
AirTouch Communications

Vice President
Federal Regulatoryr,

AI RT0 U CH'·
Communications

November 9, 1995

EX PARTE

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

DOCKET FILE COpy ORlQl~~. Abernathy

OR\G\NAL
1818 N Street N.W.

Suite 800

Washington, DC 20036

Telephone: 202 293-4960

Facsimile: 202 293-4970

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

RE: PR Docket 93-61, Automatic Vehicle Monitoring Systems

Dear Mr. Caton:

On Wednesday, November 8, 1995, I, on behalf of AirTouch Teletrac, and David Hilliard on behalf
of PinPoint Communications, Inc., met with John Nakahata, Special Assistant to Chairman Hundt, to
discuss the above-referenced proceeding. The attached previously filed Ex Parte materials were
referenced in the discussion.

Two copies of this notice were submitted to the Secretary of the FCC in accordance with Section
1. 1206(a)(l) of the Commission's Rules.

Please stamp and return the provided copy to confirm your receipt. Please contact me at 202-293­
4960 should you have any questions or require additional information concerning this matter.

Sincerely,

~~tlJ;,'Jd~
Kathleen Q. Abernathy

cc: John Nakahata

No. of Cop.~es rec'd
ListA8CDE
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OUf3t:JCATE

August 22. 1995

Ms. Rosalind K. Allen
Chief, Licensing Division
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Bureau
2m M Street, NW
Washington. DC 20554

Re: Ex Parte
PR Docket No. 93-61
FCC Partial Reconsideration - Grandfathering Issues

Dear Ms. Allen:

On July 26, 1995. representatives of AirTouch Teletrae (Teletrae),
MobileVision, and Pinpoint Communications, Inc. (Pinpoint) met with you and your
staff to discuss their concerns about the emission mask adopted for multilateration
Location and Monitoring Services ("LMS") systems in the FCC's Rlport and Order in
the above-refereDCed docket. In Ii of the prospect for a . nsideration order
!9 S~mber 199~disposing 0 cerwn issues, this letter is beiDI
to reiterate the contimting concerns of these parties, and. Uniplex Corporation (Uniplex)
(collectively, the "LMS Providers It) ~tbe mat: and other issues that ~ffect

grandfathered multilateration LMS sysiiiDs: 1WDe1y type acceptaDce requirements, the
remifffons on refciitioi1o-r-~the Part 15 industry's call for testing of
grandfathered systems. The position of the LMS providers on each of these issues is
outlined below.

OUT-OF·BAND EMISSIONS

As stated in the petitions for reconsideration of the Report and O'*r filed by the LMS
Providers and the July 26 ex part! of Teletrac, MobileVision. aDd Pinpoint, the new
rule regarding om-of-baDd emissions is flawed and mates multilateration LMS
iJgpractical and economically unattractive. Tbe rule chanp recommended by the LMS
Providers (see tbe auaehed nom the IUly 26, 1995, ex pane) sttibs a compromise
between relaxed skirts and greater maximum attenuation. 1be resulting energy close to
the authorized bandwidth is far less than the noise unlicensed devices may cause.
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Therefore, the LMS Providers believe the rule change they recommend is in the public
interest and is a reasonable approach to shared use in the 902-928 MHz ISM band.

TYPE ACCEPTANCE

Type Acceptance should be implemented in steps that allow the LMS Providers to
comply with the niles, complete construction of grandfathered licenses, and provide
needed services in a reasonable time frame. The initial emphasis for the LMS
providers under the new rules must be on the preservation of &raDdfatbered sta~
through the construetion of systems that meet the FCC's tee1mica1 requirements.
Fonnal compliance with type acceptance or other equipment authorization requirements
should assume a lesser priority. Provided that the Commission adopts in the near
future the out-of-band emission requirements proposed by the LMS Providers, these
rums expect to ~lace compliarifequlpment m the nel4 OD or before April!, 1996.

"E ._~- _ .....-. . ...;.

For Systems Constructed After FebrutllY 3, 1995:

The LMS Providers request that any type acceptance~Dt for multilateration
LMS be extended from the current date of April 1. 1996. UDtil12 mombs after any
rule on reconsideration coacerning the emission mask/(the "1996 Effective Date").
This change will allow LMS Providers to complete construction of their systems and
comply with the type acceptanee rules in a reasonable time frame.

