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Reasonable Assurance of Receive Sites

33. Proposal. The Further Notice
requested comment on how best to
ensure the accuracy of each applicant’s
list of receive sites. We seek to deter
applicants from listing receive sites that
have in fact not agreed to participate in
the proposed ITFS system. We therefore
proposed requiring a letter of assurance
from the applicant, listing each receive
site’s contact person, title, and
telephone number. Most interested
commenters support a stricter
requirement than we proposed, and two
commenters oppose the proposal in any
form. Supporters argue that for adequate
deterrence, we should require a
verification letter from an authorized
official of each receive site listed in an
application.

34. Discussion. To better ensure the
accuracy of receive site lists submitted
both by local and nonlocal applicants,
we adopt a modified version of the
proposal. Processing efficiency will be
enhanced because the additional data
would allow for rapid confirmation of a
site’s participation. However, requiring
a separate letter of verification from
each receive site would involve the
submission of potentially dozens of
separate letters. We believe, though, that
we can expedite processing to the same
degree on the application form: where
we already ask for information about
each of the applicant’s receive sites, we
shall simply add a column asking for a
contact person’s name, title, and
telephone number. The contact person
should be the person (or one of the
people) responsible for implementation
of the ITFS program at that receive site.

Accreditation of Applicants

35. Proposal. While applicants
seeking to construct a new ITFS station
must indicate their accreditation or that
of the schools or other institutions that
intend to utilize the proposed ITFS
service, we noted in the Further Notice
that the extent to which the specified
receive sites are being utilized by
students from accredited institutions is
not called for. Accordingly, we
proposed to require applicants to state
whether and by whom each listed
receive site is accredited. We also asked
whether having only one proposed
receive site out of many as accredited
defeats the fundamental purpose of
ITFS: To serve the educational needs of
accredited institutions. Thus, we invited
commenters to address whether we
should require a majority of receive sites
to be accredited in order for the
application to be grantable, or if we
should deny interference protection for
any unaccredited receive site. The

proposed changes are generally opposed
by the commenters. Many of them argue
that receive sites are increasingly being
used for distance learning without
regard to whether they are accredited.

36. Discussion. The record does not
demonstrate that serving one accredited
receive site among other unaccredited
receive sites is incompatible with
serving the formal, for-credit
educational needs of students enrolled
at accredited institutions, and we
therefore decline to adopt either
proposal. To do otherwise would
artificially restrict those enrolled
students’ accessibility to formal ITFS
educational programming, while
depriving others of worthwhile
programming, such as in-service
training and instruction in special skills
and safety programs. As most
commenters note, while the essential
purpose of the ITFS service is to provide
formal educational programming to
students enrolled in accredited schools,
colleges and universities, the
Commission has long recognized the
value of transmitting ‘‘other visual and
aural educational, instructional and
cultural material to selected receiving
locations * * *’’ 47 CFR 74.931(a)–(b).
We find no evidence on the record that
persuades us to now significantly alter
the existing relationship between the
provision of formal, for-credit
educational ITFS programming and the
offering of other educational,
instructional, and cultural material,
Indeed, we reaffirm our commitment to
our longstanding objective, one that
permits ITFS licensees to transmit
educational and cultural programs for
use in other than a classroom setting or
to persons other than students enrolled
at accredited institutions. However, we
take this opportunity to modify and
make clearer our requirements regarding
the need for further specification with
respect to the accreditation of the
parties utilizing the proposed ITFS
services.

37. To attain eligibility, an ITFS
applicant must, among other things, be
accredited in its own right and serve its
own students or serve accredited
institutional or governmental
organizations. It has come to our
attention that some applicants
accredited in their own right propose
service only to receive sites which will
not be used by their own students. Such
applicants do not satisfy the eligibility
requirements. They must, therefore, as
Item 3 of Section II in the FCC Form 330
now requires, indicate the name of the
‘‘school/institution’’ it will serve, the
accreditation date and the accrediting
agency or organization. However, we
have found, in processing applications,

that the name of the school or
institution often does not match with
any receive site specified in Section VI
of the Form 330. For ease of processing,
we shall require, for applicants
accredited in their own right and
serving their own students, to identify
in Section II, Item 3(a), the receive sites
in Section VI which fall under their
jurisdiction. For other applicants, that
is, those which are accredited and not
serving their own students and those
applicants which are unaccredited and
establishing their eligibility by serving
accredited institutions, we shall require
that they specify in Section II, Item 3(b),
the receive sites belonging to or being
used by the accredited institution. This
additional information will enable the
staff and all interested parties to
immediately determine the
accreditation status of an applicant.

Other Proposals
38. Offset. The Further Notice

proposed requiring the use of offset
when all affected transmitters are
capable of handling frequency offset
stability requirements. This proposal is
supported by most of the commenters.
However, we believe that voluntary
agreements to utilize frequency offsets
better serve the public interest. The use
of frequency offsets represents a
balancing of the need to prevent co-
channel interference with our desire to
allow an increase in the number of
stations in a geographic area. As such,
frequency offsets are not a substitute for
the standard of interference protection,
a desired-to-undesired signal ratio of
45dB, that our technical rules are
designed to ensure. Indeed, the efficacy
of frequency offsets, which is not
universally acclaimed by the
engineering society, is largely
determined by the exigencies of the
situation at hand, requiring affected
applicants and licensees to engage in
cooperative efforts to construct and
adjust their respective technical
operations to successfully avail
themselves of this engineering
technique, if possible. Under these
circumstances, we are not persuaded to
require the mandatory specification of
frequency offsets.

39. Expedited Consideration of
Applications. In the Further Notice, we
asked for comments on the Educational
Parties and WCA’s proposal that we
expedite consideration of certain ITFS
applications in return for the applicant’s
agreeing to an accelerated construction
schedule. The stated purpose was to
rapidly authorize facilities that would
most likely become part of an operating
wireless cable system. Most commenters
are supportive of the proposal, although


