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Television for the
New Orleans Market

(A statement of policy and an expression of fhénks)

WWHL thanks BROADCASTING & TELECASTING for their kind

comment on our plans in their editorial of January 21, 1952.

New Orleans, a city of 600,000, is like other large communities. There
is an urgent need for additional television service—to give the audi-
ence a choice qf programs and the advertisers a choice of stations.

WWHL believes that additional stations should be established as soon
as possible with a minimum of bickering and few, if any, hearings.

WWL 1iled a television application with the FCC on March 3, 1948,
and on February 17, 1950, tendered an amendment to specify
Channel 4.

WWL will adhere to its request for Channel 4. WWL will file no last-
minute amendments and will not try to outguess any other applicant.

WWL believes that in this manner the expansion of television ser-
vice to the people can be hastened.

50,000 WATTS w I CLEAR CHANNEL

NEW ORLEANS
CBS Radio Affiliate

A DEPARTMENT OF LOYOLA UNIVERSITY e REPRESENTED NATIONALLY BY THE KATZ AGENCY

BROADCASTING ® Telecastir



Regulations

Service.

THE PROCEEDINGS

1. These proceedings were insti-
tuted on May 6, 1948, by a ‘“Notice
of Proposed Rule Makmg" (FCC
4B- 156}; designed to amend the
Table of television channel assign-
ments for the United States, set
out in Section 3.606 of the Rules and
Regulations of this Commission.
During the hearing held by the
Commission pursuant to this No-
tice, evidence was introduced which
indicated the necessity for a re-
vision of the Commission’s Rules,
Regulations and Standards with re-
spect to the technical phases of the
television broadcast service.

2. On September 30, 1948, the
Commission issued a Report and
Order (FCC 48-2182), commonly re-
ferred to as the “freeze order”.
In general, this Order provided that
no new or pending applications for
the construction of new television
broadcast stations would be acted
upon by the Commission; and that
new and pending applications for
modification of existing authori-
zations would be considered on a
case-to-case basis with action
thereon depending on the extent to
which the requested modification
affected the issues in the television
proceeding. In adopting the “freeze
order”, the Commission pointed out
that a national television assign-
ment plan and the Commission’s
Rules, Regulations and Standards
must be based upon, and must re-
flect, the best available engineering
information. It was noted that the
Commission could not continue to
make assignments under the ex-
isting Table since the evidence pre-
sented at the hearmg raised serious
questions concerning the validity of
the bases upon which the Table
was constructed. The Commission
noted that the granting of addi-
tional television authorizations
would make more difficult any re-
visions in the Table made neces-
sary by subsequent changes in the
Rules and Standards.

3. The current phase of the tele-
vision proceeding was initiated on
July 11, 1949, by the issuance
of the Commission’s “Notice of
Further Proposed Rule Making”
(FCC 49-948). Attached to this
Notice were four appendices: Ap-
pendix A set forth the Commis-
s1on's proposals to amend its tele-
vision Rules, Regulations and Engi-
neering Standards: dppendm B set
forth the methods an assumPtmns
voon which the Commission’s fig-
. ures and values specified in Appen-

BROADCASTING

Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington 25, D. C.

In the Matters of
Amendment of Section 3.606 of the Commission’s Rules and

Amendment of the Commission’s Rules, Regulations and
Engineering Standards Concerning the Television Broadcast

Utilization of Frequencies in the Band 470 to 890 Mcs. for
Television Broadcasting.

SIXTH REPORT AND ORDER

dix A were based; Appendix C con-
tained the Commission’s proposed
revision of its Table of television
channel assignments throughout the
United States and the Territories;
and Appendix D contained illustra-
tive assignments for Canada, Mex-
ico and Cuba indicating the manner
in which it might be necessary to
take into account the use of chan-
nels by these countries.

4. In September 1949, the Com-
mission began its hearings on the
color television issues in this pro-
ceeding and its First and Second
Color Reports were issued on Sep-
tember 1, 1950 and October 11,
1950, respectively (FCC 50-1064 and
FCC 50-1224).

5. Subsequently, on October 186,
1950, the Commission began hear-
ing the testimony of interested par-
ties who had filed comments con-
cerning the general issues set forth
in Appendices A and B of the No-
tice of July 11, 1949. These ex-
tensive hearings continued until
January 31, 1951, when the Com-
mission recessed in order to study
the record and determine whether
it should proceed with the hearings
on Appendices C and D in the light
of the evidence adduced on the
general issues.

6. On March 22, 1951, the Com-
mission issued its “Third Notice
of Further Proposed Rule Making”
(FCC b51-244).) In Appendices A
and B of the Third Notice, the Com-
mission set forth its conclusions
based on the hearing record devel-
oped with respect to the general
issues. The Commission at the
same time afforded interested par-
ties the opportunity to objeect to
the conclusions in Appendices A
and B by filing statements of ob-
jections.

7. Appendices C and D of the
Third Notice contained a new pro-
posed Table of television channel
assignments for the United States
and the Territories and new illu-
strative assignments for Canada
and Mexico. Pursuant to para-
graph 12 of this Notice, parties
were permitted to file comments
and oppositions to such comments
ag might be filed by other persons
with respect to the proposals in
Appendices C and D.

8. On June 21, 1951, the Com-
mission issued its “Third Report”
(FCC 51-640) in the above entitled
proceedings. In this Report, the

1 Hereinafter referred to as the "Third
Notice.”

® Telecasting

- “freeze.”

By the Commission (Commissioner Bartley not participating; Commissioner Webster con-
curring; Commissioner Hennock concurring in part and dissenting in part; and Commis-
sioner Jones dissenting.)
Adopted: April 11, 1952,
Released: April 14, 1952.

Commission decided that it could
not, at that time, take action to
effect a partial lifting of the
On July 12, 1951, the
Commission issued its “Fourth Re-
port and Ovrder” (FCC 51-693)
which allocated to television broad-
casting the frequency band 470-500
Mes. On July 25, 1951, the Com-
mission adopted its “Fifth Report
and Order” (FCC 51-752) amend-
ing its “freeze order” to permit
consideration on a case-to-case
basis of applications by existing li-
censees and permittees for special
temporary authority to increase
power within certain defined limits.

9. On July 25, 1951, the Commis-
sion issued an Order (FCC 51-739)
cancelling the oral hearings which
were scheduled to take place pur-
suant to the Third Notice.® This

Order provided all parties with an
opportunity to file sworn state-
ments or exhibits fully setting out
their position in support of the
pleadings they had filed. In addi-
tion, parties were permitted to sub-
mit sworn statements or exhibits
directed against statements or ex-
hibits offered by other parties and
to file briefs with respect to any
matter of fact or law raised by the
evidence. The Commission also
provided for oral presentations in
addition to the submission of sworn
statements or exhibits with respect
to any issue which in the Commis-
sion’s judgment could not be satis-
factorily considered and disposed of
without oral presentation.
10. The Order of July 25, 1951,
also provided:
“In view of the fact that the
issues raised by Appendices A
and B of the Third Notice of
Further Proposed Rule Making
(FCC b1-244) are interrelated
with those raised by the issues
to be determined in the remain-
ing portion of these proceedings,
and in order to permit parties
to make a full presentation of
their cases, the Commission has
decided not to finalize Appen-
dices A and B at this time. How-
ever, sworn statements or ex-
hibits filed pursuant to para-
graph 5 above must be consist-
ent with Appendices A and B,
with the following express ex-
ception: If a comment or op-

32 The II; rocedural steps leading to the
cancellation of the oral hearings are
described in the Order of July 25, 1851
(FCC 51+739).

Docket Nos. 8736 and 8975

Docket No. 9175

Docket No. 8976

FCC 52-294
74219

position with respect to Appen-
dices C and D of the Third No-
tice deviates from Appendices
A and B, a sworn statement or
exhibit inconsistent with Ap-
pendices A and B may be filed
pursuant-to paragraph 5 above
if such statement or exhibit is
inconsistent with Appendices A
and B only to the extent that
the comment or opposition is
inconsistent with Appendices
A and B.”

11. Upon consideration of the en-
tire record in this proceeding, the
Commission is now in a position to
issue a final Report with respect to
the matters covered by Appendices
A, B, C, and D of the Third Notice.

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS
SUPPORTING THE ADOPTION
OF A TABLE OF ASSIGNMENTS

FOR THE TELEVISION
SERVICE

12. Toward the close of the War
in 1945, when it appeared that the
emergence of television as a
regular broadcasting service was
imminent, the Commission con-
ducted a rule making proceeding .
(Docket 6780) resulting in the
adoption of the existing television
Rules and Standards, including the
present Table of Assignments.?
This earlier Table which employs
VHF frequencies only, has served
as a framework for the growth-
thus far of the television service.
It has been urged in this proceed-
ing that as a matter of policy * we
should abandon the concept of a
nationwide table of channel assign-
ments and permit applicants from
any community to apply for the
use of any channels provided cer-
tain general engineering criteria
were met. Upon careful considera-
tion of the record in this proceeding
we are convinced that the public
interest requires our continued ad-
herence to the concept of a table
of channel assignments as the most
effective method for assuring a
fair distribution of television serv-
ice throughout this country.' '

3In FM also the Commission decided
that the optimum distribution. of sta-
tions could best be accomplished by ‘&
Table of Assignments

4 The Commission has already deter-
mined in its Memorandum ‘Opinion of
July 13, 1851 (FCC 51-709) -that it has
legal authority to rescrl such a
;‘latlzle of Assignments™ as™ pnrt of its

ules
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13. The Communications Act of
1934, among other things, estab-
lishes as a responsibility of the
ommission the “making avail-
able to all people of the United

ates, an efficient, nationwide,
radio service,” (Section 1), and
the effectuation of the distribution
of radio facilities in such a manner
that the result is fair, efficient and
equitable and otherwise in the pub-
lic interest from the standpoint of
the listening and viewing public of
the United States (Sections 303 and
307b). Our conclusion that these
standards can best be achieved by
the adoption of a Table of Assign-
nts is based upon three com-
lling considerations: A Table of
signments makes for the most
eﬁicient technical use of the rela-
tively limited number of channels
available for the television service.
I§ protects the interests of the
public residing in smaller cities and
ryral areas more adequately than
any other system for distribution
of service and affords the most ef-
fective mechanism for providing
£ non-commercial educational
television. It permits the elimina-
tien of certain procedural disad-
vidntages in connection with the
phocessing of applications which
would otherwise unduly delay the
ovierall availability of television to
the people. Each of these factors
is |discussed below.

4, One of the principal reasons

: fo; an engineered Table of Assign-

ments incorporated into our Rules
is [that it permits a substantially
more efficient use of the available
gpectrum. It is clear that, mathe-
matically, once a fixed station
separation has been agreed upon,
the maximum number of stations
which ean be accommodated on any
given channel becomes fixed. In
practice this theoretical maximum
cannot be achieved since the loca-
tion of cities capable of supporting
sueh stations will not follow any
such regular pattern of location.
But an Assignment Table drawn
upon an examination of the country
as (a whole can confidently be ex-
pected to more closely approximate
theé mathematical optimum, than
would assignments of stations
baged upon the fortuitous deter-
minations of individual applicants
interested solely in the coverage
possibilities in a particular com-
munity irrespective of the effect of
sugh assignments on the possibility
of | making assignments in other
communities. We are convinced
thgt only through an engineered
Table of Assignments can areas
receiving no service or inadequate
service be kept to a minimum.

5. In our opinion there is an
equally significant reason why a
Table of Assignments should be
established in our Rules. For while
the| record in this proceeding dem-
ondtrates that the desire for broad-
casfing service from local stations,
cting local needs and interests
widespread, experience has
n that many of the communi-
which cannot now support
telgvision stations but would even-
tually be able to do so, will in the
absence of a fixed reservation of
channels for their use, find that
avaflable frequencies have been
preempted. The same is true with
respect to the establishment of

any] significant number of non-
commercial educational stations.
Page 4 ® April 14, 1952 Pare II

It might, of cou‘rse, be possible to
achieve these results by allocating
a large block of frequencies for
these smaller cities and non-com-
mercial educational television with-
out specifying the assignment loca-
tion of particular channels., But
we are convinced that this could
only be done at the expense of un-
necessarily reducing the total num-
ber of channels available to meet
other television needs.

16. A further consideration com-
pels us to adopt the Table, When
we resume the processing of ap-
plications for television stations,
we expect to have on file an ex-
ceedingly large number of applica-
tions. We find that in the absence
of a fixed Assignment Table it
would be unduly complex—and per-
haps impossible—to decide all con-
flicting demands among communi-
ties in individual licensing proceed-
ings. Once it is recognized that
these conflicting demands are in-
terrelated, it becomes apparent that
they can most satisfactorily be
decided in one hearing. Moreover,
a question is raised in view of the
decision of the Supreme Court in
Asghbacker Radio Corp. v. Federal
Communications Commission, 326
U. S. 327, whether it would not be
necessary as a matter of law to
decide all these cases in one or
several very large proceedings.
Accordingly, we find that the de-
termination of the questions relat-
ing to the equitable distribution of
facilities among the cities and
states in one rule making proceed-
ing such as we have here conducted
was conducive to the best dispatch
of our business, satisfied the ends
of justice and was required in the
public interest.

17. It is contended that the
establishment of a Table of Assign-
ments such as has been adopted
herein does not provide sufficient
flexibility in the assignment of
channels as to enable us to recog-
nize economic, geographic, popula-
tion and other pertinent differences
between communities and areas.
This is in effect an argument that
& Table of Assignments cannot pos-
sibly achieve results which are as
much in the public interest, con-
venience and necessity, or as “fair,
efficient and equitable” as the “ap-
plication™ or “demand” method of
assigning channels. But it has
not been in any wise demonstrated
by anyone making this contention
that the end result of the claimed
“flexibility” for the “application”
or “demand” method of assigning
television channels throughout the
country will be a more fair, or more
equitable, or a more efficient as-
signment of television facilities
throughout the country. Indeed,
it is almost self evident that as-
signments made upon the “applica-
tion” or “demand” method neces-
sarily leads to results which de not
adequately reflect on a nationwide
basis significant comparative needs
as well as differences among com-
munities throughout the ecountry.
We find no merit in the contention
that by the adoption of a Table
we have generally or specifically
disregarded any pertinent public
interest factors. We have given
parties a full opportunity to pre-
sent comments and evidence with
respect both to the basic principles
and standards underlying the Table
and with respect to proposed as-
signments for specific communities.
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Particularly, where parties did not
think our proposed assignments
were fair or equitable, or where
they felt that we have improperly
assigned channels to individual
communities, they have been af-
forded an opportunity to establish
their contentions in this hearing.
All these objections and the
relevant comments and evidence
have been most carefully considered
in connection with our decision
herein,

18. In view of the foregoing, we
find that the public interest re-
quires the establishment of a Table
of Assignments such as we have
adopted herein.

THE CHANNELS
Use of the YHF

19. Since the deletion of Chan-
nel 1 in 1948 the Commission has
allocated 12 channels, Channels
2-13 in the 54-216 Me. band, for use
by the television broadcast serv-
ice. The Commission’s Third
Notice proposed to continue this
allocation.

20. Two parties filed comments
pursuant to Paragraph 11 of the
Third Notice objecting to the fact
that the Commission has not pro-
vided additional VHF channels.
Allen B. DuMont Laboratories,
Inc.,® objects that no finding was
made on the feasibility of allocat-
ing 1 or more additional VHF chan-
nels. A. Earl Cullum, Jr., objects
that an additional television chan-
nel was not allocated in the fre-
gquency range from 72 to 78 Mes.

21, In order to allocate addi-
tional VHF channels to the tele-
vision service, it would be neces-
sary to delete frequencies from one
or more of the other radio services
which have been allocated fre-
quencies in this portion of the ra-
dio spectrum. While there is
testimony in the record as to the
possibility and alleged desirability
of such a reallocation of frequen-
cies, this proceeding has included
no issue or proposal by the Com-
mission or the parties for the real-
location of specific frequencies nor
any evidence evaluating the com-
parative needs of the various radio
services for the pertinent VHF fre-
quencies. Accordingly, this pro-
ceeding affords no basis for a deci-
sion withdrawing frequencies from
other services (both government
and non-government) for the pur-
pose of creating additional VHF
television channels.

Utilization of the Entire UHF
Television Allocation

22, In the Third Notice, the Com-
mission stated with respect to the
utilization of the UHF bands:*®

B. Utilization of entire UHF

band. In its Notice of Further

Proposed Rule Making issued

on July 11, 1949, the Commis-

sion proposed to assign forty-

In 1948 during the first part of these
proceedings DuMont suggested a means
of obtaining additional VHF channels
by the use of government frequencies,
Since DuMont did not refer to this
proposal in the comment filed pursuant
to the Third Notice, no further con-
sideration is being given to that pro-
posal. See also Paragraph 4 of the
Notice of Further Proposed Rule Mak-
ing issued July 11, 1949, in this proceed-
ing (FCC 49-948).

' The UHF band is defined to include

the frequency range 300 Mec.-3000 Mc.

Television is allocated that portion of

i’tlle UHF band between 470 and B8%0
cs.

BROADCASTING *

two 6-megacycle channels (14
through 55) in the lower portion
of the UHF band for commercial
television broadcasting. The
Commission proposed to assign
32 of the above UHF channels
for use by metropolitan stations
and the remaining 10 channels
for use by community stations.
During the hearings conducted
by the Commission with respect
to the general issues in the pend-
ing television proceedings, testi-
mony was presented which
favored the allocation of the
entire UHF band for com-
mercial television broadcasting.

Although some testimony was
presented which favored the al-
location of a portion of the UHF
band at this time pending the
acquisition of additional data,
greater support was given to
the proposal to assign television
channels in the entire UHF band
for immediate use. It was urged
that a need existed for addi-
tional commercial television
channels; that such an alloca-
tion would encourage develop-
ments in UHF equipment; and
that due to problems not previ-
ously considered, i.e., oscillator
radiation, intermodulation, im-
age interference, etc, more
channels were necessary to pro-
vide an adequate number of
usable channels. Some testi-
mony was presented to the ef-
fect that the allocation of the
lower portion of the UHF band
was preferable because better
coverage and equipment per-
formance could be expected
there. On the other hand, there
was testimony to the effect that
differences would not be appre-
ciable throughout the entire
UHF band. In any event, the
effect of such differences on
the optimum utilization of the
band are likely to be small. Ac-
cordingly, the Commission has
concluded that allocation of the
entire UHF band for television
broadcastine on a regular basis
would result in the maximum
utilization of television channels
in the United States and would
be in the public interest.

