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Dear Mr. Sugrue:

At our meeting on July 13, 2001, in which we presented the concerns of AT&T Wireless
Services, Inc, ("AWS") (>VCr the potential for harmful interference that would be caused by proposed
high power terrestrial repealers in the satellite Digil2.1 Audio Radio Service ('·SDARS") to AW$' fixed
voice and data network in the Wireless Communications Service ("Wes''), you requested additional
information. In «'sponse to your request, lhis letter makes the following points:

• The SDARS licensees have used ~perimental authoriutions clandestinely to deploy a
nationwide network of high power lerreslrial repealers. By sharing lIteir nerwork informalion
with the Commission only coincidenl with public announcemenl of impending commercial
launch, they are attempting to box the Commission into granting authoriulions that would
transmute this "experimental" deployment inlo an operational commercial service. They have
done so while ignoring lItat (1) lhe commission has not yet adopted service rules, and (2) lItey
would be deploying a high power commercial service, nationwide, in the absence of any
equipmrnt authorization.

• The SDARS Hcrnsees have builllheir networks ",·ithoul answering the substantial technical
evidence ofblanketing interference presented by wes licensees. Nor have they justified their
need fo' powe, I,,·ds above the 2 kW ElRP - lhe power 1o'·el thaI even they recognize is
standard in the band.
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• Commission precedent recognizes that blanketing interference from neighboring services mUSI
be addressed. Indeed, in the WCS proceeding, ihe Commission adopled rules 10 prevent possible
blanketing interference to MOSfITFS operators.

• Because ihe Commission imposed a 2 leW ElRP limitation on WCS to address blanketing
interference, it would be arbitrary and capricious to do oiheN,ise for SOARS, which uses
adjacent spectrum. Indecl. il would be irratiemal to do so, since wes spectrum can also be used
for SOARS repeaters. Those repeaters, existing in the WCS band, would then be able to operate
at whatever power levels are set for SOARS.

• As ihe SOARS licensees have suhmined information On the magnitude of their networks only in
the last three weeks, WCS licensees have had additional bases for concern The technical issues
were fully joined a year and a halfago - many month.< before eiiher SOARS licensee was
authorized to deploy high power "'peaters under experimental authori2ations. The SOARS
licensc<:s have not seriously addressed the brute force overload issues, much less attempted to
",fute the technical analyses presented by ihe WCS licensees.

• Unlike SOARS repeaters, WCS oquipment has been thoroughly reviewed and approved by ihe
Commission. It is not Wlduly susceptible to overload.

DISCUSSION

As you know, AWS is currently deploying a WeS-based broadband fixed wireless network to
bring additional competitiou 10 the residential broadband and local exchange markets, Pursuant to the
rules for WCS networks, these deplO}menlS are limited to no more than 2 kW EIRP - the power limit
that is standard for services in this part ofihe bane!.' The two SOARS licensees, XM Radio, Inc. and
Sirius Satellite Radio, Inc,. have proposed rules that would allow terrestrial repeaters to operate at up to
40 leW EIRP - twenty times the maximum allowed for wes and all oiher services operating in this part
ofihe spectrum. Yet ihere is no evidence in ihe record of any technical reason why they could nOl
accomplish using 2 kW repeaters what theydesirt: to accomplish. using high power repeaters; in fact, ihe
evidence is to the contrary. In light of the significant risk ofhanuful interference to AWS' lifeline local
service, and past precedem in dealing with such interference, the Commission should limit SOARS
repeaters 10 a maximum of2 kW as well.

Su, 'lI, 47 C,P.R- n 21.llO4, 27.5-O(a)
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I. A BRIEF IIISTOR\' OF TilE SDARS PROCEEDING

