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- It has recently come to the attention of the LMCC that some applications
UTe

for centralized trunking stations are being returned or denied on the basis of «
very restrictive interpretation of Section 90,187 of the FCC Rules and Regulatons,
Specitically, the LMCC believes that the protection now being required tor
mobile stations 1s excessive and propagation tools are being applied incorrectly.
LMCC is asking the Commission to consider an alternative to what is currently
being required, particularly for public safety applications.

Section 90.187(b) requires that applicants for new centralized trunked
stations (classes FB8 and MOS8} protect the service contours of incumbent co-
channel and adjacent channel stations. Adjacent channel protection requirements
are based on the bandwidth of the proposed system. Generally, the interference
contour of a proposed centralized trunked station should not overlap the service
contour of an incumbent protected station.
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rotection of incumbent base stations by proposed base stations 1s verv well
defined. The fixed locations of all stations are known and the appropriate contours can
be casily caleulated with propagation software that implements the Commission’s R-6602
propagation curves, 11 no prohibited contour overlaps occur, the proposed station can by
aranted.

The tssue ts more complex with regard to protection of mobile stations, swhethe
proposed or incumbent. In particular, the exact location of mobiles is never known and.
i fact, at best might be characterized by some type of statistical sampling simulation
Three circumstances arise with regard 1o mobiles. First, how should a proposed MOK
mobile be treated when analyzing its potential to interfere with an mmcumbent fixed
station? Second. how should the proposed MO8 mobile be modeled when protecting un
meumbent mobile station?  Finallv, how should a proposed [BY basce station protect un
meumbent mobile?

Coordinators are now being asked to show mobile protection, at least [or some
applications, by placing the mobile at the edge of its licensed or proposed arca of
operation. in the direction of the proposed or incumbent station. and then calculating R-
6602 contowrs.  This approach sufters major flaws,  First. it protects mobiles 1 areas
where they may rarely, it ever. be operating. At least for mobiles operating with
associated repeaters, they generally operate within the service arca of the repeater, which
may be tens of kilometers less than their heensed area of operation. Even il they Jo
operate at the edge of the service areas, mobiles would be i a given location. where
some interference might occur. only a small percentage of the time. Second. at least in
the mobile to mobile case, both the proposed and incumbent mobiles would have w be i
exactly the right locations for interference to occur and then be trving to communicale
¢xactly at the same time. Finally, the R-6602 curves always caleulate contours ar o
minimum of 30 meters AAT, even though the mobile antennas would be a masimum ot 2
meters above ground.  This often results in excessively large service and mterlerence
conteurs being generated.  Thus, a requirement to use R-6602 curves 10 predict mobite
service and interference contours will often result in inaccurate contours. o our
knowledge. no software would accurately predict such contours. as the Commission's
original R-6602 curves are undefined below 30 meters AAT, Staft at RadioSof
confirmed EMCC’s belief about how ComStudy calculates serviee and interference
contours.

It is important to look at cach of the three situations described above. b the case
of a proposed MOS§ station protecting an incumbent fixed station, the coordinators are
heing asking to place the proposed MOS at the edge of its requested arca of operation in
the direction closest to the incumbent fixed station.  The R-6602 interference contour
would then be drawn and if it overlapped the service contour of the fixed station, the
propusal would tail. This overprotects the fixed station in two ways. First, the proposed
mobile would be at that location only a fraction of the tme, i at all, leadimg 1o huje
Hkelihood of interterence. Second, the MOS interference contour would mest fikely be
excessively large, as 1t would be calculated at & minimum of 30 meters AAL From a
coordination standpoint, requiring this level of protection 15 stply poor spectrun



management, [t prevents licensing stations that could operate quite successtully without
ever causing actual interference.

ke second situation 1s a proposed MOS protecting the Licensed service srea of an
incumbent mobile station. In this case, coordinators must place both mobiles at the cdyc
of their proposed and licensed areas of operation.  An interference contour would be
drawn for the proposed MOS8 and a service contour would be drawn for the incumbent
mobite. Il overlap exists, the proposal would fail.  Again. this level ol protection i
excessive,  Both contours would likely be overly large and the probability ol hoth
mobiles hemg in such locations and transmitting for any appreciable time, i cver, would
be nearly zero. There is an additional flaw in this case. The service contour of the
mcumbent mobile would be outside the area in which it is licensed to operate and thus
not entitled to any protection.

The third situation considers how a proposed FBS should protect an incumbent
mobiie. The coordinators are being asked to place the incumbent mobile at the cdge of
ity hieensed service area and then its service contour be drawn. i that contour overlaps
the mterference contour from the proposed FBE. the proposal fails. In this case. the
interterence contour of the FBE& should be accurate, but the mobile service contour would
likely be excessively large.  Again. the probability of interference 5 related 1o the
chances of the incumbent mobile actually being 1n an arca in which interference could
occeur and actually trying to communicate.  This situation also. as in the above cusc.
protects the incumbent mobile in an arca in which it cannot legally operate.

