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DEVELOPMENT OF TV BOOSTERS

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 21, 1961
U.S. SENATE,

ComMmrrTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
SurcoMMITTEE ON COMMUNICATIONS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee was called to order, pursuant to notice, at 9: 30
a.m., in the Federal Building, Salt Lake City, Utah, the Honorable
Gale W. McGee presiding.

Senator McGee. The subcommittee hearing will come to order.

I think it is worth noting that this is one bureaucratic session that
gets under way ahead of schedule, rather than behind schedule. We
get so accustomed to dragging behind anticipated commitments that
it has come to be an expectation on too many fronts.

The purpose for this hearing is to follow up the deliberations of
a year ago that were held here in Salt Lake City and in other focal
points around five Western States. It derives from the interest of
the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee of the Senate, the
Subcommittee on Communications, to keep tab on our communications
opportunities to make available to as many people as possible com-
petitive television opportunities in the small communities as well as
the large cities.

As a result of the hearings a little over a year ago, and because of
legislation we refer to in Washington, D.C., as the Moss bill, legisla-
tion that was instituted by Senator Moss, of Utah—S. 1886—we pro-
pose to list the TV boosters. The problem of course, largely was a
western problem due to the mountainous terrain. There were many
areas in the mountainous regions where a TV signal could not get in
by the ordinary means. While there were other alternative methods—
microwave and CATV operations of various sorts that could get a
TV signal into some areas, those limitations were economic ones.

They could not bring a TV signal into a mountain valley where
there were, say, a dozen viewers, because the cost would be prohibitive.
But through the genius of western initiative, and through demonstra-
tions that we had before the committee, a group of ranches in some
of the most remote places, with a little baling wire and a home-made
aerial and a pile of rocks on top of a mountain nearby were able to
pick a signal out of the air and bring it down into a valley that other-
wise had been deprived of a TV signal.

This posed some problems for those who are concerned with the
possibilities that these local booster operations, if unregulated, might
conceivably interfere with other communications signals, either tele-

Note.—8taff counsel assigned to these hearings, Nicholas Zapple.




2 DEVELOPMENT OF TV BOOSTERS

vision signals of another sort or communications signals to airports
and the like.

Therefore, there was some concern over some uniform set of rules
that might apply to the booster operations. And it was with some of
these cross currents and issues in mind that the Congress of the United
States did successfully legislate the Moss bill that now is the law of the
land. This bill put the television boosters under the jurisdiction of
the Federal Communications Commission on a licensed basis. How
this bill has worked, what problems have arisen since, and what can
be done even now to iron out whatever wrinkles have appeared, really
is the basic reason for our returning at this time.

Assembled here we have witnesses from various towns in Utah
whom we hope will be in a position to testify on the various aspects of
the application of the existing law.

Utaﬁ, it should be noted, has the largest number of television booster
stations in the United States. These four or five Western States in
this immediate area have the overwhelming majority of the total. T
think there are 951 now.

I would ask that we put in the record at the end of my opening re-
marks, the total list of TV booster installations. Utah, Washington,
Colorado, Wyoming, and Montana are the top booster areas.
Then we have the top altitude problems, that makes the coincidence
explainable and understandable.

o we proceed today with the witnesses to find out how the proce-
dure is operating, and what we might do to make it operate even a
little better, where possible.

I think for the sake of expediting the procedures this morning, that

we will urge each of those who may testify to move their comments
along as rapidly as possible. We are in a very tight schedule. Any-
one who wants to speak informally from his prepared text is en-
couraged to do so.
We are interested in the main point that you would like to get across.
The details of the point will be in the record by order of the chairman.
(The document referred to follows:)

Temporary repeater authorizations granted as of Jan. 31, 1961

Nevada

New Hampshire

NewMexiot. o ol o B
North Dakota 5
Oklahoma

Montana
Nebraska
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B
Before the
FEDERAL COMMUKICATIONS COMMISSION FCC 60-1175
Washington 25, D. C. 93870

In the Matter of

Anendnent of Sections 4.750 and
4763 of the Commission Rules
relating to the transsission of
cell signs by television broadcast
translator stations.

QRDER

At a session of the Federal Communications Corurission held at
its offices in Washington, D. C. on the 28th day of September, 1960;

Section 4,783 of the Cormission Rules requires each television
broesdcast trenslator station to trensmit its cell sign by nsans of an
cutometic device incorporated in the transmitting apperstus, ot the
beginning of each period of operation and during operction, uithin 5
minutes of the hour and half hour.. The tronsmission must be .ede in
internaticnal liorse telegraphy and is for the purjose of station identificction
Section 4.750 of the rules deals with this sutomatic esuijuent with respect
to type acceptince.

During 8 series of meetings with prospeciive iranslator oreretors,
recently aeld in a number of Western cities, the Comais.lon waes asked to
reconsider this recuirement. It was pointed out to the Com ission thet in
meny instances a TV translator would be retrencnitting the signals of
another TV translator rather then those received directly frouw a iV broadcast
station, and in such cases a TV trenslator might transmit its call sign st
the same time it is repeating the ccll sign transnitted by the translator
it is rebroedcasting. This could result in some garbling of tha call signs.
Furthermore, the cost of equip ing each trenslutor in on integrated system,
with individval sutomatiz devices for transuitting the ccll sijns, would add
substantially to the cost of the systen. It wes suggested that the
originating translator in such a system could transmuit & single call sign
for the entire system or transmit the individual cell signs of ¢ll trenslstors
wiiich were repecting its signals.

The Commission has carefully considered this suggestion and hes
concluded thet stoiion identification cen be effectively accomplisihed by
permitting the originating translstor in a tendem or clusier system of
translctors, to transuit the call signs of all of the translators in the
systen which retrsnsmit its signals, either directly or through intermediete
transl. tors, This moy add somewhst to the complexity of the automciic device
used by tihe originating trenslator to transmit multiple czll signs, but
should result in a substontial overall saving by removing the need for
individual sutousiic devices on esch translator in the system. We have con-
sidered and rejected the suggestion that a single csll sign used to identify
all of the tronslators in such a system. 4 single call sign would not show
hou nany trenslators were in & system nor indicate the loc.tions of the
individual trenslstors., The trunsmission of a series of individusl call
signs would suuply this inforiaction to an observer.
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In some cases a trenslator or series of translators operated
by one licensee may be retransmitiing signals from a translator operated
by enother licensee. If the licensee of the originating translator is
willing to add the csll signs of the individuel translators operated
by the second licensee to its station identificetion transmission, the
Comzission will consider the station identification requirewents to
have been ret, If the licensee of the originating translator is unwilling
to trensmit these call signs, the licensee of the second translator
or group of translators must provide [or the automatic transmission
of its call sign or call signs within its own system., Should garbling
result from the coincidentsl transmission of call signs by both groups
of translators, the Commission ma; require esch of the licensees to
enploy more accurate timing of eall sign transmissions to prevent swh
simultaneous transunissions.

The amendments adopted herein have &s their purpose the easing
of identification requirements for translestor operctions and their early
adoption will ensble savings in the transition of nonconforming operations
to full complisnce with the rules, Ue therefore believe it not
practicable, necessary or in the public interest to comply with the
public notice, procedural, and effective date requirements of Section 4
of the Administrestive Procedure Act prior to msking the rule changes
effective.

Authority for the sction teken herein is found in Sections 4(1)
and (j) and 303 of the Commmications ict of 1934, as emended.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED, effective October 10, 1960,
Sections 4.750(c)(7) end 4.783(a) of the Commission's Rules ARE /IENDED
as stated in the Appendix attached hereto.

FEDERAL COIdUNICLTIONS COil-ISSION

Ben F. Waple
Acting Secretary

Attachment

Released: September 30, 1960

NOTE: Rules changes herein will be covered by Transmittal Sheet III-9,
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APFENDIX

1. Section 4.750(c) is amended by adding a proviso at the end of
subdivision (7); as amended, subdivision (7) reads:

8 4.750 Equipwent and installation.

* #* *

(c)*!i

(7) The trensmitter shall be equlpped with en automatic keying device
which will transmit the call sign assigned to the station, in international
Morse Code, within 5 mimutes of the hour and half-hour. Transmission
of the o©all sign shall be accomplished either by interrupting the radiated
signals in the proper code sequence or by amplitude modulating the
radizted signals with an audio frequency tone containing the telegraphic
identification. The modulating signsl may be inserted at any suiteble
stege in the apperatus but shzll result in at least 30 percent amplitude
modulation of the aural carrier. If an audio frequency tone is used it
shall not be within 200 cycles of the 1,000 cycle tone used for CONELRAD
alertings Provided, however, That apparatus intended to be used solely
for rebroadcasting the simals of another translator need not be equipped
for such automatic transmission of its call sign if its call sign will be
transmitted by the translator which it is rebroadcasting.

2. Section 4.783(a) is amended to read as follows:
8 4.783 Station identification,

(2) Eich television broasdecast translator station shall transmit
its call sign in international llorse Code at the beginning of each period
of operation and during operation, within 5 minutes of the .:our and lalf-
hour. The transmission msy be accomplished either by means of an automatic
device incorporated in the translator apperatus,,which will modulate the
local oscillator or a suitable amplifier stage in the transletor with an
audio frequency tone keyed in the proper sequence so as to cause ihe
modulation to appeer on the visual and aural carriers emitted by the
translator; or by rebroadecasting the signals of another translator which
transmits the call signs of translators which are rebroadecasting its
signals. The sudio frequency tone shall produce no less than 30 percent
emplitude modulation of the emitted aural carrier and shall not be within
200 cycles of the 1,000 cycle tone used for CONELRAD alerting. In cases
where a translator trensmits more than one call sign, the individual call
signs shall be separated by the international lorse code character for
the fraction bar composed of a dash, two dots, a dash, and a dot, sent as
a single character (-..-.). Call sign transmissions shall be made at a
code speed not in excess of 20 words per minute. At this speed the trans-
mission of each individual call sign will require approximately 4 seconds.
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
WASHINGTON 25, D.C.

The following information has been compiled for the guidance of
television trenslator epplicants. It is urged that thig guide be read in
its entirety and that every effort be made to comply fully with the sug-
gestions contained herein., Such compliance will enable applicants to avoid
the delays resulting from incomplete epplications, submitting insufficlent
information, proceeding on misinformation or assumption, and failure to
meet the requirements of the Communications Act and the Commission's Rules
and Regulations.

Purpose and Permissible Service

Television broadcast translator stations provide a means whereby
the signals of a television broadcast station may be received by means of
a receiving antenna, converted or Mtranslated" to another television channel,
amplified, and retransmitted at comparatively low cost eo as to provide
acceptable reception over an average small community where direct reception
of the signals of the original TV broadcast station is unsatisfactory. The
signals of the originating TV station may not be eltered significantly in
any way except as to frequency and amplitude. TV translator stations may
mot be used to originate local programs or edvertisements, nor may they
introduce any form of coding or "scrambling" which would require special
devices attached to or built. into conventional television receivers in order
to permit reception. Although one TV translator station may-rebroadcast the
signals of apnother TV translator station, such stations may not-be established
salely or primerily for the purpose of providing a relay system for television
signals, Each TV translator station must be established as a "broadcasting
station"; that is, its transmissions must be intended primarily for direct
reception by the general public. Any ome of the 12 etandard VAP telovicion
channels (2 = 13 inclusive) may be assigned to a VHF translator on condition
that no interference is caused to direct reception of any television broad-
cast station operating on the same or an adjecent channel. A VHF translator
will not be authorized to serve an area which is already receiving satisfactory
service from one or more UHF television broadcast stations or UHF translators
unless a showing is made of special circumstances which would justify the
resultant intermixture of VHF end UHF service. Any one of the upper 14
standard UHF channels (70 - 83 inclusive) may be assigned to a UHF translator,
subject to the mileage separation restrictions set forth in Section 4,702(c)
of the Commission's Rules, The transmitter power output of a VHF translator
shall be limited to a maximum of 1 watt peak visual power. The transmitter
pover output of a UHF translator shall be limited to a maximum of 100 watts
peak visusl power, No 1imit is placed upon the effective radiated power which
may be obtained by the use of horizontally or vertically directive trensmitting
antennas, The licensee of a television broedcast translator station shall have
current gopies of Part 3, Part 4, end in cases where antenns merking is re-
quired, Part 17, of the Commission's Rules, The Rules governing television
broadeast translator stations are contained in Part 4,. Subpert G of the Com-
mission's Rules, Volume III of the FCC Rules and Regulations, which contains
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Parts 3 and 4, and Volume I, which coatains Part 17, may be obtained from the
Superintendent of Documents, Government Printing Office, Washington 25, D.C.
Subscription price (Volume I, $2,50; Volume III; $4¢50) is for an indefinite
period and includes the basie volume plus.all amendments, to be mailed to
subscribers by the Superintendent of Documents when issued. Parts will not
be sold separately, nor.can’thay. be supplied by.the Commission. Sections 4,11
through 4.16 of Par't 4 (Rules Governing Administrative Procedure) also are
applicable to television breadcast trenslator stations.

Any qualified individudl, organized group of imdividuals, broadocast
station licensee, or local éivie governmental body is eligible to apply for
authority to construct and dpsrate a television translator station, - qualifi-
cation is based upon compliancé with the statutory requirements with respect
to citizenship, financial qualifiomtions, and technical standards, ‘Because
TV translators are comparatively simple and inexpensive, the finencial and
technical requirements are modest, It is important, however, that financial
qualifications be clearly shown in the repliés to.the.questions whichrelate
to that subject in the applicetion form. In general, the applicant must show
unencumbered funds-readily availalble equal ‘in amount to the estimated cost
of equipment and-instellation, plus the estimated cost 'of operation of the
proposed station for 'the pericd 'of the 1icense. As to .technical require-
ments, the dpparatus proposed to ‘Ue utilifed must meet the requirements for
type acceptance by the Commissior, aw set Térth in Sectdon 4,750 of the
Commission's Rules, whether such appafatus be manufactured or custom-builte
Installation, repairs and adjustmesits of the tranglator apparatus shall be
conducted by a person whose skill'is commensurate with theé task and equip-
ment involved, as set forth in Séctieh 4.750(e) ‘of ‘the Commission's Rules.

In general, simple repeirs, such as the Yeplacement of ‘tubés or fuses, may
*be made by a person with moderate techtifval knowledges Replacement of com—
ponents, -adjustment of c¥itical -circuits, and ‘other complicateéd repairs require
& higher degree of knowledge &hd: eif31 - Tést and adjustments which require
the radiation of signals and ‘could result ‘in ‘improper opehtioh’-, mat be
carried on by a licensed first or ‘sebond olass ¥adiotelephone operator.

Hocessity fOr a Constiuction Permit

Bafore any construction is begur on a IV translator station, a
construction permit must be obtained- from the Federal Comminications Come
mission, An application for aiithority to install ‘or construct a TV trans-
lator station shall be made on PCC' Form 346, submitted in triplicate. Copies
of this form may be obtained from any FCC fisld office or from the Washington,
D.C, office of the Commissions A TV translator station may retransmit the
aignals of different televisiod broadcast stations or different television®
brosdcast translator stetions during different periods of its operation in
order to provide prograns meeting the needs of a particular community. However,
if more than one output channel is contemplated, beparate TV translators must
be employed for esch such channel and a separate and complete’ application
must be made for'suthority to construct each TV translator’ station,

Elle o Cosplote Application
In order to evoid delay in the processing of an application, it
must be complete in all respects,  The instructions on page one of the
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application and Subpart G of Part 4 of the Commission's Rules should be resd
carefully before the application is prepared, After the epplication is come
pleted it -should be -carefully re=checked to make sure that complete answers
have been supplied‘to every item, and that all exhibits called for by the .
applicatien have been attached, Incomplete applications or applications
inconsistent with the Rules may be returned by the Commission without action.

Citizenshipd Requirepents

In sccdrdance with the provisions of Section 310(a) of the Communie
eations Act of 1934, as amended, ‘no broadcast license will be granted to or
may be held by any person not a citizen of the United States, or any corpora=
tion organized under the laws of any foreign government, or any corporation of
which any-efficeér-or director is an alien or of which more ‘than one~fifth of
the capital stock is owned of record or voted by aliens or their representa-
tives; or by a foreign government or representative thereof or by any corpora=
tion organized under the laws of a foreign country.

Specific Transmitter Site

Applications proposing a transmitter site on a "to be determined"
basid are not acceptable. A specific site, accurately defined by geographic
coordinates, is required, In addition, a sketch is necessary clearly showing
a vertical plan view of the transmitting and receiving antenna and supporting
structure with all pertinent vertical and horizontal dimensions, including
overall height sbove ground and above mean sea level,

Unattended Operation

The amendment of Section 318 of the Communications Act now mekes
it possible to eliminate the operator requirements for TV translators and
permit unattended operation. If the transmitter site cannot be reached
promptly at all hours and in all seasons, means shall be provided so that
the treansmitting apparatus can be turned on and off at will from a point
which is readily accessible at all hours and in all seasons, The transmitter
shall also be equipped with suitable automstic circuits which will place it
in a non-radiating condition in the ebsence of a signal on the input channel,
The Commission shall be supplied with the name, address, and telephone number
of a person or persons who may be contacted to secure prompt suspension of
operation of the translator should such action’ be deemed necessary by the
Commission, Unless the applicant specifically requests unattended operation
and makes the required showing therefor, a licensed radio operator must be
on duty 'at the transmitter site whenever the station ig operated, In cases
where the artenna and supporting:structure are considered to be a hazard to
air navigation and are required to be painted and lighted under the provisions
of Part 17 of the Rules, the licensee shall make suitable arrangements for
the daily inspection and logging of the hazard markings required by Sections
17.37 and 17.38 of the Rules.
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-Interference

‘Both VHF and UHF translators must provide complete protection to
other stations and services from interference that occurs as the result of
emissions outside of the TV channel assigned to en individual television
translator, Interference will be considered to occur whenever reception
of a‘regularly used signal is impaired by the signals radiated by the
translator, regardless of the quality of such reception or the strength
of the signal so used, 'If the interference cannot be'promptly eliminated
by the application of syitable techniques, operation of the offending
translator shall be suspended and shall not be resumed until the inter~
ference has been eliminated. VHF and UHF translators are treated differently
with respect to .interference to direct reception. This comes about because
UHF translators are required to observe certain minimum. separations with
regular UHF TV broadcast stations as provided in Section 4+702 of the -Rules.
If minimum separation requirements were placed on VHF ‘translators, however,
most of the facilities now operating could not utilize a VHF channel. There=
fore, the minimum separation requirements for VHF translators has been
sacrificed, but the necessary consequence is a different status for VHE.
translators, In general, Section 4.703 of the Rules requires VHF translators
to provide complete protection against interferenca to direct reception of
any regular TV broadcast atation, requires UHF and VHF translators to provide
complete protection to all stations and services from interference which™ -
results from out-of-band emissions, but offers no interference protection
of guarantee of continyity of service to any VHF translator. Persons. con=’
templating the operation of VHF television translators should be fully
cognizant of the hazard to their investment inherent in such operaticn.

