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Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: E911 Interim Report
Nevada Wireless, LLC

Dear Ms. Dortch:

(202) 828-9471
lsachs@fcclaw.com

Nevada Wireless, LLC ("Nevada Wireless" or "Company"), by its attorneys, provides the
following Interim Report on the status of the Company's compliance with the Federal
Communications Commission ("FCC" or "Commission") rules regarding wireless Enhanced

911. Nevada Wireless is a Tier III carrier and is submitting the following information in
compliance with the Order to Stay adopted on July 26, 2002 1 and the June 30, 2003 Public
Notice providing guidance regarding the substance of and filing procedures for the Interim
Report. 2 For the reasons described infra, Nevada Wireless did not request and was not granted an
extension to comply with its E9ll requirements. Thus, it technically is not subject to the Interim
Report filing requirement. However, fur purposes of completeness, the Company wishes to
reconfirm its E9ll compliance status with the FCC.

I. BACKGROUND

In letters dated October 31, 2002 and February 4, 2003,3 the Company explained that it
was meeting its E9ll obligations by satisfying the alternative requirements of FCC Rule Section
20.l8(k), which states as follows:

I See Revision of the Commission '.I' Rules to Ensure Compatibility with Enhanced 911 Emergency Calling Systems.
CC Docket No. 94, 102, Order to Stay (reI. July 26, 2002) ("Stay Order").
2 Wireless Telecommunications Bureau Provides Further Guidance on Interim Report Filings by Small Sized
Carriers, Public Notice, DA 03-2113 (reI. June 30, 2003) ("Public Notice").
3 Copies of both letters are attached for the Commission's convenience.
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(k) Dispatch service. A service provider covered by this section who offers
dispatch service to customers may meet the requirements of this section with
respect to customers who utilize dispatch service either by complying with
the requirements set forth in paragraphs (b) through (e) of this section, or by
routing the customer's emergency calls through a dispatcher. If the service
provider chooses the latter alternative, it must make every reasonable effort
to explicitly notify its current and potential dispatch customers and their
users that they are not able to directly reach a PSAP by calling 911 and that,
in the event of an emergency, the dispatcher should be contacted.

Nevada Wireless advised the FCC in its letters that it was using Motorola's proprietary
Hannony technology to provide two-way digital communications to primarily industrial and
governmental entities with primary dispatch and ancillary interconnect requirements. It
explained that Harmony is described by Motorola as an 800 MHz integrated wireless system that
is a micro-digital derivative of the iDEN network operated by Nextel Communications, Inc. and
Southern LINe. The system was developed for the private, internal user market, not for
commercial operators, and has been deployed commercially by only two licensees in the country,
including Nevada Wireless. The limitatiuns un tht;; number of sites and subscriber units that can
be accommodated on the Harmony network, coupled with the very limited number of markets
that have sufficient 800 MHz spectrum under the control of a single licensee other than Nextel or
Southern LINC to support such a system, dictate that the commercial deployment of Harmony in
this country will be extremely limited.

The Company explained that it offers a business-to-business and government-to­
government communications solution. It markets the system to business, industrial and
governmental entities with a primary dispatch need, some of which also use the ancillary
interconnect capability. This market approach is dictated, in part, by the fact that the Harmony
system is functionally limited in the number of lines that can be used for interconnect
communications. The system relies on what is identified as a Multi-frequency (MF) or Primary
Rate Interface (PRI), rather than SS7 signaling, for its interface with the telephone network, an
interface commonly associated with private internal rather than commercial systems. Each te1co
T1 span can handle twenty-four (24) lines and the Harmony switch can accommodate only four
(4) te1co or voice mail spans. Typically, one (1) span is used for voice mail leaving only
seventy-two (72) interconnect lines available on a Harmony network at any time. This network
design deliberately favors dispatch over interconnect transmissions; interconnect capability is
capped even if dispatch capacity is available at a particular moment. The great majority of
capacity is reserved for dispatch service because that is deemed the priority function for the users
un a Harmuny Systt;;IIl. In fact, the subscriber capacity model provided to the Company by
Motorola is based on an assumption that sixty percent (60%) of the subscribers will use both the
dispatch and interconnect features, while forty percent (40%) will use dispatch only. None were
expected to use interconnection only.4 Those assumptions have proved accurate.

4 Entities with a primary or exclusive need for mobile phone service are better served on a cellular-like system,
whether iDEN, cellular or PCS, and are so advised by the Company.
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Nevada Wireless has advised the Commission that it does not market its system to
consumers, but to those segments of the business and governmental communities with a
requirement for fleet-wide dispatch communications, often referred to as "group call". In fact,
all of the Company's customers have radios with dispatch capability, while a much smaller
percentage have activated the interconnect feature. Because Nevada Wireless' customer base is
fully dispatch-capable, it has elected to meet its E911 requirements in accordance with the
dispatch alternative detailed in FCC Rule Section 20. 18(k) cited supra. It is precisely the type of
system for which this alternative approach was intended:

