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Summary

or petitIOns flIed in
by other petitioners that would promote flexible deployments and
service in television white spectrum, particularly to consumers
rural. unserved and underserved areas 0 f the countrv.

ill

As demonstrated in attached ConsolIdated Opposition and lis earlier-tiled
Petition for Reconsideration ('·Petition"), the Commission has the opportunity to modil)
its regulatory scheme to eliminate unnecessary reduce installation and regulatory
burdens and mitigate the potential fIJI' interference. The Commission als() should reject
proposals that vvould discourage investment in and deployment flxed
devices. thereby underminin!! the Commission's obi to promote use
for llxed broadband access.

WISPA and a host of other petitioners
eliminate in light the l:J,e'OI(lcatlcm
access requirements that render unproven and umehabie sensing technology unnecessary
to detect the presence of microphones, the vast majority which are not
licensed, Moreover. spectrum sensing would impose signiflcant equipment and
Implementation costs that serVlCC 10 consumers.
Commission should abolish its reqUIrements and thereby ensure that its
regulatory scheme does not elevate the interests or unl wireless microphone users
that don t need sensing protection over the mterests of consumers in rural, unserved and
underservcd areas that would to access to broadband services.

Commission should reject Shure's proposal that would. contrary to the
broad-based consensus of other petitioners, certain f~)r white
space users. Aside from the compelling reasons eliminating altogcthcL more
frequent in-service monitoring would serve only to increase the number of times a TVBD
detects unlicensed wireless microphones that arc not currently entitled to interference
protection, Similarly, a TVBD should not be required to cease operations a full
if it detects an unlicensed wireless microphone. Shure provides no good reason
the Commission should expand the one-kilometer protection 7oncl~'l'

7,+

a new ,n",,'{)c]c'h

microphones,



-Unlicensed ",""Lpc.' c' mlc]'(JpJlOJ1CS
must access
registering, unlicensed
secondary status

database

asUsc

• In each market two channels would oe:,lgna1[eO Cor unlicensed wi
microphones to usc on a n(}n~i::'X(,'ILlSI1'e hasis, and other users could

• microphones under Part 74 VH)'llll... , as required
n.des, he registered in the geolocation database.

c

V,/ISPA and other asked the to remo\e restrictions on
the height antennas um
receive antennas is unnecessary for spectrum sensing (if those rules are not eliminated),
adds significant costs to residential deployments and limits the flexibility of
installers to loeate antennas at the optimum for reception and lnterference
avoidance, The O-meter maximum stations is to
incumbent stations., which can enj protection by on
separation criteria to ensure the same level of protection. The ability to install base
stations at higher 1) increase and til·t,,·,""'i'

amount of equipment and number transmitter sites, making fIxed broadband access
more affordable to consumers 111 sparsely populated areas.

\VISPA also bel ievcs that the Commission should permit fixed TVBDs to operate
at up to watts power. so long as incumhent statIons retain same
of protection at their contours. By artJiicially restricti pcmer to 4 Watts ElRP across
the board, the Commission is limiting coverage and increasing the number of sites that
must be obtained to provide ee, SPA its plan is more spectrally
than a similar plan offered the Public Interest Spectrum Coalition.

WISPA opposes the efforts of the National Cable & Telecommunications
Association to require reduced power and separation restrictions on fixed
TVBDs,
extrapolation of
NCTA also incorrectly
Commission's
not the intent),

SUlltJC)l1S to
vvill occur at the base ,He.",,'», SO it is not necessary for each CPF to directly the

11
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'1'he Commission

CONSOLIBATEB OPPOSITION TO
PETITIONS FOR RECONSIDERATION

The Wireless Internet ice Providers Association pursuant to

Rules. ni'l'i"nV OP1}OSt~S certain

reconsideration of rules adopted in the CommissJOn's Second Repon and Order and

Memorandum Opinion and ()rdcr in the ahove-captioned proceeding. i

majority of the petitions /(11' reconsideration agreed with WISPA that spectrum sensing

rules should he eliminated and other rules relaxed to promote affordable broadhand

availahility, a few petitioners sought reconsideration rules that would make effective

