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Ms. Donna R. Searcy
Federal Communications Commission OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Room 222

1919 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: MM Docket No. 9;-59 ///
ey 4

Dear Ms. Searcy:

. On behalf of ECI License Company, L.P., there is
transmitted herewith an original and four copies of its Eg&;;;g_
For Reconsideration in the above-referenced proceeding, in which
the Commission substituted Channel 278C for Channel 277Cl at
Bradenton, Florida, and modified the license of Station WDUV(FM),
Bradenton, Florida, to specify operation on the new channel. 1In
accordance with the provisions of Section 1.420(f) of the
Commission’s rules, the filing of this Petition For
Recongideration stays the effective date of the Report and Order
in the above-referenced proceeding.

If any additional information is desired in connection
with this matter, please contact the undersigned counsel.

ery truly yours,

Brlan M. Madden
Enclosure
BMM/t1lm
cc w/encl.: Michael C. Ruger, Esq.
George R. Borsari, Jr., Esq.
William D. Freedman, Esq. &:mm' ‘




NOCKET FILE COPY ORIGINAL
BEFORE THE

Federal Communications Commissiéit CEIVED
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20554 MAY '4 WDS

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

In the Matter of
MM Docket No. 92-59

)
)
Amendment of Section 73.202(b), ) RM-7923 —
Table of Allotments, ) RM-8042

FM Broadcast Stations )

(Bradenton and High Point, Florida) )

To: Chief, Allocations Branch

PETITION FO ON
ECI License Company, L.P. ("ECI"), by its attorneys and

pursuant to Section 1.429 of the Commission’s Rules, hereby
requests reconsideration of the above-referenced Report and
Order, DA 93-343 (released April 14, 1993) ("Report and Order"),
by which the Allocations Branch substituted Channel 278C for
Channel 277C1 at Bradenton, Florida, and modified the license of
Station WDUV(FM) to specify operation on the new channel.
Reversal of the decision in this proceeding is appropriate
because the licensee of Station WDUV(FM), Sunshine State
Broadcasting Company, Inc. ("Sunshine"), lacks any reasonable
assurance of the availability of any transmitter site that would
comply with the Commission’s spacing and coverage requirements.
There is no location within the fully-spaced site zone for
Channel 278C at Bradenton at which Sunshine would be permitted by
the FAA to build a tower of a height sufficient to meet the
minimum requirements for such a station. Therefore, the decision
to allot the channel despite this deficiency was contrary to

Commission precedent, which requires that all channel allotments
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be premised upon the ability to comply fully with the FCC's
minimum separation and coverage requirements.
I. INTRODUCTION

On February 12, 1992, Sunshine petitioned the
Commission to amend the FM Table of Allotments by substituting
Channel 278C for Channel 277C1 at Bradenton, Florida. 1In its
Petition for Rule Making, Sunshine itself noted that "airspace
considerations in the Sarasota and Bradenton area are matters of
considerable concern." Sunshine Petition for Rule Making at 3.
However, Sunshine went on to assert that its chosen reference
point was "near where the Federal Aviation Administration has
permitted the construction of towers of sufficient height" to
permit WDUV’'s intended upgrade. Id.

In response to the Petition, the Commission released a
Notice of Proposed Rule Making, 7 FCC Rcd 2198 (1992) ("NPRM"),
in which it stéted that the proposed substitution would permit
Station WDUV to "locate in an area which will comply with all
Commission and FAA restrictions on tall towers." Id. (emphasis
added). 1In response to the NPRM, ECI filed comments
demonstrating that this was not the case and, in fact, that FAA
air safety considerations would prevent a tower of the requisite
height from being located anywhere within the fully-spaced site
zone for Channel 278C defined by the Commission’s rules. See

Comments of ECI, filed May 21, 1992, at 3-7 and Aeronautical
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Study attached thereto.l ECI also reported that the site
"near" the Sunshine reference coordinates, where tall towers had
been allowed by the FCC, was actually more than eight miles from
the coordinates designated by Sunshine, in an area gutgide the
permitted site zone. See Comments of ECI at 7-10.

