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Petition for stay of the
Land mobile communications Association

The Land Mobile Communications Council (LMCC), pursuant to Section 1.415 of the Commission’s Rules, 47 C.F.R. § 1.1415, hereby respectfully submits this Petition in the above-captioned proceeding, by which LMCC asks for a stay, in part, to protect Land Mobile licensees and applicants using the UHF-TV sharing (“T-Band”) Rules in eleven major markets.
I. INTRODUCTION


LMCC is a non-profit association of organizations representing virtually all users of land mobile radio systems, providers of land mobile services, and manufacturers of land mobile radio equipment.  LMCC acts with the consensus, and on behalf, of the vast majority of public safety, business, industrial, land transportation and private commercial radio users, as well as a diversity of land mobile service providers and equipment manufacturers. Membership includes the following organizations:



●
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO)



●
American Automobile Association (AAA)



●
American Petroleum Institute (API)



●
Association of American Railroads (AAR)



●
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (AFWA)



●
Association of Public-Safety Communications Officials-International, Inc. 


(APCO)



●
Aviation Spectrum Resources, Inc. (ASRI)



●
Central Station Alarm Association (CSAA)



●
Enterprise Wireless Alliance (EWA)



●
Forest Industries Telecommunications (FIT)



●
Forestry-Conservation Communications Association (FCCA)



●
Intelligent Transportation Society of America, Inc. (ITSA)



●
International Association of Fire Chiefs (IAFC)



●
International Municipal Signal Association (IMSA)



●
MRFAC, Inc. (MRFAC)



●
National Association of State Foresters (NASF)



●
PCIA – The Wireless Infrastructure Association (PCIA)



●
Telecommunications Industry Association (TIA)


●
Utilities Telecom Council (UTC)

II. Discussion

1. The FCC Media Bureau has issued by the above-referenced Public Notice two windows for receipt of applications for Digital LPTV “DLPTV” service, one for rural applicants on August 25, 2009 and an unrestricted one on January 25, 2010.  
2. LMCC has examined the protections to T-Band facilities in Parts 73, 74 and 90 and finds them misleading and inadequate to protect either television or Land Mobile services.
3. LMCC believes new Rules should be defined (post-transition to full power DTV) which adequately protect both Land Mobile and Television facilities, and distinguish between NTSC and ATSC modulation types.
4. LMCC asks that no new or modified DLPTV applicant be permitted within 180 kilometers of the reference points for any co- or adjacent channel in §90.303, excepting Cleveland and Detroit., and that a revised Public Notice be issued immediately.

5. Though the first “rural” window limits applicants to sites farther than 121 kilometers from the reference points of the top 100 markets, there is still potential for major interference in all but the three northeasternmost T-Band markets (New York Philadelphia and Boston) where it is precluded by adjacent markets.  For example, a DPLTV in Salisbury, MD (permitted as rural) would raise the noise floor for nearby Washington, DC T-Band users by up to 30 dB, even if constrained by the larger 130 kilometer “protected contour” of §74.709.  Indeed WRAV-LD has just such an application pending for DLPTV channel 16 in Ocean City, MD, adjacent to Washington, DC protected channel 17.  Applications for LPDTV channel 19 (upper adjacent to TV channel 18) would be even worse, as the upper 3 MHz of a T-Band channel is reserved for elevated base station receive antennas.

6. In §90.303, the Commission lists the TV channels eligible for Land Mobile sharing, according to assignment policies in §90.307 and §90.309.  These policies however apply only to new PLMRS assignments, protect only NTSC full power TV facilities, and are thus moot as of June 12, 2009.   It is clear that since adjacent channel full power DTV and “single frequency network” facilities may overlap service areas, and thus protection of T-Band PLMRS by CDBS NTSC allocation records is inadequate, full power DTV’s are not the object of this Petition for Stay, though the problems are related and conclusions similar.

7. In §74.709, a new LPTV, DLPTV or Class A
 (together, “LPTV”) facility must protect T-Band PLMRS stations within a 130 kilometer radius against locating within that radius or overlapping it with its 52 dBµ F(50,10) contour (76 dBµ if adjacent).  In §74.703(e), it is stated:
(e)  Low power TV and TV translator stations are being authorized on a secondary basis to existing land mobile uses and must correct whatever interference they cause to land mobile stations or cease operation.

8. This applies only to existing land mobile stations, whereas by contrast §74.709(a) states:

Stations in the Land Mobile Radio Service, using the following channels in the indicated cities will be protected from interference caused by low power TV or TV translator stations, and low power TV and TV translator stations must accept any interference from stations in the land mobile service operating on the following channels: (List of T-Band channels follows.)

9. This Rule states that LPTV viewers have no right to protection from new or incumbent LM stations, and implies that new LM stations may as a result of LPTV interference require elimination of that interference.  These two Rules should be harmonized, and the implication made explicit.