23. Comments in support of the
above proposal have been filed by
the American Broadeasting Com-
pany and RCA-NBC. The great
demand for television service both
by commercial and non-commercial
educational interests evidenced in
the portion of the proceeding deal-
ing with Avpendices C and D of
the Third Notice clearly supports

- the use at this time of the entire

UHF television allocation for reg-
ular television operations. No ob-
jection to the proposal was filed.
Accordingly, the Commission is
herewith finalizing the allocation
of the entire UHF television band
for use at this time by television
on a regular basis.

24. The Commission’s Third No-
tice left undecided the manner in
which the band 470 to 500 Mecs,
would be allocated. At that time
the Commission had not yet deter-
mined whether that band should
be allocated to multi-channel,
broadband common carrier mobile
radio service or to television broad-
casting. In the Fourth Report
and Order in these proceedings
{FCC 51-693) the Commission al-
located the 470-600 Me. band
for television broadcasting. The
grounds for its decision are set

Telecasting



forth fully in the Fourth Report
and Order. Accordingly, the Com-
mission is now in a position to
make available for the television
broadcast service 70 UHF channels
{(Channels 14 through 83), located
between 470-890 Me.

25. Statements were filed by
Mercer Broadcasting Company,
Trenton, New Jersey; Lehigh Val-
ley Television, Inc., Allentown,
Pennsylvania; Radioc Wisconsin,
Inc.,, Madison, Wisconsin; and
Presque Isle Broadcasting Co.,
Erie, Pennsylvania, contending,
among other things, that all com-
mercial television stations should
be assigned to the UHF band.
The statements allege that many
of the economic and competitive
problems which would arise be-
cause television broadcasting will
be expanded into the UHF portion
of the spectrum would be obviated
if no commercial television broad-
casting were permitted in the
VHF. These objections, however,
do not point out any specific testi-
mony or evidence to support the
large scale reallocations and re-
assignments which would thereby
be required nor do they make any
concrete proposal. We are not,
moreover, convinced that an ade-
quate showing has been made that
sufficient spectrum space would be
provided for an adequate nation-
wide television service if only the
UHF portion of the spectrum is
allocated for commercial television
broadcasting, Accordingly, we have
decided that commercial television
operations should be provided for
in both bands of the spectrum al-
located for television broadcast-
ing.

The Use of Channels 66-83
(782-890 Mc.)

26. In making up the Table of
Assignments proposed in the Third
Notice the Commission made spe-
cific assignments to particular
cities and communities only on
Channels 2 through 65. Channels
66 to T8 or 83" were designated as
flexibility channels and no specific
assignments to individual cities
or communities were made on these
channels. It was provided in the
Third Notice that persons desiring
to file an application for a station
in a community which (1) is not
listed in the Table of Assignments
and (2) is not eligible for an as-
signment, without the necessity of
rule making proceedings, might
file an application for a station on
one of the flexibility channels with-
out further rule making. It was
provided, however, that stations on
flexibility channels could not be ap-
plied for, in this manner, in any
community assigned a channel in
the Table or which was otherwise
eligible for such an assignment
without further rule making under
the 156 mile rule.*

27. In addition to the use of flexi-
bility channels as set forth above,
the Third Notice provided for the

T The use of the 470-500 Mc. band was
still under consideration at the time
of the issuance of the Third Notice,

* The Third Notice, as amended by FCC
51-410, provided:

“A channel assigned to a community
in the Commission’'s Table of Tele~
viston Assignments shall be avail-
able, without the necessity of rule
making proceedings, to any other
community which is located within
15 mitles of the assigned community
and which has no assi ent of its
own provided the minimum Ssepara-
tions set forth in Paragraphs E and
G herein are maintained.”

use of flexibility channels for ex-
perimentation in stratovision and
polycasting, As has been pointed
out in another portion of this Re-
port no comments have been filed
pursuant to Paragraph 11 of the
Third Notice with further refer-
ence to the stratovision or poly-
casting. Several of the parties®,
however, have made proposals for
the use of Channels 66-83 in a
manner other than that provided
for in the Third Notice. Objection
has been made to the proposal
of the Commission to set aside
some of the UHF for use as flexi-
bility channels and parties have
requested that the Commission at
this time assign all of the channels
in the UHF to specific communi-
ties. Two arguments are made.
First, that certain specific com-
munities have present need of an
assignment that only can be cs-
tablished if use is made of Chan-
nels 66-83 for specific assignments.
The other contention is that if all
of the 782-890 Mc. band is not fully
assigned at this time an inefficient
use will be made of the channels
available in this band.

28. At the outset it should be
pointed out that the provision for
flexibility channels (Channels 66-
83) in the Third Notice was itself
a reservation, although not a spe-
cific reservation for particular
cities or communities, made to as-
sure that channels will be available
for cities and communities not
otherwise provided for on Channels
2-65 of the Table of Assignments,
particularly the smaller cities and
communities of the country, Clear-
ly, the Commission should leave
some of the spectrum allocated to
television unassigned. For while the
Commission may, upon the basis
of the evidence, viewed in the light
of its experience with broadcast-
ine, make reasonable provision for
television facilities in the various
communities of the country, it can-
not predict with complete accuracy
every community in which there
may eventually develop demand for
television. Accordingly. it is de-
sirable to leave a portion of the
spectrum allocated to television
unassigned,

29. We therefore adhere to our
proposal in the Third Notice that
the whole of the spectrum allo-
cated to television should not be
assigned at this time to specific
cities or communities. As a mat-
ter of fact, it is clear from in-
spection of the Table adopted here-
in that possible assignments have
not been made on Channels 2-65
as well as on Channels 66-83. We
recognize, however, that need may
exist at this time for the assign-
ment of additional channels to in-
dividual cities and communities
even though they have already
been assigned channels in the
Table. Therefore, where a request
has been made for the assignment
of a channel to an individual com-
munity, we have on a case-to-case
basis considered whether such an
assighment should be made in the
Table of Assignments. We wish
to point out, however, that the

* Communications Measurements Labo-
ratories., Inc.,, New York; Radio Ken-
tucky, Inc., uisville, Kentucky; Ra-
dio Virginia, Inc., Richmond, Virginia,
and Kingston Broadcasting Corpora-
tion. Kingston, New York, all have
filed objections which retg}l:est that the
Commission assign all of the UHF band
allocated to television and leave no
channels for use as flexibility channels.
DuMont proposed that channels in the
782-890 Mc, band be made available for
use by any applicant.
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Commission must act carefully in
considering assignments to commu-
nities that already have assign-
ments, particularly on Channels
66-83. The number of assignments
that can physically be made on
Channels 66-83, particularly in
areas where cities are located close
together, is indeed limited. Ac-
cordingly, it must be clearly and
affirmatively demonstrated that a
channel from the group 66-83
should be assigned at this time to
a community which has assign-
ments in the Table before we will
make an additional assignment to
the community. The portion of
this spectrum left unassigned is
intended to be used primarily in
cities and communities without any
assignments in the Table and in
situations where either non-com-
mercial educational or commercial
assignments are not included in
communities listed in the Table.

30. In view of the comments that
have been filed and upon considera-
tion of the whole record, we be-
lieve, however, we should not per-
mit channels 66-83 to be used solely
on the basis of the filing of an ap-
plication but should rather require
applicants to secure an assignment
in the Table by rule making before
the application for a station.will be
considered. By doing so we are in
a position to minimize any inef-
ficiency involved in the proposal
made in the Third Notice.® Accord-
ingly, in the Rules we have adopted
herein, no application for a tele-
vision station will be considered by
the Commission if the channel re-
quested is not listed as an assign-
ment to the community involved in
the Table of Assignments.

31. The Joint Committee on Edu-
cational Television suggested in a
comment that the proposal with
respect to flexibility channels be
modified so as to permit an educa-
tional institution to make applica-
tion for a non-commercial educa-
tional television station on Chan-
nels 66-83 in any community in
which no channel has been reserved
for such a station. The same pro-
posal has been made for similar
reasons by the Board of Regents of
the University of the State of New
York, the Public Schools, Spring-
field, Massachsetts, Gary Public
Schools, Gary, Indiana, Utah State
Agricultural College, Logan, Utah,
the State of New Jersey, and the
Connecticut State Board of Edu-
cation. The effect of this proposal
would be to permit Channels 66-83
to be used on an application basis
for non-commercial educational
purposes not only in cities which
are not assigned a television chan-
nel under the Table, but also in
cities with commercial assignments
but which do not have an educa-
tional reservation. No one has
objected to these proposals.

32. We recognize that cities
which do not have educational
reservations or a non-commercial
educational station in operation
should have an opportunity to use
any portion of the spec¢trum unas-

1 The manner in which Channels 66-83
mag' be assigned is already determined
and limited to a substantial degree by
the assignments in the Table together
with the mintmum assi ent spacing
requirements_adopted herein. What-
ever the inefficiency that may remain,
we believe that the ﬂexibiht’y retained
by leaving some of the television spec-
trum unassigned is necessary and de-
strable in order that adequate provi-
sion can be made for smaller cities
without assignments in the Table and
to provide for some future adjustment
of the Table.

signed for such purpose. Accord-
ingly, where an appropriate show-
ing is made in a rule making pro-
ceeding, as indicated above, assign-
ments 1n the Table will be made for
non-commercial educational sta-
tions where the community in-
volved does not have an educa-
tional reservation and no non-com-
mercial educational station is in
operation. ®

THE EDUCATIONAL
RESERVATION

33. Section VI of Appendix A
of the Third Notice contained a -
statement that as a matter of
policy certain assignments in the
VHF and UHF would be reserved
for the exclusive use of non-com-
mercial television stations. Care-
ful consideration has been given
to the exceptions taken to this
policy proposal in comments filed
by several parties® pursuant to
Paragraph 11 of the Third Notice.
For the reasons set forth below,
the Commission has concluded that
the record does support its pro-
posal ® and it is hereby adopted in
the public interest as the decision
of the Commission.

34, The only comments directed
against the proposal which fulfill
the requirements of Paragraph 11
of the Third Notice are those filed
by NARTB-TV and Allen B. Du-
Mont Laboratories, Inc. The others
do not specify their objections nor
do they cite the evidence on which
their objections are based. It is
difficult to ascertain in some cases
whether the objection is in fact
based upon the view that there is a
failure of the record to support the
proposal or upon some other gen-
eral disagreement with the pro-
posal. Since, however, the com-
ments filed with NARTB-TV and
DuMont clearly cover all the objec-
tions to the proposal made by any

A1 In recognition of the fact that the

unassigned portions of the spectrum
are being reserved primarily for cities
and communitlies without assignments
or without any non-commercial educa-
tional or commercial assignments, we
have below provided an exception to
the general one year ban on amend-
ment of the Table of Assignments, so
that petitions to amend the Table will
he considered and acted on in this one
year period upon petition (1) for as-
signment of a channel where no as-
signment has been made in the Table
to a community, and the community is
not eligible for' an assignment under
the 15 mile rule {2) for assighment of a
non-commercial educational channel
where no such assignment under the
Table of Assignments is available in the
community involved or (3) for assign-
ment of a commercial channel to an;
community listed in the Table to whic!
no dcommerclal assignment has been
made.

12 These parties are: NARTB-TV, Allen
B. DuMont Laboratories, Inc., Radic
Kentucky, Inc., Capitol Broadcasting
Co., and The Tribune Co, Some ¢com-
ments were filed which challenged the
power of the Commission under the
Communications Act to reserve chan-
nels for this purpose. Such conten-
tions have been disposed of by the
Commission’'s Memorandum Opinion
of July 13, 1951 (FCC 51-709). Other
comments objected to the reservation
of a channel in a given community.
These objections have been considered
in another portion of this Report. The
Joint Committee on Educational Tele-
vision filed comments in support of the
educational reservation, as did many
indjvidual educational institutions, and
other civic non-profit organizations.

1 Communications Measurements Labo-
ratories, Inc. has taken issue with the
use of the word ‘naticnwide” in de-
scribing the reservation of channels
for this purpose, The proposal is self-
explanatory in this respect. Although
channels have been reserved through-
out the nation, the reservation does not
set apart any single channel or group
of channels on & nationwide basis.
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the other parties, a discussion
of their exceptions will cover those
f the other parties, and it will
ot be necessary to determine
whether the latter comments must
bg rejected for failure to comply
with the provisions of Paragraph
11 of the Third Notice.

35. In view of the rather com-
ehensive and detailed exceptions
gken to Section VI of Appendix
it is necessary to review the na-

extensive hearing was held by
the Commission on the issue:

¢ reserved for the exclusive use
off non-commercial educational sta-
total of 76 witnesses
testified on this issue. * Among the
sybjeets upon which the proponents
off reservation presented evidence
were: the potential of educational
television both for in-school and
adult education, and as an alter-
ngdtive to commerecial program-
ming; the history of education’s
e of other broadecast media and
of| visual aids to education; the
passibility of immediate or future
utilization of television channels by
public and private educational
organizations and the methods
whereby such utilization could be
effiectuated: the type of program
material which could be presented
over non-commercial television sta-
tidns; the history of and prospects
for educational organizations’ se-
curing broadeast opportunities
from commereial broadeasters: and
the number of channels, both UHF
angd VHF, which would be required
to | satisfy the needs of education
throughout the country. The wit-
nesses who opposed the principle
of [reservation, contending that it
wa unlikely that educators would
mdke sufficient use of the reserved
channels to warrant withholding
them from commercial applicants,
and that the best results could be
achieved by cooperation between
educational groups and commercial
broadeasters, testified principally
abgut the past record of educators
in broadeasting, the cost of a tele-
visjon station, and ‘cooperation be-
tween commercial broadcasters and
edycational institutions.

36. On the basis of the record
thys compiled, the Commission con-
cluded, as set forth in the Third
Notice, that there is a need for
non-commercial educational televi-
siop stations: that because educa-
tim‘m] institutions require more
time to prepare for television than
commercial interests, a reservation
of channels is necessary to insure
thaF such stations come into exist-
ence; that such reservations should
notr be for an excessively long
perjod and should be surveyed from
time to time; and that channels in
both the VHF and UHF bands
shonld be reserved in accordance
with the method there set forth.

3F. It has been contended that
the|record in this proceeding fails
to support the Commission’s pro-
posal in three basic respects; that
it has not been shown that eduea-
tional organizations will, in fact,
reqpire a longer period of time

1% Of this number, all but five were
called by educational organizations or
testified in their own behalf in support
of the position taken by such organiza-
tlong in favor of an affirmative resolu-
tion| of the question. Two other wit-
nesses were in favor of the principle
of reservations but differed with wit-
nessps presented on behalf of educa-
tion. 5roups with respect to the man-
ner and extent of reservation.
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to prepare to apply for television
stations than commercial broad-
casters; that it should have been
found that the reservation of chan-
nels for this purpose will result in
a waste of wvalusble frequeney
space because of non-usage and be-
cause of the limited audience ap-
peal that educational stations will
have; and that no feasible plan
for stable utilization of channels
by educational institutions has been
advanced, particularly with respect
to the problem of licensee respon-
sibility.

38. None of the commenting
parties have contended that the
record has failed to support the
findings of the Commission in the
Third Notice that, based on the im-
portant contributions such stations
can make in the edueation of the
in-school and adult publie, there is
a need for non-commercial educa-
tional stations. The objections to
the Commission’s proposal must,
therefore, refer to the desire and
the ability, as evidenced in the
record, of the educational com-
munity to construct and operate
such stations.® We conclude that
the record shows the desire and
ability of education to make a sub-
stantial contribution to the use of
television. There is much evidence
in the record concerning the activi-
ties of educational organizations in
AM and FM broadecasting. It is
true and was to be expected that
education has mnot utilized these
media to the full extent that com-
mercial broadcasters have, in terms
of number of stations and number
of hours of operation. However, it
has also been shown that many of
the educational institutions which
are engaged in aural broadcasting
are doing an outstanding job in
the presentation of high quality
programming, and have been get-
ting excellent public response. And
most important in this connection,
it is agreed that the potential of
television for eduecation is much
greater and more readily apparent
than that of aural broadcasting,
and that the interest of the educa-
tional community in the field is
much greater than it was in aural
broadcasting. Further, the justi-
fication for an educational station
should not, in our view, turn simply
on account of audience size. The
public interest will clearly’ be
served if these stations are used
to contribute significantly to the
educational process of the nation.
The type of programs which have
been broadcast by educational
organizations, and those which the
record indicates can and would
be televised by eduecators, will pro-
vide a valuable complement to
commercial programming.

38. We do not think there is
merit in the contention that the
record, with respect to the general
phase of the hearing, does not sup-
port the general principle of a
reservation of channels for educa-
tional purposes as set out in the
Third Notice because it does not
contain detailed information with

® DuMont, in its Comments in Opposi-
tion to Comments and Proposals of
Other Parties, has submitted the results
of a survey which bear upon this qles-
tion. Insofar as the survey bears upon
any specific reservation, DuMont had
the op?ortunity to present it in the por-
tion of the hearing dealing with Ap-
pendix C. The Third Notice was not
intended to permit the filing of new
material on the matters which were
already the subject of hearing. Du-
Mont had an opportunity te present
this type of evidence in the general
phase of the proceeding.
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regard to the desire, ability and
qualifications of the educational
organizations to comstruct a non-
commercial educational station, or
the competing commereial inter-
ests which desire to bring tele-
vision service to the public. In
preparing a proposed Assignment
Table for the entire nation which
would provide the framework for
the growth of television for many
years to come, we could not Iimit
our perspective to immediate de-
mand for educational stations
under circumstances where all com-
munities did not have an appor-
tunity to give full consideration to
the possibilities of television for
educational purposes and to mobi-
lize their resources. Moreover, evi-
dence of specific demand for educa-
tional television was submitted for
several communities in the general
phase of the hearing, and in addi-
tion there was presented an esti-

.mate of the number of channels

required for this purpose for one
section of the country based upon
the size of the various communi-
ties and their general educational
requirements. e do not think it
unreasonable to believe that gen-
eral principles of assignment may
be derived from such evidence, and
that sueh principles may validly
be applied to comparable commun-
ities, for the purposes of drawing
up a nationwide assignment plan.
See, e.g., The New Engiland Divi-
sions Case, 261 U. 8. 184, 197-199
(1923).