In reply, Sunshine produced its own aeronautical study
purporting to refute the demonstration made by ECI that no
suitable transmitter site would be available. In fact, however,
this study merely asserted that some of the specific factors

considered by ECI’'s aeronautical consultant might either be

analyzed somewhat differently or altered in the future by
changing airspace considerations -- including, in particular, the

planned closure of MacDill Air Force Base. Nowhere did the
aeronautical consultant affirmatively conclude that an acceptable
transmitter site would be available in the permitted zone.

See Consolidated Reply Comments of Sunshine,? Affidavit of John
P. Allen at 4-5. Instead of rebutting the showing made by ECI,

Sunshine simply attempted to muddle the issues.

y At the time of that filing, the licensee entity for ECI's
stations was Entertainment Communications, Inc.
("Entercom"). Since then, Entercom’s licenses have been
assigned to ECI pursuant to FCC consent; Entercom is the
sole general partner of ECI.

w

In its Consolidated Reply Comments, Sunshine also responded
to a counterproposal advanced by High Point Broadcast
Partners which would have allotted Channel 275A to High
Point, Florida as its first local service and permitted
Sunshine to operate on Channel 278 either as a Class C
station at its existing site or as a Class Cl at the
reference coordinates proposed in the NPRM. Subsequently,
Sunshine entered into a settlement agreement with High
Point, and the counterproposal was dismissed. See Report

and Order at 1, n.2.
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In supplemental pleadings, ECI bolstered its initial
showing by obtaining from the FAA a preliminary determination
that a tower located at Sunshine’s reference coordinates for the
Bradenton allotment "would exceed FAA obstruction standards" and
was presumed to be a hazard to air navigation. See ECI
Consolidated Opposition To Motion To Strike and Response To

Reply, filed September 4, 1992; FAA Determination Letter,

ast3nhod hogpet el ar2o0bhmant 1 Tndand tha 2232 determinatiqQRie . |

—
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indicated that the maximum acceptable height for a tower at that
location would be half as tall as the tower required to meet the
FCC’s minimum standards for a Class C station. See FAA
Determination Letter at 1.

Despite this showing, the Allocations Branch adopted
the substitution proposed by Sunshine. In so doing, it failed to
address in any meaningful way either the aeronautical study
submitted by ECI or the applicability of Commission precedent
endorsing the type of showing made by ECI. This determination is
inconsistent with the Commission’s requirement that allotments be
based upon a reasonable assurance that a suitable site is

available that complies with the Commission’s minimum separation
requirements. See Amendment of Part 73 of the Commigsion’s Rules

Directional Antennas, 6 FCC Rcd 5356, 5358 (1991) ("Short-Spaced
FM"). The site zone describes a theoretical area within which a

transmitter site for a full Class C station on Channel 278 could
be located. But, in reality there is no site within this zone at

which a suitable transmitter tower can be constructed in
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accordance with the Commission’s rules. Thus, the Commission’s
allotment was based on a false premise, and it should be

reversed.

II. DISCUSSION
It is well-established that "[a]ll proposals for

channel allotments must meet the minimum distance separations of
Section 73.207 of the rules with respect to other existing and
prospective stations." Short-Spaced FM, 6 FCC Rcd at 5358. This
does not mean that an allotment proponent must establish the
definitive availability of a particular site, but simply that it
must have reasonable assurance that a usable site exists that

complies fully with the minimum separation requirements. See FM

Table of Allotments (Key West, Florjda), 3 FCC Rcd 6423 (Pol. and
Rul. Div. 1988); FM Table of Allotments (Crestview and Westbay,
Florida), 7 FCC Rcd 3059 (Alloc. Branch 1992) ("Cregstview and

Wegstbay"). However, although the Commission will typically
presume at the allotment stage that a theoretically usable site
is also available for use, it will take into account a showing
that, "in reality, no theoretical site exists because of

environmental, air hazard, or other similar considerations." FM

Table of Allotments (West Palm Beach, Florida) 6 FCC Rcd 6975,
6976 (Pol. & Rul. Div. 1991) ("West Palm Beach").

It is important in analyzing the Commission’s decision
in this case to focus on the distinction between the theoretical
existence of a zone where location of a station’s transmitter
site could be permitted, and the availability of a particular

site. The Commission has properly avoided induiring into the
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availability of particular sites at the allotment stage because
such a level of inquiry is too specific for the very general
question of allocating a channel. For example, it would make no
sense to examine the amenability of specific property owners to
providing a location for a transmitter site when dozens or even
hundreds of different individuals or entities might hold property
in the relevant permitted site zone.