WISP deployment in the white Sp(lCt~S spectrum likel\ In particular. PA

on to unnecessanl mcreasmg

Beloit 3 c;11:: Bund, Secund
n FCC Red 16807 Sl'cum! R&OA/O& Seventeen includ WISP,,\, filed ,,,,j,tl,,,·,,
for reconsideration. Sec Petition j~ll' Reconsideration of WISP A. FT Docket Nos 04·186 and 02-380. tl led
March 19,2009 ('"WISP/', Petition"). By Order dated April 2009. the Commission's Office of
Em~lI1eemlgand extended the dead! inc for Ii I for reconsideration [0

and the deadline fi.n Iii DA 09-900. Lf Dockd
04-! 86 and 02-380, reI. Apr. filed.



SIze

zones. WISP OPDoses the tlawed the ['-iauonal

) to

and coordination restoctions on fixed TVBDs"

Discussion

I. THE RECORD llEJ\10NSTRATES WIDESPIU:AD SUPPORT FOR
ELIMINATING THE SPECTRUM SENSING REQUIllEMENTS.

A. Spectrum Sensing Is Not Necessary To Protect Incumbent Bn)adcast
Stations Or Licensed 'Wireless Microphones.

In its Petition. WISPA asked the ('ommission to set its rules requiring

to ,'lYlnl,·,v "]1aSceI1t \VISPA

pointed out the C\mlmisslOn failed to consIder burdens costs

that spectrum serlSlrlQ \vould l!l1pOSe on WISPs, thereby creating the strong possibility

that the white space hand would be unsuitable for fixed deployments and would

discourage investment fixed TV white space deployments. \VISPA further explained

that even if it were a reliable and proven technology, spectrum sensing is unnecessary to

protect incumbents and licensed \\'11'''1.''"" microphones in light the geolocation

database registration and access requirements.

WISPA \vas hard!v alone III prclposmg to eliminate spectrum SCrlSlllQ

leading equi and lcc:nn.oj()g\ COit1lrlanles public interest ",.,,,n·,·, all

FT Docket 04-1 x6 02-3XO. filed March I 20()9

SI.!C Petition for Reconsideration and Claritication of the National Cable 8: Telecommunications
Association. t:r Dockct Nos 04·186 and 02-380. filed Marcil 19.2009 ;\ Petition")
1 S(!e \VISP/\ Petition

Sec at S.



G'1h'1nn would ll'l1riose unnecessary costs usc ,I

technoloGYb. IS and l'ernclps most

originally opined that "i>l~",nn IS "ess{~ntlal to n"""'il!' the the

framework (, now believes that >::"ii)>::,n" to oro,lClC,]ISI TV

signals should be optional" if a geoloeation database is used/ Li Motorola

recommended abolishing the sensing requirements, citing the Comrnission s own test

report demonstrating ·'that wireless microphone sensing is not yet a mature lCC;l1r1010g

The Wi-Fi AlIianee concluded that "[a]lthough a sensmg requirement would not provide

much in thc [ofJ additional protection licensed microphone ill'''','"" itis

clear that this requirement will impose significant implememation and equipment

eosts,,-I The Public Imerest Spectrum Coalition ("PISC") ohserved sensl

wireless microphones is "unnecessary when can register their existence in the

geolocation database, I! DeJJ and Microsoft agreed that "sensing is unnecessary

geoloeation-enablcd devices," Similarly. Adaptrum also asked the Comrnission to

delete the spectrum SCJl1S1ng light the "ccnntJlll:Jt!CJl1 other

(, Comments of IEEE 802 i 8, FT Docket Nos. 04-186 and 02-360, filed Jan. I 2007 ('ILEI 802.18
Comments"), at 6,