In adopting this definition of "covered" service, we note that some "covered"
SMR providers that utilize in-network switching and provide seamless handoff
may also provide their customers with dispatch capability. We agree with Geotek
and Nextel that in such instances, customers' emergency needs may be as well
served by the dispatcher as by providing 911 dialing access. We therefore
conclude that "covered" SMR systems th::lt offer disp::ltch services to cllstomers
may meet their E911 obligations to their dispatch customers either by providing
customers with direct capability for E911 purposes, or alternatively, by routing
dispatch customer emergency calls through a dispatcher. 5

II. INTERIM REPORT

A. The number of Phase I and Phase II requests from PSAPs (including those
the carrier may consider invalid):

Nevada Wireless has received only a single Phase I request which came jointly
from the three PSAPs serving Washoe County, NV. The Company has explained the
unique characteristics of the Harmony system and the customer base It IS servmg to that
PSAP, as well as the explicit notification provided to the Company's customers to contact
their dispatcher in the event of an emergency. It also has notified the PSAPs that it is
able to deliver E911 calls, albeit without any caller location information, but has been
advised that the PSAPs are not currently capable of accepting Phase I calls. Nevada
Wireless has received no Phase II requests from a PSAP.

B. The carrier's specific technology choice (i.e., network-based or handset-
based soilltion as well as the type oftechnolo2Y lIsed)'

As described supra, the Company has deployed Motorola's Harmony technology.
It arguably has a handset-based E911 solution since customers are instructed to contact
their dispatcher in the event of an emergency.

C. Status on ordering and/or installing necessary network equipment:

5 CC Docket No. 94-101, Memorandum Opinion and Order. 12 FCC Rcd 22665 at ~ 79 (1997).
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Nevada Wireless' system is fully capable of meeting the requirements of FCC
Rule Section 20.18(k) at this time.

D. If the carrier is pursuing a handset-based solution, the Report must also
include information on whether ALI-capable handsets are now available, and
whether the carrier has obtained ALI-capable handsets or has agreements in place
to obtain these handsets:

See above.

E. The estimated date on which Phase II service will first be available in the
carrier's network:

See above.

F. Information on whether the carrier is on schedule to meet the ultimate
implementation date of December 11 200';'

As described supra, Nevada Wireless already has met its obligations under FCC
Rule Section 20.18(k).

Kindly refer any questions or correspondence regarding this matter to the
umkrsigm:J.

Attachments

ttomey for Nevada Wireless, LLC
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VIA HAND DELIVERY AND E-MAIL
Mr. Lawrence Clance
Federal Communications Commission
Enforcement Bureau
Technical and Public Safety Division
445 12 th Street, S.W., Rm. 7A-721
Washington, DC 20554

RECEIVED

NOV - 5 2002

"WWAL COMMUNICATIONS COM~

:)fFlCF. or THE SECRETARY

RE: Clarification of Compliance with E911 Rules
Nevada Wireless, LLC

Dear Mr. Clance:

Enclosed please tlnd Attachment A which we inadvertently neglected to include with our
October 31,2002 correspondence filed on behalf of Nevada Wireless regarding compliance with
FCC rules governing E9l1 Phase 11 requirements (also enclosed).

We apologize for any confusion or inconvenience this omission may have caused.

cc: Barry J. Ohlson, Chict~ Policy ision, Wireless Telecommunications Bureau (via e-mail)
Jared Carlson, Deputy Chief, Policy Division, WIB (via e-mail)
Cregory W. (Juice, Attorney Advisor, Policy Division, WIg (via-e-mail)
.Iamcs D. Boyer, Ncvada Wireless, LLC (via facsimile)



Nevada Wireless May 2002 Traffic Totals

98461 Totallnterconnact Calls
202593 Total Dispatch Calls

65 Total 911 calls

NAvada Wireless June 2002 Traffic Totals

113,692 Total Interconnect Calls
228,604 Total Dispatch Calls

153 Total 911 call5

Nevada Wireless July 2002 Traffic Totals

. 91,881 Total Interconnect Calls
188,796 Total Dispatch Calls

93 Total 911 calls

.-M~'yada...MVjr.eless August 2002 T.raf!~c.=I2tals

84742 Total Interconnect Calls
115414 Iotal Dispatch Calls
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RE: Clarification of Compliance with E911 Rules
Nevada Wireless, LLC

Dear Mr. Clance:

On behalf of Nevada Wireless, LLC ('"Nevada" or "Company"), we wish to supplement and
clarify the Company's August 20, 2002 response to your July 30, 2002 letter inquiring into the status
of Nevada's compliance with the Federal Communications Commission ("FCC" or "Commission")
rules governing Enhanced 911 ("E911") Phase II requirements, as codified in Section 20.18 of the
FCC Rules. 1 The FCC's inquiry related to the Harmony Wireless Communication System™

("Harmony" or the "System") initially deployed by the Company in Reno, NV The Company's
original report to the Commission in 2001 and its more recent letter indicated that Nevada intended
to implement a handset-based location solution. Nevada advised the Commission of that intention
based on extensive discussions with Motorola, Inc., the manufacturer ofthe Company's proprietary
technology hardware and switch.

More recently, Nevada has become incrcaslIlgly concerned that neIther Motorola nor any
third paliy supplier would be able to cost-justify development of an E91l network or handset
solution for HamlOny that confornls to the Phase II requirements or FCC Rule Section 20.18 (b) ­
(h). As described more fully below, Harmony is a niche technology with a minuscule commercial
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deployment that is unable to take advantage of the developments in E911 capabilities developed for
the more widely used cellular, pes and even iDEN platforms.

