Dear FCC:
Per your request in NPRM 11708/WTB 16239, you must not remove the 300 baud limit unless you create new HF subbands with emission limits, so that the proposed unlimited baud rate/ unlimited bandwidth data can operate in its own subband well above the lowest edge of each HF/MF bands, and below the lowest edge of the phone/image sub band. 
 
Removal of the 300 baud limit will remove a de facto emission bandwidth regulation that is currently in place, and will thus create a new inharmonious type of emission with much wider bandwidth than the vast number of current operating scenarios (CW, RTTY, and other popular narrowband modes).
 
Here are  known standards and facts the FCC must acknowledge and consider, so that it creates emission limits in the lower part of each HF/MF data subbands if it removes the 300 baud rate limit : 
 
a) CW and other narrowband emissions do not exceed 200 Hz in BW and must be protected from wider band interference if they are to continue to exist.  
 
b) All RTTY emissions do not exceed 500 Hz in BW and must be protected from wider band interference if they are to continue to exist. 
 
c)The 300 baud rate serves as a pragmatic, de facto bandwidth emission limit even today (although some specialty signaling methods and bulletin board and automated operations in Part 97 are about 2.1 or 2.4 kHz in width, but to a general first order, the baud rate limit has served as a bandwidth protector (bandwidth limiter), so removing it will unleash data bandwidths and their spectral intensity, and will require the FCC to instate some bandwidth limits and a new "wider band subband" that is above today's narrowband data subband, and below the phone image subband,  if narrow band modes are to be protected). 
 
d) We know from the NPRM that the FCC specifically does not allow inharmonious emissions to share spectrum, and this is why SSB/Image signals with 2.8 kHz bandwidth or more have not been allowed into the CW/Data subband. Wider bandwidth data signals, greater than 500 HZ bandwidth, are also inharmonious to the vast number of RTTY and CW operators today.
 
e) we know that the vast majority of data and rtty operators do not exceed 200/500 HZ bandwidth emission.
 
Given these facts, and existing standards such as IARU/ITU amateur radio recommendations, and the Japanese government amateur regulations which specifically regulate emissions by bandwidth to protect CW/RTTY and Narrow band ( less than 200 HZ and 500 HZ emission bandwidths), the FCC and ARRL must acknowledge and honor the protection of narrowband emissions, such that if the 300 baud limit is removed, then narrowband signals that are less than 500 Hz BW emission (eg. RTTY and CW and other narrowband experimentation modes) must be protected by regulation from the inharmonious wider bandwidth data having greater than 500 Hz emission  bandwidths, whether that wider bandwidth data is unlimited or is 2.8 kHz in bandwidth. The history of data adoption and the increase in bandwidth data rates  in any mode is proven to be rapid. Regulatory bandwidth protection cannot be voluntary to protect the vast monitory investments already made by today's CW/RTTY/narrowband operators cannot be left to voluntary, unregulated spectrum policy.
 
Given these facts and standards, if the FCC is to remove the baud rate limit and not specify an emission bandwidth, it should create a new "wideband data" subband that has its lowest frequency at 100 kHz above the lowest band edge (except at 70 kHz above the lowest band edge in the 1.8 MHz band), and highest frequency that is at the highest edge of the data/RTTY subband (except up to 100 kHz above the lowest band edge in the 1.8 MHz band). The WARC bands and 60 meters must not allow these wider band modes. 
 
This approach is standard and documented already in the world, and is needed if the FCC removes the baud rate limit. This exists in Japan (largest ham population) and is recommended by IARU. 
 
In removing the baud rate limit and creating this new class of "wideband data" in its own new subband on all of the HF/MF bands (except WARC and 60 m bands) the Commission   should also simultaneously institute a bandwidth emission limit of 200 HZ in the lowest 50 kHz edge of every MF/HF amateur allocation (except for 1.8 MHz where it's the lowest 35 kHz), and a wider emission limit of up to 500 HZ should be specified as a regulation from the lowest 50 kHz to lowest 100 kHz of the lowest edge of each HF/MF amateur band (except for 1.8 MHz where the 500 HZ emission limit would extend from 1.835 to 1.87 MHz).
Given these facts and standards, the FCC would both honor the petition from ARRL, while also honoring and protecting the vast number of existing narrowband amateurs and implementing standard spectrum policy that exists in Japan and existing IARU standard.
 
If the FCC chooses to not create such segregation by bandwidth, it must reject the removal of the 300 baud rate limit and not move forward with its proposed Rulemaking 11708- as chaos and harm would result to the vast numbers of narrow band amateurs over time.
 
 
Sincerely,
Donald L. Schliesser
K6RV
100 E. Whitestone Blvd., #148-151
Cedar Park, TX 78613