ILTE 802 Petition for Reconsideration, IT Docket Nos. 04-186 and 02-3 jilcd !'vbI'd! 16,2009 EEl'

filed I'vlarch 19. 2009
'j lei at J2,

Sf)2 at,

at Ii,

In!: II

ld

tiled \larch !7, 20ry),
IJOCkCI\los, 04-186 and

I:! Docket Nos, 04-186 and 02-'380, filed
wi II not between Iicensed and

11 Petition for Reconsideration oithe Public Interest '-ni'i'ti"1111

380, flied March 19,2009 ,11 6.
12 Petition for Reconsideration of De!!. Inc. and Microsoft
March 19, at 3. Dell Microsoft also noted that
illegal wireless ml<?roDhlme operations, "l'(,,,t,rw

'''s'''''''''\, fixed rVB!) Op';'l'dltio!!s
overcome. See Id at 4.
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rnc:cnalllsl11S, including

maintai ,)
u

harm whi Ie In, ""lin no benefits to incumbents or this

broad-based consensus. as i as the Comnlission's own 111i about the unproven

and rehable nature of spectrum sensing. there can be little doubt that spectnmJ scnsi IS

unnecessary, unproven and unreliable It would be the ultimate irony if the

Commission's rules elevated the interests of\vireiess microphone users (in many cases

unlicensed ones) over the "YI.·'1'(",j consumers in ruraL unserved underserved

areas that would continue to lack access to afTordablc broadband services, Ab01j

spectrum ,,~,.h'''Uh rules will help ensure that the Commission's vision white

space deployment becomes real'

B. The Commission Should Reject Shure's Proposal To Further Burden
TVBDs 'With New Spectrum Sensing Requirements.

Standing alone against those demonstrating the prohibitive costs and deployment

difficulties that sensing requirements would impose, Shure asked the Commission to

increase the burdens on TVBDs in seekmg a Cold increase in the frequency lll-

,,(','\11('1' moni tori ng: a 60-rninutc non-occupancy perjud during

of Broadcast
Petition" at 23-24.

04-186 ,mc! 02·380. filed March i 9,

"I<,,,;f,',,'''''' fiJI' ehannc'l availabi
10 c:",'"",k and SBL suggests In-service ,,.,,,nil,,,;,,"

Inc.. F r Dock et

than 1
estlm,ltIrlg as many as 500,000 wireless mll','nnl1,,,,,'

(hrdTill11 Petition at 2 that "illOS(' WIreless ill "are 1101 used
I j See Shure Petition 211 12. u!so Petition Reconsideration of the
Inc. ("SBE") ET Docket Nos 04-186 and 02-J80. filed March 19.2009
Section 1'1.71 I a TVBD to n,·,.1."m

Petition f()l' Reconsideration of
2007 C'Adaptrum Petition"), al 2.
1·-1 PISC~ PctitiGLI at 8

seconds. Shure proposes Il1-SCrViee m"" '''",\1'",

ever) two seconds.



rV8D must remain III WISP

imposition of additional in vestment in fixed

as senSl rements

are unneeessarv in light of the registration and database access requirements. Second.

where the Commission itself acknowledged that sensing technology is unreLiable, a six-

ibId increase in the frequency of in-service momtormg would lead to significantly more

"false-positive" detections that would threaten reliable use lVBDs. !\/I"'·"'HCC"·. m-

service monitoring (as opposed to database monitoring) vvould not dIstinguish between

the presence of licensed wireless microphones entitled to protection and unlicensed

microphones that arc not entitled to protection. Third. even if sensing 11.·",,,,,,,1 v are

retained. it would be overkill to require a TVHD to c<Uc<"'"'U" a C!JaIl1I1I.:1 for a

full hour if it detects a protected signal that may only he intermittent or itinerant The

existing in-service monitoring rules (if mamtai provide more than sufficient

protection f()r wireless microphones, In j~lcL the "crowded RF environment"' scenario

