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INTRODUCTION

1. The Commission has under consideration in this
proceeding proposed amendments to Part 73 of its Rules
governing the broadcast services. Im this Second Report
and Order, we are increasing the maximum permitted
effective radiated power for Class A FM broadcast stations
from 3000 to 6000 watts. To reduce any adverse effect this
power increase might otherwise have on the service of
Class B and B1 stations, we are adopting rules that will
implement the power increase on a selective basis, rather
than as a bianket increase. We are also revising the mini-
mum distance separation requirements applicable to Class
A stations in order to maintain the current level of pro-
tection for the service of FM stations of all classes. Exist-
ing stations at locations that do not meet one or more of
the revised requirements are "grandfathered.” That is, we
will allow modifications and relocations of such stations
under the previous power limit and distance separation
requirements, or under technical conditions that present
no greater interference potential than the previous limit.

2. Under these new rules, the majority of existing Class
A FM broadcast stations will be able to operate with
increased power. We are adopting licensing procedures
that will allow many Class A stations to begin operation
with increased power prior to filing an application for
such operation, and thus avoid undue delays. We believe
that this power increase will serve the public interest by
enabling Class A stations to provide better service (o their

listeners and by expanding the potential audience for

Ciass A stations (many of which provide specialized pro-
gramming).

BACKGROUND
3, Cn July 20, 1988, we initiated this proceeding by
adopting a Notice of Proposed Rule Making ("Notice™)!
setting forth two major technical rule making proposals,
both intended to permit improvemenis in the facilities of
the majority of Class A FM broadcast stations in the

United States.? Specifically, we proposed the creation of a
new intermediate class of FM broadcast stations (Class
C3), and a general increase in the maximum permitted
effective radiated power (ERP} for Ciass A FM broadcast
stations, from 30600 to 6000 watts.

4. In respomnse to the Notice, we received 98 formal
comments, 16 reply comments, and several hundred in-
formal letters and inquiries.* The proposal to create a new
intermediate FM station classification (Class C3) received
virtually unanimous support from commenting parties.
The proposal to increase the maximum permitied trans-
mitting power for Class A FM broadcast stations is also
generally supported by the commenters. However, broad-
cast station licensees remain sharply divided as to whether
all Class A stations, or only those able to meet increased
distance separation requirements, should be allowed to
increase power.

5. On March 30, 1989, we adopted a First Report and
Order ("First Report™)* amending our rules (o provide for
the new Class C3 FM broadcast station class. In our First
Report, we found that the addition of this new class to our
FM allotment and assignment system would indeed fur-
ther the public interest. We indicated then that we would
consider the matter of the Class A power increase sepa-
rately.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS

6. Benefit of Increased Class A Transmitting Power. We
tentatively concluded in the Notice that a modest increase
in the maximum permitted Class A transmitting power
would result in a net increase in service to the listening
public, and that expansion of the potential audience of
Class A stations would likely enhance beneficial competi-
tion and program diversity in the FM service.® Noting
that many Class A stations now compete directly with
larger Class B1, B, C2, C1, and C FM stations in the same
communities, we stated our belief that the proposed pow-
er increase could potentially offset some of the technical
disadvantages currently faced by Class A stations.®

7. We also stated that, in view of the very important
coniribution made by Class A stations through their ser-
vice to smaller or specialized programming audiences,
allowing these licensees to improve their technical facili-
ties would enable them to better serve the public.” In this
connection, we noted that increased power offers two
distinct benefits:

1) The stations’ existing audiences would receive a
stronger, and therefore more reliable signal.

2} A usable signal would be extended into new areas
and thereby offer an additional choice to the radio
audience in those areas.?

8. Most of the commenters agreed with our assessment
of the benefits of increased power for Class A FM stations,
Additionally, the vast majority of comments submitted by
licensees of Class A stations related specific coverage
problems experienced by their particular stations which
they believe the proposed power increase would heip to
solve. These problems generally fall into the categories of
terrain shielding and obstruction shadowing, temperature
inversions and other propagation vagaries, building pene-
tration difficulty, and signal domination® by larger class
M stations.
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9, Agreeing with our contention that the Class A power
increase would enhance beneficial competition, James J.
Ganley of Class A station WWWY in Columbus, Indiana
observes that "in many markets such as ours there is a
locai competing Class B FM station also licensed to the
same city. While we both provide service to the same
immediate area and we both pay similar competitive sala-
ries for air talent, sales, office and engineering help - they
have over sixteen fimes as much power as we do." How-
ever, one commenter disagrees with the argument that
FM stations operating with current Class A facilities can
not compete with larger FM stations. Greater Media, Inc.
{"Greater Media"), which owns 5 Class B M stations and
2 Class A FM stations, including Class A station WMGQ
in New Brunswick, New Jersey, states that its successful
station WMGQ competes directly with numerous high-
power stations in the highly competitive Trenton-New
York corridor.!® In reply to this example, the New Jersey
Class A Broadcasters Association ("New Jersey™) points
out that WMGQ serves a densely populated area with
almost 1 million people within its 1 mV/m contour, thus
implying that it is not a typical Class A station.'!

10. Some of the commenters state that a power increase
is needed to enable Class A stations to provide service to
areas where population growth or movement has oc-
curred. Buckley Broadcasting Corporation ("Buckley”)
owns 14 radio stations - 5§ AM stations and 9 FM stations,
of which 2 are Class A FM stations (WYNZ, Westbrook,
Maine and KGIE, San Fernando, California). Buckley
states that its Class A stations are no longer able to cover
their communities of license because of the growth these
communities have experienced, both in population and
land area. A similar argument is made by Barry Broad-
casting Company ("Barry"), which operates WBCH-FM in
Hastings, Michigan. According to Barry, local business in
Hastings has gravitated towards Grand Rapids, and as a
result, Barry has become dependent on the Grand Rapids
market and the commuting audience which travels daily
between the two communities. Barry indicates that the
proposed power increase would greatly assist it in serving
the needs of that audience. Barry and Drexel Hill Asso-
ciates, Inc. ("Drexel™), licensee of Class A stations WDHA
(Dover, New Jersey) and WIIS (Key West, Florida), both
assert that a power increase would assist in overcoming
interference from ignition noise and progagation effects
such as "dead spots" and "picket fencing.”

11, Other commenters suggest that the power increase
will help their stations overcome terrain related coverage
problems. For example, Pulaski Broadcasting, Inc., li-
censee of Class A FM station WINJ (Pulaski, Tennessee),
states that its current facilities are inadequate because of
hilly terrain and that the additional power would allow
WINJ to add coverage to a nearby small community,
Ardmore. Another Class A station licensee, Brattleboro
Broadcasters, Inc. ("Brattieboro™), (WEKVT-FM,
Brattleboro, Vermont) cites wide variations in average
terrain as a major problem it faces, adding that iis mea-
sured 1 mV/m contour does not meet projections.
Brattleboro states that it provides service with a local
focus and that the power increase proposed would im-
prove its ability to deliver this service.

12. Dickerson Broadcasting, Inc. licensee of Class A
station WEAG, in Stauke, Florida, claims that it exper-
iences interference from distant stations during tempera-
ture inversions throughout much of the vear, and that the
power increase would counieract this problem in most

cases. Another commenter, Nutmeg Broadcasting Com-
pany {"Nutmeg"), licensee of Class A station WILI in
Willimantic, Connecticut, claims that it réceives interfer-
ence as close as 7 miles from its antenna tower from a
first adjacent New Bedford, Massachusetts Class B station
approximately 70 miles away. Nutmeg aileges that the
signal from this Class B station can overpower its signal
even within its predicted 3.16 mV/m (70 dBu) contour.
Nutmeg states that the power boost proposed would allow
WILI to fill in some weak areas within its predicted 70
dBu contour, and extend 60 dBu coverage to the village
of Stafford Springs, Connecticut.!® Nutmeg notes that it is
not technically feasible to add new stations in Connecticut
and therefore any additional radio service must come
from existing stations. Roger P. Pasquier, President of
KOCN, a Class A FM station in Pacific Grove, California,
comments that severe temperature inversions occur along
the coastline of that state, which, combined with terrain
biockage, "shut down" KOCN’s signal during certain sea-
sons of the year. Pasquier believes that the proposed
power increase would help to offset this problem.

13. Hanson Communications, Inc. ("Hanson"), licensee
of Class A FM station WGMX in Norwalk, Connecticut,
cites problems with building penetration, shadowing, and
temperature inversions. Hanson states that a power in-
crease to 6000 watts would be meaningful and helpful to
WGMX in dealing with these problems, and would result
in improved reception within its primary service area.
Albany Broadcasting, Inc. ("ABI"), which operates
WQBK-FM in Rensselaer, New York, says that some of its
long-time listeners have complained that they can no
longer receive a clear signal from WQBK-FM. ABI sug-
gests that this is due to shadowing caused by the construc-
tion of large buildings, and that a power increase will
help to restore service to these listeners. The Jet Broad-
casting Company,-Inc. ("Jet"), licensee of Class A station
WIET in Erie, Pennsylvania, operates with a relatively
large antenna height above average terrain (204 meters) to
avoid terrain shadowing problems in the southern part of
its Erie market. However, the power reduciion required
for operation with this height causes substantial
difficuities with penetration of concrete and ste¢l build-
ings, according to Jet. The power increase would improve
thus improve in-building reception of WIET.

