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APPENDIX A

Section 21.2 should be amended by adding the following definition:

D 3 int int that
includ iden f a - ffttr ]

licens inst whom the complaint i

Section 21.27(d) should be amended as follows:

(d) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Part, effeetive
as-ef-September-17,-1998; there shall be g one-week window, at such

time as the Commission shall announce by public notice, for the filing

of apphcatlons for w h&gh—peweac——s;gfm-l—-beester

trensmissions hcenses durlng Wh1ch all apphcatlons shall be deemed
to have been filed as of the same day ..

Section 21.42(c)(8) should be amended as follows:

(8) A change to a sectorized antenna system comprising an array
of directional antennas, provided that such system does not change
polarization or result in an increase in radiated power by more than
one dB in any direction_in the horizontal or vertical plane; provided,
however, that notice of such change is provided to the Commission on
FCC Form 331 within ten (10) days of installation.

Section 21.902(a) should be amended as follows:

(a) All applicants, conditional licensees, and licensees shall
make exceptional efforts to avoid harmful interference to other users
and to avoid blocking potential adjacent channel use in the same city
and cochannel use in nearby cities. In areas where major cities are in
close proximity, careful consideration should be given to minimum
power requirements and to the location, height, and radiation pattern
of the transmitting antenna. Licensees, conditional licensees, and
applicants are expected to cooperate fully in attempting to resolve
problems of potential interference before bringing the matter to the
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attention of the Commission, including cooperating with reasonable
ts fi ticipati in“ ’ i t ts.

Section 21.902(f)(1) should be amended as follows:

(1) Cochannel interference is defined as the ratio of the desired
signal to the undesired signal present in the desired channel, at the
output of a reference receiving antenna oriented to receive the
maximum desired signal. Harmful interference will be considered
present when a Wﬂﬂﬂm free

: : ;E2SEL : ral-path determines that this
rat1o 18 less than 45 dB (both statlons utlhzmg 6 MHz bandwidths).

Section 21.902(f)(2) should be amended as follows:

@) ...

(i) Harmful interference will be considered present when a
calculation based on a terrain-sensitive model free-spaece-ealeulationfor

sn—unebstructed-signal-path determines that this ratio is less than 0
dB (both stations utilizing 6 MHz bandwidths).

(ii)) In the alternative, harmful interference will be considered
present for an ITFS station constructed before May 26, 1983, when a

calculation based on a terrain-sensitive model free-space—ealeulation
determines that this ratio is less than 10 dB (both stations utilizing 6

MHz bandwidths) ...
Section 21.904 should be amended as follows:
§ 21.904 Power Limitations Fransmitter Power
@) ...
(D) ...
(c) An increase in station EIRP transmitter-power ....




Section 21.909(c) should be amended as follows:

(c) An applicant for a response station hub license shall:

(1) F11e FCC Form 331 with Mellon Bank, at_aszh_olhat_ﬁqrm

and certlfy on that form that it has comphed W1th the requlrements of
§ 21.909(c)(2) and (d)_and that the interference data submitted under
§ 21.909(d) is complete and accurate. Failure to certify compliance and
to comply completely with the requirements of § 21.909(c)(2) and (d)
shall result in dismissal of the application or revocation of the response
station hub license, and may result in imposition of a monetary
forfeiture; and

(2) Submit to International Transcription Services, Inc. (“ITS”),
1231 20th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, both in hard copy,

and on a 3.5” computer diskette in ASCII, duplicates of all filings
required by Section 21.909(c)(1). thefelewing:

Section 21.909(d) should be amended as follows:

(d) An Applicant for a response station hub license shall;
p&s&a—r&t—t@—§—2&—9@9{e}(—2}(—m}- submlt te——I—’FS—the—fel—lemn-g with its 1ts




10.

11.

12.

Section 21.909(d)(3)(iv) should be amended as follows:

@) ...

(C) at any previously registered receive site of any authorized or
previously-proposed cochannel ITFS station or booster station located
within 160.94 km (100 miles) of the proposed response station hub ....

Section 21.909(d)(3)(v) should be amended as follows:

) ...

(C) at any previously registered receive site of any authorized or
previously proposed adjacent channel ITFS station or booster station
located within 160.94 km (100 miles) of the proposed response station
hub ....

Section 21.909(g)(6) should be amended as follows:

6) ...

(1) First notifies the Commission of the altered number of
response stations of such class(es) to be operated simultaneously in
such region, and certifies in that notification that it has complied with

the requirements of § 21.909(g)(6)(1ii) and (iv) §-21-808(e}6)GH—and
@), and certifies in that notification that the interference data
submitted under § 21.909(g)(6)(ii) is complete and accurate; and

(i) Provides the Commission with ITS—with—a—eopy—of—such
notifieation-and-with an analysis estabhshlng that such alteration will

not result in any increase in interference ... ; and

iii) Provid i f tifi

E

(1v) @i Serves a copy of such notification and analysis upon
each party entitled to be served pursuant to § 21.909(d)(4); and




13.