Elnancing
Cash on hand or firm commitments for financing must equal the

combined costs of complete construction and installation of- the IV trans-
lator station plus the eatimated cost of operation for one year, Proposals
to acquire funds upon receipt of authority to construoct are not acceptable.

Bebrogdeasting

The Commission will not authorize the construction of a TV trans-
lator station until the applicant certifies that written consent has been
obtained from the television stetion whose programs are proposed to be
rebroadcast (primary statien). If it is proposed to rebroadcast the signals
of another translator station,.c of the licensee of such translator
station must be obtained for such rebroadcasts.!- It is emphasized that the
rebroadeasting of sighals of = station without prior consent therefrom is.a
violation of the Communications Aet of 1934, as amended, and is subject to
severe penalties.

Operation

A construction permit for a television broadcast translator station
DCES NOT authorize the actual operation of the apparatus except for brief
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periods to check the functioning of the apparatus during construction., When
the ‘construction authorized in a construction permit has been completed and
the apparatus is operating satisfactorily, and prior to placing the station
in operation to provide reception to the public an application for license
must be filed on FCC Form 347. Coples of this form are usually mailed to
each permittee shortly after a construction permit is granted, tut if they
have not been received by the time construction is complete, they may be
obtained from any FCC field office or from the Washington, D. C. office of
the Commission. When the application for license, completed in accordance
with the instructions thereon, has been filed, the permittee may notify the
Commission's Washington office, and the Engineer in.Charge of the Radio
District in which the translator is located, of its 4ntention to commence
program tests pursuant to Section 4,17 of the Rules. Such notification
mst be given at least two days before such operation commences. Unless
the Commission notifies the permittee not to begin program test operation,
the station may then be placed in regular operation and such operation may
continue until final action is taken on the application for license, where=
upon the license itself becomes the operating authority for the station.
The period of the license is one year,

After a TV translator station has been placed in operation, any
Tepairs or adjustments that could affect its proper operation must be made
by a person holding a valid First or Second Class Radiotelephone Operators
License issued by the Commission,

Hodifications

Section 4,751(b) requires that formal application on FCC Form 346
be made for the following changes or modifications of equipment:

(1) Replacement of the transmitter as a whole, except
by one of an identical type.

A change in the transmitting antenna system, include
ing the direction of radiation, directive antenna
pattern, or transmission line,

Any change in the antenna which will increase the
overall height above ground by more than 20 feet or
will result in an overall height of more than 170
feet above ground.

Any change in the location of the transmitter except
a move within the same luilding or upon the same tower
or pole.

Any horizontal change in tiie location of the transmit-
ting antenna in excess of 500 feet.

A change of frequency assignment,

A chenge of authorized operating power.

A change of the primary TV station or stations being
retransmitted.
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Other equipment changes not specifically referred to above may
be made at the discretion of the licensee or permittee, provided that the
Engineer in Charge of the radio district in which the television broadcast
translator station is located and the Commission's Washington, D. C. office
are notified in writing updn completion of sugch- changes, and provided, fur-
ther that the changes are approprately refleated in the next application
for renewal of litense of the telsvision broadcast translator station.

ion

Egch “construction permit will specify a maximun of 60 days from
the daté of granting therdof as’the time within whiech construction of the
station shall begin, and 4 'maximim of six months thereafter &s the-time
within which constricfion-shall be completed and-the station ready for
operation, unlesds otherwise determined by the Oommission upon proper show-
ing in any particular case,  Section 1.323. 6f the Commission's Rules
requires tae ﬁbng of an applitatien (FCC-Form 701) to _secure. - Commission
consent’ for additiofial €imé in which® to complete constructions

mnewa_l.a

Section 1.328(a) of the Rules provides that each application for
renewal of license of a television broadeast translator station shall be
filed at least o0 days prior to the expiration date of the license sought
to be renewed.

si t of Transfer o ntrol

Section 1.329 provides information relative to the proper FCC
Forms to be used in the event a licensee desires to assign his license or
transfer control.

Emphasis is placed upon the importance to the translator applicant
in obtalning, understanding and complying with Parts 3 and &4 of the Commis-
sion's Rules, with special reference to Sub-part G of Part 4 (Rules governing
television translator stations).
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B

Before the

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 10C 60-957

Washington 25, D. C. 91805

In the Matter of

Rules and Reguletions to permit the Docket No. 12116
operation of Low Power Television

Broadcast Repeater Stations.

By the Commission: Commissioner Lee dissenting in part ond concurring in part
and issuing a statement; Cormissioner King not partaici-
pating,

1. On December 2, 1959, the Commission adopted a Notice of Further
Proposed Rule Making in the above-entitled matter (FCC 59-1211) setting
forth proposed rules to govern the operation of low power TV broadcast trans-
lators in the VHF television bands.and certain other modifications of the
present rules governing such operation in the UHF television band. This
proceeding was instituted pursuant to requests for reconsideration of the
Commission's decision of December 30, 1956, in this same Docket (FCC 58-1255)
which declined to provide for the licensing of low power TV repeater devices
in the VHF television bands. Interested parties were given until Januery 11,
1960, to file comments on the proposed rules and until January 21, 19€0, to
file replies to those comments,

%
Amendment of Part 4 of Commission )
)
)

2. The Commission has always been concerned with the problem of
bringing television service to all sectors of the nation, both in large
cities and in sparsely settled regions. One of our basic functions under
Section 1 of the Communications Act is to regulate interstete commerce in
radio communication "so as to make available, so far as possible, to all the
people in the United States a rapid, efficient, nation-wide ., ., . radio com-
munication service", As the United States Court of Appeals has said, (C. J.
Community Services, In¢., V. Fu C. C., 246 F. 2d, 660), "it is the clear duty
of the Commission to devise through its rule making authority, the besis upon
which 'all the people of the United States' may receive service through a
licensed station", Much of our time in the past few years has been spent on
this problem and on efforts to resolve it in a manner consistent with our
overall responsibilities under the Communications Act. In view of the very
limited aveilability of VHF chennels and because VHF channel assignments have
virtually satursted these channels under the standard requirements for mini-
mum geographic separation, the Commission determined in 1956 to authorize a
new type of service -- UHF transletors -- &s an additional means of provid-
ing service to sparsely settled areas. Nonetheless, the Commission, still
responsive to petitions by proponents of VHF repeaters, continued its study
of the problems involved in the licensing of such a service under standards
and conditions reduced to the barest minimum consistent with the need for
protection egainst interference to other television services, UHF translator
facilities were still found to be the most satisfactory method of bringing
television service to sparsely settled regions. Coincident with this
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determination, made on December 30, 1958, the Commission issued a public
notice calling for the gradual termination of operation of existing un-
licensed VHF repeaters or their conversion to licensed operation under the
UHF translator rules. To remove a legal obstacle to the licensing of such
facilities in the event the interference problems in VHF operations were
resolved, the Commission proposed to the Congress in June 1959, the enactment
of legislation to amend Section 319 of the Commnications Act so as to
eliminate obstzcles to the licensiry of facili-

ties the construction of which was started prior to the issuance of a con=-
struction permit. Thereafter, the Commission continued its examination of
the problems associated with the licensing of low power repeater stations in
the VHF band and endeavored to re-evaluate these problems in the light of
the foreseeable advantages and disadvantages which might flow from the
licensing of VHF translators under e number of alternative sets of technical
and operating conditions. This culminated in the adoption on December 2,
1959, of a Notice of Further Proposed Rule Making with reference to the
licensing of low power VHF translators, We indicated therein that it was
obvious that the more restricted and rigid were technical and operating re-
quirements to be drawn, the greater protection they would afford ageinst the
interference and other undesirable results which might flow from the licensed
operation of repeaters in the VHF band. We alsc recognized that the more
such requirements were to be relaxed, the lower would be the costs of con=-
struction and instsllation of new equipment and of conversion of existing
facilities to licensed operation, Our proposed rules endeavored to seek a
balance between extremes and reflectec our view as to such a balance.

We recognize, from our own long-term study of this matter and from the com-
ments submitted by interested parties, that there exists today no obvious
and simple solution to the problems involved in licensing operation of VHF
trenslators. We are still of the opinion that the extremely limited avail-
ability of VHF channels for all broadcasting contains within itself a

substantial deterrent to the ability of VHF transletors, as against UHF
translators, to serve as a broad vehicle for providing service to sparsely
settled areas. Nonetheless, we are persuaded to the view that the licensed
operation of VHF translators under the rules and restrictions adopted herein
would be in the public interest as another technique by which television
service may be brought to more and more of our nationwide population.

3. Section 4.701=4.784 will apply at the outset only to pew
VHF translators. There are reported to be several hundred uneuthorized TV
"repeaters" now in operation. The exact number is not known. These devices
were installed and placed in operation without prior suthority of the
Commission. Under Section 319 of the Communications Act the Commission
could not license their operation, On July 7, 1960 an amendment to the
Act removed this bar to the licensing of TV repeaters constructed on or
before thet date » The Commission recognizes that VHF repeaters then in
optration will need a reasonable opportunity to request and
obtain suthorization to modify equipment now in use and to bring it into
compliance with all regular requirements for the operation of VHF translators.

70250 0—61——2
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.This opportunity will be afforded on the following basis, which is

provided for in Section 4.790 of the Rules adopted herein. No later

than October 31, 1960 application must be wads to the Commission

for temporary authority to continue to operate the stetion. The Coumission
proposes to issue such suthorizations upon the receipt of applications
conteining the basic information called for on FCC Form 347-A which will

be issued shortly, and which is designed to insure that the basic statutory
resuirements are wet. These include the requircment that writien consent
be obtained from the station whose programs are being rebroadcast

(Section 325(a) of the Communicetions Act) and the prohibition against
issusnce to aliens of a license for operation of a radio transmitter
(Section 310 of the Act). The temporary authorizations which it is proposed
to issue upon the receipt and approval of applications so filed will

permit the continued operation of existing devices until October 31,

1961, On or before that cate all necessary steps must be taken to meet

the requirements estabilished in Section 4.701 through 4.7€4 of the Rules
which contzin the reouirements applicable inuediately to new VHF translators
(i.e. 21l VHF transletors which were not constructed on or before July 7,
1960). Additionally, existing stations eligible to obtain temporary
suthorization, under Section 4.790 of the Rules, for continued operstion
with their present equipment must, on or before February 1, 1961,

file with the Commission an application for authorization to construct a
stetion or modify existing equipment so a&s to comply with 21l of the
requirements of Section 4.701 through 4.784 of the Rules. The

legislation specificelly eupowering the Commission to license VHF repeater
devices installed prior to an issuance of & construction permit applies
only to repeasters constructed on or before July 7, 1960. Accordingly,

no nodification or new instsllation should be made until ufter the Commission
has issued a construction permit authorizing it.

Impoct of TV trenslators on TV broadecasting strtions,

4. Host of the comments filed by licensees of television broad-
cast stations or orgenizations representing the broedcesting indusiry,
expresscd grave concern cbout the economic impaci of TV tranclators on
reguler TV broadcast stztions, particulerly those opereating in the smaller
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markets. Northeastern Pm%:::ia Broadcasting, Inc., licensee of WNEP-TV,
Channel 16, Scranton-wilkes , Pennsylvania, avers that the unrestricted
use of VHF translators in areas now served by UHF television broadcast
stations poses an economic threat to UHF television stations. Where such
translators would bring in the programs of distant VHF stations, the local
station would be deprived of audiegce and advertising revenue. Although
not unequivocally opposed to the authorization of VHF translators,
Northeastern urges that VHF translators be excluded from the calculated
Urade D service area of any UHF television broadcast station, Springfield
Television Broadecasting Corporatien, licensee of UHF television Eroa%sf
Stations. WP Channel 27, SpringTleld, Massachusetts, WRLP, Channel 32,
Greenfield, Massachusetts, and WWOR, Channel 1L, Worcester, Massachusetts,
and also authorized to operate several UHF translators in Massachusetts

and New Hampshire, likewise points out the serious economic effect that
could result from the indiscriminate use of VHF translators in areas served
by UHF television broadcast stations. Springfield cites its successful
experience with UHF translators and is Egﬁnm‘am they are capable of
providing good TV service to small remote communities. Sgri%ield is not
greatly concerned with the impact of UHF translators on UHF evision
broadcast stations since the diversion of audience which might result is
offéet to some extent by the stimulation of UHF receiver procurement which
results in an overall increase in the potential UHF audience. Ssﬂ%iald
contends that the Commission properly disposed of all arguments for
television repeaters in earlier proceedings and should not now revise its
former position, If the Commission does so, Springfield urges that we at
least forbid their use within the Orade B service areas of UHF television
broadcast stations, .

5. The concern about econemic impact is not limited to UHF
television station licensees. KLIX Corporation, licensee of KLIX-TV,

Channel 11, Twin Falls, Idaho; Frontier Broadcasting Company, licensee of
KSTF, Channel 10, Scottsbluff, Webraska; the Curators o..; Eﬁe Universit
Columbia, Missouri; and %e

of Missouri, licensee of KOMU-IV, Channel HE » Missouri; an

Kssocation of Maximum Service Telecasters (AMST) all stress the importance
of keeping VHF transiators out of the service areas of existing TV
broadcast stations, They feel that the diversion of audience and the
duplication of programs carried by the local TV stations or the bringing
in of programs from distant TV stations whioh might otherwise be carried
by the local station would seriously impair their ability to obtain
advertising revenue,

6. In reply comments, Waslﬁ.%n State TV Reflector Association
ISTRA) argues that the Commission considere matter of eco c

of TV translators in Docket No. 1243 and concluded that the problem
could best be handled on a case-by-case basis, Insofar as the impact of
VHF translators on UHF television broadcast stations is concerned, WSTRA
asserted that the public must be permitted to decide whether it will watch a
UHF television station or a VHF translator, TRA opposes any rule which
would prchibit the use of VHF translators within service area of a
UHF station on the grounds that such a rule would allow the cperator of a
community antenna system to place an inferior UHF station in operation in a
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given area merely to prevent the use of TV translators and thersby deprive
the public of the better programs that could be brought in by the
translator. Van Curler Broadcasting Corporation, licensee of WAST-TV,
Channel 13, Albany, New York, is opposed %0 an absolute prohibition against
the use of VHF translators in areas served by 2 or more VHF television
broadcast stations as was suggested by the Curators of the University of
Missouri, Van Curler describes a coverage problem in Albany, New York,
and Teels that a Vir translator might offer a solution. Since Albany is
served by 3 VEF stations, including WAST-TV, such a prohibition would
prevent their using a VHF translator, KUIV, Inc., licensee of KUIV,
Channel 2, Salt Lake City, Utah, would prohibit the duplication of programs
carried by a local TV broadcast station. Tri-State TV Repeater Association,
Livingston, Montana, disputes the claims that VAF translators would have

an adverse economic effect on local TV broadcast stations, Tri-State argues
that a TV broadcast station licensee would not grant permission for the
rebroadcast of its programs by a TV translator cperating in an area served
by a local TV broadcast station,

7. The matter of economic impact said to be exerted upon regular
TV stations by translators was studled !n great detail in Docket lio. 12L4L3.
There are two areas of public interest involved and in some cases they may
not be compatible., The economic welfare of TV broadcasting stations is
certainly a matter of public interest. The availability of more than one
TV service is also a matter of public interest. As between TV broadcast
stations, competition is generally to be encouraged because it usually
results in better programming. On the other hand, competition for audience
between a TV broadcast station representing a substantial investment and
operating under strict technical requirements and a TV translator
representing a modest investment and required to cbserve only minimal
standards, may present problems. Ve have, hcwever, found no way to write
a rule of general applicability which would not be arbitrary. The only
feasible way of meeting the problem is to consider each case on its merits.
Applications for TV translators are listed in Public Notices issued by
the Commission. Any interested party may oppose or file a protest to the
grant of such an application under the procedures set forth in the Commission
Rules, TV station licensees who believe that the grant of a specific
application would cause economic injury are privileged to state their
opposition prior to the grant of an application. We have added a paragraph
to Section l4,732 which provides 30 days for the filing of comments before
action is taken by the Commission. This, we believe, will prove to be a
workable method for assessing the merits in individual cases, Therefore,
we reject proposals which would by rule automatically restrict the use of
TV translators because of the existence of a local TV station or stations,

Impact on the development of UHF television equipment.

8. Outright opposition to the licensing of VHF translators was
expressed by Jerrold Electronics Corporation and Adler Electronics, Inc.
Both of these parties, who are engaged in the manufacture of electronic
equipment, say that although UHF translators as well as community antenna
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systems and "satellite” television broadcast stations have proved that
they provide suitable and adequate means of bringing television reception
to remote areas, the growing use of illegal TV repeaters and the uncertainty.
as to whether they would be licensed, has seriously retarded the full
development of UHF transmitting and receiving equipment .and has interfered
with the installation of CATV systems and TV satellite stations, Jerrold
refers to the development of a l-watt UHF translator by Adler Electronics,
Inc., which could be sold for $1,000 and to their own development of a UHRF
converter-antenna package which a receiver-owner could purchase for $25.
These devices cannot be put into mass production so long as there is a
threat of widespread VHF translator operation, Jerrold also states that
the development of complete UHF broadcasting staltion package which would
sell for as little as $65,000 has been slowed by the VHF "repeater" threat
and would probably be abandoned if VHF translators are authorized. Jerrold
recogniges the difficulty involved in eliminating the present illega
Urepeaters"” and proposes that these stations be given non-renewable S-year
licenses, within which period they would abandon the VHF operation and
obtain service either by means of UHF translators, CATV systems, or
“eatellite" TV stations.

