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Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W. Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

September 22, 1994

DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL

CTIA
Cellular
Telecommunications
Industry Association
1250 Connecticut
Avenue, NW.
Su~e 200
Washington, D.C. 20036
202-785-0001 Telephone
202-785-0721 Fax

Re: Ex Parte Filing
GEN Docket No. 90-314 (Personal COmmunications Services)

Dear Mr. Caton:

On Thursday, September 22, 1994, the Cellular Telecommunications Industry
Association (CTIA), represented by Messrs. Randall S. Coleman, Vice President of
Regulatory Policy and Law, Michael F. Altschul, Vice President and General Counsel,
and Robert F. Roche, Director for Research, met with Messrs. Michael Wack, Mobile
Services Division, and Stanley P. Wiggins, Common Carrier Bureau, Federal
Communications Commission, to discuss issues concerning the overlap, attribution and
ownership rules applying to cellular companies in the Personal Communications Services.
The attached letters, and accompanying materials, were provided to Mr. Wack. The
views expressed in this meeting reflect CTIA's position as previously filed in this docket.

Pursuant to Section 1. 1206(a)(I) of the Commission's Rules, an original and one
copy of this letter are being filed with your office. If you have any questions concerning
this submission, please contact the undersigned.

~~
Robert F. Roche

Attachments

No. of Copies rec'd
UstABCDE



Auaust 2, 1994

Mr. William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal COIUUl1mications Commission
1919 M S~ N.W. Room 222
Wuhington, D.C. 20554

Re: Ex Parte Filing
Personal Communications Services
GBN Docket No, 90=314

Dear Mr. Caton:

81111f11n' The
Whless Future~.,

CTIA
GeIkiar
TeIIcommunications
Inci.IIiy Asaiation
1250 ComecticutRECEIVED A......,N.W.
Sule200

'AUG 2 1994 ~:t~ei=e
202·785-0721 Fax

FElERALoo.tMlJNlCAT~ WMMll)S1OO
a:FCEOf THE SECRETARY

.
On Tuelday, Aupst 2, 1994, Randy Coleman, Vice President of Regulatory

Policy aDd Law for the ceDuJar TeJecommunicadonllDdultry AuociatiOll ("crIA") sent
the attlCbed leUen, and ICCOII1ilJlllyina mIBialI, to Mr. Donald Oipl, Deputy Chief of
the Office of P1aDs 8nd Policy, and Mr. Byron F. Marchant, Senior Legal Advisor to
Commissioner Andrew Barrett.

The views expressed in these documents reflect CTIA's position as previously
filed in this proceeding.

If there are any questions in this regard, please contact the undersigned.

/~/'U-
Robert F. Roche

Attachments



August 2, 1994

Mr. Donald Gips
Deputy Chief
Office of Plans & Policy
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W. - Room 822
Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: Ex Parte Filing - Docket No. 90-314
personal Communications Service

Dear Don:

CTIA
CeIlJIar
TeIIcommunicatio
InduIiy Association
1250 ConnecIicut
AWIIJe,N.W.
SU11200
W..." D.C. 20036
202·785-0081 Telephone
202·785-0721 Fax
202·736-3256 Direct Dial

AIIIdIII S. CoIImIn
Va President for
Regulatory Policy and La\

In response to your request for information, attached are a series of matrices
outlining the nature and extent of the impact of the overlap rules on cellular service
prOViders.

First is a copy of a letter which WlS originally filed with the Commission on
June 6, 1994, transmitting a matrix for ten Major Trading Areas (MTAs) and a series
of nine matrices for Basic Trading Areal (BTAs). These matrices demonstrate the
impact of the overlap restrictions on selected cellular companies. The matrices also
indicate the number of conflicts at differing overlap levels -- including both the current
ten percent threshold and a sequence of higher thresholds.

Also attached are two updated tables, profiling some 80 STAs.

The first updated table is a survey of the top 50 STAs, ranked by population
in descending order from most populous to less populous. It includes the population
of the STAs, according to 1994 estimates by Paul Kagan Associates, and notes the
share of those ·pops· served by cellular licensees, calculated in accordance with the
Commission's Second Report and Order in GEN Docket No. 90-314.

This table demonstrates that raising the overlap threshold from 10 percent to
20 percent could benefit smaller cellular companies. In the top 50 STAs, eight
additional opportunities would be afforded to small cellular companies by a targeted
increase in the overlap threshold to 20 percent. These 50 BTAs are home to 152.7
million people -- 58.3 percent of the estimated 261.7 million Americans. Raising the



overlap threshold would permit these smell companies to compete for markets in
which 8.6 million people live -- 5.6 percent of the population of those markets, and
3.2 percent of the American people.