14.

Section 21.909(g)(7) should be amended as follows:

(7) Where an application is granted under this section, if a
facility operated pursuant to that grant causes harmful, unauthorized
interference to any cochannel or adjacent channel facility, it must
promptly remedy the interference or immediately cease operations of
the interfering facility regardless of whether any petitions to deny or
for other relief were filed against the application during the application
process. The burden of proving that a facility operated under this
section is not causing harmful, unauthorized interference lies on the
licensee of the alleged interfering facility, following the filing of a
documented complaint of interference by an affected party. A facility

must ration nt to thi ti

1 receipt of an date-st d d
complaint of interferen ithin rs i db r d
delivery and within 24 hours if served by certified U.S. mail; or

1 nr ipt of F date-st f a “Noti

ggggglglgt of Intgrfg;gnce,” provided that the liggggge of the alleged
3 9 2 N 1 0S¢ ' e date

burden of proofb to t mplaini ty:

If htdw t to_thi ti th

ifi 7 uthorized by the complainant’s writien agreement o
ux_o_im_cgm_sﬂLand

Section 21.909(g)(9) should be added and should read as follows:

dwnc nverter o rl d inter t ive sit
it t pr tly r dv t itrfn r i diatel




15.

16.

documented int of int r b t t

must ration nt to thi tion:
1 recei nF date-st d f t
laint terferen it 1 f

deliver d within 24 i b tified mail;

(i1 ) QQQQ receipt gi an FCC ggtg-gtggggg COpy g a Eg ice of
Complaint of Interference,” provided that the licengee of the alleged

interfering facility shall have three (3) business days following the date

f receipt to submit proof that it is not causing the interference or else

t must cease operations. If the alleged interfering igg; ity files g;ggi of
non-interferen it automatically avoid t-d t

burden of proof b to the complainin rtv; and

g"'g If shutdown occurs under this section, the alleged

inter facilit not tart t )ssi tart i
ifi l thorized th inant’s written t or

order of the Commission.

Section 21.909(n) should be amended as follows:

(n) At least 20 days prior to the activation of a response station
transmitter located within a radius of 1960 feet of a—registered—or

previously-apphiedfor an ITFS receive site that is registered or applied
for at the time of the proposed activation, the response station hub

licensee must notify, by certified mail, the licensee of the ITFS site of
the intention to activate the response station. ....

Section 21.913(b) should be amended as follows:

(b) ... The applicant for a high-power MDS signal booster station

additionally is required to attach to Form 331 the ;gﬁg;gg ion,
howin nd certifications required b ti 1

W%

Melon-Bankand-the following information:




17.

18.

hard copy, and ” er diskette in ASCIL duplicates of th
For 31 and att nts fil w1th llon Bank.

Section 21.913(e) should be amended as follows:
(e) ... An MDS licensee or conditional licensee seeking to install

a low-power MDS signal booster station under this rule must, within
48 hours after installation, submit FCC Form 331 to the Commission

in Washmgton DC %M@M

t t db rti t t

additi is r ired t Int rnati 1 Tr iption

i 231 20th Street N ton, DC 2 both i
hard co d ” tte i icat t
Form d att ts filed with t mmissi

Section 21.913(g) should be amended as follows:

(g) Where an application is granted under paragraph (d) of this
section, if a facility operated pursuant to that grant causes harmful,
unauthorized interference to any cochannel or adjacent channel
facility, it must promptly remedy the interference or immediately cease
operations of the interfering facility regardless of whether any
petitions to deny or for other relief were filed against the application
during the application process. The burden of proving that a high-
power MDS signal booster station is not causing harmful,
unauthorized interference lies on the licensee of the alleged interfering

-7.




19.

facility, following the filing of a documented complaint of interference

by an affected party. A facility must cease operations pursuant to this
section:

1 receipt of an te-st do t
complaint int ithi i d
deliv nd within 24 rs if served b rtified il;

foring fasility shall have siness davys following the dat
f receipt to submit proof that it is not causing the ;gtgrfg;gggg or glgg
Qggt cease gggrgtlongE If the alleged interfering facility files proo f of

ticall 1 t- d the
burd n of proof b to the ¢ lainin ;

Gii) If shutdown occurs under this section, the alleged
interfering facility may not resgtart transmissions unless the restart is

ecifi authorized by the complainant’s written ment or an
order of the Commission.

