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Dear Mr. Sugrue:

The purpose of this letter is to express AMTA' s very serious concern about the
Wireless Telecommunication Bureau's inexplicable failure to address the above-
referenced issue. More than eight months after AMTA' s filing of a Petition for
Reconsideration seeking expedited action in an extremely time-sensitive issue, and
despite numerous inquiries as to its status, no action has occurred. With only weeks
left in the negotiation period for 800 MHz SMR upper-band incumbents, the Bureau
has effectively abandoned this issue and the many small businesses affected by it.

The background of this issue is somewhat complex. An earlier decision in the 800 MHz
SMR proceeding established a two-year negotiation period for upper-band incumbents
being "retuned" to other frequencies by EA license winners. That two-year period
commenced on December 4, 1998 and will end on December 3, 2000. Thereafter, the
upper-band incumbents with whom Nextel has not reached a retuning agreement will
be subject to the FCC’s involuntary relocation procedures. The most critical feature of
this last stage in the retuning process is that Nextel will no longer be required to
negotiate with incumbents regarding how the migration will be accomplished or when
the associated costs will be paid or reimbursed.

In its Memorandum Opinion and Order on Reconsideration' in this proceeding, the FCC

" Memorandum Opinion and Order on Reconsideration, 14 FCC Rcd. 17556, released + /
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"reiterated" a decision that upper-band 800 MHz incumbents, most of them very small
businesses, would not be entitled to reimbursement of the costs of their own retuning
to other frequencies until "the incumbent licensee had been fully relocated, and . . .
the frequencies were free and clear."?

In fact, the language cited has nothing to do with incumbent reimbursement. It defines
the rights of EA licensees to be reimbursed by other EA licensees who clear channels
in multipie channel blocks, a rule codified in FCC Rule Section 90.699(f)(4)(1). The
Bureau and the FCC had never discussed on the record the reimbursement rights of
incumbents prior to AMTA's and other parties ' raising it in filings addressed in the

MO&O.

AMTA pointed out this error in its Petition for Reconsideration of the MO&O, filed on
January 19, 2000. We requested that the Bureau address this issue more fully, and
reconsider the effect of its decision on the small businesses being retuned from upper-
band channels. The Bureau's failure to act already has created a significant inequality
in negotiations between incumbents and EA licensees, although incumbents currently
are able to negotiate for progress payments irrespective of the determination in the
MO&O.? However, in just two months they will lose that possibility entirely because
relocation will be by directive, not negotiation.

AMTA noted in its Petition that only eleven months remained of the two-year
negotiating period: it requested expedited action on this issue due to its time
sensitivity and the impact on small business. The Association has continually
requested action in its conversations with Bureau personnel in the months since, and
has received numerous assurances that a decision was forthcoming. However, no
decision, either in favor of or denying AMTA's Petition, has appeared.

You have made it a primary goal of the Bureau to address matters and issues before it
in a timely fashion, and the Bureau has indeed accomplished a great deal of work

October 8, 1999 ("MO&QO™).
j /d. at & 57, citing 800 MHz Second Report and Order, 12 FCC Rcd at 19123, & 124.
Petition for Reconsideration of the American Mobile Telecommunications Association, Inc.,
January 19, 2000, at pp. 3-5 (attached).
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under your leadership. In addition, Chairman Kennard and the Commission as a whole
have repeatedly stressed their commitment to small business telecommunications.
However, neither principle has operated here. AMTA can only express its
disappointment in the Bureau's failure in this matter, and hope that this industry's
concerns will be addressed in a more timely and responsive fashion in the future.

Regards,

Alan R. éhark
President & CEO

Attachment

cc. Magalie R. Salas, Secretary
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The American Mobile Telecommunications Association, Inc. ("AMTA" or "Association"),
in accordance with Section 1.429 of the Federal Communications Commission ("FCC" or
"Commission”) Rules and Regulations, respectfully requests reconsideration of one aspect of the
Memorandum Opinion and Order on Reconsideration in the above-entitled proceeding.’
Specifically, AMTA urges the FCC to reconsider and reverse its decision in respect to the timing
of payment to incumbents whose systems are "retuned" pursuant to FCC Rule Section 90.699.
Contrary to the explanation in the Order, the position articulated in the MO&O had not been
adopted previously by the Commission. It is not consistent with Commission precedent or with
the public interest. Moreover, it is imperative that the FCC move promptly to reverse this
decision since any correction will be meaningless after relocation arrangements consistent with
the current rule have been negotiated. In support thereof, the following is shown:

I. INTRODUCTION

1. AMTA is a nationwide, non-profit trade associated dedicated to the interests of the
specialized wireless communications industry. The Association’s members include trunked and
conventional 800 MHz and 900 MHz Specialized Mobile Radio ("SMR") operators, licensees of
wide-area SMR systems and commercial licensees in the 220 MHz and 450-512 MHz bands. By
virtue of its representation of the 800 MHz SMR industry, AMTA’s interest in this proceeding
is substantial and well-detailed in earlier stages of the rule making.

