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Opposition to Petition for Rulemaking

IEEE 802
 hereby respectfully offers its Opposition to the Petition for Rulemaking (the “Petition”) in the above-captioned Proceeding.

The members of the IEEE 802 that participate in the IEEE 802 standards process are interested parties in this proceeding.  IEEE 802, as a leading consensus-based industry standards body, produces standards for wireless networking devices, including wireless local area networks (“WLANs”), wireless personal area networks (“WPANs”), and wireless metropolitan area networks (“Wireless MANs”).

IEEE 802 is an interested party in this Proceeding and we appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments to the Commission.

introduction

1. In its Petition in the instant Proceeding, the National Translator Association (“Petitioner”) makes a number of allegations/representations with which we respectfully disagree:

· That “… rural America has been shortchanged for more than twenty years by a Commission policy of not promoting the delivery of broadcast services to those rural areas.”

· That the Commission’s Rules are, by implication, flawed in that they “… fail to differentiate among categories of auxiliary stations based on the nature of the service proposed.”

· That “The Commission’s policies do not allow for the grant, construction, and operation of sufficient translator stations to serve the needs of rural areas.”

· That “Cable cannot provide service due the prohibitive cost of wiring sparsely populated areas, and DBS services cannot provide either high definition television or full ‘local into local’ service due to spectrum limitations.”

· That “Rural areas are entitled (emphasis added) to the same level of service as urban areas.” 

· (Further) that (by implication) the universal provision of  “… free over-the-air broadcast television” is in some sense equivalent to a “God-given right.”

(and)

· That “The only way for that service to be provided is by integrating the use of translators directly into the Commission’s policy process.”

2. We will, as the first basis for our Opposition to the Petition, address each of these allegations in the following sections of this document.

3. Additionally, we will, as the second basis of our Opposition to the Petition, raise the issue of whether a dramatic proliferation of translator stations, as Petitioner seems to desire, is, in fact, the best and highest use of spectrum in light of the confluence of the facts that a) other viable options for program delivery exist and b) there are other potential uses of the spectrum in question that might more broadly serve the public interest.

Rural america has not been “shortchanged” … “By a commission policy of not promoting the delivery of broadcast services …” (to rural areas)

The commission’s policies are not flawed because they do not differentiate among categories of AUXILIARY stations  in the manner that petitioner desires

the petitioner has not  substantiated The claims (of the petition) that the COMMISSION’S policies prevent “sufficient translators to serve the needs of rural areas” or that translators are, in fact the only, or even the best, way to serve rural areas

The PETITIONER’S claims that neither cable nor DBS can provide adequate service to rural areas fly in the face of the facts

NOTE – address HDTV issue

The question of “entitlement” to equal service in all areas defies economic realities

“Free” over-the-air reception of broadcast television is not a “god-given right”

“integrating the use of translators directly into the Commission’s policy process” and, in fact, the use of translators, are not the only,  or even the best way of providing service to rural areas, nor do they represent the “best and highest use” of public spectrum assets

Summary and Conclusion

4. The 802.18 RR-TAG again reiterates its Opposition to the Petition as well as its belief that it is without merit.

5. For these, and the other reasons elaborated above, we respectfully request that the Commission expeditiously DENY and DISMISS both of the subject Petitions in this Proceeding without further consideration or action.
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