14. The Massachusetts Class A Broadcasters Association
("Massachusetis™) summarizes the need for increased Class
A power:

#

" ... Class A stations here have matured as a rural
but increasingly suburban medium. Population
growth has . . . (filled) the open tracts of virtually
every small town with housing developments.
Where once our listeners were concentrated geo-
graphically in a core community, now they are
dispersed throughout the . . . countryside. Twenty
years ago many residents worked where they lived.
Today they comimute miles to offices in Boston,
Worcester, Springfield . . . . A twenty mile com-
mute to ‘shop the mail’ i5 a common journey.
These demographic changes are . . . an intrinsic part
of regional growth . . . . But they spell distress and
perhaps disaster for Class A broadcasters who re-
main constrained by technical regulations invented
in a world 26 years past . . . . Our listeners are
leaving us. Generally, they don’t go far. A 30 mile
commutie to work . . . 2 new home in a town 10 or
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15 miles distant. But they can’t take us with them
because theéy can’t hear us. Coverage which was
good enough 20 years ago will no longer suffice."'*

15, Class A Maximum Facilities. In the Notice, we pro-
posed to increase the maximum permitted ERP for Class
A FM broadcast stations from 3000 to 6000 watts, while
leaving the reference antenna height above average terrain
at 100 meters (328 feet).!S This combination produces a
class contour distance'® of 28 kilometers (18 miles). How-
ever, we invited comments as to whether a different maxi-
mum ERP limit (e.g. 5000 watts) or a different maximum
ERP and reference HAAT combination (e.g. 4000 watts
and 125 meters) would be more appropriate.’’

16. Very few commenters addressed this issue, and those
that did supported the proposed 6000 watt, 100 meter
combination. The Association of Federal Communications
Consulting Engineers ("AFCCE") states that the proposed
maximum. power and reference antenna height above
average terrain appear to be appropriate to accomplish
the objectives of upgrading Class A facilities.'® Nutmeg
comments that no maximum effective radiated power less
than 6000 watts would provide satisfactory relief for Class
A stations. However, New Jersey, emphasizing its position
in favor of a blanket power increase, indicated that it
would prefer an across-the-board power increase even if
of a lesser magnitude, rather than a selective power in-
crease of 6000 watts.'®

17. Methods of implementation. We outlined in the No-
tice two possible methods (which we termed "METHOD
1" and "METHOD 2") for implementing the Class A
power increase, and requested further public comment
addressing the advantages and drawbacks of each meth-
0d.?® Under METHOD 1, we would raise the maximum
ERP limit for all Class A FM stations from 3000 to 6000

watts, while retaining the existing minimum co-channel

and adjacent channel spacings applicable to Class A sta-
tions.?’ Grandfathered short-spaced stations®™® would be
gllowed to increase ERP up to 6000 watts, subject to the
provisions of Section 73.213 of the rules. Referring to an
initial staff study®, we noted that employing METHOD 1
would apparently have little effect on other existing sta-
tions, and would result in a net service area gain. But we
stated that further study of the technical implications of
METHOD 1 would be undertaken during the pendency
of this proceeding.**

18. METHOD 2 would permit the increase in power
for only those Class A stations able to meet appropriate
new separation distances.” Service gains would not be as
great as with METHOD 1, but adverse effects on existing
stations would be minimized. We stated that METHOD 2
would essentially create two categories of Class A M
stations - those allowed to increase power to 6000 watts,
and those remaining limited to 3000 watts. Grandfathered
shori-spaced stations would fall into the latter category;
however, some of these stations might be able to increase
power if mutual agreements could be reached with all
involved stations, and if it were shown that such an
increase would serve the public interest.

19. if METHOD 2 were to be implemented, two sets of
distance separation requirements could be established -
one for the 3000 watt level and another for the 6000 watt
level - or, alternatively a single set of distances based on
the higher power level could be used. We requested com-
ment on these possibilities and on the complexity in-
volved with administering METHOD 2 generally.*®

20. In general, comments of most Class A FM broadcast
station licensees favor a "blanket" power increase; that is,
they request that the Commission allow all Class A sta-
tions to increase power without regard to the individual
situations of the stations. Accordingly, between the two
methods we proposed, most Class A licensees prefer
METHOD 1, which is closer to the blanket upgrade
approach. These licensees oppose a selective upgrade ap-
proach, such as METHOD 2, based on increased distance
separation requirements. Some of the reasons cited by
these commenters in support of the blanket upgrade are:

1} The blanket approach would allow ali Class A
stations to increase power, whereas the selective ap-
proach would exclude many Class A stations, par-
ticularly in the wurban northeast, where the
competitive imbalance is most severe.

2) The blanket approach would be relatively simple
to administer, whereas the selective approach would
involve additional paperwork and delay associated
with a case-by-case implementation.

3) Under the blanket approach, all Class A stations
would be on an equal footing, whereas under the
selective approach, there would be two categories of
Class A station, 3000 watt and 6000 watt.

4) Under the blanket approach, all Class A stations
could increase power at their current locations,
whereas under the selective approach, costly
relocations could be necessary in order for some
Class A stations to increase power.

21. New Jersey, for example, reports that 21.7% of all
Class A stations are short-spaced under the current dis-
tance separation requirements, 46.3% would be short-
spaced under the increased minimum distance separation
requirements suggested by the National Association of
Broadcasters ("NAB™), and 55.8% would be short-spaced
under the increased minimum distance separation re-
quirements set forth by the Association for Broadcast
Engineering Standards ("ABES").Y” Under METHOD 2,
power increases would not be allowed for short-spaced
stations. Although under METHOD 1, power increases
would be allowed for short-spaced stations, such increases
would be subject to Section 73.213 of the rules, and thus
would likely involve relocation of the station’s transmit-
ting antenna to a new site or the use of a directional
antenna. New Jersey advises that such measures would be
unaffordable or otherwise infeasible for most Class A
stations.”®* Main Street Broadcasting Company, Inc.
("Main Street™), licensee of Class A station WLNG (Sag
Harbor, New York), asserts that any method which ex-
cludes such a large percentage of existing Class A stations
from increasing power would be "grossly inequitable."”

22. Brattleboro states that it supports the blanket ap-
proach because implementation would be less burden-
some to the Commission and broadcasters. Brattleboro
fears that a selective approach would require a case-by-
case study of all Class A stations that could swamp the
Commission, and cause Class A stations to incur large
expenditures for engineering studies, legal counsel, and
FCC filing fees. Furthermore, Brattieboro argues that any
method other than a blanket increase would result in
undue delays, even for upgrades that present no prob-
lems.*®
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23, New Jersey also fears that any zmplementauon
method other than an unconditional blanket increase
would entail "the creation of two groups of Class. A
stations — the havés and the have-nots; those with 6000
watts and. those with 3000; those with sagmficantly im-
proved coverage and those with their existing, increasingly
inadequate coverage."’' Drexel agrees, stating its belief
that Class A stations remaining at. the 3000 watt level
would bécome "a new underclass of third class citizens,
who will be worse off than before.”” Greater Media,
however, rephes that New Jersey’s "haves and have-nots”
assertion is "Hadicrous." By such logic, Greater Media
argues, Class B and C stations should be considered
"haves” and Class B1, C1, CZ, and €3 stations should be
considered "have-nots.” The availability for allotment of
various classes of FM stations depeénding on geographical
locations and service objectives constitute a carefully
crafted plan providing effective and efﬁc:ent spectrum
allocation tools, according to Greater Media.®

24. Vacationland:- Broadcasting Services  ("Vacation-
land™), licensee of Class A station WHYR (Saco, Maine),
details the complications it-will face to increase power if a
bianket increase method. is not adopted. Vacationland
states that it would need to relocate its transmitting tower
to overcome a 5.6 km short-spacing under the ABES
suggested requirements (2.6 km under the NAB suggested
requirements}). Vacationland points out that .its exxstmg
tower will remain in place because other radio services
also ‘use it and that the new tower will thus become an
additional potential aviation obstruction and environmen-
tal hazard. Vacationland further alleges that the resources
it would spend to purchase land and equipment for the
relocation rmght otherwise be spent improving commu-
nity service.?

25. Universal Broadcastmg Corporation ("Universal”),
licensee of four Class A FM stations, states that the Com-
mission’s proposal to increase power of Class A FM sta-
tions to 6,000 watts is consistent with previously stated
public interest goals of improving the quality of existing
broadcast service to ‘the ‘public, and that METHOD 1
provides the greatest- possible realization of those goals
with littte, ¥ any, increased interference to existing facili-
ties. Therefore, Universal urges the Commission to pro-
vide for an across-the-board -increase in the maximum
power of Class A FM stations.”

26. On the other hand, comments filed by many broad-
cast organizations, consulting engineering firms, and most
licensees of Class B FM stations strongly oppose any form
of blanket power increase for Class A stations. These
commenters state that they favor increased power for
Class A stations, but only where no-interference would
result, and therefore they believe that any Class A power
increase must be administered on a selective basis. These
commenters ‘therefore favor METHOD 2. The principal
reasons givén by these commenters for their opposition to
a blanket Class A -power increase are:

1) A blanket power increase for Class A stations
would cause unacceptable interference to the. cur-
rent service of Class B and Bl stations, whereas a
selective power increase would protect this service.

2) A blanket power.mcrease.would cause overail
degradation of the FM service.

3) A blanket power increase would destroy the tech-
nical integrity of the minimum distance separation
requirements.