However, as the Commission recognized in Cregtview and
Wegstbay, a theoretical site may be found unavailable where a
particular condition or conditions prevail throughout an area in
a manner which would prevent the location of a transmitter tower
anywhere within the permitted zone. For example, in Cregstview
and Wegstbay, the proponent of an allotment had shown that there
was a zone in which a station theoretically could be allotted;
however, it was determined by the Commission that there were no
fully-spaced sites for the channel that were located outside the
boundaries of Eglin Air Force Base. Thus, because it did not
consider land on a military base to constitute an available site,
the Commission declined to allot the channel as requested. See
Crestview and Wegtbay, 7 FCC Rcd at 3059-3060; gee also On the
Beach Broadcasting, FCC 93-211 (released May 10, 1993) (FCC staff

instructed to delete allotment of Channel 285A at San Clemente,

&ﬂﬁﬁw =g g Wt Dk

station "may never be possible"); FM Table of Allotments (Sun
Valley. Idaho), 37 R.R.2d4d 843 (Broadcast Bur. 1976) (refusing to
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allot a Class C FM based on land use restrictions imposed by the

Forest Service).?

As indicated in Wegt Palm Beach, supra, where the
Commission held that it would consider potential air safety
hazard issues in allotment proceedings, the Commission’s
disinclination to consider the likely FAA determination with
respect to a particular site is not applicable where the same FAA
restrictions apply throughout a permitted site zone. This
distinction is analogous to that which differentiates the
Commission’s general refusal to consider specific site
availability when many property owners are involved from the
Commission’s decision in Cregtview and Westbay not to make an
allotment where all possible sites were precluded because each

was located on the grounds of Eglin Air Force Base. In this

instance, as in Crestview and Westbay, all sites in the permitted
zone are precluded for the same reason -- i,e,, because most of

the same FAA safety concerns and guidelines that disqualify the
referenced site apply everywhere within the permitted site zone.
ECI made a showing equivalent to the circumstances in
Crestview and Westbay by demonstrating that the airspace
conditions in the Tampa Bay area are such that a tower of the
size proposed by Sunshine cannot be located anywhere within the
permitted zone. Factors leading to this conclusion include the

FAA’'s criteria relating to visual flight rule routes, which would

Y For similar reasons, an allotment proponent’s showing that a
"theoretical" site zone existed entirely within the confines
of the Florida Everglades National Park would not be
accepted at face value by the Commission.






-9_

Significantly, ECI'’s concerns could have been answered
if Sunshine simply had identified a gingle currently usable
location within the permitted zone from which Sunshine could
construct a tower both compliant with the Commission’s rules and
consistent with aeronautical safety, regardless of the actual
availability of the site on other grounds. Sunshine’s reference
site does not meet this test and it did not even attempt to meet
this minimal burden by other means. In approving the allotment,
the FCC staff recited, but gave no substantive attention to,
ECI’'s arguments. Despite ECI’'s compelling showing that air
safety considerations would preclude construction of a suitable
tower anywhere in the identified site zone, the staff simply
presumed that gome location would be available even though
Sunshine was unable or unwilling to identify and establish the
suitability of even a single qualifying site.

In the face of ECI’s showing, Sunshine should have been
required to meet the burden of establishing that at least one
feasible site exists. Proponents of new or changed allotments
ought not be permitted to manipulate the Commission’s processes

by offering the possibility of "theoretical" transmitter sites

4(...continued)

had pointed to the likely closure of MacDill Air Force
Base, and expected accompanying changes in air space use,
as justification for ignoring current FAA restrictions in
the area. It now is clear, however, that MacDill will
remain a working air base for some time to come, while also
serving an increased number of civilian aircraft. See
David Dahl, i

: , St. Petersburg Times, March 13, 1993, at
1A, attached hereto as Attachment 3.
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that, in reality, are wholly untenable due to environmental, air
hazard, or other pragmatic considerations beyond the scope of FCC
rules. The Commission has acknowledged this in West Palm Beach,
supra, 6 FCC Rcd at 6976.

Because Commission precedent requires that all channel
allotments be made in full compliance with the Commission’s
minimum separation rules, and ECI has demonstrated that Sunshine
cannot comply with those separation rules, the substitution of
Channel 278C for 277Cl at Bradenton should not have been made.

