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COMMENTS OF THE
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The National Association of Broadcasters (“NAB”)1, ABC Television Affiliates
Association, CBS Television Network Affiliates Association, FBC Television Affiliates
Association, NBC Television Affiliates2, The Walt Disney Company, 21st Century Fox, Inc.,
NBCUniversal Media, LLC, CBS Corporation, and Univision Television Group Inc.
(collectively, the “Broadcast Parties”) submit these comments in response to the January
28, 2014 Public Notice seeking comment on draft recommendations of the Advisory
Committee for the 2015 World Radiocommunication Conference (WRC). 3 In particular,
the Broadcast Parties urge the Commission to reject the draft recommendation set forth
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as Attachment B in document WAC/066 (the “Wireless Proposal.”)4 The Wireless
Proposal is premature, ignores fundamental physical rules of propagation and
interference, and will open the door to potential harmful interference between
broadcasters and wireless carriers in bordering countries. Instead, the Commission
should adopt the draft recommendation set forth as Attachment A in document WAC/066
(the “Broadcast Proposal”)5 which preserves common sense requirements for
coordination and acknowledges the potential for interference between wireless and
broadcast operations.
Discussion
The question before the Commission in evaluating the draft recommendations is a
straightforward matter of physics, propagation and radio science. Approving the Wireless
Proposal would entail ignoring scientific evidence before the Commission, and approval
would also suggest that every administration has the flexibility to deploy whichever
service it deems appropriate without regard to the potential effects on existing services,
including those in neighboring countries.
By way of background, the 470-698 MHz frequency range is currently allocated to
the broadcasting service on a primary basis, and has been for decades. Current
allocations in the UHF band to mobile service recognize the potential interference
between broadcast and mobile operations and require that any administration wishing to
implement a mobile service do so only subject to the explicit agreement of affected
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administrations obtained under Article 9.21.6 Thus, any administration wishing to deploy
mobile services in this band must coordinate with its neighbors to ensure the protection of
incumbent operations.
The Wireless Proposal recommends allocating this entire frequency range to
mobile services on a co-primary basis with broadcasting, and the deletion of the
requirement for an express agreement prior to deployment. The Wireless Proposal offers
only two justifications for changing this allocation: (1) to provide administrations with
greater “flexibility” for implementing the services they desire; and (2) to “globally
harmonize” allocations to mobile service in the 470-698 MHz band.
Neither of these justifications withstands scrutiny. Administrations already have
“flexibility” to deploy different services as long as their deployments do not affect
operations in neighboring countries. Regardless of any changes to allocations, however,
administrations simply will not have unlimited flexibility in deploying new services if they
wish to minimize interference to neighboring incumbent operations. Radio transmissions
do not stop at a border. It is misleading to suggest otherwise.
The fact that allowing high powered broadcast and mobile broadband operations
in the same band creates the potential for harmful interference between services should
be beyond dispute. Studies submitted to the ITU-R Joint Task Group 4-5-6-7 to date
indicate that sharing in the UHF band between International Mobile Telecommunications
(“IMT”) and digital terrestrial broadcasting may not be practical due to the large distance
and frequency separations required. These studies indicate that co-channel sharing
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between IMT base stations and a DTV receiver may require separation distances of
approximately 100 km for co-channel operation and 20 km for adjacent channel
operation. Comments submitted last year in the FCC’s Incentive Auction proceeding
indicate that sharing between high power TV transmitters and mobile broadband base
station receivers require even greater separation distances, with most commenters
suggesting separation distances of between 200-500 km.7 Significantly smaller
separation distances were noted in document WAC/058, addressing the 1435-1525 MHz
band where a similar threat of potential interference between incumbent aeronautical
flight test and mobile operations resulted in the conclusion that the 1435-1525 MHz band
should not be allocated for IMT.
Currently, in the pending incentive auction proceeding, the Office of Engineering
and Technology (“OET”) is seeking comment on the potential for interference between
broadcast television and wireless services.8 This potential interference is only further
complicated by the fact that wireless and broadcast TV operations will operate with
different channel bandwidths.
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Clearly, there is no real question that broadcast television operations and wireless
operations in close geographic and frequency proximity have significant potential to
interfere with one another – yet the Wireless Proposal ignores this potential interference
and does not even acknowledge that it proposes to remove the coordination requirement.
The Wireless Proposal trumpets the virtues of “flexibility” while ignoring very real practical
limitations on actual deployment that are imposed by the need to coordinate with existing
incumbent operations.
With respect to global harmonization, given that broadcasters will continue to
broadcast in the band, there is simply no advantage to globally harmonizing the band as
a whole. If IMT operations are not going to be available in the U.S. broadcast band, why
would it be advantageous to synchronize with others that might choose to make such
operations primary in the band?
To the extent that “global harmonization” is important, the Broadcaster Proposal
provides for such harmonization above 694/698 MHz, in the 694/698 MHz to 890 MHz
band. This will provide wireless mobile interests with almost 200 MHz of spectrum
allocated for globally harmonized mobile use on a primary basis, while recognizing that
coordination of new uses for the band should be subject to Article 9.21 coordination
agreements.
The Broadcast Parties recognize that some broadcast spectrum in the 470-698
MHz band will be reallocated and reassigned as a result of the incentive auction.9
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In fact, NAB, CBS and Fox presented a paper to the Informal Working Group 2 (IWG-2) that
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However, the amount of spectrum to be reallocated and reassigned to wireless
broadband services will be determined by the incentive auction and certainly will not
include the entire UHF broadcast band.10 After the incentive auction is held, the
Broadcast Parties have no objection to reallocating whatever spectrum is reclaimed by
the Commission for mobile use. This is in fact consistent with the Commission’s 2012
determination to decide allocation matters in the context of the incentive auction
proceeding.11 In that decision, the Commission specifically elected not to act on any of
the proposed allocation changes and indicated that it would undertake a broader
rulemaking to implement the provisions of the Spectrum Act,12 stating that “we believe it
will be more efficient to address new allocations in that rulemaking.”
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interference criteria grounded in sound science are established, the Broadcast Parties
recommend that there should be no change in the allocations for the UHF band from 470
to 698 MHz, and that IWG-2 be instructed to address the concerns identified in the
Broadcaster Proposal and develop a consensus position.
The Broadcast Proposal sets forth additional reasons why the Wireless Proposal
must be rejected, including:


The proposal mischaracterizes the state of the broadcast television service
in the United States;



The proposal ignores the current activities to develop next generation
television systems that may operate in this UHF band;



The proposal ignores the role of broadcasters as “first informers” in times of
emergencies and the recent recognition of the importance of broadcasting
by the ITU; and



The proposal ignores the positive economic impact broadcast content and
production has on U.S. exports.15

These arguments are discussed in greater detail in the Broadcast Proposal and, in
the interest of brevity, are not repeated here.
Conclusion
The Wireless Proposal is premature and would potentially allow administrations to
approve the deployment of wireless operations without taking necessary steps to reach
express agreements with their neighbors to reduce the possibility of interference with
incumbent services. It reflects a scientifically unsound approach that ignores current
open proceedings intended to gather further information concerning required separation
distances between broadcast television and wireless operations in a headlong rush by
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the wireless industry to mark the entire UHF band as its territory. Rather than ignore the
undisputed potential for significant interference, the Commission should develop
additional information, and proceed only when it has reached a determination concerning
the appropriate interference criteria for broadcast and wireless operations in spectral
proximity. The Commission should reject the Wireless Proposal, and instead recommend
the adoption of the Broadcast Proposal.
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