9. Adler Electronics, Inc., disputes the allegations that UMF
translators have proven inferior to VHF operations. Adler does not deny
that "shadowing" is somewhat more proncunced at UHF than it is at VHF but
avers that the impression created by proponents of VHF translators that
VHF is virtually immune from "shadowing! is erroneous. Adler states that
the more rapid attenuation of UHF signals with distance is an advantage,
not a disadvantage, This characteristic reduces the interference range of
a UHF translator greatly without seriously affecting its service range.

The fact that over 250 UHF translators are operating successfully, chiefly
in the rugged mountainous terrain of the far West and are providing reception
superior to that provided by most VHF "repeater" installations, and that
many commnities which started with a single UHF translator have since
obtained a second and third UHF translator, is living proof that UHF can do
the job. Adler claims that the comparisons of cost made by the proponents
of VHF translators are not fair, Present UHF translator equipment is
degigned for higher technical standards and higher power than the VHF
equipment which is being used. The cost of UHF equipment made to
lower standards and for lower power would compare favorably with similar
VHF equipment., Adler goes on to say that if VHF equipment is not permitted
to dilute the market, they will:

(1) Release from their development laboratories, equipment
using newer techniques and in sufficiently large
quantities to reduce the installation and operating
costs of UHF translators while at the same time giving
improved performance.

Release or production a quantity of l-wati~UHF-trans-
lators involving technigues for large quantity produc-
tion which will permit it to be spld for no more than
a VHF translator of equal performance.
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(3) Speed up development now under wey of a low-cost-alleUHF
TV receiver with accentsble performance.

(4) Speed uvp development of a 20 UHF to VAF converter with
untenna, for owner installction.

Adler urges that we decline to adopt the proposed rules but permit

e.ddsting VHF "repeeaterz" to operate for no more than 5 years on 2 non-inter-
ference basis; thet we require all future TV "repeaters" to operate on UHF
channels; that we relax the present UHF tramnslators rules furtuer for
translctors employing 1 watt or less power, that we promulgate rulies for a
lou-pover TV broasdcast service.

10. In reply comments WSTRA disputes claims by Adler and Jerrold
that suitable UNF cquipment can be developed or that such development
depends upon & UHF "monopoly." MWSTRA says that the demend for a "menopoly"
proves that UHF is not as good as VHF and if it is ever proved thet UHF can
do the job as w 1l end as econonically s&s VHF. there will no be opposition
to the use of UHF, MWSTRA claims that UHF has proven unsztisfsciory at
Quincy and lManson, Weshington. Quincy, they say, has spent thousands of
dollars in an effort to make UHF work and are now considering scrapping their
UEF investment and going back to VHF. R, W, Gibson, attorncy for Quincy
Valley T-V, Inc., who operate 3 UHF transletors at Quincy, Washington, [liled
2 statement in this proceeding reporting that the 3 ULF translztors et
Quinecy, wdch have been in operation for £ months, are providing better
picture quality, fewer maintenance provlems, and fewer interruprtions to
service than the ViiF equipment previously used., They state thet although
the initial cost of the UHF equipment was higher than the VHF equipment
which it replaced, the additional cost is more than olfset by the superior
performance of the UHF equipment.

11. We have cirefully considered the problen of the possible iipact
of VIiF translator operstion on the devclopment of the UHF translater
service and equ: ment. While we recognize that prohibiting VIF repeate.s
may create a market for meny more UHF receivers and translators and might

2

encourage improverment in reccivers and reduce costs of ULF translator
equipmentssuch a step might result in the loss of zervice to many very small
commmnities which cannot afford the prescnt UKF equipment, For this

reacon we are wiliing to perwuit the continued use of ViiF equipuent under
carefully limiting conditions. fowever, in our visw therc are sufficicnt
advan.ages to the UdF operation to eliwinate any feurs that the authorization
of" VIiF oporation will have a significantly adverse effect on the

present or future growch of the UHF translator operations,

12. e have elsouhere in this documsnt discussed the problem of
interference which is inherent in the Vil operction -ut does not axist in
the WF, As a result, the room for expansion in the former is very limited
while in the latter it is much grester, For this reason alone a totally
satisfectory VHF repeater system cennou develop in the VHF band., UHF furtaer
off.rs the superiority of pictures relatively free from a#n-made and
electrical noise and subject to very little Pghosting". Beccuse of the
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lesser probability of interference the UHF can use greater power and so
offurs the opportunity for wider coverage. In meny inscances the UHF
perivits the use of simple and inexpensive receiving an ennas as compared

to the VHF where signals are of a very low level., Finally the UHF
translators may eventually develcp into a regular low power local broadeast
service. We are at present considering petitions which would authorize UiF
translators to originate local programs. Such a development is techically
possible in the UHF because of the larger availabi.ity of channels, but
would not be possible in the VHF band because the VHF channel assignments
already made have virtually sstursted the 12 VHF channels. In view of these
inherent advanieges to the UHF translator o,.erations we reject those
proposals which would prohibit the operation of VHF trenslators bgcause

of the alleged threats to the UHF translator service.

13. lisny of the comments filed that suggested changes or
deletion of certain of the proposed rules which appear to reflect misunder-
standing of the reasons for the rules. In the following peragrapis we
discuss the reasons for the proposed rule, the comments that were filed,
and our decision with respect thereto.

Sact Al e ;

14. Section 4.701 defines the kinds of stations covered by
the proposed rules and certain terms used in the rules, The comments
made with respect to this rule sugg.sted definitions for other kinds of
stations which would then be treated specificelly in the appropriate
Sections of the Rules, MWashington State TV Reflector Association (WSTR4)
and E,A,0.-TV, Entiat, Washington, &sked thet a definition be added for
amplify ng "boosters," i.e. devices which uerely receive, amplify, and
retransmit signals on & single channel, and that provisicn be wade for
this type of apparestus., Television Montana (KLXF-TV, Buite, Hontana),
proposed definitions which would subdivide VHF television translators into
classes based upon the power output and that reduced technical require-
ments be placed upon the lower power classes, Three subdivisions were
pro.osed, i.e., 1/3 watt or less, 1 watt, and more than 1 watt,

15. In peragraph 7 of the Notice of Proposed Rule Making, the
Commission set forth reasons why it did not consider that the licensing
of co-channel "booster" amplifiers would be in the public interest. The
parties proposing that such devices be peruitted offered no reasons or
engineering dats to show thet our orig.nel conclusion was incorrect. We
find no reason to reverse that conclusion.

16. The proposal to subdivide VHF translators into power
classes, is, we think, without merit. The reduction in interference
capability or range of a 1/3 watt transmitter over that of & 1-watt trans-
mittcr is not substantial enough to werrant further relaxation of the
technical requirements and the authorization of powers in excess of 1 watt,
even with stricter technical standards, is not feasible for reasons dis-
cussed below in relation to Section 4.735.
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Section 4.702 Frequency assipnuent.

17. This rule reldes to freauencies which may be used by VHF
and UHF transletors and the conditions which shall be observed in selecting
a frequency. UHF translators are required to observe the m:nimum geographic
separations which regular TV broadcast stations are reouired to observe.
Since they cbserve the standard seperations and operate with reletively low
power the likelihood of interfcrence to or from rogulsr UHF TV stations is
negligible, Consequently, they enjoy & form of exclusivity in the use of
UHF channels. Furthermore, the greater availability of UHF channels and
the wore limited range of potential interference of UHF signals diminishes
the likelihood of 4interference betuwcen UHF translators. There are only a
£ w widely scattered places in the country where new ViF channel assignnents
could be ma e at the stenderd geographic separations. Relatively few com-
munities which might wish to operate a TV translator would fall in these
places. Consequently, VHF translators are not required to observe the
standerd peographic sepsr:tions with regilar [V stations. WNonetheless,
regular TV broadcast stations must be fully protected sguinst interfercice
from TV translators, To do othe wise would jeopardize the service which
provides the signals used by 1V transletors. Therefore, an: use of ViiF
channels by TV translators is strictly secondary to the use of such
channels by TV stations and the operator of a VHF translator must eliminate
any interference caused to the direct reception of TV broaccast stations.
This requirement limits the availsbility of VHF chennels because in most
cases, both VHF and UHF translators will be using the signals of VHF tele-
vision stations for retransmission. Obviously, the channels used for recep-
tion cannot be used for retransmission and tiis means that in uost caces each
VHF translator will preempt & chaniels in & community: the ingut channel,
the output channel, and the channels aujacent to the output channel.
The few remaining VHF channels connot be asuigned to any single VHF translato
on an "exclusive" basis end no VHF translator acguires "prior riguts" by
virtue of its use of a VHF channel. Any attempt by the Commission to
administer these rules on such a basis would result in costly and tire-
consuning hearings, interwinable delays, and an administrative burden
grossly disproportionate to any possible acvantage of such an ap roach.

18. YVideo Utili.v Company, Spckene, Washingion, and Adler
Electronics, Inc., New Rochelle, New York, requested that the entire UHF
television band be made available for UHF translat.r operation. Except for a
few cases, the present 14 UHF chunnels have been adequate to meet the needs
of UHF translators. The uyper 14 UHF channels were originally selscted be-
cause they were only slightly occupled by TV broadcast stations and being e
contiguous group of channels, made the mess production of tranzlator apparatus
easier. Iy future developments wa.rant expansion of the evailability of
channels for UKF translstors, this cun be the subject of a separute rule makine
proceeding. Heanwhile, applicents finding it impossible to find a usable
channel in the present 14 chsnnels may request & waiver to peruit the assign-
ment of a UHF chennel outside this group.
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19, WSTRA recormended that adjacent channel assignments be per=
mitted in cases where such an assignment would provide service to an additional
area even though the new area might be served by another translator operating
on the adjacent channel, if this could be done without resulting in mutual
interference. VSTRA offered no engineering data to support the presumption
that such operation could be conducted without interference. The proposed
rule prohibiting the use of adjacent c¢hgnnels to serve all or part of the
same area was directed to circumstances where translators would be operated
at or near the same location or would be intended to serve a common area.

To the best of our knowledge, this is not practicable because of inadequate
selectivity of conventional TV receivers. If two translators are located
in different pleces and coincidently serve an area common to both signals,
disposition of any interference complaints would be accomplished under the
provisions of Section L.703, In processing applications for VHF TV trans-
lators we do not expect to make an engineering determination as to the
probability of mutual interference, and only in those cases where a common
site is proposed or a common area is proposed to be served, by translators
operating on adjacent channels, would the Commission raise a question as to
compliance with this provision.

20, UVideo Utility recommended that we do away with the so-called
"taboos", i.e., separation requirements for other than co-channel and
adjacent channels listed in paragraph (c¢) of the proposed rule, These
additional separation requirements apply only with respect to separations
between translators and UHF television broadcast stations and not between
UHF translators. This subject is under study by the Commission but no
decision has been reached as to whether such "taboos" are still needed or
could be modified. In any event, since these "taboos" are a part of the
rules governing TV broadcast stations in Part 3 of the rules, any change
is beyond the scope of this proceeding., In cases where the application
of the "taboos" makes it impossible to select a suitable channel from the
group available for yyy translators, a walver may be requested.

Section L4.703 Interference.

2l. This rule defines the responsibility of the licensees of TV
translators for the correction of interference to direct reception of TV
broadcast stations or to other non-broadcast servicess In order to avoid
any dispute as to what is meant by "interference" and at the same time
protect TV translators from harrassment by unjustified claims of inter-
ference, the definition makes it clear that the quality of the signal which
is being interfered with is not a governing factor, but that it must be
a signal that is regularly used. This is necessary because many TV trans-
lators will be cperated in areas where direct reception is difficult and
below the standards of good quality.

22, VHF and UHF translators are treated differently with respect
to interference to direct reception., This comes about because UHF trans—
lators are required to cbserve certain minimum separations with regular
UHF TV broadcast stations as was discussed under Section L.702, If we were
to impose a minimum separation requirement on VHF translators, most of the
places now operating unlicensed "repeaters" could not utilize a VHF channel.
Therefore, we have sacrificed the ninirun separction.requireaents, but the
necessary consequence is z different status for VHF treaslators.
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23, Both VHF and UHF translators must provide complete protection
to other stations and services from interference that occurs as the result
of emissions outside of the TV channel assigned to an individual TV trans-
lator. Such out—of-band emissions can be controlledby imposing strict techodbal
standards on equipment. In most regular services the power in out-of-band
enissions must be reduced at least one million times (60 db), and if inter-
ference still occurs a further reduction may be required. TV translators,
operating under relaxed technical requirements are required to cease
operation until such interference is corrected.

2l;. Comments with respect to this proposed rule range all the
way from those who would not require cessation of operation until interference
was "proven," to those who would not grant licenses for VHF translators until
a prior engineering determination had been made to show that interference
would not occur. Most of the concern aout interference was expressed by
the licensees of TV broadcast stations. The Association of Maximum Service
Telecasters (AMST) strongly urges that applicants for VHF translators pro=
posing to operate at less than the minimum co-channel and adjacent channel
spacings specified for TV broadcast stations, be required to make an engineer-
ing showing, prior to any grant, that their operation will not be likely to
cause interference to any exigting TV broadcast station. AMST points out
that the hazard of interference to regular TV broadcast stations is not as
great in the remote regions of the far West but that the proposed rules do
not restrict VHF translators to that region, They agree that the restriction
on power and technical standards may provide the minimum protection against
{nterference but feel that this is not enough. They recommend that VHF
translators be prohibited within the calculated Grade B service contour of
any co-channel or adjacent channel TV broadcast station., Midwest Radio-Tele-
vision, Inc., recommends that protection be given to co-channel and adjacent
cﬁmmet TV stations by requiring VHF translators to reduce power and antenna
height so0 as not to prodoce eny more interference than would be caused by
a regular TV station operating at the required minimum spacing. Midwest
would also require consent of co-channel and adjacent channel TV stations
for the operation of a VHF translator at less than the minimum separation.
The Joint Council on Educational Television (JCET) proposes that VHF trans-—
lators be required Lo observe a co-channgl spacing of 100 miles and an
adjacent channel spacing of 30 miles with any existing TV station or TV
channel assignment, JCET stresses the importance of protecting channel
assignments which have not been taken up by TV stations for fear that VHF
translators would preempt unused channels, particularly those reserved for
educational TV stations. JCET also urgesthat the secondary status of VHF
translators be clearly established so that they cannot impede future changes
in the Table of Assignments if the need arises. The National Broadcasting
Cmsag: (NBGE also urges that the secondary status of VAF translators be
unequivoc asserted so that they cannot demand hearings in cases of inter-
ference. NBC fears that if this is not done, the resolution of interference
problems invol VHF translators would be impossible. Columbia Breadcasting
System, Inc., CBS) directs its comments to interference problems tween
translators. CBS does not believe that such interference problems can be
resolved by "mutual agreement.” They suggest that the use of VHF channels
by TV translators be placed on & 'Tirst come, first served" basis. Milestown
Television Club, Inc., also supports this idea but their comment is not clear
as to whether they would apply the same principle to VHF TV translator con-
flicts with regular TV broadcast stations. WSTRA proposed that the rule not
prevent a grant of a VHF translator license unless interference is "proven."
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WSTRA would also powmit a VHF translator to continue operation where it
caused interference to direct reception if the substitute service provided
by the translator is equal to or better than the direct reception lost.

A number of the comments suggested the formation of a frequency coordinating
committee to aid in the selection of frequencies for VHF translators so as
to minimize the potential of interference.

2>e It is apparent that considerable thought went into the pre=
paration of the comments directed at this rulle, The proponents of VHF
translators recognize the necessity of placing that type of operation on
a basls secondary to the use of channels by TV broadcast stations, and that
their use of the channels must be continued accordingly. The imrortsnce of
rrotecting direct reception of TV stations from interference bv TV transla-
tors is obvious. Failure to do so would not only Jeorardize recection by
individuals but also reception of ussble signals for rebroadcast by TV
translators themselves, lione of the comments disagreed
with the protection assured other stations and services from interference
that might result from out=of-tand emission by TV translators. We have
carefully considered the feasibility of requiring some kind of prior show=
ing by applicants for TV translators as to potential interference, It has
always been our concern that if we licensed these low power devices in the
VHF television bands, commnity groups would make an installation only to
find that when it was placed in operation it caused serious interference.
Unless a substitute frequency could be found, and im many cases this will
not be possible, the total investment in VHF equipment would be lost.
Some prior assessment of interference probability would guard against
this. However, any meaningful estimate of potential interference would
require a comprehensive field strength survey or some other dstailed engineer-
ing study, and this would, . in many cases, be prohibitively costly, The
rule as proposed makes it clear that TV broadcast stations must be given
complete protection against interference from VHF translators. If inter-
ference occurs they may be ordered to cease operation until the interference
is cerrected. In cases where interference is reported to the licensee of a
TV translator, we require that licensee do whatever is necessary to satisfy
the complaint. In come cases this will mean immediate cessation of operation,
In other cases the complainant may be satisfied with a promise of prompt re-
medial steps by the TV translator licensee or may be satisfied with the
substitute service provided by the TV translator. If the licensee of the TV
translator fails to cooperate in the elimination of interference and the
matter is brought to the attention of the Commission we will invoke the
clear provisions of this rule.’ The definition of interference is simple
and straightforwards It does mot require comparison of measured or pre-
dicted field strengths. Since the definition is based upon a signal that
is "used," only.those persons actually experiencing interference would be
expected to complain, If a TV broadcast station licensee receives reports
of interference to its signals caused by a TV translator, it may make the
complaint. It should be noted, however, that the proposed rule does not
deprive a TV broadcast station of amy of its protest rights afforded by
the Communications Act.
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26, Insofar as interference between TV translators is concerned,
the Commission has repeatly said thol any attémpt to operate a great

many TV translators in the 12 VHF channels is likely to result in mutual
interference between translators. Where such conflicts arise it would be
extremely difficult if not impossible to decide which community was most
deserving of the VHF service and which should use UHF or do without. The
proponents of VHF translators claim they can work out such problems
among themselves. ile gre of the view that they should. This policy
applies only to interference between signals transmitted by the translators,
not to interference to direct reception of a TV broadcast station by a
translator. VHF translators may not cause interference to direct reception
of TV broadcast stations. Wwe also decline to grant prior rights to any
VHF translator against interference to its signals by subsequent TV trans=
lators for here again we would be called upon to decide whether the new
users were more deserving than the existing users. Ve will not grant an
application for a new TV translator proposing to serve an area served by an
existing translator on the same channel or a channel adjacent to tie one
used by the existing translator since it is obvious that in these circumstances
disruptive interference would occur. However, if separate areas are pro-
posed to be served, even though they may be contiguous areas, interference
can be controlled to some extent by the use of directive transmitting and
receiving antennas and by taking advantage of natural terrain barriers. The
Commissicn cannot undertake to make a comprehensive engineering study in
such cases, to decide whether or not interference is likely to occur.