Therefore, as detailed below, and after continued investigation into the E911 options
available to it, Nevada has determined that it instead will meet its E911 obligations on its 800 MHz
Specialized Mobile Radio (SMR) system by routing any customer emergency calls through a
dispatcher as provided in FCC Rule Section 20.18(k).' In accordance with the FCC's rules and as
described more fully below, the Company will make every reasonable effort to notify current and
potential dispatch customers explicitly that, in the event 0 f an emergency, the dispatcher should be
contacted.

I . HARMONY SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

A. The Harmony System Fills a Unique Niche by Providing a Low Tier, Digital
Dispatch Option for Business and Governmental Users in Relatively Small,
Geographically Discrete Markets.

The Company has deployed its first Harmony system in Reno, NY. Hannony is described
by Motorola as a digital integrated wireless system offering the core voice communication
capabilities of dispatch a~d telephone interconnect services. As the Commission is aware, Motorola
developed the digital ibEN platform that is Llsed throughollt much of the country hy Ncxtcl

Communications, Inc. ('"Ncxtel") and Nextel Partners, Inc. CNPI"). Those companies provide a
sophisticated menu of services including cellular voice communications, short messaging, Internet
aeeeSB, data tnmsmiBsion and Direct Connect""', a digital two-way radio feature that pcnllits direct

communications between designated subscribers. By contrast, the Harmony system is a small
business, micro-digital derivative of i DEN that currently operates only in the 800 MHz band
regulated under Subpart S 01 Part lJU 01 the f'lT Kules. \ Unhke the IlJlc:N network which utilizes
a Nortel switch, the Harmony switch is a Motorola product. The Hannony technology is in its first
generation. It clmently will support only up to sixteen transmitter sites and five thousand (5,000)

subscriber units when and if it reaches full capacity,l However, although hoth the switch and the

47 C.F.R. §20, l8(k)

Sec 47 C.F,R. § 9().(,OI e{ seq. [-ike iDEN, l-IamlOny is a proprietary technology.
NlutUf()]a is :\cvada '5 sole equipment source for its s\vitch, its repeaters and its customers' units,

\Jot"mb has cOl1ll1littlx! to future sottware re\cases which will pem1it the system \0

Illcrl~asc lIs capacity \\ith up to as tIlany as I'orty-cighl sites and ten thousand subscribers. f!O\VCVCL

\hcsl' ligmcs Illav pn)\L' up11lll1StIC. "'il'vada's l1ludel1l1g ur crLlIlg usage indIcatcs lhe Systelll l1la\
L'VPl'lll'lll'C ,[ qll:lil1\ ll! SLT\ 1l'l' Illllll:lllUl1 :It k\\Cl than ll:ll lI1l111Salllll'lIstol11er Uilils l'\L'n \\1\11 a
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repeater software arc different than iDEN, the Harmony customer units were developed for use on
the iDEN network.'

Harmony systems, including the Company's, are dwarfed by even most relatively small
cellular and pes operators. In fact, the product was developed, not for commercial operators, but
for the private, internal customer, the manufacturing facility, utility, or construction company with

a primary need for dispatch communications, but with a large enough fleet and a sufficiently
extensive communications requirement to justify investing in a digital network with interconnect
capability and other enhanced features. It is the Company's understanding that Motorola has sold
a number of Hannony systems for this type of private. internal communications and that such
operations arc the targeted marketplace for the technology.

To the best of its kno\vledgc, Nevada is only one of two operators in North America that has

deployed the Ham10ny system in a commercial environment. i
' The limited commercial application

of tIllS product is directly related to the highly successful deployment of the iDEN network
throughout much of the United States. In the Company's opinion, it is not technically or
economically teasible to invest in the digital capability of the Hannony system unless the operator
controls at least sixty 800 MHz channels in a geographically delimited area with a population core

in the two to four hundred thousand range, plus surrounding, geographically dispersed communities.
Because the vast majority of 800 MHz commercial channels (as well as many non-commercial

channels) have been atquired by Nextel or NPI for use in their iDEN networks. there are only a
limited number of markets, and no major markets, in the nation that satisfy both the spectrum
availability and population criteria.!

signi ficant preponderance of dispatch, rather than mobile telephone, traffic.

Although all Harmony handscts also arc capable of operating on the iDEN network.
their capahilities arc limited to those that arc consistent with the more limited Harmony switch.
Moreover. although the same repeaters arc lIsed in hoth the iDEN and Harmony systems, the
sol1ware is entIrely di fferenL retlecting the consumer-oriented, interconnection focus of the former
versus the buslIless-oriented dispatch focus of the latter. It is Nevada's understanding that the P) 11­
capable handsets bell1g developed lor deployment on the NexteliN1J

[ network will not be able to be

llsed on a HamlO11Y system hecause of these fundamental differences in the two networks.

lhe oll1\:r C0l1111H.Tclal Harmony licensee, Airtel Wireless LLC, operates in a Ccw of

the morc poplliated markcts in M()llt~l!1a.