• Raising the threshold to 20 % would create eight additional opportunities for
small companies (starting at eTA 28 -- Charlotte, NC -- and extending down to
BTA 50).

• . Raising the threshold to 25 % would create three additional opportunities (for
a total of eleven additional opportunities).

The second table is a survey of 30 selected STAs, drawn from the BTAs below
the top 50, and is also ranked in descending order according to population. In fact,
they are approximately ranked as follows: Lafayette through Evansville, 100-104
from the top; Provo through Brownsville, 168-172 from the top; Williamsport through
Danville, 273-277 from the top; Kankakee through Harrisonburg, 323-327 from the
top; Ashtabula through Eagle Pass, 378-382 from the top; and Stillwater through
Watertown, roughly 433-437 from the top. (Precise ranking depends on population
growth from 1990 to 1994.)

These 30 markets are home to another 6.4 million people. Raising the overla"
threshold (on 8 targeted basis) to 20 percent would create 12 additional opportunitfea
for small cellular companies to extend their service are.., and compete in expanding
the variety of wireless services available to Americans living outside the top markets,
in rural and small town America.

• Raising the threshold to 20 % would create twelve additional opportunities for
small companies in six BTAs in which 1.7 million Americans live.

• Raising the threshold to 25 % would create three additional opportunities (for
a total of 15 additional opportunities in nine BTAs in which 2.26 million people
live) .

• Raising the threshold to 30 % would create three additional opportunities (for
a total of 18 additional opportunities in ten eTAs in which 2.34 million people
live).

• Raising the threshold to 35 % would create three additional opportunities (for
a total of 21 additional opportunities in 12 eTAs in which 2.6 million people
live). .

• Raising the threshold to 40 % would create three additional opportunities (for
a total of 24 additional opportunities in 14 STAs in which 2.8 million people
live).



These additional opportunities do not mean that there will be one less wireless
provider than is theoretically possible at the maximum. Rather, they mean that there
will be one or two or three more potential service providers with experience in the
marketplace, and incentives to deliver on the promise of the information age to rural
and small town America.

A final attachment is composed of a series of maps and overlays, which
illustrate the anomalous effect noted in CTlA's recent Petition for Reconsideration -
in which the Commission's overlap rules and narrow divestiture "window" act to limit
the ability of existing service providers to extend service to adjacent areas, or link
existing service areas, in the broader wireless markets which the Commission has
established.

If there are any questions in this regard, please contact the undersigned.

~reIV, ~"

I~~~~r-----
Randall S. Coleman

Attachments



August 2, 1994

Mr. Byron Marchant
Senior Legal Advisor
to Commissioner Barrett

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W. - Room 826
Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: Ex Parte Filing - Docket No. 90-314
Perlonat Commynicatigns Service

Dear Byron:

CTIA
CelJIar
TeIIcomnuIicatio
InduIiy As8oci8tion
1250 ConnIcticut
AVRIl, N.W.
SU11200
Wllhillg."10 D.C. 20036
202·785-0081T~
202·785-0721 Fax
202·73&3256 Direct Dial

RIndIII S. CoIImIn
Va PrIIidInt for
ReguIIIDfy PoIlcy and Lay.

In response to your request for informetion, attached are a series of matrices
outlining the nature and extent of the impact of the overlap rules on cellular service
providers.

First is a copy of a letter which was originally filed with the Commission on
June 6, 1994, transmitting a matrix for ten Major Trading Areas (MTAs) and a series
of nine matrices for Beaic Trading Arees (STAs). These matrices demonstrate the
impact of the overlap restrictions on selected cellular companies. The matrices also
indicate the number of conflicts at differing overlap levels -- including both the current
ten percent threshold and a sequence of higher thresholds.

Also attached are two updated tables, profiling some 80 BTAs.

The first updated table is a survey of the top 50 BTAs, ranked by population
in descending order from most populous to Ie.. poputous. It inctudes the population
of the BTAs, according to 1994 estimates by Paul Kagan Associates, and notes the
share of those "pops" served by cellular licensees, calculated in accordance with the
Commission's Second Report and Order in GEN Docket No. 90-314.

This table demonstrates that raising the overlap threshold from 10 percent to
20 percent could benefit smaller cellular companies. In the top 50 STAs, eight
additional opportunities would be afforded to small cellular companies by a targeted
increase in the overlap threshold to 20 percent. These 50 aTAs are home to 152.7
million people -- 58.3 percent of the estimated 261.7 million Americans. Raising the



overlap thre.hold would permit these small companies to compete for markets in
which 8.6 million people live -- 5.6 percent of the population of those markets, and
3.2 percent of the American people.

• Raising the threshoid to 20 % would create eight additional opportunities for
smail companies (starting at BTA 28 -- Charlotte, NC -- and extending down to
BTA 50).