27« In sumary, the rule as adopted herein, requires VHF translators
to provide complete protection against interference to direct reception
of any regular TV broadcast station, requires UHF and VHF translators to
provide complete protection to all stations and service from interference
which results from outeof-band emissions, but offers no interference pro-
tection or guarantee of continuity of service to any VHF translator. Persons
contemplating the operation of TV tranzlators in the VHF television bands
should be fully cognizant of the hazard to their investment inherent in
such operation.
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Section 4,711 Administrative Procedure,

28, There were no comments directed to this rule or the reference
rules, There were suggestions that the application form which would be used
for VHF translators be made simpler. This is the same form that has been used
for URF translators for nearly L years, It is a simplified form and has
apparently posed no problems for UHF translator applicants. Thée Commission
is reguired by law to establish certain facts with regard to an spplicent!s
qitizenship, character, legal, financial and technical qualifications, and
certain spescified technical details concerning the proposed operation. Des-
pite the low power and simple equipment used, TV translators are broadcast
stations within the meaning of the Communications Aot, and the simplified
licensing procedures employed in some other radio services cannot be employed
here because the Act does not glve the Commission as much latitude in dealing
with broadcasting as it does with respect to other services,

Section L.731 Purpose and permissible service,

29, TV translators may be used only for the purposes set forth in
this rule, The relaxed technical requirements are predicated upon the use
of reclatively simple equipment which merely converts an incoming TV signal
to ancther channel, amplifies it, and retransmits it. Assuming reasonable
care is taken in the design of translator equipment, it will not alter the
technical characteristics, bandwidth, or other features of the incoming signal.
Hoaulation equipment for such a transmitter would be conplex and would have to
meet strict technical standards to produce a signal suitable for transmitting
television pictures and accompanying sound in a 6 megacycle channel, This is
far beyond the scope of these simple rules., Consequently, the rules do not
permit the origination of local signals, use of microwave relay systems or
wire line to bring in program material or any other method of operation which
would involve direct modulation of the TV translator equipment with program
material, The rule also forbids deliberate alteration of the inconing signals
so as to prevent reception on conventional TV receivers and require the use of
special eguipment to obtain service. The channels used by TV translators are
allocated for broadcasting. The relaying of signals from a fixed transmitting
point to a fixed receri,ng point is not broadcasting. Such point-to-point
service is classed as Fixed Service and must operate in bands allocated to
the Fixed Service. Under the rules of the Commission, such operation cannot
be conducted on broadcasting channels and TV translators are prohibited from
oparating solely as relay stations, A TV translator is not prohibited from re-
broadcasting the transmissions of another TV translator. This may appear to
be similar to relaying., However,the principle involved is that oaci TV trans-
lator must be justified on the basis that it provides direct reception to the
public, and any rebroadcasting or relaying of its signal is incidental to
the basic purpose,
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30. By specifying that TV translators must coavert, the received
signals to another channel, this rule precludes the use of so-called "on-
channel boosters.”  An "on-charmel booster" is merely an amplifier which
receives, amplifies, and retransmits signals on a single channel. .The
exclusion of "boosters” is deliberate. Such a device is inherently unstable
electrically. By careful design and by limiting the amount of amplifica-
tion, 1t would be possible to make a "booster” which could be safely used
under favorable conditions, However, the automatic safety features which
would have ‘to be incorporated and the careful control of bandwidth which
would have to be designed into the device would make it more costly than
a similar translator. The use of equipment not meeting such high standards
would carry with it not only the risk of hammful interference but also the
hazard of retransmission of false and misleading signals, If these signals
were those used for the navigation of aircraft or vessels, this could be
disastrous, For these reascns we find that it is not in the public interest
to authorize "on-chamnel boosters" in the VHF television bands under these
rules,

31, Milestown Television Club, Inc., urgus that TV translator
stations be operate as stations upon a showing of need.
They cite a hypothetical case where a commnity able te support translator
operation but too remote from existing TV stations to obtain a direct
signal, is prevented from obtaining service because intervening communities
are too small to support a translator which could serve incidentally as a
relay station, We merely point out that under such circumstances, there
is nothing %o prevent the larger commnity from subsidizing the operation
of TV translators to serve the smaller intervening commnities, the
signals of which can be rebroadecast by a translator serving the larger
community, Each individual translator must adhere to the principle set |
.Lorth in paragraph 30 by operating primarily as a broadcasting station and
only incidentally as a relay station, For this reason we reject the

proposal of Milestown and others that TV translators be authorized to act

solely as velay stations,

Sectdon 1,732 - Eligibility and licensing requirements.

32. This rule determines eligibility to operate TV translators,
states that a single licensee may operate more than che TV translator
even though they serve the same arvea, and requires a separate application
for each TV translator station, The eligibility is unrestricted except
for the basic statutory requirements of citizenship, character, and legal,
financial, and technical qualifications, Paragraph (b), which permits
the licensing of more than 1 translator to a single licensee to serve the
same area, makes it clear that multiple ownership and duopoly limitations
are not applicable to these devices. The safeguards intended to prevent
a licensee from gaining control of mass commnications media are not
applicable to translators since they merely repeat the signals of regular
TV broadcast stations and cannot originate programs, The duopoly controls
which apply to regular TV broadcast stations make it unnecessary to apply
them to TV translators, A VHF translator will not be authorizéd to serve
an area which is slready receiving eatisfactory service from one or more
UHF television broadcast stations or UKF translators unless a ghowing is
z3de of special circumstances which would justify the resultant intormixture
of VHF and UHF service.
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33. Meredith WOW, Inc,, and several other Meredith groups asked
that this rule make it perfectly clear that TV translators licensed to TV
station licensees would not be counted in determining the maximum number
of stations which may be owned by a single licensee. It is not the
intemtion of the Commission to count these devices as broadcasting stations
in the application of the multiple ownership rules and the language of
Section L.732 has boen medified to make this clear.

3L. WSTRA proposed that a single license be issued for multiple
TV translators operated by one licensee in a single area, The broadcast
records system of the Commission are geared to individual licenses for
each station and a further study must be made to determine if our
administrative efficiency would be impaired by such a method. If we find
that this can be done and is a desirable step this change in our adminis-
trative procedures can be made later,

Section L4.73L Unattended operation.

35. The recent amendment of Section 318 of the Communications Act
nowWw makes it possible to eliminate the operator requirements for TV
translators and permit unattended operation. An unattended transmitter
is considered to be an automatic device and must have certain safety
features. We have held these to a bare minimum in these rules, If such
operation results in an inordinate amount of interference to other stations
Wwe may have to add other automatic requirements. The present rule merely
requires that the apparatus be equipped with a device which will cause it
to cease radiating in the absence of an incoming signal. Since the un-
attended transmitters are likely to be installed in places which are not
readily accessible at all hours and in all seasons and could go into a
condition of operation which caused interference to a safety service, i.e.,
one employed for the safety of life and property, it is mandatory that a
manual on and off control be established at a point which is readily
accessible at any hour and in all seasons,

36. Since most of the opposition to this rule was directed to
the requirement that a remote monitoring and control point be established
to be inspected periodically by a licensed operator, these are rendered
moot by the action of Congress which permits us to authorize unattended
operation, Some objected to the cost of providing positive on and off
control at an accessible point, This we consider the most important re-
quirement in the rule, In the normal course of operation, a TV translator
will be turned on and off by an automatic device built into the translator
@md actuated by the signals from the primary TV broadcast station, Thie
is one of the requirements for type agceptance.In addition to the automatic
devics a time clock may be used to turn the tramslator on and off at pre=
determined times, in cases where it is not desired to operate the trans-
lator during the whole time the primary TV station is operating. However,
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if for any reason the translator should cause interference and it becomes
necessary to turn it off promptly, there must be some means provided so
that this can be done regardless of the time of day or season of the year.
Inability to turn the transmitter off within & matter of minutes could, in
¢ircumstances involving interference to a radio service employed for the
safety of life and property, be disastrous. Most TV translators are
installed on remote mountain peaks or at other locations which may be in-
accessible for hours, days, and even weeks at certain seasons of the year.
The yules require that these installations be ‘provided with an acocessible
on-off control, TV translators that are installed in accessible locatioms
which can be reached at all hours and at all seasons do not have to be
remote controlled and need nét establish a remote comtrol point. Cost will
vary from installation to installation. In many cases it may be possible
to establish the remote control point at a place where the power mains
leading to the TV translator can be opened with a gwitch, thus disabling
the TV translator. In other cases it may be necessary to run control lines
to a suitable point, While that may involve higher cost, we are unable

to justify elimination of the on and off control of a dévice which could
otherwise seriously interfere with other services.

37. This rule also requires that the Commiseion be furnished
with the name, address, and telephone mumber of a person or perscns who
my be contacted to secure prompt suspension of operation if that should
become necessary, The person or persons designated should be able to
reéch the transmitter site or remote on-and=off coentrol within 15
mingtes or less, after being contacted, and may be the licensee or some
responsible person designated by the licensee.

38, The need for prompt suspension of operation might arise
{f the translator caused serious imterference to an emergency operation
such as the dispatching of fire apparatus, directing of police vehicles
attempting to apprehend a criminal, or instructions to an aircraft in
distress. Since the translator apparatus itself is unattended, the
Commission must be able to contact a person, by telephone if necessary,
who can turn the offending tramslator off promptly. Existing UHF trans-
lators mey now sbandon their established monitoring point and operate
unattended by merely notifying the Commission in writing, giving the
name, address, and telephone mmber of the person to contact for suspen-
sion of operation, Periodic observations during operation are no longer
required,
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Section 4.735 Fower limitations.

39. The transmitter power output of a VHF translator is limited
to 1 watt, The power output of a UHF translator is limited to 100 watts.
No limit is placed upon the effective radiasted power which may be achieved
through the use of a directive transmitting antenna array. The limit of
1 watt imposed on VHF translators was reached after careful consideration
of all the factors inwvolved, We realize that this is not much power.
However, only by severely limiting the power employed can we permit
operation in the VHF television bands under the extremely modest technical
performance standards adopted in these rules, The problem of operation
in the VEF television channels is further complicated by interference
considerations, not only between TV translators and TV broadcast stations,
tut also among TV translators. A TV signal in the order of one~two hundredth
of the strength of a desired signal is capable of causing interference.
This means that the interference range of a-IV translator is many times
its service range, Consequently, unless the power permitted is severely
restricted, TV translators would have to be kept at substantial distances
from operating TV stations and from each other. This would mean that
only a very few of the small communities desiring the service could
have TV translators in the VHF television bands, The Commission has been
urged to adopt the proposed rules on the grounds that many small communi-
ties need the inexpensive low power VHF equipment because they cannot
afford the better higher power equipment used for UHF translators. The
low power permitted by these rules is sufficient to serve these small
places, The service is not intended to be, and because.of the limited
availability of VHF channels, cannot be a wide area service, The relatione
ship of technical standards and power is aptly illustrated in the following.
TV broadcast stations are required to maintain their operating frequencies
within very narrow limits. Their ability to do this makes it possible to
employ a technique known as "off-set carrier" operation, By using this
"off-set carrier" technique the necessary ratio of desired to interfering
signal is reduced spproximately seven times, This is equivalent to re-
ducing the power of the interfering station by 50 times., However, the
frequency control equipment needed to maintain this degree of accuracy
is too costly for employment by TV translators. Consequently, a 1 watt
TV translator has the interference capability of a 50 watt transmitter
cperating under more rigid standards,

70250 0—81——3
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LO. . Most of the comments requesting that the permissible power be
raised offered no engineering data to show the effects of such increases.
Suggested increases ranged from 3 watts to 10 watts. The net gain in service
area by such increases would be far less than the net increase in interference
potential and range. Furthermore, the use of such higher power equipment
would require stricter technical standards because of the congestion in the
VHF portion of the spectrum and the greater hazard of interference not only
to TV stations but to other non-broadcast services, and the cost of such
equipment would equal if not exceed that of similar UHF equipment, The fact
that some existing TV "repeaters"”, built without Commission autherization,
employ more than 1 watt and would have to cut back in power under licensed
operation is not a persuasive argument for raising the power limit, We
adhere to our original proposal to limit the power of VHF translators to 1
watt, Those licensees desiring to cover a greater range than that possible
with 1 watt radiated power may employ suitable directive transmitting antemna
to concentrate the power in a given direction, employ additional VHF trans-
lators, or utilize UHF translators with higher power.

Section L.736 Emissions and bandwidth.

Ll. This is an operating rule designed to sssure that out-of-band
emissions are controlled and do mot cause interference. Type accepted equip-
ment is required to meet the specifications of this rule and this companion
rule requires that the equipment be kept in proper operating condition.

L2, Aeronautical Radio, Inc, recommended more specific requirements
for the suppression of spurious emissions to prevent interference to the
Aviation Service. No values or other engineering data was supplied. We
fully agree with the importance of protecting the Aviation Service and other
safety services from harmful interference, We conclude, on the basis of our
studies of all available information and data, that the limits on pcwer and
the suppression of out-of-band emissions required by this rule are adequate.
If experience should indicate the need for greater suppression we may place
such requirements on individual stations pursuant to paragraph (d) of
Section L.736 or initiate rule making proceedings to change the rule adopted
herein.

Section 4,737 Antenna location,

L3. This rule is intended to be a guide to prospective applicants
for TV translators, There were no comments directed at the proposed rule.

Section L.750 Equipment and installation.

L. This rule requires that translator equipment must meet the
requirements for type acceptance of the Commission and sets forth the speci-
fications for type acceptance. The measurements and data required must be
performed by a qualified electronics engineer with measuring equipment of
suitable design. Type acceptance may be granted to manufacturers of translator
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equipment. ‘If an applicant specifies menufactured equipment which has been
type accepted, no additional messure.ents will be required of him, If the
equipment spec:.fied is custom-built or is manufcctured equipment w ich has
not been type sccepted, the applicant may be granted a construction -permit
but must submit the required measuremsnts before a liconse will be granted.
The rule further requires that the installation of translator equipment
must be made by & person technically qualified to do so. The degrec of tech-
nical skill requirea for en installavion will depend upon the type of
instellation. If nmanufectured equipment which has been type accepted is
to be employed, a person with sufficient techniczl knowledge to understand
and follow the menufacturer's instructions for the installation would
qualify. If the equipment is to be custom-built, a person with the engin-
eering knowledge and skill required to design and build the equipment must
do tke work. Uhere measurements must be submitted with the application
for license, the person making the measurements muist be skilled in that
techninue and employ instruments of sufiicient accuracy to meke the mea-
surepents reliasble. Simple repairs such as the replacement of tubes or
fuses, may be made by & person with woderate technicsl knowledge. Replace-
ment of components, adjustment of critical-circuits, end other cemplicated
repairs require a higher degree of knowledge gnd skill. Test and adjust-
ments” which require the radiation of signals end could result in’ improper
operdtion, must be cerried on by a technically qualifleu licensed radio
operutor of the grade specified in tnis rule,

45. A few comments simply stoted thut the proposed requirements
weretoestrict and would prove costly.’ They offered no engineering testie-
mony or specific objections as to how the requireuents could be further
relaxed and still satisfy the nominsl requirements for licensing. LSIRA
requested that the rules permit individual components of & VHF translator
system to be separctely type accepted so that some of the equipment now used
at unlicensed "repesters" might be used for licensing under these rules. The
basle translator consists of the frenuency converter and subsequent radio
fréquency amplifiers, The basic translator must contain the automatic
features specified in the rules and must meet the specifications set forth
in paragraph (c) of Section 4,750, The choice of presmplifiers used shead
of the input terminals of the basic translator to bring the signal levél
up to the strength needed by the translator is left to the discretion
of the applicant. If the basic translator has less than 1 watt powér -output,
suitable lineer radio frequency amplifiers which can be driven by the
basi¢ translator may be seperately trpe mccepted upon a showing that they
will mot significently slter the electrical characteristicé of the signal
they ere amplifying, thot they will not produce out-of-band radiation
or spirious enissions in excess of the limits specified by the rules, and
that they will not deliyer power in excess of 1 wait to the input terminsls
of the trensmitting antenna, Individucl componen.s of e:d.sting cduipment
capable of meeting these requirements can be type accepted. Martinsdale-
Lennep TV Association, objects to ths requirements because some commmnities
may wish to use "home-mhde" equipment. The rules as acoptéd herein do not
prohibit anyone from designing equipment to meet the specificstions for type
acceptance.
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L46. Quite a few commeénts objected to the sutomatic statien
identification requirement, The need for station identificatien is
discussed under Section 4,783. Since station identification is required
and transmission of the call sign at the prescribed intervals cannot
be conveniently done manually, and since translator equipment cannot
be voice modulated for transmission of its call sign and the transmission
of the call sign manually in telegraphy would require employment of a
radiotelegraph operator, the provision for sutomatic transmission of
the call sign is intended to aid TV translator licensees. Therefore, the
requirement for incorporating an esutomatic identification feature inac-
ccptable apparetus is not unreascnable,

L7, Some objection was expressed to the requirement for a
carrier operated sutomstic cut-off for TV translators. No one purported
to show that such a device was infeasibls, undesirsble, or inordinately
expensive, No'useful purpose is served by operating a TV translator
when the TV station it normally retransmits is not in operation, We
realize that a TV translator will normelly not transmit a signel on its
output frequency in the absence of an input signal of the correct
frequency. However, it will transmit the electrical noise picked up
on its input channel and noise generated in the spparatus itself,
Furthermore, whenever the translator is in an inoperative condition
it is capable of malfunctioning and transmitting spurious signals.
Finally, as a matter of domestic pélicy and international treaty
obligations, superfluous transmissions by any kind of radio stations
are forbidden, The transmission of signals which are not providing ser-
vice are superfluous, Veoltages developed within translator equipment
by the incoming TV signal can be used to ectuate the automatic cut-off
and the cest or complexity of suth a provision is not unreasonsble.

