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~--In the Matter of

Digital Audio Broadcasting Systems
And Their Impact On the Terrestrial Radio
Broadcast Service.

REPLY COMMENTS

USA Digital Radio, Inc. ("USADR") by its attorneys, hereby submits these Reply Comments

in the above-referenced proceeding. As is described in greater detail below, the comments in this

proceeding demonstrate strong support for In-Band On-Channel Digital Audio Broadcasting ("mOC

DAB") and an active Commission role in the establishment ofan IBOC DAB standard. Moreover,

the comments generally support the evaluation criteria and approach the Commission articulated in

its Notice ofProposed Rulemaking.1 USADR encourages the Commission to expeditiously endorse

IBOC as the best means to implement DAB and to establish procedures for collecting additional

information and designating an moc standard by the end of this year. In addition, USADR replies

below to some of the specific issues raised in the comments.

I. The Commission Should Endone the IBOC Model for DAB

The comments strongly advocate an IBOC model for DAB. The Commission should move

quickly to endorse IBOC as the best means to implement DAB and to establish a process for

selecting an IBOC system for the United States.

Digital Audio Broadcasting Systems and Their Impact on the Terrestrial Radio Broadcast Service, MM Docket
No. 99-325, Notice o/Proposed Rulemaking(rel. Nov. 1, 1999) ("Notice").
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A wide range of parties submitted comments endorsing IBOC. For example, some of the

nation's largest radio groups2 as well as owners of individual broadcast stations3 encouraged the

FCC to move forward with prompt introduction ofIBOC DAB. The comments confirm that IBOC

provides the flexibility and service enhancements needed to strengthen the over-the-air radio

industry without harming existing AM and FM broadcasts. USADR welcomes this strong interest

in IBOC and this recognition that IBOC is the best means to ensure radio's future success.

Although some parties endorsed efforts to identify additional spectrum for DAB, no viable

options for a new spectrum DAB model were advanced in the comments. In fact, the comments

contain strong opposition to the Commission's proposal to consider use ofTV Channel 6 for DAB.4

The comments from the current users of Channel 6 spectrum make it clear that Channel 6 will not

be available for reallocation to DAB even after the transition to digital television. The Commission

should assume there will be requests by existing TV Channel 6 licensees to continue to use that

spectrum for an extended transition period or for permanent relocation ofDTV broadcasts. To the

extent TV broadcasts are retained in TV Channel 6, the spectrum would remain unavailable for

DAB. Of particular interest are the comments of Grupo Televisa, S.A. ("Televisa"), a Mexican

corporation which owns XETV (Channel 6) in Tijuana, Mexico.5 Televisa notes that the United

States is prohibited under existing international agreements from using TV Channel 6 for DAB

2

4

5

E.g., Comments of Infinity Broadcasting Corporation, MM Docket No. 99-325, dated Jan. 24, 2000.

E.g., Letter from Rene Bel~ General Manager, W & B Broadcasting to Magalie R Salas. MM Docket No. 99
325, dated Jan. 4, 2000 (WASE-FM, Elizabethtown, Kentucky).

See e.g., Comments ofHearst-Argyle Television, Inc., MM Docket No. 99-325 dated Jan. 24,2000; Comments
ofThe Association for Maximum Service Television, Inc. and Certain Channel 6 Licenses, MM Docket No.
99-325, dated Jan. 24, 2000.

Comments of Grupo Televisa, S.A., MM Docket No. 99-325, dated Jan. 24,2000.
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within 400 kilometers of the U.S.-Mexican border.6 Given the mobile nature of radio listening, it

would not be feasible to implement DAB if it were unavailable in large regions covering major

urban areas such as San Diego, California, Phoenix, Arizona and San Antonio, Texas Therefore,

USADR encourages the Commission to conclude the new spectrum DAB model is not a viable

option.

II. There is Universal Support for an FCC Standard

The comments contain universal support for a DAB standard. All parties addressing this

issue agree that an FCC standard on DAB is necessary to give direction to the marketplace and to

encourage a prompt transition to digital. USADR consistently has supported active Commission

involvement in evaluation ofIBOC systems and selection ofan IBOC standard. USADR urges the

Commission to decide in its Report and Order that an IBOC standard is necessary and to establish

appropriate deadlines to obtain test information and select a standard by the end of this year.

III. IBOC Will OtTer Significant Listener Benefits

IBOC will significantly improve the existing listening experience for both AM and FM

listeners. Even in the hybrid mode, IBOC will allow broadcasters to greatly improve audio quality

and to offer new data services. USADR submits that these improvements provide significant

incentive for listeners to upgrade to digital and thereby stimulating a strong demand for digital

receivers.

moe DAB will offer dramatic audio improvements in two important areas. First, moe will

provide enhanced audio fidelity. In the case ofFM, listeners will receive near-CD quality sound.