All multilateration LMS transmitters imported or mtIIUlfae:tl.Wd domestically prior to
the 1996 Effective Date should be exempt from type acceptIDCC regardless of whether
they are used before or after the 1996 Effective Date. Such equipment will be capable.
however, of complyiDa with the emission mask requiremems as proposed by the LMS
Providers as of April 1. 1996. The Commission also should clarify that LMS
Providers may indefmicely continue to use equipment deployed prior to tbe 1996
Effective Date provided tbat it is not marketed after that Date (whetber the deadline is
April 1, 1996 or a later date), unless the equipment is fU'St type accepted. Non-type
accepted equipment ProPerly used in any system after the 1996 Effective Date (whether
April 1, 1996, or a later date) should be subject to replacement with type-accepted
equipment if such a step is necessary in order to resolve interfereDce problems that
cannot otherwise be accommodated..

For Systems ConstrUCted Before FebrutllY 3, 1995:

Tbe installation of non-type accepted multilateration LMS nammitten imported or
manufactured domestically on or before tbe 1996 Effective Date, sbould be permitted
through April 1, 1998, for systems that were constructed aDd placed into operation
before February 3, 1995. Such equipment need not be type-accepted at any time unless
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such a step is necessary in order to resolve interference problems that cannot otherwise
be accommodated, but such equipment must comply with the emission mask
requirements by April 1, 1998. For systems constructed and placed into operation
before February 3, 1995, tranSmitters imported or manufactured after the 1996
Effective Date must be type accepted.

2 Jan SITE LOCATION RESTRICTION

The LMS Providers fmd the current 2 lcm distance restriction on replacement site
locations to be unworkable. The 2 km resttiction is panicularly acute due to the
upcoming April 1, 1996, deadline for preserving grandfathering status. Unfortunately,
com tition for wireless facilities bas resulted in many sites beco' unavailable or
unsuitable for use. protracted associated with thisp~
aDd the pending reconsideration hive resulted in delays that exacerbated the problem of
sire avaiJabili£¥.. ---------- --,--
Site surveys and negotiations are time-coDSWDing and the LMS Providers are fmding
that,
in a substantial number of cases, suitable and available existing replacements cannot be
identified within the 2 km radius prescribed by the new rule.

Given that the average operational radius of the various LMS Providers is between 5
and 20 miles, the LMS Providers propose that the FCC allow replacement sites within
a radius of 10 miles. •

By making this proposal. the LMS Providers, neitber individually nor as a group,
intend to abandon or prejudp the Commission's consideration of tbe proposals of
several of the LMS providers (MobiJeVision, Pinpoint, SBMS, and Uniplex) that the
FCC change the rules to allow graDdfatbered licensees tbe flexibility to add sites in
addition to the number for which they bad received aWhorization as of February 3,
1995. The LMS Providen recognize that the Commission will need to deal with these
aspects of graDdfathered systems in a later order than the ODe expected in the
September time frame.
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PART 1S TESTING

The Pan 15 industry argues that grandfathered multilateration LMS systems should be
required to demonstrate through testing that such LMS systems will not cause
unacceptable interference to Part 15 devices. Such testing for grandfathered systems
will merely delay or stop the deployment of LMS systems by providers that have
existing technology and is neither necessary nor fair. The grandfathered licensees have
aILbeen pro~!ltlto~ ~ provisions for such testiiig are nOt iil1lie----­
Commission's roles at tms.. lime. Moreover. the data conected and Presentea in the
recoid of this proceeding prove interference to Part 15 by multilateration WS-systems
is-far less1iJCety-UWiiS SUUested byme-PI«1j-CoalitioIr.- Accorcliftgly, the-Pan-rr
inCfustry ,s proposal to expand-the applicability of the testmg requirement should not be
adopted.

If there are any questions concerning the positions of the LMS Providers on the
grandfathering issues discussed herein. please do not hesitate to contact the
undersigned.

Two copies of this written ex pane presentation are being rued with the
Secretary as required by Section 1.1206 of the FCC's Rules.



IJN I PLEX

Respectf'ully submitted,

Uniplex Corporation

.M'INeH !ryan, President
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Rapectfully submittecl.

MobileVisioD. L.P. el:
~7-~-
:t..mSmith

Direc&or. Systems Desip
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Attachment

cc: Mr. B.C. Jackson, Jr.
Ibn Spicer, Esq.

Respectfully submitted,

([J " I Z/'\ . i c;"' .. , :
aj,~f ~ ,L~h to./

David E. Hilliard
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
Attorneys for Pinpoint

Communications, Inc.