48, he recommended

The Curators of the University of Missourd
thet the rules prohibit the use of.a modulating frequency within 200 cycles
of the 1000 cycle tone employed for CONELRAD alerts, fer station iden~
tification, This recommendation has merit and is incorporated in the rules
adopted herein.

L9, The comments opposing the requirement that a "qualified
electronics engineer" make the installation were largely based on a mis-
understanding of the rule. As we pointed out in paragraph 44, this
does not recéssarily meen a Registered Professional Engineer. The
person’ undertaking such an instellation should have enough knowledge of
basic electronics engineering to recognize and avoid any mistakes which
might cause improper or unreliable operation of the translator, Any
1icensed First or Second Class Radiotelephone Operator would be considered
qualified to meke such an installation, We do not consider it desirable
to remove the requirement that a licensed First er Second Class Radiotelephone
Operator perform any adjustments or repeirs that could result in improper
operation of the translator. A person qualified to make the installation
might not be qualified to repair or mske tuning adjustments of the
equipment and could not operate the apparatus in ccmnection with such
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tests and adjustments unless he held a valid radio operators license.

A First or Second Class Kadiotelephone Operator may be presumed to have

the skill and by virtue of his license, does have the authority to tune,
adjust, and operate the apparatus under the terms of a valid station
authorization issued by the Commission. The rule does not prevent a

less skilled person from merely replacing defective tubes, or unplugging

a defective unit, sending it to a competent person for repairs and then
reconnecting it, if such an operation can be performed without requiring
any technical skill, Therefore, we find nothing in the comments to
persuade us that these requirements contained in the rules are unreasonable

Or unnecessary.
Sectdon 4.751 Eauipment changes,
50. This section merely lists those changes which require
a formal application and prior authority from the Commission, and those

changes which may be made at the discretion of the licensee. There were
no comments directed to the proposed rule.

Section 4,761 Frequency tolerance.

51. This rule establishes the frequency tolerance for the
local oscillator in TV translators at 0.02 percent of the assigned
frequency. Aeronautical Radio, Inc. proposed a frequency tolerance of
0,01 percent on the grounds that most other low power radio services
are required to maintain this tolerance. The lower tolerance proposed
would do little to reduce the interference potential of these broad-
band devices and would smack of regulation for the sake of regulationm.
We believe that most of the equipment employed for this service will
operate well within the prescribed tolerance and find no reasonable
basis to change the originel proposal.

52. This rule does not require the use of frequency monitors
or the making of periodic frequency measurements. The rule does require
a TV translator to suspend operation if it is found to be operating
beyond the prescribed tolerance. Ae utic ¢« propogsed that
TV translator licensees be required to check the operating frequency
at least once a year, Our experience with TV translators in the UHF
band does not show that off-frequency operation is a problem. The
licensee of a TV translator is expected to take adequate precautions to
insure that his equipment does not operate beyond the prescribed tolerance.
The use of periodic frequency checks to insure this is left to the discre-
tion of the licensee, If experience with VHF translators shows that a
periodic frequency check is necessary, we will invoke such a requirement
in an appropriate rule making proceeding.
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53. Sections 4,763 Time of operation; 4,764 Station inspection;
and L.765 Posting of station license, are self-explanatory and there were
no comments on these proposed rules.

Section L.766 Operator requirements

5SL. An .amendment to the Communications Act which became effective
July 7, 1960 now permits the Commission to waiye the operator requirements
for TV translators. The rules adopted herein will permit unattended opera-
tion if certain specified conditions are met. The licensee may elect to
use an operator for the routine operation of the station. In other sections
of the rules, any repairs or adjustments which could result in improper
operation and which require the transmission of signals while the repairs
or adjustiments are being made, must be conducted by or under the immediate
supervision of a licensed first or second class radiotelephone .operator.

Sections -L.767 Marking and liggt% of anterma structures; L.768 Additional
orders; U. oples o TH . ation records.

55« These Tules are self-explanatory and were not opposed.

Section L.783 Station identification.

56. Before promulgating this rule the Commission gave careful
thought to the problem of station identification. The purpose of transe
mitting station identification is to identify a particular signal with a
particular station, This is not primarily for the information of the
listener, -as is popularly believed, but is for the purpose of assisting
the Commission or similar authorities in other countries, in the policing
of the radio frequency spectrum and the detection of violators. In rare
cases it may be possible to identify a particular transmitter by the contents
of its transmissions. This would not be true in the case of TV translators,

since there may be many TV translators within any given reception area, all

retransmitting the same programs. There would be nothing unique about the sig-
nals of any one of them. Some of the comments suggested that it would bLe pos-
sible to identify individual VHF translators because of their limited range.Thir
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is a mistaken impression based upon experience with the service range of low
power TV translators. As has been pointed out before, the interference range
of TV translators is many times the service range and any attempt to track
down an offending station would require dispatching a search unit inte the
area and a slow process of elimination that might require days to complete.

57. Most of the objections to the proposed requirement of station
identification were based upon the added cost of this feature and inoonvenience
and annoyance of viewers by interruptions to the program. The equipment needed
for station identification is simple and should not be unreasanably expensive.
The rules permit idemtification to be accomplished by meérely ‘turning the
carrier on and off or by modulating the local oscillator of the translator
with an auvdio tome, which would, of course, add this modulation;to the visual
and aural carriers transmitted by the TV translator. The first method would
interrupt the transmissions of the translator, The second method would cause
a slight degradation of the picture and sound when the call sign was trans-
mitted. In either case the call sign trahamission could be accomplished in a
few seconds. The interruptions or impairment of the programs is the price’
which must be paid for using simple equipment thatis not continuously manned.
Regular TV broadcast stations are required to transmit station identification
but being manned stations they can ihsert the call sign transmission at any
appropriate point so as not to interrupt the continuity of programs., TV
translators which are not continuously manned and which are not capable of
being directly modulated with a wisual end sural signal, must accomplish
station identification through the use of a preeset timing device to actuate
a keying device, Under the circumstances we find no valid basis for elinina-
ting the station identification requirement,

58, Montana Network called attention to a practical problem raised
by the wording of the proposed rule. The proposed rule requires the trens=

mission of the call sign at the beginning and end of each period of operation
and at stated intervals during operation., A properly operating TV translator
will automatically turn off when the TV station it is rebroadcasting goes
off. Consequently, it would be impsactical for it to transmit its call

sign at the end of the period of The rules adopted herein are
appropriately modified in that reg
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Section L,78L Rebroadcasts.

59. Section 325(a) of the Commmnications Act states that no
broadeasting station shall rebroadcast the programs or any part thereof
of another broadeasting station without the express authority of the
originating station. This rule carries out the provisions of the Act. '
Television Hontana requests that the rules require TV translators to obtain
The consent in writinge The rules adopted herein require consent in writing,
Montana Network proposes that in cases where a TV translator is rebroadcasting
The signals of another TV translator, it be required to obtain consent not
only from the TV translator licensee bub also from the licensee of the TV
broadcast station furnishing the original signal. This too is under the
control of the originating TV broadcsst station licensee. In giving consent
to a TV translator to use its rrograms, it may forbid that TV translator
from giving permission to other TV translators to use the programs without
first obtaining permission of the originating TV broadcast station, If a
licensee learns that a 'TV translator is using its programs without permis=
sion, or if a licensee withdraws its permission for rebroaccast, it should
notify the translator licensee and the Commission in order to insure com=
pliance with this rule and the Act.

60, Palm Springs Translator Station, Inc., requested that the
Commigsion require TV broadcast station licensees to give consent for the
rebroadcast of their signals to TV translators operating outside the Grade B
service area of the TV station, The Commission thoroughly explored this
matter in 1952 in Docket No, 9808 and concluded that it would not be in the
public interest to require TV stations to grant such permission. In anw
nouncing this decision the Commission stated that it would not expect ™
broadcast station licensees to behave arbitrarily in acting upon requests
for rebroadcast permission as such action might reflect upon their qualifi-
cations to operate in the public interest. The proposal by Palm Springs is
rejected for similar reasons.

6l. The present television agreements with Canada and Mexico do
not provide for the operatioh of VHF translators at locations and on chan=
nels other than those set forth in the Agreements for regular TV stations,
The Commission will seek to have the Agreements modified to include provi-
sion for the operation of these low power devices. Meanwhile, applications
for VHF translators at locations within 250 miles of the Canadian or lexican
bordi:rs will be referred to the appropriate Government on a case-by=-case
basis.

62, Accordingly, IT IS ORDZRED, That, effective September 6, 1960,
and pursuant to the authority provided in Section L(i), 303, and 307(b) of
the Communications hct of 193lL, as amended, Sections L.70l through L.790 of
the Commission's Rules ARE AWENDED as set out in Appendex A hereto; and IT
IS FURTHER ORDERED, That this proceeding IS TERLINATED.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COHMISSION *

Adopted: July 27, 1960 Ben F, Waple,
Released: Auvgust 1, 1960 Acting Secretary

# See attached statement of Commissioner Lee,

HOTE: Rules chenges herein will be covered by Transmittal Sheet III-S,
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AFFEND IX

Subpart G of Fart L is revised to read as followss
SUBPART G - TELEVISION BROADCAST TRANSLATCR STATIONS

Definitions and Allocation of Frequencies

Definitions,
Frequency assignment,
Interference.

Administrative procedure,
Cross reference.
Licensing Policies,

Purpose and permissible service,
Eligibility and licensing requirements,
eserve
attended operation,
Power limitatjons.
Emissions and bandwidth.

Equipment..

Equipment and installations.
Equipment changes.

Technical operation.

Frequency tolerance.

Frequency monitors and measurements.

Time of operation.

Station inspection.

Posting of station license,

Operator requirements.

Marking and lighting of antenna structures.
Additional orders.

Copies of rules.

Operation,

Station records.
eserved

otation identification.

Rebroadcasts,

Pre-existing repeaters.

Special requirements for pre-existing VHF repeaters.
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SUBFART G - TELEVISION BROADCAST TRANSLATCOR STATIONS.

ION OF UENCIES .
§ 4.701 Definitions.

(a) Teleyision brosdcast translastor station. A station in the
broadcasting service operated for the purpose of retransmitting
the signals of a television broadcast station or anotber television
broadcast translator station, by means of direct frequency conversiom
and amplificetion of the incoming signals without significantly
altering any characteristic of the incoming signal other than its fre-
quency and amplitude, for the purpose of providing television reception
to the general public,

(b) Erimary statiop. The television broadcasting station radiating
the signals which are retransmitted by a television broadcast trangla~
tor station.

(e) UVHF translator, A television broadcast translator station
operating on a VHF television broadcast chanmnel.

(d) UHF translator. A television broedcast translator station operat-
ing on & UHF television broadcast channel.

§ 4.702 Frequency assignment.

(a) An applicant for a new television broadcast translator station
or for changes in the facilities of an authorized station shall endeavor
to select a channel on which its operation is not likely to cause
interference to the reception of other stations. The application mmst
be specific with regard to the frequency requested. Only one channel
will be agsigned to each station.

(b) Any one of the 12 standard VHF 4elevision channels (2 - 13 in-
clusive) may be assigned to a VHF translator on condition that no ,
interference is caused to the direct reception of amy television broad-
cast station operating on the same or an adjacent channel.

(¢) Any one of the uppor 14 stondard UHF chonnels (70 - 83 inelu-
sive) may be assigned to a UHF translator provided thet $he proposed
tranalctor site is not located:
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(1) Within 20 miles of a television broadcast sfation or city which
is essigned the second, third, fourth, fifth, or eighth channel above
or below the requested channel,

(2) Within 55 miles of a television brosdcast station or city which
is essigned an adjacent channel,

(3) Within 60 miles of a television broadcast station or city which
is assigned the seventh channel above or the seventh or fourteenth
channel below the requested channel,

(4) Within 75 miles of a television broadcast station or city which
is assigned the fifteenth channel below the requested channel.

(5) Within 155 miles of a television broadcast station or city which
is assigned the same channel as the requested channel unless the re-
quested channel is assigned in the Teble of Assignments appesring in § 3,606
(b) of this chapter,to the eity in which the proposcd translator is to be
operated and has not been assigned to a telovision broadenst
station in that city,

(d) The distences specified in paragraph (c) of this section are to
be determined between the proposed site of the television broadcast
translator station and the main Post Office locetion in any city listed
in § 3,606 (b) of this chapter unless the channel shown therein has been
assigned to a television broadcast station, in which case the distance
shall be determined between the proposed site of the translator end the
transmitter site of the television brosdcast station. Changes in the
Table of Assignments of § 3,606 (b) of this chapter may be made without
regard to existing or proposed television broadcast translator stations
and, where such changes result in minimum separations less than those
specified above, the licensee of an affected UHF televisisn broadcast
trenslator statien shall file an application for a change in channel
assignment to comply with the required separations, In the case of
changes in the Table of Assignments affecting VHF channels, existing VHF
television broadcast translator stations causing interference to recep-
tion of VHF broadcest channels shall eliminate the interference or file
an application for a change in channel assignment.

(e) No minimum distance separation between TV translators operating
on the seme channel is specified. However, assignments which will
obviously result in mutual interference between translators will not be
made.

(f) Adjacent channel assignments will not be made to television
broadcast translator stations intended to serve all or a part of the
same ares.
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§ 4.703 Interference.

(a) An mpplication for a new television broadcast translator sta-
tion or for changes in the facilities of ah suthorized station will not
be granted where it is apparent thet interference will be caused, In
general, the licensee of a new UHF translator shall protect existing UHF
translators from interference resulting fiom its operation. If inter-
ference develops between VHF translators, the problem shall be resolved
by mutual agreement among thée licensees involved.

(b) It shall be the responsibility of the licensee of a VHF translator
to correct at its expense any condition of interference to the direct
reception of the signals of a television broadcast station operating on
the same chdnnel as that used by the VHF translator or on an adjacent
channel, which occurs ag the result of the operation.of the translator.
Interference will be considered to occur whenever reception of a reg'ulnrlar
used signel is impaired by the signals radiated by the translator, re-
gardless of the quality of such reception or the stremgth of the signal
80 used, If the interference cannot be promptly eliminaeted by the
application of suitable techniques, operation of the offending translator
shall be suspended and shell not be resumed until the interference has
been eliminated, If the complainant refuses to permit the translator
licensee to apply remedisl techniques which demonstrebly will eliminate
the interference without impeirment of the original reception, the licensee
of the translator is absolved of further responsibility.

(¢) It shall be the responsibility of the licensee of a television
broadcast translator stetion to correct amy condition of interference
which results from the radiation of redio frequency energy by its
equipment on any frequency ‘outside the assigned channel. Upon nptice
by the Commission to the station licensee or operator that such inter-
ference is being caused, the operation of the television broadcast
translator station shell be ~suspended immediately and shall not be
resumed until the interference has been eliminated or it can be demon=-
strated that the interference is not due to spurious emissions by the
television broedcast translator station: Provided, however, That short
test transmissions may be made during the period of suspended operation
to check the efficacy of remedial measures.

(d) 1In each instance where suspension of operation is required, the
licensee shell submit a full report to the Commission after operation
is resumed, containing details of the nature of the interference, the
source of the interfering signels, and the remedial steps taken to
eliminate the interference,

§ 4J711 Cross Reference,
See §§ 4,11 to L.l6o
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LICENSING POLICIES

§ 4.731 Purpose and permissible service.

(a) Television broadcast translator stations provide a means whereby
the signals of television broadcast stations may be retransmitted to
areas in which direct reception of such television broadcast stations is
unsatisfactory due to distance or intervening terrain barriers.

(b) A television broadcast translator station may be used only for
the purpose of retramsmitting the signals of a television broadcast sta-
tion or enother television broadcast translator station which have been
received directly through space, cénverted to a different channel by simple
heterodyne frequency cornversion, and suitably amplified,

(¢) -The transmissions of each television broadcast translator sta-
tion shall be intended for direct reception by the general public and any
other use shall be incidental thereto. A television broadcast translater
station shall not be operated solely for the purpose of relaying signals
to one or more fixed receiving points for retransmission, distribution, .or
further relaying.

(d) The technical charscteristics of the retransmitted signals shall
not be deliberately altered so as to hinder reception on conventional
television broadcast receivers.

(e) A television broadcast translator station shall not deliberately
retransmit the signals of any station other than the station 1t is author-
ized by license to retransmit, Precautions shall be taken to avoid
unintentional retransmission of such other signals.

§ 4.732 Eljgibility and licensing nquirerlnents.

(s) A license for a television broadcast translator station may be
issued to any qualified individual, organized group of individuels, broad-
cast station licensee, or local civil governmental body, upon an appro=
priate showing that plans for financing the instellation and operation of
the station aré sufficiently sound to insure prompt construction of the
station and dependable service for the duration of the license period.

(b) More than one television broadcast translator station may be
licensed to the same applicant, whether or not such stations serve sub=
stantially the same area, upon an appropriate showing of need for such
additional stations, TV translators operated by TV broadcast station
licensees are not counted as TV stations for purposes of § 3.636 concerning
multiple ownership.

(¢) Only one ohanned will be assigned to each television broadcast
translator station, Additional television broadcast translator stations may
be authorized to provide additional reception., A separate application is
required for each television broadcast translator station and each application
shall be complete in all respects.
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(@) A VHF translator will not be authorided to serve an area which
is receiving satisfactory service from one or more UHF television broad-
cast stations or UHF translators unless, 'upon ‘consideration of :all
applicable public interest factors, 'it is determined that, exceptionally,
such intermixture of VHF and UHF service is justified.

(e) The Commission will not act on applications for new television
broadcast translator stations or forichanges in the facilities of an
existing station where sush changes will result in an increase in
signal rangs ‘in‘any horizontal direction until 30 days have elapsed
gince the date on which "Public Notice" is givenm by the Commission eof
acceptance for filing of such application, in order to afford licensess of
existing television broadcast stations an opportunity to comment with
respect to ‘tile effect of the proposed treanslator on their operation.