AM listeners will receive FM-like quality. This level of improvement will meet expectations for

improved audio quality and will be attractive to listeners in many listening environments. Subjective

6 Televisa Comments at 2.
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evaluation tests conducted by Lucent Digital Radio, Inc. ("LDR") are informative on this point.

LDR's subjective evaluation of analog FM and the LDR IBOC DAB system indicates listeners

perceived a significantly higher audio quality from IBOC.7 IBOC consistently received higher Mean

Opinion Scores than analog FM using a variety ofanalog receivers.

In addition to audio fidelity, IBOC will provide improved robustness. This translates into

greatly enhanced resistance to multipath fading, adjacent channel interference, noise and other

impairments. Analog radio experiences a constant variation in quality due to a variety of channel

impairments and interference. With IBOC, there is consistent high quality whenever reception is

available. USADR's field tests indicate no degradation of reception until the edge of coverage.8

Particularly in the case ofmobile reception, the elimination of fading, noise and blending to mono

in the primary coverage area creates a dramatic improvement in the listening experience.

USADR believes this improvement will be of significant interest to consumers and create

a tremendous demand for IBOC receivers. USADR's research and evaluations from individuals who

have listened to the USADR system show that improved audio quality is a sufficient added value

to promote consumer acceptance ofIBOC.9 USADR's research shows that audio fidelity combined

with improved robustness will create a superior audio system listeners will embrace.

IBOC also allows broadcasters to offer new data services not related to the audio

programming, such as traffic and weather, and information about the radio programming. This

capability will exist in the hybrid mode and will go well beyond the data capability of existing

7

8

9

Comments of Lucent Digital Radio, Inc., MM Docket No. 99-325 (dated Jan. 24, 2000) at Appendix FA,
Tables, 5, 6 and 7.

See USA Digital Radio Report on Laboratory and Field Testing Presented to the National Radio Systems
Committee, dated Dec. 15, 1999 at Appendix H, Figures H-6 and H-7.

See Comments of Sony Electronics Inc., MM Docket No, 99-325, dated Jan. 24, 2000.



- 5 -

RBDS technology. USADR believes these new services will enhance the attractiveness ofIBOC

for consumers.

USADR also believes that the experience of Eureka-147 in Europe is not particularly

instructive when considering DAB options for the United States. Because Eureka-147 was

implemented in new spectrum, it required an allotment for new stations and a significant change in

behavior for listeners to move to new stations. IBOC implementation will not bear the same burden.

Ofequal significance is the fact that the European and American radio markets are quite different.

The United States has a much stronger commercial radio industry with significantly more

entrepreneurial activity than has traditionally characterized European broadcasting. USADR

believes IBOC DAB will be implemented in the United States in a more market-driven manner than

was the case for the roll-out of Eureka-147 in Europe. Commercial broadcasters and the strong

consumer electronics industry in the United States will have incentives to provide consumer

education and promotion of the benefits of IBOC technology. These activities were lacking for

much ofEureka-147's implementation and can explain the slow adoption of that technology.

IV. The FCC Needs to Establish Procedures for Selecting an IBOC Standard

Based on the strong support for IBOC in the comments, the universal agreement on the need

for an FCC standard and the progress ofIBOC technology, the Commission quickly should establish

procedures for selecting an IBOC standard. USADR actively participates in and supports the

activities of the National Radio Systems Committee ("NRSC"). The NRSC has provided valuable

guidance on laboratory and field tests of IBOC systems. In addition, the NRSC is evaluating

USADR's recent report on its test program to compare IBOC against existing analog performance.

Notwithstanding this valuable activity by the NRSC, USADR continues to believe the

Commission must be actively involved in the evaluation of IBOC technology and selection of an
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IBOC standard. Unlike the NRSC, which focuses solely in technical attributes of the technology,

the FCC has the ability to synthesize the technical, legal, regulatory and commercial considerations

which must be addressed in any DAB standard.

To expedite efforts toward implementation ofIBOC, USADR encourages the Commission

to establish procedures for collection of information on IBOC systems and results ofcomprehensive

system tests. In its comments, USADR proposed that the Commission adopt a Report and Order

in this proceeding by June 1,2000 establishing September 1,2000 as a date for submission ofmOC

system descriptions and test data. This schedule would allow the Commission to designate an moc

standard by the end of this year. USADR encourages the Commission to adopt this schedule to

promote the transition to DAB.

v. IBOC Will Not Have a Severe Impact on Small Businesses

IBOC is designed to serve the needs of all broadcasters and will not place undue burdens on

small, family-owned broadcast stations. There are three important factors which the Commission

should consider when analyzing the impact of IBOC on small businesses. First, because IBOC

retains much of the existing analog infrastructure, upgrade costs for broadcasters are minimized.

Second, IBOC offers broadcasters tremendous flexibility regarding the timing of any upgrade to

digital, thereby allowing stations to best manage any transition costs. Third, IBOC preserves the

ability of existing radios to work thereby ensuring that the transition to digital will not impact a

station's existing listener base.