In making the allotment despite its fatal deficiencies, and
without any explanation of its deviation from prior cases, the
staff acted contrary to established Commission policy that no
allotment will be made for a short-spaced proposal.

III. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, ECI respectfully requests
that the Allocations Branch reconsider the substitution of
Channel 278C for Channel 278Cl1l at Bradenton, Florida, and rescind
its amendment of the Table of Allotments.

Respectfully submitted,

ECI LICENSE COMPANY, L.P.

By@aba_.«.“«-w‘a'\

rian M. Madden

Dayid S. Keir
Leventhal, Senter & Lerman

2000 K Street, N.W.
Suite 600

Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 429-8970

May 14, 1993 Its Attorneys



Attachment 1



AV IATIUN SYSTEMS F=P DAN 6193289727 F.B2

00,03/92 15:03 ®1047637880 FAA ASO-840 dioog
ml‘?:““n - [ PYRY VYN Elm n {) I'ug
==
-
federvi Avigtion
Administrotion
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF NOTICE OF PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OR ALTERATION
cITY STATE LATITUDE/LONGITUD MSL AGL AMSL

REMLAP - - PL 27-49-20.00 082-21-50.00 24 1025 1049
AVIATION SYSTEMS ASSOCIATES AERONAUTICAL STUDY
SKYPARK BUILDING 3 No: 92~AS0-1364-0E

23430 HAWTHORNE BLVD., SUITE 200
TORRANCE, CA 90505

Type Structura: ANTENNA TOWER 103.5 MHZ, 100 KW

The Federal Aviation Administration hersby acknowledges recaipt of
notice dated 06/30/92 concerning the proposed construction or
alteration contained hereain.

A study has been conducted under the provisions of Part 77 of the
Fedara) Aviation Regulations to determine whether the proposed
construction would be an obstruction to air navigation, whaethar it
should be marked and lighted to enhance safety 1n air navigation,
and whether supplemental notice of start and completion of
conatruction is requirad to g;:nit timely charting and notifiocation
to airmen. The findings of t study are as follows:

The proposed construction would exceed FAA obstruction
standards and further asronautical study is necessary to
determine whether it would be a bhazard to air navigation.
Pending completion of any further study, it is presumea
the construction would be a hagard to air navigation.

Further study may be requested by the sponsor within 30 days
of this acknowledgenent.

** If the proposed structure were reduced in height to not
excaed 500 feet above ground level ( 524 feet above sea
level), it would not exceed Part 77 obstruction gtandards.

If the structure is subject to the licensing authority of the
FCC, a copy of this acknowledgement will be sent to that Agency.

NOTICE IS/B%!IR!D IME THE PROJECT IS ABANDONED OR THE PROPOSAL IS MODIFIRD
BIGNEDCW“/ Specialist, Systems Management Branch

ndo Castro (404) 763~7646.
ISSUED IN: East Point, Georgia 09/03/92

** The structure at the proposed height of 1025'AGL/1049'AMSL would increase the
miniman vectoring altitude for Tampa Approach Control and create a substantial
adverse effect upon the VFR routes that are camposed by U.8.41 and I-75 highwmye,
and as such any height greater than S00'AGL/524°'AMSL would be ccnsidered as a
hazard to IFR and VFR aircraft cperations, In addition, a potantial electro-
magnetic interference hazard is identified on the second page Of this correspondence
which requires soluticn by you. Dlease advise this office as to your intentions,

o FOC
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INTERMODULATIDN INTERFERENCE:!

OQur analywuis indicate that aircraftt operating in the frequency
protect service volume (FPSV) making an instrument landing system
{ILS) approach to Runway - 17L at the 8t, Petersburg Clearwater
Intarnational Airport, Runway 05 at the Lakeland Linder Regional
Airport and Rumway 18R at the Tampa International Airport will be
subject t0 hazardous three signal/third order intermodulation
interference of the type (B) 1 + 2 = +3 type resulting in
navigation receiver overload. This interfsrence would be caused
by the proposed fraguency in comdination with ekisting stations
as fellows:

Type (B):