• Raising the threshold to 25 % would create three additional opportunities (for
a total of eleven additional opportunities).

The second table is a survey of 30 selected STAs, drawn from the STAs below
the top 50, and is also ranked in descending order according to population. In fact,
they are approximately ranked as follows: Lafayette through Evansville, 100-104
from the top; Provo through Brownsville, 168-1 72 from the top; Williamsport through
Danville, 273-277 from the top; Kankakee through Harrisonburg, 323-327 from the
top; Ashtabula through Eagle Pass, 378-382 from the top; and Stillwater through
Watertown, roughly 433-437 from the top. (Precise ranking depends on population
growth from 1990 to 1994.)

These 30 markets are home to another 6.4 million people. Raising the overla"
threshold (on a targeted basis) to 20 percent would create 12 additional opportunities
for small cellular companies to extend their service areu, and compete in expanding
the variety of wireles. services available to Americans living outside the top markets,
in rural and small town America.

• RaIsing the threshold to 20 % would c....e twelve additional opportunities for
small companies in six BTAs in which 1.7 million Americans live.

• Raising the threshold to 25 % would create three additional opportunities (for
a total of 15 additional opportunities in nine BTAs in which 2.26 million people
live).

• Raising the threshold to 30 % would create three additional opportunities (for
a total of 18 additional opportunities in ten STAs in which 2.34 million people
Iivet.

• Raising the thre.hold to 35 % would create three additional opportunities (for
a total of 21 additional opportunities in 12 STAs in which 2.6 million people
live).

• Raising the threshold to 40 % would create three additional opportunities (for
a total of 24 additional opportunities in 14 BTAs in which 2.8 million people
live).



Theae additional opportunities do not mean that there will be one less wireless
provider than is theoretically possible at the maximum. Rather, they mean that there
will be one or two or three more potential service providers with experience in the
marketplace, and incentives to deliver on the promise of the information age to rural
and small town America.

A final attachment is composed of a series of maps and overlays, which
illustrate the anomatous effect noted in CTlA's recent Petition for Reconsideration-
in which the Commission's overlap rules and narrow divestit~re "window" act to limit
the ability of existing service providers to extend service to adjacent areas, or link
existing service areas, in the broader wireless markets which the Commission has
established.

If there are any questions in this regard, please contact the undersigned.

JZ:{' ~Awt~ \.Sv-~--..__
Randall S. Coleman

Attachments



Mr. WDliam F. Caton
ActiDI Secreary
Federal C01,n"micatioas Commission
1919 M Street. N.W. Room 222
Wubingtan. D.C. 2~54

Re: Ex Pane Filing
GEN Docket No. 90-314
Pmonal CommJlnjEatinns Seryiccs

Dear Mr. Caton:

JUD: 6, 1994

RE(::=iVED

OUN-- 61994

CTIA
CIIuIIr
Ttllcamnulicllians
~~11
18 CoI.11C1iCUt
AwIIa. N.W.
Su11200
~_ .. D.C. 20036
202-785a1 TeIIphone
202·~Fax

On MODday. JUDe 6, 1994, in reIpODIe to a request from Mr. Byron F. Marcham. Lepl
AIIi-m to CommjaioDer AIIIImv Baaeu. the Cellular Telll)Ollliilpnieatioas IndNay
AJIociation ("CTIA") provided copies of the .UlCbed aDIlyses of the Commission's aaribution
aDd overtip rules. aud tbIir iil'4Cl on ceUu- cmien at both the Major Trading (MTA) and
9IIic Trading Area (BTA) levels, to the foUowiDg Commission staff:

Chairman Reed HUDdt
Commisaicmer ADcIrew Barrett
Commissicmer James Quello
Commiaiorler SUIID Ness
Commissicmer Rlcbelle Chong
Mr. Ralph Haller
Dr. Robert Pepper
Mr. Jim Casserly

Ma. Karen Brinkmann
Mr. Byron Marchant
Mr. Rudy Baca
Ma. Jaue Mago
Ma. Roz Allen
Mr. GIeg Routon
Mr. Donald Gips
Mr. Greg Vogt

Punuam to 8ectioas 1. 1206(a)(3) (non-restricted proceeding. presentation disclosure),
1. 1204(b)(7) (exemption from prohibition), and 1. 1203(a)-(b) (sunshine period prohibition) of
the Commission's rules. an origjDal and one copy of the above-referenced items are being fIled
with the Secretary's offtce.

If there are any questions in this regard. please contact the undersigned.