Mailing Addresses:

David E. Hilliard, Esq.
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, NW
Washington, DC 20006

Kathleen Q. Abernathy, Esq.
AirTouch Communications
1818 N Street, NW
8th Floor
Washington, DC 20036

Mr. McNeil Bryan
President
Uniplex Corporation
2905 Country Drive
St. Paul, MN 55117

Mr. Graham Smith
Director, Systems Design
MobileVision, L.P.
1225 Broken Sound Parkway
Suite E
Boca Raton. FL 33487
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LAW OFFICES

GOLDBERG. GODLES. WIENER & WRIGHT
1229 NINETEENTH STREET. N.W.

WASHINGTON, DC 20036 ~K)CKEr FILE COpy ORIGIN~!

HENRV GOLDBERG
JOSEPH A. GODLES
JONATHAN L. WIENER
HENRIETTA WRIGHT
MARY J. DENT
DANIEL S. GOLDBERG
W. KENNETH FERREE

THOMAS G. GHERARDI. P.C.
COUNSEL

EX PARTE OR ~,'\T:: '=ILED

August 29, 1995

(202) 421-4900
TELECOPlEA:
(202)~912

EXPABTE

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

Dear Mr. Caton:

Re: PH Pocket No. 93-61

of _

. ,~~.

On August 29, 1995, the attached summary of the Part 15 Coalition's position
regarding proposed clarifications of the Report and Order in this proceeding was sent to
the persons listed below. In accordance with Section 1.1206(a)(I) of the Commission's
Rules, two copies of this letter, along with the attached summary, are being filed with
the Secretary's Office.

cc: The Hon. Reed E. Hundt
The Hon. James H. Quello
The Hon. Andrew C. Barrett
The Hon. Rachelle B. Chong
The Hon. Susan Ness
Roealind K. Allen
Michael J. Marcus
Richard B. Engleman

No. of Copies fec'd
LilABCDE .----

--_.__ .•._-------
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HENRIETTA WRIGHT
MARY J. DENT
DANIEL S. GOLOHRG
W. KENNETH FERAEE

THOMAS G. GHERARDI. P.C.
COUNSEL

LAW OFFICES

GOLDBERG, GODLES. WIENER & WRIGHT
1229 NINETEENTH STREET. N.W.

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036

August 29, 1q<J5

(202) 42HIOO
TELECOPtER:
(202) 4»4012

EX PARTE

Rosalind K. Allen
Acting Chief, Commercial Radio Division,
Wireless Technologies Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Pi Qnc;ket No. 93-61

Dear Ms. Allen:

You have asked the Part 15 Coalition (the "Coalition") to respond to the request for
clarification of the Repgrt M¥I Order in the above-referenced proceeding made by various
Location and Monitoring Service (LMS) proponents. SIc Ex Parte Letter from David E. Hilliard
to William F. Caton, (filed July 26, 1995) (requesting clarification regarding the emissions mask
requirement filed on behalf of AirTouch Teletrac, MobiIeVision, L.P., PentaPage, and Pinpoint
Communications, Inc.). and Ex Parte Letter from David Hllliard to William F. Caton (filed Aug.
21, 1995) (presenting Amtech's position that LMS order should be clarified by aJIowing the
qualified use of non-type accepted equipment, revising the frequency tolerance rules, and
revising the restrictions on out-of-band emissions for non-multilateration LMS systems).

The Coalition agrees that clarification of the Report and Order is necessary. Under the
grandfathering rules adopted in the Rcpget and Order· the LMS companies have applied for
modified LMS licenses covering the major metropolitan areas aaoss the country. The
construction deadline next spring applicable to these grandfathered licensees requires that LMS
systems must be designed and built out right now.' However, due to the complexity of the
issues raised in the petitions for reconsideration, and the number of parties participating in the
proceeding, it is likely that a decision on reconsideration in this matter will not be reached for
several months. Thus, it is important that, in the interim, the rules applicable to grandfathered
systems are clarified before these systems become llperational.

Although the Coalition agrees that clarification of the rules is necessary as an interim
matter while reconsideration is pending and grandfathered stations are being constructed, the
need for clarification is not limited to the emiS!'ion5 mask or frequency tolerance requirements2.

1 Additionally, there is a category of grandfathered licenSt"S which. if already constructed and placed
in operation by February~. 1995. is allowed to continua' to operate thCl8eSYStems until Apri11998.

2 The Part 15 Coalition would Like to make two points relating to the emissions mask issue: (1) the
request from the LMS proponents is really ogt a request for clarification because the Rule is very clear ­
what is requested is a rule chanKe; (2) Parties comment...d nn this issue in OppositiOl'lS to Petitions For
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There are four additional issues raised by the Rgport and Order that must be clarified so that
grandfathered systems are constructed in accordance with the new rules. For the few systems
that are already constructed, clarifying that they are subject to the new rules in these instances,
which do not involve chan~eof bands utilized, would not be an undue hardship.