WLVU(106.3MHz ) +Proposed (103 .3MMz ) -WUSA(109.1MHz)= PIB(109. 1MHZ)
WKES(101.3MH2 ) +Proposed {103 .9MHz )—WYNF(94.9MHz) = LAL(110,1MHZ)
WWRM{ 107 ,3MH2 ) +Proposed{i03.2MHz ) -WRBQA(104,7MHz)s JRT(108.8MHz2)

Intermedulation interference accurs whenevar two or more signals
or thefir integer multiples combine in such a manner that the
product is the frequency to whieh the receiver is tuned. These
signals combine in the nenlinear external devices to produce sum
and difference frequencies through heterodyne action.
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AVIATION SYSTEMS ASSOCIATES, INC.
D>

AVIATION CONSULTANTS

ACCIDENT INVESTIGATION 23430 HAWTHORNE BLVD.
AVIATION SAFETY STUDIES SUITE 200, SKYPARK BUILDING 3
OBSTRUCTION EVALUATION STUDIES TORRANCE, CALIFORNIA 90505

(213) 378-3299

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STUDIES FAX (213) 791.1548

AIRPORT STUDIES

- AERONAUTICAL STUDY
REGARDING FEASIBILITY OF OBTAINING FAA
NO HAZARD DETERMINATION FOR
CHANNEL 278C AT BRADENTON, FL

My name is Daniel G. Tenold. I am an Airspace and Flight
Procedures Specialist with Aviation Systems Associates, Inc., (ASA)
at 23430 Hawthorne Blvd., Suite 200, Skypark Bldg. 3, Torrance,
California, 90505. One of the principal activities of ASA is in
the obstruction evaluation (OE) field conducting studies of
proposed structures, such as broadcasting towers, cellular
telephone towers, high-rise buildings, utility company towers and
transmission 1 18._and_athar gtructures. de,-t.cr&njm thair .

air traffic control handling procedures. ASA handles approximately
500-600 of these type cases each year and is involved at any one
time in 75 to 100 such projects.

My personal experience includes over 38 years in aviation as
a military and commercial pilot and in FAA as an air tratffic
controller, flight procedures pilot, and as the Manager of various
FAA flight procedures staffs. My experience is set forth more
fully in the attached resume.

_ Tt e ed g il ‘l_hﬂllf“"i;I‘“*iSZJEEEE%={:::‘ |

determine the feasibility of obtaining PAA approval for a 1,049’
above mean sea level (AMSL) broadcasting antenna tower within the
FCC permissible site zone for the proposed FM channel 278C

¥

Cohen & Associates, P.C.



Section 77.23(a) (3) by 79’ - a height that increases a minimum
instrument flight altitude within a terminal area (TERPS
criteria.)

Further, the proposed tower at this site would have the
following substantial adverse effects upon both instrument flight
rule (IFR) and visual flight rule (VFR) operations of aircraft in
the area, as well as upon the safe and efficient air traffic
control handling of aircraft in the Greater Tampa area.

1. The proposed site is 6.9 NM from the nearest runway at
the Peter 0’Knight Airport. The proposed site at the
height of 1049’ AMSL would affect the FAA instrument
departure procedure at this airport which is a very
active VFR and IFR reliever airport in the Tampa area.
The maximum height that would not affect these procedures
at this site is 970’ AMSL.

2. The proposed site is within the four statute mile-wide
airspace protection areas of several recognized VFR
routes used extensively for visual flight through the
area. These routes are centered upon Interstate 75 on
the East, a contiguous railroad track and coastline
highway, on the West and the Tampa Bay coastline. These
impacts would limit the structure to 500 Yeet above the
surface.

3. The proposed towver would regquire an adjustment to the
minimum radar vectoring altitude (MVA) by increasing a
significant amount of airspace from 1600’ AMSL to 2000’
AMSL. Our firm has considerable obstruction evaluation
experience in the Tampa area over the past years and has
performed detailed studies of PAA air traffic control
operations and radar vectoring for the military
departures and arrivals at MacDill APB and all the
surrounding civil airports. This impact would be tho
most potent and substantial adverse impact.
experience in plotting hours of the civil and nilitary
radar operations for the area over the years has shown us
that the FAA cannot and would not amend or increase these
radar altitudes due to the close proximity of all the
airports within or close to the FCC permissible zone.