"\e\ ad~l participated III Auction Nosq and 4~ and acquired S()() I\HI/ LA licenses

\\ Itil \ll\Cl.l~L' lllclllllillher ofrclatlvclv rural markets In i\icvada. (';I!J!(lrllla. New Mexico, ArilOlla.
Id:t1H\ \illiILiII.L \\,I:->hill\.'IOll ;Illd .\Liska. II illtcnds III huIld ! LlIlllllI1V sVStClllS in COllllllllllltlcS
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Nevada elected to implement Harmony first in the Reno, Nevada marketS because the

Company's decades-long two-way radio experience in that area supported a determination that its
prospective customers would benefit from the system's integrated digital dispatch/interconnection
capability." Harmony offers a business-to-business and government-to-government communIcations
solution. III The Company focuses on smaller business, industrial and governmental radio dispatch
users, some of which have an ancillary need for interconnection. I I The Company does not market
to individual subscribers and has none on its System, All of its customers have dispatch fleets of
various sizes and configurations and every unit on the System is dispatch-enabled. The average fleet
on the System has eighteen units; the majority operate twenty-five to thirty tmits Dispatch messages

generally are between a dispatcher at a fixed control location and one or more units within the neet
as directions and other business directives are exchanged among employees. Typically, the owner
or managers of such fleets may elect lhe illlerCUIlIlt::cluptiull while limiting the rest of the dl-jvel-s in
the fleet to dispatch-only mode. It even is not uncommon for customers to rely on this type of
system for their more abbreviated business communications while using iDEN or a cellular or PCS
system for personal or lengthier calls.

meeting these criteria. That plan will need to be revisited should the FCC determine that the system

does not satisfy the requirements of FCC Rule Section 20.18(k).

The Company's Reno system is Motorola's first commercial application ofHannony.

Nevada's System was the first commercial Harmony launch in the United States and
weIll live wilh Betd ~urtware in December, 2001. [)eeausc the sortware still is in test mode, the

System has not yet heen "accepted" for commercial use by Ncvada.

III C'11rrcntly~ SYStCll1 CllstOJllCrS include ;'1 Inix of state and local governmental cntitlcs~

school districts, US. governmental entities, a range of commercial businesses such as ski resorts,
construction companies, and service-related compal1les, disaster relief organizations with more than
t\NO hundred units ll1 operation, as well as cCliain local Indian Colonies. For example, thc Reno

Sparks Indian Colony uses the System as its prImary means of communications for its police, tire,
lit ill ty and ot her governmental operations.

Consolidating the needs of many small users on a single, technologically advanced
s\skm has the addllional henetll ofheing highly spectrtllll dllClent. ,)"cc, !'lIhlic NO(iCl', Spectrulll
Polic\ lask Force Seeks Public ('olllment on Issues Related to ('olllmission's Spectrum Policies,
D.\ 112 1, \ I (rd .Iulle (1. 2()()2L



Mr. Lawrence Clance
Octoher 3 1. 2002
Page 5

B. The Harmony System is Designed with Dispatch as its Priority Function.

The ancillary nature of interconnectIOn on a Hannony System IS dIctated by a number of
factors. First, the Harmony switch does not provide the full functionality of switches used in the
iDEN network or, tu the best uf the Company's knowledge, in any cellular or PCS systems. For
example, it does not offer a number of advanced features routinely available on other Commercial
Mobile Radio Service (CMRS) systems such as roaming, call waiting, 3-way calling or wireless
Internet. Those who expect their cellular telephones to function essentially like a landline instrument
likely would not be satisfied with the capabilities of the Harmony System and are not among the
businesses in Nevada Wireless' customer base.

Second, because dispatch communications are primary, a Harmony system is functionally
limited in the number of lines that can be used for interconnect communications. The system relies

on what 1S identified as a Multi-frequency (MF) or Primary Rate Interface (PRI), rather than SS7
signaling, for its interface with the telephone network, <ill interface commonly associated with private
inteIlldl rather thaH commercial systems. Each telco '1'1 span can handle twenty-four (24) lines and
the Harmony switch can accommodate only four (4) teleo or voice mail spans. Typically, one (I)
span is llsed for voice maillcaving only seventy-two (72) interconnect lines available on a Hamlony
network at any time. This network design deliberately favors dispatch over interconnect
transmissions; interconnect capability is capped even if dispatch capacity is available at a particular
moment. The great majority of capacity is reserved for dispatch service because that is deemed the
priority function for the customers on a Harmony System. fn fact, the subscriber capacity model
provided to the Company by Motorola is based on an assumption that sixty percent (60%) of the
subscribers wil1 use both the dispatch and interconnect features, \vhile forty percent (iJO%) will usc

dispatch only," That assumption has proved accurate.

IlistorIcallv, somdhlllg less than half or the transmissions on the Svstem arc
InkIT\1l1!1Ccted calls. Scc,\tldchmcnt .\.
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II. NEVADA INTENDS TO SATISFY ITS E911 OBLIGATIONS IN ACCORDANCE
WITH TilE SECTION 20.18(k) CRITERIA ESTABLISHED FOR COVERED
CARRIERS PROVIDING DISPATCH SERVICE.

