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BBFORElHE
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

WASHINGTON. DC 20554

RECEIVED
DEC - 4 1998

In the Matter of

)

To: The Commission

gpLY COMMINTS or UXNOLRS BCIINICAL ASSOCIATIS

G<aenl

The reply of Reynolds Tcdmical Associates ("RTA") in the FCC tedmiQal suamlining is predicated OIl

two compelling arguments. First. cmrent: technology hlI5 rendered 5'OIIIC of the rules in radio broadcastins

obsolete. Second. this technology allows broadcasters to more efJectivc1y aDd efficiently utilize the

spectrum. If the Commission adopts the streamlining aDd relaxation propo&ed by RTA, it would allow

existi.ng :&cllities to povjde additional services and create opportunities for a diversity ofownership.

In addition to the two:main suppositions advanced by RTA, thet.'e have been lhJI.lteI'OUS megative eyents and

oc:x:urrences that have placed limits OIl development of the broadcast specIlUm. Presently numerous PM

broadcastas are being dcmed FAA clearance by the development of additional airways and increased

aeronautical use. More importaotly. the FAA has begun placing detenninatioos of bantds on bI'oadt::asters

due to its inte:tpretation of potential e1ec:t:romapeti intcr1ercDce (EMI). RTA QUIICIltly rcprcscnu two

broadcasters that have DO coDSUUCtion OJlCions. due to specttUm IJl8ciQg l.imitations aDd FAA EM!

limitations. The FAA has tabD the poIition that it is the guardian of the spccaum in both instances. The

broadcasters are left with large :6Darlcia1 investmeots and. no channels on whic::h to bruack:ast.

An additioDBllimitatiOll OIl broadcasten is now occurring from local and county~ onfinanoes. These

0l"CtinanQes prohibit the COIISInlctiOll of new towen;. Therefore. broadcasters must tum to the Commission

for teller The changes in technology allow for cbam1d spacing Rlaxation 8Dd modificati.omi without

degrading the integrity ofthe FM spectrum.

It is with the supposition discussed above that RTA offi:rs reply comments on the following:
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QentlM1!!lt ADpIigdiw

RTA strongly supports !be conringmt application propoI&1 aDd. EDbBe8 the 0Jaham BlOCk, Inc:. pt'Op058l

that the Commission set limits on the number ofcontinge.ot applications at six ndher tb8Il four. In addition.

RTA feels that the Commission's poIIiticm that if one pottioD. (p'Ckage) is deaied. the eatire scenario is

dismissed is excessively harsh. RTA COIdends that if one station's pH1icipation is denied. the remaining

packages should be given a period of 30 days in whic::h to "cure," The adlnissiOllS of counteJpoposa!s to

the contingency would crca~ an opening for opportlmists to file coDflicts, in an lIltempt to cteate a "'block"

situation. There:fo.re, a contjogmt scenario would, of necessity, have to be given jmnwIjate cuto1f

protection.

An exception to this would be the following circums1a1w:e. If a IJ'OUP of stations are mvolved in a

contingent application, a fiIcllity that would beDefit from that applicalion (without al1e:riDg it) should be

allowed to join the applica1ion. 'Ibis is, of00III'!!le, pvvided that the joiniDg paty does not increase tbe total

number of fiIcilities involved to IIlOle than six. FiDally, the concc.m over white or gray aJelIS created by

these contingent appIieatioas and/or negOtiated interference should be allowed to be proved and/or

disproved bysupp~methods, instead ofusing the Jlfesenl FCC F(SO,SO) curves.

The contingent lIpIltieation sceaario Ibould.be applicable to both AM andFM facilities.

Ncgedatcd lntafeJ'!ICI

In tbe insWn Docket, the Colnmission poposes to allow stations to enta' iatto agreements that would. create

new interference and to evaluate appIkations involving such agreemtlDIS bued on four criteria. RTA is in

full agreement with three of those poposaU. Due to the advaDa:s in technolo&Y di5cussed eadier, RTA

feels that the fourth item (new interference ove.. the dty ofliceDse) should. be eJimillllted or modified. RTA

supports the notion that the received iDterletence must be no peater than ~% of the station's area iDlide its

total service contour. We al!o asree that DO more thaD S% of the total population within that contour

should be receiving nep:iated intafereo.ce. The Commission's concept that areas JeCeiving negotiated

interference receive five additional pimlby services Blust be provided anats. Water, natioaal puts,

unpopulatrJd areas, or where the population density drops below a certain level should fall UDder this

exception. 'the Commission Ihould give QODSidaation to usb:t& the ~-t0000lle ratio currtDt1y in use in the