First, the Commission should clarify that devices operating in accordance with the
criteria in the new Section 90.361 are presumed conclusively not to cause harmful interference to
LMS systems grandfathered under Section 90.363, whether constructed as of February 3, 1995,
or not. No rationale has been offered that justifies excluding grandfathered LMS systems from
these provisions. Indeed, the most immediate need for protection against claims of interference
is from grandfathered LMS licensees, as rapid build-out can be expected by operators
attemptinFj to satisfy the new construction requirements

Second, in order to prOVide a check on the deployment of LMS systems that cause
unacceptable levels of interference to Part 15 technologies, the field tests that are required under
the rules must be made expressly applicable to grandfathered systems. There is no reason to
allow new systems to be constructed and operated until April 1998 under circumstances that
would not be acceptable for the newly-auctioned MTA systems.3 In addition, the testing rules
should be clarified so as to include procedures that will ensure that test parameters are
reasonably uniform and that the testing covers a reliable sample of Part 15 technologies
available in the marketplace. If necessary, the actual procedures could be determined in the
reconsideration order, and these procedures are not necessary in order for an LMS system to
comply with the April 1. 1996 construction deadline. The Commission can count on the Part 15
Coalition's full cooperation in developing and administering these tests.

Third, the Commission should clarify that the power limits of § 90.205 apply to
grandfathered L\fS systems. including those emplovin~ wideband forward IinkS.4

Fourth, the FCC should clarify in § 90.353 ot the rules that LMS is a restricted service
and not a general messaging service. In this regard. it should also clarify that it intends the LMS
proViders' authority to interconnect to the Public Switched Network to be strictly limited to

Reconsideration (se~. e.:{., Oppositions of the Part 15 Cl1alitton. TIA, and Metricom) and although the
Coalition may not be opposed to change in the emissions mdsk rule, it does not believe that adequate
rationale for modification lIf the Rule has been prOVided; in addition, if another Part 90 or Part 94
standard is adopted, such standard should b(' ,tdopted I'ntirt>ly. without modification. to assure the
"deanest" possible band.

With respect to the out of band emissions issue raitied by Amtech, the Coalition notes that there are
very strict limitations on out of band emissions for the 902·Q28 MHz band <s«. e.g., §§ 15.209) because
such emissions fall within certain restricted bands of operation. In addition, the Amtech formula for
out of band emissions, as presented in the tX parte filing, is meaningletili because it fails to provide
sufficient information. FexampLe, Amtech does not specify in the (onnuJa whether (P) is in watts or
milliwatts, and nor dOP.' It spt'Cify the measurenwnt bandwidth.

3 This is especially important if LMS systems are usin~ a wideb..,d forward link. with which Part 15
companies have not had field experience, but whIch has thl' most serious potential for causing
interference.

4 The Coalition continues to urge the FCC on reconsideratinn to prohibit widebIInd forward links
entirely, as no need for them ever has been estabJi.",hed and they pose potential interference problems
for Part 15 technologie~.

GOLDBERG. GODLES. WIE~ER & WRIOHT
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"true" emergencies (with the responsibility on the service providers for user compliance, as
indicated in 123 of the Report and Order>' and to store-and-forward service that is not a
substitute for real-time interconnected service. To the extent that the Commission will have to
work out additional technical details to enforce this provision as suggested in the Coalition's
Petition for Reconsideration. it should clarify to the LMS companies that it is contemplating
doing so.

In short, the FCC should not grant any of the pending applications for modified licenses
of the multilateration LMS companies until it determines how the above four issues apply to
that important group of licensees. Although there remain other issues to be dealt with on
RecoNideration. the Commission staff seems confident that these issues will be resolved before
LMS systems become operational, and that they need not be dealt with in the proposed
clarification. In that case, it is important that any modified licenses granted state on their face
that the authority granted therein is subject to revision pending resolution of the Petitions for
Reconsideration. Such clarification will serve to assist LMS operators in designing and building
their systems, while minimizing the chances of investment in facilities that would not comply
with final Rules.

'etta Wright
Attornev fnc The Part 15 Coa

cc: The Hon. Reed E. Hundt
The Hon. James H. QueUo
The Han. Andrew C. Barrett
The Han. Rachelle B. Chong
The Hon. Susan Ness
Michael J. Marcus
Richard B. Engleman

GOLDBERG. GODLES. WIENER & WRIGHT


