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

for centralized trunking stations are being returned or denied on the basis of a
very restrictive interpretation of Section 90.187 of the FCC Rules and Regulations.
Specifically, the LMCC believes that the protection now being required for
mobile stations is 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 MO8) 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.



Protection of incumbent base stations by proposed base stations is very well
defined. The fixed locations of all stations are known and the appropriate contours can
be easily calculated with propagation software that implements the Commission’s R-6602
propagation curves. If no prohibited contour overlaps occur, the proposed station can be
granted.

The issue is more complex with regard to protection of mobile stations, whether
proposed or incumbent. In particular, the exact location of mobiles is never known and,
in fact, at best might be characterized by some type of statistical sampling simulation.
Three circumstances arise with regard to mobiles. First, how should a proposed MOS8
mobile be treated when analyzing its potential to interfere with an incumbent fixed
station? Second, how should the proposed MO8 mobile be modeled when protecting an
incumbent mobile station? Finally, how should a proposed FB8 base station protect an
incumbent mobile?

Coordinators are now being asked to show mobile protection, at least for some
applications, by placing the mobile at the edge of its licensed or proposed area of
operation, in the direction of the proposed or incumbent station, and then calculating R-
6602 contours. This approach suffers major flaws. First, it protects mobiles in areas
where they may rarely, if ever, be operating. At least for mobiles operating with
associated repeaters, they generally operate within the service area of the repeater, which
may be tens of kilometers less than their licensed area of operation. Even if they do
operate at the edge of the service areas, mobiles would be in 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 to be in
exactly the right locations for interference to occur and then be trying to communicate
exactly at the same time. Finally, the R-6602 curves always calculate contours at a
minimum of 30 meters AAT, even though the mobile antennas would be a maximum of 2
meters above ground. This often results in excessively large service and interference
contours being generated. Thus, a requirement to use R-6602 curves to predict mobile
service and interference contours will often result in inaccurate contours. To our
knowledge, no software would accurately predict such contours, as the Commission’s
original R-6602 curves are undefined below 30 meters AAT. Staff at RadioSoft
confirmed LMCC’s belief about how ComStudy calculates service and interference
contours.

It is important to look at each of the three situations described above. In the case
of a proposed MOS8 station protecting an incumbent fixed station, the coordinators are
being asking to place the proposed MOS at the edge of its requested area 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
proposal would fail. This overprotects the fixed station in two ways. First, the proposed
mobile would be at that location only a fraction of the time, if at all, leading to little
likelihood of interference. Second, the MOS8 interference contour would most likely be
excessively large, as it would be calculated at a minimum of 30 meters AAT. From a
coordination standpoint, requiring this level of protection is simply poor spectrum