Shure the about sensi it creates problems. not

17

them. ' In sum. Shure's proposals would not make an unnecessary and unrelwble

sensing scheme but \yould make sensing even iablc in r)l'(lteetlng

WISPA strongly Ol1no:scs Shure'
. .
ll1crease III

zone In

Shure Petition at 13

if fd Section 15.71
microphone sites
as "modest.·' ttl

'i"l}""'.U to

within one kilometer of registered wireless
refers to its to increase the 'W,·,lN·l;n,1) to two kilometers

the radius ofrhe circular l,onc. Shurc's increase thc
400 perccnt hard I) modest estimation. \V ISPi\ further nOlls SB L

mi,~roph':)l1c;s within their are!1S shown in !S See SHE Consolidated
prcltec:tio,n zone



limitlVBD U~L'''!' 15,71 states that II not to

\\ithin" one kilometer

In adopting the a

distance separation "recognizes the fact that mlcnmllOl1CS and devices

at an event \vill be at relatively strong signal compared to unlIcensed

TVBDs,,'i9 The Commission also noted that. jarue even tc the UT,'!'I,"""

microphone licensee eould submit multiple registraticlIls to the database administrator

Shure's reference to restoring a "level ofproportlOnality" is misplaced in light orthe

operational restriction on TVBDs that prevents any si operati

-·I"'Hj!l1~.l'-.' boundary, As adopted, Section 15 71 f) is to protect

wireless microphone use, proposals ,nH.'U'U be !"",'r'I'Pil in all re<;pc~cts.

C. The Commission Should Adopt WISPA's Revised Proposal For
Wireless Microphones.

'With the record that spectrum .''-1',''11'-', is not ncce:~S(lrv or 'lfl','lCClh'l,·

protecting licensed wireless microphones, the question becomes how to best mitigate the

potential interference to and from TVBDs while allO\vmg for contInued operation

unlicensed wireless microphones that are used in theaters, churches and other public

venues, In their Petitions. WISPA and Motorola suggested

microphones to two designated channels would help mitigate the potential harmful

I'VBDs could

defined as whole cllies or 8U.O !\I!Ol1leler radiUS areas. \VISPA 10 address SB1·'s
Comments. bUl notes thar. these licenses do not 10 all areas at ail times, and that a

registration wi Ii be to afford licensed faei Iilles an cn"''''i",w'',I,' lcvel or interkrcllcc
protection,
i'l Secund R(~(),"!\I()(\:()at,r i 99,

ILl See oL)'o ('onln1cnts of the \Vl-Fi lor r(tSCorJSllJcr:ltl()1] E!
No. 04-1 filed Apr. 27 at 3



It prefer to .

onerous

and cxpenSliVC SellSJng rcqtrircmcnts that could force \VISPs to avoid the white SP:lC(~S

altogether.,,"2 Taking a different approach. PIse argued that "blocking-off valuable

channels eX<:]USI inte1'm1 trcnt microphone users a.s

news gathering is a highly inefficient use of the U~,,(-j"lll" In recent ex parte

presentations, PISC proposes to a11O\\ ITllC[()j)]IOlles not rw'·''';'-"I

to be authorized by rule under Section 307(e) of the Communications Act and obtain co-

equal status with approvedfVliDs. Under is proposal. unlj(""'~""fi

microphones \vould receive greater interf(~rence protection than have today which

IS none ..- and be subject to the geolocation access requirements applicable to TVBDs,

without occupying a significant amount ofwbi!e space spectrum in urban areas.

After considering PISCs recent submissions. WlSPA believes that a cornbination

proposals the appropriate balance for all stakeholders. First, licensed legal

microphones would be '-:c..l_'l'~l'-U in the UWlUl'<.U\..

protection within a one-kilometer circle around the designated coordinates."' Second. in

each t\VO s (12 I'vl1 would use 1)\

unlicensed mlcrophones. Unlicensed vvireless microphones \\ould be required to

t'r'()1"tpr in the "n";''''',1,,·,n database access the UWl"U<-!' on the senne terms as TVBDs.

