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To The Comm ssi on:

FURTHER REPLY COMMENTS OF RI CHARD P. CLEM

1. | have previously filed reply coments in this matter
on August 13, 2003, in support of the comments of the American
Radi o Rel ay League (ARRL), and in opposition to comments of
various proponents of BPL, including those of the Power Line
Communi cati on Associ ation (PLCA).

2. This evening, | read the reply comrents which PLCA
filed today, and feel conpelled to respond to those coments
as well.

3. A common thenme anong the comments nmade by proponents
of BPL was that, despite the fact that BPL has been undergoi ng
tests in this country, that no interference conpl aints have
been | odged. As nmany coments in opposition have pointed out,
the lack of "conplaints” mght nean only that consuners are
unaware of the source of their interference, and do not know

where to | odge a conpl aint.



4. It should also be noted that thousands of Anericans
have i ndeed, conplained, by filing comments with the
Comm ssion in this matter. Those conplaints include the
coments of ARRL, which include extensive test data fromthe
test sites in this country, as well as references to failed
attenpts to use BPL in other countries.

5. Despite this technical data which denonstrates actual
harnmful interference, PLCA states in its reply comments that
“"[n]o matter how | oud opponents may shout, they cannot point

to evidence in this country that BPL systens are causi ng, have

caused, or will cause, harnful interference to other spectrum
users or other third parties.” Reply comments of PLCA at page
3.

6. PLCA cleverly qualifies this statement with the words
"in this country" obviously because there is anple evidence
from Japan and other countries that BPL causes harnf ul
interference. Apparently PLCA thinks that the Conm ssion is
gul l'i bl e enough to believe that the | aws of physics in force
in the U S. vary fromthose in effect in other countries.

7. Despite PLCA's bald claimthat there is "no evidence
in this country”, PLCA concedes in footnote 9 that the ARRL's
studies exist. It attenpts to disnm ss them because they are
based upon a "nodel that is atypical to the way in which a

power system operates.” 1d. at footnote 9.



8. As well docunmented in their coments, ARRL did
interference studies at the few BPL sites in operation in this
country, the same few sites which the proponents of BPL have
clainmed did not result in any interference conplaints. Now,
on the last day for filing of reply comments, PLCA clainms that
these sites are actually "atypical to the way in which a power
system operates.”

9. | respectfully submt that PLCA and the other
proponents of BPL cannot have it both ways. They cannot on
the one hand claimthat the experinmental sites have not
elicited conplaints, and at the sane tine claimthat the
experinmental sites are not typical

10. The experinmental PLCA sites are either typical BPL
setups, or they are not. When they were allegedly
interference-free, they were put forth as typical
installations. But when the facts reveal themto be sources
of severe spectrum pollution, PLCA changes its tune and cl ainms
that they are actually atypical. To put it bluntly, the issue
becomes whether they were telling the truth then, when they
called themtypical, or whether they are telling the truth
now, after they change their tune and call them atypical.

11. If these sites are truly atypical as PLCA now
claims, then the proponents of BPL have utterly failed to

present one iota of evidence as to whether or not a "typical"”



installation causes interference. ARRL visited the existing
sites and found themto cause severe harnful interference.
If these sites are "atypical" as PLCA now clains, then there
is apparently no typical site in existence anywhere in the
United States. In other words, if we take PLCA at its word,
this means that PLCA and the proponents of BPL have not lifted
a finger to provide the Commi ssion with any data as to how a
typical installation will behave. Since the burden of proof
i's upon the proponents to denonstrate that their service wil
not interfere with existing licensed services, BPL should not
be all owed to proceed.

12. For the reasons stated herein, | object to PLCA s
reply coments, and ask that the Conmm ssion see them for what
they are--contradictory argunents with little or no

credibility.

Respectfully submtted this 20th day of August, 2003.
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