Section 21.913(i) should be added and should read as follows:

it t promptl m t int 1 di
rations of t interferi facility regard
ggtmgng to dggy_ or for other relief were filed gggmgt the application
. a ) process. The den of 1 ing that an N
signal b t r st t n is not ing h ful interfer 1 t
i ft 1 d_interfering facility, following the fili
documented complaint of interfer by an ty. ilit
must cea ration. r t 1 tion:
wugﬁgitﬂmﬁﬂi@mdﬁ_@@&m@
complaint of interference, withi f rved by fax or d
delivery and within 24 h if serv db ied . il; or




20.

21.

22.

it must cease operations. If the alleged interfering facility files proof of

non-interference, it au gggt;ggllg gvg1d§ §hgt down and shifts the
burden of fb tot in
If shutdown ur, n thi, tion, t

gtgr;grmg facility may not restart trggggiggiggg unless the restart is

Section 74.901 should be amended by adding the following definition:

Do en in A mplaint int that
includes evidence of d-faith effort to r the interfi
grgglem with the l1ggg§gg of thg g; legedly in g igggg gg;l; Y, ggd
e nce that t terfer
lice inst whom t 11nt1 filed.

Section 74.903(a)(1) should be amended as follows:

(1) Cochannel interference is defined as the ratio of the desired
signal to the undesired signal, at the output of a reference receiving
antenna oriented to receive the maximum desired signal. Harmful
interference will be considered present when a calculation based on a

terrain-sensitive model free—spaece—ealenlation determines that this
ratio is less than 45 dB (both stations utilizing 6 MHz bandwidths).

Section 74.903(a)(2) should be amended as follows:

@) ...

(1) Harmful interference will be considered present when a
calculation based on a terrain-sensitive model free-space—ealeulation
determines that this ratio is less than 0 dB (both stations utilizing 6
MHz bandwidths).

(i1) In the alternative, harmful interference will be considered
present for an ITFS station constructed before May 26, 1983, when a
calculation based on a terrain-sensitive model free-spaee—ealeulation
determines that this ratio is less than 10 dB (both stations utilizing 6
MHz bandwidths) ....




23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

Section 74.903(b)(1) should be amended as follows:

(1) An analysis of the potential for harmful interference with the
previously registered receive sites registered-as-of-September 17,1998,
and with the protected service area, of any authorized or previously-
proposed cochannel station ....

Section 74.903(b)(2) should be amended as follows:

(2) An analysis of the potential for harmful adjacent channel

interference with the previously registered receive sites registered-as
of September—17,1988, and with the protected service area, of any

authorized or previously proposed station ....

Section 74.903(c) should be amended as follows:

(c) Existing licensees, conditional licensees and prospective
applicants, including those who lease or propose to lease excess
capacity pursuant to § 74.931(c) or (d), are expected to cooperate fully
and in good faith in attempting to resolve problems of potential
interference before bringing the matter to the attention of the

Commission, including cooperating with reasonable requests for
participating in “on/off” equipment tests.

Section 74.903(d) should be amended as follows:

(d) Each authorized or previously proposed applicant,
conditional licensee, or licensee must be protected from harmful

electrical interference at each of its previously registered receive sites

registered-prevaously-as-of September-17,1998, and within a protected
service area as defined at § 21.902(d)(1) of this chapter ..

Section 74.911(d) should be amended as follows:

(d) Notwithstanding any other provisions of this Part, effeetive
as-of-September17,-1998; there shall be a one-week window, at such

time as the Commission shall announce by public notice, for the filing

of apphcatlons for gll gg g_g_ ;gg g ITES h&gh—-pewer—s&gﬂa-l—bees%er
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28.

29.

transmissions licenses, during which all applications shall be deemed
to have been filed as of the same day ...

Section 74.939(c) should be amended as follows:
(c) An applicant for a response station hub license shall:

(1) File FCC Form 331 with the Comm1ss1on in Washmgton, DC,
attach to that form th ti r 1

required by § 74.939(d), and certify on that form that it has complied
with the requirements of § 74.939(c)(2) and (d)_and that the
interference data submitted under §74.939(d) is complete and
accurate. Failure to certify compliance and to comply completely with
the requirements of § 74.939(c)(2) and (d) shall result in dismissal of
the application or revocation of the response station hub license, and
may result in imposition of a monetary forfeiture; and

(2) Submit to International Transcription Services, Inc. (“ITS”),
1231 20th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036, both in hard copy,

and on a 3.5” computer diskette in ASCII, duplicates of all filings
required by Section 74.939(c)(1). the-following:

Section 74.939(d) should be amended as follows:
(d) An Applicant for a response station hub license shall;

p&rs&aﬂt—be—§44939(e)€2}€m)—subm1tte—1$8—she—feﬂewmgmgh_1_§
For the dat ired by A Dtot r r
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30.