Neither SDARS licensees is authorized 10 operate any temstrial repeaters on a commercial basis.
However, XM and Sirius have consistently maintained that they would need to supplement their satellite
networks with terrestrial "gap fillers" to be used in urban cany<>ns, under bridges, in high mountain
passes, in tunnels, and in other areas where it may be difficult to receive SDARS signals lransmined by
satellite. Until fairly recently, little infOimalion was disclosed on the number, power, and locations of
such transmitters. In its 1995 SDARS hTPRM. the Commission declined to even propose rules for
terrestrial repeaters "because we do not have sufficient information," and concluded that '"[u]ntil <<!Ch
information is available and applicants demonstrate how these complementary lerrestrial net\»'orks
would he implemented in the overall satellite system design, we cannot deterntine if terrestrial gap­
fillers mould be permitted and what rules should govern their usc,"' l In March 1997, the Commission
adopted SDARS service rules but left open the question dhow to regulate terrestrial repeaters, l The
Commission made no proposal, but simply requested comment on a proposal submitted hy Siriul; that
would authorize SDARS licenseel; 10 constmct and operate terrestrial trnnsmitten to retcansmit signals
received from their operating SDARS satel1ite(s). The Commission reminded the parties that such
"[t]errestrial gap-fillers may be implemented by a satellite DARS licensee only after obtaining prior
Commission authorization" and establishing compliance with international coordination, antenna
.ll1leture clearance, and environmental processing requirements,' Sirius' proposal contained no power
limit.

At the time Sirius made its proposal, thel'll were no WCS licensees, In fact, WCS licenses were
not il;Sued until July 21, 1997 - tv.'o months afierthe period for comment on the repeater proposal had
passed It is not sUlprising, then, that the WCS industry did not participate in this round of the
proceeding.

After the comment periCld had closed - apparently in recognition of the dearth of information in
the record.- the International Bureau requested that the two SDARS licensees provide information
about the planned deployment of terrestrial repeater networks. In a one-page response, XJ\1 stated that
the EIRP ofits repeaters "will not exceed 10 kW,"'! Sirius filed a response in which it estimated that the
maximum transmitter useful output poWI:!" would be "under one kilowatt" and that antenna sainI; "would

,
Establish,.,., 0/R~l•• and Poli"'''/0' tit. Digital Audio !W.dw Satellire Sc"vict in ,h, lJ 10-136Q MHE FfflIuency
Balld, t 1 FCC Red. 1, t8 (t99S),

Establish,.,., 0/Ral.. and Poli<:i../o, tit, Digual Audio Radio SaleW,. Strvico in th, 13JO-1360 MHz F""I"""">'
B<JtId. 12 FCC Rod. S7.54 (t997),

ld, at SB12, SB45.

Set Lett", from William Gun", to Rosol•• Cbiora, III Dod<l!'o. 95·9t (dated 1'"". t4. 1997).
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generally be between 15-28 dBi. ,,,, Neither licensee itICluded any infonnation on specific deployment
plans. Signlfkdntly, Ihe CtJmmlssitJll did 11tJI Issue" public 11mlce Or requesl further comment in IIgh/
of/hlf fupplement(J/ l11formallon,'

Two years later, in late 1999, the SDARS licensees submitted another tlmmbn.oil sketch ofthcir
planned repeater deployment. In its filing, X)\,l represented that its "standard" repeatCT would gencrnlly
have all EIRP 00 kW (1 kW for each of two carriers) and its "intermediate" repeater would operate
with an ElRP of5 kW.1 As for '1Jigh power" repeaters, XM stated that most of the 150 it planned to
deploy would have an EIRP ranging betw= 6 kW and 20 kW, while approximately 25 would have an
ErRP of20 kW to 40 kW.~ Sirius indicated that it would initially need repeaters operating at up to 40
kW EIRP at approximately 105 sites in me urban COreS of 46 cities, W This time, the Commission issued
a publie notice calling for comment On these supplemental submissions, 11

In response, BellSouth, Metricom, WorldCom, and the Wirdess Cable Association ("WCA'')
filed timely commenlS in early 2000, raising (among other issues) concerns about potential interference
to WCS transmitters. Thus, 01 IhefirJl requeslfor public comment after ,he SDARS lIcenues
submirr<:d lechnicdlinformllilon on Ihelr proposed terresrrlal systems, Ihe WCS eommunlty 'Illsed ils
Interference concerns. The SDARS licensees COWltercd with their own ca1culatiClns that purponed to
demClnstrate that systems in otlter parts of tile band would not suffer debilitating interference from out of
band emissions. They did llOl, however, address the issue ofblacketing interference. (See Section II,
below.) After the c!Clse of the CClmment cycle. WCA continued a dialogue ",ith.\.,\.f in an altempt to
explore and resolve interference ccmcems,

Unbeknown to WCA and the WCS licensees, while these discussions were ongCling and despite
the evide'llce ofpCltential interference submitted in the record throughout the spring, XM and Sirius
obtained experimental authoriutions that allowed them to test nationwide networb of high power
lerrestrial repeaten;, Because such experimental authoriulions are issued without public notice and
comment, and beeause both XM and Sirius ignored their obligation tCl file reports detailing their
activities, they were able to begin deplClying their high power networks without any Clversight or
accountability beginning late in the summer of2000.