In all three cases, treating mobile operations as il they were permanent fined
focations iy the worst possible places s poor spectrum management. The protection
process utilizes a fauity propagation model. never having been intended 1o predict muohile
contours.  In fact, the R-6602 curves were originally developed to predict contours from
television stations to home antennas at 10 meters above ground. Later. it was determined
that R-6602 could be used to predict contours from land mobile buse starions io mohile
pnits by derating the results by 9 dB to account for mobile receive antennas being 2
meters above ground. The curves have never been tested or modified to predict service
or interference contours for mobile stations with transmit antennas at oniv 2 meters above
ground. Using them {or that purpose produces maccurate results. Manual extrapolation
of the curves suggests that an additional 10 to 12 dB derating factor would hegin o
produce more realistic results.

In addition to all of the above arguments. there 18 one additional argument in
lavor of a relaxed standard. Almost all radio systems utilize some type of tone or digitul
sgqueleh. This prevents a radio from responding to a co-channel user for channels i a
shared environment.  This feature would prevent an incumbent station from actualiy
hearing the proposed station even i the proposed station were m a position o cause
imterference unless the incumbent station were actually communicating at exactly the
same nme,. Merely being in the viciity where interference might occur does not mean
that the incumbent station would even be aware of the situation.
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LMCC has been concerned about how to properly treat mobiles for somie tine
LMCC s aware that RadioSoft is working on a statistical sampling prediction mode! thai
will be tar less onerous than the procedures that the Commission is now reguiring. As
with all predictions of contours, service areas. or interference areas. probability plays an
mportant factor.  That factor is being ignored in what is now being asked of the
coordinators. Until a workable probabilistic model can be employed. the LMCC suggests
that interim procedure be embraced by the Commission.

A review of the Sccond Report and Order in Docket 92-235 (1'CC 976
Refarming Docket), the Order that adopted the trunking rules, provides no guidance on
treatment of mobile stations.  Neither is there any gwidance in the Third Memorandun
Opimion and Order (FCC 99-138) which adopted the contour protection rules. What is
mstructive about the Third Memorancdum Opinion and Order at paragraph eight is tha
the Commission decided to rely on the certified frequency coordinators w ovaluaie
proposed trunking applications.  This was codified in Section Q0. 187thy 2y
Paragraph eight also says that the “only restriction we will place on the process is that the
contour prediction methodology used represent the consensus of all certified frequenc
coordinators.”

T he Commuission has already issued an Order on delegated authority that provides
a workable interim solution and that all frequency coordinators agree to. DA 674113 wt
focinote 18 detatls that solution. That foctnote reads, in part, as follows:

"We recognize that it is not practical for a frequency coordinator 1o
analyze the potential for interference of operations from every possible
location authorized for wmobile or temporary fixed operations.
Consequently, we believe that it is sufficient. as an initial matter. to
coordimaie a temporary fixed or mobile-only application based only on the
center coordinates of the authorized service area. as AAA apparently did
in this case. See AAA Response at 1. Onee an interference complaint is
recerved. however, it is necessary o conduct 2 more detatled analysis.”

I MCC understands that the above relates to an application in the 470 - 512 MH. band
(“T-band™). but LMCC believes that it should apply for all VHF and UHF bands. Absent
a better prediction tool, this approach represents a realistic compromise between
excessive protection of mobiles and msufficient protection. In addition. the courdinators
have knowiedge of how channels are being used 10 an area that puts them i g position o
make an informed decision about interference potential. The Commission has relied on
the expertise ol the coordmators for over a half century and we request that this reliance
continue. The combined experience of the certified treguency coordinators represents
hundreds of years of experience in successful spectrum management.  The coordinators
shouid be given the flexibility to utilize their knowledge and experience 1 making
judgments abowt protection of mobile operations.

EMCC has polled each of the land mobife frequency coordinating committees.
and all are in agreement with the above recommendation. In fact, they had previoush



agreed among themselves 1o use this methodology even before the Commission’s Order
Most existing centralized trunked systems that are on the air today have been coordinated
using the suggested procedure and there 18 no record of excessive interference to
incumbents.  All coordinators agree that if interference oceurs, additional steps on the
part of the coordinating committee will be required. But, all also believe, that cases of
interference will be rare. This agreement constitutes the consensus among coordinators
that was contemplated by the Third Memorandum Opinion and Order

LMCC is not suggesting a rule change at this time. We simply reguest that the
Commission inlerpret the above procedure to be in compliance with the intent of the rale
section,  Once @ reliable model becomes available to predict mobife interference. we
anticipate petitioning for rule making to aliow use of the model. Adoption of this inerim
mterpretation will harmonize frequency coordination m both the VHE and UVHEF bands
and make imerpretation of the requirements of Section 90.187 consistent between the
Wircless Telecommunications Bureau and the Public Safety and Homeland Scounn
Burcau.

LMCC urges the Commission to embrace the above suggestion. Given that the
Conumission has a number of applications pending that involve this issuc. we ask for an
expedited decision. We look forward to a successful resolution of this issuc.
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Ralph A. Haller  °
President
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