27. For. example, ABES states that an across-the-board
increase in maximum Class A power cannot be accom-
plished . .without what ABES considers to be an
unacceptable level of interference to existing FM service.*®
Greater: Media agrees, commenting that METHOD 1
would cause "massive new interference throughout the
FM band, affecting most classes of FM stations, including
in particular Class B facilities.” Greater Media adds:

"Method One is also grossly unfair to existing li-
censees which have served the public interest for
years.: It -unilateraily expropriates portions of their
currently: protected service areas for the benefit of
Class A licensees, which have operated their. facili-
ties with full knowledge of their advantages and
disadvantages. 37

28. Many of the commenters, in gauging the effect of a
blanket Class A power increase, make differing assump-
tions as to the area within which Class B FM stations are
entitied to protection from interference from other FM
stations. Greater Media’s assessment of the extent of loss
of protected service is based upon its use of the 0.5 mV/m
field strength contour as the boundary for Class' B pro-
tected service.”® Greater Media claims that the Commis-
sion, in Docket 14185 which produced the fundamental
rules that govern the FM service today, "wisely opted for
protection of the Class B signal to the 0.5 mV/m (54 dBu)
contour” while adopting a 1 mV/m {60 dBu) protected
field strength contour for Class A and Class C stations.”
However, Massachusetts, in reply, contradicts this claim,
stating that "there is no historical or scientific evidence
that the Commission formulated the spacing rules with an
intent to: protect Class B stations to any particular con-
tour.” As an example, Massachusetts states that the origi-
nal spacings protected- Class B service from second
adjacent channel interference only within the 1.35 mV/m
(62.5 dBu) contour.®

29. Vacationland asserts that "the real issue is whether
Class B stations should be protected” to their 0.5 mV/m
field strength contour, or to their 1 mV/m contour, "as
{are] all other stations. "1 Massachusetts argues that "even
if a 54 dBu protected contour did have historical credibil-
ity it would still have to pass the public interest test" now,
*and it could not."** Likewise, New Jersey, noting that for
the past guarter century Class B stations have not enjoyed
this level -of protection: from. adjacent channel signals,
asserts that: "the public interest is not served by protecting
distant 54 dBu coverage from Class Bs at the expense of
stronger, more reliable signals from local Class As."*
New Jersey suggests that Class B stations should be pro-
vided protection to the same fieid strength comtour as for
Class A and C stations.* Greater Media replies:

"Contrary to [New Jersey’s| claim, Class B stations
are now and have always been entitled to protection
to the 54 dBu contour. This principle . . . should
not be overturned here simply to provide one group
of licensees a marginal benefit at the expense of
another group. Thus, [New Jersey’s] use of a2 58 dBu
or 60 dBu contour for Cliass B stations in an at-
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tempt to show lack of impact is a rewriting of
current FM allocation standards which may not be
relied upon by the Commission in judging the effect
of blanket increases for Class A stations on existing
Class B FM facilities."*?

30. ABES notes that the Commission’s proposal does
not consider the possible loss of generally useful service
outside the protected contour.*® Concern about potential
interference to non-protected service is also expressed by
CBS, Inc. ("CBS"), which notes that various adjacent
channel Class A stations are located within the 50 uV/m
contours of its Class B FM stations KNX-FM (Los
Angeles) and KROR (San Francisco).*’

31. NAB comments that carefully established technical
standards and related mileage separations are needed to
ensure -that only limited additional interference will occur
to existing service, including the existing service of Class
A broadcasters themselves.*® Increasing power without re-
gard to technical standards (as with an universal blanket
power increase) sets a poor public interest precedent, says
NAB. NAB further explains that "the existence of tech-
rical standards serves the public’s interest by assuring the
public of interference-free reception. If the Commission
were to disregard the standards it has itself established,
one must question the basis for having any technical
standards at -ait.”*® Main Street, however, describes this
argument as a "red herring.” Main Street finds absurd the
suggestion that METHOD 1 would "somehow undermine
the integrity of the FCC’s entire technical scheme."*

32. Stoner Broadcasting System, Inc. ("Stoner") asserts
that logical errors in the arguments made by those ad-
vocating adoption of METHOD 1 are symptomatic of the
broader policy problems which flaw the proposal. Accord-
ing to Stoner, METHOD 1 represents the same sort of
incremental degradation that (Stoner claims) has played a
major part in the dectine of AM service. Stoner believes
that the Commission would be ill-advised to send the now
vibrant and healthy FM service on the same course by
chipping away at the quality of FM service. Instead, Ston-
er suggests that the Commission should aliow upgrades of
Class A stations only where doing so would not cause
interference to existing service. Stoner believes that the
selective approach of METHOD 2 would permit an im-
provement in service for a substantial number of Class A
FM stations without degrading the quality of the service of
other FM stations, thus protecting the integrity and qual-
ity of FM service as a whole.’

33. Kiss Limited Partnership ("KLP"), a licensee of six
Class B FM stations, stated that it is not opposed to an
increase in Class A power provided that FM service areas
are protected from adjacent and co-channel interference.
KLP is, however, opposed to METHOD 1 because it
believes that under this method existing stations would be
subject to increased adjacent and co-channel interference.
KLP asserts that the Commission has failed to show that
the loss of established service and the disruption of listen-
ing habits, if METHOD 1 were adopted, is outweighed by
any substantial increased public benefits. KLP further sub-
mits that the Commission has not provided any empirical
evidence that Class B and C stations do not serve local
audience needs at least as well as Class A stations in the
same community. ¥

34. The engineering firm of du Treil, Lundin &
Rackley {"dLR") favors METHOD 2 and suggests (as does
NAR) that it would not be necessary to create two types

of Class A station. Stations unable to meet the "test" of
increased distance separation requirements could be
"grandfathered,” and even these stations might be allowed
10 increase power pursuant to "site relocation, the em-
ployment of directional antenna, agreement between par-
ties, or other acceptable means.” dLR adds that a public
interest showing should not be required for the approval
of an agreement between a 6000 watt Class A station and
a short-spaced Class B station, because "the projected area
of interference is likely to be small and well served by
other stations."®

35. Administrative procedures. We stated in the Notice
that regardless of which method for implementing a Class
A power increase were to be selected, we would prefer to
minimize the administrative burdens on licensees and our
staff. While noting that we generally proceed upon in-
dividual applications in upgrading FM facilities, we ex-
pressed concern that employment of a strictly case-by-case
approach would result in excessive processing delays, even
for problem-free applications. Nevertheless, we requested
comments on the procedural aspects and implications of a
case-by-case approach.™

36. We proposed, however, to employ procedures com-
bining elements of both the blanket approach and the
case-by-case approach. Ssgeciﬁcaiiy, we proposed to ailow
{with certain exceptions™) Class A stations that can effect
the power increase by simply adjusting transmitter output
power, replacing an omnidirectional antenna with a high-
er gain omnidirectional antenna, replacing the transmis-
sion line or components within the transmission line, or
by a combination of these methods, to do so without
individual prior approval. In such’ cases, the station li-
censee would be required only to file FCC Form 302,
together with a supplemental exhibit addressing environ-
mental and coordination matters, within ten days after the
power increase is made.’® In all other cases, the Class A
station licensee would be required to file FCC Form 301
and obtain prior approval for the power increase.”” We
invited suggestions for any additional rule changes that
might be needed to administer the proposed power in-
crease, >

37. ABES opposes this procedure because it believes the
Commission must have the opportunity to pass on the
"propriety and manner in which a station proposes to
increase power.” ABES believes that the Commission
should determine, prior to allowing Class A stations to
increase Sgower, whether minimum spacing requirements
are met.>® ABES argues that if an ineligible station were
to increase power, it ‘would be necessary for the Commis-
sion to catch the error when processing the station’s
application -for modification of license, notify the station
of the error, and then reguire the station to reduce power.
In view of expenses stations may incur to increase power,
ABES concludes that potential financial hardships on sta-
tions would be avoided by requiring Class A stations to
file Form 301 and obtain Commission approval prior to
any power increase. ABES believes the processing burden
on the Cornmission’s staff would be minimal because
compliance with minimum distance separation require-
ments can be readily determined using computer pro-
grams. ABES thérefore urges the Commission to require
Class A FM stations wishing to increase power to file FCC
Form 301 prior to implementing the change®

38. Effect on public radio service. If bilateral increased

separation requirements (such as contemplated for
METHOD 2) were employed in connection with the Class
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A power increase, these increaséd requirements might
adversely affect future expansion possibilities for public
radio stations o?erating on the top three channels of the
reserved band. ¥ We requested comments as to whether
and how our existing policy in regard to public radio
service should be modified to prevent such adverse af-
fects.®

39. National Public Radio and the Corporation for
Public Broadcasting ("NPR&CPB"), in joint comments,
state that neither of the two proposed methods for im-
plementing the Class A power increase takes into account
special burdens that the power increase might create for
upper reserved-band non-commercial educational FM
(NCE-FM) stations. NPR&CPB state that although current
Commission policy provides some accommodation for up-
per band NCE-FM stations in the vicinity of a Channel 6
TV station, such policy does not ensure that public broad-
casters can retain full use of their existing spectrum if
Class A station power is raised. NPR&CPB further believe
that public radio stations in locations which do not have a
Channel 6 TV station will also experience some restric-
tion on future expansion.®

40, NPR&CPB submit that the current "heavy burden”
policy with regard to NCE-FM stations in a TV Channel 6
market would be completely overcome by the proposed
METHOD 1.% In addition, they assert that METHOD 2
also fails to take into account the Commission’s stated
policy on maintaining reserved spectrum for public
broadcasting, because it does not propose any special
showing for Class A stations seeking a power increase in
areas where a Channel 6 TV station operates. Concerning
the proposed administrative provisions that would allow
licensees of certain Class A stations to implement the
power increase without individual prior approval,
NPR&CPB suggest that, at a minimum, the Commission
should require such licensees to notify affected NCE-FM
stations prior to increasing power, and in markets where a
Channel 6 TV station is assigned, make a showing to
rebut the presumption that a Class A power increase on
Channels 221, 222 and 223 would have an adverse affect
on public radio service in the area.® NPR&CPE conclude
that the Commission should not adopt an implementation
method that favors administrative ease over statutory re-
sponsibilities to assess the public interest. NPR&CPB
therefore urge the Commission to reject outright the pro-
posal for Class A power increases in light of the signifi-
cant burdens that could be imposed on noncommercial
educational broadcasters.®®

41, IF distance separation requirements. Finally, we in-
vited comments on how to handle any existing IF-related
Class A stations that do not meet the increased (from 8 to
10 kilometers) IF spacing requirement that would be
needed to maintain a 36 mV/m protection level.”