•

•

Set Letter from Robert D. Bnobnan l<J Rosaloc Clu..... lB Dockot No. 95-9t • •1p. 5 (doled l'ov. ] 4. 1997).

Because there was no Inlernel oo<e.. l<J fil"'-i' " thot rime, th< <mly way a~ could !Ia"e known .bout tho,•
•ubmi"ions would ha,.. been l<J ..00 ",moone '" the Commi..ion tD "!>cct the docket OIl. ,epl", b..i>.

Su Supplemental Common" of XM Radio Inc.. lB Il<>del No. 95·9 t, App. A at p. 4 (<bled Dec. 17. 1999).

{d. ., p, S,

See Supplem<n..l Comm<nts ofSiriWl S.tdlil' Radio. IB Docket 1'0. 9S·9t, al p, J (do'O<! lID. t8, 2(00).

See Satellite Policy 8rtnch Inf""""tion, til Doo:ket No. 95-91 and GEN Docket Ko, 9O--)S7 (Wucd laD. 21, 2000).
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During the summer and fall of2000, WCA obtained information on only a few markets from
XM: - and what information it did get served to verify interference COncernS, In December 2000, WCA
filed an interference analysis in this docket. l:: Interested panics have actively engaged on the
interference issues ever since, For example, on January II, staff from the International, Wireless
Telecommunications, and Mass Media Bureaus and the Omce of Engineering and Technology hosted"
meeting at which representatives ofXM, Sirius, and a nwnber ofWCS licensees were encouraged to

explore potemial solutions to the intetference concerns that had been raised in the record. At that
meeting, XNf distributed a documentlhat purported to summarize its terrestrial repeater network as a
basis for negotiation, Anached hereto is a copy of thai document with annotations comparing the XM's
representations ofJanuary 11 against XM's STA request filed on July 12, 'This document demonstrates
that even six months ago the information provided to the Conunission and the WCS licensees waS (at
best) a less than accurate basis for devising rules, Only now, with the filing ofSTA requests, have the
SDARS licensees pro\'ided the kind of data necessary to fully asseSs the potential impact of their
terrestrial networks,

rl. BLA:-'KETL~'GI.WERFERENCE II' THE 2.3 Gllz BAND

As various WCS licensees have documented in this proceeding. ll the interference generated by
high powe, SDARS repeaters will create large exclusion zones "ithin which WCS openuors will~
effectively precluded from offering their services. This is not a problem caused by out of band
emissions; in fact, the SDARS licensees have proposed an Out ofband emission limit that AWS ~lieves

is sufficient - tiC> far as it goes. However, there is another type of interference - blanketing intetference,
or bl\lle force overload -that the proposed emission mask does not add~, Blanketing interference
,esult. when a very high power signal in one band overwhelm. lower JXlwer .ignals in nearby bands,
overloading the front end of the radio receivers in those other bands. This phenomenon is well
recognized, and the Commission routinely has adopted rules - for example, in the AM, FM, television,
and Public Mobile Servica (e,g" cellular. paging) -to address blanketing interference concerns,"

Ifth~ were any question whether blanketing interference is a concern in the 2.3 GHz band
(when: WCS and SDARS operate), the Commission definitively laid that issue to re.t over four years
ago, At that time, the Commission imposed the 2 kW limitation on fixed WCS operations precisely in
order to address the blanketing interference concerns ofMDS and ITFS licen= using spectrum the 2,1

"

"

"

Sa Uner from Poul J. Sin<letbnnd \I> Map1i< Roman Sal.., m Docket No. 95·91 (<Ioted 00<. 1S, 2(00)(analysi.
ofGeora' W, H.ner).