II. BACKGROUND
2. The history of this proceeding is extensive, having been initiated some seven years

ago, and need not be reiterated in detail here. In this proceeding, the Commission adopted a new

‘Memorandum Opinion and Order on Reconsideration, PR Docket No. 93-144, 64 Fed
Reg. 71042, (rel. Oct. 8, 1999) ("MO&O" or "Order").




licensing framework for the 800 MHz SMR service. That framework provided for the issuance
of geographic-based licenses awarded by competitive bidding and, as to the "upper 200" 800 MHz
channels, for the voluntary or mandatory relocation of incumbents from those frequencies by the
Economic Area ("EA") auction winner. FCC Rule Section 90.699 establishes a one-year
voluntary negotiation period, followed by a one-year mandatory period, after which the EA
licensee still will retain the right to relocaté incumbents to other spectrum as long as the EA
licensee is able to provide "comparable facilities”, as defined in the FCC’s rules, and is prepared
to guarantee payment of relocation costs. 47 C.F.R. § 90.699.

3. The one-year voluntary negotiation period ended on December 3, 1999, and the
industry is now in the mandatory negotiation period. In general, to the best of the Association’s
knowledge, the relocation process to date has proceeded without significant problems. A number
of incumbents reached relocation agreements with Nextel Communications, Inc.("Nextel")* during
the voluntary period and the retuning of their systems has been completed.? Other retuning efforts
are in progress. It is reasonable to assume that a significant percentage of upper 200 incumbent

arrangements will have been reached before the involuntary negotiation period commences.

?Nextel was the auction winner for some 475 licenses (90%) of the upper 200 MHz EA
licenses awarded. Although other EA licensees also may have negotiated relocation agreements
with incumbents, Nextel’s dominant status as geographic licensee in this band means that its
activities are of preeminent importance to the industry.

’As evidenced by the Commission’s licensing records, a significant number of 800 MHz
upper 200 channel incumbents have elected to sell their systems to Nextel rather than undertake
the retuning process, assuming that Nextel would have been able to provide comparable facilities.
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AMTA is encouraged by what it understands to have been a relatively smooth transition process
to date, and supports a continued, mutually cooperative effort by the parties involved.

4. However, from the outset of this proceeding, it has been the Association’s firm
conviction that for the relocation process to work effectively, and the retuning of systems and the
subscribers relying on them to proceed seamlessly, the interests of EA licensees and incumbents
must be properly balanced. While the Commission has determined that the public interest
supports the right of EA licensees to relocate incumbents off the upper 200 channels, those
incumbent should not have to rely on the good will or the largesse of the EA licensee to protect
the incumbent’s vital interests in what is, under the best of circumstances, a complex, costly and
difficult process.

5. For that reason, the Association has focused throughout this proceeding on
clarifying the rights and obligations associated with the Commission’s relocation rules. AMTA
initially urged the FCC to detail more specifically the full range of relocation costs that would be
reimbursable by the EA licensee. The Association subsequently asked the Commission to confirm
that, contrary to Nextel’s interpretation, an EA licensee’s retuning obligation must include
reasonable progress payments to the incumbent if requested.*

6. The instant MO&O denies that aspect of AMTA’s reconsideration request. The
Order states the Commission previously had determined that "payment of relocation costs will not

be due until the incumbent has been fully relocated and the frequencies are free and clear.”® In

*AMTA’s October 20, 1997 Reply to Opposition to Petitions for Reconsideration of the
Second Report and Order, PR Docket No. 93-144, 12 FCC Red 19079 (1997) ("2™ R&O").