this 70ne

WISPA Petition at !VlolOrola Petition at
WISPA Petition aJ 6.
PISC Petition at 18.
Sec, eg, PISC Notice of t>: Parte Presenltatilon. WT [.locket

I flIed 7,100Q
.< ",ee Part l. B.. supra op!JOSlI1(! cft(J!'TS to

08~ 66 and Og~ 1 and EI



and uaL Se(:0l1C1,11 status

permitted to "f'~"<C~ Hl channels on a co-equal and tllln_f-'Y

TVBDs

spectrum. in congested or spectrunl-scarce areas vl,ould be permitted to share the two

channels '>\lth wireless microphones,

This solution accomphshes ('p,:p,..,>! objectives it legitul1izes unlicensed wireless

microphones by affording them co-equal status vvith unlicensed BDs. mitigates the

potential for interference by designating specific channels for U71ri"i'"" microphones and

requiring wireless microphones to register and access database. and

allows TVBDs to also usc the designated spectrum on a ))OfH?!(('!!I'si1'c basis with a

degree certainty that INil! not intcrl(~rence unauthorized

microphones. Because the two designated channels arc not exclusive to wireless

microphones. they \\ould not preclude use WISPs and thus provide an efficient lo

manage white space spectrum use. even in urban areas. 'vVIS the On1l1111s:,10n to

adopt this proposal as a ""ct .. ,d'!p,·,f" practical and balanced ',n,~r·,,')f'h to

accommodating the interests oCIVBDs, licensed wireless microphone users and

unlicensed ess microphone users.

WISPA that radio lin which blanket
available , citizens certain aviation radio and certain maritime
the Commission may lack to Section for wireless mlcrclphon!~s

arc not able to be licensed under Part n, if the Commission has such , WISPA would have no
nhl,"I'llnn to the C0i1HllISS10n" use Section to ',.,,'(,1,"':"



H. ITIE COMMISSION SHOULD RELAX ITS ANTENNA AND BASE
STATION HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS.

Motorola and IEEE 802 agreed WISPA that the should

elIminate the 1 1_'Yli"U"I" height mum 111

Section 15.

Commission failed to consider the substantial additional costs to instaJ! fixed 'rVBD

antennas at rmmmU!ll 10 meters SC.,

three-meter minimum height to ensure that receive antennas I be

economical compliant most f''''''T''''''''''' on the o\'cr-

the-air receiving devices. wrSPA estimated that compliance with the J O-meter

minnnum would add cost each installation. cost at

between $100 the and $1500 if a tower is required. Convinced the

geolocation database alone 11 provide incumbent stations with adequate

protection, 802 departed from its earlier posilionw in slating vvith the usc a

gco]ocation database to protect ll1cumbent TV d"!">l,C' ;'there i no longer a

1O-meter minimum receive antenna height requirement."'!

WISP the !T1 ission [0 remove

meter hrnit on the height base statJon antennas. As a primary reason the

\VISP and at

higher towers and more econorJl1cal necessary

Motorola Petition at 8.
See WISPA Petition at 8.
,Sec Motorola Petition at 7.

IFEF 802 18 Coml1lents al ] i ~ ]
;\ rEEE 802 Petition 3 IEEE 802
Je'IJIIl.;:. ... not wireless l1l1i:ropIHmc JLIl>IJI"C,

9



Ul~~re(1l(:nl.s to populated areas.

height from meters ,n,"·'-""""· area

thaI even 3.5 stalions installed at a 3

height, only one would be required at 1 meters,

802 urged the Commission to not limit the height

to measure base station height according to height above average terrain

instead heIght ground L ). A certainlv ""It', .., that limiting base

station elevation ;'would unnecessarily limit fixed base station coverage",JS but believes

that AGIo would be much complicated to determine and would eliminate

complexities of measuring at every subscriber' case at which

can determinecL \VrSPA prefers the AC;L metric but not oppose IEEE:

802's proposal i1't11e Conllnission feels it is necessary m

station height.

to all ()\."