42. Relatively few comments addressed the IF issue.
Most of those that did, such as AFCCE, support distance
separation requirements designed to prevent, on the aver-
age, overlap of the field strength contours which were (at
that time) to be determined in MM Docket No. 86-144.
For IF-related Class A stations that are currently short-
spaced or would become short-spaced as a result of an
increase in the IF distance separation requirements,
AFCCE urges that power increases for these stations be
considered on a case-by-case basis. To avoid prohibited
contour overlap, AFCCE suggests that such stations be
allowed to employ any reasonable technical means, such

as reduced effective antenna height and/or ERP in per-

tinent directions, including the use of directional anten-
68

nas.

DISCUSSION

43, Class A power limit raised to 6000 waits. During the
pendency of this rule making proceeding, we have re-
ceived several hundred letters from licensees, general
managers, and engineers of Class A FM stations in every
region of the country, If one fact is abundantly clear from
this outpouring, it is that a substantial number of the
persons most familiar with the day to day operation of
Class A stations firmly believe that the current 3000 watt
power level is inadequate for these stations to be techni-
cally and economically competitive in the current radio
marketplace environment, and that the proposed increase
to 6000 watts would make a significant improvement in
the ability of these stations to serve the public. For the
most part, even the commenting parties that oppose the
blanket power increase plan do not question the need of
Class A stations for the additional power. In fact, most of
these parties state that they support the improvement of
Class A facilities, provided that interference is not caused
to existing service.

44. We find that the record as a whole supports the
proposed increase in the maximum transmitting power
for Class A stations. Therefore, we are amending Section
73.211 of our rules to raise the maximum effective radi-
ated power Himit for Class A FM broadcast stations from
3000 to 6000 watts, as we proposed. We are retaining the
current reference antenna HAAT of 100 meters for Class
A stations other than those located in Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands.®® Fewer Class A stations would be able to
increase facilities if a higher reference antenna HAAT
{and correspondingly lower ERP) were adopted, because
of the increased costs and necessity to obtain zoning
and/or FAA approval for taller antenna structures. No
commenters presented arguments that any other ERP-
HAAT combination would be more appropriate. Further-
more, equivalent combinations of lower ERP and higher
antenna HAAT, such as 4000 watts with 125 meters, will
be permitted under the new limit.”® We do not believe
that any useful purpose would be served by our adopting
a lesser increase in the power limit, eg. 5000 watts,
because if we did so, the benefits of the power increase
would be reduced, yet none of the difficulties of its im-
plementation would be resolved,

45, Increased minimum power requirement for Class Bl
and C3. The minimum power reguirement for each FM
station ciass (in Section 73.211 of the rules) corresponds
to the maximum power limit for the next lower station
class.”! This helps to avoid ambiguity in station classifica-
tion. Because we are raising the maximum power limit
for Class A, we are also raising the minimum power
requirement for Class Bl and C3 stations accordingly.
Currently Class Bl and C3 stations must operate with an
ERP greater than 3000 watts. We are revising Section
73211 to require that Class Bl and C3 stations must
operate with an ERP greater than 6000 watts”® In the
non-reserved (commercial) portion of the FM band, all
but two of the 53 outstanding Class Bl authorizations
already meet the new minimum requirement.” In the
educational portion of the band, 79 of the 105 stations
currently classified as Class B1 would continue to be
properly classified under the new rules. There are no
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Class C3 stations yet, as this station class was established
only a short time ago in the First Report. We did not
propose the reclassification of existing Class Bl authoriza-
tions in the Notice, therefore, we are not establishing
reclassification procedures for them at this time.

46, Selective implemeniation method chosen. After care-
ful review of the record, in particular the engineering
statements and other comments that support or oppose,
on technical grounds, each of the proposed methods, we
conclude that the Class A power increase should be im-
plemented on a selective basis, rather than as a bianket
increase. We further conclude that the minimum distance
separation requirements applicable to Class A stations
should be adjusted to account for the increase in transmit-
ting power. The rules that we are adopting are thus
similar to our proposed METHOD 2, however, they ailso
incorporate some aspects of our proposed METHOD 1.
For example, the new rules provide for increased power
operation by existing grandfathered short-spaced stations,
subject to Section 73.213 of our rules.” In addition, we
are adopting rules that will allow the licensees of fully-
spaced Class A stations that can effect the power increase
by simple technical means to do so prior to filing an
application. These measures are explained further below.

47. The service areas of FM stations in the non-reserved
band are considered to be circles of a given radius.”® The
minimum distance separation reguirements are intended
to protect, on average, service’® within these circular
areas, assuming that all stations broadcast using maximum
permitted ERP and an antenna HAAT equal to the refer-
ence HAAT for their station class. However, in any in-
dividual situation, due to terrain variations and other
factors, this protection might not be realized. Further-
more, certain of the required minimum distances are not
calculated precisely using current propagation techniques,
and are thus less accurate than is desirable. As a con-
sequence of these "anomalies,” full protection may not be
realized. Nevertheless, our rules state clearly that each
individual station is entitled only to such protection to its
service as may result when assignments are made in ac-
cordance with the rules.

48. Effect of a blanket increase on existing service. In the
Notice, we considered METHOD 1 because our initial
analysis indicated that the adverse effect of a Class A
power increase on existing stations would be relatively
small compared to the increased service to the public. As
noted above, many of the commenters take issue with this
assessment, variously describing a blanket Class A power
increase as an action that would cause "massive interfer-
ence"”” and ruin the "technical integrity” of the FM
service™, and would eventually visit upon FM many of
the ills suffered by the AM broadcast service.”

49. A blanket power increase might result in some
interference to the service of the larger class stations. The
Comimission originally established that Class B stations
should have a protected service radius of 40 miles. Be-
cause we believe that, in view of the size of urban and
suburban areas served today, this expected service radius
should not be reduced®, and because we wish to act very
cautiously in taking action that might shift equities sub-
stantiaily, we conclude that the public interest would not
be served by imposing an involuntary coverage reduction
on Class B stations. Moreover, we note that Class A
facilities were acquired with a 3 kW limitation. While a
selective increase in power is consistent with the public
interest, it should not be accomplished at the expense of

reducing coverage or interfering with other existing facili-
ties. Consequently, we shall employ a selective method to
allow existing Class A stations to increase power.

50. New minimum distance separation requirements for

Class A staions. The purpose of our minimum distance
separation requirements for FM stations is to allow ™
assignments to be made without excessive delay on an
administratively convenient "go - no go" basis.*’ As pre-
viously explained, FM stations are entitled only to such
coverage protection as the separation requirements pro-
vide. Consequently, if the maximum power limit for Class
A stations is to be raised and involuntary loss of currently
protected service area is to be prevented, it follows that
the distance separation requirements applicable to Class A
stations must be increased. We are adopting new require-
ments that will maintain present protection.

51. Grandfathered short - spaced stations. We have de-
cided, as suggesied by dLR and NAB, to grandfather all
existing stations that do not meet the new distance separa-
tion requirements.** A new category of grandfathered
short-spaced stations under Section 73.213 of our rules,
comprising these stations, will be created. For stations in
this new category, we will allow (1) Class A stations
broadcasting with no more than the current maximum
facilities (3000 watts ERP and an antenna HAAT of 100
meters, or equivalent lower ERP and higher HAAT) and
newly short-spaced stations of all other classes, and {(2)
Class A stations operating with more than 3000 watts
ERP, but with no greater interference potential than a
station operating at the current maximurm facilities® to be
modified or relocated provided that the current minimum
distance separation requirements are met.?* The first pro-
vision preserves the freedom to modify or relocate, under
the terms of the current rules, the newly-grandfathered
Class A stations that do not increase power above the
current limit and the stations of other classes that become
short-spaced to Class A stations as a result of our revision
of Section 73.207 of the rules in this order. The second
provision allows licensees of newly-grandfathered Class A
stations using an antenna HAAT less than 100 meters the
option to increase power above 3000 watts®> Although a
power increase under these circumstances will not expand
service area beyond that of a 3000 watt, 100 meter Class A
station, it may still prove to be of some value in overcom-
ing the building penetration and temperature inversion
interference problems frequently cited by commenters.
Stations that were already grandfathered short-spaced sta-
tions before this action can still be modified or relocated
subject to the existing provisions of Section 73.213.56

52. We recognize that there may be situations where the
newly created short-spaced Class A facilities may be able
to increase power without reducing another station’s cov-
erage. In this regard, we wish to extend authority to
increase power where possible, so long as it does not
interfere with other stations. Therefore, we will consider
applications by newly created short-spaced Class A sta-
tions, on a case-by-case basis, in the following limited
circumstances. In the case of Class A stations which are
newly short-spaced to each other and which seek mutual
increases in facilities we will allow such increases .in
power to the class limit provided that all the Class A
stations seeking the increase first obtain the consent of
any other stations who may be affected by the change, and
that the increase is otherwise consistent with the public
interest. Unilateral increases will be permitted if a station
has obsained the consent of all other stations which may
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be affected, and the increase is consistent with the public
interest. We note that agreement among siations which
may be affected is a necessary but not sufficient condition
to granting a power increase. As between Class A and
other facilities, the Commission will examine each request
to insure that no fully spaced or less short spaced site is
available,

53. IF distance separation requirements. Because IF inter-
ference may potentially afféct all of the FM stations in an
area, in addition to the two IF-related stations, we will not
allow agreements for short-spaced IF related stations. To
increase power beyond the current 3000 watt, 100:meter
maximum facilities, a Class A station’s antenna site must
meet the modified IF distance separation requirements of
Section: 73.207.