A. The Rules Provide an Alternative E911 Approach for Covered Carriers Providing
Dispatch Service.

The Company recognizes the importance ofproviding wireless as well as wireline users with
the ability to deliver messages relating to emergency situations to an appropriate individual. The
Commission's wireless E911 rules are intended to create that capability by enabling mobile

telephone subscribers to have such calls delivered to a local Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP)

along with the caller's call-back number and the unit's physical location with a high degree of
accunlcy.1 \

The FCC already has determined that not all CMRS systems should be subject to the full
panoply of E911 requirements. It recognized as early as the first Order in that proceeding that the
public mterest did not require all for-profit systems with interconnection capability to assume E911
obligations. The Commission instead decided that the requirements should be applicable to cellular
and hroadband PCS carriers, and to those interconnected SMR licensees that compete with them in
providing mobile telephone service to the public. II

The FCC's initial definition of "covered" versus non-covered SMRs, separating SMR
systems that were "covered" by the E91 I rules and those that were not, was revisited in a later
CUllIlIli~~ilJll Onler in lhc E9l I proceeding. IS On reconsideration, the FCC reaffirmed that ·· ... a

distinction was warranted between SMR providers that will compete directly with cellular and PCS
providers, and SMR providers that offer mainly dispatch services in a localized non-cellular system
configuratIon"'" It agreed that " ... the 'covered SMR' ddinition should be narrowed to include only
those systems that will directly compete with cellular and pes in providing comparable public

Report and Order IIfld Further NotICe oj'Proposed RlIlcmuking, CC Docket No. 94­
IllI. ! i FCC Red US{)7{) (j()(j6).

\!,'1II0/"(1I11/1IIf1 ()!)ifllO/1 IIlId ()n/i'r, ('C Docket No. ()4-l () 1, 12 FCC Red 22(,()'\

(I ()()7) atWTI it) SO ("VIO&O").
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mobile interconnected service."ll It thus adopted the current definition of a covered carrier l8 that
identifies in-network switching capability as the "best indicator" of an SMR licensees' ability to

compete wIth cellular and broadband PCS.

However, in Lhal same Order, the FCC expressly acknowledged a fundamental distinction
between cellular phone systems in which a subscriber communicates exclusively with other wireless
handsets or wireline telephone instruments and "covered carrier" systems that also provide dispatch
capahility, and recognized an alternative method for handling emergency calls on systems with the
latter:

In adopting this definition of "covered" service, we note that some "covered" SMR
providers that utilize in-network switching and provide seamless handoff may also
provide their customers "vith dispatch capability. Wc agree with Geotek and Ncxtcl

that in such 1l1stances, customers' emergency needs may be as well served by the
dispatcher as by providing 911 dialing access. We therefore conclude that "covered"
SMR systems that offer dispatch services to customers may meet their E91 I
obligations to their dispatch customers either by providing customers with direct
capability for E911 purposes, or alternatively, by routing dispatch customer
emergency calls through a dispatcher. I

"

This Commission decision is reflected in FCC Rule Section 2(L 1R (k) whi"h st;Jtes the
following:

Dispatch service. A service providcr covered by this section who offers dispatch

service to customers may meet the requirements of this section with respect to
customers who utilize dispatch service either by complying with the requirements set
fonh in paragraptls (b) through (e) or this section, or by routing the customer's
emergency calls through a dispatcher. II' the service provider chooses the latter
altematlve, it mllst make every reasonable effort to explicitly notify its current and
potential dispatch customers and their users that they are not able to directly reach
,I PS/\P by calling 911 and that, ill the event of an emergency, the dispatcher should
be contacted

It! at 'TI n.

!J al H"()
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A. All of Nevada's Customers Have Dispatch Capability; Their Emergency
Requirements Will be Satisfied in Accordance with the E911 Requirements of FCC
Rule Section 20.18(k}.

Nevada's System is precisely the type of system contemplated by this provision of the
Commission's rules. It has the in-network switching capability that the FCC identified as
presumptively indicative of an ability (and an intention) to compete directly with cellular and
broadband PCS, but is, at its core, a dispatch operation with ancillary interconnection. As detailed
above, the Harmony system has been designed with a dispatch priority. Every customer on the
System uses dispatch capability. None are individual subscribers: all untts operate as pan of a brE',er

dispatch neet and have the capability of communicating with other members of that fleet in an
emcrgcncy.

Moreover, the Commission's expectation that dispatch customers would continue to rely on

their dispatcher to transmit any emergency messages has been confirmed on the System. In addition
to quantifying the number of dispatch versus interconnect transmissions on Nevada's System tor the
months from May, 2002 through August, 2002, Attachment A also identifies the number of91lcalls
made by the Company's customers in those same months. The highest percentage of 911
transmissions in any given month was .045°1.). It is clear that, as the FCC anticipated, the
relationship between users and dispatchers means that, almost unifOimly, users communicate
emergency information hy calling their dispatchers, not by dialing 911. Fr(: Rille Section 20 18(k)

accurately reflects the practice of subscribers on dispatch systems, even those using networks such
as Nevada's Harmony System that meet the "covered carrier" definition,

Nevada will notify all current <md potential cllstomers that the dispatcher should be contacted
in the event of an emergency since the System will not be able to deliver geographically precise
location infomlation to a PSAP. Ihis notitlcation will be accomplIshed WIth an lllsert 111 bIllmg
statements, newsletters, disclosure prior to entering into service agreements, in-service-training, or
other means, and will not be a surprise to Nevada's system who view their service as providing
dispatch capability, not a cellular telephone service. In the highly unlikely event that an existing
customer expected Cull E9 11 capability and is not prepared to usc its dispatcher to relay emergency
nlCSS;IL~l'S Nevada will rclcasl~ thilt cllstomer from ;my cont ractll<ll oh ligat ion to rcmai 11 on the

SvstCI1l.