31.

32.

M]M__Dgc_ket No. 97 217, FCC 98 231, “Methods for Pred1ct1ng

Section 74.939(d)(3)(iv) should be amended as follows:

@iv) ...

(C) at any previously registered receive site of any authorized or
previously proposed cochannel ITFS station or booster station located
within 160.94 km (100 miles) of the proposed response station hub ....

Section 74.939(d)(3)(v) should be amended as follows:

W) ...

(C) at any previously registered receive site of any authorized or
previously proposed adjacent channel ITFS station or booster station
located within 160.94 km (100 miles) of the proposed response station
hub ....

Section 74.939(g)(6) should be amended as follows:

) ...

(1) First notifies the Commission of the altered number of
response stations of such class(es) to be operated simultaneously in
such region, and certifies in that notification that it has complied with

the requlrements of §74 g;gggggggg ;g gg g;gg §—7—4—93-9€g—)é6)(—1~1)—a—nd
i), rtifi interfer

sb'ttd r 4 i" d te; and

(1) Provides the Commission with ITS—with—a—eepy—ofsuch
notifieation-and-with an analysis estabhshmg that such alteration will

not result in any increase in interference ... ; and

d anal

-12 -



33.

34.

(iv) @i Serves a copy of such notification and analysis upon
each party entitled to be served pursuant to § 74.939(d)(4); and

Section 74.939(g)(7) should be amended as follows:

(7) Where an application is granted under this section, if a
facility operated pursuant to that grant causes harmful, unauthorized
interference to any cochannel or adjacent channel facility, it must
promptly remedy the interference or immediately cease operations of
the interfering facility regardless of whether any petitions to deny or
for other relief were filed against the application during the application
process. The burden of proving that a facility operated under this
section is not causing harmful, unauthorized interference lies on the
licensee of the alleged interfering facility, following the filing of a
documented complaint of interference by an affected party. A facility

must cease operations pursuant to this section:

i n receipt of an F date-stamped f a do nted
complaint of 1 n ithin 2 h if served by fax han
deliver ithi 1 db tified U. il; or

ipt of an date-stamped ti f
ngglgmt of lntg;ferengg, provided that the licensee of the alleged
frlttou mltrooft tt1 not L nt ce 1
it must cease operations. If the alleged interfering facility files proof of
non-interfer it aut tically avoids shut-dow nd shifts th
burden of proof back to the complaining party; and

If shutdown occurs under t i t th d
inte r1n f01tm not restart t i n t tart i

rdgr gf tgg gzg_n__lg;gglgn, and T

Section 74.939(g)(9) should be added and should read as follows:

er r nse h tati lication i t
this secti if a facilit rated pursuant to that t 1

- 18-




35.

downconverter gvgglggd interference to any MDS or ITES receive site,

itmut r tl t it n i iat

t1t1 to deny or f relief wer ﬁl t
station hub application d;;rlng the application grgggggE The gl_;_rggn of
roving that a facilit rat r thi tion i t
harmful interference li n the li the al int i
facility, following the fili f a documented complai i

by an affected party. A facility must cease operation pursuant to this

section:

i n receipt of an F date-st fad ted
complaint of interference, within 2 hours if served by fax or hand

deliver d within 24 i db rtified

i1 n receipt of date-stamped “Notj
Complaint of Interference,” provided that the licensee of the alleged
interfering facilit 1 have thr i d following the dat
of receipt t it proof that jt i ing the interfer
it must cease operations. If the alleged interfering facility files proof of
non-interfer it automatically avoid t-dow d shifts th
burd f proof b to the complaini ty; and

i) If t n thi ti t lleged
interferin ilitvy mayv not tart tr issi the restart i

specifically gL_;thgrlzgd by the complainant’s written agreement or an
rder of th missi

Section 74.939(1)(2) should be amended as follows:

(2? Attach to Eg;g; _E_:g rm 331 the igllgg;ggss&bm}t—te

&1 () The interference analyses required to be performed ...

ubmit t t t1 Transcription i nc., 1231
20th Street, NW. ashi n, DC 2 both i d co d on

-14 -



36.

317.