54. Public radio service. We believe that any adverse
effect of the Class A power increase on public radio
service operating in the upper portion of the reserved
spectrum will be minimal under the rules we are adopt-
ing. Our findings are based on the following reasons.
First, we note that for second and third adjacent channel
stations the distance separation requirements are increased
only for the Class A to Class A and Class A to Class Cl
relations.?” The other second and third adjacent require-
ments are unchanged. The IF distance separation require-
ments are increased slightly (by 1 to 2 km typically), but
some of these requirements were recently reduced in MM
Docket No. 86-144, and the two changes offset each other
to some extent. Moreover, there are very few IF-related
station pairs anyway. Consequently, the only significant
increases affecting the upper portion of the reserved
band®® are in the first adjacent minimum distance separa-
tion requirements.

55. Second, for those stations that are affected, the
commercial Class A station is limited to the current 3000
watt, 100 meter maximum facilities or other facilities with
no greater interference potential, unless consent is ob-
tained from all affected stations, including the NCE - FM
station (s). We conclude therefore, that the action we take
herein will not have significant adverse impact upon pub-
lic radio service, and that no special restrictions or re-
quirements in connection with the power increase for
Class A stations operating on Channels 221, 222 and 223
are necessary.

56. Administrative procedures. Because of our desire to
allow as many Class A stations as possible to upgrade
without unnecessary delay and expense, we are adopting
administrative procedures similar to those proposed in the
Notice. Specifically, in November of this year, we will
publish a list of licensed Class A stations at sites that
appear to meet all of the appropriate minimum distance
separation requirements in our rules.®® Of the stations on
this 1ist?, those for which the power increase can be
implemented by replacing a non-directional antenna with
a higher gain non-directional antenna, changing the trans-
mitter output power’’, changing the type or length of the
transmission line, and/or installing or removing certain
components in the transmission line, may begin operation
with increased ERP on or after December 1, 1989, but
prior to the filing of an application for such operation. In
such cases, licensees will be required to file FCC Form
302, together with the supplemental exhibit™ addressing
environmental matters (see Appendix B), within 10 days
after the power increase is made.*® This automatic author-
ity does not extend to stations for which an increase in
facilities would expose workers or the general public to

levels of rf radiation in excess of the "Radio Frequency
Protection Guides” recommended in "American National
Standard Safety Levels with respect to Human Exposure
to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, 300 kHz to
100 GHz," (ANSI C95.1-1982) by the Institute of Elec-
trical and Electronics Engineers, Inc, 345 East 47th
Street, New York, New York 10017. Such stations may
not operate with increased facilities until measures are
taken to prevent workers and the general public from
being exposed to the excess levels of rf radiation or unless
they first receive authorization from the FCC.

57. In all other respects, the rules we are adopting will
become effective on October 2, 1989, Applications and
petitions filed prior to October 2, 1989 must comply with,
and will be processed in accordance with, the current
rules. Applications on FCC Form 301 to increase Class A
station power pursuant to the rules we are adopting here-
in (for stations that will be newly grandfathered, or for
some other reason will be unable to utilize the FCC Form
302 procedure described above) may be filed on or after
QOctober 2, 1989. Because some Class A stations not meet-
ing the new distance separation requirements may never-
theless be able to increase power by utilizing the contour
protection provisions of Section 73.215 of our rules, we
are exempting such stations from the temporary 5 mile (8
kilometer) limit on short-spaced locations under this rule.

CONCLUSION

58. Whenever we consider major technical proposals
that affect the facilities of an entire class of broadcast
stations, or the administrative systems governing the allot-
ment and assignment of such, we note that it is virtually
impossible to arrive at a solution that will fully satisfy ail
of those affected. We anticipate that this action granting a
general increase in the power of Class A FM broadcast
stations will be no exception. No other technical proposal
since BC Docket 80-90 has generated so great a con-
troversy or so large a response. We appreciate the many
well prepared -and informative comments supplied by in-
dividual! broadcast station licensees, indusiry organiza-
tions, and other concerned parties. In reaching our
decisions in this proceeding, we have attempted to fairly
weigh the concerns expressed in the contrasting positions
and to fashion flexible rules that will provide optimum
benefit to the public by encouraging improved FM broad-
cast service, while maintaining the quality and extent of
existing FM service,

59. Finally, we note that we are now approaching the
end of a fiscal year in which, as a result of the continuing
budgetary need for restraint in federal expenditures, the
Commission’s resources have been severely strained. We
anticipate that our decision in this matter will have a
significant adminisirative impact that could cause a con-
siderable increase in the processing time for FM applica-
tions. Nevertheless, we do not believe that we should
forgo a good policy decision in this rule making simply
because of the administrative costs. Thus, we have set the
effective date of this order at the beginning of our next
fiscal vear. We will endeavor to maintain satisfactory ser-
vice consistent with the level of resources available in the
coming year.
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FINAL REGULATORY FLEXIBILITY
ANALYSIS

60. Pursuant to the Regulatory Flexibility Act of 1980,
the Comumission’s final analysis is as follows:

1. Need and Purpose of this Action:

The Commission is increasing the maximum permitted -

power for Class A FM broadcast stations. The principal
purpose of this action is to provide additional opportu-
nities for improvement of the facilities of existing Class A
EM broadcast stations. The need for such improvement
was outlined in the Notice and confirmed by the majority
of the commenting parties. Existing Class A stations will
be allowed to increase to the new power limit on a
selective basis.

II. Summary of Issues Raised by the Public Comments in
Response to the Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis:

No commenters addressed the Initial Regulatory Flexi-
bility Analysis.

III. Significant Alternatives Considered and Rejected:

The Commission considered the alternative of allowing
existing Class A stations, other than grandfathered short-
spaced stations, to increase power oOn an across-the-board
basis, rather than a selective basis. However, the Commis-
sion determined that to do so could reduce the expected
coverage areas of certain other classes of FM broadcast
stations, and that to impose such a reduction wouid not
be in the public interest.

61. The Secretary shall send a copy of this First Report
and Order, including the Final Regulatory Flexibility Ana-
lysis, to the Chief Counsel for Advocacy of the Smail
Business Administration in accordance with paragraph
603(a) of the Regulatory Flexibility Act {Pub. L. No.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Donna R. Searcy
Secretary

APPENDIX A
47 CFR Part 73 is amended as follows:

1. The authority citation for Part 73 continues to read
as follows:

Authority: 47 U.S.C. 154 and 303.

2. 47 CFR 73.207 is amended by revising the numbers
in the first seven rows of TABLE A in paragraph (b)(1},
by revising the introductory texts of paragraphs (b)2) and
(b)(3), and by revising the numbers in the first row of the
table in paragraph (c), to read as follows:

§ 73.207 Minimum distance separation between stations.

L S B
(b)***

(1) Domestic allotments and assignments must be sepa-
rated from each other by not less than the distances in

.Table A which follows:

96-354, 94 Stat, 1164, 5 US.C. Section 601 er seq.,

(1981)).

PAPERWORK REDUCTION

62. The action contained herein has been analyzed with
respect to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980 and has
been found to impose a modified information collection
requirement on the public. Implementation of any modi-
fied requirement will be subject to approval by the Office
of Management and Budget as prescribed by the Act.

ORDERING CLAUSE

63. IT IS ORDERED, pursuant to authority contained
in Sections 4 and 303 of the Communications Act of
1934, as amended, 47 U.S.C. 154 and 303, and effective
October 2, 1989, That Part 73 of the Commission’s. Rules
is AMENDED as set forth in Appendix A below A, and
That authority to order Class A station licensees found to
have improperly increased power to return to licensed
parameters IS DELEGATED to the Chief, Mass Media
Bureau.

TABLE A - MINIMUM DISTANCE SEPARATION
REQUIREMENTS IN KILOMETERS (MILES)

Relation Co - 200 kHz 400/600 10.6/10.8
channel kHz MHz
Ato A 15 (71 72 (4%) 31 {19) 10 (6)
A 1o Bt 143 (8%9) 96 {60) 48 (30) 12 {7
AtoB 78 (111} 113 (70) 69 (43) 15 (9)
At C3 142 (88) 89 (55) 42 (26) 12(M
At C2 166 (103) 106 (66} 55 (34) 15(9)
AtoCl  200(124) 133(83)  75(4T) 22 (14)
AtwC 226 (140) 165 (103) 95 (59 20 (18)
Rk R E

(2) Under the Canada - United States FM Broadcasting
Agreement, domestic U.S. allotments and assignments
within 320 kilometers (199 miles) of the common border
must be separated from Canadian allotments and assign-
ments by not less than the distances given in Table B,
which follows. When applying Table B, U.S. Class C2
allotments and assignments are considered to be Class B;
also, U.S. Class C3 allotments and assignments and U.S.
Class A assignments operating with more than 3 kW ERP
and 100 meters antenna HAAT {or equivalent lower ERP
and higher antenna HAAT based on a class contour dis-
tance of 24 km) are considered to be Class Bl.
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(3) Under the Mexico - United States FM Broadcasting
Agreement, domestic U.S. allotments and assignments
within 320 kilometers (199 miles) of the commaon border
must be separated from Mexican allotments and assign-
ments by not less than the distances given in Table C,
which follows. When applying Table C, U.S. Class c2,C3
and Bl allotments and assignments are considered (o be
Class B: US. Class Cl1 allotments and assignments are
considered to be Class C; also, U.S. Class A assignments
operating with more than 3 kW ERP and 100 meters
antenna HAAT average terrain (or equivalent iower ERP
and higher antenna HAAT based on a class contour dis-
tance of 24 km) are considered to be Class B.

