
1024 Green Lane 
La Canada, CA 9101 I 

3 July, 2003 
Ccntlemen, 

Thc following is niy response to thc Fcderal Commuiiicatioiis Comniission ET Docker 03-104 entitled 
I i i q i o p  Rc,g.goi.rfwg C~ii. i - ier Ciiwctir Sysieiii,v. iwliidiiig U,.uoilbiiwd OW,. Poxver Line Sjuie\rc.ms. 

First, Ict me stale that I am responding from lhrce different perspectives: 1. First, as a n  amateur radio 
operalor \+ho enjoys iniaking contacts with f a r  distant stations whose signals often arrive ai my station at or 
ncar the iioisc level. 2 .  Second, as  a radio amateur who volunteers to assist with emergency 
coiiiinuiiications in tinies wlieii normal communications are either saturated or non-existent, again with 
rcccived signal levcls which can be close to hreshold. 3.  Third, as a communications support person 
enabling cmergency communications of traffic between NASA Centers in times when normal 
comniunic~tions are either saruratcd or iioii-existciit. NASA has many frequencies allocated for such traffic 
hetween t:ic 80 meler and 10 meter amaiiiir radio frequcncy allocatiuns. The same iomeii!5 p;eviously 
slatcd about signals possibly being close to threshold levels apply here also. 

My inputs are primarily associated w i t h  Sections 18, 19, and 20 of the subject N01. In summary, my 
concerns with going forward wilh the BPL idea in the United States i s  that there will be so much hash 
generated by unintcntional radiation rroni thc power grid tha t  the noise floor will he raised to the level that 
llic three type5 otcoiiiniunication s t a k d  in the previous paragraph will be severely compromised or made 
fur tlic iiiost part impossihlc. Increasing power l eve ls  such as desired by the Utilities would ofcourse make 
iiiallcrs c \ c i i  worse. 

1 have over the yeai’s been plagued by power line noise problems as well as interference communicated to 
my home \,ia thc power lines. 
pioblenls, even when there lias been ample proof tha t  the problems were associated with their hardware. 
Tlic additioii ofbypass dcviccs pcrnuuing the broadhand signals to bypass transformers as wcll as filters io 
ketp thc broadband signals rrom encroaching on other services sliarins the same frequencies will make the 
powrr grid incrcdibly more ditticult to niai i i ta i i i .  I t  i s  queitionable in my mind that the Utilities can get 
cnougli qualified people on their staffs to maintain [he BPL hardware i n  a state where the ciirrent W 
bandwidlli uwrs will not be severely intcrfcrcd with 

Fioni tlie pernpeciive of a user of the NASA liequencies, filters would have to protect all the specific 
frcquencies allocated to NASA i i i  the range from 80 meters through 10 meters. I t  is safe to state that other 
orgaiiiations probably have specific frequencies in [hat range that they would also expect to be protected. 
The bottom line, 18 tha t  the entire set ofriequencies between those two limits wouldprobably have to be 
! i l te r r i i  nit!, r n ; ~ C ~ ~ i ~  PI-? \ ‘ i : ~ a l l y  inipnicihle 

I can only hope thal m y  inputs arc liclpful in guiding the FCC to “do tlie right thing” with regard to BPL. 
Before it i s  deploycd, significant testing involving paiticipation by other users of the spectrum must be 
mandated, niusl occur, and the Utilities u’ho necd to maintain the BPL system must show their ability and 
uil l ingi icss to rapidly address thc iiitcrfcreiice problems which I’m certain will occur. 

Suniniaiiziiig niy thoughts, pcrhaps there is a furure for UPL.; however, extensive testing must be performed 
prior to its being dcployed. Further, the Utililies nced to demonstrate their a,bility lo mainlain [he more 
conipleu powrr grid aiid quickly respoiid to tlie iiievitable problems that BPL will cause. Let’s go very 
elouly in  dcploying RPL, since it wi l l  be difficult if iiot impossible to “undeploy” once the inevitable 
iiiterferciice problems occur. 

l iavc found [lie power utility providers to he slow in addressing these 

Yours tml 

. .  Trustee for W6Vl6  & KHA920 



1024 Green Lane 
La Canada, CA 9 10 1 1 

3 July, 2003 
Gentlemen, 

The follo\+ing is my response to the Federal Communications C o m s s i o n  ET Docket 03-104 entitled 
h q u i w  Regardiiig Carrier Current SJ stems, including Broadband over Potver Line Systems 

First, let me state that I ani responding from three different perspectives: 1. First, as an amateur radio 
operator who enjoys making contacts with far distant stations whose signals often arrive at my station at or 
near the noise level. 2.  Second, as a radio amateur who volunteers to assist with emergency 
conununications in times when normal communications are either saturated or non-existent, again with 
received signal levels which can be close to threshold. 3. Third, as a communications support person 
enabling emergency communications of traffic between NASA Centers in times when normal 
conmunications are either saturated or non-existent. NASA has many frequencies allocated for such traffic 
hetween !he PO meter and 10 meter amatcur radio frequency allocations. The same comments previously 
stated about signals possibly being close to threshold levels apply here also. 

My inputs are primarily associated with Sections 18, 19, and 20 of the subject NOI. In summary, my 
concerns with going forward with the BPL idea in the United States is that there will be so much hash 
generated by unintentional radiation from the power grid that the noise floor will be raised to the level that 
the three types of communication stated in the previous paragraph will be severely compromised or made 
for the most part impossible. Increasing power levels such as desired by the Utilities would of course make 
matters even worse. 

I have over the years been plagued by power line noise problems as well as interference communicated to 
my home via the power lines. I have found the power utility providers to be slow in addressing these 
problems, even when there has been ample proof that the problems were associated with their hardware. 
The add.ition of bypass devices permitting the broadband signals to bypass transforniers as well as filters to 
keep the broadband signals from encroaching on other ser\.ices sharing the same frequencies will make the 
power grid incredibly more difficult to maintain. It is questionable in my mind that the Utilities can get 
enough qualified people on their staffs to maintain the BPL hardware in a state where the current RF 
bandwidth users will not be severely interfered with. 

From the perspective of a user of the 9.4SA frequencies, filters would have to protect all the specific 
frequencies allocated to KASA in the range from 80 meters through 10 meters. It is safe to state that other 
organizations probably have specific frequencies in that range that they would also expect to be protected. 
The bottom line, is that the entire set of frequencies between those two limits would probably have to be 
E l t e r d  ovt, making R L P  1:irtually imynscihle. 

I can only hope that my inputs are helpful in guiding the FCC to “do the right thing” with regard to BPL. 
Before it is deployed, significant testing involving participation by other users of the spectrum must be 
mandated, must occur, and the Utilities who need to maintain the BPL system must show their ability and 
Lvillingness to rapidly address the interference problems which I’m certain will occur. 

Summarizing my thoughts, perhaps there is a future for BPL; however, extensive testing must be performed 
prior to its being deployed. Further, the Utilities need to demonstrate their ability to maintain the more 
complex power grid and quickly respond to the inevitable problems that BPL will cause. Let’s go very 
slowly in deploying BPL. since it will be difficult if not impossible to “undeploy” once the inevitable 
interference problenis occur. 

- -  - Robert G. Polansky, N6E‘T 
. .  Trustee for W6VIO & KHA920 