NCB band. RTA objects to the Commission's UDivenBl suggestion that the negotiated. iDlerference C8llDOt
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OCCU{ oveJ abe boundaries of the community of li<:eDSe. Interference within the QOlJU1lUDity of liCClUiC can

be considered ifthe intert8reoce is caused by a oo-dwmel or fint-adjaoent chaDDel facili1y. However, dIlc

to the technological advances discussed earlier, RTA contends 1hat present-day, real-world seamd· and

tIJird.iKljacen channel intertete:nce inPM is margiDal 01' literally does not exist. Previous oommenttts have

said that interkl'eoc:e f.ronl sec::ond- aDd thinJ-adjacent channels coul4 complicate the FM bend's conversion

to digital transmission. However, the Commission must coosi.cb' wbat is the nJ(lIl'C impoltanl of1be two: to

provide maximum IIervice, or to detain additional service al the expense ofa future, uop:oven teelmology.

Based on the oommeats received in the initial COlIUlleltt date. it is obvious that the rank and file broadcastet

desires a method of spsciDg nilief in the PM spectrum that can be implemented by neaotiatt4 u.crfc:rence.

However, second- and~ cbannds must be left out of consideJation in dealing with negotiated

interferenoc cx:curring imide the boundaries of the ccnntnunity of license. Due to new receiver technology,

this interferena: is undetectable to the avemge listener.

PoiDt-to-PQjpt CogtoIt ProttctloP MetIlodoJOCY

RTA is in agreement with the AFCCE, Itt.. at, ~ODS to the PI'P metbodoIogy. RTA inIIead proposes

that the Commission adopt the Longley.Rice method. fur providiDg options to the standard P(SO,SO) curves,

especially when consicIeriD& interference giwn and received. in areas of irregular temIiD. IAmaleY-Rioe is a

Commission~ method that reflects a tmer picture of sipal propaption, since it COIISiders terrain

elevations beyond the 16-Jdlometer limit.

tn"ioe oI fM am CO

RTA endorses the Commission's idea of a class CO. PreIcDdy class C filcilities with nUnimIJm antenna

HAAT (300 meters) are given protection for literally half of the technical facility of a maximum, or full·

class, C. Many of tbcse statioas bave limits on. antenna bcighl due to finsmcial, zoning, FAA, or other

restrictions. If allowed to stay with maximum class C protection, these stations will couWJuc to occupy

value spect1'Utn spaoe thal oould be used by other broadcasters in perpetuity. Wbile the CommiJsion should

set the time limit (tbree yem) for stations to upgrade from clasa CO to full C SIaNS. cxceptioDs must be

granted for licensees who encounter unexpected delays due to FAA, zoniDg. etc. AppropriMe

docwncDtation musl be provided in order to pove due diligence. However, during this tbrcc-year grace

period, cJasl C stations should be allowed to accept eM clals CO dowDgnIde voluutarily when it would
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promote a more efficient utilization at'1be spectrum. ExistiDg class CI stations should be a110wcd to 5eCk

upgrades to class CO status via appicaIion andIor rulemaJriog wilen they meet tile SJl'CiDg rcquircmcnts.

During the three-year period. there is no .raced for a 16-ki1ometer buft'er zone due to the implcmadation of

§73.215.

Rcdpced Miahp_ SeparadoD .RcgulmBeatI for SmuuI- 1M Dinl-Adlagat Ch·.....

The Commission popoi!leS to:revise the spICing tables for 173.215 to aUow all FM staU.oos a minimum of

6..tm relief ftom mjnimmn separation requirements to 1he second- and tbJrd-~ cbannels. However.

this proposal is still~ to tile prvtecUd and inta&ring CODlOUrS section of §73.215. In essence, this

would allow licensees IiODIC additional SJl8Cing relief when applied to the sea:md- and 1hi:n:l-e4iaceD

channels. However, tbey would be~ either to install a directional 8Iltama or teduce power in order

to eotnpCD58fe for this overlap. RTA would like to cxpouDd 00. some ideas submitted by Richard L. Harvey

in the initial conuneot period. Harvey's concept that the second- and third- adjaccm be elinrinatr4 eo:tiJ'ely

is too drastic. However, the Coanmission should request fiuther commads on the elimination tI the third­

adjacent cbannel. With respect to tbe proposed 6-ki1ometer gr1We, RTA poposes §73.207 be alDCllded to

l'eftect the spacing requirements to second- andthird~ cbamlels. The pesem llpICing xcquircments

are predicated ona 10<k1Bu F(SO, 10) contour. RTA poposes tbIIt this reflect specing roquircmeIds that are