~IY,

.~~
RolJert F. Roc:be~



Mr. William F. Caton
AetiDI Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street. N.W. Room 222
Washington. D.C. 20554

Re: Ex Pane FiliDa
GEN Docket No. 90-314
Peno. C2Wl1DicltioDS Services

Dear Mr. Caton:

Juue 6, 1994

REC:;":iVED

OUN-- 6 '994

8"""'" TIre
WIrMu Future_.

CTIA
C8IIuIar
Telecommunications
IncUlJy ASIOCiItion
1250 Connecticut
Avenue, N.W.
Stiat 200
WIIhi1ga1, D.C. 20036
202·785-0081 Telephone
202-785-0721 Fax

On Monday. JUDI 6. 1994. in respoDIe to a~ from Mr. Byron F. MaIcbaDt. Lepl
AsIiItaDt to COIIIIIIiIIioIB ADdRw Banett. tile Cellular TeIIcDno'M,aatioDs InclgMly
Association ("CTIA") provided copies of tile IUlCbed anal,.. of tbe Commission's attribution
aad overlap tuIes, aDd dIeir iqwt on cellular carriers at bod1 the Major Trading (MTA) aDd
Buic Trading Area (BTA) levels. to the following Commission staff:

Chairman Reed HUDdt
CommissioDer ADdRw Barrett
CommissioDer J_ Quello
COIDIIIissioDer SUUIl Ness
Commissioner Rlcbelle Chong
Mr. Ralph Haller
Dr. Robert Pepper
Mr. Jim Casserly

Ma. Karen BrinkmaM
Mr. Byron Marchant
Mr. Rudy Baca
Ms. Jaue Mago
Ms. Roz Allen
Mr. Grea Rosston
Mr. Do-.ld Gips
Mr. Greg Vogt

Pursuant to SectioDs 1.1206(a)(3) (non-restricted proceeding. presentation disclosure).
1.1204(b)(7) (exemption from prohibition), and 1.1203(a)-(b) (SllD,bine period prohibition) of
the Commission's roles. an oriliDal and one copy of the above-referenced iteins are being fIled
with the Secretary's office.

If there are any questions in this regard, please contaet the undersigned.

~ly, . .

.~£&
Raben F. Rocbe~



June 6, 1994

Mr. Byron F. Marchant
Senior Legal Advisor to

Commissioner Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W. Room 826
Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: Ex Parte Filing
GEN Docket No. 90-314
PerlOnal Communications Servic"

Oear Mr. Marchant:

SuNdIn, The
WI,.,... Future .

eTIA
Cellular
Telecommunications
lndustry Assciciation
1250 Connecticut
Avenue, NW.
Suite 200
Washington, D.C. 20036
202·785-0081 Telephone
202·785.Q721 Fax

Pur.uant to your requ• .x, the attached matrix indic.ting M.jor Trading Ar••
(MTA) and Ba.ic Trading Ar•• (BTA) conflict1l h•• been revised to d.monstrate the
re.trictions experi.nc. by cellular comp.nie.IM••on the attribution andoverlap rules
adopted by the Comm;'sion's Second Report and Order in GEN Docket No. 90-314.

IJtIckg,ound on EJtclu_na .nd~a

The compllniH li.ted within the ",.trix .re those lieen...s explicitly impscted
on an MTA b••i. by the Over/liP rulll. sptteified by thllt Order. Th. actual impact of
the Order, both on an MTA bail and a BTA ba.i., i. much broad.r than i. indicated
by the attach.d matrix, .inc. the rule appli•• equ.lly to inv.stors holding a 20 percent
equity interest in a lic.n.... Unfortunately, time did not allow for demonstration of
such investor or partn.r conflicts.

. Thu., for exampl., while we can note that the wireline cellular Iicen•• in the
New York MSA i. held by a partnership, in which NYNEX hold. 54.0 percent, Bell
Atlantic hold. 28 percent, and Sprint Cellular t.n percent -- we cannot note the full
extent of such partner.hip. throughout the N.w York MTA.

Likewi.e, we can notl that the non-wireHn. celtular Iic.nl. in the Lo. Ang.le.
MSA is h.1d by a partnerlhip of BellSouth (with 80.03 perc.nt) and LIN Broadcasting
(39.97 percent), and the wirelin. c.llular licenl. in the LOl Ang.I•• MSA il held by
a partnership of AirTouch (82.3 percent), Contel (, 1.2 percent), U.S. CeUular (5.5
p.rcent) and GTE Mobiln.t (1.0 p.rc.nt). But w. cannot not. the full .xt.nt of similar
partnership. throughout the Los Ang.les MTA.



