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Dear Ms. Dortch:

This is to advise that on October 10, Jose Martin, Executive Vice-President, PowerTrunk,
Inc., and Patrick McPherson, counsel for PowerTrunk, met with Louis Peraertz, Legal Advisor to
Commissioner Clyburn, regarding issues presented by the Petition for Rulemaking in the above-
referenced proceeding.

The PowerTrunk representatives discussed the background to this filing including the
Harris Corporation claim to the effect that Regional Planning Committee (“RPC”) coordination
of digital technologies using Mask B is “unworkable.” ! Among other things, we noted that the
Commission’s band plan for NPSPAC channels contemplates 12.5 kHz channel spacing, but 20
kHz authorized bandwidth. In other words, by Commission design, the channel plan for
NPSPAC allows radiation of significant amounts of energy on adjacent channels. Thus, adjacent
channel coordination is routinely required, and the RPCs have long been accustomed to dealing
with this. It was also pointed out that neither OpenSky nor any other digital technology complies
with TIA’s recommendation on adjacent channel interference for NPSPAC channels owing to
the aforesaid Commission design.

It was further noted that, despite Harris' complaints to RPCs regarding PowerTrunk
equipment (e.g. Regions 8 and 28), none of the RPCs has been heard to express concerns about

! See Harris August 30, 2012 ex parte.
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adjacent channel coordination of PowerTrunk equipment, much less that coordination of
PowerTrunk’s D-LMR is “unworkable.”

We observed that D-LMR technology offered superior spectral efficiency vs. data
throughput compared to Harris’ Open Sky. This results in conserving scarce NPSPAC spectrum
as the ratio between the respective technologies’ physical bit streams is 1.875 (36 Kbits —
PowerTrunk vs. 19.2 Kbits —OpenSky). The result is that PowerTrunk is roughly 40% more
spectrum-efficient in NPSPAC than OpenSky in terms of data throughput vs. bandwidth used
(i.e. it requires approximately half the frequencies to achieve the same performance). The
spectrum conservation enabled by D-LMR benefits RPCs in conducting frequency coordination
under the existing Part 90 rules -- especially since end-users in the U.S., including public safety
organizations, are increasingly demanding advanced data-centric Automatic Vehicle Location
applications (AVL), not only traditional voice-centric solutions.

We discussed the uncertainty that may be introduced should the Commission grant
Harris’ Petition questioning the validity of certificates previously granted for equipment in full
compliance with the Commission’s rules, where the Petition is based not on claims of actual
interference but rather on theoretical claims lodged by a competitor. We discussed how this
uncertainty could impact current and future investment in the U.S. market and related
employment opportunities, as well as depriving the U.S. market of a lower cost, more spectrally
efficient technology than is currently being offered.

While it is PowerTrunk’s view that Harris is seeking to use the FCC’s processes in an
effort to block competition, and that Harris’ Petition should be dismissed owing to the lack of
supporting test data, PowerTrunk has also suggested that real-world test data be collected to
better inform Commission decision-making in this matter. Such data could be helpful for the
Commission in determining what course to pursue. Given the advantages of D-LMR, we
suggested that the Commission may wish to consider developing a new mask or a different
standard altogether.

Finally, with respect to interoperability, it should be noted that PowerTrunk is in the
process of developing a multi-mode radio for which equipment authorization will be requested in
the near future. By use of this technology, any question about the interoperability of D-LMR
equipment on NPSPAC channels per Rule 90.203(i) will be resolved.

A copy of this letter is being filed in the above-referenced proceedings.

Sincerely,

Patrick D. McPherson

Ce: Louis Peraertz
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