B. I have also done a complete in-house aeronautical study of the
remaining permissible site zone for Channel 278C. The results
of this study also indicate that the required height of 1,049’
AMSL would not be approved by FAA because of the following
impacts to Part 77 obstruction standards and to the aircraft
operational procedures:

1. Section 77.23(a)(1) by over 500’- a height exceeding
500’ above the ground level at any site selected for the
proposed tower.



2. Section 77.23(a)(3) by 400’- a height that increases a
minimum instrument flight altitude within a terminal area
(TERPS criteria).

3. Section 77.23(a)(3) by varying substantial heights,
depending on exact location ~ a height that increases a
minimum flight altitude within a terminal area (TERPS
criteria).

4. “Since the bulk of the FCC permissible zone is over wvater
with small strips of land which support major highways,
etc., the FAA criteria which denotes VFR routes would
prevent any structure over 500’ above ground in most of

the zone.

5. In the areas to the south near Sarasota - Bradenton
Airport, and at the north end of the permissible zone
adjacent to the St. Petersburg Airport, the FAA uses
large amounts of the airspace for instrument approaches
which limits the heights of any structure to 649’ AMSL,
at the maximum.

6. The radar vectoring altitude throughout the FCC
permissible zone is 1600’ AMSL. The proposed structure
would increase this altitude to 2000~ AMSL. - Our
experience in plotting hours of the civil and military
radar operations for the area over the years has shown us
that the FAA cannot and would not amend or increase these
radar altitudes due to the close proximity of all the
airports within or close to the FCC permissible zone.

In view of the above, it is my professional opinion that a
proposal to FAA for a 1,049’ AMSL structure anywvhere within the FCC
permissible area would result in FAA issuing a Determination of

Hazard.

-

Daniel G. Tenold
Aerocnautical Consultant
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Daniel G. Tenoid
Flight Inspection and Procedures Specialist

o General Quailifications

Prior to joining ASA in 1984, Mr. Tenold had 30 years of experience with the Air Force, a
civil air carrier and the FAA as an air traffic controlier, pllot and procedures developer. He
is a licensed commercial pilot with ATP privileges and several thousand hours of flight time.
At ASA, Mr. Tenold specializes in obstruction evaluations and aircraft accident investiga-

tions.

o Experience

Mhhmmnh-Tunldmthbommmm
control faciities. He continued as a controller for the FAA in Air Route Traffic Control

Centers (ARTCC) for several years after leaving the Air Force.

ARer a three mm-mmu-wncﬂ.mr«wm
to the FAA and for 10 years was a pillot and crew member on flight inspection missions.
This experience included performing periodic, special, post-accident and commissioning
type flight checks of navigational aids.

mmm.mwmmwm
procodmorovlm obetruction evaluations, and site evaluations.

porlo;nmmdspodd.crhvoment.

o Education

Mr. Tenold attended Mankato State College in Minnesota and gradusted from USAF and
FAA gir traffic control schools. He also gradusted from numerous FAA fiight

technical and managerial raining programs and from the fight salety program at the
University of Southern Callfornia. ot



JULES COHEN & ASSOCIATES, P.C.
CONSULTING ELECTRONICS ENOINBERS
WasKINgTON, D.C. 20036

- ENGINEERING STATEMENT
IN SUPPORT OF COMMENTS
IN THE MATTER OF MM DOCKET NO. 92-59
AMENDMENT OF SECTION 73.202(b)
TABIEOFAMIMWSTA‘HONS
BRADENTON, FLORIDA

The instant engineering statoment has been prepared om behalf of
Entertainment Communications, Inc. (Entercom) licemsee of station WYUU(FM), Safety
Harbor, Florida. This statement is in support of Comments in the Rule Making
proceeding in MM Docket No. 92-59, RM-7923, which looks toward the allotment of
channel 278C to Bradenton, Florida, for use by station WDUV(FM). This statement
demonstrates that a visble site for Class C operation within the permissible site zone
for channel 278 is not available. Hence, the proposed allotment does not fulfill FCC
criteria and should not be made.

In the Petition for Rule Making (Petition) ®0 allot chasmel 278C ®
Bradenton in substitstion for channel 277C, Swmshins Stats Broadcasting Compeny, Inc.,
the Petitionsr, requests a specific site for the allotment 50 as %0 “permit it [sic) obtain
FAA spproval for a tower which will exceed the minimum height necessary for a full
Class C station”.!