~oatcd on a 106-dBu F(SO,lO) coDtour (6 dB change). This would allow greater flexibility to lic:easees

desiring upgrades aDd. cbanges in antenDS sites, which are often being necessitated. by the neptive

circnmlltJullw. discussed. at the bcgiDlling of the iDstant document

In any event, the Commission llIlISl redUDk the sepsration requiremenls of class Cl to class C second- and

third-e4iaoent stations. Using maximum facilities as refereace, a class C produc:es a protegted 6O-dBu

contour of91.8 kilometers. A maximum class Cl produoe$ a secoad- (and tJUr4-)~ contour of 10.1

kilometers. This prodIIces a SIIaigbt-Jine~ of 101.9 kilometers (102 kilometers). Even undeI"

§73.215, stations are allowed no relief, and they must maintain a fWl 105-kiJometer separation. The

reverse of the Cl-to-C seQODd.. and thiJd.«tiacent cbatmel separation considers a 72.3-kilometer~

6<MJBu contout, and an interfering class C contom" of 13.7 kilometers. This adds to a total araight-line

distance of86.0~. Nei.1her ofthege nambc::ts is elOle to equaIiDg the lO5-ldlomelCr rcquitcI:I:Ieot
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Perbaps the most impoItaot contribution RTA can make to tbe second- md tbird-adjaQe.rJ channel

sepuation scellllrio is to ciscaBs cunart real-wortd oper.atiDg lItatiODJ that ale opeJating on secoDd4djaamt

cbamJ.els. CuuaJtly RTA is inwkred with a mlUor mcbopolitan area tba1 bas two clMs C's liceDsed that

are located with four channels of sepanliOll A third full c.Iass Cis.loc:ated. exactly 105 kilometers from

each of the other class C's. Tbc third. clam C is second. adjacent to the other two. The tbird sllltim'5

penetration into 1he marbt is sufficient for that station to be considered as the NAB's "Station of the Year"

in its folJllllt. In other words, 1he otbeT second-adjacem class C's have minimal to no 6<:t on the~

station. This discussion is induded to de.olonsbate to the Contmission that RTA's basic precept that

technology has advanct.d in both b'atlImission and. reception to the point that second~ and~m

!lep81'8tion requiremmt5 must be re--examinec1 RTA stroosIY UJFS the Comubssioo to give CODSi4etatio.n

to a rule modification that gives CODSideDtion to second- and~ cbannels at 106 4Bu versus

100 dBn. ModifyiDg the IIp8CiDs of §73.207(b), which would, in tum, allow for more flexibility in the

Allocations Branch, should rdlcct this reduction in spacing requirements.

CoDelulioa

RTA is in full agreemenl with Gmbam Brock, IDe. concerning contingent appialtiQU _ that the limit be

placecl al six, instead or the proposed limit offour. RTA also proposes that adcitionaI affected SlatiODl that

oould benefit from these scenarios be allowed a period of time in which to join the proceeding 'Ibis would

be contingent on the additional appliaml(s) causing the total umnber 01. stations involved to exceed six.

RTA endones the negotiated imerference ooncept with the modifications discussed caJ'la. RTA a1Bo

endorses tbe concept of a class CO PM facility, with the limits aDd. modifications proposed. RTA is

extremely desirous of a modification of the Rules to permit "First Comc-Firsl Serve" status to AM and

NCB PM appliadiOll5.

RTA feels that due 10 non-broadcast rel8ted, adveIIe limits being placed on prc8eIlt &auIees aad

permittees, the Commissioll must give relief OJ) seooncl- and third-a4jaceld channel related spacing by

reducing the intelferiDg contour ftom 100 dBu to 106 dBu. Thil change should be reflected in the spacing

requimneDbl of §73.207. In any event, the Commission should umnecti.teJy the second- and dJird..a4m'mt

requiJemeDts between a clau C and a class Cl U) 102 Jdlometers, insteadaftbe present 105 ki1omctcrs.
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