Ill. CONCLLSION

[he H '( , rules ad 11()\\ ledge the di ffLTel1ce hcl\\een the needs and practIces 0 r cllstolllers Oil

dispatch sYstems \LTSUS those ITCel\1l1g cellular servIn:. I 'nlcss the Commission adVIses liS to the
,'(ll1trarv \\ltllll\ rort\·li\\.~ \-1';) \lilvs ,)!rel:l:ipt ot'tll1s ktler. \\l~ \\tli <lSSUllle that the H'(' a~n:es that
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Nevada will satisfy the E911 obligations for its Hannony System by meeting the requirements of
FCC Rule Section 20.18(k) as described above.

Kindly refer any questions or correspondence regarding this matter to the undersigned.

Very truly yours,

cc: BaIT)' .I. Ohlson, Chicf~ Policy Division, Wirelcss Telecommunications Ourcau (via e-mail)

Jared Carlson, Deputy Chiet~ Policy Division, WTB (via e-mail)
Gregory W. Guice, Attorney Advisor, Policy Division, WTB (via-e-mail)
James D. Boyer, Nevada Wireless, LLC (via facsimile)
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RE: Further Supplement to
Clarification of Compliance with E911 Rules
Nevada Wireless. LLC

Dear Ms. Barton:

Following up on our meeting last Thursday, 1I1is leller will provide addiliollal iIJll)[lIldliur!
in respect to the October 31,2002 Clari fication or Compliance with E<)J I Rules ("'Clarification'")
filed by Nevada Wireless, LLC C':"Jcvada" or "Company"). We believe this supplemental data in
response to the FCC's further questions wIll realTInll that the Company s deCISion to satIsfy ItS

E911 obligations by routing dispatch customers' calls through a dispatcher, as provided for in
FCC Rule SectIon 20.18(k), is consistent with the Commission's requirements and protection 01'
the Company's customers' safety_

I. The Harmony netvyork operated by the Company \vas designed for use by largc industrial
customers with pnmary dispatch and ancillary interconnect requirements. Its scope and
capabIlIties reflect that heritage and are distinctly more limited than even small cellular
and pes systems designed to serve the consumer marketplace

a) '\e\ada currently operates its Harmony systcm in the Reno, \IV arca. The rollowing
cellular or pes operators alrceldy arc deployed in that murket: AT&T, Veri/on,

Cingular, T-\10bile, Nextel. Sprint PC'S, Western Wireless and Leap.

{he ('umpany is not Lltllliiar \vith the specific capabilities amI otTerings or each uf
these operators. but there arc certalI1 fundamcntal dirferences that clearly ditlerentlate
Its s"stem rrom those of consullllT-hased offerings. In additIon to the dl tTerences
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IdentIfied in the ClarIfication, one key distll1ctlon is the amount of spectrum available
to cae h. .\s the Coml11 ission IS :l\\ an.', each cellu lar operator is authorized for .10
\HI/ of contIguous spcctrum ovcr a defined geographic area. PCS licenses arc
a\\arded In 10 MII/ or .10 \1HI contiguous blocks, again throughout a specific market
area. Nc"tel has dcclared avcragc nationwIde ~no Mf-L' holdings of approximately

18.5 \rHI/ per market

By contrast, the Company is authori/ed t'or approximately J no gcncrally nUIl­

contIguous 25 kHz channels in Reno, or just 5 MHz. Moreover, unlike so-called
"broadhand C\rlRS" licensees that have the right to use all of theIr speetrulll
anywhere within their authorized markets, thc great majority of Nevada's channels
arc assigned on a sIte-specific hasis WIth scverely limited opportunities for frequency
reuse. As there is no realistic possibility of acquiring additional capacity because of
\iextel's dominant S(JO MHz market position, the Company's spectrum position IS
capped.

These spectrum constraints arc a significant defining t~lctor in the potential scale and
scope of the Company's service. Even if It wished to serve the consumer mohile
phone market, which IS not its targeted cllstomer base as detailed in the Clarification

and belo\\/, the Company docs not have sutlicient spectrum or the ability to deplov
what it docs have intensively enough to pursue that market on any reasonably
competitive basis.

