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NTIA Question
• How could the NTIA’s and the FCC’s equipment authorization
rules be modified to require that all transmitters use a unique
identifier?
• What are the barriers to doing so?
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Status Updates
• Subcommittee call; decision made to conduct a literature review on
unique identifiers (Sep. 25, 2020)
• Literature review on unique identifiers circulated to subcommittee;
technical overview of unique identifiers and unlicensed devices shared
with subcommittee (Dec. 13, 2019)
• Subcommittee call seeking feedback on literature review and technical
paper, proposed outline for draft report, and volunteers for drafting;
noted ongoing efforts to set up calls with IPDR experts in the field (Dec.
20, 2019)
• Subcommittee call to discuss any other outside experts on IPDR the
subcommittee should speak with (Feb. 25, 2020)
• Various call to gather additional materials for report (March 2020)
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Preliminary Recommendations
• The administrative path for modifying the FCC’s and NTIA’s equipment
authorization rules to require that transmitters have a unique identifier –
whether band-by-band or more broadly – appears to be straightforward.
• There are likely specific bands and use cases where a unique identifier
would be a viable and effective regulatory tool.
• The challenges with implementing any such a requirement on a ubiquitous
basis would be complex and multifaceted.
• The Subcommittee recommends approaching the question of unique
identifiers through a band-by-band or use case approach rather than some
broader mandate.
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FCC unique identifier ‘takeaways’
• The FCC’s decisions point to several considerations that have guided when the unique
identifiers have been required by the agency.
• Where licenses operate on shared channels, the FCC is more likely to require transmission identifiers and to ensure that
licensees who experience interference will be able to identify the source of interference (i.e., not permitting digital
transmissions where those receiving interference would be unable to use the digital call sign transmission to identify the
source of interference).
• Where interference would occur to critical/government users, the FCC has taken steps to require unique identifiers that can
be used in interference detection and resolution.
•

Where licensees can readily be identified based on service area information contained in the Commission records or other
publicly available sources, the FCC has declined to impose transmission identifier requirements.

• Where the FCC does not believe an identification signal will be of significant value in identifying the source of or resolving
interference that devices may cause (e.g., requiring personal/portable devices to transmit identifying information when
operating, may not be helpful because such devices move around), it has declined to require transmission identifiers.
• Where industry standards do not exist or do not seem likely to develop, the FCC has declined to impose transmission
identifiers.
• Where a rule requiring the transmission of unique identifiers is likely to restrict the development of a technology or
ecosystem, the FCC has expressed reluctance to mandate use of a such an identifier.
• Where the regulatory profile of the spectrum make the occurrence of interference less likely, relative to other bands, the
FCC has declined to require transmission identifiers.
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Requiring unique identifiers
• Two gating questions could assist policymakers in deciding
which bands or services are good candidates to explore the use
of unique identifiers are:
• (1) how often will/does harmful interference occur; and
• (2) how difficult will it be to identify and remedy the cause of the
interference.

• The more often the interference occurs and the harder it is to
remediate with other tools (for example, database registration
where devices are fixed), the stronger the case for exploring
whether requiring devices to transmit unique identifiers is the
right policy tool.
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Barriers to unique identifiers
• Standards development and technology changes
• Device capabilities
• Privacy and security concerns
• Impact on innovation and investment
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Next Steps
• Finalize the draft report and recommendations by the next meeting.
• In the meantime, per the subcommittee recommendation, continue
to talk to more industry experts and add any findings to the report.
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