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RE: WT Docket 98- 143

I n the matter of 1998 biennial Regulatory Review-- - Amendment of Part 97 of the Commission's
Amateur Service Rules, fCC WT Docket 98-143 I submit the follow-ing comments.

Upgradi ng Technician- pl us:
I w-ould li ke to register my opposition to any proposed additional testi ng of currentl y licensed
Technician- pl us amateurs, for the purpose of upgradi ng to General class, w-hich have held
thei r tickets for more than tw-enty years. My reason for this opposition is that at the ti me woe
tool< the origi nal Technician exam it consisted of the same elements that w-ere requi red for
General class w-ith the exception of code speed. Currentl y licensed Technician- pl us operators,
w-ho have held thei r licenses for more than tw-enty years, should be granfathered into General
class w-ithout further testing if code speed for Genetal class is reduced to 5 WPM.

Code speed:
In the case of a no code requi rement, unless new-l y licensed operators are barred from usi ng
code, the requi rement for passi ng a code element is not a bad concept.

General observation:
With todays digital equipment and everyone's desire for qUick painless results, one should
consider w-hat exactl y does possessi ng a theoretical know-ledge of radio do for the operator?
Hardl y anyone builds thier ow-n equi pment anymore; equi pment is purchased from the local ham
shack or via mall order. Equipment fallures are for the most part handled in the same fashion;
the rig is returned to the ham sh8ck or locel repei r shop for corrections. Todays ameteur
license requirements are rooted in days long past. More appropriate for testi ng todays
appl1cants might be focusi ng on operati ng concepts, more propagation theory, and general
courteslJ·
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