As the record I1wkes , there is no good reason to maintain IO-meter

minimum height TVBD """,."",' antennas or the 30,.meter maximum height

transmitting antennas. Section 15.709(b)(2) should be amended to eliminate these

unnecessary req ui rcments would, if retained, l'rnj)()se sU[Jslall,Ll costs

burdens on

'2 Sce Motorola Petition at 4
Id. at 4-5.

lEEr:: Petition at

Id at 3.

10



HI. THE COMMISSiON SHOIH;l) INCREASE POWER LIMITS FOR FIXED
WHITE SPACE USE.

WISPA asked the COlTllTIlSSJiOn to reconsider its 4 Watt FIRP po\ver Urnit

up to watts transmitter

areas so as interference protection standards \vcre maintained at the

36 . IIcontour. \VrSPA pomtcd out that raising the maximum power limit wou ( enable

WISPs 10 cover a area

and infrastructure costs. WISPA added that ,,'."'Yi'Oj',,i'{! power \vould f~lCilitate point-to-

to protected stations.

Taking a different approach, Pf(J!xlsell a plan

operation fixed TVBDs at higher power there would a sufficient

18-24 MHz bel\vcen the WISP service and the pnlteetc:cl seniec. based on

maintaining a guard band of spectrum rather than distance separation criteria, VIse and

\VISPA cssl:ntlaJly the same point a unitary lirnit of 4 atls EIRP will

unnecessarily preclude WISP operations where there is no threat of interference to

incumbents. ISPA bel its nnwv,,,·'.' publlC interest UL\~(lLL"\. it

can accommodate more users than the proposal advanced PI ,'V<lnlnle, 11 a

WISP were to nn,';'Oj'il' at on a Cllai'Hle] ] 8

under PISCs on adjacent to at

power. L A s proposal, operate under sarne stanciards

S'ee \ViSPA Petition at i 5
'lt 16

See PISe Petition ai 1()- 1!.

1]



would not one that deploys In spectrum from UC",-,,_,-, contours

(ie the first to deploy), would have '"',''''''''' in channcl seJ,ectlon

availabilitv.

siZe tower

A believes its approach also is superior to the proposal

r:ibcrTower and others to dedicate or reserve up to six channels MI17) of white space

trw fixecL licensed uses such as backhaul and "Jmddle l11i connectivitv. /\lthough

WISP/\ agrees that affordable access to the Internet backbone is lacking in rural areas,

WISPA 1""''''';1', that setting up to 36 of spectrum in a given area is an

inefficient use ite space. Instead, point-to-point backhaul and connectivity

can implemented in the TV white '~I""\A,'.O up

to watts transmitter power requIring fixed [VB\) nn,c.,-· .."",·c to examine the

geolocation database and design non-interfering htcilities a key clement WISPA s

j' l J' " I~(I'. lcensec .. Ite ' proposa ' point-to-point uses and \VISP deployments can operate in

harmony without interference and without V\c'lSl.lng spectrum.

IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD REJECT PROPOSALS THAT 'VOULO
IMPOSE NE'V DISTANCE AND PO'VER RESTRICTIONS ON FIXED
TVBDs.

WISP

Petitiun for Reconsidennic)n
filed March!9. at l<~,

\VlSP/\Pctition 16-! In c'parte ::mdthe\\!SP;\ \V the
Commission to rules similar to those used in the 3650 MHz \\hich stares that
should examine this database hc1~)l'e station ::mthorization, and nuke ',everv cff'.lrt to i,:nsure that
their fixed and base stations operate at a location. and with techniea! parameters, that i!lrninimize the
potential to cause and rccci vc jnterf~l"ence. lei. at I
Bund, 20 FCC Rcd 6502. 6512,!