40. Moreover, the Third Notice
provided for the contesting of spe-
cifiec reservations in any com-
munity. The Assignment Table
adopted below has been prepared
after consideration of the specific
evidence in support of, as well as
in objection to, specific proposed
reservations and after considera-
tion of the overall needs of all
communities for television service.

4]. The great greponderance of
evidence presented to the Commis-
sion has been to the effect that the
actual process of formulating plans
and of enacting necessary legisla-
tion or of making adequate finan-
cing available is one which will
generally require more time for
educational organizations than for
commercial interests. The record
does, of course, show that there are
some educational institutions which
are now ready to apply for tele-
vision broadcasting licenses, but
this in no wise detracts from the
unavoidable conclusion that the
great mass of educational institu-
tions must move more slowly and
overcome hurdles not present for
commercial broadecasters, and that
to insure an extensive, rather than
a sparse and haphazard develop-
ment of educational television,
channels must be reserved by the
Commission at this time. There
is moreover, abundant testimony
in the record that the very fact of
reserving channels would speed the
development of educational tele-
vision. It was pointed out that it
is much easier for those seeking to
construct educational television
stations to raise funds and get
other necessary support if the
channels are definitely available,
than if it is problematical whether
a channel may be procured at all.

42. With regard to possible
waste of the reserved channels by
non-use, it is contended that evi-
dence offered in the general portion
of the hearing, concerning the
record of performance of non-
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commercial educational agencies

.in aural broadcasting, and their

plans and abilities to meet the in-
stallation and programming costs
of television, can lead only to the
conclusion that waste of Iimited
spectrum space through non-usage
will result from the reservation of
channels for non-commercial edu-
cational stations. To whatever
extent the position taken in these
exceptions is that any immediate
non-use of channel space available
for television constitutes a waste
of channels the Commission eannot
agree. The basic nature of a res-
ervation in itself implies some non-
use: to attribute waste of spectrum
to the Commission’s proposal con-
cerning the use of eertain channels
by non-commercial educational sta-
tions without attributing it to
those assignments in the Table for
smaller cities, which may not be
used for some time, is misleading.
The very purpose of the Assign-
ment Table is to reserve channels
for the communities there listed
to forestall a haphazard, inefficient
or inequitable distribution of tele-
vision service in the United States
throughout the many years to
come. Moreover, as pointed out in
another portion of this Report, the
whole of the Table of Assignments
including the reservations of chan-
nels for use by non-commereial
educational stations is subject to
alteration In appropriate rule
meaking proceedings in the future,
and any assignment, whether an
educational reservation or not, may
be modified if it appears in the pub-
lic interest to do so.

43. We do not believe that in
order to support our decision to
reserve channels for non-com-
mercial educational stations it is
necessary that we be able to find
on the basis of the record before us,
in the general phase of the hearing,
that the educational community
of the United States has demon-
strated either collectively or indi-
vidually that it is financially quali-
fied at this time to operate tele-
vision stations. One of the rea-
sons for having the reservation is
that the Commission recognizes
that it is of the utmost importance
to this nation that a reasonable
opportunity be afforded educational
institutions to use television as a
non-commercial educational medi-
um, and that at the same time it
will generally take the eduecational
community longer to prepare for
the operation of its own television
stations than it would for some
commercial broadcasters. This ap-
proach is exactly the same as that
underlying the Assignment Table
as a whole, since reservations of
commercial channels have been
made in many smaller communi-
ties to insure that they not be
foreclosed from ever having tele-
vision stations.

44. Although the record in the
general phase of the proceedings
does not contain any detailed show-
ing on a community-by-community
basis that the educational organiza-
tions have made detailed investiga-
tion of the costs incident to the
construction and operation of tele-
vision stations and of the exact
sources from which suech funds
could be derived in the near future,
nevertheless, the record, as a whole,
does indicate that educational
organizations in most communities
where reservation has finally been
made will actually seek the neces-
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ary funds. Furthermore, in-
srested persons have had an op-
ortunity to present evidence in
he city-by-city portion of the hear-
1gs as to whether such funds will
e sought or will become available
1 specific communities. It will
dmittedly be a difficult and time
onsuming process in most 1n-
tances, but the likelihood of ulti-
1ate success, and the importance
o the pubfic of the objective
ought, warrants the action taken.
leveral educational institutions, it
1as indicated on the record as
arly as the general portion of the
earing, had applied for television
tations. The amounts of money
pent by other public and private
ducational groups in anral broad-
asting indicates that the acquisi-
ion of sufficient funds for tele-
ision would not be an insurmount-
ble obstacle. It has been shown,
or example, that considerable
ums have already been spent on
4sual aids to education. Tele-
jsion is clearly a fertile field for
ndowment, and it seems probable
hat sufficient funds can be raised
woth through this method and
hrough the usual sources of funds
‘or public and private education
o enable the construction and
iperation of many non-commercial
wducational stations. As concerns
‘he costs of operation there is the
rossibility of cooperative program-
ning and financing among several
:ducational organizations in large
sommunities. The record indicates
‘hat educational institutions will
inite in the construction and opera-
ion of non-commercial educational
:elevision stations. Such coopera-
sive effort will, of course, help to
nake such stations economically
easible. The fact that somewhat
10vel problems may arise with re-
spect to the selection and designa-
sion of licensees in this field does
10t—as some have contended—con-
stitute a valid argument against
the concept of educational reserva-
dions.

45. Several alternative methods
for utilizing television in educa-
tion have been presented to the
Jommission, but we do not think
that any of them is satisfactory.
One proposal is to utilize a micro-
wave relay or wired circuit system
of television for in-schocl educa-
tional programs. It appears that
the cost of a wired circuit for the
schools in larger cities might be
prohibitive; but the determinative
objection to such a proposal is that
it would ignore very significant
aspects of educational television.
It is clear from the record that an
important part of the educator’s
effort in television will be in the
field of adult education in the home,
as well as the provision of after
school programs for children.

46. The NARTB-TV contended
that the solution lay in the volun-
tary cooperation of educators and
commercial broadcasters in the
presentation of educational pro-
grams on commercial facilities.
We concliide, however, that this
sort of voluntary cooperation can-
not be expected to accomplish all
the important objectives of educa-
tional television. In order for an
educational program te achieve its
purpose it is necessary that broad-
cast time be available for educa-
tors on a regular basis. An audi-
ence cannot be built up if educators
are forced to shift their broadcast
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period from time to time. More-
over, the presentation of a com-
prehensive schedule of programs
comprising a number of courses
and subjects which are designed
for various age and interest groups
may require large periods of the
broadcast day which would be dif-
ficult if not impossible to obtain
on commercial stations.

47. Another alternative was pro-
posed by Senator Edwin C. John-
son of Colorado. This proposal is
elaborated in the Senator’s state-
ment:

“It is my belief as I have re-
peatedly said that the Commis-
sion could and should impose a
condition on all television licen-
ses that a certain amount of time
be made available for educa-
tional purposes in the public in-
terest as a sustaining feature.
In this manner, television can
become available for educational
work now without saddling
schools with the enormous bur-
den and expense of construct-
ing and operating a non-commer-
cial educational station. . .. It
is my considered opinion that
the Commission can best serve
the public interest and at the
same time extend extremely
profitable assistance to the edu-
cational processes of this coun-
try by imposing a condition in
each television license issued
which would require the avail-
ability of appropriate time for
educational purposes.”

48. It must be remembered that
the provision for non-commercial
educational television stations does
not relieve commercial licensees
from their duty to carry programs
which fulfill the educational needs
and serve the educational interests
of the community in which they
operate. This obligation applies
vgith equal force to all commercial
licensees whether or not a non-
commercial educational channel has
been reserved in their community,
and similarly will obtain in com-
munities where non-commercial
educational stations will be in
operation.

49. Aside from the question of
the legal basis of a Rule which
would accomplish Senator John-
son’s proposal, the Commission
feels it would be impracticable to
promulgate a rule requiring that
each commercial television licensee
devote a specified amount of time
to educational programs. A proper
determination as to the appropriate
amount of time to be set aside
is subject to so many different
and complex factors, difficult to
determine in advance, that the pos-
sibility of such a rule is most gues-
tionable.” Thus, the number of sta-
tions in the community, the total
hours operated by each station,
the number of educational institu-
tions in the community, the size
of the community, and countless
other factors, each of which will
vary from community to commu-
nity, would make any uniform rule
applicable to all TV stations un-
realistic. All things considered, it
appears to us that the reservation
of channels for non-commercial
educational stations, together with
continued adherence by commer-
cial stations to the mandate of
serving the educational needs of
the community, is the best method
of achieving the aims of educa-
tional television.
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Who May Be Licensed To Operate
Non-Commercial Educational
Stations.

60. While the Third Notice did
not specify who would be eligible
to own and operate a non-commer-
cial educational station, the Com-
mission has in the past restricted
the ownership and operation of
such stations to non-profit educa-
tional organizations.

51. The United States Confer-
ence of Mayors and the Municipal
Broadecasting System, City of New
York, have in appropriate com-
ments proposed that eligibility be
extended to any municipality op-
erating educational institutions.
The Municipal Broadcasting Sys-
tem states that a “more expedi-
tious management of educational
television in the City of New York
from an administration stand-
point” would result if it were per-
mitted to operate a television sta-
tion. It further stated that “if
the Municipal Broadeasting System
is eligible to operate television fa-
cilities, the station can be utilized
by all of the educational institu-
tions over which it has jurisdiction,
rather than having responsibility
for the operation placed in a par-
ticular school.”

52. The Commission is of the
opinion that in any community
where an independent educational
agency is constituted, and is eli-
gible under the Commission’s rules
to apply for a non-commercial edu-
cational television station, there are
no compelling reasons for extend-
ing eligibility to municipal anthori-
ties. The continued operation by
the Board of Education of the City
of New York since 1939 of non-
commercial educational Station
WNYE indicates that no insur-
mountable administrative barriers
exist which would preclude the
Board of Education as a potential
licensee in the television field. Sim-
ilarly, there is no evidence to in-
dicate that the Board of Educa-
tion of the City of New York, now
eligible under the present rules,
would give less access to other
educational institutions were it the
licensee of a television station than
would the Municipal Broadcasting
System were it eligible and granted
a license. It should be noted that
in any community the municipal
authorities, or any other group,
can take the initiative in constitut-
ing a consolidated television. au-
thority which would represent mu-
nicipal educational institutions,
private universities and other
organizations concerned with ed-
ucation.

63. The Commission has, how-
ever, established in its Rules an
exception providing that where a
municipality has no independently
constituted educational  entity
which would be eligible under the
rules, the municipality in such case
will be eligible to apply for a non-
commercial educational station.
This exception is designed solely
to meet those situations where the
municipal authorities do not dele-
gate educational authority but re-
serve to themselves the manage-
ment of the municipal educational

system.

Partial Commercial Operation By
Educational Stations

54. In its comments the Univer-
sity of Missouri®™ requests that

1 See the discussion, elsewhere ih this
Report, of the assignments in Columbia,
Missouri.

the Commission authorize *. . .
commercial operation on the chan-

nels . reserved for educational in- -

stitutions to an amount equal to
50% of the broadcast day.” It
appears from the evidence that
funds in the amount of $360,000
are presently available to the Uni-
versity for the construction of a
television station, but that no funds
are available for the operation of
such a station. Accordingly, the
University requests that the Com-
mission permit educational institu-
tions to use the reserved assign-
ments to operate stations on a
limited commereial non-profit basis.
It is urged that if its request
is granted the following objectives
will be attained:
A. More educational institu-
tions will be in a position
to construct and operate
television stations through-
out the country to the bene-
fit of the public at large
without materially affecting
the strictly commercial sta-
tions; .
B. Educational television sta-
tions will be able, through
income received from com-
mercial programs to better
program their stations; and
C. That the commercial pro-
grams televised will break
the monotony of continuous
educational subjects so as
to permit the stations to
attract and hold audiences.
55. A similar proposal, that the
Commission extend the reserva-
tion to include all educational in-
stitutions which are operated on a
non-profit basis, is made by the
Bob Jones University (WMUU)
Greenville, South Carolina. The
Bob Jones University argues that
“ ., the reservation of the priv-
ilege of a commercial income com-
mensurate with the operating ex-
pense of the educational station

. .” will result in, the encourage-
ment and aid to television broad-
casting by educational institutions.

56. KFRU, Inc., Columbia, Mis-

souri, opposed the request of the
University of Missouri. In its reply
to the University, KFRU states
that it has no objection to the pro-
posed reservation of Channel 8 for
non-commercial education purposes
in Columbia, Missouri. However, it
opposes the.request of the Univer-
sity for partial commercial opera-
tion on the grounds that such an
operation would give the educa-
tional institution unfair competi-
tive advantages over a commercial
licensee.

$7. It is our view that the re-

quest of the University of Missouri
and the Bob Jones University must
be denied. In the Third Notice we
stated:

In general, the need for non-

commercial educational televi-

sion stations was based upon the
important contributions which
non-commercial educational tele-
sion stations can make in edu-
cating the people both in school

—at all levels—and also the

adult public. The need for such

stations was justified upon the
high quality type of program-

"ming which would be available

on such stations—programming

of an entirely different character
from “that available on most
commercial stations.
A grant of the requests of the
University of Missouri and Bob
Jones University for partial com-
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nstitutions would tend to wvitiate
he differences between commercial
operation and non-commercial edu-
ational operation. It is recognized
hat the type of operation proposed
y these Universities may be ac-
complished by the licensing of edu-
cational institutions in the com-
ercial television broadcast service.
ut in our view achievement of the
bjective for which special educa-
ional reservations have been es-
tablished-—i.e., the establishment of
g genuinely educational type of
ervice—would not be furthered by
ermitting educational institutions
Eo operate in substantially the same
anner as commercial applicants
hough they may choose to call it
fimited commercial non-profit oper-
ation.

58. The Joint Committee on Edu-
ational Television suggests in jts
nal brief that, in communities
here only one VHF channel is
ssigned, and that channel is re-

derved for use by a non-commercial
dducational station, the non-com-
mercial educational station should
e allowed to broadcast programs
hich at present are available only
om commercial network services.
his exception would apply until
such time as a commercial Grade A
sarvice is available in the area.
59. On January 10, 1952, a Reply
d Motion to Strike was filed by
leoria Broadcasting Company,
Rock Island Broadcasting Company
and Champaign News-Gazette, Inc.,
with respect to the above described
proposal of the Joint Committee.
QOn January 26, 1962, a response to
the Joint Motions was filed by the
JCET. In view of the fact that the
proposal made by the Joint Com-

ittee was not previously raised in
any of its prior pleadings, the

otion to Strike is granted and the
proposal is being given no further
consideration.

The Use Of The VHF For Non-
Cpmmercial Educational Television

60. The Commission’s Third No-
tice proposed to reserve one of the
agsigned channels for non-commer-
cial educational television use in all
cqmmunities having a total of three
oy more assignments (whether
VHF or UHF). Where a community
had fewer than three assignments
ng reservation as proposed except
in/ those communities which were
designated as primarily educational
centers, where reservations were
made although only one or two
channels were assigned. Except for
educational centers, a UHF channel
was proposed in those communities
w%ere there were fewer than three

Enerci-al operation by educational

VHF assignments. In 26 of the 46
educational centers, the Commis-
sion proposed to reserve a VHF
channel for educational use. In 23
of| these 26 centers a VHF educa-
tignal reservation was proposed
where only one VHF channel was
assigned to the community. Where
three or more VHF channels were
assigned to a community, a VHF
channel was proposed to be re-
served except in those communities
where all VHF assignments had
beén previously licensed. In those
cases, the reservation of a UHF
channel was proposed.

61. The Joint Committee on Edu-
cational Television in its comment
has proposed that a VHF reserva-
tiop for non-commercial educa-
tiopal institutions in place of a
UHF reservation be considered in
communities with less than three
VHF assignments. On the other
hand, some parties have argued
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that no assignments in the VHF
be set aside as educational reserva-
tions. The Commission’s Third
Notice stated that the proposed
reserveations were not final and
that consideration would be given
to any specific proposal looking
toward additions or deletions.
After examining the comments and
evidence filed pursuant to the Third
Notice, the Commission remains of
the view that the bases upon which
it determined the apportionment of
non-commercial educational assign-
ments by communities are gener-
ally sound and should be continued.
However, in particular cases the
Commission concludes that the evi-
dence warrants deviations from the
proposals in the Third Notice, for
the reasons stated in the city-by-
city portion of this Report.

62. The Joint Committee on Edu-
cational Television also proposes
that the Commission should specifi-
cally state that an educational in-
terest i3 not to be foreclosed from
applying for a VHF channel in the
so-called “closed cities” where all
VHF assignments have already
been made. No properly qualified
applicant is ever precluded from
applying for any channel in the
broadcast field on the expiration of
the existing license. Thus, whether
educational interests seek a com-
mercial or non-commercial televi-
sion operation, they are, just as
other applicants, eligible to apply
for licensed channels upon. expira-
tion of the license term of the sta-
tions involved.

ASSIGNMENT PRINCIPLES

The Basis of the Table of
Assignments

63. In proposing the Table of
Assignment set out in the Third
Notice the Commission said that
it had

. . . endeavored to meet the two-

fold objective set forth in See-

tions 1 and 807 (b) of the Com-
muncations Act of 1934, to pro-
vide television service, as far as
possible to all pecple of the

United States and to provide g

fair, efficient and equitable dis-

tribution of television broadcast

stations to the several states

and communities.
In attempting to carry out these
objectives, the Commission set forth
certain principles, in terms of pri-
orities, underlying the Table of
Assignments. These principles
were:

Priority No. 1: To provide at

least one television service to all

parts of the United States.