!  The specified geographic coordinases for chesmel 278C are 27° 49' 20° NL; 82°
21' S0* WL. me,uMnhﬁ.Pvaﬂbtamotm
beight to permit Class C operation at the specified location

no site is available within the channel 278C permiss
use of a tower of sufficient height to conform with Class C requirements.






JULES COHEN & ASSOCIATES, P.C.
CONSULTING ELECTRONICS ENGINEERS
WasHiNgTON, D.C. 20036

Engineering Statement Page 3
Safety Harbor, Florida

-

The 1049-foot height sbove mean sea level elevation was determined to be
the approximate minimum practical height that could be employed which would permit
attainment of an sntenna radistion center height sbove average terrain of 984 feet.?
The 1049-foot elevation was based on the following information and assumptions for
a practical operation from the specified reference site.

Determinstion of Operstional Facilities

—for Class C Operstion =~
Channel 278C reference site coordinates 27° 49' 20" N. Latitude
82° 21' S0 W. Longitude
3-16 km terrain average for standard eight 45° 26' AMSL
spaced radials (NGDC 30-second database)
Site elevation 20' AMSL
Radistion cemter for 984’ HAAT 1010’ AMSL




JULES COHEN & ASSOCIATES, P.C.
CONSULTING ELECTRONICS ENGINEERS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036

Engineering Statement Page 4
Safety Harbor, Florida

-

The combination of a 35- or 40-kilowstt transmitter, with 1050 feet of 4-
inch coaxial air dielectric transmission line (Andrew, HJ11-50, or equivalent), and a
seven-bay antenna (Dielectric, DCR-C7, or equivalent) is the minimur practical that will
yield 100 kilowatts (H&V) effective radisted power as demonstrated below.’ A Class
C station must have an effective radisted power of 100 kW.

Transmitter output power 34.8 kW (requires a 35- or 40-kW transmitter)
Efficiency for 1050’ of HJ11-50 transmission line
at 103.5 MHz 75.7% (0.11S dB loss/100)
i
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JULES COHEN & ASSOCIATES, P.C.
CONSULTING ELECTRONICS ENCINEERS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036

Overall structure height AMSL for side-mounted antenna

Radistion center AMSL 1010’
Additional antenna height : 27
+ guy wire clearance allowance 6’
+ lighting 3
Total height 1046’

The foregoing dats indicate that a height of as little as spproximately 1046
feet above mean sea level could be employed. However, insofay a3 any FAA
consideration is concerned, an elevation of 1046 fest sbove mesn sea level is essentially
the same as an elevation of 1049 feet above moan sea level. The 49-foot suffix vaiue
is the FAA demarcation for rounding off to the closest 100 feet for certain clearance
considerations.

Thus, had an eight-bsy or larger assemna besn employed, the oveeall
structure height would have excesded 1049 fest and 50 would have exacerbated FAA
considerations. On the other hand, use of sn amtemna haviag a lower gain than that
for a sevenbay comfigeration, even though it wowid have reduced the overall structure
height, couldi mot redece i sufficiently to alter the coaciusion with regard to obtaining
FAA spprowd far & structure having n overall height of 1049 feet AMSL.  The
example provided is merely to illustrate thet from an FAA consideration standpoint,
1049 feet above mesn ses level elevation is approximately the lowest height that could
be employed that would permit atainment of Class C operation. It is clear that with
a maximom permitted beight of 649 fest AMSL for sy location within the permissible
site zone, compliance with the FCC’'s minimum beight asbove average terrain requirement
of 984 feet for a Class C station is not possible.
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Any move of the reference site eastward a sufficient distance to avoid VFR
and radar vectoring problems will result in a short spacing. Thus, all the Riverview
towers are foreclosed from use becsuse they are short-spaced for a channel 278C
allotment. Moreover, reliance on the presence of the Riverview towers as a basis for
claiming possible success in obtaining clearamce for a tall tower at the channel 278C
reference site or amywhere within the permissible site zone is not realistic, nor
appropriate. A check with the FAA by ASA at the time they conducted their study,
disclosed that no request had been filed for approval of a tower of any height at the
reference coordinates specified by the channel 278C proponent. .

I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.
Executed on May 19, 1992,

By APl A

Bernard R. Segal, P.E.