.5” computer diskette in A duplicat F 1
attachments filed with Mellon Bank or with the Commission as
appropriate; and,

Section 74.939(])(3) should be amended as follows:

(3) Except as provided in §21.27(d) or § 74.911(e), as
appropriate, be permitted to file applications to convert associated I

channels to point-to-multipoint transmissions at any time, which shall
be nd. t ny I ¢ 1 d fo talk-
transmissions. I channels used for point-to-multipoint transmissions

shall be afforded interference protection in the same manner as other
point-to-multipoint MDS and ITFS facilities, with appropriate
adjustment of the interference protection values for bandwidth.
Notwithstanding any other provision of Parts 21 and 74, applications
to convert associated I channels to point-to-multipoint transmissions,
meeting the requirements of § 74.939())(1) and (2), shall cut-off

applications to convert other I channels to point-to-multipoint
transmissions that are filed on a subsequent day if t ciliti

applied for that-are-filed-on-a—subsequent-day-for-faeilitiesthat would
cause harmful electromagnetic interference to the proposed point-to-
multipoint operations; and

Section 74.939(/)(5) should be amended as follows:

(5) Where an application is granted under this paragraph, and a
facility operated pursuant to that grant causes harmful, unauthorized
interference to any cochannel or adjacent channel facility, promptly
remedy the interference or immediately cease operations of the
interfering facility regardless of whether any petitions to deny or for
other relief were filed against the application during the application
process. The burden of proving that a facility operated under this
section is not causing harmful, unauthorized interference lies on the
licensee of the alleged interfering facility, following the filing of a
documented complaint of interference by an affected party. A facility

must cease operations pursuant to this section:

(1) Upon receipt of an FCC date-stamped copy of a documented
complaint of interfer ithin 2 if by f r d
delivervy and within 24 h if served b tifi mail; or

-15 -




38.

1ntrr1 ilithll busi . following the dat

burden of proof back to the complaining party; and

@aii) If shutdown occurs under this section, the alleged
interfering facility may not restart transmissions unless the restart is

specifically authorized by the complainant’s written agreement or an
order of the Commission.

Section 74.939({)(6) should be added and should read as follows:

6 n lication i ted thi 1] n
facilit t r t that n dow v
verload interference to an TES recei 1 r tl

rocess. Th brdn tt11it t rt'
section is not causing hgrgfgl interference lies on the licensee of the

alleged int rin it llowing the filin f nted

complaint of interference by an affected party. A facility must cease
operation pursuant to this section:

1 on receipt of an F date-st d nted
complaint of interference, within 2 hours if served by fax or hand
delivery and within 24 hours if served by certified U.S. mail; or

interfering facility shall bave three (3) busi s following the d:
of receipt to submit proof that it is not ing t t T

it must cease operations. If the alleged interfering facility files grggf of

non-interfer it tomati avoids shut-d nd shifts t
burden of proof back to the complaini rtv; an

If shutdow r nder thi tion, th 1 d

interfering facility may not restart transmissions unless the restart is
ificall thorized by th i s writ t or

order of th mission.
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39.

40.

41.

Section 74.939(p) should be amended as follows:

(p) At least 20 days prior to the activation of a response station
transmitter located within a radius of 1960 feet of a—registered—or

previously-appliedfor an ITFS receive site that is registered or applied
for at the time of the proposed activation, the response station hub

licensee must notify, by certified mail, the licensee of the ITFS site of
the intention to activate the response station ..

Section 74.985(b) should be amended as follows:

(b) ... The applicant for a high-power ITFS signal booster station

additionally is required to attach to Form 331 the information,

shgw1gg§ ggd certification S required by Section 74.985(b), and certify
that th nce d t let d rate, i ing submit

hard n ” computer diskette in dupli t
r nd attachments filed with t issi

Section 74.985(e) should be amended as follows:

(e) ...An ITFS licensee or conditional licensee seeking to install a
low-power ITFS signal booster station under this rule must, within 48
hours after installation, submit FCC Form 331 to the Commission in
Washmgton, DC, att to Form
certifi ti

- 17 -




42.

dditi Iy is required to submit to [ntes
sIc1212thtrt hi 2 both in

hard copyv, and on a 3.5” computer dlglggttg in ASCII, duplicates of the

Form nd attachment d with t 1ssi

Section 74.985(g) should be amended as follows:

(g) Where an application is granted under paragraph (d) of this
section, if a facility operated pursuant to that grant causes harmful,
unauthorized interference to any cochannel or adjacent channel
facility, it must promptly remedy the interference or immediately cease
operations of the interfering facility regardless of whether any
petitions to deny or for other relief were filed against the application
during the application process. The burden of proving that a facility
operated under this section is not causing harmful, unauthorized
interference lies on the licensee of the alleged interfering facility,
following the filing of a documented complaint of interference by an

affected party._ A facility must cease operation pursuant to this

section;

1 n receipt of an F date-st fad nted
complaint of interference, within 2 hours if served by fax or hand
delive nd within 2 if served by certified il;

onreitf date-stamped f a “Noti
mplaint of Interfer ided th t the li ft
rfe ing facility shall hav t T b d. f lowin th
0 t t mit proof that it is not the i ls

it mugt cease operations. If the alleged in g;fg;;gg gg;lltg files pr ggi of
non-interference, it automatically avoids shut-down and shifts the
burden of proof back to the complaining party; and

If shutdow d thi ti t leged
interfering facilit t tart tr igsi the rest i
specifically authorized by the complainant’s written agreement or an
rd ft ission.
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43.