See. e'i" '" PO"'~ fl!ilJi. by AWS (dat,d April 30, 2001 and F.b. 20, 20(1) and aellSouth (<Iot«l May 1g, 2(01),
Ndh<:r x.\1 !lOr Sirius lw Jetiously ad<!rc..ed the brule fOfte overload i.sue< rai.sed by tbe WCS Iicons",., much
Ie.. attempted \I> refute the t<chnioal onal)'K" demomtrah"i tbe i""aet ofbl.ll1<etini interfere""e.

Sn 47 C.F.R. H 22.353, 7U8, 73.318, alld 73.685(d). Sn Dis<> A","oJ",,,,,, ofPo," iJ <>ItJo. O:!m",wiml', il.u1<:J
'0 Mo7'< Effecti""ly 11."01"" B"XUioost Bloo,.ti.g J.,erje.v.co, 11 FCC Rod, 4750 (I996)(per.d~ J\l'RM).
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GHz and 2,5 GHz bands, The Commission adopted a 2 kW limitation in ~ognition of the norms in this
pan ofthe band - a nonn that ~v~n th~ SOARS lic~nsees recognize."

This proceeding presents a mirror irnageoflhe interference issues facM by the Commission
when it established the service rules for wes in 1997, In its initial report and order, the Commission
dee.lined to impose any power limits on wes operators to protect other services operating in nearby
speclnlm, L~ At that time, the Commission eoncluded that the record before it _ which eoosi!ued solely
ofa late filed e:t parle comment by a single MDSIITFS operator- was ineomplete and insufficient to
demonstrate that the operation ofWCS facilities would harm the !l.IDS and ITFS services in light of (1)
the impending conversion to digital downeonverters tbat are less susceptible \0 overload, and (2) the
uncertainty over ~)<actly what services wes licensees would choose to provide.

Less than two months later, bowever, the Commission adopted an order on reconsideration in
which it imposed a 2 ~w EIRP limitation on wes operators precisely in order 10 address blanketing
interference concerns raised by th~ MDSIITFS community.!1 During the ~onsideration period, the
parties submitted additional technical analyses of the interference issues. Based upon this fuller r<:>cord,
the Commission detennined tbat a 2 kW limitation WII.'; appropriate b<:>cause (I) 2 kW is th~ =imum
ElRP allowable for MDS and ITFS services and is comparable to the ma"imum for broadband PCS, (2)
....ireless cable service such as that provided over MDSIITFS systems was a pennissible use for wes
spectrum, and (3) setting mSl<imum po,,'er limits on WCS operations would provide MDSIITFS
C(juipment manufacturers and service providers with the necessary certainty to enable them to design
and purchase mOre tobust receiving installations, including beller designed downconverters." The
Commission concluded tbat!hii approach would encourage MDSIITFS operators to deploy upgraded
C(juipment in the future that "will not U<Juire undue power restrictions on users ofnearby spectrum.""
In other words, given tbat 2 ~w EIRP was the nonn in this band, the Commission did nOI consider it to
be an "undue restriction" on WCS operationi.

The parallels with the instanl proceeding are striking. The SDARS spe<:trum sits in the middle of
the WCS band, so there is no argument to be made that the propagation characteristici oftbe tv.·o

"

"

sa, eo/l" un", frOTll B"". D. Jaeobo to M.gaIi. ROmlIl SJI.s, dated April H, 2001... p. 2 (re«>gnizini: 2 kW as
.. po".-.r 1.,..1 thot i> """"Ietoly standard ill this part of the 't'«wm1.

Set Amend","", of,h. c"m",u>itm', Rula I() Blab/ish Pan 27, tM Wir-den Cc"""U"lcaUOIU Suvle<. 12 FCC
Red. 10185. 10863 (l9-9?X-Wei" Ord" '1.

Su A.mendme"' of'M Ccmminitm', R.les I() BI()~lish Pan 27. the Winl.... eo"""""lcaliolU Suviu, 12 FCC
Red. 3977 (19-97rWa- R"""" Ord"'-).