J2



to o\crstate erence to

sets. transmitters cause

interference to sets up to ] .000 feet that on ld require

separation 400 feet between a fixed TVB!) transmitter operating at 4 Watts F:IRP

buildings by also pn)p()Sl~S ann",'!' \Vatt FIRP

in urban areas where it difficult to maintain c,,,,,.r,,'.r.n the

A's conclusions about fixed arc

A. NeTA's Indoor Test Results Arc Flawed.

s indoor testing procedures, as explained in the T.

reports appended to the NCTA Petition (collecti\cly the J RcporC). contam a

number l1aws that ske\v and overstate the potential for mterfercnce to TV sets

receiving cable service.

1. Inadequate "Indoor Tcst Range" - 'Thc "indoor test 111 the
Carl T. Jones (CTJ) testing was a conference room located vvithin a ('able
"maintenance faci!". not a properly shielded RF test range. The room
at least one external \vall with a \vindow. and sunlight is viSible streaming in
through that windovv in Figure 4 of the CTJ ReporLi~ The unshielded
conditions of this "'test range" made the test setup. the test television receivers,
the coaxial connecting cables and the AC power cables vulnerable to
interference from all manner of external RI' interference including -the-air
television signals. The test setup Vvas also vulnerable to ambient noise ;""""1"

from within the cable television t~lcil . Consequentl . the source and
the extent of any possible interference from simulated rVBDs cannot be

1,

",v,,,,l1e,'" L 1L II and IV to the
The

fhe elJ Report consists of
(separately referred to as the "Large
Attachment to the ),~TC';\ Peution.

ell Ie: II '
1j Iii at 5



2. Inaccurate Noise-Floor Characterization·
floor testing withill the "indoor tcst
efforts to 'the absence of
emissions in the h',"nll'''','\

were not suflicient to adequately identify and correct
existing noise on the television frequencies under test.

testing was on than
being tested .. thus Ignoring
FurtheL no noise floor ng was performed ovcr tirne. thus ignoring
possible test artifilcts caused intermittent noise sources, There also is no
indication that the test antenna was rotated to detect noise coming /i'om
directions other than the direction the simulated "vhitc
periodic transmit antenna At' Jim: filleri \vas used on the test "'II'Vlc,,,n

receivers to remove conducted noise generated by equipment within the cable
television maintenance f~ieility itself 0 bandpass filtering \vas usee! on the
cable that delivered test signal to the television under test.
Bandpass fi Iteri ng have and tes1
resulting from noise or other adjacent-channel signals ,1,'1'\71""·'11

to the television recervers along with the desired-channel television test signal.
Because of the insufficient shicldinf! of the room as J as the bC)1h

line fi.ltering i filter!
power line noise is likely to have impacted the testing and distorted
results.

3. Leaky Test Cables - original test were so
forced the testing to be repeated at a later date uSing higher-qual ity quad-
shielded test cables, during the later test sessions that used new quad-
shielded test cables. additional cable lies.
shielding measures and ferrite-bead
reduce the purported direct pickup (DPTJ) interference supposedly caused by
the simulated white space device test transmitter4;~

The test report claims that lte space onl\

simulated space transrni Her '-,,",1,11.. U Slon recel vcr

()n on can not

"Iv'nil,\ 11 provides no 'Th,'r,n!'('
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B. NCTA's Indoor-to-Outd()OI' Extrapolation Is FhnHd.

if

extrapolation of those test to outdoor

reliance on invalid assumptions.

1. Outdoor TVBD Antenna Aiming i\ implies that outdoor
TVBD antennas \.viIl be aimed at buildi however this is not realistic. It
is f~tr more likely that outdoor "IVBDs \vill be ('PL': aimed at distant

h'""·'.'I,,,·o airned any that
the signal path and attenuate the signals.