Because IBOC will continue to use the existing analog AM and FM bands, the current

analog broadcast infrastructure will be retained. AM and FM stations will be able to retain their

studios, studio equipment and tower. The most significant upgrade costs will come from new DAB

compatible equipment in the transmission path, such as exciters. There will be several ways for
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stations to upgrade dePending on the desire to move to more state-of-the-art technology or to retro-fit

existing systems. Therefore, USADR estimates total upgrade costs will range from $35,000 to

$200,000 per station, depending on the need for a new transmitter.

IBOC offers stations infinite flexibility to manage the costs of any upgrade. Because IBOC

can be implemented without harmful interference to existing analog service, stations will be able to

retain the analog mode indefinitely. USADR envisions that many stations will upgrade in the course

ofnormal equipment replacement cycles in order to minimize costs. Because broadcasters will be

able to establish the timing ofany upgrade, they will be able to avoid unnecessary costs and wait to

replace equipment in the course ofregular maintenance. 10

The importance ofIBOC to small businesses is shown by the interest ofhundreds ofstations

in USADR's EASE program and by the comments of a number of small broadcasters filed in this

proceeding. II USADR disagrees with the Office ofAdvocacy of the United States Small Business

Administration that the Commission is not addressing the needs of small businesses. 12 USADR

believes there is significant information in the record concerning the impact of IBOC on small

businesses and expects the Commission to continue to examine that issue in the course of this

proceeding. 13

10

11

12

13

These attributes ofIBOC also should minimize the financial impact ofthe transition to digital for public radio
stations. See Comments of Station Resource Group, MM Docket No. 99-325, dated Jan. 24,2000.

See, e.g. Letter from Barry Grant Marsh, President/CEO, Resort Radio Systems, Inc. to Magalie R. Salas, MM

Docket No. 99-325 (Jan. 5, 2000) (WSTU-AM, Stuart, Florida); Letter from Lee O. Axdahl, President, LA
Radio Incorporated to Magalie R. Salas, MM Docket No. 99-325 (Jan. 5, 2000) (KSOB-FM, Dell Rapids,
South Dakota).

Comments of the Office of Advocacy, U.S. Small Business Administration dated Jan. 24,2000.

Smaller broadcasters may be more vulnerable to new competition from satellite services and nonbroadcast
sources ofdigital entertainment. moc will allow small broadcasters to continue to compete with these other
sources ofdigital entertainment.
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USADR is addressing the concerns of small broadcasters through its on-going work with

equipment manufacturers to explore a number ofcost effective implementation strategies. USADR

believes the comments of a few small broadcasters expressing concern about the cost of IBOC

reflect a misunderstanding of the nature of the flexible IBOC implementation process rather than a

fundamental disagreement about a transition to DAB. USADR anticipates that significant public

information targeted at consumers and at broadcasters will be necessary for moc to win acceptance

in the marketplace. The EASE program is one element in that effort. USADR looks forward to

working with the Commission and industry groups such as the National Association ofBroadcasters

to address these concerns and to educate the public about the benefits ofIBOC DAB.

VI. It is Premature to Consider Using DAB for Official Timekeeping

It is premature for the Commission to consider imposing on a DAB system the obligation

to broadcast official time. USADR encourages the Commission to take no action on the proposal

of the National Institute of Standards and Technology ("NIST") until NIST demonstrates a greater

need for Commission action on this issue.

In its comments, NIST proposes that the Commission set aside a portion of the digital

bitstream in any DAB system for broadcast ofofficial time. 14 NIST does not set out, however, a

compelling case for including this issue in the instant proceeding. It is unclear from NIST's

comments why existing means of dissemination of official time are inadequate and why other

technologies, such as digital television, could not be used more effectively for those purposes.

NISI claims the bandwidth requirements for this use would be insignificant. Because IBOC

must confront severe bandwidth limitations stemming from the need to accommodate both analog

14 Comments on Notice of Proposed Rulemaking submitted by National Institute of Standards and Technology,
MM Docket No. 99-325 (dated Jan. 24, 2000).
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and digital transmissions in the existing bands, NIST bears a particularly high burden to demonstrate

the public interest in imposing this burden on IBOC systems.

The need for broadcasts of official time would need to be established in a separate

proceeding before the Commission can impose that obligation on radio broadcasters. USADR

encourages the Commission to take no further action on this proposal until NIST establishes a

greater need through a Petition for Rulemaking, or other appropriate means, on broadcasting official

time.

VII. Conclusion

Based on the support for IBOC in the comments, USADR encourages the Commission to

expedite its consideration of IBOC DAB. In particular, USADR asks the FCC to designate IBOC

as the DAB system for the United States as quickly as possible, and then to adopt an IBOC standard

by the end of this year.
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