8§ U133 [Reserved/

g L.73k Unattended operation.

(a) A television broadcast translator station may be operated without
a licensed radio operator in attendance if the following requiremgnts are mets

(1) If the transmitter site camnot be reached promptly at all hours and
in all seasons, means shall be provided so that the transmitting apparatus
can be turned on and off at will from & point which is readily accessible
at all hours and in all seasons.

(2) The transmitter shall also be equipped with suitable automatic
circuits which will place it in a non-radiating condition in the absence
of a signal on the input channel.

(3) The transmitting apparatus and the on-and-off control, if at a
location other than the transmitter site, shall be adequately protected
against tampering by unauthorised persons.

(L) ' The Commission shall be supplied with the name, address, and tele-
phone number ‘of a person or persons kho may. be wntacted to securs prompt
suspension of operation of the trenslator should such action be deemed
necessary by the Commission,

(5) In cases where the antenna and supporting structure are considered
to be a hasard to air navigation. and are required to be painted: end
lighted under the provisionsiof Part 17 of this chapter,. the licenses
whall make suitable arrangements-for iha dgily ivspectiom and logging
of the hazard markings required by 8 § 17,37 end 17,38 of this chapter.
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(b)- An applicetion for authority to construct a new television
broadcast translator station or to make changes in the
facilities of an authorized station, and which proposes unattended
operation, shall include an adequate showing as to the manner of com-
pliance with this section.

(¢) Unless the applicant specifically uests unattended operation
and makes the showing required by paragraph (b) of this sectiom, a
licensed radio operator meeting the requirements of § 4.766 shall be on
duty et the transmitter site whenever the station is operated.

§ Le735 Power limitations.,

(2) The transmitter power output of a VHF translator shall be
limited to a maximum of 1 watt peak visual power. In no event shall
the transmitting apparatus be operated with power output in excess of
the mamufacturers rating.

(b) The transmitter power output of a UHF translator shall be
limited to a maximum of 100 watts peak visual power. In no event shall
the_transmitting apparatus be operated with power output in excess of
the menufacturers rating.

(e) No limit is placed upon the effective radiated power which may
be obtained by the use of horizontally or vertically directive transmit-
ting antennas.

§ 4,736 Emissions and ‘bandwidth,
(&) The license of a television broadcast translator station

authorizes the transmission of the visusl signal by amplitude modula-
tion (A5) and the accompanying aural signel by frequency modulation (F3).
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(b) Standard width television channels will be assigned and the trans=
mitting apparatus shall be. operated so as to.limit spurious emissions to
the lowest practicable value. ' Any emissions including intermodulation
products and radio frequency harmcnics which are not essential for the
transmission of the desired picture and :sound infarmation shall be con-
sidepeq to be spurious emmissions.

(c) Any emissions appearing on frequencies more than 3 megacycles aoove
or below the upper und lower edges respectively of the assigned channel
shall be attenuated no less than 30:-dectbels below the peak power of the
visual Siwa

(d) GCreater attenuation than that specified in paragraph (¢) of this
section may be required if interference results from emissions outside the
assigned channel.

8,.737 Antenna location. (a) An applicant for a new telsvision broad-
cast tranSIator stetion or for a change in the facilities of an authorized
station shall endeaver to select a site vhich will provide a line-of-sight
transmission path to the entire area intended to be served and at which
there is available a suitable signal from the primary station.

The transmitting antenna should be placed above growing vegetation and trees
lying in the direction of the area intended to be served to minimize the
possibility of signal absorption by foliage.

(b) A site within 5 miles of the area intended to be served is to be
preferred if the conditicns in paragraph (a) of.this section can be met,

(e) Consideration should be given to accessibility of the site at all
seasons of the year and to the availability of facilities for the maintenw—
ance and operation of the television broadcast translator station.

(d) The transmitting antenna should be located as near as is practical
to the transmitter to avoid the use of long transmission lines and the
assoclated power losses.

(e) Consideration should be given to.the existence of strong radio fre-
quency fields from other transmitters at the translator site and the possi-
bility that such fields may result in the retransmission of signals ordginating
on frequencies other than that of the primary station.
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EQUIRIENT

8 4.750 Equipment and installation.

(a) The transmitting apparatus employed at a television broadcast
translator station must meet the requirements for type acceptance by
the Commission., These requirements are set forth in paragraph (c) of
this section.

(b) Transmitting antennas, antennas, used to receive the signals
to be rebroadcast, and transmission lines do not have to be type
accepted. External preamplifiers may also be used provided that they
do not cause improper operation of the translator and compliance with
specifications inm paragraph (c) of this section does mot depend upon
the use of suchpreamplifiers.

(c) The following requirements must be met before translator
equipment will be type accepted by the Commission:

(1) The frequency converter and associated amplifiers shall be
so designed that the electrical characteristics of a standard tele-
v sion signal introduced into the input terminals will not be signi-
ficantly altered by passage through the apparatus except as to fre-
quency and amplitude, The overall response of the apparatus within
its assigned channel when operating at its rated power output and
measured at the output terminals, shall provide a smooth curve,
varying within limits separated by no more than L decibels: Provided,
however, that means may be provided to reduce the amplitude of the
aural carrier below those limits, if necessary to prevent intermodu-
lation which would mar the quality of the retransmitted picture or
result in emissions outside of the assigned channel,

(2) Radio frequency harmonics of the visual and aural carriers,
measured .at the output terminals of the transmitter, shall be
atteruated no less than 60 decibels below the peak visual output
power within the assigned channel. All other emissions appearing on
frequencies more than 3 megacycles above or below the upper and lower
edges, respectively, of the asesigned channel shall be attenuated no less than:

(1) 30 decibels for transmitters rated at less than 10 watts
power output.

(i1) LO decibels for transmitters rated at 10 watts or more
power output.

(3) The local oscillator employed in the frequency converter
th all maintain its operating frequency within 0,02 percent of its
rated frequency when subjected to variations in ambient temperature
between minus 30 degrees and plus 50 degrees Centigrade and variations
in power main woltage between 85 percent and 115 percent of the rated
supply voltage.
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(L) The apparatus shall contain autoratic circuits which will
maintain the peak visual power output constant within 2 decibels
when the strength of the input signal is varied over a range of
30 decibels and which will not permit the peak visual power output
to exceed the maximum rated power output under any condition. If
a manual acjustment is provided to compensate for different average
signal intensities, provision shall be made for determining the. proper
setting for the control and if improper adjustment of the control could
result in improper operation, a label shall be affixed at the adjust-
ment control bearing a suitable warning.

(5) The apparatus shall be equipped with autematic controls which
will place it in a non-racdiating condition when no signal is being
received on the input channel, either due to absence of a transmitted
signal or failure of the receiving portion of the translator. The
automatic control may include a time delay feature to prevent inter-
ruptions in the translator operation caused by fading or other
momentary failures of the incoming signal.

(6) The tube or tubes employed in the final radio frequency ampli-
fier shall be of the appropriate power rating to provide 'the rated
power output of the translator, The normal operating constants for
operation at the rated power output shall be specified.. The apparatus
shall be equipped with suitable meters or meter jacks so that appro-
priate voltage and current measurements may be made while the apparatus
is in operation.

(7) The transmitter shall be equipped with an automatic keying
device which will transmit the call sign assigned to the station, in
international kHorse Code, within 5 minutes of the hour and half-hour.
Transmission of the call sign shall be accomplished elther by inter-
rupting the radiated signals in the proper code sequence or by ampli-
tude modulating the radiated signals with an audio frequency tone cone
taining the telegraphic identification. The modulating signal may be
inserted at any suitable stage in the apparatus but shall result in at
least 30 percent amplitude modulation of the aural carrier. If an
axdio frequency tone is used it shall not be within 2C0 cycles of the
1,000 cycle tone used for CMEIRAD alerting.

(8) Wiring, shielding, and construction shall be in accordance
with accepted principles of good engineering practice.

(d) Type acceptance will be granted only upon a satisfactory
showing that the apparatus is capable of meeting the requirements of
paragraph (c) of this section. The following procedures shall apply:
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(1) Any manufacturer of apparatus intended for use at television
btroadcast translator stations, may request type acceptance by follow-
ing the procedures set forth in Part 2, Subpart F, of this chapter.
Equipment found to be acceptable by the Commission will be listed in
the "™Radio Equipment List, Part A, Television Broadcast Equipment,"
publishec by the Commission. These liste are available for inspection
at any Field Office of the Commission anc at the Washington, D.C.
offices of the Commission.

(2) Television broadcast translator apparatus which has been type
accepted by the Commission will normally be authorized without addi-
tb nal measurements by the applicant.

(3) Construction permits may be granted for the installation of
custom-built apparatus which has not been type accepted by the Commis-
don, ‘In such cases, the permittee shall submit the information re-
quired by Part 2, Subpart F, together with sufficient measurements and
data to show that the apparatus meets the requirements of paragraph (c)
of this section., The measurements shall be made by a qualified elec-
tronic engineer with instruments of sufficient accuracy to insure the
reliability of the data,

(L) Other rules concerning type acceptance, imcluding information
regarding withdrawal of type acceptance, modification of type accepted
equipment and limitations on the findings upon which type acceptance
is based, are set forth in Part 2, Subpart F, of this chapter,

(e) The installation of a television broadcast translator station
employing custom-built apparatus or apparatus which has not been type
accepted by the Commission, shall be made by or under the direct
supervision of a person having the technical skill and engineering
knowledge required to make a proper installation,

(f) The installation of a television broadcast translator station
employing type accepted apparatus may be made by a person with suf-
ficient technical imowledge and skill to correctly follow the manu-
facturer!s instructions.

(g) 6imple repairs such as the replacement of tubes, fuses, or
other plug-in components and the adjustment of non-critical circuits
which require no particular technical skill may be made by an unskilled
person. Repairs which require the replacement of attached components,
a justment of critical eircuits, or technical measurements shall be
made only by & person with the knowledge and skill to perform such
tasks.,
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(h) Any tests or adjustments which require the radiation of
signals for their completion and which could result in improper cpera-
tion of the apparatus, shall be made by or under the immediate super-
vision of a licensed first or second class radiotelephone operator.

(1) The transmitting antenna may be designed to produce either
horizontal, vertical, or circular polarization.

8§ L.751 YXquipment changes.

{a) WNo change, either mechanical or electrical, may be made in
apparatus which has been type accepted by the Commission without prior
authority of the Commission., If such prior authority has been given
to the manufacturer of type accepted equipment, the ménufacturer may
issue instructions for such changes citing its authority, In such
cases, individual licensees are not required to secure prior Commission
approval but shall notify tne Commission when such changes are completed.

(b) Fomal application (FCC Form 3L6) is required for any of the
following changes:

(1) Replacement of the transmitter as a whole, except by one of
an identical type.

(2) A change in tbe transmitting antenna system, inoluding the
direction of radiation, directive antenna pattern, or transmission line.

(3) Any change in the antenna which will increase the overall
height above ground by more than 20 feet or will result in an overall
height of more than 170 feet above.ground.

(4) Any change in the location of the transmitter except a move
within the same building or upon the same pole or tower.

(5) Any horizontal change in the location of the tramsmitting
antenna of more than 500 feet.

(6) A change of frequency assipnment.
(7) A change of the primary TV station being retransmitted.
{8) A change of authorized operating power.

(c) Other equipment changes not specifically referred to above
may be made at the discretion of the licensee, provided that the
Engineer in Charge of the radio district in which the television
broadcast translator station is located and the Commission's
Washington, D. C. office are mtified in writing upon completion of
such changes, and provided further that the changes are appropriately
reflected in the next spplication for renewal of license of the tele-
viion broadcast translator station.
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TECHNICAL OPERATION

8 4.761 Frequency tolerance,

The licensee of a television broadcast translator station shall
maintain the visual carrier frequency and the aural center frequency
at the output of the translator within 0,02 percent of its assigned
frequencies when the primary station is operating exactly on its
assigned frequency. This tolerance shall not be exceeded, at times
when the primary station 1s not exactly on its assigned frequencies,
by more than the amount of departure-by the primary station,

8 L.762 Frequency monitors and measurements,

(a) The licensee of a television broadcast translator station is
not required to provide means for measuring the operating frequencies
of the transmitter. However, only equipment having the required
stability will be approved for use at a television broadcast translator
station.

(b) In the event that a television broadcast translator station is
found to be operating beyond the frequency tolerance prescribed in
B L.761, the licensee shall promptly suspend operation of the transla-
tor and shall not resume operation until the tranmslator has been re-
stored to its assigned frequencies, Adjustment of the frequency deter-
mining circuits of a television broadcast translator station shall be
made only by a qualified person in accordance with B L,750(g).

B 4,763 Time of operation.

(a) A television broadcast translator station is not required to
alhere to any regular schedule of operation, However, the licensee
of a television translator station is expected to provide a dependable
service to the extent that such is within its control and to awoid
unwarranted interruptions to the service provided,

(b) If causes beyond the control of the licensee require that a
television broadcast translator station remain inoperative for a
period in excess of 10 days, the Engineer in Charge of the radio
district in which the station is located shall be notified promptly
in writing, cescribing the cause of failure and the steps taken to
place the station in operation again, and shall be notified promptly
when the operation is resumed.

(c) Failure of a television broadcast translator station to
cperate for a period of 30 days or more, except for causes beyond
the control of the licensee, shall be deemed evidence of discon-
tinuance of operation and the license of the station will be cancelled.
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(d) A television broadcast translator station shall not be per-
mitted to radiate during extended periods when signals of the primary
station are not being retransmitted.

B L.76L Station inspection

The licensee of a television broadcast translator station shall make
the station and the records required to be kept by the rules in this
subpart, available for inspection by representatives of the Commission.

8 4.765 Posting of station license.

(a) The station license and any other instrument of authorization
or individual order concerning the construction of the station or the
manner of operation shall be kept in the station record file maintained
by the licensee so as to be available for inspection upon request to any
authorized representative of the Coimission.

(b) The call sign of the translator together with the name, address,
anc telephone number of the licensee or local representative of the
licensee if the licensee does not reside in the community served by
the translator, shall be displayed at the translator site on the struc-
ture supporting the transmitting antenna, so as to be visible to a
person standing on the ground at the transmitter site, The display
shall be prepared so as to withstand normal weathering for a reason-
able period of time and shall be maintained in a legible comdition
by the licensee.

8 L,,766 Operator requirements.

(a) No licensed radio operator is required for the routine opera-
tion of a television broadcast translator station provided that the
requirements of 8§ L,73L:of this Subpart are met, Otherwise, an
operator holding a valid restricted radiotelephone operator permit
or a first or secord glass radiotelephone operator license shall be
on duty at the place where the transmitting apparatus is located
at all times when the apparatus is being operated.

(b) A licensed operator employed to operate a TV tramnslator may,
at the discretion of the licensee, be employed for other duties or for
the operation of another class of station or stations in accordance with
the class of license which he holds and the rules and regulations
governing such other stations, However, such duties shall in nowise
interfere with the operation of the 1V translator station.
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B L.767 Marking and lighting of antenna structures,

The marking and lighting of antenna structures employed at a tele-
viion broadcast translator station, where required, will be specified
in the anthorization issued by the Commission, Part 17 of this chapter
sets forth the conditions under which such marking and lighting will be
required and the responsibility of the licensee with regard thereto.

§ 4,768 Additional orders.

In cases where the rules contained in this part do not cover all
phases of operation or experimentation with respect to external
effects, the Commission may make supplemental or additional orders
in each case as may be deemed necessary.

8 L.769 Copies of rules,

The licensee of a television broadcast tranglator station shall have
current copies of Part 3, Part L, and in cases where antenna marking
is required, Fart 17 of this chapter available for use by the operator
in charge and is expected to be familiar with those rules relating to
the operation of a television broadcast translator station. Copiés of
the Commission's rules may be obtained from the Superintendent of
Documents, Government Primting Office, Washington 25, D,C,, at nominal cost.

OPZRATION
§ L.781 Station records.
(a) The licensee of a television broadcast translator station shall
maintain adequate station records, including the current instrument of
authorization, official correspondence with the Commission, maintenance

records, contracts, permission for rebroadcasts, and other pertinent
documents,

(b) Where an antenna structure is required to be painted or illum-
inated, see § 17.38 of this chapter,

(¢) The station records shall be made available upon request to
any authorized representative of the Commission.

{(d) Station records shall be retained for a period of two years,
§ 4,782 [Reserved/
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® 4.783 Station identification,

(a) The call sign of a television broadcast tramslator station
shall he transmitted in international lMorse Code, by means of an
automatic keying device, at the begihning of each period of operation
and, during operation, within S minutes of the hour and half hour. This
transmission may be accomplishied either by turning the visual and aural
carriers of the translator on and off in the proper sequence or by
superimposing an audio frequency tone cmtaining the telegraphic iden-
tification, on the visual and aural carriers radiated by the trans-
lator. The modulation level of the identifying signal shall not be

less than 30 percent of the aural signal,

(b) The Commission may, in its discretion, specify other methods
of identification.

(¢) call signs for television broadcast translator stations will be
made up of the initial letter K or W followed by the chamnel number assigned
to the translator and two letters. The use of the initial letter will
generally follow the patterfh used in the broadcast service, i.e., stations
west of the Mississippl River will be assigned an initial letter K and
those east of the Mississippi River the letter W. The two letter combina-
tions following the channel number will be assigned in order and requesis
for the assigmmert of particular combinations of letters will not be con-
sidered.

8 L4.78L Rebroadcasts,

(a) The term "rebroadcast" means the reception by radio of the programs
or other signals of a radio or television station and the simultaneous or
subsequent retransmission of such programs or signals for direct reception
by the general public,

(b) The licensee of & television broadcast translator station shall not
rebroadcast the programs of any television broadcast station or-other tele-
vision broadcast translator station without obtaining prior consent of the
station whose signals or programs are proposed to be retransmitted. The
Commission shall be notified of the call letters of each station rebroad-
cast and the licensee of the television broadcasttranslator station shall
certify that written consent has been received from the licensee of the
station whose programs are retransmitted.