10. §74.709(b) contains geographical exceptions in most T-Band PLMRS protected contours based largely on existing full power NTSC stations, many of which have changed channel assignment.  These exceptions should be closely examined and most removed.
11. The FCC’s OET-69 software interference calculations for new or modified LPTV facilities do not correctly predict interference to PLMRS facilities, resulting in many proposals, permits and licenses which clearly cause interference.  If this stay is not granted, many more will follow.  This will cause massive interference, unnecessary investment and a burden on both PLMRS licensees and Commission staff to resolve.
12. Unlike NTSC television transmissions, the 8-VSB ATSC modulation used for DTV may be considered to be uniformly distributed in the 6 MHz channel, since its symbols are deliberately randomized.  Thus the average density of modulation is far higher except when compared to NTSC synch levels.  For a given Effective Radiated Power, there are far higher levels of interference to Land Mobile systems from DTV than NTSC.  PLMRS systems prior to 2001 were protected only by an allocation in the CDBS TV database, which prevented nearby full facility NTSC TV transmitter locations, both co- and adjacent channel.  With the advent of Low Power TV and its commonly employed allocation practices contained in OET-69, protection of Land Mobile systems has been eroded, as OET-69 was never designed to protect Land Mobile systems—indeed, adjacent channel DTV operation was specifically designed to be possible and is in use in many places.  Thus it is clear that due to both the increased interference potential of 8-VSB and its deliberate authorization policy adjacent to an NTSC Full Power TV, the “protection-by-NTSC-Allocation” method is inappropriate and inadequate to protect PLMRS facilities.  
13. We find that the LPTV 52 dBµV/m F(50,10) contour called for in §74.509 does not meet the protection requirement either, and will instill a false reliance on benign operation into potential DLPTV applicants.  This is exacerbated by its lack of consideration of the two-way nature of PLMRS systems.
14. Land Mobile allocation practices prevent protected mobiles in the UHF PLMRS service from receiving undesired fields from co-channel fixed bases greater than 21 dBµ, with an F(50,10) time constant, and mobile receive antennas assumed at 2 meters AGL.  At the protected Land Mobile contour (130 kilometer radius), a DLPTV is currently allowed 52 dBµ, also at 10%, but at 9.1 meters AGL.  Mobiles associated with base stations within the 80 kilometer protected contour may be presumed to range 48 kilometers, or as far as 128 km. from the center coordinates, quite close to the protected 130 kilometer contour, and well into the 121 kilometer radius for the August 25th window.  Thus we conclude that an NTSC LPTV transmitter could cause more interference to PLMRS mobiles than would be allowed by other PLMRS facilities, and we infer that 8-VSB DLPTV facilities at the currently permitted proximity would cause increased interference.
15. Absent a rigorous analysis of digital interference into PLMRS analog and digital facilities, which we suggest might be well accomplished by the OET, it is impossible to accurately establish an equivalent outbound protection contour for DLPTV facilities, so we suggest a conservative 10 dB increment, giving an allowed F(50,10) contour of 42 dBµV/m.  An analog TV signal has considerably less modulation density in almost any 12.5 kHz bandwidth than the 8-VSB signal, though the average difference exceeds 10 dB.
16. Next consider the upper 3 MHz of co-channel TV signals, which would interfere not with the mobile receivers but would compete with the mobile transmissions as received at the PLMRS base station (the inbound path).  Here the Rules do not offer any protection standards, other than what is provided by defining base station outbound service at 39 dBµ, a far higher level than normally noise limits a mobile transmission received at the base station antenna.  In treaties with Mexico, such received fields are specified at -109 dBm at the border, or approximately 19 dBµ at T-Band frequencies; Canada demands far better protection.  
17. To arrive at a protection standard for a typical PLMRS base station receiver located at a typical elevation of 61 meters (200 feet) AGL, with a typical median distribution of mobile received signals, we must protect the existing 80 kilometer radius, along with its “buffer” area of 48 kilometers within which the mobiles are presumed to range, and allow for the additional 2 kilometers provided by the 130 kilometer exclusion zone.  The first “rural” DLPTV window, however, proposes only a 121 kilometer exclusion zone from metropolitan areas.
18. The inbound path protection situation is so egregious that we cannot recommend a Rule revision using traditional methods with which to protect PLMRS base station receive antennas from DLPTV transmissions, as this cannot practically be accomplished without terrain shielding, and would thus vary considerably due to local terrain roughness.  It is tempting to seek some path loss criterion, as both antennas are fixed, but this would be problematic when later modifying site locations.  Probably the best solution would require both a limiting contour such as a 42 dBµV/m 2 meter AGL F(50,10) and a requirement that a minimum of 30 dB of path loss due to terrain obstacles be present.  Even then, with path losses greater than 160 dB, a 15 kW DLPTV transmission would compete with some PLMRS mobile transmissions.  Without terrain shielding, the 180 kilometer restriction (for the proposed DLPTV site, not its interfering contour) we have defined yields a free space path loss of only 121 dB, which applied to a 15 kW DLPTV (+71.7 dBm) and derated by ~26 dB for power spreading across any given 12.5 kHz slot would raise the noise floor from typically -120 dBm to -74.2 dBm which is obviously intolerable.
III.
CONCLUSION

19. Interference to PLMRS stations is inevitable.  This must be duly considered before dozens of new DLPTV facilities are proposed which clearly will impact existing and planned Public Safety, Critical Infrastructure Industry and Business/Industrial radio systems.   In order to properly assess the risk, LMCC asks that DA 09-1487 be stayed in part to protect PLMRS facilities until sufficient testing of DLPTV-into-Land Mobile interference, and subsequent Rulemaking procedures, can better define proper protection to both services in the most spectrum-efficient manner.

Respectfully submitted,

Al Ittner

President 
Land Mobile Communications Council

8484 Westpark Drive, Suite 630

McLean, VA  22102

703-528-5115

August 19, 2009
� By reference in §73.6020
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