Priority No. 2: To provide each

community with at least one

television broadcast station.

Priority No. 3: To provide a

choice of at least two television

services to all parts of the

United States.

Priority No. 4: To provide each

community with at Jeast two

television broadcast stations.

Priority No. b: Any channels

which remain unassigned under

the foregoing priorities will be
assigned to the various com-
munities depending on the size
of the population of each com-
munity, the geographical loca-
tion of such community, and the
number of television services
available to such community

1 For a discussion of the legal power
of the Commission to establish a Table
of Assignments such as we are adopt-
ing here, see the Memorandum Opin-
ion issued in this groceeding on July
13, 1951 (FCC 51-709),
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from television s:‘.a_tions located
in other communities.

64. The Commission has reviewed
the above described principles in
the light of the comments and evi-
dence received in this proceeding.
We believe it desirable to state in
somewhat comprehensive form the
various factors underlying the es-
tablishment of the television As-
signment Table.

65. At the outset it should be
clearly understood that no single
mechanical formula was utilized in
the construction of the Table of
Assignments. With the above
priorities in mind it was necessary
to recognize that geographic, eco-
nomic, and population conditions
vary from area to area and even
within the boundary of a single
state; the possibility of assigning
channels, for example, may differ
as between the northern and south-
ern segments or between the east-
ern and western parts of the same
state. It must be emphasized,
therefore, that in establishing the
Table of Assignments it is not
possible to follow a mechanical and
rigid application of the basic prin-
ciples or what was termed the
“priorities” in the Third Notice.

66. In establishing a Table of
Assignments we were faced at the
outset with the significant fact that
we could not make all assignments
in the Table within the VHF. The
intermixture problem resulting
from this situation is discussed be-
low. Secondly, propagation charac-
teeristics in the VHF are different
in some respects from those in the
UHF. Primary consideration was
given to the fact that the VHF can
effectively cover large areas, and
VHF was used wherever possible
in larger cities since such cities
have broad areas of common in-
terest. To achieve the benefits of
VHF the 12 VHF channels were
distributed as broadly as possible.
However, conflicting interests had
to be adjusted. Thus, the Commis-
sion concluded that in order to
achieve an equitable distribution of
facilities, metropolitan centers
with their large aggregations of
people should be assigned more
VHF channels than communities
comprising fewer people. At the
same time—and this is a basic ele-
ment in the Commission’s assign-
ment plan—the Commission did not
believe that large cities should re-
ceive an undue share of the rela-
tively scarce VHF channels; the
Table we have adopted herein re-
flects a substantial distribution of
VHF assignments among smaller
communities and sparsely settled
areas.

67. The Assignment Plan for
UHF channels was coordinated
with and made complementary to
the VHF assignment plan. The
Commission has always recognized
that even with an extensive scat-
tering of VHF assignments, the 12
channels available are not sufficient
to meet the objective of providing
television service to all the people.
With the additional UHF channels,
however, the Commission was able
to formulate an assignment plan
that have the potentiality of ful-
filling the objective of Section 1 of
the Communications Act. If all
the VHF and UHF channels are
utilized, there should be few, if
any, people of the United States re-
siding beyond the areas of televi-
sion gervice. (See priorities 1 and
3.) Moreover, the Table has gone
far in fulfilling the needs of indi-
vidual communities to obtain local
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television outlets. It has pre
vided at least one assignment t
over 1260 communities. (See prim
ity 2.) And it has attempte
where possible to provide eac
community with at least two as
signments. (See priority 4.)

68, Examination of the Tabl
of Assignments makes clear, tha
in secking to arrive at an equitab!

~distribution of assignment

throughout the country, the Com
mission has given consideration t
population as one of the importan
criteria for distribution of assign
ments. Thus, it will be seen ths
for the most part, the followin,
table reflects generally the numbe
of assignments made to cities fall
ing within the indicated populatio)
groupings:

1950 Population Number o
of Cities Channels
(Central City) (Total VH1
and UHF)
1,000,000 and above 6 to10
250,000-1,000,000 4to 6
50,000- 250,000 2t0 4
Under 50,000 lor 2

There are of course variation
from this pattern because of th:
many factors and circumstance:
that had to be considered in con
nection with making a final judg
ment as to the exact number of as
signments that should be made fo:
any particular community. Fo)
example, consideration was giver
to the advantages of VHF channel:
for obtaining wide coverage. Also
it was considered more importan
for each of the several cities in ar
area to have at least one channe
than for the largest of the citie:
to have the maximum number o1
channels indicated. ‘And as a fur
ther example, cutting across the
criterion of population size as ¢
basis for the number of channels
assigned to a particular city was
the criterion of insuring an equit.
able distribution of facilities tc
the several states. Thus, the Com-
mission has attempted to provide
at least some VHF channels to al]
states even though in some cases
an assignment might otherwise
have been made to a large metro-
olitan center in an adjacent high-
vy urbanized state.

69. The Commission also con-
cluded that as a further assign.
ment factor it should provide
channels for non-commercial edu-
cational television service in 46
communities outside of metropoli-
tan areas designated asg “primarily
educational centers.” Certain of
these communities were assigned
one channel for non-commercial
educational wuse, whereas they
would otherwise not have been as-
signed any channel: others re-
ceived an additional channel over
and above the number of channels
they would have otherwise received.
Moreover, an attempt was made in
so far as possible to assign a VHF
channel to each of these educational
centers for educational use. In all
cases, however, the assignments
have been made on the basis of the
evidence in the record relating to
the issues presented.

70. Allen B. DuMont Labora-
tories, Inc., was the only party in
the proceedings to submit a na-
tional television assignment plan
as an alternative to that contained
in the Commission’s Third Notice.
In many respects the DuMont plan
is similar to that of the Commis-
sion. With very few exceptions,
both DuMont and the Commission
make at least one television assign-
ment to the same communities.
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VMoreover, both DuMont and the
Jommission provide for intermix-
;ure of VHF and UHF channels
n numerous communities. A de-
:ailed comparison of the proposed
igsignments community-by-commu-
nity reveals the important fact that
under both the DuMont and the
Commission plan the great major-
ity of communities would receive
the identical number of VHF, UHF,
or VHF and UHF assignments.

71. On the other hand, the Du-
Mont assignment plan differs from
that of the Commission in several
important respects., The present
section deals with these differences
in the two plans in so far as they
concern the basis for assignments.
Elsewhere in the Report are dis-
cussed other differences between
the DuMont plan and the Assign-
ment Table adopted herein.

72. DuMont’s major criticism of
the Commission’s proposed Table
of Assignments was that it alleg-
edly failed to provide adequately
for the commercial television needs
of large cities. In its comment of
May 7, 1951, DuMont stated its
agreement with Priority No. 1 but
objected to Priorities Nos. 2, 3, and
4. DuMont alleged that these pri-
orities were unrealistic in that they
failed to take adequate account of
the need and demand for services
in large cities; that they failed to
recognize present and lone-range
differences as between VHF and
UHF; and that they were harmful
to the future of networking. As an
alternative to the Commission’s pri-
orities, DuMont recommended the
following two priorities:

(a) Provide channels which will

permit one gservice without re-

gard to population:

{b) Encourage fair economic

and equitable operation of tele-

vision service through assign-
ment to major metropolitan
service areas of mnot less than
four VHF channels when tech-
nically feasible under the pro-
posed standards and with fur-
ther distribution in allocation in
relationship to population of
communities in the service
areas: provision being made for
transfer of unused frequencies
and adjustment by subsequent

- assignment of specific “flexibil-
ity channels.”

T73. A basic objective of the Du-
Mont assignment plan is to provide
major metrovolitan centers with
multiple VHF stations. In partic-
ular, DuMont seeks the assignment
of four VHF channels to such com-
munities—an obiective directly re-
lated tc DuMont’s contention that
this is necessary to promote net-
work competition. By the assign-
ment of four VHF channels in the
largest markets, DuMont assumes
that it would thereby obtain an out-
let for its network operations in
the most important centers. Con-
trariwise, DuMont fears that if
only one or two VHF channels are
assigned in these markets, it would
be unable to obtain affiliates in
such centers and would be in the
position of dependence on UHF
outlets. Because of the time re-
quired to develop UHF stations,
DuMont contends that it would be
placed at a severe competitive han-
dicap in relation to other networks.

74. In its sworn statement of
August 17, 1951, DuMont does not
specifically repeat the recommen-
dation in its original comments
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with respect to a revision of the
Commission’s priorities. Rather,
DuMont attempts to show that both
its own assignment plan and the
FCC plan seek the same dual ob-
jective, DuMont describes this ob-
Jective, as follows:

(1) To provide television serv-
ice, as far as possible, to all peo-
ple of the United States; and
(2) To provide the most services
to the most people.

75. After allegedly showing that
the two plans are alike in objec-
tive, DuMont attempts to prove
that its plan is superior to that of
the Commission in more nearly
realizing the common objective. Du-
Mont states that both plans meet
DuMont Principle 1 in that they
provide for service to all people of
the United States. However, Du-
Mont emphasizes that its own plan
is superior in providing more VHF
gervice to the larger centers, and
that it is therefore more efficient
in producing a highly competitive
network situation than the FCC
plan. !

76. Columbia Broadcasting Sys-
tem, Inc., in its comment of May
1951, and later in its evidence pre-
sents views generally similar to
those of DuMont in respect to the
need for providing additional com-
mercial VHF stations in key eco-
nomic areas. It calls attention to
the need for an additional assign-
ment policy of insuring to the max-
imum extent possible a competi-
tive commercial television service.
However, CBS does not suggest
any specific system of priorities
but rather recommends that the
Commission’s priorities be applied
in a “flexible” manner. Specifically,
CBS urges that an additional com-
mercial VHF channel should be as-
signed to Boston, Chicago, and San
Francisco.

7. As set forth above, the Com-
mission has concluded that larger
cities should be assigned more VHF
channels than communities com-
prising fewer people. However, the
Commission cannct agree with the
DuMont principle that an overrid-
ing and paramount objective of a
national television assignment plan
should be the assignment of four
commercial VHF stations to as
many of the major markets as pos-
sible. The Commission is of the
view that healthy economic compe-
tition in the television field will
exist within the framework of the
Assignment Table adopted herein.
Moreover, in the assignment plan
adopted, the Commission has taken
into account other significant fac-
tors. For example, the Commission
in fulfilling what it considers the
mandate of the Communications
Act to provide an equitable distri-
bution of facilities has attempted
to provide at least some VHF chan-
nels to each of the states, although
in some cases this was done where
an assignment might otherwise
have been made to a large metro-
politan center in an adjacent state.

78. A second policy difference be-
tween the DuMont and Commis-
sion assighment plans lies in their
contrasting views with respect to
the importance of individual com-
munities having television assign-
ments. The DuMont view is that
emphasis should be placed on lo-
cating the assignments, particu-
larly VHF channels, so that the
largest number of people will have
televigsion service but not neces-
sarily that the largest number of
communities should have one. or
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more television stations of their
own.” This view derives from Du-
Mont's premise that the major
cities with their large populations
are certain to be able to support
expensive television facilities, and
that smaller communities which are
within appropriate range of these
cities should obtain service from
stations in the large cities, rather
than attempt to supgort stations
with their own less substantial eco-
nomic resources.

79. The Commission, on the other
hand, believes that on the basis
of the Communications Act it must
recognize the importance of making
it possible with any table of as-
signments for a large number of
communities to obtain television
assignments of their own. In the
Commission’s view as many com-
munities as possible should have
the opportunity of enjoying the
advantage that derive from having
local outlets that will be responsive
to local needs. We believe with
respect to the economic ability of
the smaller communities to sup-
port television stations that it Is
not unreasonable to assume that
enterprising individuals will come
forward in such communities who
will find the means of financing a
television operation. The television
art is relatively new and oppor-
tunity undoubtedly exists for ini-
tiating various methods of reduc-
ing television costs.

80. Another difference in as-
signment principle as between the
DuMont and FCC plan lies in re-
sﬂeCt to the assignments made to
the “primarily educational cen-
ters.” DuMont opposes any reser-
vation for non-commercial educa-
tional television stations and un-
der the DuMont plan all of its
channel assignments would be
available for commercial use.” With
reference to the educational cen-
ters, DuMont does not follow the
Commission’s assignment principle
of providing in so far as possible
a VHF channel to these communi-
ties, which would- be reserved for
use by non-commercial educational
television stations. Thus in 10 of
the educational centers to which
the Commission has assigned a
VHF channel DuMont proposes to
assign a UHF channel.

81. The Commission finds that
the principles of assignment which
DuMont advocates are inadequate
in that these principles do not rec-
ognize specifically the need to pro-
vide an equitable apportionment of
channels among the separate states
and communities and they do not
provide adequately for the educa-
tional needs of the primarily edu-
cational centers.

82. With respect to the recom-
mendation of CBS that the Com-
mission apply its priorities in a

1 While DuMont as a matter of general
prineiple takes this position in its own
assignment plan, uMont makes at
least one assignment to practically
every community lsted in the Com-
mission’s Table of Assignments con-
tained in the Third Notice.

1 Contrariwise, the number of com-
mercial VHF channels in the Commis-
sion plan is reduced because of the
Commission’s policy of reservmf one
VHF channel for non-commercial edu-
cational television use in every com-
munity having at least three VHF as-
slgnments, unless all of these assign-
ments had been previously lcensed.
While this principle does not determine
in which community an assignment
should be made, it iz an Iimportant
factor to be considered in any com-
parison of the number of commercial
VHF channels in the DuMont and the
FCC Assignment Tables.
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flexible manner, the Commission,
as previously indicated, formulated
its Table of Assignments on the
basis of taking into account numer-
ous factors and objectives and did
not apply the priorities in a rigid,
mechanical way. With respect to
the needs of larger communities
for additional VHF assignments
as set forth by CBS, the Commis-
sion believes that in its final Table
of Assignments it has provided for
these needs to the extent possible,
consistent with its other objectives
and criteria viewed in the light
of the record. With respect speci-
fically to the CBS request for ad-
ditional commercial VHF assign-
ments in Chicago, Boston, and San
Francisco, these requests are dealt
with in the section of the Report
which discusses assignments to in-
dividual cities.

83, Whereas both DuMont and
CBS contend that the Commis-
gion’s priorities do not make ade-
quate provision for the competitive
and commercial aspects of tele-
vision, the Joint Committee on Ed-
ucational Television alleges that
the Commission’s priorities were
deficient in not specifically recog-
nizing non-commercial educational
television. The Joint Committee
urges that an additional priority
should be established between Pri-
ority No. 3 and Priority No. 4
reading as follows:

To provide a non-commercial
educational television service to
all parts of the United States by
the reservation of frequencies
for this purpose.

84. It is not clear from the above
statement as to whether or not the
Joint Committee actually is propos-
ing an additional assignment prin-
ciple. An assignment principle re-
fers to: (a) the humber of televi-
sion channels that individual com-
munities should receive, and (b)
whether the channeéls should be in
the VHF or the UHF band. The
Commission has reserved channels
for non - commercial - educational
television use on an extensive basis
throughout thé United States, but
not as a principle of assignment.
That is to say, the Commission de-
cided first that a particular com-
munity should have three channels
on the basis of various criteria, and
only subsequently did it decide that
one channel should be reserved for
educational use. As discussed pre-
viously, in one main €xception the
Commission treated the educational
need as a principle of assignment:
in the special case of the 46 “pri-
marily educational centers.” In this
case, the fact of being an educa-
tional center influericed the Com-
mission’s decision as to the total
assignments to these communities,
and also influenced its determina-
tion as-between the assignment of
VHF and UHF channels. Moreover,
upon request in this proceeding and
a proper showing, the Commission
has added an assignment as an
educational reservation in various
communities even though these as-
signments had not been made to
the community in the Third Notice.
At any event, in view of our deci-
sion discussed elsewhere in this
Report to aveid any reference to
priorities as such in the Commis-
sion’s Rules, no further action is
necessary with respect to the re-
quest of JCET for an additional
priority.

Prediction of Service Areas and
. Interference

86.. In the Third ‘Notice the Com-
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ission stated with respect to pre-
diction of service areas and inter-
ference: :

Methods for describing service
areas and interference are set
forth in Appendix "B, The
" methods therein deseribed in-
clude the propagation of radio
. waves through the lower atmos-
phere only. These propagation
charts are based on an extensive
number of measurements made
at various locations over a long
period of time. It is recognized
that these charts may have to be
revised from time to time as
more measurements are made,
and interested persons are en-
couraged to make as many. mea-
surements as possible and sub-
mit them to the Commission.
The Commission is satisfied that
on the basis of the data presently
available to it the data under-
lying the propagation charts are
sufficient to afford an adequate
statistical basis for .desecribing
field intensities under average
conditions, but it is expected
that there may bé substantial
variations in individual areas.
Long distance skywawve interfer-
ence. It is also _realized that
propagation to distances of the
order of 500 to 1,600 miles via
the sporadic E layer and to dis-
tances beyond via the F2 layer
may oceur in certain of the chan-
nels. However, since such inter-
ference may occur over ex-
tremely large distances, it is not
possible to protect stations
against such interference unless
operation on such channels is
limited to one or at the best a
few stations. In order to provide
stations for the various com-
munities, the Commission has
determined that the overall
Eublic interest is better served
¥y mnot protecting television
broadcast stations against this
type of interference,

26. No objections were filed with
respect to the proposal concerning
long distance skywave interference.
Accordingly, the decision of the
Commission not to protect televi-
sion broadcast stations- against
this type of interference is made
final. In this connection it should
be |pointed out that in setting en-
gineering standards, we have con-
sidered all known propagation
effacts. If in the future, any person
is of the opinion that the Commis-
sion’s Rules do not properly reflect
any given types of propagation
effect, consideration will be given
in gn appropriate rule making pro-
ceeding only to amendment of the
Rules. ) ’

87. Several comments have been
reccived which, in general. state
that the propagation curves in Ap-
pendix B of the Third Notice are
not |supported by the record when
'liseq for UHF propagation. These
comments are especially directed
to the use of these curves in rough
terrain. Comments of this nature
have been received from the Grey-
lock] Broadcasting Company, Pitts-
field, Mass.; Fort Industry Com-
pany; Enterprise Publishing Com-
pany, Brockton, Mass.; WTAG,
. Inc.] Worcester, Mass.; and James

* C. McNary.

