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IN SUPPORT OF RULE MAKING

I, David G. Gutierrez, WAGPMX, hereby respectfully submlt nmy
request to the Federal Communications Commission to take actlon on
the Petition For Rule Making, RM-7869, as submitted by the

American Radio Relay League.

I have been an active user of the 1.25 Meter Band for many years
and I was very saddened when we lost 40% of our band. It 18 ny
strong opinion that this loss should be falrly distributed among
all wuser groups using the band; no one user group should lose

everything and no one user group should lose nothilng.

The new national 1.25 band plan has 150 kHz for weak signal
operations. This segment 1s less than half the size of the weak
slgnal segments on our other VHF bands and 1t 1s a reduction of

350 kHz from what we had before we lost 40% of our band.
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In southern Californlia, a new local band plan was adopted after we
lost 40% of our band. Thls new local band plan allocated only 10

kHz for weak signal operation and placed the allocation right next
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the fundamental incompatibility between repeater operation and
weak signal operation. The local frequency coordinator has, for
all practical purposes, banned weak signal operation from southern

California. The local band plan did not decrease the allocation of

repeaters.

On 23 November 1991, I went to a meeting of the local frequency
coordinator where two options for accommodating weak signal users
were discussed. One option was the repeaters 1n the 1530 kHz weak
signal area would go off the alr during certain perlods of time to
allow weak signal user to use the spectrum. This optlion was
overwhelmingly rejected. The other option consldered was the
repeaters near 222.100 MHz go off the alr during certaln periods
of time to allow weak signal user to use the szpectrum. Thls optilon

was also overwhelmingly rejected.

It seems very clear to me that the local frequency coordinator
#w1lll not give up any spectrum to accommnodate the weak signal users
voluntarily. The 1local frequency coordinator 1s dominated by
repeater owners and repeater users. The weak sglignal conmunity in
southern Californilia 1s much smaller than the repeater community

and will always be 'out-voted'"™. I have talked about thils issue to






users, llke me, with equally expensive radioc eguipment that will

have no where to operate. Since the weak signal allocation has

decrease 350 kHz, 1t 1s reasonable +to request the repeater

allocation to decrease 150 kH=z.

In a related, but local 1ssue, 1t does not seem reasonable to
request that repeaters that just happen to be allocated in the new

weak slgnal %}£y&ﬂ£rﬂ§:ﬁhould lose their allocation and all the

other re repeaters igﬁfhéﬁﬁ&25 Meter Band not be affected. The local
frequeney™ ‘cooggiégze;ﬂM;;ould devise a method of fairly and
impartially distributing the loss of repeater pairs among all the
repeaters. Hopefully, this will be done by the local frequency

coordinator since 1t is a local 1issue.

I am now convinced that only through the force of law will we be
able to have a weak signal allocation in southern California. It
seems clear that the local frequency coordlnator 1s not golng to
decrease the repeater allocation voluntarily or accommodate the
weak signal community. I feel that RM-7869 is equitable and I
support 1t because it 1s needed here, in southern California, more
than anywhere else.

Respectfully Subnitted,
20 December 1991

Davld G. Gutierrez, WA%%%

5221 Del Norte Circle
La Palma, CA. S0623-2206
(714D 220-1777