Section 74.985(1) should be added and should read as follows:

this section. if a facilit ated pu t to that grant causes block
d onvert verload interference t M I i i

it _must mtl rmed t int i iatel

to deny or for other reli ld inst th lb tati
lication during th 11 t1 n pr . b d n of proving that
facilit rated d hi ti i t ] f

interfer lies on the li the alleged interferi ilit

following the fili fad nted laint interferen n

affected party. The facility must cease operation pursuant to this

i receipt of F date-stamped d ted

complaint of interference, within 2 hours if served by fax or hand
delivery and within 24 h if served certified U. il; or

(11) Upon rggglgt of gn Fg;g; g g § gggg copy of g “Notice of

laint of Int li
interfering facilit llh ve t b 'n the dat

of receipt to submit proof that it is not causing the igtgrf_g_rgggg or else
it must cease operations. If the alleged interfering facility files proof of

non-int r it tomaticall void -dow ifts t
burd f proof b tot lainin rtv; and

If shutdown occur i i t d
interfering facilit t tart tr ission. t rt ]

specifically authorized by the complainant’s written agreement or an

order of the Commission.
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Catholic Television Network

Joint Engineering Statement of
John F.X. Browne, P.E., Robert W. Denny, Jr., P.E., and Dane E. Ericksen, P.E.

The firms of John F.X. Browne and Associates, P.C., Denny & Associates, P.C., and Hammett &
Edison, Inc., have been retained jointly on behalf of the Catholic Television Network (“CTN”),
representing numerous Instructional Television Fixed Service (“ITFS”) stations licensed to, and
operated by, the Roman Catholic Archdioceses and Dioceses throughout the United States, to
prepare an engineering exhibit in support of a Petition for Partial Reconsideration of the September
25, 1998, Report and Order (“R&0O”) to MM Docket 97-217 concerning two-way, “cellularized”
ITFS and Multipoint Distribution Service (“MDS”) stations.

Conflict Between the New Rules versus the R&O and Appendix D

1A. New Rule Sections 21.902(f)(1) and 21.902(f)(2)(i) mandate that interference calculations
be based on free space for an “unobstructed” path, whereas Section 21.902(f)(2)(ii) requires free
space calculations but is missing the “for unobstructed paths” caveat. Further, the language in
new Rule Sections 74.903(a)(1) and 74.903(a)(2)(i) and (ii) mandates interference calculations on
the basis of free space, but the “for unobstructed paths” caveat is missing from all three rule

sections.

1B.  Since there would be no point in selecting the highest ground elevation within a grid and
assigning that ground elevation to the grid centroid, nor any point in Appendix D devoting 11 pages
and 35 formulas to a new propagation model, if interference calculations (at least for ITFS
stations) are to be done on the basis of free space without regard to path obstruction, it would
appear that the wording adopted in these new rule sections is in conflict with the R&O and with
Appendix D, and that the Code of Federal Regulations (“CFR”) wording needs to be revised to
include the “for unobstructed paths” caveat with each reference to free space calculations.

1C.  Further, the term “unobstructed path” is not defined. Is a path that has line-of-sight based
on 4/3-earth radius an “unobstructed path,” or must there also be at least a 0.6 Fresnel zone
radius clearance? A better approach would be for the above rule sections simply to require use of a
terrain-sensitive model in all cases, and let the terrain-sensitive methodology default to free space

whenever it believes that condition to exist.

ID. In the event the Commission clarifies that parties using the EDX Engineering, Inc.
(“EDX”) software Free Space + RMD™ must do so with the ground reflection key set to “yes,”
as more fully discussed in the following Item 2, then even where there is an unobstructed line of
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sight and adequate Fresnel Zone clearance, use of just free space propagation loss would fail to

include the Reflection Coefficient.*

Clarification Whether Use of the Epstein-Peterson Model is Mandatory

2A. New Rule Sections 21.909(o) and 74.939(q) require that interference calculations be
performed “in accordance with Appendix D to the Report and Order in MM Docket 97-217,
Methods for Predicting Interference from Response Station Transmitters and To Response Station
Hubs and for Supplying Data on Response Station Systems.” However, Appendix D states, at
Page D-10, that, “When analyzing interference from response stations to other systems and from
other systems to response station hubs, a propagation model shall be used that takes into account
the effects of terrain and certain other factors.” Although Appendix D then goes on to offer the
Epstein-Peterson method, nothing in Appendix D specifically states that only that particular
method/model may be used, and the wording referring to “a propagation model,” as opposed to
simply and unambiguously stating that the Epstein-Peterson method must be used, makes it
unclear whether parties wishing to use other propagation models, such as Longley-Rice or the
more sophisticated Terrain Integrated Rough Earth Model (“TIREM”), are free to do so.