"MO&O at { 58.




support of its contention that this issue had been considered and decided previously by the FCC,

the Order cites to an earlier Order in this proceeding.®

7. The MO&O is incorrect in its reliance on that citation and in its claim that the
question of interim incumbent relocation payments had been disposed of previously in this
proceeding. The decision cited did not relate to the timing of payments from EA licensees to
incumbents during the retuning process. Rather, it addressed the timing of payments among EA
licensees when the relocation of an incumbent by one EA licensee would result in the availability
of a channel(s) to another EA licensee, one that had not paid any of the associated relocation
costs, a decision codified in FCC Rule Section 90.699(f)(4)(i). That provision is irrelevant to the
question of relocation payments to incumbents, an issue the FCC had not addressed in the context
of the upper 200 channel relocation rules and which, unlike the timing of payments among EA
licensees, had not been specified in the Commission’s rules.

8. Moreover, AMTA disagrees that an FCC rule denying interim relocation payments
to incumbents, except when agreed to by the EA licensee, "strikes an appropriate balance between
the rights and responsibilities of EA licensees and incumbent licensees during the course of
relocation."” The conclusion that "parties are free to negotiate when reimbursement of relocation
costs will occur, and may agree to reimbursement as such expenses are incurred"® ignores the fact

that incumbents already are in the position of negotiating with EA licensees pursuant to the

6Id. at n. 170, citing to 2™ R&O.
’Id. at § 58.
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Commission’s own mandatory negotiation provisions, and will be subject to the involuntary
negotiation rules in the future. Their negotiating options will be limited by the FCC’s rules
which, in accordance with the instant Order, specifically decline to impose an interim payment
obligation on EA licensees. Under those circumstances, the ability of an incumbent to bargain
for such payments is illusory: securing them will be entirely at the discretion of the EA licensee,
not the result of any negotiation process. This is precisely the outcome opposed by the
Association as contrary to a balanced relocation approach and to the public interest.

III. THE RELOCATION PROCESS WILL WORK MOST EFFICIENTLY AND WILL
BEST PROTECT THE INTERESTS OF THE PUBLIC IF RELOCATION COSTS
INCLUDE REASONABLE PROGRESS PAYMENTS
9. To the extent the 800 MHz relocation process to date can be characterized as

successful, that success is due in no small measure to the balanced rights and obligations of the

parties pursuant to the FCC’s rules. The interests of EA licensees with a financial incentive to
relocate incumbents so they can secure access to their spectrum are weighed against the
incumbents’ recognition that their bargaiﬁing ability will diminish over time pursuant to the

Commission’s relocation rules. This balance has resulted in the negotiated acquisition or

relocation by EA licensees of a significant number of 800 MHz incumbents, particularly in

markets of greatest capacity constraint and economic potential, and with relatively minimal
disruption for the subscribers on migrated systems pursuant to the rules governing the voluntary
negotiation procedures.

10.  While AMTA hopes the relocation process will continue to work smoothly, that

result will be most likely if the FCC’s rules preserve an appropriate balance of the parties’ rights

and obligations. As the relocation process moves from a voluntary into a mandatory and then
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involuntary period, and shifts from urban markets where spectrum is scarce to more rural areas
in which an EA licensee’s channel requirements are likely to be less compelling, it is imperative
that the Commission not abrogate the rights of the remaining incumbents.

11.  As an initial matter, incumbents are largely powerless to determine whether their
relocation negotiations are conducted during the voluntary versus mandatory versus involuntary
period. With effectively a single EA licensee nationwide, it is not surprising that activity during
the voluntary period was concentrated largely on larger, rather than smaller, systems and on
urban, rather than rural, areas. Incumbents, like EA licensees, might have the theoretical capacity
to delay relocation negotiations once initiated, but, in practical terms, only EA licensees have the
ability to trigger their commencement. Incumbents should not be penalized for that fact. Rather,
the rules should ensure that an equilibrium is maintained as the relocation process shifts to
spectrum which is of less immediate importance to an EA licensee.

12.  Asdescribed in the Association’s earlier-filed Opposition, and as clearly recognized
in the FCC’s rules, there can be significant costs associated with achieving the seamless transition
of 800 MHz SMR systems to comparable facilities. Relocation agreements negotiated during the
voluntary period, and those involving spectrum for which the EA licensee has a more urgent need,
are likely to include up-front or progress payments to the incumbent reflective of those out-of-
pocket expenses. However, once the negotiation process is no longer voluntary, and when there
is no particular time urgency for securing use of the spectrum, there will be every economic
reason for an EA licensee to resist making progress payments since, without them, incumbent

reimbursement rights will be limited to those costs they are able to fund up-front.




