To: david waitt, handspring inc
From Andy Lei ner
al ei mer @cc. gov
FCC Application Processing Branch

ha;dspring

Re: FCC | D GBFHVP- 1H
. Applicant: Handspring, Inc.
Handspring, Inc. Cor respondence Reference Number: 18984
189 Bernardo Ave. 731 Confirmation Number: EA100462

Mountain View, CA 94043

To: Andy Lei mer, FCC
From David Waitt, Handspring, Inc.
Date: 22 May 2001

Andy,
Bel ow are responses to your request for additional information regarding
Handspring’s permni ssive change application to its OGFHVP-1H grant (EA 100462). In

addition to replying, there are also sone questions that | have that | need your help
with. | appreciate any hel p you can provide.
Regar ds,
>
Pl—_

David Vaitt

FCC. The case changes incorporating alum numcould effect the EIRP and spurious radiated
em ssions. Please submit new EIRP and radi ated spurious em ssions data. Note that in
order to qualify for a dass Il Perm ssive Change G ant, the EIRP nust not change. If it
does change a new application will be required with a new FCC I D.

Handspring: | amin need of sonme help fromyou concerning your request #1 (additional
El RP and radiated spurious em ssions test data).

VWen | tell ny superiors that | nust return to the |ab and spend additional tinme (1 to
1.5 days) and thousands of dollars to do the testing requested, they are going to ask ne
for a technical reason why we nmust do this. At this tine | amunable to answer, so

I am | ooking to you for help.

I am puzzled as to why a device that meets the FCC requirenents for a nodul e nust be
retested for radi ated em ssions of harnonics sinply because it is being inserted into a
new host? | believe that if this were an intentionally radiating PCMCIA card (i.e., a
wi rel ess noden) ny understanding i s, as far as the FCCis concerned, it could be
installed into any host wi thout required retesting.

If I amcorrect in ny assunption, this raises the questionin nmy mnd -- Wy is the
position of the FCC apparently inconsistent fromone type of "nodule" to another type of
"nmodul e"?

| do not believe that the FCC has requested manufacturers of PCMCI A cards (or ANY type of
intentionally radiating device that neets the nodule definition) to return to the lab
and retest because some company built a nodul e host product with nore or |ess netal or
plastic in the housing. Am1l correct? | was under the inpression that the manufacturer
of a product that nmeets the FCC definition of a nmodul e does not have to test that nodul e
in each and every possible type host.



Any hel p you can provide here would be greatly appreciated since, as | nmentioned, | wll
have to justify this additional tine and noney expense to ny superiors and | need somne
techni cal support.

Additionally there is a significant question of what constitutes a "change" in El RP of
the device. You correctly point out that a change in EIRP cannot be inplemented in a
product with a perm ssive change.

The FCC has made the request that Handspring return to the test |ab and neasure the EIRP
of the unit. It is unclear to me why the FCC feels that average EI RP may have changed. As
| amsure you are aware there is not a great deal of repeatability in these field
strength nmeasurenents. Results fromthe sane OATS on different days can easily yield
results that differ by 3dB. Wuldn't you agree with this proposition?

G ven the level of repeatability in the nmeasurenent, it is only fair to ask that the FCC
specifically define what constitute a "change" in EIRP (i.e., a range of acceptability)
prior to any possible additional testing. It was suggested that | performthe test and
send the data to the FCC and wait to hear if we passed or not. | amsure you can
understand why | cannot do this. | cannot return to the lab and test to an undefi ned
specification. Testing is time consum ng and expensive. It is necessary to understand
what |evels are acceptable so that the equi pment can be designed to operate in that
fashion. It is therefore respectfully requested that the FCC specify what constitutes a
change of EIRP

FCC. Confirmthat the extrapol ated separation distance of 6.7 nmused for the body -worn
configuration represents that of the carrying case and the belt clip.

Handspring: See the separate reply from Aprel |abs, uploaded with this docunent.

FCC. FYl: In future applications do not extrapol ate a separation di stance for the body -
worn configuration. Performthe body-worn SAR test using the actual accessories.
Handspring: See the separate reply from Aprel |abs, uploaded with this docunent.

FCC. FYl: You requested that the classification be changed to "Part 24 Equi pnent Wrn
on Body." This cannot be done for a dass Il Perm ssive Change application since the
classification must match that of the original Gant.

Handspring: Gven this, we will retain the current classification

FCC. The tissue parameters showed too much variance over the recommended values. In the
future it is recommended that the tissue variance not be greater than 10% over those
recommended in the | EEE SCC-34 docunent.

Handspring: See the separate reply from Aprel |abs, uploaded with this docunent.

| appreciate your help in regards to ny questions above.

Si ncerely

-

S

David Vaitt