LI

(c) The distances listed below apply only to allotments
and assignments on Channel 253 (98.5 MHz). The Com-
mission will not accept petitions to amend the Table of
Allotments, applications for new stations, or applications
to change the channel or location of existing assignments
where the following minimum distances {hetween trans-
mitter sites, in kilometers) from any TV Channel 6 allot-
ment ot assignment are not met:

MINIMUM DISTANCE SEPARATION FROM
FV CHANNEL 6 (82-88 MHz)

TV Zones 1I & 1H
22

TV Zone |
17

FM Class

TR

3. 47 CFR 73.210 is amended by revising paragraphs
(1)1}, (B}2)E) and (bY(3)(H) to read as follows:

§ 73.210 Station classes.

E I
(b)***

(1) Determine the reference distance of the station
using the procedure in paragraph (b)(1)(i) of §73.211. If
this distance is less than or equal to 28 km, the station is
Class A; otherwise,

(2) E I

(1) If this distance is greater than 28 km and less than
or equal to 39 km, the station is Class Bi.

& o R K %
(3)**#

(i) If this distance is greater than 28 km and less than
or equal to 39 km, the station is Class C3.

E R I

4. 47 CFR 73211 is amended by revising paragraphs
(a)( )iy and (a){1)iv), by revising the numbers in the
first row of the table in the introductory text of paragraph
(b){1), by revising paragraph {b)(1)(ii), and by revising the
first row in the table in paragraph (b)3) to read as
follows:

§ 73.211 Power and antenna height requirements.

(a} E IR S

(i) The ERP for Class Bl stations must exceed 6 kW.

% % ok kR

(iv) The ERP for Class C3 stations must exceed 6 kW,

LI B O

(b) Maximum limits.

(1) Except for stations located in Puerto Rico or the
Virgin Islands, the maximum ERP in any direction, refer-
ence HAAT, and distance to the class contour for each
FM station class are listed below:

Reference Class contour
Station Maximum HAAT in distance in
Class ERP meters (ft) kilometers
A 28

6kW (7.8 dBk) 100 (328)

* ok kK ok

(i) If a station’s ERP is equal to the maximum for its
class, its antenna HAAT must not exceed the reference
HAAT, regardless of the reference distance. For example,
a Class A station operating with 6 KW ERP may have an
antenna HAAT of 100 meters, but not 101 meters, even
though the reference distance is 28 km in both cases,

® ok o ok ok

(3) For stations located in Puerto Rico or the Virgin
Islands, the maximum ERP in any direction, reference
HAAT. and distance to the class contour for each FM
station class are listed below:

Reference Class contour
Station Maximum HAAT in distance in
Class ERP meters {ft) kilometers
A 6kW {7.8 dBk) 240 (787) 42

& ok ok B ok

5. 47 CFR 73.213 is amended by adding a new para-
Zraph (c) to read as foilows:

§ 73.213 Grandfathered short-spaced stations.
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{c) Stations at locations authorized by grant of applica-
tions filed prior to October 2, 1989 that became
short-spaced as a result of the revision of §73.207 in the
Second Report and Order in MM Docket No. 88-375
( FR , , 1989) may be
modified or relocated in accordance with paragraph e})
or (c)}2) of this section. New stations on channel aliot-
ments made by order granting petitions (o amend the
Table of FM Allotments which were filed prior to Octo-
per 2, 1989, may be authorized in accordance with para-
graph (c)}{(1) or (c}2) of this section. No other stations
will be authorized pursuant to these paragraphs.

(1) Applications for authorization under requirements
equivalent to those of prior rules. Each application for
authority to operate a Class A station with no more than
3000 watts ERP and 100 meters antenna HAAT (or equiv-
alent lower ERP and higher antenna HAAT based on a
class contour distance of 24 km) must specify a transmit-
ter site that meets the minimum distance separation re-
quirements in this paragraph. Each application for
authority to operate a Class A station with more than
3000 watts ERP (up to a maximum of 5800 watts), but
with an antenna HAAT lower than 100 meters such that
the distance to the predicted 0.05 mV/m (34 dBuV/m)
F(50.10) field strength contour does not exceed 98 km
must specify a transmitter site that meets the minimum
distance separation requirements in this paragraph. Each
application for authority to operate¢ an FM station of any
class other than Class A must specify a transmiiter site
that meets the minimum distance separation requirements
in this paragraph with respect to Class A stations operat-
ing pursuant to this paragraph or paragraph {(c)(2) of this
section, and that meets the minimum distance separation
requirements of §73.207 with respect to all other stations.

MINIMUM DISTANCE SEPARATION REQUIREMENTS
IN KILOMETERS (MILES)

Relation Co - 200 kHz 400/600 10.6/10.8
channel kHz MHz
Ato A 105 (65) 64 (400 27 (1) 8 (5
A to Bi 138 (88) 88 (55} 48 {30} 11 (6)
AwB 163 {101) 105 (65) 69 (43 14 (%)
A1 C3 138 (86) 84 (52) 42 (26) 11 {6)
Ato C2 163 {101} 105 (85) 55 (34) 14 (9)
AteCl 196 (122) 129 {(80) 74 {46) 21 (13)
AtoC 222 (138) 161 (100} 94 (38) 28(17)

(2) Applications for authorization of Class A facilities
greater than 3000 wans ERP and 100 meters HAAT. Bach
application to operate a Class A station with an ERP and
HAAT such that the reference distance would exceed 24
kilometers must contain an exhibit demonstrating the
consent of the licensee of each co-channel, first, second or
third adjacent channel station (for which the reguire-
ments of §73.207 are not met) Lo a grant of that applica-
tion. Each such application must specify a transmitter site
that meets the applicable IF-related channel distance sepa-
ration requirements of §73.207. Applications that specify
a transmitter site which is short-spaced to an FM station
other than another Class A station which is seeking a
mutual increase in facilities may be granted only if no

alternative fully-spaced site or less short-spaced siie is
available. Licensees of Class A stations seeking mutual
increases in facilities need not show that a fully spaced
site or less short spaced site is available. Applications
submitted pursuant to the provisions of this paragraph
may be granted only if such action is consistent with the
public interest.

6. 47 CFR 73.215 is amended by removing the NOTE
that follows paragraph (b)(2)ii).

7. 47 CFR 73.610 is amended by revising the first row
of numbers in the table in paragraph () to read as
follows:

§ 73.610 Minimum distance separations between stations.

EIE I L S

(f) The distances listed below apply only to allotments
and assignments on Channel 6 (82-88 MHz). The Com-
mission will not accept petitions to amend the Table of
Allotments, applications for new stations, or applications
to change the channel or location of existing assignments
where the following minimum distances (between trans-
mitter sites, in kilometers) from any FM Channel 253
allotment or assignment are not met:

MINIMUM DISTANCE SEPARATION FROM
FM CHANNEL 253 (98.5 MHz}

TV Zone | TV Zones H & Il
17 22

FM Class
A

% ok oE ok K

8. 47 CFR 73.1690 is amended by revising paragraph
(b}2) and adding a new paragraph (c)(4) and a NOTE
following that new paragraph, to read as follows:

§ 73.1690 Modification of transmission systems.

EEIE B
(b)***

(2) Change in the operating power from that specified
on the station authorization, except as provided in para-
graph (c)(4) of this section.

EE O
(C)***

(4) On or after December 1, 1989, increase in the
effective radiated power of eligible Class A FM stations
pursuant to MM Docket 88-375, when such increase i
effected by:
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(1) replacement of a non-directional antenna with an-
other non-directional antenna having higher gain, pro-
vided that the height above ground of the center of
radiation is within 2 meters of that specified in the station
authorization; and/or

(ii) increase in the power input to the antenna, as a
result of adjustment of the transmitter outpul power,
change in the type or length of the transmission line,
and/or installation of filters or dipiexers.

NOTE: Class A stations eligible for a power increase
pursuant to paragraph {c)(4) are those which appear on &
list issued by the Commission in November 1989.
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APPENDIX B
SUPPLEMENTAL EXHIBIT TO FCC FORM 302

Increase in Effective Radiated Power of Class A FM Broadcast Station
Pursuant ‘to U7 CFR 73.1690{c)}{4) : -

Would a Commission grant of an application for the increase in effective
radiated power specified in this filing constitute an action that may have
a significant environmental effect (as defined in 47 CFR 1.1307)7

Note: Applicants must consider whether the increase in effective radiated
power would cause exposure of workers or the general public to levels of
radio frequency radiation in excess of the "Radio Frequency Protection
Guides" recommended in "American National Standard Safety Levels with
Respect to Human Exposure to Radio Frequency Electromagnetic Fields, 300
kHz to 100 GHz," (ANSI C€95.1-1982) by the Institute of Electrical and

Electronics Engineers, Inc., 345 East 47th Street, New York, NY 10017.

