
October 30, 2014 

VIA ELECTRONIC FILING

Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: Summary of Ex Parte Meeting with Commissioner Ajit Pai 
 Regarding MB Docket No. 13-249 

Dear Ms. Dortch: 

 This summary is submitted pursuant to Section 1.1206 of the FCC Rules 
to disclose the communications made in the above-referenced proceeding. 

 On October 29, 2014, we met with Commissioner Pai in his Washington 
office to discuss revitalization of the AM radio service in the context of the above 
referenced proceeding.  The subjects of the discussion are summarized in the 
attached memorandum, copies of which were delivered for the Commissioner 
and his staff. 

 In addition, a copy of the Report on the Status of the AM Broadcast Rules
that was submitted to the Federal Communications Commission by the Mass 
Media Bureau staff on April 3, 1986 was delivered at the meeting.  It is also 
attached hereto.  We suggested that many of the issues that were clearly 
identified in it remain pertinent for the discussion of AM revitalization today and 
that they were not properly addressed in subsequent rulemaking efforts because 
of what we consider to be their misdirected focus on reduction of inter-station 
interference rather than signal improvement.        

Respectfully submitted, 

Benjamin F. Dawson, P.E.     Ronald D. Rackley, P.E. 
Hatfield and Dawson     du Treil, Lundin & Rackley 
Consulting Engineers     Consulting Engineers 
9500 Greenwood Avenue North    201 Fletcher Avenue 
Seattle, Washington 98103    Sarasota, Florida 34237 
dawson@hatdaw.com     ron@dlr.com



MEMORANDUM 

To: Commissioner Ajit Pai 
 Federal Communications Commission 

From: Benjamin F. Dawson, P.E. 
 Hatfield & Dawson, Consulting Engineers 

 Ronald D. Rackley, P.E. 
 du Treil, Lundin & Rackley, Consulting Engineers  

Date: October 29, 2014 

Re:  AM Revitalization 

We are consulting radio engineers who represent clients before the FCC 
regarding matters related to spectrum usage and the design of radio station technical 
facilities.  Combined, we have over 100 years experience working in support of AM radio 
broadcasters.  Our firms both submitted comments in MB Docket 13-249 and, together, 
we previously filed the original rulemaking request to eliminate the “ratchet clause” from 
the FCC Rules.  We are heartened to see interest in revitalization of the AM radio 
service at the FCC and we appreciate this opportunity to meet and discuss AM 
revitalization with you. 

While not wishing to diminish any worthy efforts to define a better future for AM 
broadcasting, we believe the best focus of the Commission’s immediate attention is 
making rule modifications that allow AM radio stations to have the flexibility for technical 
changes that provide better service over the radio receivers that are in use today.  
Consideration of ideas we regard as Utopian – such as having the FCC regulate all 
forms of man-made interference from electronic and electrical equipment out of 
existence and/or set standards for receivers that use new technologies – should not get 
in the way of rule changes that can make improvement of existing station coverage 
areas possible now.  Also, such technical changes that are possible today should not be 
held up by consideration of replacement strategies involving reallocation of other 
spectrum for relocation of AM stations or a Quixotic quest for FM translator frequencies 
for all AM stations.

An intelligent discussion of how to allow better coverage by AM radio stations 
should be based on understanding three things: 

1. The situation today is far different than existed when the foundations for 
the present AM technical rules were laid in the 1920s and 1930s – not only in 
terms of the exclusivity of the AM service for the public but also in terms of the 
noise and interference levels that exist in the AM band and the difficulty with which 
new transmitter sites must be constructed when they move.  The FCC does not 
need to tightly regulate technical aspects of AM transmission as was done when 
AM was the only radio service in existence to protect a minimum level of service to 
the public – a public that now has access to electronically delivered entertainment 
and information from myriad sources.  Providing listenable signals from stations 
that must overcome a hostile electromagnetic environment from transmitter 



facilities that can be constructed in the present environmentally-focused regulatory 
world should be the focus.

2. Some previous actions intended for “AM improvement” by the FCC were 
misdirected – being focused on reducing interference between stations, rather 
than increasing coverage, and based on Utopian assumptions about improved 
receiver technology that was to never materialize – and did more harm than good 
to AM stations’ abilities to provide good over-the-air service.  The “ratchet clause” 
we have proposed eliminating is but one example; increased levels of required 
adjacent channel protection that put stations needing to move in “straight jackets,” 
figuratively speaking, is another.  The FCC should  undo the damage that was 
previously done by misdirected rule changes with a mind toward service 
improvement instead of inter-station interference reduction.      