88. These comments must be
vievqed in light of the nature of the
. propagation curves used in the pre-
dictipn of service areas and inter-
ferepce. The Ad Hoc Committee
Report establishes that the received
ﬁeldjintensities of television signals
vary] so greatly from lccation to
locatiion, and with time, that any

prediction of service from these
average curves for a specific sta-
tion is eéxpected to deviate appre-
ciably from the actual service. In
addition, it is clear that a very
large number of measurements
from both desired and interfering
stations, many of which will not
be in existence for several years,
would be necessary to make an
accurate prediction.of service for
any specific station. However, the
Ad Hoc Report indicates that the
overall estimate of service for a
large number of stations will be
fairly good. In view of the fore-
going, it is apparent that the
Assignment Table must be made on

.a large area basis for which the

overall estimated service is reason-
ably accurate. The assignment
Rules and standards, however, can-
not be construed as guarantees of
service but rather as yardsticks
based upon the best available data.
As the quantity of available data
increases, the assignment Rules and
standards may be revised at a later
date in the light of the scientific
findings.

89. The Commission, after re-
view of the whole record and the
comments filed in this proceeding,
has decided that the 63 me.
(50,50) curves present a more ac-
curate picture of expected service
in the UHF than do the 195 me.
curves. The UHF data in the record
indicateg that for 50% of the loca-
tions the field strengths are approx-
imately 4 db below the 195 mc. F
(50,50) curves for distances in the
order of 10-20 miles for which data
are available. The 63 me. curves
are approximately 4 db below the
195 me. curves at distances of this

order and appear to generally pro- .

vide 2 reasonable match with the
data for UHF within service dis-
tances (as contrasted with inter-
fering distances). In addition, the
Commission has reconsidered the
curves with respect to the predie-
tion of interference in the UHF
and based on T.R.R. Report No.
2.4.10 (Exhibit 565}, in the record
in this proceedings, a new family
of curves for the prediction of
interfering UHF signals has been
prepared and has been substituted
for the F (50,10) curve for Chan-
nels 14-83 proposed in the Third
Notice.

90. With these changes in mind
the Commission is confident that
the curves it is establishing are
of sufficient accuracy to achieve the
purposes of its assignment plan.
The use of such curves is indispens-
able to the inauguration of a na-
tionwide television service, If we
were t0 await more extensive data
before establishing the Assignment
Table, it would be necessary to
withhold the inauguration of a
nationwide service which will oper-
ate on both the UHF and VHF.
The objections to the use of the
195 me. curves for UHF in rough
terrain are in part mitigated by
the use of the 63 mec. curves for
prediction of service ranges. It is
nevertheless true that the same
curves are used for smooth as for
rough terrain. However, no one
either in the record or the com-
ments filed pursuant to the Third
Notice has proposed a system of
prediction of coverage which while
recognizing the differences between
rough and smooth terrain meets
the criterion of reasonable sim-
plicity or in lieu thereof is reason-
ably accurate in the light of avail-
able scientific data. Actually, no
one has offered adequate data upon
which curves may be adopted which
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would recognize the differences be-
tween smooth and rough terrain or
has established criteria for deter-
mining various degrees of terrain
roughness. As a result no further
changes in the curves adopted are
justified on the basis of the record.
In the future, when measurements
are made which will add to the
store knowledge in the field of
propagation, these will be consid-
ered In appropriate rule making
proceedings looking toward the
amendment of existing curves. In
the absenece of such data, objections
to the UHF propagation curves
must be rejected.”

91. For purposes of establishing
a Table of Assignments and devel-
oping Rules and standards for the
television broadeast service, the
service areas are described in
terms of iso-service contours based
upoh the proposed propagation
charts. Tt should be stressed again
that the service and interference
computed by the use of these charts
are not expected to prevail for any
sEeciﬁc station but rather describe
the service and interference which
would prevail if the stations in-
volved were all typical ones produc-
ing the average field intensities
described by the charts. In other
words, the proposed methods for
describing service areas and inter-
ference are only assignment tools
which are expected to give a fairly
good service description on a large
area basis but not necessarily on an
individual station basis.

92. Tt has been found that radio
signals in the frequency range per-
tinent to the television allocation
vary both with time and location
in a statistically nmormal distribu-
tion. In order to adequately de-
scribe these variable field intensi-
ties, the Commission has adopted
the statistical approach advocated
by the Ad Hoe Committee. Thus,
if a T per cent field intensity is de-
fined as that level of field intensity
exceeded for T per cent of the time,
then F(L,T) is the T per cent field
intensity exceeded at L. per cent of
the locations. Stated in another
way, F (L,T) is the field intensity
exceeded for at least T per cent of
the time at the best L. per cent
of receiving locations. In establish-
ing the Table of Assignments and
in developing the Rules and stand-
ards for the television broadeast
service, it has been found necessary
to use primarily the F(50,50) and
F (50,10) values of field intensity
and the charts indicating the var-
iation of field intensity with the
percentage of receiver locations.
However, we have considered in
this connection the efficiency
studies developed by the Ad Hoe
Committee utilizing the concept of
integrating the service available
at all receiver locations.

93. Thé above charts are based
upon the results of the Ad Hoe
Committee Report with two excep-
tions. First, the field intensity ver-
sus distance curves were extrapo-
lated for transmitting antenna
heights of more than 2000 feet.
Secondly, the Ad Hoc Committee
did not study UHF propagation.

94, The concept of iso-service
contours has been introduced for
the purpose of describing service,
It is recognized that there exists no
sharp line of demarcation between

‘® It is to be noted that the Commis-

sion’s decision with respect to the En-
terprise, Greylock and WTAG counter-
proposals with respect to the cities of
Brockton, Pittsfield and Worcester
does not rest on the nature of the UHF
propagation curves.

service and interference but thai
the service available may be mor¢
satisfactory or less satisfactory ir
varying degrees. However, for the
purpose of obtaining practical com-
parisons of the service to be ex:
pected under the assignment plan
it has been found desirable in this
proceeding to set up a standard
criterion of service, based upon 2
standard instantanecus acceptance
ratio of desired to undesired sig.
nals being exceeded for 90 per cent
of the time at any given receivex
location, as outlined in Volume II
of the Ad Hoe Committee Report.
The iso-service contour is defined
as that contour along which every
location has the same probability
of exceeding the standard criterion
of service, described above. The
farther away a location is from the
transmitter, the smaller is the prob-
ability that the received service
will exceed the standard criterion.
The grades of service are deter-
mined by selecting particular loca-
tion probabilities, namely 70%' and
50% for Grades A and B service,
respectively.

95. In determining service and
interference, the receiving antenna
is assumed to be non-directional.
This assumption has been recom-
mended by the Ad Hoc Committee.
It is believed that the receiving
antenna directivity gain should be
used as a safety factor to permit
adjustment of the antenna to min-
imize multipath distortion and local
oscillator radiation, to permit a
compromise orientation for the re-
ception on the same antenna from
several desired stations in different
directions, and to minimize the ef-
fects of multiple interference.

96. In view of the foregoing, the
Commission’s proposal as modified
herein, with respect- to prediction
of service areas and interference
has been followed in this proceed-
ing and appropriate portions there-
of have been incorporated in the
Commission’s Rules and standards.
The F(50,10) curves are attached
hereto as Appendix B.

Grades of Service

97. The Third Notice provided:
C. Grades of service’ In its

" The Commission proposes the
use of iso-service contours which
express service in terms of the ratio
between desired and undesired
signal in decibels, or the minfmum
required signal levels in decibels
above one microvolt per meter.
This has been done in order to
facilitate computation of service
and interference fleld strengths.
Likewise, the same terms may be
carried over to the output of the
transmitter, transmission line loss
and antenna gain. This has the
advantage of using the same unit
throughout the service whether in
the transmitting equipment or in the
fleld and has the additional ad-
vant:age that a decibel of power
add at the transmitter results in
a decibel of increased field strength.
In order to place these matters on a
related basis, the decibels with
respect to transmitter wer and
antenna gain as well as field
strength must be expressed as
decibels with reference to some
given level. Field strength Is ex-
pressed either in decibels above an
undesired signal or decibels above
a reference level which has been
chosen as one microvolt per meter.
A convenient reference level of
transmitter power is 1 kilowat. The
propagation charts attached to Ap-
pendix B and identified as “Ap-
pendix V, figures 1-4" are based
upon the radiation in the equatorial
Elane of a half wave dipole antenna

aving an effective radiated power
of one Xkilowat. tenna gain is
expressed as the ratio in db of the
maximum radiation from the anten-
na to the radiation in the equatorial
plane of a half wave dipole with
equal power input.
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GATES offers three speech input consoles

that fully meet every TV need. Whether you select the
ultra complete SA-S0 dual channel equipment, the
much used SA-40 single channel console, or the very
popular §2-CS studioette, you can be

certain of top quality through advanced GATES
engineering. For 30 years now, GATES has been build-
ing fine speech equipment — and for TV

there is nothing finer!

GATES SA-50 Dual Channel Console . . .

Nine mixing channels, dual program amplifiers, dual
V. U. meters, 10 watt monitoring amplifier, self-con-
tained cueing amplifier, five preamplifiers with room
for two more where required. Complete remote, over-
ride, cueing and talk back facilities. Extremely low
cross talk combined with high gain. Deluxe equipment
all the way!

GATES 52-CS Studioetie . . .

All GATES consoles have the same top quality com-
ponents, This popular, modestly priced console is
made possible by combining functions through key
control. Many TV stations will prefer to use several
52-CS Studioettes instead of a single larger console.
Every progressive TV engineer will find it worth while
to investigate the 52-CS Studioette!

GATES SA-40 Single Channel Console . . .

Perhaps the most used speech input console in TV and
radio today. Nine mixing channels, wide circuit selec-
tion, low cross talk, high gain and extreme ease of
servicing are but a few of the SA-40’s many features.
GATES will gladly send detailed circuit data on request.

GATES Specch Input Catalog — Yours for
the asking is a 44-page catalog on GATES
speech equipment plus a ncw 12-page

sl brochure on remote control apparatus. No
st ®  obligation, of course. Why not write now?
s

GATES RADIO COMPANY

manufacturing engineers since 1922

SALES OFFICES
2700 Polk Avenue, Houston, Texos ® Waorner Building, Washington D. C.
Internotionel Division, 13 E. 40th 5t., New York City ® Canadian Marconi
Compaony, Montreal, Quebec

QUINCY, ILLINOI1S, U. S, A.
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Notice of Further Proposed Rule
Making issued on July 11, 1949,
the Commission proposed to clas-
[sify television broadcast service
into three grades of service. In
the Commission’s opinion, there
i8 no need for more than two
rades of service. Grade A serv-
ice is so specified that a quality
cceptable to the median ob-
erver is expected to be avail-
ble for at least 90 per cent of
he time at the best 70 per cent
f receiver locations at the outer
imits of this service. In the case
pf Grade B service the figures
are 90 per cent of the time and
50 per cent of the locations.®
‘l‘he field strengths and interfer-
ence ratios are as follows: -
l. Required median field
strengths in db above 1 uv/m:

Grade Chan- Chan- Chan-
of nels nels nels
gervice 2-6 7-13 14-83
A 68 db 71 db 74 db
B 47 db 56 db 64 db

2. Permissible co-channel ratios
db of median desired field
gtrength to 10 per cent unde-
sired field strength:

/

siderable information concerning a
typical home installation is avail-
able as a result of actual experi-
ence; in UHF a typical installa-
tion had to be predicated to a
large extent on the basis of tech-
nical feasibility. Thus, the extent
to which the grades of service for
the UHF, herein adopted are ac-
tually realized in practice will de-
pend on the ability of the industry
economically to produce and in-
stall high performance receiving
equipment as well as upon the
propagation characteristics of these
frequencies.

102. DuMont and Radio Ken-
tucky, Inc., Louisville, Kentucky,
have both recommended that the
Commission impose requirements
with respect to the joint use of an-
tennas to make coverage more
equal, reduce construction costs
and aid the public in the installa-
tion and use of receiving antennas.
In this connection, Section 3.639
of the Commission’s present rules
provides:

Use of common antenna site.—

No television license or renewal

of a television license will be

Franted to any person who ownas,

, Or controls a particular

Channels Channels
2-18 14-83
Grade Non- Non-
of Off- Off- Off- - Off-
Service set set set set

A 51db 34db 53db 36 db
B 45db 28 db 45db 28 db

Permissible adjacent channel
atiog in db of median desired
pd undesired field strengths:

rade of Channels
Jervice 2-83

A 0db
B 0db

No objections were filed to
the proposal described above with
the lexception of comments con-
cernjng adjacent channel interfer-
ence| ratios which are treated else-
where in this Report. Accordingly,
the proposal in the Third Notice
has [been followed in this pro-
ceeding and appropriate portions
theréof have been incorporated in
the Commission’s Rules and Stand-
ardsJ In view of our decision herein
with |respect to station separations,
powers and antenna heights, there
13 ng need to include in our Rules
and gtandards co-channel and ad-
jacent channel interference ratios.
99] The Third Notice provided
that:
Tyansmitter locations shall be so
chosen that the following me-
dian field intensities as calcu-
lated in accordance with the
methods and procedures de-
sc}ilbed in Appendix B are pro-
vided over the entire principal
cify to be served:

Pl sl

98

Channels Channels Channels
2-6 7-13 14-83
74 db 77 db 80 db

100. No one has objected to this
propgsal with respect to median
field | intensities and accordingly
it is peing finalized.

104 It should be noted that the
values selected for these grades
of service assume a number of
condifions with respect to a typi-
cal home receiver installation such
as the sensitivity of the receiver,
the type of antenna, the installa-
tion the antenna, and the trans-
missien line used. In VHF, con-

- —
*For the specialized case that
exists in the case of adjacent chan-
ge} interference, see par. II E (2)
elow.

gite which is peculiarly suitable
for television broadcasting in
a particular area and (a) which
is not available for use by
other television licensees, and
(b) no other comparable site is
available in the area; and (¢)

. where the exclusive use of such
gite by the applicant or licensee
would unduly limit the num-
ber of television stations that
can be authorized in a dparl:icu-
lar area or would unduly re-
strict competition among tele-
vision stations.

While we encourage licensees to
use common antennas where pos-
sible, we believe that we should not
impose such a requirement with-
out further exploration of the
problems which might arise from
such a rule. We have, however,
retained the provisions of Section
3.639 in the Rules adopted herein.

Station Separations

103. The Commission in seeking
to establish a nationwide television
assignment plan which will provide
service to the people of the United
States for years to come is basing
the Assignment Table in large part
on a system of minimum station
separations. These station separa-
tions, together with the station
powers and antenna heights per-
mitted by the Rules, will establish
the nature and extent of the pro-
tection from interference to be ac-
corded to television stations. The
use of this system of station sep-
arations, we believe, will more
easily and more likely bring about
a truly efficient and equitable dis-
tribution of television service than
would a system based upon “pro-
tected contours.”

The Measurement of Station
Separations ™

104. We are dealing in this Re-
port with two types of separations
or mileage spacing requirements,
There are in the first place assign-
ment spacing requirements which
we are following herein and which
will be followed in future rule mak-

o Station separations include co-chan-
nel separations, adjacent channel sepa-
rations, and those separations provided
for herein to protect against interfer-
ence caused by oscillator radiation, I. F,
beat, intermodulation and to protect
against image interference.
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ing proceedings dealing with addi-
tions or amendments to the Table
of Assignments. These separations
are to be distinguished from facil-
ities spacing requirements that
must be compiied with in determin-
ing spacings between stations in
licensing proceedings involving in-
dividual applications for facilities.
The Third Notice implicitly recog-
nized the difference between these
two types of separations by re-
ferring to assignment spacing re-
quirements as city-to-city spacings
and by referring to facilities spac-
ing requirements as transmitter-to-
transmitter spacings.

105. A number of parties™ have
filed comments pursuant to the
Third Notice taking issue with the
requirement that minimum co-chan-
nel separations be determined ex-
clusively on a city-to-city basis.
These parties state that the evi-
dence in the record of the hearing,
supplied by Edward Allen, a Com-
mission witness, pertaining to the
determination of interference, dis-
tance to service contours, and asso-
ciated studies related to the loca-
tions of the transmitting antennas
irrespective of the distance between
cites. These parties further main-
tain that the determination of in-
terference, distance to contours,
and grade of service are functions
of the transmitting antennas to-
gether with the propagation char-
acteristics of the frequencies con-
cerned, and power and effective
antenna height. Accordingly, they
request that the Third Notice be
modified so that minjimum co-chan-
nel separations be stated either on
a transmitter-to-transmitter basis
or that the alternative of trans-
mitter-to-transmitter or city-to-city
spacings be permitted.

106. In providing that assign-
ment spacings were to be measured
from city-to-city, the Third Notice
did not expressly specify what
reference point in a city should be
chosen in measuring the city-to-city
separation. However, where a trans-
mitter is in existence by reason of
a Commission authorization, that
transmitter site is obviously: the
appropriate reference point. Ac-
cordingly, insofar as the comments
described above constitute a request
that, in measuring assignment
spacings an authorized television
transmitter shall be used as one of
the two necessary reference points,
they are granted, and we have in
this proceeding measured ® assign-
ment spacings from authorized
transmitter sites where such sites
were available. The location of the
site is derived from the co-ordinates
of the transmitter as indicated on
the official Commission instrument

2 Southern Minnesota Supply Co.,
Mankato, Minn.: Pennsylvania Broad-
casting Co., Philadelphia, Pa.. The
Brockway Co., Watertown, N. Y.;
Hampton Roads Broadcasting Corp..
Norfolk, Va.; Loyola University of The
South, New Orleans, La.; The Gazette
Comgarl?'. Cedar Rapids, Iowa; Tele-
grap erald, Dubuque, Iowa; Kings-
ort Broadcasting Co., Kingsport, Tenn.;
glartford Times, Inc., Hartford, Conn.;
Buffalo Courier Express, Inc., Buffalo,

N. Y., Bay Broadcasting Co., Bay City,
Mich,; WJR, The Goodwill Station,
Inc., Detroit. Mich.: Wm. H. Block

Company, Indianapolis. Ind.; The Trav-
elers Broadcasting Service Corp.,
Hartford, Conn.; MeClatchy Broad-
casting Co., Sacramento and Fresno,
Calif,; WIBC, Inc., Indianapolis, Ind.;
Peoria Broadcasting Co., Peorla, IN.;
Independent Broadcasting Company,
Des Moines, Iowa, and Jacksonville
Broadcasting Co., Jacksonville, Fla.,
among others.