[d... 3983·84,

[d." 3984
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services will be ditTerenl.2~ Thus, ifWeS operations needed to be limiled to no more than 2 kW E1R.P
in order to protect MDSIITFS operators from blanketing inlerference in the 2.1 and 2.5 GHz bands, the
same mils/be trne with respect to SOARS operalions. The fac1lhat lhe SOARS band is situated in lhe
middle oflbe WCS band exposes wes operations to a far greater potential for blanketing inlerference
than lhat polentially created by WCS services for MDSIITFS operalions located 150 MHz Or more away
in the band. There is no principled basis - nor any technical basi. in Ille record - for arriving al any
conclusion in thi. proceeding that is al odds Wilh the conclusion reached just four years ago in lhe wes
proceeding: thai operalions in Ille 2.3 GHz band should be limited Eo 2 kW in order to protecl users of
nearby spectrnm from blanketing interference.

Anolher aspe<:t oflbe wes orders funher demonstrates this point. SOARS is among the
services that WCS openllors lU"<' authorized to provide - including the use of complimentary terrestrial
r~aters.ll IfWeS spectrum is used for SOARS services. however, '"those ser\~ces will be governed
by lhe salellile OARS regulations CwTenlly under development in lB Docket No, 95_91,.,22 Those rules
would necessarily include rules on terreslrial repealers. Accordingly, if the Commission were to
authorize SOARS r~aters to operate at more than 2 I:W EIRP and a WCS licensee were to choose to
provide SOARS service, il would also be aUlhorized to operate terrestrial transmitters al more !han 2 kW
ElRP. Even ignoring lhe impacl on other WCS operalors, such a result would clearly conlravene the
Commission's conclusion that power level. in the wes band should be maintained below lhe 2 kW
level in order to protect MOS!JTFS. Such a re:rull would be illogical, arbilrary, and capricious.

UI, SDARS EXPERlMI:.."ITALAUTHORIZAT10NS

The Commission has noted instances in which its processes '"have been abused by companies
anempling 10 establish commercial businesses under the guise ofexperimenUlllicenses.'''' Both
SOARS licensees have been granted blan.ket experimental authorizations (without an opportunity for
public notice and comment) under which lhey can lest high powertepeaters nalionwide. Testing of
equipment developed in a new radio service is not unusual. What is unusual is for lhe an experimenUlI
licensee to deploy stations intended to be used for pmnanent, commercial operalions under the guise of
..experimentation."

If lheir recenl requests for spec;altemporary authorization are any indicarion, XM and Sirius
used their experimental aUlhorizalions to all but complete the build-out of Ille high power repeater

" SOARS is auLl>oriIed;" the 2321).234, MHz band, ...hile WCS is authOli=l immedia<ely &djaoeul in the 2305·2320
MH. at><! 2345-2360 MH. band<,

wcs Or''', 12 rcc Red, at 10797, tOSOOn.70.

rd. at t0846.

).m<ndm<n, ojPart 5 ojth< Q""mw"," 's R.r.. '0 11.",,,. rb< Exp<ri"'."'al Rad", Sirvi« RtplmlOlU, 1t FCC
Red, 201m, 2Ol36 (1996),
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nelworks Ihey propose 10 use fOI commercial service. Along the way, neither filed with the Commission
any information detailing their deployment activities - as they are required to do under their blanket
nationwide aUlhorizations."

The Commission Cannot allow the SOARS licensees to leverage their "experimental" activities
inoo de/aclO commercial operations. The Commission's rules Slale that an applicant for an experimental
license "accepts the license with lhe express understanding: (a) that the authorily 10 use the froquency or
frequencies assigned is granted upon an experimental basis only and does nOI confer any righlto
conduct an activity of a continlling nature; andJb) that said grant is sllbjecl to change or cancellation by
the Commission at any time without hearing:'

Accordingly, to the extent the SDARS licensees have deployed high power repealers to date,
they ha"e done so explicitly at their own risk and with no reasonable expectation of continued use.
Moreover, the buiJd-oul of high power repeaters was initiated several momhs after the WCS licensees
had clearly made their interference concerns known in response to the supplemental filings oflate 1999,
The Commission should feel no obligation to acquiesce in the conversion of experimental facilities to
commercial sen'ice. In fact, such acquiescence would undennine the Commission's experimental
licensing rules by essentially ratifying the abuse of itS processes that appears to be unfolding in this case.