2B. The Commission needs to clarify whether parties electing to use the EDX Free Space +
RMDT™ software should make interference studies with the “ground reflection” key set to “yes”
or “no,” whether the “clutter environment” option should be applied, and, if so, whicﬁ environment
(urban, suburban, or dense foliage) should be specified, or whether these parameters are up to
each applicant to select, in which case the Commission must require the application to clearly state
the selected parameters, so that others can independently verify the study results if they wish to
do so. Similarly, the Commission must require applicants electing to use a ground conductivity
other than 0.008 Siemens/meter, or a relative dielectric constant of the reflecting surface other than

15, to clearly state what alternative values were used.

2C.  Finally, clarification is needed whether the Docket 97-214 R&O now supersedes the
Commission policy adopted in the February 7, 1995, Report and Order to MM Docket 93-24, which,
at Paragraph 81, required parties wishing to use terrain-sensitive models for ITFS interference
calculations to 1) identify and describe the model being used and 2) explicitly state the additional
path loss being claimed. Even if the FCC clarifies that the Epstein-Peterson method must be used
when making Response Station and Response Hub interference calculations, there is still a need to
clarify whether other terrain-sensitive propagation models may continue to be used for interference

* Section A.2.2 to Appendix A ("Propogation Models") published by EDX, explaining the various propogation
models offered, states "Reflection is used in the RMD model when the transmitter and receiver are line-of-sight.”
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studies between wireless cable stations not involving a Response Station or a Response Hub, and
whether interference exhibits based on the Epstein-Peterson method must explicitly state the
additional predicted path loss.

Certain Other Technical Clarifications Necessary

3A. The file formats specified in Appendix D, at Pages D-21 and D-23, are missing two critical
station parameters: namely, the amount of electrical beam tilt in the elevation plane for the
proposed antenna, and the direction of any mechanical beam tilt. While perhaps only 10 to
20 percent of wireless cable antennas employ mechanical beam tilt, the majority of such antennas
do employ electrical beam tilt. Yet, there is no field for the commonly-used electrical beam tilt,
while there is a field for the less-often used mechanical beam tilt, but then there is no field for the
direction of the mechanical beam tilt, which is an absolutely critical parameter when mechanical
beam tilting is used. And although it is possible to include the electrical beam tilt in the elevation
plane pattern tabulation, the Commission should not allow this practice because of the confusion it
causes. The Commission should allow only normalized elevation patterns (i.e., with the main
beam always at 0°, towards the horizontal plane), and then let the computer program tilt the
elevation pattern according to the electrical (if any) and mechanical (if any) beam tilts specified in
an input file or by the user. In any case, the R&O needs to clarify which approach is to be taken,
and a data field for the direction of any mechanical beam tilt must be added.

3B. Similar uncertainties for the azimuth pattern exist; while the input file format has a field for
“Azimuth of Main Lobe,” meaning that azimuth patterns must be “normalized” patterns, i.e., with
the main beam at a relative heading of 0°, clarification is needed for antennas with more than one
main lobe: is the indicated azimuth then to be the azimuth of the axis of symmetry? If yes, the
field name should be changed to “Azimuth of main lobe or azimuth of symmetry.” If this is not
done, there will be endless confusion when a symmetrical pattern with more than one main lobe,

such as a “peanut” or “butterfly,” is used.

3C. At Page D-27 of Appendix D, it states, “Both azimuth and elevation patterns shall be

"

entered from O to 359 degrees.” This is an impossibility, of course; while azimuth patterns range
from zero to 359 degrees, elevation patterns only range from 90 degrees above the horizontal to
90 degrees below the horizontal, typically with angles below the horizontal taken as positive
(e.g., a “depression angle of 2°” is commonly understood to mean 2 degrees below the horizontal).
Appendix D needs to be corrected to eliminate its impossible range of elevation angles and should

define angles below the horizontal as positive.

HAMMETT & EDISON, INC.