¥ The manner of measurement of
mileage spacings between two refer-
ence points is set out iN the Rules
adopted herein.

of authorization. Where television
transmitters are authorized in both
cities, each site should be used as a
point of reference, and in such case
the assignment spacing is measured
transmitter-to-transmitter,

107. The Third Notice did not
state specifically how an assign-
ment spacing should be measured
where no authorized transmitter
site is available as a reference
point. We have decided that where
an authorized transmitter. site is
available for use as a reference
point in one city but not in the
other, the latter is the point de-
scribed by the city co-ordinates as
set forth in the publication of the
United States Department of Com-
merce entitled “Air Line Distances
Between Cities in the United
States,” * or if this publication does
not specify such co-ordinates, the
reference point used is the point
described by the co-ordinates of the
main post office of the city involved.
Where no authorized transmitter
sites are available for use as a
reference point in both cities, the
mileage distance between the two
cities listed in the publication de-
scribed above has been used where
available. In the absence of such
information, the reference points
are determined by ascertaining the
city co-ordinates as set forth in the
publication listed above and where
the city co-ordinates are not listed,
by ascertaining the co-ordinates of
the main post office in the city in-
volved.

108. The measurement of facili-
ties separations in licensing pro-
ceedings is simplified by reason of
the fact that in each case one refer-
ence point is established by the
applicant by his selection of a pro-
posed transmitter site, The other
reference point is determined by
ascertaining (1) the co-ordinates of
an authorized transmitter site in
the other city or {2) where such a
transmitter site is not available the
city co-ordinates as set forth in the

ublication of the United States

epartment of Commerce entitled
“Air Line Distances Between Cities
in the United States” or if said
publication does not specify such
co-ordinates the co-ordinates of the
main post office of the other city
involved. In addition where there
are pending applications in the
other city, which, if granted, would
have to be considered in determin-
ing facilities separations, the co-
ordinates of the transmitter sites
proposed in such applications must
be used to determine whether
minimum facilities spacing between
the two proposals have been met.

The Minimum Co-Channel Assign.
: ment Spacings
109. In the Third Notice, the

Commission said with respect to

co-channel assignment spacings:
The Table of Assignments con-
tained in the Commission’s
Notice of Further Proposed Rule
Making, issued July 11, 1949,
had as its objective co-channel
separation of 220 miles in the
VHF band and 200 miles in the

% The Third Notice provided that in
determining separations between cities
for the purpose of application of the
15 mile rule (see footnote 8 above)
“the city mileage separations set forth
in the publication of the United States
Department of Commerce entitled 'Air
Line Distances’ shall be utilized. Where
cities are not listed in the above pub-
Heation, separatiols shall be computed
on the basis of the distance between
tl;ntei main post office in the respective
cities.”
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UHF band. At the hearing on
the general issues, testimony
was offered that these separa-
tions could be reduced considera-
bly by utilizing offset carrier
operation. Evidence was also
offered that more television
service could be made available
to the country if the separation
objective were reduced to 150
miles for VHF channels.
The Commission has carefully
considered the above evidence
and has concluded that some re-
duction in co-channel separation
is possible because of the im-
provements which result from
offset carrier operation. It is not
deemed advisable to effectuate a
reduction to 150 mile VHF sep-
aration as suggested at the
hearing. In the first place, the
evidence upon which the 150 mile
separation is based is the theor-
etical computations of what cov-
erage can be achieved. On the
basis of the evidence in the
record, it is clear that considera-
tions of terrain and other propa-
gation factors will materially
affect many of the theoretical
computations. In the second
place, much of the propagation
data—although the best avail-
able—upon which the Commis-
sion relies is necessarily quite
meager. Postponing a decision
in these proceedings would not
materially aid this problem since
it has been the Commission’s
experience that substantial
amounts of propagation data do
not become available until sta-
tions are authorized on a regular
basis. Hence, the Commission is
faced with the practical problem
that if it postpones assigning
stations until sufficient propaga-
tion data are available, such data
may never become available,
while on the other hand if sta-
tions are assigned before suffi-
cient propagation data are as-
sembled, more interference may
result in actual operation than
was anticipated. In the Com-
mission’s view, the best method
of handling thizs problem is to
assign stations as soon as a rea-
sonably sufficient amount of
data is accumulated, but in doing
so assignments should not be
made on the barest minimum
separation which exact calcula-
tions would indicate. Instead, a
safety factor should be included,
In this way. if as a result of
actual experience more interfer-
ence results than was indicated
by the earlier calculations, the
safety factor will prevent exten-
sive damage to overall service.
If actual experience shows that
the amount of interference is
approximately that predicted by
the calculations, then the rules
and staridards can be amended to
reflect the new data. In the
Commission’s experience, it is
much easier as a Dpractical
matter to reduce station separa-
tions which are somewhat larger
than were originally thought to
be necessary than it is to in-
creage Sevarations which are
smaller than were originally
thought to be necessary.

110. Tn determining minimum co-
channel separations we must con-
sider a number of factors. The
geographical distribution of the
people and cities of the United
States does not lend itself to a sim-
ple rule for the spacing of stations.
The northeastern portion of the
United States is generally charac-
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terized by higher population density
and closer spacing of cities than
the other portions of the country.
See Appendix A.

111. Recognition must also be
given to the fact that the mileages
set for co-channel spacings deter-
mine the size of the interference-
free service area of nearby co-
channel stations. It is important to
note that we are referring here not
to Grade A service but to the more
extensive Grade B service. As spac-
ings in the order of 140-250 miles
are reduced by 10 miles the inter-
ference free service area is reduced
by 2-3 miles in the direction in
which stations face each other. Ae-
cordingly, reductions in Grade B
service resulting from reduced sep-
arations deprive the rural areas
and the less sparsely settled areas
of television service. To the extent
we do this in the VHF, we lose one
of the benefits of that portion of
the spectrum, the wide area cover-
age possible.

112. We have also considered the
import of minimum spacings on
the policy we have adopted herein
with respect to the use of greater
heights and higher powers. As
greater antenna heights and higher
powers are used, the greater is the
need for wider separations; with
smaller separations, in the direc-
tion of the co-channel station, the
potential gain from greater heights
and higher powers would be lost.
We do not wish to negate the pol-
icy of trying to obtain wide cover-
age by the use of high antenna
heights; neither do we wish to cre-
ate excessive interference by per-
mitting operation with high power
at small spacings.

113. Finally we have given con-
sideration to the need for a safety
factor in view of the incomplete
nature of available propagation
data. Where the pros and cons hang
in even balance we deem it highly
desirable if not imperative to tip
the scales in favor of wider separa-
tions.

114. The Commission in the
Third Notice provided the follow-
ing minimum co-channel assign-
ment spacings between cities:

VHF — 180 miles

UHF — 165 miles
Actually, however, it was not in-
tended that all requests for addi-
tional assignments should be grant-
ed solely because they met the mini-
ma provided for in the Third
Notice. The Third Notice stated:

In each case, the above figures

are minimum separations.

Greatey separations are utilized

in the sparsely settled areas of

the country in order to secure

a maximum amount of service.

In addition, greater separations

are also utilized in Gulf Coast

areas and in other areas where

high levels of tropospheric prop-

agation may be expected. This

should be kept in mind by per-

gons desiring to suggest changes
in the Table of Assignments.
(Emphasis added.)

115. Morecver, examination of
the Table of Assignments proposed
in the Third Notice makes it clear
that the 180 mile VHF co-channel
separation and the 165 mile UHF
co-channel separation were not in-
tended to be the minimum assign-
ment spacing throughout the coun-
try. These minimum spacings were
intended to be used and were used
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only in those portions of the coun-
try where narrower spacings are
appropriate, particularly in the
northeastern part of the United
States. Upon review of the whole
record we adhere to the concept
that in the less densely settled
areas of the country wide separa-
tions must be maintained. The
minimum VHF co-channel spacing
utilized in the Third Notice in such
areas of the country was 190 miles.
We adopt this spacing as the ap-
propriate minimum VHF spacing
in areas which have a relatively
lower population density or where
large cities are more widely sepa-
rated. See Appendix A. For if we
were to permit stations at close
separations in such areas, we would
deprive persons residing in the in-
terference areas between such sta-
tions of television service since
there generally do not exist other
cities of sufficient magnitude in
this interference area capable of
supporting stations on other chan-
nels which could serve the area.

116. A different situation, how-
ever, exists where there is a higher
density of population and concen-
tration of cities. Because of the
concentration of cities, the provi-
sion for lower minimum spacings
in such an area will not have the
tendency of depriving residents of
the area of television service, since
there would be an overlapping of
service contours of stations on dif-
ferent channels located in the inter-
ference areas.

117. Analysis of population den-
sity and distribution of cities estab-
lishes the existence of one large
contiguous area where there is a
substantially higher density of
population and concentration of
cities compared to all other con-

tiguous areas of comparable size.

See Appendix A. We believe the
record in the general portion of the
hearing supports the conclusion
that lower separations in this area
are warranted.

118. We have called this area
Zone I. It consists of that portion
of the United States located within
the confines of the following lines
drawn on the United States Albers
Equal Area Projection Map, (based
on standard parallels 29%° and
45%° North American datum):
Beginning at the most easterly
point on the state boundary line
between North Carolina and Vir-
ginia; thence in a straight line to
a point at the junction of the Ohio,
Kentucky, West Virginia State
boundary lines, thence waesterly
along the southern boundary lines
of the States of Ohio, Indiana and
Hllinois to a point at the junetion
of the Illinois, Kentucky and Mis-
souri State boundary lines; thence
northerly along the west boundary
line of the State of Illinois to a
point at the junction of the Illinois,
Towa and Wisconsin State bound-
ary lines; thence easterly along the
northern state boundary lines of
Illineis to the 90th meridian; thence
north along this meridian to the
43,56° parallel; thence east along
this parallel to the Tlst meridian;
thence in a straight line to the in-
tersection of the 69th meridian and
the 45th parallel; thence east along
the. 45th parallel to the Atlantie
Ocean. When any of the above lines
pass through a city the city shall
be considered to be located in Zone
I. A map of Zone I is included in
the Rules adopted herein.
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119. In establishing the boun-
daries of Zone I we have included
within the Zone portions of some
states that, as a whole, have rela-
tively low population densities and
relatively few large cities. The
portions we have included, are,
however, relatively more populous
apgl have a greater number of large
cities than the other portions of
the same states and tgey are all
con!:lguous to the general area with
a higher density of population and
concentrated cities. For these rea-
sons we believe their inclusion in
Zone I is warranted.

120. Upon consideration of the
whole record, we have determined
that the minimum co-channel as.
signment spacing in Zone I shall
be 170 miles in the VHF and 155
miles in the UHF.® This consti-
tutes a reduction of 10 miles in
the minimum assignment -separa-
tion proposed in the Third Notice,
but_is the same as the minimum
facilities separations provided for
in the Third Notice. We find no
basis for going below the 170 and
165 mile figures proposed as the
minima in the Third Notice.

121. As we have pointed out in
the Third Notice, in certain areas
of the country, particularly the
Gulf Coast area, high levels of
tropospheric propagation may be
expectegl. In such areas greater
separations are necessary to com-
pensate for the reduction in gervice
areas that is caused by the inter-
ference resulting from the high
level of tropospheric propagation.
We have carefully re-examined the
record and the comments that have
been filed pursuant to the Third
Notice and we have determined
that only the Gulf Coast area
should, by rule, be treated differ-
ently from other areas which may
be affected by a high level of tropo-
spheric propagation. In reaching
this conclusion we are aware that
wide separations will have to be
maintained in other areas as well
to protect against the effects of
high levels of tropospheric propa-
gation. We believe, however, that
these situations can be considered
on a case-to-case basis, and we
have attempted to take care of this
problem on such a basis in estab-
lishing the Table of Assignments
in this proceeding.

122, We have designated the
Gulf Coast area as Zone III. Zone
IIT consists of that portion of the
United States located south of a
line, drawn on the United States
Albers Equal Area Projection Map,
{based on standard parallels 29% °
and 45%° North American da-
tum), beginning at a point on the
east coast of Georgia and the 3lst
parallel and ending at the United
States-Mexico border, consisting
of ares drawn with & 150 mile
radius from the following specified
points:

North Latitude West Longitude

a) 29° 40’ 83° 2¢'
b) 30° 07 84° 12
c) 30° 31 86° 30’
dy 30° 48 87° b8 30"
e) 30° 2% 90° 12’
f) 30° 04 30" 93° 19’
g) 29° 46 95% 05’
h) 28° 4% 96° 39° 30"
iy 27° 52" 30 97° 32

When any of the above lines pass
through a city, the city shall be

% We recognize that a few existing
operations do not comply with the
minimum se%arations get forth above.
It has not been possible to remove
these cases without unwarranted dis-
location.
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considered to be located in Zone II.
A|map of Zone IIT is included in
thla Rules adopted herein.

[123. All of the United States (in-
cliding the Territories) not in-
clided in Zones I and IIT is desig-
nated as Zone II. In measuring
separations between cities in differ-
ent Zones, the lower separation ap-
plicable will govern.

124. The area designated as Zone
II is more sparsely settled than the
area designated Zone I and has a
lower concentration of cities than
does Zone I. See Appendix A. As
shewn in Appendix A, the popula-
‘tion density per square mile in
Zone I is 222.1 people per square
mile; in Zone II the population
density is 274 per square mile.

the reasons set out above, we
believe the minimum VHF co-chan-
ne] assignment separation of 190
miles maintained in this area in the
Table proposed in the Third Notice,
should be adhered to without
change. In the case of the UHF,
the minimum co-channel separation
in (Zone II, maintaining the rela-
tionship used in Zone I, shall be
175 miles. There are very few
UHF assignments proposed in the
.Third Notice in violation of this
minimum; these assignments have,
however, been deleted from the
Table adopted herein.

125. There remains for consid-
ergtion the minimum co-channel
separations to be maintained in
Zone II1, the Gulf Coast area. This
aréa would be on the basis of
derisity of population and concen-
tration of cities fall within Zone
ITI.| The population density per
square mile in Zone III is 47.8
people per square mile. See Appen-
dix| A. On the basis of the record,
it appears necessary, however, to
ad(f a factor of about 33 miles
sparing between co-channel sta-
tions to obtain the same service
arep as would exist in Zone II. We
believe it to be reasonable in light
of the foregoing to add 30 miles
in the Gulf Coast area to the 190
mile minimum VHF co-channel as-
signment spacing provided in Zone
T1."'This will substantially equalize
the service contours of stations in
the |Gulf area with stations in Zone
II. On this basis the minimum as-
signment spacing in Zone III will
be 320 miles in the VHF band and
206| miles in the UHF. Several
VHF assigmments in Zone III pro-
posed in the Third Notice involved
spacings below this minimum. How-
-ever, as set forth above, it was
<learly contemplated in the Third
Notijce and the Commission so in-
dicated that spacings in the Gulf
Coast area would have to be much
wider than spacings in other por-
tions of the country *. Accordingly,
necessary changes have beén made
in the Table to insure that all as-
signments meet the minimum re-
iquired herein.

128. In establishing Zone IIT we
are taking into account the fact
that 'we do not have sufficient data
at this time to determine exactly

* For|example, The Houston Post Com-
pany, in its comments, expressly sup-
ported the prin¢iple that in the Gulf
.area minimum spacings substantially
-above, the minima In other areas are
Tequired. The Houston Post Company
-advanced the proposal that a specific
limitation be made on agssignments in
this area so that stations operating on
the sgme Channel should be separated
by 248 miles o Channels 2-6 and by
200 miles on Channels 7-13.

at what point the effects of the high
level of propagation in the Gulf
need no longer be considered in
establishing minimum assignment
spacings. We believe, however,
that the figure we have chosen
provides. an adequate margin of
safety and yet does not prevent as-
signments that could appropriately
be made at this time.

129. DuMont Laboratories, Ine.
has submitted an alternative na-
tionwide assignment plan which it
claims is superior to that of the
Commission. DuMont makes this
claim on the grounds that its as-
signment plan allegedly makes a
more efficient use of the available
television spectrum, especially the
VHF band. DuMont points out that
it has made more assignments on
each VHF channel than the Com-
mission and that it has provided
more communities with VHF mul-
tiple service, At the same time
DuMont proposes to assign at least
one channel to practically every
community listed in the Commis-
sion’s Table of Assignments. In
substantiation of its claim that its
plan would provide more persons
with more service, DuMont had a
Eopulation count made of the num-

er of persons living within 50
miles of television service centers.
It defined a “telévision service cen-
ter” as a community to which more
than one television channel had
been assigned under either the
Commission or the DuMont assign-
ment plans. For example, DuMont
states that under the proposed FCC
plan 88 television centers have been
tentatively assigned four or more
VHF and UHF channels and a
population of 95,115,203 live within
50 miles of these centers, whereas
under the DuMont plan 149 centers
would have four or more channels
and a population of 113,814,387 live
within 50 miles of these centers.