June 6, '994
Page 2

Additionsl BTA Conflcts

As noted in our previous submission of June " while the above matrix
demonstrates the 8TA conflicts of the companies restricted by the application of the
rules on an MTA basis, the even more extensive impact of 8TA conflicts is not
indicated in that matrix. The tables and text which follow the MTA matrix indicate
some of those further conflicts.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

~~
Director for Research

Attachments



Newp.1 Revised Overlap Matrix for MIA-Barred Ca.panies
(based on the FCC's 2nd Report and Order. GEN No. 90-314)

1

MlA Number of Number of Identities Numer of NtJM)er of Nunt>er of Number of HlA
BlAs in MlA Carriers BlAs in BlAs 1n BlAs in BlAs In Ehglblllty

Barred 1n Wh1ch Barred Which Barred Wh1ch Barred Wh1ch Barred Under
MTA bY 10% Rule by 20% Rule by 30% Rule by 40% Rule Higher CaD?

Atlanta 14 5 All tel 3 3 3 3 Yes - 20%
8el1South 7 7 7 7 No
PallEr 4 4 4 4 Yes - 20%
AirTouch 3 3 3 3 No
GTE/Contel 4 4 4 3 Yes - 20%

8irtlinghall 10 4/5 8ellSouth 5 5 5 5 No
(including GTE/Conte1 5 5 5 5 No
licenses Crowley 2 2 2 2 Yes - 20%
designated PallEr 2 2 2 2 Yes - 20%
for hearing) Designated 4 3 1 1 . Yes - 20%

for hearing

Boston 14 4 NYNEX 5 5 5 5 No
SWB 3 3 3 3 No
BAH 3 3 3 3 Yes - 30%
u. S. Cellular 7 7 7 7 Yes - 20%

Buffalo 4 5/6 Ass./SWB 2 2 2 2 No
(including NYN£X 1 1 1 1 No
McCaw OICCItt 2 2 2 2 Yes - 20%
partnership Contel 2 2 2 2 No
with Assoc.) Rochester 1 1 1 1 No

HCaw 1 1 1 1 No

Chicago 18 2 S~ B 8 7 7 No
Meritech 9 9 9 9 No

Note: Eligibility for MTA-wide licenses was considered under various thresholds within the confines of CTIA's
proposal (i.e., with a 40 percent pop cap). The last column indicates eligibility at various thresholds below
that cap.



Newp.2 Revised Overlap Matrix for HTA·Barred Ca.pan1es
(based on the fCC's 2nd Report and Order. GEN No. 90-314)

"TA Nualber of Nulber of Identities tumer of Nulber of Nt.IIber of Number of MlA
BlAs in MTA carriers BTAs in BTAs in BTAs in BlAs in Ehgibll lty

Barred in Which Barred Whi ch Barred Which Barred Which Barred Under
MTA by 101 Rule by 201 Rule by 30% Rule by 40% Rule Higher Cap?

Des Moines 13 6 U. S.Cellular 9 9 9 9 No
Sprint 5 5 5 4 Yes - 30%
C-TEC 7 4 4 4 Yes - 201
GTE/Contel 5 3 3 2 Yes - 201
US WEST 1 2 1 1 Yes - 201
Cellular 6 4 2 2 Yes - 201
Inc. Yes - 201

Los Angeles 7 3/4 BellSouth 2 2 2 2 No
(including Alrlouch 2 2 . 2 2 No
the McCaw US WEST 1 1 1 1. Yes - 20 %
share of the McCaw (via 3 Uncluding 3 3 3 No (based
L.A. Cellular L.A. Cellular l.A.Cellular on L.A.
Partnership) Partnership) Partnership) Cellular)

Hew York 20 4 NYNEX 7 7 7 7 No
BAH 4 4 4 4 Yes - 20%
SNEl 3 3 3 3 Yes - 201
LIN/McCaw 1 1 1 1 No

wash./Balt. 9 2 S"l 8 5 4 4 No
BAH 4 4 4 4 No

Note: Eligibility for MTA-wide licenses was considered under various thresholds within the confines of CrIA's
proposal (i.e .. with a 40 percent pop cap). The last column indicates eligibility at various thresholds below
that cap.



Atlanta ITA Conflicts

Within the 14 BTAs that make up the Atlanta MTA, there are 39 conflicts
between cellular carriers and pes licensing opportunities under a 10 percent overlap
rule. Of those opportunities, four would be opened up by raising the overlap cap to
20 percent. Another five opportunities would be opened up by raising the overlap cap
to 30 percent. And a final two opportunities would be opened up by raising the cap
to 40 percent -- for a total of 11 additional BTA licensing opportunities.

Company ITA Names Overlap 10-20 Overlap 20·30 Overlap 30-40

Mobile Albany 25.0 percent

Sterling Macon 34.9 percent
Savannah 29.4 percent

Cellular Plus Macon 28.7 percent

Cranford Cell. Opelike 28.7 percent

Signal Savannah . 19.8 percent

Sprint Savannah 19.8 percent

Georgia RSA #8 Savannah 13.3 percent

U.S.Cellular Cleveland 15. 1 percent 23.4 percent
Savennah

Mobile Albany 25.0 percent



Birmingham BTA Conflict.