IV. WCS EQUIP,\lI:ro.T IS PROP~Rl.\· DES1C,"ED A."D FCC A1'PIlOVED

Although the SDARS licensees have nOI presenled counter.analyses oflhe potential for
tllanketing interference, they have engaged in ad hominem attacks in which they anempllO blame WCS
re<.:eiver desi gil for any interference potentia1. l<i Specifically, both XM and Sirius have allegcd that
WCS equipment is unduly susceptible to interference from SDARS repeaters because il is designe<J"IO
tune to the entire 2305-2360 MHz band, covering both the WCS and the OARS band, and has nO

See, t,g" Amend"""r ofh" J oflAt. CCmm6'sioo " Rui'" ro Revise ,h. Experiment,,1 RaJ,,, Service Regular;""" 13
FCC Red, 21391, <1394 (l998)(hoId,rs ofbWlk.t exptrime11~lice"'e' .n: required 10 ".".,tifY [lb. FCC) oflbt
op«ific detail, of..ch indJVi<luo1 ..pcrimen~ ir>::ludi"ll loc."on, number ofw.e and mobil' units. paWCT, emU,i""
deoiin&tor, and my otlK:r pcrtin<nt t""hnk.l infunnotion not opecified by the b1onk<t Ik.....;.

•

See 47 C-FK i 5.83. See ,,/sa ;d. 11 !! S.I (generolly limitiIllexperi"""rol licellSt. 10 lestin&, teSCarcb,
cxperirntnatkm, and d<monsrrotion). 5.S (d<fLnlnl "experimtntol ...'ion" os ooe "utiliz~"dio wayel in
cxpcrimonlS ...:ith • view to the dC\'etopmcn' ofleimoe m t""bniquej,

l1>e SDARS lice,..... ha"e .ho quibbled with the me"ic "'ed '0 e't>.bti,h hartnfuI interference, argui"i that • 1dB
riu On the noise II"", i, no'''' .ppropri.te Ih:eohold. Howe,..:r. ,hoI". w<1l n:c0i"ized thre.hold and in W:t .....
",cd hy:rbe Commi"ion in eyu""'tong potentio.l in"'feren<t from prop<>&e<\ WCS openodon, iDIO SDARS
""oatio,.., Sa WCS R«o" 0rikT, 12 FCC Red. ot 3992, Sual", 47 C.F.R. t 101 1O~(b) (requiring thai {or Pan
101 service., adjacent clwlnel inlafen:nce "rrwst be S!>Cb thallhe interfering 'il""l doea nm produce "."e than 1.0
dB dcp.dotion ofib< pa;:'icallhtcshold of the prooected receiver;: W.tson, Rohc:rt E" "Recti,·", Dynamic
Range," at p. 3 ("...ilabl••r-v",w. wj.c<>mfpdfiteclu>oleoiRec_dl'"J.ngel.pdl).
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filtering to eliminate OARS lI"ansmissions in the 2320-2345 MHz band."ll As AWS has explained, this
asstrtion is c1eacly erroneous."

The WCS equipment currently being deployed by AWS provides two-way services. In order 10
do so, lhe base station trnnsmils and the CUSlomer unit m:eives in one block ofWCS spectrum, while Ihe
base station re<:eives and the customer unil trnnsmits in a paiIcl block of WCS spe<:trum. This is the
standard design for lwo-way wireless syslems, and is essentially an updating and upbanding of
equipmenl used in the Personal Communicalions Service. Accordingly, neither lhe base station nor the
customer unil receivers tune over any portion oflhe SDARS band. Moreover, AWS' WCS equipment is
designed with significanl filtering thaI allows it to lolerate unwanled signals from lhe SDARS (and
other) bands -just not at a power many limes ils 0"".

At the time lhe Commission authorized the WCS service, it recognized thaI equipmenl would
have to be designed to "meel technical standards higher than those used for similar putpOses on
comparable bands, and therefore may be mOre coslly.''"1 Nonetheless, WCS operalOrs such as AWS
have successfully met this cballenge ~afaC1 ronjirmed by the gram oftype cerr!flCa/;on by the
Commission after rigorO"s r.....iew ofA WS' WCS equipment design. 30 By conlrast. the Commission has
n.....er had an opportunily 10 perform a similar analysis of the technical merits ofSDARS repeater
equipment - including. for example, its out ofband emissions and ils compliance with the guidelines for
human exposure to radiarion. 'l