2. 'VaH Attenuation -- !\ 's test results arc premised on the \vorst-case
assumption 5 dB I !\ states is
common in single-framed exterior walls that. it asserts, are common in
western states,)1l Alas, the record is incomplete with regard to wall
attenuation, A \vould made a more credible case if it had
acknowledged that the rm~iority exterior likely exceed 5 dB of
attenuation,

3. Non-acceptance of Responsibility - NCTA' specious claim
outdoor TVBDs cause direct pickup interference on indoor eable-
connected TV receivcrs diverts attention the more plmlsIble occurrence
of leakage from and pickup of interJerence by leaky outdoor aerial cable-TV
plant cabling, In PetiTion. A Implicitly acknowledges the vulnerabIlity
of outdoor ~'cable drop cables Ithat J are instailecl aeriaily and otten
routed on the exterior of buildings") I Rather than accept responsibil ti:lr

leaky or detective aerially-mounted cable-TV Illant and drop cables, NCfA
instead clauns that stricter rules for TVBDs should the cable industry's

In applying its Hawed indoor testing procedures to U"l'-H'UI environments.

further rec!uc;es its test \ '
.\

should not be cons](krec!. and "<"·f .. ,,,, any plausible HllpOsmg

further restrictions on IVBD (l,'r,IfH.·lll,'lll

See id at 9.

::it 1

also NTC\ Petition at 13



C NCTA l\lisunderstands How Fixed TVBD Antennas Will Be Installed.

A asserts that the sSlon S contain no

installation" fixed

in interior halhvays of apartment buildings and use maximum to reach as many

units as possible. Although this is theoretIcally true . that the specl jjc language in

Section 15.709(b)(2) requires only that receive antennas be located outdoors. it \vould be

highly unusual for a TVBD operator to install a transmitter indoors and a receive antenna

outdoors. To the extent the rule does not reflect the Commission's intent that both fixed

TVBD transmitter i.llltcnnas located .n""".," WISPi\ has no to

clarifying Section 15.709(b)(2) to so stale.

In sum. gUJt1lcnts and en,'!','lll'" from

fixed vvhite space devices are vastly overstated and tina]]y l1awed. The Commission

should disregard NCr s request to reduce outdoor translnitter or

to impose burdensome and unwarranted tlxed wireless separation requirements.

D. The Commission Should Reject NCTA's Proposal To Require TVBDs
To Coordinate With Cable Operators.

\VISPA also opposes !\'s efforts to require fi TVI3!) operators to

coordinate with all cable headend operators within] 00 the TYBD

to measure the signal for interference. Under plan, cable operators could hold

tcsli

equipment is selected and brought to the field and roadblocks established to

not this nl""\('{-'<;:\;

f t
Iii.

T'·~CT/\ Petition a1 17.
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serv ICC, inc1udingmcum stations, 111stC(le! on (m;UU1CC

limits and interference protection standards to ensure that consumers are not denied

access to n1'lno'.,n. ~C'l',,""'{'" So as the Gala 1~laSI::,

TVBD operators will be obligated to consider them.

V. THE COMMISSION SHOULD AMEND SECTION 15.711 (f) TO PEHMI1'
FIXED BASE STATIONS TO HAVE MULTIPLE FIXED CLIENT
DEVICES.

WISPA with IEEE 802 that the COlTlmission should permit fixed crVBDs

to operate as clients to other fixed TVBDs, According to r:

'n},~,,,-,,_ protocol will operate under the control a station \vi!l query

the database on behalf erE requesting a list available eill-mnel that the e can

order to associate with the statlOl!1.1he CPI, must the lable

channel list and permission to operate from the station, amended.

15,711 would prevent this coordination and each CPE to directly query the

database. Because this would be inconsistent with 802.22 protocols and create

unnecessary query requirements by the CPE. the Cummissiun should delete the last

sentence of Section 15 71 1

See Ir:EE 802 Petition at 2-3. PISC 1"ILtitlon at 26.
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WISPA

Conclusion

the Commission to eliminate spectrum ':;~'n,,,,"-,o requirements,

remove anten l1a l11UX l rnun)

at TVBDs can

impose additional limitations on fixed TVBD rw",,','" j'", 'H' ld be rCl'Xtecl. existing

sensing and other operational restrictions, as wellas proposed by Shure and

will discourage broadband investment in rural, unserved undersened areas. and

making those barriers even rnon: stringent \v1l1 hasten and make cerlain that

Respectfully submitted.
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