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10 September 2016

To the Commission:

I am in partial agreement to the NPRM (WT Docket 16-239) released by the FCC on 07/28/2016.

1 - Data emission bandwidth limitation - 
I am adamantly OPPOSED to the ARRL's recommendation of imposing any type of bandwidth limits on any of the emission modes. This would not only impede experimentation, but would also be very difficult and expensive to enforce.

A - I completely agree with the FCC's statement made in Paragraphs 9 & 11 of NPRM 16-239:  https://ecfsapi.fcc.gov/file/0728122180423/FCC-16-96A1.pdf
"9. Data emission bandwidth limitation. We decline, however, to propose to add a 2.8 kilohertz bandwidth limitation for RTTY and data emissions in the MF/HF bands as requested by the ARRL Petition. ..."
"11. We also observe that while a 2.8 kilohertz bandwidth limitation would accommodate HF  data emissions that are in common use today, such a limitation could, at the same time, undermine the goal —fundamental to the amateur service— of encouraging advances in technology if amateur radio operators were thereby prevented from stepping beyond today’s radio science.46 Imposing a maximum bandwidth would result in a loss of flexibility to develop and improve technologies as licensees’ operating interests change and new technologies are developed.47"
I am all in favor of experimentation in all fields of the Amateur Service. This is one of the greatest aspects of being a part of it, but to impose restrictive bandwidth regulations on existing and/or new modes is not conducive to the future and well being of the Amateur Service. No bandwidth regulations or changes need to be implemented. I believe that this would severely hamper experimentation.

This Bandwidth Limitation issue has been raised several times by different petitioners. I would remind the FCC of the ruling they made on DA-04-1661A1 on 11-24-2004. This Ruling DENIED RM-10740 which sought to limit the bandwidth of Amateur Radio Transmissions in J3E and A3E Modes to 2.8 KHz and 5.6 KHz respectively. 

https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/DA-04-3661A1.pdf

With regard to the A3E bandwidth limit, the FCC stated in paragraph 10 of DA-04-1661A1:


"10. Regarding Petitioner’s request that amateur stations transmitting emission type A3E not be authorized to occupy more than 5.6 KHz bandwidth on amateur frequencies below 28.8 MHz, we agree with commenters who note Petitioners have not demonstrated there to be a particular problem with stations that transmit AM emissions.39 Moreover, the Commission has previously declined to restrict bandwidth for AM because to do so would be inconsistent with the basic purpose of amateur service and our desire to offer amateur operators the opportunity to experiment with various types.40"

And in Summery, stated this in Paragraph 11:

"11 ...In sum, we are not persuaded by Petitioner’s claims that bandwidth restrictions are necessary, and, therefore, deny the Petition."

B - Bandwidth Limitations would also be very difficult and expensive to enforce. Bandwidth measurements by distant stations are nearly impossible to accomplish with accuracy due to a variety of factors, mainly the lack of laboratory grade measurement equipment within the amateur community. This will cause an entirely new class of complaint that must be dealt with by an already understaffed and budget restrained FCC. This new class of complaint will be for Perceived Bandwidth Violations.

I urge the FCC to again hold to their original decisions about bandwidth regulation in this matter.

2 - Symbol rate limit - 
I am in agreement with the reasoning of the FCC that the baud rate limits should be eliminated as stated in Paragraphs 6 - 8 of NPRM 16-239, but with 2 caveats.

https://ecfsapi.fcc.gov/file/0728122180423/FCC-16-96A1.pdf
Again I state that I'm in favor of experimentation in all fields of the Amateur Service and feel that limitations hamper this experimentation. My opinion is that although the baud rate limit needs to be eliminated, this will unfortunately cause the following 2 issues:

A - Due to the automatic nature of some of the digital transmissions, this would cause undue interference to ongoing nearby communications. 

B - The wider bandwidth digital transmissions are incompatible with and will cause interference with the other modes of communications (CW/RTTY/Data & Voice/Image) in the nearby vicinity.

I propose the solution to both of these issues would be to create a sub-band on each Amateur Band specifically for the automatic and wider digital communications modes thus preserving the integrity of the CW/RTTY/Data modes and the Voice/Image modes.

Again, I am in partial agreement to the NPRM (WT Docket 16-239) released by the FCC on 07/28/2016. 

1 - I agree with the FCC that there should be no bandwidth limitations imposed.

2 - I agree with the FCC that the baud rate limits should be eliminated but propose the creation of a sub-band on each Amateur Band specifically for the automatic and wider digital communications modes thus preserving the integrity of the CW/RTTY/Data and the Voice/Image modes.

Thank You,

Michael Peak, WZ5Q

Amateur Extra Class

09/10/2016
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