(¢) A television broadcast translator station is not authorized to
rebroadcast the transmissions of any class of station other than a tele-
vision broadcast station or another television broadcest translator station.
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PRE~EXISTING REPEATERS

8 ,790 Special requirements for pre-existing VHF repeaters.

(2) Until October I, 1961, the provisions of this section shall
apply to repeater stations which are rebroadcasting TV signals on VHF
Channels 2-13, and which were constructed on or before July 7, 1960,

The term "repeater station" is used in this section of the rules to
refer to low power devices for the reception, amplification and retrans-
mission of television signals, irrespective of whether the output channel
is the same as the input channel,or is a different channel as in the
case of VHF translators.

(b) On or before October 31, 1960, the operators of all devices
covered in paragraph (2) of this section shall file with the Commission
at its Washington offices an application for temporary authoriszation to
continue operation., Such application shall be filed on FCC Form 3L7-A
in accordance with instructions accompanying that Form.

“(c) Applicants must comply with requirements imposed by law, in-
oludinﬁ those found in the following sections of the Communications Act
of 193Ls

(1) Section 308(b) which requires that the application be signed
by the applicant under oath or affirmation,

(2) Section 310 which, smong other things, prohibits the issuance
of a license to an alien or an organization of which any officer or
director is an alien.

(3) Section 325 which prohibits rebroadcasting of the programs of
another broadcasting station without the express authority of the otler
station, Applicants must certify that such consent has been obtained
in writing and is aval lable for inspection by the Commission.

(d) An applicant for = temporary authorization under this section
shall certify in his application that on or before Februsry 1, 1961 he will
file an application on FCC Form 346 for authority to replace or modify
the facility for which temporary authorization is so téhao as to conform
l?

to all the requirements set out in B8 L.701 through of Subpart G of
the Commission's Rules with respect to television broadcast translators.

(e) Existing repeaters may not be modified, and no new translator may
be constructed, prior to the issuance of Commission approval of an
application fiied on FCC Form 346 for euthorization to make a desired
modification or to construct a new translator.

(£f) Temporary suthorizations issued under this section of the mles
will be valid only until October 31, 1961, On or before that date persons
responsible for the operation of ali repeaters must complete all the steps
required to comply with all the requirements of B8 L,701 through L.76L of
Subpart G of the Commission's Ryles,
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STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER ROBERT E. LEE

I agree to licensing existing VHF operations, which now operate
without authorization, to avoid a general disruption in the services they
are rendering. However, I have urged that pau translators should be
licensed to operate only in the UHF portion of the spectrum unless it can
be demonstrated affirmatively that in given instances a UHF translator
operation is either technically or economically unfeasible., This view
would seem to be buttressed by the history of the recent legislation on
boosters where the use of "alternative" methods of transmission was
encouraged.

The failure of the Commission to adopt this course of action is to
ny mind a threat to the fuller utilization of UHF, Because of the power
limitations which must be imposed upon VHF translators and the scarcity
of VHF spectrum space for their accommodation, to do other than to channel
these new operations into the UHF portion of the spectrum msy ultimately
prove to be a public dlsservice.

1/ See the remarks of Representative Oren Harris,
106 Cong. Ree, 13217 (June 24, 1960, daily editio!_a).
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B
FEDERAL COMMINICATIONS COMMISSION FOC 60-1263

Washington 25, DsCe 94878
In the Matter of:

Amendment of Section 4.790(b) of
the Commission's Rules to extend
until December 30, 1960 the time
for filing of applications for
temporary authority to operate a
VHF Television Broadcast Repeater
Station,

ORDER

At a session of the Commission at its offices in Washington, D,C.,
on the 20th day of October, 1960;

The Commission has under consideration the provisions of
Section 4.790(b) of its Rules, under which operators of VHF repeater
stations constructed on or before July 7, 1960, must file by October 31,
1960, applications for temporary authority to operate such stations.

IT AFPEARS, That, because of problems in connection with obtaining
authorization to rebroadcast programs, a number of VHF repeater operators
will not be able to file their applications by the date specified, and
that therefore the public interest would be served by an extemsion of time
within which such applications are to be filed,

IT FURTHER APPEARS, That, because of the short time remaining
before October 31, 1960, notice of proposed rule making and rule making
procedure are impracticable, and that the public interest would be served
by making an extension of time in this matter effective immediately.

In view of the foregoing, and under authority contained in
Sections 4(1), 303(f) and 303(r) of the Communications Act of 1934, as
amended, IT IS ORDERED, that effective “ctober 20, 1960, Section 4.790(b) of
our Rules is amended to read as follows:

"8 4,790 Special requirements for pre-existing VHF repeaters,

(b) On or before December 30, 1960, the operators of all
devices covered in paragraph (a) of this section shall
file with the Commission at its Washington offices an
application for temporary authorization to continue
operation, Such application shall be filed on FCC
Form 347-A in accordance with instructions accompanying
that Form,®

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Ben F. Waple
Released: October 25, 1960 Acting Secretary

NOTE: ‘ Rules changes herein will be covered by Transmittal Sheet III-10.
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: Before the
FEDERAL COITUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington 25, D.Cs

In the latter of

Amendment of Section La702(b)

of the Commission Rules to note

that Channels 5 and 6 are not avallsble ;
for TV translator use in Alaskas and Hawaii,

SRLEE

On July 27, 1960, the Commission adopted a Report and Order in
Docket No. 12116 amending ilrt L4 of the rules to provide for the licensing
of television broadcast translator stations on VHF television channels.
Section 1,702 failed to note that the frequency bands 76=82 Mo and 82-88
Mc (television channels 5 and 6) are allocated for nonbroadcast use in
Alaska and Hawail and, consequently, are not available for use by VHF
translestors in those states. 1/

The amendment adopted herein is corrective only and therefore may
be ° saccomplished and made effective without compliance with the public
notice, procedural; and effective date requirements of Section L of the
Administrative Procedure Act,

Authority for the amendment herein is contained in Sections L(1)
and 303(c), (d) and () of the Commnications Act of 193k, as amended,
and Section 0:341(a) of the Commission's Statement of Organization, Delegations
of Authority, and Other Information.

Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED, That, effective December 15, 1960,
Section Ls702(b) of the Commission's Rules and Regulations IS AMENDED; the
paragraph reading as follows:

8 ),,702 Frequency assigrment.

* * * * *

(b) Any one of the 12 standard VHF channels (2-13 inclusive)
may be assigned to a VHF translator on condition that no
interference is caused to the direct reception of any tele=
vision broadcast station operating on the same or an adjacent
channel: Provided, however, That channels 5 and 6 are
allocated Tor nonbroadcest use in Alagka and Hawail and will
not be assigned to VHF translators in those states.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

fon. 7. WfK
Adapted: December 6, 1960 Ben F, Waple

Released: December 6, 1960 Acting Secretary

I/ See Section 2.10L, footnote US 33 of the Commisaion's Rules and Regulations.

NOTE: Rules changes herein will be covered by Transmittal Sheet III-12.
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION PUBLIC NOTICE - B
Washington 25, D. C. 72035

Report No. 3348 BROADCAST ACTION April 14, 1959

The Cormission en banc, by Commissioners Doerfer (Chairman), Bartley,
Craven, Ford and Cross, took the following action on April 13:

REPORT ON IMPACT OF CATV'S, ETC,, ON TV BROADCASTING

By Report and Order, the Commission reiterated that it has no present
Jurisdiction to regulate community antenna TV systems but adopted two pro-
posals for which it will seek appropriste amendments to the Communications
Act to put into effect. One is that CAIV systems be required to have the
consent of the TV broadcast stations whose programs they carry, and the other
is that CATIV systems carry programs of the local TV station on one of the
CATV's system chamnels, if the station requests it, and do so without degrad-
ing the signal.

These were among proposals made by broadcasters in the Commission's
inquiry into the impact of CATV's, translators, satellites and repeaters on
the orderly development of TV broadcasting (Docket 12443). All other pro-
posals were held not acceptable and the proceeding was terminated.

In the matter of translators, the Commission affirmed its decision in
the Lewiston case (Orchards Community Television Association, Ine.) in which,
in March 1958, it refused to stay the grant of applications for two transe
lators to serve Lewiston, Idaho, where a local TV station was (and 1s) in
operation,

As to common carrier relay of TV programs, it concluded that the econome
ic injury to broadcasters is not a valid consideration, and there is no basis
for requiring microweve carriers to show the consent of the station vhose pro-
grams they relay, since the matter of property right has not yet been estab-
lished. Accordingly, the Commission resumed the processing of such pending
applications.

Commissioner Bartley issued a concurring statement.

"Booster" and "repeater" operation is the subject of a separate
release.

The text of the above-mentioned Report and Order will be printed
by GPO in weekly pamphlet.
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION PUBLIC ROTICE - B
Washington 25, D. C. 89172

Feport No. 356 BROADCAST ACTION May 25, 1960

The Commission en banc, by Commissioners Ford (Chairman), Hyde,
Lee, Craven and Cross, took the following sction on May 25:

TV BOOSTERS AUTHORIZED FOR UHF STATIONS

By Report and Order, the Cormission adopted rules, effective July 5,
to provide for the use of TV boosters by UHF television broadcast stations
(Docket 11331). A booster merely amplifies and retransmits the signals of
the paerent station on the same channel. The new rules are substantially the
seme as those proposed June 27, 195T7.

The main provisions are:

Licensing TV boosters to the licensees of UHF TV
Stations only.

They may be used to fill in "shadows" within e parent
station's potential Grede A service area but not to
extend that area, The potential Grade A contour of a
UHF TV station extends out to 68 miles.

The maximum effective radiated power permitted
boosters is 5 kilowatts.

The booster transmitter must be located within the
Grade A contour of the parent station and is not permitted
to place a signal in excess of 5 millivolts (Grede A service)
at any place more than 68 miles from the parent TV station.

It must be possible to turn the booster off and on by
transmitting & cue signal over the parent station.

Boosters will not be required to transmit individual
call signals.

Use of type-approved equipment is not required but
the equipment used must be designed and instelled by
qualified electronic engineers.

Booster licensees will be required to satisfy all
complaints of interference to direct reception of the
parent station and may not cause more interference to
other TV stations than would occur if they were operating
at the site of its transmitter with the maximum power
and antenna height permitted under the TV rules.

Boosters may not be used to extend the service range
of a TV station beyond that which the station could obtain
withcmaximum power and antenna height at the site of its
main transmitter.




DEVELOPMENT OF TV BOOSTERS 59

These rules are intended to permit a UHFsstation to provide reasonably
uniform coverage over its normal service area, and under severe terrain con-
ditions, without resorting to extremely high powers. With boosters, a reason-
able power can be used at the main transmitter of the parent station to serve
the principel city and surrounding ares and the booster used to pick up,
amplify or boost the power, and retransmit the signals into places within
the normal service range of the parent station previously suffering from
inndequate signal strength because of intervening hills, etec.

A new FCC Form 343 has been adopted which can be used in applying for
& construction permit for a UHF booster station as soon as it is available.




DEVELOPMENT OF TV BOOSTERS

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION PUBLIC NOTICE - B
Washington 25, D. C. 2955

Report No. 3583 BROADCAST ACTIONS July 28, 1960

The Commission en bane, by Commissioners Ford  (Chairman), Hyde,
Bartley, Lee, Craven and Cross, took the folléwing actions on July 27:

FCC AUTHORIZES LOW-POWER VEF TRANSLATORS

Sets Up Requirements and Procedures for Existiing Repeaters
to Continue Operation Pending Conformity With New Rules

The Commission established rules and regulations, effective Sept. §;,
1960, to authorize operation of new low-power translator stations in the VHF
band providing they meet minimal technical requirements to assure orderly
operation and protect regular TV broadcast stations from interference. * Their
maximum power is limited to 1 watt,

Repeaters (Boosters)

Tts covering Report and Order (Docket 12116) enmbles existing repeaters
(boosters) which were comstructed before July T, 1960 to apply to the Com-
mission for temporary suthorization to continue operation pending their
compliance with the new translator requirements,

The Commission recognizes that these unauthorized repeaters need a
reasonable opportunity to arrange for this transition and, accordingly, is
giving them until Oct. 31, 1960 to furnish minimal information on a special
application form (347-A) which is being prepared for that purpose. These
interim authorizations will permit the continued use, until Oct. 31, 1961,

of equipment constructed on or before July 7, 1960. On or before Feb. 1,
1951, persons responsible for such existing repeaters must apply to the
Commission for modification of existing equipment or for constructicn of a
new station to meet the translator rules. All steps needed to comply with
the new translator rules must be completed by Oct. 31, 1961.

Such temporary asuthorizations are made possible by a recent amendment
to Section 319 of the Communications Act which empowers the Commission to
license repeater stations which had been constructed on or before July T,
1960 without prior authorization from the Commission.

VHF Translators
Applications for new VHF trenslators may be filed at any time, but
action can not be taken until after the effective date of this order --
Sept. 6, 1960.
They will be made on FCC Form 346, the one now used for UHF tremslators.

Licensing and other operational requirements for VHF translators are,
in general, the same as for UHF translators.
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A recent emendment of Section 318 of the mct enables the Commission
to dispense with requiring licensed operators for such stations. In con-
sequence, the translator rules are changed to require only on-off control
from an accessible place, and sutomatic cut-off devices for both VEF and
UHF translator operation.

While UHF translators must meet prescribed: mileage separation from
regular TV stations, no similar restriction is placed on VAF translators.
The latter will, however, be required to protect reception of TV broadcast
stations, and VEF translator licensees will have to resolve their own
interference problems.

As in the case of UHF translators, a VEF translator can not retransmit
signals on the same channel as the one on which it receives: incoming signals.
Call signals will be used (as in the case of UHF translators) and the per-
mission of the stations whose programs sre translated must also be obtained.
Those who want to use more power than the l-watt maximum for VHF translators
can apply for UHF translator operation where the upper limit is 100 watts.

Commissioner Lee concurred in party; Commissioner King present but
not participating.
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION PUBLIC NOTICE - B
Washington 25, D. C. 81360

Report No. 3453 BROADCAST ACTIONS December 2, 1959

The Commission en banc, by Commissioners Doerfer (Cheirman), Bartley,
Lee, Ford and Cross, tock the following actions on December 2:

mmmmmmmmmmmon

By a Notice of Further Proposed Rule Meking in Docket 12116, the
Conmission proposed to amend its rules governing TV translator stations
(Part %) to establish standards for the licensing of new low pover VAF
TV translator stations. Comments are invited by January 11, 1960.

The basic requirement would be sccomplished, in pert, by establishing
conditions to guard against harmful interference by VHF translators to other
redio commmicstion services, The power output of VHF translators would be
limited to 1 watt. Those desiring greater power could ask to operate on
the upper 1i UHF channels where, because interference possibilities are
not so scute, tramslator power up to 100 wetts may be used.

While UHF translators must meet prescribed mileage separations from
regular TV broadcast stations, no similar rule is propoeed for VHF transe
lators. However, any VEF translator would be required to suspend operation
1f it causes interference to a regular TV station, and licensees of VHF
translators would be required to settle their own interference problems by
mutual arrangement.

Type approved equipment would be required. The contemplated minimal
operator requirements call only for observation and remote control end an
automatic cut-off device.

The rules would not permit the use of so-called "eco-channel" booster
ifiers (vhich trensmit on the seme channel as the TV stations they pick
up). They are unstable and are capable of transmitting false and misleading
signals when operated in the VEF ‘band.

Licensing and other operational requirements for VHF translators would,
in general, be comparable to those of UHF translators. Applicants for VHF
translator operation would use FCC Form 346, the same one used for UHF
translators.

Commissioner Bartley dissented.

GRACE PERIOD FOR VHF "BOOSTERS" EXTENDED

The Commission extended to March 31, 1960 the period of grace for
existing repesters (boosters) which operate on VAF channels, Legislation
relating to the licensing of such installationsis now pending before Congress.

Commissioner Bartley dissented.
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FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION PUBLIC NOTICE - B
Washington‘ 25, D. C. Setay

Report No. 3607 BROADCAST ACTIONS. September 20, 1960

The Cormission, by the Broadeast Bureau, took the following actions on
the dates showm:

29 VHF TV REFEATER STATION TEMPORARY GRANTS

The Commission granted 29 applications for special temporary authority
to operate VHF TV repeater stations pursuant to its July 27 Report and Order
in Docket 12116. That Order enabled existing repeaters (boosters) which were
constructed before July 7, 1960, to spply by Oct, 31 for temporary suthorization
to continue operation pending their compliance with the requirements for new
low-power VEF translator stations. The interim suthorizations will permit such
operation until Oct, 31, 1961. However, on or before Feb, 1, 1961, persons
responsible for such existing repeaters must apply for modification of existing
equipment and for construction of a new station to meet the translator rules,
Such temporary authorisations are made possible by a recent amendment to
Section 319 of the Communications Act which empowers the Commission to license
repeater stations which had been constructed on or before July 7, 1960 without
prior authorization from the Commission.

Special temporary authorizations granted Sept. 1h:

Channel Three Boosters, Channel 11, Fort Benton, Mont. (repeating programs
of KRTV, Channel 3, Great Falls)(BTR-22); East Glacier Television Association
Channel 13, East Glacier Park, Mont, (KFBB-IV, Chennel 5, Great m)(m-ess;
Loma TV Club, Channel 7, Loma, Mont.(KRTV, Channel 3, Great Falls, Mont. (BTR-2h4);
Plateau Valley TV Assn., Chennel 10, Plateau Valley area, Colo.(HBREX,Ch.5, Grand
Junction ){BTR-25);- Ridgwey Cocmunity T. V. Asen., Chonnel 3, Ridaway, Cold.

(XREX; Chamnel 5, Grand Junction (BTR-31); Scranton Lions Club, Channel 10,
Scranton, N. Dak. (KFYR, Channel 5, Bismarck (BTR-32); B & J. Television Service,
Ch, 10,Tecopa, erea Calif. (KLRJ-TV, Henderson, Nev.)(BTR-33); Rattlesnake Free
TV, Channel 7, Missouls, Mont. (IOLF TV, Channel b4, Butte (BTR-34); Town of '
Holyoke, Channel 12, Holyoke, Colo. (KNOP, Channel 2, North Platte, Nebr. (BTR-36).