128. DuMont contends that it
achieved this greater efficiency
“within the FCC framework of en-
gineering standards.” .As a matter
of fact, however, there is a highly
significant difference between the
two plans with respect to the min-
imum co-channel assignment sep-
arations employed and this differ-
ence is necessarily reflected in the
total number of assignments under
the two plans. In order to increase
the number of VHF assignments in
large cities, DuMont would make
many assignments below the min-
imum separations employed in the
Table of Assignments proposed in
the Commission’s Third Notice and
as adopted in this Report. For ex-
ample, in the area comvrising Zone
II, the Commission’s proposed
Table and final Table have no as-
sienment separations below 190
miles. By contrast DuMont pro-
voses T9 spacings below this min-
imum. These would be distributed
as follows: 6 below 170 miles: 21
between 170 and 180 miles; and 52
between 180 and 190 miles. In the
area defined as Zone IIL. the Com-
mission had proposed ¢ spacings
below 220 miles (minimum estab-
lished herein), but in the Table
adopted herein all VHY¥ spacings
below 220 miles have been deleted.
DuMont, however, proposes 30 as-
signments below this minimum.
Two separations would fall below
180 miles, 18 between 180 and 200
miles, and 10 between 200 and 220

miles.

129. By reducing the spacings be-
low the minimum at numerous
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points, the DuMont plan achieves a
greater number of VHF assign-
ments than does the FCC table. It
is apparent, however, that Du-
Mont’s alleged superior assignment
efficiency in fact results from utiliz-
ing station separation standards at
variance with those of the Com-
mission. For the reasons detailed
previously, the Commission does
not believe it is in the public in-
terest to utilize such lower assign-
ment separations.

130. Furthermore, the DuMont
Assignment Table is inconsistent,
in part, with the assignments that
have been made along the Mexican
and Canadian borders. This aspect
of the DuMont assignment plan is
discussed elsewhere in this Report.
In addition, the DuMont proposal
for UHF assignments does not fol-
low a basic principle provided for
in this Report and followed in the
Commission’s Table, namely, that
UHF stations separated by less
than 6 channels should be separated
by at least 20 miles. This aspect of
the DuMont assignment plan is also
discussed in detail elsewhere in this
report.

131. The Commission has already
examined and rejected certain of
the underlying principles of the
DuMont plan.” We must, for the
reasons indicated above, similarly
reject the proposed DuMont Table
of Assignments.

132, DuMont requested an oppor-
tunity to make an oral presentation
in this proceeding. This request
was based on the view that the
Commission would not adequately
understand the DuMont nationwide
assignment plan. We have very
carefully considered the DuMont
proposal. The Commission recog-
nizes the contributions made by
DuMont to these proceedings. We
do not believe that an oral pre-
sentation is necessary for the Com-
mission to satisfactorily consider
and dispose of the issues raised by
DuMont. In our view the detailed
written evidence submitted by Du-
Mont adequately presents the facts
with respect to the nature of Du-
Mont's proposal and has enabled us
fully to consider the merits of its
proposal. The DuMont request for
an oral presentation is, therefore,
herewith denied.

133. A request has been made®
that the Commission permit as-
signments of co-channel stations at
less than the minimum spacings

where advantage can be taken of
mountain ranges to form a natural
protection between stations. The
parties referred to testimony on
this point presented in the record
by Messrs. Goldsmith, Poole, Gil-
lett, Inglis, O’Brien and Harmon.
‘While there is some evidence that

* intervening mountain ranges may

normally reduce television signals,
the propagation data available at
this time is insufficient to determine
the extent to which there may be
significant deviations from the nor-
mal pattern in such situations. The
Commission is, therefore, denying
in this proceeding the requests for

# See Paragraphs 70-81 above.

# Southern Minnesota Supply Company,
Mankato, Minn.; Erie Television Cor-
poration, Erie, Pa.; Alrfan Radio Corp.,
Ltd., San Diego, Calif.; California In-
land Broadcasting Co., Fresno, Calif.;
Tribune Building Co., Oakland, Calif.;
KUGN, Inc., gene, Oregon; and
¥1ngsport Broadcasting Co., Kingsport,

enn.
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co-cha:npel separations lower than
the minimum between stations sep-
arated by mountain ranges. *

134. Some of the parties ® have
requested that co-channel assign-
ment spacings be calculated on the
basis of proposed transmitter sites
as well as on the basis of existing
transmitter sites. Such a request
confuses assignment spacings with
facilities spacings. The purpose of
assignment spacings is to determine
what channels shall be assigned to
individual communities for use by
applicants who may seek authoriza-
tions for stations in such communi-
ties after an assignment has been
established. After an assignment
has been made it must be capable
of being used by any applicant who
may succeed in the licensing pro-
ceeding. To use the specific trans-
mitter site proposed by an indi-
vidual petitioner in a rule making
proceeding as a reference point in
calculating assignment spacings
would be to use a site that might in
fact never be available to the sue-
cessful applicant in the licensing
proceeding. .

135. Further, to permit parties to
use specific proposed sites or possi-
ble transmitter sites in order to es-
tablish that they meet minimum
assignment spacing requirements
would in effect reduce the min-
imum assignment spacing require-
ments., Several parties have, how-
ever, attempted to demonstrate that
proposed co-channel assignments
meet the minimum requirements by
offering evidence that they can
select a transmitter site that will
meet the minimum assignment sep-
aration requirements even though
the distance between the proper
reference point in the community of
the proposed assignment and the
other city involved is less than the
minimum. We cannot permit sep-
arations to be reduced by allowing
proponents of new assignments to
demonstrate in rule making pro-
ceedings that they can meet the
minimum assignment spacing re-
quirements only by being able to
erect a transmitter at a specific
site. The manner in which the as-
signment spacings are measured is
important in determining the spac-
ings between stations and the mea-
surements will vary significantly
depending on the reference points
used. To permit assignments to be
made in rule making proceedings on
the basis of the measurement of
spacings from particular trans-
mitter sites other than the appro-
pridte reference point would result
in a reduction of the required as-
signment spacings. Accordingly,
we are denying all requests for the
establishment of assignments where
the minimum spacings would be
measured not from the proper
reference point but from possible
transmitter sites. ™

136. The Table of Assignments
contained in the Commission’s
Third Notice permits the use of
maximum power at all locations
where an assignment was proposed.

® For_ the same reasons we have re-
jected similar proposals for assign-
ments in violation of the minimum
separations where other than co-chan-
nel spacings are involved.

® See footnote 22 above.

3 For the same reasons we have re-
jected simlilar proposals for assign-
ments in violation of the minimum
separations where other than co-chan-
nel spacings are {nvolved.
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A number of parties™ contend that
it would be possible to provide ad-
ditional assignments in many loca-
tions if the stations at such locali-
ties were limited to power less than
the maxima. For example, it is
stated that if two stations serving
small communities operate with
minimum power they could be lo-
cated as close as 73 miles co-chan-
nel and 19 and 26 miles adiacent
channel for Channels 2-6 and 7-13,
respectively, while at the same time
receiving the same grade of protec-
tion offered by a separation of 180
miles shown in the Commission’s
standards. The parties accordingly
have requested that the Commis-
gion provide for additional assign-
ments at reduced power where such
assignments will not cause inter-
ference greater than would exist
under the preseribed minimum
spacings.

137. The Commission does not
believe that limited power stations
should be provided for in the Table
of Assignments at this time in
order to squeeze in additional as-
signments. The effect.of low power
combined with close spacing is to
reduce the interference-free cover-
age ares of such stations, thus pro-
viding a sharply limited service. In
the example cited above of two
stations operating with minimum
power (1 kw effective radiated
power) and separated 73 miles co-
channel, the interference- free
Grade A service would be confined
to 11 miles and thé Grade B serv-
ice to 14 miles. Further, the pro-
posals for low power stations are
all based upon operation of the co-
channel stations with an antenna
height of 500 feet. As the antenna
heights of co-channel stations in-
crease, the service area of the lower
powered stations would decrease.

138. Further, these proposals
rest on the implicit assumption
that where interference is not
caused to the Grade A service of
a station, the minimum separations
may be reduced below the stand-
ards adopted by the Commission.
The television Assignment Table
and the Rules with respect to tele-
vision, however, recognize no pro-
tected contours. Rather they are
based on the concept of affording
each station the widest coverage
possible consistent with an efficient
utilization of the spectrum and the
satisfaction of the needs of the
various cities and communities in
the United States. The Commission
in considering grades of service in
this proceeding has utilized the
principle of iso-service contours.
Basic to this principle is a recog-
nition of the fact that, even though
“objectionable interference” may
not be caused in any contour, an
inevitable degradation of service

1 Pennsylvania Broadcasting Company,
Philadelphia, Pa.; Southeastern Broad-
casting Company, Macon, Ga.; Middle
Georgia Broadcasting Company, Macon,
Ga.; The Brockway Company, Water-
town, N. Y.; Hampton Roa Broad-

casting Corp., Norfolk, Va.; Jackson-
ville Broadcasting Company, Jackson-
ville, Fla.; Loyola University of the

South, New Orleans, La.; The Gazette
Com aﬁy Cedar Rapids, Iowa; Tele-
grapl erald, Dubuque, Iowa; Kings-
port Broadcasting Company, Kingsport,
Tenn.; Michigan State College, East
Lansing, Mich.; Hartford Times, Inec.,
Hartford, Conn.; Travelers Broadcast-
ing Service Corp., Hartford, Conn.;
Southern Minnesota Supply Company,
Mankato, Minn,, and Indiana Technical
College, Fort Wayne, Indiana.

oceurs. We have above discussed
at length the basis for the separa-
tions we have established. The pro-
posals here cannot be accepted be-
cause they are contrary to the
basis upon which the co-channel
separation requirements have been
established.

139. Also to be considered is the
safety factor we have previously
mentioned. If we should find at a
later date the interference which
stations may suffer is greater than
we have predicted upon the basis of
available data, generally only
Grade B service will suffer whereas
the impact on Grade A service will
be little, if any. Moreover, power
could then be reduced if it were de-
cided that the interference should
be reduced. But in the case of sta-
tions operating with lower power
at reduced separations it would be
more difficult to further reduce
power and the service that would

-generally suffer would be Grade A

serviee.

140. Accordingly, the Commis-
sion finds that it must deny the
requests of the parties seeking ad-
ditional assignments where such
assignments would require opera-
tion at less than the maximum
powers specified in this Report.

141. In establishing the co-chan-
nel assignment spacing require-
ments set out above, we have con-
sidered carefully the comments
and evidence of all the parties who
have requested assignments at
spacings below the minima adopted
herein. Insofar as we have reduced
the minimum assignment spacing
in Zone I from that proposed in
the Third Notice, the requests of
certain of the parties for reduced
minimum assignment spacings have
been granted. We find, however,
no adequate basis on the record for
granting any of the other requests
for reduced minimum spacings and
we have found no convincing reason
to deviate from our minimum as-
signment spacings in acting on any

specific counter-proposal in this
proceeding.
142. The following is a sum-

mary of the minimum co-channel
assignment spacings provided for
herein:

VHF UHF
Zone I 170 miles 155 miles
Zone II 190 miles 176 miles
Zone III 220 miles 205 miles

Classes of Stations: Powers and
Antenna Height

143. In the Third Notice, the
Commission stated:
The Commission’s Notice of
Further Proposed Rule Making
issued July 11, 1949, provided
for three classes of stations, i.e.
community, metropolitan and
rural stations. During the
hearings on the General Issues
relatively little comment was
offered concerning the proposed
classifications. In reviewing this
proposal, the Commission has
concluded that it is desirable to
reduce station classifications to
a minimum and that more than
one class of station is unneces-
sary if provision is made for
appropriate power ranges for
the various sizes of cities and
rural areas. Accordingly, only
one class of television broadcast
station is proposed, with provi-

sion for minimum and maximum’

effective radiated powers in ac-
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cordance with the respective
tables set forth below:
(1) Minimum Power

Minimum effec-
tive radiated
power! (in db

Population of
city (excludes
adjacent metro-
politan areas): above 1 kw)

Above 1,000,000 17 db/500 ft. Ant.
250,000-1,000,000 10 db/500 ft. Ant.
50,000-250,000 3 db/500 ft. Ant.
Under 50,000 0 db/300 ft. Ant.

1Or eguivalent, based on the
same Grade A service radius as
with these values of effective radi-
ated power and antenna height
above average terrain, A  chart
showing this relationship is at-
tached to Appendix B and identified
as Appendix IV. No minimum an-
tenna height is specified. However,
wherever feasible, high antennae
should be used to provide improved
service.

(2) Maximum power. The max-
imum effective radiated power to
be authorized on the respective
channels is set forth in the fol-
lowing table:

Maximum effective

Channels radiated power (in
a db above 1 kw)

2-6 20 db/500 ft. ant.

7-13 23 db/B600 ft. ant.

14-83 23 db/b00 ft. ant.

144. No one has objected to the
Commission’s proposal to establish
only one class of station and to
permit any station to operate on
any channel, consistent with the
Rules and standards. Some com-
ments have been received with re-
spect to operation with lower pow-
ers where the minimum mileage
separations provided for in the
Rules cannot be met. These com-
ments have been considered above
in another portion of this Report
and the requests have been denied
for the reasons set forth. The Com-
mission is, therefore, finalizing its
proposal to have only one class of
station.

145. No comments were received
with respect to the Commission's
proposal concerning minimum pow-
er. Generally, we believe we should
adhere to the proposal made in the
Third Notice. It is a fact, however,
that with very low effective ra-
diated powers the service areas of
television stations are extremely
limited. Accordingly, we have pro-
vided in our Rules that no televi-
sion station shall in any case oper-
ate with less than 1 kw effective
radiated power. As so modified the
proposal in the Third Notice with
respect to minimum power is
adopted.

146. Several comments have been
received relating to the Commis-
sion’s proposal with respect to
maximum power for television sta-
tions. Radio Kentucky, Inc., and
Radio Virginia, Inc.,, both oppose
the granting of further power in
the VHF above the maximum pres-
ently provided for in the Rules. The
reason for this position appears to
be a desire not to increase the
disparity of coverage between the
VHF and UHF. Havens and Mar-
tin opposes this proposal to limit
power and subscribes to the Com-
mission’s proposal for an increase
in existing power limits in the
VHF. A. Earl Cullum’s comment
refers to his testimony relating
power to frequencies in order to
obtain comparable coverage. The
frequencies involved on Channels 7
through 13 are approximately three
times the frequencies involved on
Channels 2 through 6, and the UHF
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channels allocated: to television are
approximately three times the fre-
guencies on Channels 7 through 13.
Cullum contends that in both of
these cases the maximum power for
the higher channels should be three
times that of the lower channels
and that putting a limit of 200 kw
(28 dbk)* on the power to be used ~
on Channels 7 through 13, and 14 |
through 83 is unfair to those who
wish to use these channels in com-
petition with assignments made on
Channels 2 through 6. James C.
McNary filed a comment in which
he stated that an amplifier tube
with 26 kw was feasible on the
UHF. Such a tube it was stated
would providé a radiated power of
400 kw (26 dbk). McNary. there-
fore, recommends that provision be
made for the .use, on an individual
basis, of power in excess of 23 dbk
on Channels 14 through 83. Pacific
Video Pioneers also proposes that
the maximum power limitation of
28 dbk (200-kw) on Channels 14-83
be liberalized. to permit single sta-
tiong. to increase to 26 dbk (400
kw) on a shéwing that objection-
able interferencaawill not be caused-
to other assignments using-23 dbk
(200 kw) at 500 feet and to permit
horizontal increases in power by
two or more-stations. On the other
hand, RCA-NBC, and Communica-
tions - Measurements Laboratories,
Ine., support the Commission’s pro-
posal. - - o

147. On the-basis of the record
it appears that the ‘Grade B -cov-
erage of the television channels
decreases as the frequency involved
increases. Considering first the
power relationship between Chan-
nels 2-6 and Channels 7-13 the
propagation charts'in the record
establish that, assuming operation
at 500 feet and the maximum pow-
ers proposed in the Third Notice,
the Grade A service extends to 33
miles on Channels 7-13 as com-
pared to 27 miles on Channels
2-6.% However, in the case of Grade
B service and where the only limit-
ing factor is noise the service on
Channels 2-6 extends 57 miles com-
pared to 50 miles on Channels 7-13,
based on the same powers and an-
tenna heights. In view of this
disparity with respect to. Grade B
service there was considerable tes-
timony in the record favoring a |
three-fold differential in power be-
tween Channels 2-6 and Channels
7-13 rather than the powers pro-
posed by the Commission.

148. The arguments described
above are somewhat misleading
since the prediction of service areas
is made in all cases on the basis
of noise limitations only. Co-
channel operation is, however, .a
substantial factor in the deter-
mination of the effects of permiit-
ting an increase in power such as
is requested here by the parties.
For egxample, at 170 mile station
spacing, with maximum power as
specified under the Third Notice
and 500 feet antenna height, the
Grade B service of a station oper-
ating on Channels 2-6 or 7-13 would
extend 41 miles and 47.5 miles, re- -
spectively, in the direction of a
co-channel station. These cover-
ages are related to the station sep-
aration and would be unchanged
by the same increase in power of

2 As used herein "dbk" sfgnlﬁes power
in decibels above one kilowatt.

¥ See in this connection our discussion

above of the manner of prediction of
service areas and interference.
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all- stations on the same channel.
owever, in other directions, as-
ming noise as the only limiting
fgctor, such stations would fur-
nish Grade B service as far as §7
iles and 50 miles, respectively,
fgr the channels stated. Similarly,
at. 200 mile spacing with stations
on the same channel operating with
the same power and antenna height,
the Grade B service of a station
wpuld extend 47 miles and 50
miles for Channels 2-6 and Chan-
nels 7-13, respectively, in the di-
rection of a co-channel station, and
b7 miles and 50 miles, respectively,
in|other directions. The latter dis-
tances for both examples could be
intreased by an increase in power
of| all stations on the same chan-
nel. Thus, although co-channel
(();p ration will be determinative of
in

ade B coverage in some areas,
many other areas an increase
in| power for stationg operating
on| Channels 7-13 can effectively
ingrease the Grade B service range
anfl more nearly equalize the po-
tential’ coverage of such stations
with those operating on Channels
2-§. Even in those areas where
the specified grades of service are
determined by mutual station in-
terference, the use of higher power
will improve the service by helping
to jovercome other types of inter-
ference, such as receiver noise.
Thjs results in increased coverage
efficiency and a more effective util-
ization of the spectrum space in-
volyed. In reviewing the comments
that have been filed and the whole
record in this proceeding, the Com-
migsion has, therefore, concluded
that an additional 2 db should be
permitted on Channels 7-13 pro-
viding for a total maximum power
of 26 dbk (316 kw). Where noise
is the only limiting factor, this
increase will add approximately
3 n?iles to both the Grade A and
Grade B service areas of Channels
7-18.%

149. Similar considerations are
invelved in establishing maximum
power limitations in the UHF. Ac-
cording to the median field strength
requirements, Channels 2-6 require
68 dbu® for Grade A service and
the | UHF channels require 74 dbu.
Sinee both the low VHF and UHF
areas are, pursuant to this Report
to he computed from the same 63
megacycle curves and considering
noige to be the only limiting factor,
it is obvious that the UHF must
have an additional 6 db to obtain
the | same Grade A service area.
Likewise the median field strength
required for Grade B service is
47 dbu and 64 dbu for Channels
2-6 | and the UHF respectively.
Hence an increase of 17 db would
be necessary in the UHF to equal-
ize the Grade B service areas where
noise is the only limiting factor.
The |same considerations which im-
pellqd the inerease in the maxi-
murg power on Channels 7-13 to
25 dbk (316 kw) impel an increase
in the maximum UHF power to
30 dbk (1000 kw). This increase
will extend the Grade A and Grade
B service areas of stations oper-
-ating with 500 feet antennas to
32 pliles and 47 miles, respec-
tive]y, where -noise is the only

'Welbeneve that the Radio Kentucky
and Badio Virginia requests must be
denied, The record clearly requires
us to raise the existing limits on power
in the VHF in order to achieve an
efficient use of the spectrum.