Likewise, within the 10 BTAs that make up the Birmingham MTA, there are 32
conflicts between cellular carriers and pes licensing opportunities under a 10 percent
overlap rule. Of those opportunities, four would be opened up by raising the overlap
cap to 20 percent. Another five opportunities would be opened up by raising the
overlap cap to 30 percent. And a final three opportunities would be opened up by
raising the cap to 40 percent -- for a total of 12 additional BTA licensing opportunities.
(The following table omits those licenses which have been designated for hearing -
although they are also subject to the overlap rule -- regardless of who obtains them.)

Company BTA Name. Overlap 10-20 Overtap 20-30 Overlap 30-40

Cranford Cell. Anniston 28.0 percent
Birmingham 10.2 percent

AlGREG Cell. Birmingham 13. 1 percent
Florence 15.8 percent

Pro Max Dothan .. 30.1 percent
Montgomery 22 percent

S. Ala. Cell. Dothan 30.1 percent
Montgomery 24.7 percent

W. Ala. Cell. TUlcalooea 36.4 percent



Boston BTA Conflicts

Within the 14 BTAs that make up the Boston MTA, there are 36 conflicts .
between cellular carriers and pes licensing opportunities under a 10 percent overlap
rule. Of those opportunities, two would be opened up by raising the overlap cap to
20 percent. Another opportunity would be opened up by raising the overlap cap to
30 percent. And another five opportunities would be opened up by raising the cap to
40 percent -- for a total of eight additional BTA licensing opportunities.

Company BTA Names Overtap 10·20 Overlap 20·30 Overlap 30·40

Sterling Cell. . Bangor 26.0 percent

Conte. Cell. Keene 36.0 percent
Lebanon 32.0 percent

Atlantic Cell. Lewiston 16.0 percent

Fair Oaks Cell. M8nCheeter 36.9 percent

Franklin Cell. $t)ringfiekt 10.5 percent .
W. Meine Cell. Lewi8ton 36.9 percent

StarCeIIu'ar Porttand 3&.2 percent



Buffalo ITA Conflicts

Within the four BTAs that make up the Buffalo MTA, there are 13 conflicts
between cellular carriers and pes licensing opportunities under a 10 percent overlap
rule. Of those opportunities, none would be opened up by raising the overlap cap to
20 percent. Another two opportunities would be opened up by raising the overlap cap
to 30 percent. And another three opportunities would be opened up by raising the
cap to 40 percent -- for a total of five additional BTA Iicer'sing opportunities. The
following table omits those licenses which have been designated for hearing -
although they are also subject to the overlap rule -- regardless of who obtains them.)

Company BTA Names Overlap 10-20 Overlap 20·30 Overlap 30·40

Horizon Muter Jamestown 24.0 percent

Sprint Cell. Jamestown 24.0 percent

Pinella. Comm. Oleen 38.0 percent

Betl At!. Mobile Oleen 38.0 percent



Chicago ITA Confticts

Within the 18 BTAs that make up the Chicago MTA, there are 53 conflicts
between cellular carriers and pes licensing opportunities under a 10 percent overlap
rule. Of those opportunities, four would be opened up by raising the overlap cap to
20 percent. Another eight opportunities would be opened up by raising the overlap
cap to 30 percent. And another opportunity would be opened up by raising the cap
to 40 percent -- for a total of 13 additional BTA licensing opportunities.

Company BTA Name. Overlap 10-20 Overlap 20-30 Overlap 30-40

Sprint Bloomington 21 .0 percent
Fort Wayne 20.0 percent

Valley Cell. Bloomington 18.0 percent

W.K. Cellular Danville 23.0 percent

Indiana RSA 16 Danvtlle 23.0 percent

Cell. of Indiana o.catur 13.0 percent

First Cell. of So. Decatur 13.0 percent
Illinois

U.S. CeNular Elkhart 13.0 percent
Fort W..".. 29.0 pareent
Rockford 31.0 percent

Century CeHunet Elkhart 20.0 percent

SW8 Kankak.. 24.0 percent

Illinois Valley Kankak.. 24.0 percent
Cellular

III. Indep. RSA Peoria 17.0 percent
13



De. Moine. BTA Conflict.

Within the 13 BTAs that make up the Des Moines MTA, there are 51 conflicts
between cellular carriers and pes licensing opportunities under a 10 percent overlap
rule. Of those opportunities, 14 would be opened up by raising the overlap cap to 20
percent. Another nine opportunities would be opened up by raising the overlap cap
to 30 percent. And another opportunity would be opened up by raising the cap to 40
percent -- for a total of 24 additional BTA licensing opportunities.