Instead, Nevada's focus is entirely Oll meeting the ,1eeds of the dispatch user
community orhusinesses am! governmental entities, sonIc oCvvhich hdvc all diICIibl:
need for telephone interconnect capability. Its Harnwnv network was designed to
serve large mdustrial users with those requlremellts. The Company has extendcd the
digl1al capahIlltles 01 Harmony to smaller dlspatcl1 users t!1at could not justi fy suet1 a
system on their own. The network design and associated switch limit the number oj'
sites and units the system can support. As detailed m the Clarification, it has a "hlas"
toward dispatch over interconnect transmiSSIons which vvould not be tolerated in a
consumCf-oriented wireless telephone operation. It also is incapahle of providing
katures such as roaming, call waIting, 3-way call1llg and wireless Internet access that
now arc offered routinely on the cl'llular and pes networks \vith \vhich Nevada IS
Lll11illar, hut \vhich arc not available on its dispatch-centric svstcm.

b) The Company is explOrIng the possibility of deploying Harnwny networks In the
1()llo\\lI1g markets: Albuquerque, \1\1, Santa Fe. \I]'vL Anchorage, AK, and Spokane.
\'V.-\. 'Jcvada hclievcs two cellular SY'items, at Iea,;t t,vo pes systems and, With the

e\ccptllJn of :\nchorage. Nextel operate in each. It also assumes that the capabilitIes
\\1' those wstems, ~iI1d the dIstinctIons bct\\een them al1d the Company's operatlolL
\\ III no t dIller from its ex pen ence III Reno.
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3 fhc ('oI11pany has no specIfic hno\\-lcdgc uf the t1un1hcr ()f Its cllstonlcrs that also

subsenlw to a cellular or pes system, but it believes a significant number do In general.
ItS customers limit the usc of mobile telephone service to owners and managers With a
busi ness nl'CU IIJI public S\\ itcllcU IICt WOI k ilCCCSS, ill1d do not aeti Ville that eapabi1ity lor
their gencral employee base. However, given the growing ubiquity of cc'll phones
throughout the general population, Nevada assumes many of those employees subscribe
to a cellular-like senlce on an IndIvidual basis for personal rather than business
commun icatiol1s.

4. The Company has not maintall1ed data delineating the llumber of dispatch versus
Interconnect calls for units capable of both. Based on a preliminary review of the data It
h<.ls. It appears the percentage varies siglllficantly from customer to customer but that, on
a\erage, sumet hll1g less than 270 ° 0 I' all c<.llls attempted ;lre interconnect c<.lll s. :\
signilicant number of those calls arc between units on the Company's system, typically
withIn thL' S:l!11L' fleet,:1 pattern N,,\;1I11 \vill need to investiE:ltc I"llrthcr

5. Ne\<.Illa docs not market to consumers and its employees arc instructed to refer
individuul:; seeking mobile telephone only service to the cellular systems mentioned
above. All ot'the Company's customers have radios with dispatch capability; some also
actIvate the telephone interconnect fCature 111 these radios, lhe Company understands
that a majority Ol'Its customers do not even allow employees to carry their radios during
ofT-duty hULIrs. Sll1ce all customers arc parts of user Ileets rather than indIVidual
suhscnbers, :\evada has no reason to believe that any usc Ihe system's interconnect
capahilityexclusively.

(l. lhe Company eUlTently operates I () transmitter locatIons In the Reno rnarket.Thal is the
maximum number of sites that can he operated on the current Harmony network
Although :\evada docs not have specific information on the number of sites In the
Nevada market operated by cellular or PCS operators. it helleves the number likely
r;lI1ges I'rum hundreds to thousands, depending on the maturity 01' the system. the amount
of spectrum held, the geographic scopc' of coverage and any partIcular consumer segment
It IS seekIng to serve.

I he ('umpanv utTers a "buslness-to-business" eommunicatil)f]s tool [t targets precisely
Ihc Sdllle custO!11cr has;c that It did \\ hCIl it operated analog, slllglc-sitc. non-switched

S\IR 1'acl1111es 111 thiS same market. ApproXImately 20"" of Its current customer hase arc
publiC satetv ami other governmental users, rhe remaining SO";) arc a cross-section of
Illdu:'otllal <1m! ,>cnlee businesses \\ ith a need for tWO-Wily radlll dispatch dlld. ill some

InsLlnc\..'s. ,I !U11lted interconnectIon capahIlltv,

I hese UhlUl11cTS \L1l11 e~lsy tll L1SL', push-llHalk radIO senlcc III c:nhance their operatIng
ct"1iCICI]l'\ ;11 ,l price pU11l1 tlut \\ ill illlpnnc: their hottom illlC Thev typically have cl

\t..'\-ll1ul IC dlc',l In 1\ 11 I,'!l tl1L'\ C'\)IHlucl thl'II hllSllll"~ ll1d. tl1l'leti lre. over \\hleh
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they need to travel. rhey c)!len are [;.ll11lklr \vlth the advantages and limitations of two­
\\ av radio SCr\ICC and do not VIC\V It as an extcnsion 01' their \\irelinc telephone, hut
rather as a conduIt f(x cOIlHllunicatlllg with an office uispatchcr and others in their Ilcet.
lniike the general consumer who has come to expect elTectively seamless mobile phone
covera~e, tl1e Company's cusromers do nOl nccessarily expect to be able lO usc t!lcir units
In every basemcnt, clevator and parking garage, and typically are prepared to drive do\vn
the road to a better location if coverage is unavailable.