% Ag psed herein “dbu” signifies field
strengths in decibels above one micro-
volt per meter,
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limiting factor. In establishing
this maximum power for the UHF,
we recognize that these powers may
not be immediately attainable, but
we believe, on the basis of the
record, that provision should be
made for such an increase since we
are confident that developments
in the art will achieve such powers.

150. The maximum radiated
power permitted under the Rules
adopted herein is tabulated below:

Effective Radiated

Channels Power
2-6 20 dbk {( 100 kw)
7-13 25 dbk ( 316 kw)
14-83 30 dbk (1000 kw)

151. In making these increases in
power we recognize that not all
stations in all communities will
operate with such maximum power.
Where stations operate with such
maximum power the resulting
added coverage of the stations will
almost always more than offset the
decreased service areas of other
stations affected. We have, further,
by reason of the mileage separa-
tions which we have required in the
Rules, provided that where such
powers are used the service area
involved will not be unduly reduced.
Accordingly, we believe that the
provisions with respect to increased
power made herein are required in
the public interest in order to pro-
vide a more effective use of the por-
tion of the spectrum devoted to tele-
vision broadcasting.

152. In the Third Notice the Com-
mission stated with respect to an-
tenna heights:

Any station may be authorized
on appropriate application to in-
crease its power to the maximum
set forth above without the
necessity of a hearing so far as
interference to other stations is
concerned. The use of antenna
heights greater than 500 feet
above average terrain is en-
couraged as a means for im-
proving the guality of service.
If an antenna height greater
than 500 feet is used, the effec-
tive radiated power shall be
limited to that value which will
avoid interference within the
Grade A service radius of any
other station, either existing or
provided for in the Table of as-
signments, on the basis of the
overation of such station with
the maximum power and an-
tenna height of 500 feet as set
forth above. Where antenna
heights of less than 500 feet are
utilized, the effective radiated
power shall not exceed that
listed above.

153. Several comments have been
filed with respect to the application
of the proposal in the Third Notice
to limit increases in antenna-height
because of adjacent channel inter-
ference. These comments contend
that the Commission should not
prevent the use of heights above
500 feet because of interference
that might be caused to stations
operating on adjacent channels.
The American Broadcasting Com-
pany ¥ points out that in the case
of WJIZ-TV located on the Empire
State Building, the power would be
restricted under the Third Notice
to 15.4 dbk because of the assign-
ments of the adjacent channel to

3 The situation involving KECA-TV,
the ABC station in Los Angeles, and
KFMB-TV, San Diego is discussed
separately below.
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New Haven. ABC proposes that
when antenna heights above 500
feet are utilized the limitation on
power shall only apply where the
Grade A service is invaded by the
co-channel interference. ABC also
points out what appears tc be the
discontinuity existing in the Com-
mission’s proposal between an-
tenna heights of 500 feet and those
above 500 feet. ABC cites the case
of two adjacent channel stations
in the Channel 7-13 range with
transmitters separated by 60 miles.
Under the proposal in the Third
Notice, both stations would be per-
mitted to use powers of 23 dbk at
500 feet antenna height even
though both stations would suffer
a reduction in area of 31 square
miles within their Grade A con-
tours. If, however, one of the sta-
tions used, for example, an an-
tenna height of 505 feet through
choice or necessity, application of
the proposed rule would result in
reduction of the power of this sta-
tion to approximately 19.5 dbk and
the service area would be reduced
from 3,220 to 2,465 square miles, a
loss of 23%. ABC contends further
that the proposal is inconsistent
with other Commission proposals
which encourage high antennas
wherever feasible both to increase
service and reduce interference. It
also contends that the gain in serv-
ice area by increasing the antenna
height of one of the stations is
much greater than the loss of serv-
jce area to the adjacent channel
station which has not changed its
height. General Teleradio, Inc.,
took a position similar to that of
ABC.

154. The Allen B. DuMont Lab-
oratories, Inc., also notes the al-
leged discontinuity in the power/
height proposal and suggests that
the rule might be amended to
permit both the affected stations
to agree to increase power simul-
taneously. A. Earl Cullum’s com-
ments that the propesed power/
height rule is a good general allo-
cation principle provided it is tested
by co-channel conditions. If the
proposed rule is adopted, he claims,
it would discourage rather than en-
courage the use of taller antennas.
Cullum further states that the rule
would place an arbitrary require-
ment in the Rules and prevent a
station from providing additional
service. James C. McNary requests
that the adjacent channel interfer-
ence considerations for antennas
above 500 feet on certain channels
should be clarified. Earle C. An-
thony, Inc., recommends that —8
db® rather than 0 db be used as
the permissible adjacent channel
ratio.® He cites testimony of
Thomas Goldsmith and William
Lodge to substantiate a —6 db
ratio.

165. Although several parties
subscribed to the Commission’s
Third Notice in toto and thus by
implication were on record as favor-
ing the adjacent channel ratio and
power-height relationship, none of
these parties singled this item out
for specific comment. Elm City
Broadcasting Corporation (WNHC-

2 As used herein adjacent channel in-
terference ratio signifies the ratio of
median desired and undesired fleld
strengths.

® Lynchburg Broadcasting Corp.,
Lynchburg, Virginia; KTTV, Inc.. Los
Angeles, California, and KMTR Radio
Corp., Los Angeles, California all pro-
pose an adjacent channel interference
ratio of -6 db.

TV), New Haven, Connecticut, filed
comments opposing the comments
of ABC, Inc.,, and General Tele-
radio, Inc. The comments of
WNHC-TV are based on its particu-
lar situation with regard to pos-
sible adjacent channel interference
from WJZ-TV and WOR-TV,
with WNHC-TV operating on Chan-
nel 8. It is contended that it would
be unfair to limit the service areas
of stations receiving adjacent chan-
nel interference from other stations
utilizing particularly high antennas
beyond the extent contemplated in
the Third Notice.

156. The record clearly supports
the use of greater antenna heights
where possible to achieve maximum
channel utilization. However, the
existence in some cases of a small
amount of adjacent channel inter-
ference would, if the proposal in
the Third Notice is adhered to, pre-
vent the accomplishment of the very
objective which is sought. In fact
the parties point cut a discontinu-
ity in the heights and power, which
would exist under the Third No-
tice proposal. The parties, there-
fore, proposed to remove this
limitation and would provide for
the acceptance of a small amount
of adjacent channel interference
over and above that originally
contemplated. The record shows
that this small amount of inter-
ference is minor when compared
with the accompanying gain in
service and consequently should
not prevent acceptance of the
parties’ proposal, particularly since
adjacent channel interference is
susceptible to treatment by tech-
nical expedients and at the most
results in a substitution of one
service for another in so far as the
listener is concerned.

1567. Adjacent channel interfer-
ence has not been a severe prob-
lem in the past and it appears that
it is not costly to provide addi-
tional adjacent channel selectivity
in receivers if necessary. We be-
lieve the record supports a 0 db
adjacent channel interference ra-
tio. On this basis the rules with re-
spect to adjacent channel mileage
separations will not unduly reduce
service areas of individual stations.
Accordingly, we have deleted from
the Rules adopted herein any pro-
visions which would prevent the
use of higher antennas because of
adjacent channel interference that
would be caused to other stations.

158. The Commission has also
given further consideration to the
use of antenna heights above 500
feet. As we have pointed out the
record clearly supports a policy of
the encouragement of increased an-
tenna heights. The record contains
detailed engineering studies show-
ing that increased antenna heights
are much more advantageous than
increased power. It is shown that
the ratio of service area gained to
service area lost by other stations
increases with antenna height. It
has also been shown that a given
increase in radiated nower is more
effective with higher antenna
heights than it is with an antenna
height of 200-500 feet. When two
stations are operating co-channel
and one station is allowed to in-
crease its antenna height greatly
in excess of the other, the increase
in area covered by the first station
will greatly exceed the loss in serv-
ice to the second station. If the two
stations do not change antenna

heights, but the first station in- .

creases power, the area gained by

BROADCASTING *® Telecasting



that station is still greater than
than lost by the second station but
the effect is not as pronounced as
is the case where the antenna
height is increased. Again it should
be emphasized that in all cases
the service areas are not unduly
reduced when the minimum spac-
ings are maintained.

169. Accordingly, in order to
achieve a more efficient utilization
of each television channel we are
modifying the provisions with re-
spect to the use of antennas over
500 feet to specify that in Zones II
and III where wider station separa-
tions have been maintained in the
Table®, antennas will be authorized
in the VHF up to heights of 2000
feet, with maximum power, with-
out regard to co-channel interfer-
ence that will be caused by such
operation with the greater antenna
height. In Zone I“ we have pro-
vided that VHF stations may use
antennas up to a height of 1000
feet, with maximum power. In
view of the fact that station separa-
tions in this Zone are lower than
in Zones II and III, and in view
of the fact that cities in Zone I
are more closely located than cities
in Zones IT and III, until a larger
body of data is available with re-
spect to operation with antenna
heights over 1000 feet with higher
powers, we are unable to permit
operation with such powers at
heights over 1000 feet. The rules
we have adopted with respect to an-
tenna heights in the VHF consti-
tute no substantive modification of
the proposal in the Third Notice.
Stations in the VHF, under the
Third Notice proposal, would have
been entitled to operate with an-
tenna heights of 2000 feet since at
these heights there would be no
interference to Grade A service to
co-channel operations, assuming
co-channel operation at maximum
power and an antenna height of
500 feet (as was done in the Third
Notice).

160. In the UHF we have pro-
vided in our Rules that stations
may operate at full power in all
Zones, with antennas up to a
height of 2000 feet, without re-

ard to co-channel interference
that will be caused by such opera-
tion with the greater antenna
height. We have provided no
special rule with respect to Zone
I in view of the fact that UHF
stations will not be able to operate
with maximum effective radiated
power for some time to come. We
recognize that, in the UHF, loss
of Grade A service of a co-channel
station operating with maximum
power (30 dbk) and an antenna
height of 500 feet would be caused
by another station operating on
the same channel with 2000 feet
and one megawatt power where
the co-channel separation was less
than 183 miles. We feel, however,
that any loss of Grade A service
that is caused by operation with
such greater antenna heights and
maximum power should be per-
mitted in view of the added service
gained.

161. Our choice of a 2000 foot
antenna height limit is based, main-
ly, on the fact that the propaga-
tion data in the record at heights
over 2000 feet ig extrapolated from
data obtained under 2000 feet.

© For a description of Zones II and 11,
see Paragraphs 117-126 above.

4 For a description of Zone I see
Paragraphs 117-126 above,
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Moreover, relatively few stations
are now or will in the near future
be operating at heights over 2000
feet, and these are primarily in
areas where greater co-channel
separation has been maintained.
Where the height is above the 2000
foot maximum we have provided a
chart in the Rules which permits
operation with less than maximum
power but which nevertheless gains
some of the benefits afforded by

gites over 2000 feet. We encourage’

interested individuals and licensees
to conduct propagation tests to de-
termine the effect of operation with
high powers and antenna heights
over 2000 feet, When such data
becomes available the Commission
will consider appropriate changes
in the chart established for the de-
termination of power where an-
tenga heights over 2000 feet are
used.

162. In Zone I where the great-
est permissible VHF antenna
height - with maximum power is
1000 feet, higher antenna heights
will be permitted but only with ap-
propriate reductions in power. A
chart has been included in the
Rules to make possible the determi-
nation of the power that will be
permitted at any antenna height
over 1000 feet. It will be noted
that we have maintained the power
ratio of 3.16 to 1 between powers
to be employed on Channels 2-6
and 7-13.

163. There remains for consid-
eration the comment of the Ameri-
can Broadcasting Company which
requests that KECA-TV, owned and
operated by ABC on Channel 7 in
Los Angeles, be permitted to op-
erate with maximum power on top
of Mount Wilson. ABC requests
that the Commission’s Rules au-
thorize operation with maximum
power even at heights such as that
on top of Mount Wilson. If such op-
eration is not permitted as a matter
of general rule, ABC requests that
an exception be made in the case of
KECA-TV. Opposition to this re-
quest has been filed by the Kennedy
Broadcasting Company which owns
and operates KFMB-TV on Channel
8 in San Diego, California. KFMB-
TV is located 106 miles from
KECA-TV. KECA-TV has an an-
tenna height of 3040 feet above
average terrain and an antenna
height of 4987 feet in the direction
of KFMB-TV. The basis of Ken-
nedy’s opposition is that operation
at maximum power on top of Mount
Wilson will cause excessive inter-
ference to cperation of KFMB-TV,
especially in view of what is alleged
to be unusual propagation charac-
teristics prevalent in that area by
way of the proposphere.

164. We have above decided that
VHF stations in Zones II and III
will have a right to operate with
maximum power with antenna
heights up to 2000 feet above av-
erage terrain and that at heights
above 2000 feet, a special chart
shall be used to determine maxi-
mum power. It is to be noted that
KECA-TV would be permitted to
operate with the maximum power
of 21.9 dbk (155 kw) at its present
location on Mount Wilson. No spe-
cial circumstances are presented
which would warrant a special rule
in the case of KXECA-TV. Nor do
we believe that the Commission
should adopt any special rules at
this time to afford protection
against adjacent channel inter-
ference when one of the stations is
operating with an antenna height
over 2000 feet at the maximum
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powers provided for in the special
chart. With particular reference
to the KECA-TV—KFMB-TV situa-
tion, we do not believe that KECA-
TV operating with the maximum
power permitted will cause exces-
sive interference to the operation of
KFMB-TV in San Diego. At a later
time when more extensive propaga-
tion data is available with respect
to operation with higher powers at
antenna heights over 2000 feet, we
will be in a position to re-examine
problems of a general nature or re-
lating solely to specific communi-
ties, that are created by adjacent
channel interference. Such exami-
nation will be made in the light of
further data which will then be
available with respect to receiver
selectivity characteristics.

165, In establishing Rules with
respect to power and antenna
height we have considered the effect
of our action on the development of
the UHF. We are unable to con-
clude that Rules adopted herein
will prevent the fullest develop-
ment of this new and valuable por-
tion of the spectrum. We believe
that under these circumstances it
is clearly in the public interest to
make the most efficient use of both
the VHF and the UHF by providing
for the use of antennas and powers
that will permit the listening public
to receive the most and the best
service possible.

Adjacent Channel Separations

166. The Third Notice of Further
Proposed Rule Making stated with

respect to adjacent channel sepa-
rations:

Adjacent Channel Separation.
Under the present television
standards, objectionable adjacent
channel interference results
when the ratio of the desired to
the undesired signal falls below
6 db. The Commission’s pro-
posals of July 11, 1949, did not

recommend any change in this-

ratio. Considerable data pre-
sented to the commission indicate
that this ratio is too conserva-
tive and that ¥ could be 0 db or
—6 db. In general adjacent
channel interference has not
been of a serious nature and
such problems as do exist can be
solved to a very considerable ex-
tent by improvements in receiver
design which are neither diffi-
cult nor costly. Experience has
shown that many receivers are
giving satisfactory adjacent
channel performance in areas
where interference is predicted
under the present standards.

The Commission’s proposals of
July 11, 1949, provided for a nor-
mal adjacent channel separation
of 110 miles in the VHF band
and 100 miles in the UEF band—
one-half the distance provided
for the normal co-channel sepa-
rations. Since adjacent channel
interference is so readily subject
to being controlled by adequate
design and production methods
by manufacturers, the Commis-
sion believes that adjacent chan-
nel separations should be re-
duced, thus making possible a
greater number of assignments.
The Commission is of the opin-
ion that these separations should
be based upon receiver perform-
ance which may reasonably be
expected of manufacturers and
not on the characteristics of the
poorer receivers. Separations
have been based on the assump-
tion of receivers having an
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adjacent channel rejection ratio’
of —6 db. Thus a median field
strength ratio of 0 db should
provide service from one station
or the other at each receiver lo-
cation for at least 90 percent of
the time, irrespective of signal
fading. The Table of Assign-
ments has been based upon an
adjacent channel separation be-
tween cities of 70 miles for Chan-
nels 2-13 and 66 miles for Chan-
nels 14-83. The separations. be-
tween transmitters are 60 miles
for Channels 2-13 and bb miles
for Channels 14-83.

167. For the reasons stated above,
we have deleted from the Rules
adopted herein any limitation on
the use of antenna heights based
upon adjacent channel interference.
Under these circumstances we are
of the opinion that we have no need
of specifying in our Rules a definite
ratio of desired to undesired field
strengths on adjacent channels.
The adjacent channel separations
provided for herein will not unduly
reduce the service area of indi-
vidual stations. We hav