Company BTA Names Overlap 10-20 Overlap 20-30 Overlap 30-40

Illinois (ndep. Burlington 21 .1 percent
RSA # 3

Iowa RSA Dubuque 10.4 percent
12 Part. Waterloo 24.6 percent

Iowa RSA 10 De. Moine. 13.6 percent

Excehnce II Sioux City
.

25.0 percent

Iowa East Cell. Cedar Raptds 14.8 percent

Plus Ceffular Dubuque 27.8 percent

C-TEC 0. Main" 13.8 percent
Cedar R8PidI 13.9 percent
Davenport 24.5 percent

Contel Dubuque 12.5 percent

ELLERON Cell. Dubuque 10.4 percent

Cellular Venture. Sioux City 11 .2 percent
Fort Dodge 14.9 percent

CommNet On Moine. 11 .4 percent
Cellular Inc. Fort Dodge 28.6 percent

lowe City 16.5 percent
Ottumwa 27.3 J*cent

General Cen. Sioux City 15.3 percent



los An.... ITA Conflicts

Within the six BTAs that make up the Los Angeles MTA, there are 16 conflicts
between cellular carriers and pes licensing opportunities under a 10 percent overlap
rule. Of those opportunities, two would be opened up by raising the overlap cap to
20 percent.

Company BTA Names Overlap 10-20 Overtap 20·30 Overlap 30·40

SateHite Cell. La Vega 10.7 percent

Mohave Cell. Las Vega 10.7 percent



New York ITA Conflicts

Within the 20 BTAs that make up the New York MTA, there are 46 conflicts
between cellular carriers and pes licensing opportunities under a 10 percent overlap
rule. Of those opportunities, five would be opened up by raising the overlap cap to
20 percent. One more opportunity would be opened up by raising the overlap cap to
30 percent. And another three opportunities would be opened up by raising the cap
to 40 percent -- for a total of nine additional 8TA licensing opportunities.

Company BTA Name. Overta,p 10-20 Overtip 20-30 Overtap 30-40

Sterling Cen. Albany 10.4 percent

FutureWave Elmira 19.6 percent

Americell Elrmra 12.8 percent

New York RSA Syracuse 16.4 percent
#4

..
Peg_us Cell. Syracuse 18.4 percent

DICOMM Elmira 31.8 percent

Crowley Elmira 29.81Mft*tt

CeHular One Poughk.... 38.8 percent



Wa.hington/Baltlmore ITA Conflicts

Within the nine BTAs that make up the Washington/Baltimore MTA, there
are 28 conflicts between cellular carriers and pes licensing opportunities under a 10
percent overlap rule. Of those opportunities, seven would be opened up by raising the
overlap cap to 20 percent. Another two opportunities would be opened up by raising
the overlap cap to 30 percent. And another two opportunities would be opened up
by raising the cap to 40 percent -- for a total of 11 additional 8TA licensing
opportunities.

Company BTA Names Overlap 10-20 Overlap 20-30 Overlap 30·40

Contel Cell. Charlottesville 11.5 percent

SWB Charlotte.ville 17.7 percent
Cumberland 18.3 percent
Hagerstown 23.2 percent

Sprint H....town 38.1 percent.
Bell. Atl. Mobile Fredericksburg 28.7 percent

CIS H8(lel'Stown 38.1 percent

Northern Cumberiend 18.3 percent
Communications



Top 50 BTA Service Profile

New York

Los Angeles

Chicago

S." Frene:; sco

Phil8delphia

Detroit

Oall..-Ft.
Worth

Wash., DC

Boston

Houston

18,315,000

15,866,000

8,515,000

6,830,000

6,040,000

4,719,000

4,766,000

4,428,000

4,132,000

4,412,000

LII~

It.X Mobi le
UM
V.,..rd
C.cut
_T Mobility
S.....x Cell.
cell. One of

tate NY

AirTouch
lellSouth
LII/MCCe..
GTE/Contel
GelWral Cell.

.. Mobile
Meritech Cell.
c....t
GTE/Contel
U.S. Cellular

AirTouchljv
McCaW
GTE Mob; lnet
GTE/Contel
U.S. Cellular
Cellular 2000

1M
CCIK..t
U.S. Cellular

AlrTouch/CCl
.,ritech CeU.
sprint Cell.
Leu Huron Cell.
ThuIb Cell.

.. Mobile
LIN
GTE Mobilnet
McCaw Cell.a
Sprint
'-Pl.. Cell.

OM Star Cell.