YES [ ] NO [ ]

If you checked YES to guestion number 1

(a) you may not begin operation with increased effective radiated power
until you receive Commission approval to do so; and,

(b) you must submit an Environmental Assessment (47 CFR 1.1311).

Environmental Assessment Exhibit No.

If you checked NO to question number 1, explain briefly why such a grant
would not be an action that may have a significant environmental effect.

CERTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE

The undersigned licensee of the Class A FM broadcast station for which

operation with increased effective radiated power is sought or has begun
hereby certifies that such operation is in compliance with all applicable
Commission rules and policies, and that, in the event that the Commission
finds that such operation is not in compliance with any applicable Commission
rule or policy and notifies the licensee of this finding in writing, the
licensee will immediately return the station to the power specified in its
license.

Licensee (print or type) Title

Signature Date
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FOOTNOTES

! See Notice of Proposed Rule Making in MM Docket 88-375,
FCC 88-251, released on September 12, 1988, 3 FCC Red 5941
(1988).

2 The Commission’s proposals were based largely upon re-
quests contained in two petitions for rule making: RM-6236,
filed on June 16, 1987 by Petaz Commaunications, In¢., which
requested the establishment of an additional intermediate FM
station classification in Zone Il; and RM-6237, filed on Septem-
ber-1, 1087 by the New Jersey Class A FM Broadcasters Associ-
ation, which requested that the maximum permitted effective
radiated power for Class A FM broadcast stations be increased
from 3000 to 6000 warts. Both petitions were listed on Public
Notice Report No. 1709, dated January 27, 1988.

3 A list of parties submitting formal commenis, replies, and
informal letters appears as Appendix B to the First Report and
Order, ¥CC 89-107, 4 FCC Red 2792 (1989).

4 See First Report and Order in MM Docket 88-375, FCC
89-107, 4 FCC Red 2792 (1989).

5 See Notice at paragraph 17.
§ See Notice at paragraph 18,
7 See Notice at paragraph 19,
8 See Notice at footnote 24.

9 When an FM signal on a first adjacent channel is sufficiently
strong in comparison to the desired FM signal, some FM radios
will experience a momentary loss of capture, sometimes de-
scribed as “bleed through," which is characterized by sporadic
bursts of the undesired adjacent channel signal interrupting and
disturbing the desired signal. Also under such circumstances,
some FM receivers, particularly older ones, will suffer "AFC
pulling”. This is where the AFC (automatic tuning} circuit in
the receiver, which is supposed to keep the receiver "locked on”
to the desired siznal, becomes overwhelmed by the strong adja-
cent channel signal and momentarily tunes the recelver to the
undesired signal frequency. Both of these phenomena happen
most often in mobile receivers and are very annoying to listen-
ers.

10 comments of Greater Media at 12, paragraph 17.

" Reply comments of New Jersey at 18,

2 These effects result from overall weak signal strength and
multipath interference. Multipath interference is characterized
by distortion of the received audio. It is caused by the
recombination of two or more portions of an FM signal which,
having traveled to the receiving antemna by different paths
{perhaps being reflected off of an obstruction), arrive partially
or completely out of phase, thus to some degree cancelling each
other. "Picket fencing” is a rapid and wide variation in signal
strength that generally occurs when a receiver in motion (such
as in an automobile) passes through an ares subject to multipath
interference. "Dead spots” are locations where signal levels are
consistently too weak for adequate reception.

13 according to Nutmeg, Stafford Springs is a small village
with 10,000 population that currently has no local daily news-
paper and no local radio station.

14 Comments of Massachusetts at 2 and 3.

15 Iy the text of the proposed rules contained in Appendix A
to the Notice, on page 4 at instruction 4, the Commission
proposed that the minimum ERP requirement for Class Bl
stations be increased in accordance with Class A maximum
ERP. Currently, Class B1 station ERP must exceed 3000 watts.
Under the proposed rule, Class Bl ERP would have to exceed
6000 watts. At the same time, the Commission proposed a new
Class C3 FM station classification. Under that proposal, Class C3
station ERP would also have 1o exceed 6000 watts. However,

Federal Communications Commission Record

because the maximum power for Class A stations was 3000 watts
when the new station Class C3 was established, the rules cur-
rently require that Class C3 swation ERP must exceed 3000
watts.

16 T'he class contour distance is the predicted distance to the 1
mV/m (60 dBu) contour, rounded to the nearest kilometer, for a
station transmitting with the maximum effective radiated power
{ERP) for its station class and employing an antenna HAAT
equal to the reference antenna HAAT for its class specified
§73.211 of the rules. The class contour distance is used to
calculate the lower ERP required when an antenna HAAT
higher than the reference HAAT for the station class is em-
ploved.

17 See Notice at paragraph 25,

18 Comments of AFCCE at 3, paragraph 7.

19 Comments of New Jersey at 7.

2 See Notice at paragraph 26.

2! proposed METHOD 1 incorporates the concept of a “blan-
ket power increase for Class A FM stations, and 1o that extent
is similar to the action requested by the New Jersey Class A FM
Broadcasters Association. The principal difference between
METHOD 1 and the method advocated by New Jersey is that
the latter envisions wuncondiional power increases for
grandfathered shori-spaced stations, whereas METHOD 1 would
only allow such increases subject to §73.213 of the rules. Despite
this difference, some of the commenters refer to METHOD 1 as
the "New Jersey plan."”

2 GGrandfathered short-spaced stations are (1) stations at loca-
tions authorized prior to November 16, 1964 that did not meet
the minimum distance requirements on that date and that have
remained short-spaced since that date; and (2) stations at loca-
tions authorized prior to May 17, 1989, tha: did not meet the IF
separation distances required by §73.207 and have remained
short-spaced since that time. See §73.213 of the Commission’s
rules, which defines grandfathered short-spaced stations and sets
forth the conditions under which they may be modified or
relocated.

23 This study, entitled “Analysis, using Protected Contour
Method, of the Effects of a Power Increase for Class A FM
Stations" was attached to the full-text release of the Nodice as
Appendix B.

24 See Notice at paragraph 28.

25 The idea of allowing a power increase.for only those Class
A stations that meet increased distance separation requirements
originated with the initial comments {10 the New Jersey petition
for rule making, RM-6237) of two organizations, the National
Association of Broadcasters and the Association for Broadcast
Engineering Standards. Consequently, some commenters refer
to METHOD 2 as the "NAB/ABES plan."

26 822 Notice at paragraph 31

27 Comments of New Jersey, Engineering Exhibit by Mullaney
Engineering, Inc., at 6.

28 Comments of New Jersey at 4 and 5.

29 Reply Comments of Main Street at 7. .

30 Comments of Brattleboro at 3.

3 Comments of New Jersey at 6.

32 Comments of Drexel at 2 and 3,

33 Reply Comments of Greater Media at 5.

34 Comments of Vacationland at 3.

35 Comments of Universal at 10,

36 comments of ABES at 7.

37 Comments of Greater Media, Summary at 1.
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3 In the Notice, a1 Appendix B, the Commission also used the
0.5 mV/m field strength contour to approximate the primary
service area of Class B stations. However, the Commission char-
acterized the potential loss of service (less than 2%} to be small.
Use of 0.5 mV/m instead of the precise predicted field strength
at 40 miles (0.519 mV/m) is more convenient, and the result is
essentially the same.

3% Comments of Greater Media at 16.

40 Reply Comments of Massachusetts at 3.

41 Ccomments of Vacationland at 5.

42 Reply Comments of Massachusetts at 3.

43 Reply Comments of New Jersey at 8.

4% 1d. at 19-20.

45 Reply Comments of Greater Media at 6.

48 Comments of ABES at 7.

47 Reply Comments of CBS at 3.

8 Comments of NAB at 6.

4% Comments of NAB at 9.

30 Reply Comments of Main Street at 6.

51 Comments of Stoner at 2, 3.

52 Comments of KLP at 2-3.

53 Comments of dLR at 5 and 6.

34 Se¢ Notice at paragraph 32.

55 Under the proposal the foliowing stations would be ex-
ciuded: stations located near FOB monitoring locations, within
the Mexican or Canadian coordination zones, or the “quiet
zones," and stations for which the power increase could result
in exposure of workers or the public 10 radio irequency energy
in excess of American National Standards Institute guidelines
{ANSI €95.1-1982).

56 FCC Form 302 is used to apply for a new or modified FM
station Hcense, It is shorter and less comprehensive than FCC
Form 301, which is used to apply for a new or modified non-
reserved band FM construction permir. Sections 73.1690 and
73.3544 of the Commission’s rules already require that FCC
Form 307 be used in situations where a modified FM station
license is necessary to reflect changes in a station, but prior
approval from the FCC is not required to make the changes.

57 The power increase would be considered a minor modifica-
tion regardless of which form were used.

58 See Norice at paragraph 34.

39 ABES notes that even  METHOD 1 were to be adopted,
compliance with intermediate frequency minimum distance sep-
aration reguirements would still be necessary.

50 Comments of ABES at 13 and 14.

61 All current distance separation requirements are bilateral,
that is both FM stations must comply with the applicable re-
quirements, even if one of the two stations is 3 NCE- FM station.
Consequently, changes in these requirements may constrain
NCE-FM stations from making station modifications that would
have previously been permissible.

62 See Notice at paragraph 35.

83 Comments of NPR&CPB at 5-6.

8 1d. at 6.

85 1d. a1 6-7.

86 1d. at 7.