Of course. ifsize and price were no limitation, theoretically it is true that a radio cauld be designed to
tolerate virtually any level ofbrnle force overload. However, two equipment manufactures have
submitted comments in this proceeding thaI deDlOnSlrale that bnilding sucb a recei\'er is neither practical
nor C<'onomic for WCS operators in this case. For example, BeamReach Networks has estimated that
the price of a filter that could completely allenuale the high power SDARS signal would be
approximately $1500 in high volumes and that such a filler would weigh wee pounds. Alternatively, a
less cosIly filter could be used that (in combination with the additional power required) would add
approximately $70 to the price ofWCS equipmenl, bUI would nol be capable ofoperating with an

Set Letter from Bl'Il<:' D. J,cob. to Magali' Roman S>o.lll, <1a«d April 25, 20lll. at p. I; un" from Drl R-- Fronk to M'g.lle
Roman S.I.., dal<d April 23. 2001, al p. 2 ...4,

•
•
•

"

Su Letter from Willi"", M. Wiltsliir< to M'll.l;' Roman Sal.., dated ~l'y to. 2001.

wcs Order, 12 FCC Rod, at 10798,

&< FCC Identifier. 0F2WCSR30 Ill<! OF2FWBASEI SWCS.

!in generally OET Bulletin M. S.ti.fying lhes<: uquirom<nts for bigb pow", opentions ill urban ...... ("",h ... the:
SDARS repeatero) """Id oe<m to be partiC'lll.orly llI¥>lU.Ill.
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exclu~ion lOne of I to 2 miles around a high po""er repeater.)! Similarly, Spike Broadband Syslems
estimates lhal the filter needed to shield against overload from a high po""er SDARS repeater ""ould add
an incremental co~t of approximately S1500 pet transceiver (nor including the cost ofdevelopment) and
would need approximately 12 inches by 12 inches by 6 inchcs at both the base station and subscriber
locatie>ns. lJ Because A WS is deple>ying a Il.'idesp«,ad consumer service, the cost and size implications
of these theoretical filters rendet them impractical.

• • •

We he>pe that this information ""ill be e>f assistance to you in resolving the pending SDARS
rulemaking.

W, am M. Wiltshire
Karen L. Gulick

Don Abelson
Sam Feder
Bruce Franca
David Furth
Julius Knapp
Adam Krinsky
JaneMago
Paul Margie
Ron Netro
Ron Repasi
Peter Tenhula
Brain Tramont
David Solomon

Set Letter from Rao:l.aIl Scb",-..rt% to Maialie Romao s.aJ", dato<! May 30, 20CH, ot pp. 4-6.

Me Letter f,om Tom ",,,,gin< to Mop.lie RoIfWl Sa"", daled May 23, 200t, >t P1'. 2·3



AlTACH;.tENT _ Xl\I'~ REPEATER PLANS

NOIe: S,alldard lexl is Xl>! 's January 11. 2001 wrillen represelllalion. Bold lexl reflecrs
XU's July J2. 2001 STA requesl.

A. ISO repeaters nationwide >2 kW

a, According to Applicalion for STA. there are 778 repealers nationwide
abu"e 2 kW,

B. Only 25 of these TI:peaters operate al greater than 20 kW (and many of these IlSC

directional antennas)

a. Thc,'c are 37 repealcrs o!M'ratinl: above 20 kW.

C. The maximum puwer ofany repeater is 31.7 kW.

a. Thereare 26 repeaters operating abo"e 31.7 kW, ranging np to 40
kW,

D, Only 3 cities with n,ore than 3 repealers >2 kW.

a. Of the 61 cities lisled, 49 ha"e more than lhree repeaters operating
abo"e 2 kW,

t, Boston (30)

a, There are 66 Boston repealers nperatlng abo,'e 2kW.

1. Repeaters are allow elevations; combined with unusual
terrain, this produces substantial attenuation at street level
(nothing >.25 dbm)

2, Only 1. of the Bcston repeaters operate with greater than 12
kW, and those are both directional.

a. There Ire J4 Roston repeaters that uperate at
greater lhlln 12 k\\'.

u. New York (20) (metro area covers at least 5K square miles)

1I. There are 22 New York repealers operating above 2I.:W,

iiL Chicago (4) (includes Milwaukee)

l. Chicagualonc has 28 rcpealCrs operaling above 2 tW,

2. !\liJwauk~ is listed separately and has 5 repealers
operaTiog abo"e 2 kW.