M Mobile
1M
m/Cont.l
........... Mobil.
U.S. Cellular
wee Cellular
Itorizon

I\'NEX Mobile
.. Mobile
V.......d
I arcellular

GTI Mobi lnet
LlI/NCCa..
Meter Cell.
Istex Cell.
Texu 16 Cell. Tel.
Ale.. C~lns

15,554,700
16,766,000
1,664,000
321,900
1,531,200
105,600
137,100
72,600

15,847,800
15,137,400
710,400
11,700
18 700

.,176,900

.,294,900
71,000
122,500

500

5,469,500
ex.1,1008
6,645,400
144,500
144,500
40 300

6,040,000
5,901,ZOO
1 900

4,747,600
4,610,100
137,500
41,100
41 100

4,533,900
4,372,200
15,500
192,200
143,400
7,700
43 100

4,116,300'1..256,200
1D,4OO
6,IOCI3f,_
145,600
165 aoo
4,022,400
4,022,400
110,000
110 000

4,253,000
4,21',500
13,100
151,900
162,100
20200

asl
91.5 1
9.1 "
1.8 "
8.4 "
4.4 "
0.7 "
0.4 "

99.9 "
95.4 "
4.5 "
0.1 "
0.1 "
961
97.4 "
0.9 "
1.4 "
1.0 1

80.1 "
13.8 1
97.3 1
2.1 "
2.1 "
0.6 "

100 "
97.7 "
2.3 "

99.1 "
96.3 "
2.9 "
0.9 "
0.9 "

95.1 "
91.7 "
0.3 "
4.0 "
3.0 "
0.2 "
0.9 "

92.9 "
96.1 "
2.8 "
0.15 "
0.9 "
3.3 "
3.7 "

97.3 "
91.3 "
2.7 "
2.7 "

96.4 "
95.6 "
0.3 "
3.6 "
3.7 "
0.5 "



Mi_i 3,485,000 lellSouth 3,415,000 100 "
McC.. :~402,aoo 91.6 "
GTI Mobi lnet 1 lOG 2.3 "

Atlanta 3,592,000 lellSouth 3,363,700 93.6 "
AirToudl 3,135,100 17.3 X
U.S. Cellul.r 104,400 2.9 "
I"tercel 121,100 3.4 "
Ilackwater Cell. 162,500 4.5 "
Othar+ 65.000 1.8 "

Cleveland 2,948,000 AirTouch/CCI 2,106,100 95.2 "
GTE Mobi lnet 2,106,100 95.2 "
cell wave 14',500 4.8 "
lDI"int Cell. 141 500 4.8 "

Minneapolis 3,044,000 McCaw 2,624,600
..<

86.2 "
U S WEST 2,~6OO 86.2 "
Pec:ifie Telace. 15, 0.5 "
U.S. Cellul.r 34,500 1.1 "
WIst Centr.l Cell. 34,500 1.1 "
LP
Pec:iffe NW Cell. 42,000 1.4 "
Rur.l Cell. Corp. 125,300 4.1 "
Cellul.r 7 54,7'00 1.8 "
Partnership
Minnesot. Southern 82,600 2.7 "
cell. Tel.
Minnesot. RSA 10 LP 82,600 2.7 "
CenturY Cellunet 83.300 2.7 "

St. Louis 2,818,000 _ Mobile 2,749,500 91.6 "
Alleri tech Cell. 2,665,7'00 94.6 "
LII Inc. 20,100 0.7 "
......l Cell. 34,100 1.2 "
....._nt
Firat Cell. of S. 34,700 1.2 "
Ill.
U.S. Cellular 41600 1.7 "

seattle 2,951,000 McC-. 2,951,000 100 "
U SWElT ~m,600 94.1 "
hn Juan Cell. LP 9.500 8.8 "

san Diego 2,732,000 U SWElT 2,132,000 100 "AirTouch 2 132 000 100 "

Pittsburgh 2,496,000 1M 2,263,600 90.1 "
McCaw 2,079,400 83.3 "
Horizon Cell. 232,200 9.3 "
Sprint 151,400 6.3 "
U.S. RSA Telco 184,200 1.3 "
"'tnera

Phoenix 2,662,000 1M 2,526,100 94.9 "u. WEST 2,356,aoo U.S"
In. River Cell. 169,300 6.4 "
IInl. P.rtnership
• Arizona LP 31,300 1.4 "
Jaar C~ln 37.300 1.4 "

l.lt;lIOre 2,534,000 1M 2,534,000 100 "_ Mobile 2,445,aoo 96.5 "
wee: Cellul.r U 000 3.5 "

T... 2,404,000 McC-. 2,306,800 96"
GTE Mobilnet 2,328,100 96.8 "
IndIp. Cell. 21,300 0.9 "
Network
Ten-Ten Genl. 75,500 3.1 "
'artnership .
Other+ 75 500 3.1 "