67 See Notice at paragraph 37. See alse Third Report and Order
in MM Docket No. 86-144, FCC 89-62, 54 FR 14961, April 14,
1989. The Commission adopted revisions to the minimum IF
channel distance separation requirements based on maintaining
a uniform 36 mV/m protection level from IF interference.

685 Commenits of AFCCE at 9, paragraphs 19-20.

69 In Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, the current reference
HAAT for Class A stations is 335 meters. The Commission is
reducing this to 240 meters in order to maintain the curremt
class contour distance of 42 kilometers. Thus Class A stations in
Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands may increase power but not
coverage. (The Commission previously estabiished special ERP-
HAAT combinations for FM stations in Puerto Rico (Fourth
Report end Order in Docket No, 14185, 3 RR 2d 1571) and the
Virgin Islands (Report and Order in Docket No. 18050, 13 RR 2d
1536) in view of the extreme terrain variations on these islands
and other factors.) These stations already have far more pre-
dicted coverage than their mainiand counterparis.

0 See §73.211({b)(2).

71 There is no station class Jower than Class A. The minimum
ERP for Class A is 100 watts.

7 New minimum power requirements for Classes C3 and Bl
were specified in the proposed amendments to §73.211 of the
Commissions rules. See Appendix A to the Notice, page 4,
instruction 4.

™ Of the two stations that operate with less than the new
minimum, WNNJ and KRLT, each has special circumstances
which necessitate operation with the facilities authorized.

74 Existing grandfathered short-spaced stations may be modi-
fied or relocated, provided that their predicted 1 mV/m F(50,50)
field strength contour is not extended toward the predicted I
mV/im F(50,50) field streagth contour of the other station(s) 1o
which the grandfathered short spacing applies. Consequently,
grandfathered short-spaced stations will most likely have to
relocate, reduce antenna height, and/or employ a directional
antenna in order to increase power.

75 The service area for the average non-reserved band FM
station broadeasting with maximurm effective radiated power for
its station class and an antenna height above average terrain
squal to the reference HAAT for its station class is a circle with
a radius as follows:

Station Class Service Radius

A 24.1 kilometers {15 miles)
Bi 45 kilometers
B 64.4 kilometers (40 miles}
C3 39 kilometers
c2 52 kilometers
C1 72 kilometers
C 91,7 kilometers (57 miles)

Terrain is assumed to be uniform in all directions. The radii for
the original siation classes (A, B and C) were specified in miles.
The radius for Class C was originally 63 miles, but this later
pecame 57 miles as a result of revision of the propagation
curves. Those for the newer classes established in BC Docket
No. 80-90 and for Class C3, which was established in the First
Report, were specified in kilometers, in accordance with the
Commission's policy to use metric units, The Commission is
increasing the Class A service radius from 15 miles (24.1
kilometers) to 28 kilometers in this decision.

%6 Py protecting service, the Comunission means that FM
stations are assigned in such a way that, on the average, within
the protected service area of each station, the signals of other
FM stations are too weak to degrade reception of the protected
signal below a certain minimum saudio signal guality. This
actual signal quality is affected by many factors, such as whether
the desired FM signal is stereophonic or monophonic, whether
or not it has subcarriers, and whether the surrounding environ-
ment is urban, suburban, or rural, The audio signal quality
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translates into radio frequency signal protection ratios, which in
turn underlie technical assignment rules and policy. The stan-
dards currently used were re-examined and affirmed in BC
Docket 80-90, and are not being reconsidered here.

77 Comments of Greater Media at 7, paragraph 9.

8 Comments of NAB at 5 and 9.

" Comments of Bonneville International Corporation at 3,
Westinghouse Broadcasting Company, Inc. at 2, Great American
Television and Radio Company, Inc. at 1 and 2, Fuller-Jeffrey
Broadcasting at 3, paragraph 7.

80 See Report and Order in BC Docket No. 80-90, FCC 83-259,
94 FCC 2d 152 (1983), at paragraph 62. The Commission consid-
ered the possibility of reducing the Class B service radius from
40 to 33 miles in order to create opportunities for additional
new stations, but declined to do so, because the number of
potential new stations was too small 1o justify the loss of exist-
ing primary service area.

81 The term "go - no go” means that assignments are made in
accordance with fixed, readily determined criteria (e. g. separa-
tion requirements), such that appiicants and the Commission
can expeditiously determine whether an individual application
can be pranted or must be denied. See Firsi Report and Order in
Docket No. 14185, FCC 62-866, 40 FCC 666 (1970) at paragraph
9.

82 Comments of NAB at 3, last paragraph.

83 The Commission will consider any Class A station for
which the distance to the predicted 3¢ dBu F(50,10) field
strength contour does not exceed 98 kilometers 10 have no more
interference potential than a Class A station operating at the
current 3000 Watt, 100 meter maximum facilities. Some exam-
ples of acceptable ERP - HAAT combinations under this provi-
sion are as follows:

ANTENNA HAAT ERP

30.5 meters (100 feet) 5800 watts
43.7 meters (150 feer) 5000 watts
61.0 meters (200 feet) 4300 watts
76.2 meters (250 feet) 3700 watts
91.4 meters (300 feet) 3200 watts

84 The Commission is reducing two of the current minimum
distance separation requirements: Class A to Class C, first adja-
cent and second/third adjacent channels, from 169 and 103
kilometers to 165 and 95 kilometers, respectively. The current
requirements are larger than necessary to provide full protec-
tion (they are two of the anomalies in the table of minimum
separation distance requirements). Furthermore, the Commis-
sion recently adopted a Class C3 to Class C second/third adja-
cent requirement of 96 kilometers, and it is illogical for the
Class A requirement to be more stringent than the Class €3
requirement,

8 In such a case, field strength would be increased even
though range (coverage) and interference potential would not
exceed that of a 3000 watt, 100 meter Class A station.

8 These prior grandfathered short-spaced stations can be
modified or relocated provided that the predicted 1 mV/m
F(50,50) field strength contour is not extended toward the 1
mY/m contour of any other short-spaced station. Simultaneous
facilities increases may be permitted, up to the limits in §73.211
(including the new 6000 watt Class A power limit), pursuzant to
agreements among the stations and a showing that such in-
creases are in the public interest. See §73.213 and §73.4235.

87 The Class A to Class Cl increase is only 1 kilometer, which
should not result in the “grandfathering” of many NCE-FM
stations.

# Only Channet 220 is affected.

3% 1t may be pecessary to exclude Canadian and Mexican
border area Class A stations from the initial list and to publish
subsequent lists for these stations when international coordina-
tion procedures are complete.

% Because the appearance of a particular swuation does not
constitute a modification of license, the Commission may cor-
rect the list of stations by adding or deleting stations included or
excluded by administrative error without affording subject sta-
tions the opportunity for hearing.

91 This includes replacemeni of the transmitter with one
capable of higher power output.

92 The supplemental exhibit is provided as Appendix B to this
order. It contains a question and an informational showing
requirement related to the potential for exposure of workers or
the general public to hazardous levels of radio frequency energy.
It also contains a certification that the licensee has conducted
appropriate technical studies to determine that the increased
power operation complies with the Commission’s rules, and that
the licensee agrees to immediately, upon written notification
from the Commission, reduce power back to the level specified
in the station license, if the Commission determines that the
increased power operation is not in accordance with the rules.

93 [f an FCC Form 302 or supplement reveals any discrepancy
from the licensed parameters of record {e.g., geographical co-
ordinates, antenna heights), the Commission delegates authority
to the Chief, Mass Media Bureau, to order that the Class A
station be returned to its licensed parameters, and to require the
station licensee 1o file other forms or informational showings as
necessary.

SEPARATE STATEMENT
OF
COMMISSIONER PATRICIA DIAZ DENNIS

In Re: Amendment of Part 73 of the Rules to Provide
for an Additional FM Station Class (Class C3) and to
increase the Maximum Transmitting Power for Class A
FM Stations.

This Report and Order strikes the right balance. Class
A broadcasters, in great numbers, have urged us to in-
crease their power. Suburban sprawl and other demogra-
phic changes have made it impossible, in many cases, for
Class A stations to reach their natural market. In addi-
tion, Class A station say they suffer from shadowing prob-
lems resulting from iall buildings or uneven terrain;
problems in penetrating steel or concrete buildings; and
interference resulting from temperature inversions. With
more power, Class A stations could overcome some of
these obstacles. On the other hand, many Class B and C
licensees argued that Class A stations should not be
permitted to cause interference to other stations.

In this proceeding, we have increased maximum power
for Class A’s to 6000 waits, and increased our spacing
requirements to account for the increased power. Stations
that comply with the new spacing requirements will be
able to increase power guickly, even before we process
their applications. We will allow other Class A stations to
increase power on a case-by-case basis.

At the same time, we are providing Class B and C
stations the same level of interference protection that they
enjoy under our current rules. By taking this measured
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approach, we have given significant relief to Class A
stations while maintaining the integrity of the FM Table
of Allotments.

My greatest concern in voting for this item is that it
will further strain our already limited resources. Make no
mistake— this decision will significantly increase the pro-
cessing time for all FM applications. Without additional
resources, the staff estimates that the median processing
time for FM applications will increase from four months
to twelve months. The median age of minor change ap-
plications will increase from six months to 18 months.
Longer processing time is costly to the entire FM radioc
industry because initiating new service or changing an
existing facility will no longer be accomplished as guickly.

Nevertheless, I cannot vote to deny relief to Class A
broadcasters solely because of the delays this action will
create for Class A stations and other FM applicants. In
light of the continuing, severe pinch on our resources, I
hope that Congress will see fit to give us the money we
sorely need to do our job more efficiently.
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