3. Not all AM stations are viable as businesses.  The ones that are would 
benefit from being able to increase their coverage areas if the ones that aren’t 
were out of the way.  The FCC should consider ways to allow an orderly process 
for allowing station owners to work that out.  This could include changes in the 
contingent application rules as well as implementation of the form of tax incentive 
program that was previously used to encourage minority ownership of broadcast 
stations.       

We believe that many good, constructive ideas along these lines have been 
mentioned in comments that were filed with the FCC in the pending AM revitalization 
rulemaking.  We encourage the Commission to focus on what can be done now and 
develop rule revisions that address them without delay.   

There is a strong consensus supported by most commenters that the normally 
protected signal contour levels should be raised to higher levels that better represent 
good coverage in the present environment of noise and interference in the AM band.  
Some call for increasing the daytime level from 0.5 mV/m to 1.0 mV/m, while others are 
less conservative and recommend 2.0 mV/m.  We agree that either would be a move in 
the right direction.   

At night, there is strong support for changing the basis for calculating interference 
protection for class B and class C stations to what it was before the requirements were 
tightened - the time honored 50% exclusion method – instead of with the presently 
required 25% exclusion method.  This would eliminate a penalty that exists in the 
present rules for no good reason.  And, of course, the ill conceived “ratchet clause” that 
results in loss of nighttime coverage by stations making changes should be eliminated.  
We note that there was virtually universal agreement that the “ratchet clause” must go in 
the rulemaking comments. 

The rules that enforce unnecessarily stringent first-adjacent protection day and 
night should be undone.  The rules should be restored to what they were before 1991.  
The daytime protection should be with a 1:1 ratio to the defined service contour, whether 
1.0 mV/m or 2.0 mV/m.  The nighttime protection requirements should consider co-
channel skywave contributions only.  The rationale for both is clearly presented in the 
rulemaking comments from many sources. 



Changing the daytime class A station protected contour from 0.1 mV/m to 0.5 
mV/m groundwave and the nighttime protected contour from 0.5 mV/m skywave to 0.5 
mV/m groundwave would allow significant coverage improvements for many lower 
power stations that serve small and medium population centers.  This would bring the 
rules in line with realistic coverage expectations for the class A stations to their 
communities and surrounding areas, also. 

Paternalistic rules dating from when the FCC was allocating exclusive AM radio 
service from stations in the 1930s should be eliminated, like the minimum antenna 
efficiency and city of license coverage requirements.  Both serve as serious 
impediments to relocation by AM stations today, whether voluntary for service 
improvement or involuntary due to transmitter site loss, and are based on long-outdated 
requirements.

The Commission is long overdue in publishing rules for the allocation of 
expanded band (within the 1610 kHz – 1700 kHz spectrum) stations to overlay those 
that were assigned after the initial rulemaking was concluded.  This would allow 
voluntary migration by stations that might improve coverage and, at the same time, 
make more “room” around their present frequencies for other stations to make coverage 
improvements.  Originally, the plan was to have the needed rules enacted in time for the 
migration to begin after the initial five-year trial period ended for the stations that 
received initial assignments in the expanded band.  The matter has not been considered 
since.  We agree with the rulemaking comments that request such rules. 

One other matter desperately in need of attention, although new rules might not 
be required, is the ability of the Commission to meet the requirement of the present rules 
for assignment of pre sunrise and post sunset authorizations for daytime AM stations.  
The Commission has not had the computer resources to perform this function for many 
years.

We encourage the Commission to enact the technical rule changes discussed 
herein, as well as other worthy ones that have consensus support in the rulemaking 
comments, post haste.  Many technical rule changes have been suggested in this 
proceeding that may warrant further consideration.  For them, we suggest a separate 
proceeding that can be initiated without delaying rule changes that can be made at this 
time.  The process should be to promote facility changes that will improve service and 
revitalize the AM radio service without delay.   

Respectfully submitted, 

Benjamin F. Dawson, P.E.                          Ronald D. Rackley, P.E.   






















































































































































































































