CONSULTING ENGINEERS 981009.3
SAN FRANCISCO Page 3 of 6




Catholic Television Network

3D. New Rule Section 21.42(c)(8) allows changes to a sectorized antenna system comprising
an array of directional antennas to be a permissive change, requiring only after-the-fact notification,
if it does not result in an increase in radiated power “in any direction” of more than one decibel. In
the past, ITFS Branch staff has indicated that they interpret the “in any direction” term, which
currently also appears in Sections 21.23(c)(1)(vi) and 74.911(a)(1), to mean in any horizontal
direction, and to ignore changes due to modification of an elevation pattern. This makes no sense
technically and can allow much mischief to occur, either by changing electrical or mechanical beam
tilts or the number of bays of an antenna. For example, going from a 16-bay antenna to an 8-bay
antenna, and then increasing the transmitter power by 3 dB, would result in no increase in the
equivalent isotropic radiated power (“EIRP”) based on the azimuth pattern, but could easily make
20 dB or greater changes in the field strength at ground level because the locations of the elevation
pattern nulls and side lobes would have shifted. In one case potentially affecting the Archdiocese
of Los Angeles, licensee of B-Group ITFS Station WHR-902, Santa Paula, California, just this
scenario (i.e., an increase of more than 1.5 dB in the vertical plane, but not the horizontal plane)
occurred when California State University Fullerton filed to change its ITFS B-Group Station
WHR-854 at Modjeska Peak (one of the Pacific Bell Video Services “master plan” sites) from a
Bogner Type B16SS 16-bay antenna with 3° of electrical beam tilt to an Andrew Type HMD12VN
12-bay, still with 3° of electrical beam tilt; as shown by the attached Figure 1, at a depression
angle of 10° there is more than a 20 dB difference in the EIRPs. Fortunately, that modification
ended up not harming the Archdiocese, but that was just luck; there could have easily have been a
fixed receive site, or a hypothetical receive site (i.e., populated areas) at the 10° depression angle.
This loophole should be closed, and the Commission should confirm that “in any direction” means
just what it says, i.e., that the restriction applies to increasing radiation in the vertical plane as

well as the horizontal plane.

3E. The new methodologies spelled out in Appendix D are complex; indeed, the R&O found it
necessary to allow potentially affected licensees a 60-day period rather than the more usual 30-day

period for Petitions to Deny because of the complexity of the calculations.

3F. Since consulting engineers will now need to implement the Appendix D methodologies, the
lack of sample calculations is a major problem. Such sample calculations are necessary to allow
parties attempting to write computer programs that will implement the Appendix D protocols to
confirm that they have properly implemented the methodology. For example, when the
Commission adopted an entirely new and complex calculation methodology for digital television
(“DTV”) interference studies, it provided detailed tables listing each NTSC station’s terrain-
limited, interference-free area and population; this allowed parties implementing OET69-style
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computer programs to cross-check their programs with the FCC numbers. Indeed, the
August 10, 1998, FCC Public Notice, “Additional Application Processing Guidelines for Digital
Television,” requires, at Page 2, parties submitting OET69-type interference studies to state the
computer and software used and to confirm that “sufficient comparisons have been made to confirm
that these facilities produce the same results as the Commission’s implementation of OET Bulletin
No. 69.” A similar benchmark must be made available for the arguably even more complex
Appendix D methodologies.

3G. The example cases need to include a case where the transmitting antenna has only
electrical beam tilt and at least two cases where the transmitting antenna has both electrical and
mechanical beam tilts, one with the mechanical beam tilt direction the same as the azimuth pattern
direction, and the other where the mechanical beam tilt direction and the azimuth pattern direction

are different.

Section 21.904 Is Mis-Titled

4A. New Rule Section 21.904 is titled “Transmitter Power” but in fact discusses equivalent
isotropic radiated power (“EIRP”). Therefore, this new Rule Section needs to be re-titled simply
“Power Limitations” (that is, the title used for the matching new ITFS rule, Section 74.935), or,
better yet, be changed to “EIRP Limitations,” in which case Section 74.935 should be similarly re-
titled. Response station transmitter power limits are addressed at new Rule Sections
21.909(g)(2) and 74.939(g)(2), and, of course, for main or booster stations, there is no limit on
transmitter power, only a limit on EIRP.

4B. Similarly, new Rule Section 21.904(c) refers to increases in station *“transmitter power,”
when it appears that it really means increases in the station EIRP, since it then refers back to
21.904(a) and 21.904(b), which discuss EIRP, and not transmitter power.

Summary

5. The Commission needs to clarify the engineering “housekeeping” issues identified in this
exhibit in order to ensure that the new procedures adopted by the R&O can be expeditiously
implemented and to minimize uncertainty and disputes between parties as to whether the new
methodologies adopted in the R&O have been properly implemented.
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List of Figures
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Comparison of Elevation Patterns for Authorized
vs. Proposed ITFS Station WHR-854
(B-Group, Modjeska Peak)

Andrew 12-bay vs Cablewave 16-bay
ITFS Elevation Patterns
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