlyrm Court
Bethesda, MD 20817
(301) 229-9341

Its Attorneys

Dated: May 4, 1994
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I, William D. Wallace, hereby certify that I have on this

4th day of May, 1994, caused copies of the foregoing Reply

Comments of Loral/QUALCOMM Partnerhsip, L.P., to be served via

hand delivery (indicated with *) or by u.s. mail, postage-

prepaid, to the following:

*Chairman Reed Hundt
Federal Communications

Commission
Room 814
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

*William E. Kennard, Esq.
General Counsel
Federal Communications

Commission
Room 614
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

*James R. Keegan
Chief, Domestic Facilities

Division
Federal Communications

Commission
Room 6010
2025 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Fern J. Jarmulnek
Federal Communications

Commission
Room 6324
2025 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Commissioner James H. Quello
Federal Communications

Commission
Room 802
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Commissioner Andrew C. Barrett
Federal Communications

Commission
Room 844
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Gerald P. Vaughan
Deputy Bureau Chief

(Operations)
Federal Communications

Commission
Room 500
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Cecily C. Holliday
Satellite Radio Branch
Federal Communications

Commission
Room 6010
2025 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554



*Richard Metzger
Acting Chief, Common Carrier

Bureau
Federal Communications

Commission
Room 500
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Wendell R. Harris
Assistant Bureau Chief
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications

Commission
Room 534
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Thomas Tycz
Deputy Chief
Domestic Facilities Division
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications

Commission
Room 6010
2025 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

*James Ball, Esq.
Acting Director
Office of International
Communications
Federal Communications

Commission
Room 658
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

*Robert M. Pepper
Office of Plans and Policy
Federal Communications

Commission
Room 822
1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Cheryl Lynn Schneider
COMSAT Corp.
6560 Rock Spring Dr.
Bethesda, MD 20817

Wayne V. Black
Rick D. Rhodes
Keller & Heckman
1001 G Street, N.W.
Suite 500 West
Washington, D.C. 20001

*Thomas P. Stanley
Chief Engineer
Federal Communications

Commission
Room 7002
2025 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

*RaYmond LaForge
Federal Communications

Commission
Room 7334
2025 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Richard G. Gould
Telecommunications Systems
1629 K Street, N.W.
Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20006



Dr. Robert L. Riemer
Board of Physics and Astronomy
National Research Council
HA-562
2101 Constitution Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20418

Jill Abeshouse Stern
Jane M. Sullivan
Shaw, Pittman, Potts

& Trowbridge
2300 N Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Robert A. Mazer
Albert Shuldiner
Nixon, Hargrave, Devans

& Doyle
One Thomas Circle
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20005

Norman R. Leventhal
Raul R. Rodriguez
Leventhal, Senter & Lerman
2000 K Street, N.W.
Suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20006

Bruce D. Jacobs
Glenn S. Richards
Fisher Wayland Cooper

Leader & Zaragoza
2001 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Suite 400
Washington, D.C. 20006

Philip L. Malet
Alfred M. Mamlet
Steptoe & Johnson
1330 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Lon C. Levin
American Mobile Satellite

Corporation
10802 Parkridge Boulevard
Reston, VA 22091

Barry Lambergman
Fletcher Heald & Hildreth
1300 North 17th Street
11th Floor
RosslYn, VA 22209

Michael D. Kennedy, Director,
Regulatory Relations
Motorola, Inc.
1350 I Street, N.W.
Suite #400
Washington, D.C. 20005

Victor Toth, P.C.
Law Offices
2719 Soapstone Drive
Reston, VA 22091

QWL1~~
William D. Wallace