:\evada's service is not a substitu((' for cellular or pes servicc, much less for the landlrne
network. It serves a more limIted, hut nonetheless, useful role in enahling busllless and
government employees to communicate with one another and to stay in touch with theIr
offices. Features such as roaming, 3-\vay confcrencing, and "buckets" ofminutcs arc not
necessary in their operations and some are Viewed as unnecessarily complicated anu
distractlflg for employees.

51. ..\.lthoush classified as :1 "c<.Hered clrrier" pursuant to FCC Rule Section ]IJ.15S(:t), thc

C'ompany's Hannony system shares a number of characteristIcs WIth those "trauitlOnal"
dispatch providers the FCC elected to exempt from the E911 obligations altogether.

As detailed in the Clantication, the system is functionally limited in the number of lines
that can be used for interconnect communications. The svstel11 relics on \vhat is identified
as a Multi-frequency (MF) or Pnmary Rate 1nterf~lce (PRI), rather than 557 signaling, for
Its interf~lce \vith the telephone network, an intert~lCc commonly associated with private
Intemal rather than commerCial systems, Each te!co T I span can handle 24 lines ami the
Harmony switch can accommodate only -+ telco or vOice maIl spans.IYPlcally. ! span IS
used for VOICC maIl, leav1t1g only 72 interconnect lines available on a Harmony network
at any time. rhlS network design deliberately favors dispatch over interconnect
transmIssions; interconnect capabiltty IS capped even if dispatch capacity is available at a
particular Illoment. Thus. although the current network can support up to S,()()()

subscnber Utllts. less than 2° I) would be able to use the telephone interconnect feature
s1111ultaneousIv.

;[) rhc Companv has deployed Its maximum available !() sites in a mixed hlgh-
Site lower-site system contiguratlon. \Vhile r\evada has succeeded in prO\Jdmg B~lSIC

l) 11 senlce \\ ith source directed muting to the nearest PS,\P, it is doubtful that the
network would be able to :311ppurt the triangulation nceded to ;jatlsf)' the Lin 1

net\\OI"k-based locatiun accuracv or reltability requirements.

.'\ J"utllin pruhlcIJI III IJ1a~illg tile ILtrnlllflY lIet\\ork [") II c~lpahlc is thal. as nOled
aho\e. the S\st(111 rell(S un \IF or PRL rather than SS7 signalmg, !()r its InterLlcC
\\ Ith the telephone J1L't\\ (1!"k JIlL' ('oll1pany has b(en ,i(!\lscd hy the sIngle loc~Ji

PS,\P cclpahlc 01' suppurtll1g L'\ L'n 1)II~lse I rL'qulren1L'nts that Its systelll, and those ()f

(lthel' PS \Ps \\ Ilh \\hlcil It IS Lilll1iJ.ir, arc' not capahle ()J" rccel\ifH! calls deltnTL'd \Ia



Eugenic Barton. Esq.
February..J.. 2i)()~

!"ie'l' .::;

\IF or PRI sl~naling. It IS nol clear when or if Motorola \vllI convert the IlarnlOny
S\\ Itch to SSt signaltng. or what the associated cost of doing so would be.

b) The svstem prO\ldes a business-to-business tool with a user base of II] typically
guulk,iD.::d tleets in the Rel10 lllalkct. Therc arc very few customcrs with it sl1lall
number of units and no individual subscribers. Each radio has an indl\ldual
telephone number if the interconnect capability IS activated. but only approximately
(J!)" n orthe units on tl1e Company's system Ilave heen activated.

c) Seeahove.

l) Prior to identifying the subsection (k) alternative for satist~ll1g Its [In 1 oblIgatIOns. the
Company had numerous discussions \vith 1'\'10torola. its sole-source equipment supplier.
regarding the extent of Motorola's support in this area. While \evada is not in a position
to proVide specific technical. economic amVor other problems Motorola might ha\c
identiiied the COl1lr:ll1Y ;lSSIIllll'S th:lt lilt' very limited domestic. commercial derloyment
of the product would make achieving ElJ II compliance economically infeasible, other
than through compliance with subsection (k) as proposed herelI1.

As we discussed. we believe the Company's operation and Its Eln I compliance plan lit
squarely within the altemative provision of FCC Rule Section 20.13(k) and respectfully request
prompt confirmation that the FCC agrees with our determination. Please feel free to contact me
i I" you have any further questions on this matter.

Respectfully subl11ltted.

~d~
i/abeth R. Sachs

Counsel t'or \'"e\add Wireless. LLC

cc: Jarcd \1. (,Irlson
Patnck Forster
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T, James D- Boyerl say under penalty ofperjury, that the following is true and correct:

). That I have read the attached "E91 1 Interim Report";

2. That all ofthe infonnation contained therein is true and correct to the best of my
knowledge, information and belief.

J
Managing Member
Nevada Wireless, LLC
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1, Linda J. Evans, a secretary in the law office of Lukas, Nace, Gutierrez & Sachs,

Chartered, hereby certi fy that r have on this 1st day of August, 2003 caused to be delivered via

courier a copy of the foregoing to the following:

John Muleta, Chief
Wireless Telecommunications Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
445 1ill St., S.W., Rm. 3-C252
Washington. D.C. 20554

David Solomon, Chief
Enforcement Bureau

Federal Communications Commission
445 Iill St., S.W., Rm. 7-C485
Washington, D.C. 20554