Spécial temporary suthorizations granted Sept. 13:

Star Valley TV System, Inc., Channel 7, Afton, Wyo. (KID-TV, Channel 3,
Idaho Falls, Idaho (BTR-2); Newcastle TV Assn., Inc, Channels 13, 11, 9 and 7,
Newcastle, Wyo. (KFBC-TV, Channel 5, Cheyenne, Wyo.; KOTA<TV, Channel 3, Rapid
City, 8. Dak,; KIWO-TV, Channel 2, Casper, Wyo., and KDUH-TV, Channel L, Hay
Springs, Nebr.)(BTR-4«7); Ouray Television Asen., Channel L, Ouray, Colo. (KREX-
TV, Channel 5, Grand Junction (BTR-8); Sierra Grande TV Co., Inc., Channel 8,
Des Moines, N. Mex. (KGNC-TV, Channel b, Amarillo, Texas (BTR-9); Eagle Butte
Community T. V., Channel 9, Eagle Butte, 5. Dak., (KFLO-TV, Channel 6, Reliance,
( BTR-10); Loma TV Club, Channel 11, Loma, Mont. (KFEB-TV, Channel 5, Great Palls)
(BTR-11); Dubois Community Television Club, Channel 4, Dubois, Wyo. (KWRB,
Channel 10, Thermopolis)(BTR-12); Nelson A. Crawford, Channel 12, Lebanon, N, Hi
and White River Junction, Vt. (W81AA, Channel 81, White River Junction, Vt.)
(PTR-13); Milestown Television Club, Inc., Channels 6, 7, 9, 12, Miles City Area,
Mont., ?m.-'rv, Channel 8; KOOK-TV, Channel 2; Billings, Monmt,)(BTR-14-17);
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Rattlesnake Free TV, Channel 9, Missoula, Mont. (KMSO-TV, Channel 13, Missoula)
(BTR-18); Anaconds TV Assn,, Inc., Channels 8 and 10, Galen, Warm Springs end
Opportunity end Anaconda, Mcntana (KM50-TV, Channel-13, Missoula)(BTR-19-20);
Harlem TV Club, Channel 7, Harlem, Mont. (KFBB, Channel 5, Great Falls)(BTR-21);
Crawford Community TV Assn., Channel 7, Crawford, Colo. (KREX, Channel 5,

Grand Junction)(BTR-27).

Actions of September 16

KLTF Granted assigment of license to company
{ittle Falls Bfcg Co. 4/ under same name (BAL-3967).
Little Falls, Minn.

WMH Granted acquisition of negative control by

Marsball Bfeg Co., Inc. Cleatus O. Brazzell and Andrew D, Shields

Marshall, N. C. through purchase of stock from Vernon C.
McCarthy (BTC-3512).

WECT Granted license covering installation of
The Daily News B/cg Co. A new transmiiter (BL-8058).
Bowling Green, Ky.

Granted renewal of license for the following remote pickup stations:
KC-8430, Conant B/cg Co., Inc,, Medford, Mass, {BRRE~-101k4); KD-6971, WBEF, Inc.,
Rochester, N. Y. (BRRE-3470); KC-8655 732, Wythe County B/ecg Co,
Wytheville, Va. (BRRE-2052, 2971); KDEEG $24 /6090-1, KIM-502, KIR-36£, Hampton
Roads B/eg Corp., Newport News, Va. (BRRE-2343, 2585, 3023-k, 3143-k, 4579);
KB-L8o2, KII-617-8, KI¥-272, Lynchburg B/cg Corp., Lynchburg, Va. (BRRE-2E26,

2865,4685, L692); KD-5152, KIN-8C0; Martinsville B/eg Cos, Inc., Martinsville, Va.
(BRRE-2876-T); KE-3945, Roancke Independens B/crs, Inc., Roanoke, Va. {BRRE-
L478); KC-3461, KIH-522-3, 368, Shenandosh Valley B/cg, Inc,, Harrisonburg, Va.
(BRRE-1402-3, 1884-5); KD-2737, Virginia Kentucky Bfcg Co., Ine., Grundy, Va.
(BRRE-2972).

K704A Granted Mod. of license to add primary
James R. Oliver rebroadcast station KSBW-TV, Channel 8,
Bishop, Calif, Salinas, Calif. (BMLTT-4).

W Granted Mod. of license to operate trans-
Volusia County B/feg Corp. mitter by remote control (BRC-1698).
Ormond Beach, Fla.

Granted CP to change ERP to visual 316 kw,
sural 158 kw (BPCT-2786).
Steubenville, Chio

KFAR Granted CP to install a new transmitter
All-Alaska Bfers, Inc. (BP-14311).
Fairbanks, Alaska

KE-8013, KMM-6h4L Granted CPs for new remote pickup stations
Rex 0. Stevenson (BPRE-T072-3)-
San Luis Obispo, Calif.
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WYLD Cranted CP to install an alternate main
Rounsaville of New Orleang, Inc. transmitter (main trans. location)(BP-
New Orleans, la, 14309). ;

XTPs(TV) Granted Mod. of CP to change ERP to visual
Tacoma School Distriet No. 10 16.2 ¥w, asural 8,91 kw (EMPCT-5508).
Tacoma, Wash,

KARO(PM) Granted Mod. of CP to change type antenna

Multi-Casting, Inc. and make changés in antenna system (EMPH-

Houston, Texas 6370); end extension of completion date
to 10-30.

‘Actions of September 15

KTAG-TV Granted involuntary assignment of CP. to

KTAG Associates J. Warren Berwick, Harold Knox, R. B.

Lake Charles, La. McCall, Jr., and Louisiana National Bank of
Baton Rouge, Executors of the Estate of
C. W. Lamar, Jr., deceased, d/b under same
name (BAPCT-290)-

WMSB(TV). Granted license far TV station; ERP visual
Board of Trustees of Michigan 309 kw, aural 1Th kv, antenna G970 ft.
State University of Agriculture (BLCT-918).
& Appplied Science
Onondaga, Mich.

WILX-TV Granted license for TV station; ERP visual

Television Corporation of 309 kw, aural 174 kw; antenna 970 ft.
Michigan, Ine.’ (BLCT-919).

Onondaza, Mich,

Granted CPs and licenses for the followng new remote pickup stations:
KB-7973-U, KI¥-L76, Manchester B/cg Co., Manchester, Tenn. (BPRE-T04O-2, BLRE-
6088-90); KE-7975-6, Twin Valley B?crs, Inc., Coldwater, Mich. (BPRE-6724-5,

BIRE-‘S?J.T-G}; KE-T981, KIY-477, Radio Perry, Perry, Ga. (BPRE~-6908~9, BLRE-
5971-2).

Cranted CPs and licenses for the following new TV STL stations:
KQI-20, Detroit Bducational -Television Foundation, Detroit, Mich, (BpTS-805,
BLE‘?-T&}, and KLA-83, KELP Television Corp., ElL Paso, Texas (BPIS-823, ELTS-
TTh).

KOK-520 Cranted CP end license to change to a
KVos, Inc. oocbile station and change freg)
Bellingham, Wash. to 450,35 Mc (BPRE-G700, .BLRE-5800).

KsSJ-T78, KE-T9TT-9 Granted CPs for new remote pickup stations
Prairieland B/crs (BPRE-6740, 6785-T).
Monmouth, Il1l.

K0Z-60 Granted CP for a new TV inter-city relay
Glendive B/cg Corp. station (BPTI-389).
Glendive, Mont.
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WVTS(FM) Granted CP to install new type transmitter
William John Kulinski (BPH-3135).
Terre Haute, Ind.

KC-2T72 Granted CP to change power to 10 w, trans-
Twin Valley B/crs, Inc. mitter and frequency to 153.05 Mc (BPRE-
Coldwater, Mich, 6726).

KSM-Lb Granted CP to change type transmitter
North Central B/ecg Co. (BPTS-828).
Marquette, Mich.

KSM-L3 Granted CP to change .type transmitter
M & M B/cg Co. (BPTS-827).
Marinette, Wis,

KMZ-60 Granted CP and license to make changes in

Central California BEducational antenna system (BPTS-82L:, BLTS-T75).
Television

Sacramento, Calif.

Granted CPs for the following new TV STL stations: KBF-80, St. Louis
Bducational Television Commission, St. Louis, Mo. (BPTS-825); KIS-76, Rollins
Telecasting, Inc., Pensacola, Fla. (BPTS-8265, and KOZ-59, Liberty Television,
Inc., Eugeune, Oreg. (BPTS-830).

KFVS-TV Granted Mod. of CP to add a 50 kv altemate

Hirsch B/cg Co. visual transmitter, a 10 kw alternate aural

Cape Girardeau, Mo. driver, and to modify antenna (main & alt.
trens, & drivers & main ant.); ERP visual
288 kw, sural 1ib kw; condition (BMPCT-5507).

KE-4073-5, KoM-827 Granted Mod. of CPs to change frequency

Bremerton Broadceast Co, to 170.15 Mc and change type transmitter;

Bremerton, Wash, change frequency only for KOM-827 (BMPRE-
453-6).

WAMM Granted extension of completion date to
Binder-Carter-Durham, Inc. 10-30.
Flint, Mich,

Actions of September 1b

KBLR Granted involuntary assigmment of license
Tri-State Fadio, Inc., to Max Jones, Trustee in Bankruptcy (BAL-
Goodland, Kans. 3592).

KBIR-TV Granted involuntary assignment of license
Tri-State Television, Inc, to Max Jones, Trustee in Benkruptcy (BALCT-
Goodland, Kans, 130).

Granted licenses for the following remote pickup stations: KE-G0G6,
Continental Bfcg Corp., San Juan, P, R. (BLRE-G0O7); KE-7591-98, Albany Medical
College. of Union University, Albany, N. Y. (BLRE-6079-86).
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KPN-51
Idaho Radio Corps
Idaho Falls, Idaho

K0Z-55-6
KHQ, Inc.
Spokane, Wash.

Granted license for TV inter-city relay
station (BLTI-319).

Granted licenses for TV STL stations
(BLTS-T76-T).

Granted CPs and licenses for the following new remote pickup stations:
¥KE-T9T70, WWA-902, Abacoa Radio Corp., Rio Pledras, P. R. (BPRE-T7003-k4, BLRE-
93-4); KE-7972, Goldenrod Bfers, Inc., Omaha, Nebr. (BPRE-7037, BLRE-6076);
[966-9, WWA-898-901, Radio Americes Corp.; Mayaguez, P. R, (BPRE-6705-7,

6709-11, BLRE-5820-22, 582L-6).

KE-T9T1
KGMO Radio-Television, Inec,.
Cape Girardeau, Mo,

WAIC(™M)
Butler University
Indienapolis, Ind.

KA-b2kg
WSAZ, Inc.
Huntington, W. Va.

The Evening Star Bfeg Co.
Waghington, D, C,

KKI-435, KKX-20
A, H, Belo Corp.
Dallas, Texas

KsSWr({Tv)
Scuthwest, B/cg Co.
Elk City, Okla.

WIXK
Radio St. Croix, Inc.
New Richmond, Wis.

KPFK(ED)
Pacifica Foundation
Los Angeles, Calif.

WCOW
Sparta-Tomah B/cg Co., .Ine.
Sparta, Wis,

Granted CP for & new remote pickup station
(BPRE-7036).

Cranted CP to increase ERP to 36 kw, change
trensmitter and main studio location, in-
stall new type transmitter and type antemnna
and make changes in antenna system; antenna
360 ft. (BPH-3030).

Granted CP to change type transmitter (BPTP-
Lo3).

Granted CP for low power station
(BPQ-26).

Granted CP to change transmitter location
and make changes in antenna system (BPRE-
7026); end CP to change frequency to 6925-
6950 Mc, transmitter location, make changes
in antenna system and change type trans-
mitter (BPTS-829).

Granted Mod. of CP to change type trans-
mitters, antenna system; ERP visual 26.3 kw,
aural 13,2 kw; antenna 64O ft, (EMPCT-550L4).

Granted Mod. of CP to change type trans-
mitter (EMP-9128).

Granted Mod. of CP to operate transmitter
by remote control (BRCED-16).

Granted Mod. of CP to change type trans-
mitter (BMP-9111).
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o) Cranted authority for a period of 90 days
jo Bfcrs & Telecasting, Inc. to remain silent.
ocenix, Ariz,

Fd |

The following stations were granted extensions of ccmpletion dates as
shown: WGIV, Charlotte, N. C. to 12-2; KMA, Shenandoah, Iowa to 1-2-61; WITA-FM;
Gan Juan, P. R. to 12-31; KBOI-FM, Boise, Idaho to 11-1; WG@4(MM), Taylorville,
T1l. to 2-16-61; WRUL (International), Scituate, Mass. to 10-31; KFEN (Interna-
tional) Forney, Texas to 12-1.

Actions of September 13

KOFY Granted assignment of license to Inter-

Intercontinentsl Bfeg Corp. continental Radio, Ine.; without prvejudice

San Mateo, Calif. to vhatever action the Commission rmay deem
varranted as a result of any final determi-
nations reached by the Commission in connec-
tion with iis pending inquriry into conpllance
by broadcast licensees with Section 317 of
the Coomunications Act, and related matters

(BAL-3908).

KLF-TV Granted license covering replacement of
Television Montana transmitter (BLCT-1026).
Butte, lMont,

WoDM Granted license covering installation of

Columbia B/cg System, Inc. a new transmitter as an auxiliary trans-

Chleage, Ill. mitter; without prejudice to such action as
the Commission may deem warranted as a re-
sult of its final determinations with
respect to: (1) the conclusions and recornen-
dations set forth in the report of the
Network Study Staff; (2) related studies
and inquiries now being considered or con=-
ducted by the Commission; and (3) pending
anti-trust matters; and without prejudice
to whatever action the Commission may dcem
warranted as a result of any final determina=-
tions reached by the Commission in comnection
with its pending inquiry into compliance by
broadeast licensees with Section 317 of the
Communications Act, and related matters
(BL-7812).
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WYz
WXYZ, Inc.
Detroit, Mich.

WBZ
Westinghouse B/cg Co., Incs
» Mass.

WHK-~FM
Metropoliten Bfeg Corp.
Cleveland, Ohio

Grented licenses covering change in antenna-
transmitter and studio locations, changes in
DA system and ground system (BL-7688); and
instaliation of a nev transmitter for
auxiliary purposes only (BL-7689); without
prejudice to such action as the Commission

deem warranted as & result of its final
determinations with respect to: (1) the con=-
clusions and recommendations set forth in the
report of the Network Study Staff; (2) re.-
lated studies and inguiries now being con-
sidered or conducted by the Commission; and
without prejudice to whatever action the Com-
mission may deem eppropriate in the light of
any informetion developed in pending inquiry
concerning compliance with Sect, 317 of the
Communications Act.

Granted license covering installation of an
auxiliary transmitter at studio location;
without prejudice to whatever action the Com-
mission may deem appropriate in the light of
any information developed in pending inquiry
concerning compliance with Sect. 317 of the
Communications Act (BL-T603).

CGranted license covering increase in ERP
and entenns heicht; without prejudice.to
vhatever action the Commission may deem
appropriate in the light of any information
developed in pending inquiry concerning com-
pliance with Sect. 317 of the Communications
Act (BLH-1:82).

Granted licenses for the following remote pickup stations: KBE-5257, South
Shore B/cg Co., Quincy, Mass, (BLRE-5500); KE-6775, Cosstal B/cg Co., Inc.,
Ellsworth, Maine (BLRE-5796); KB-6172, 6173, Springfield Television.B/cg Corp.,
Springfield, Mass. (BLRE-5704~5); KE-5244-5, KCH-T33, Gardner B/eg Co., Gardner,

Mess, (BLRE-5357-9).

_KE-7926
Fidelity B/cg Corp.
Rio Piedrss, P. R.

KE-7938-50, KLB-521
Lanar B/eg Co.
Paris, Texas

KZPM(M)
KVFC, Inc.
Cortez, Colo.

WDAF-FM
Transcontinent Television Corp.
Kansas City, Mo.

Cranted CP and license for a new remote
pickup station (BPRE-6930, BLRE-5978).

Granted CPs for new remote pickup stationa
(BPRE-6966-T7, T001-2).

Granted extension of completion date to
3-13-61.

Granted extension of completion date to
1-27-61.
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WEBS(FM)
First Baptist Church
Cravfordsville, Ind.

Granted authority to 10-15 to broadcast
only one day per week (Sundays).

Action of September O

KJm
Medison Bfeg Co., Inc.
Madison, S. Dak.

Granted authority to sign-on Sundays T a.n.
and sign-off 6 p.m, for period ending
Sept. 30. Beginning Oct. 1 may sign-on

7 a.m., however, sign-off must be in
accordance hours specified on station
licence,

Actions of September 12

KDLA
Sabine Bfeg Co.
Dellidder, La.

KOLO
Western Bfcg Co,
Reno, Nev.

WPAW
Roger Williams B/eg Co., Inc.
Pawtucket, R. I.

e ()
WNCH, Inc.
liew York, N. Y.

KFQ
Wescoast B/cg Co.
VWenatchee, Wash.

WBRK -
Creylock Bfeg Co.
Pittsfield, iass.

Granted license covering iunstallation of
a new type transmitter (BL-8039).

Granted license covering change from employ-
ing directional antenna night and day to

directional antenna nighttime only; cperate
remote control while using non-DA (BL-7563).

Granted license covering change hours of
operation, antenna-transmitter location;
installation DA-I and new transmitter,
make chenges in ground system and specify
transmitter (BL-7806).

Cranted license covering installation of
an awtiliary transmitter; remote control
permitted (BLH-1470).

Granted license covering installation of
new suxiliary transmitter (BL-7885).

Grented licenses covering change antepna-
transmitter location, make changes in
antenna system and installation nev trans-
mitter; remote control pemitted (BL-Y729);
and move of old main transmitter to main
transnitter location as an auwxiliary trans-
mitter (BL-7270).

Granted CPs and licenses for the following new remote pickup stations:
KE-7928-31, KIY-472, Buchee Valley Bfcg Co., DeFuniak Springs, Fla. (BPRE-
6841-45, BLRE-5915-19); KI¥-473+5, Florida West Coast Educational Television,

Inc., Tempa, Fla, (BPRE-6807-9,

BLRE-5875-7); KB-7932-5, KQK-T36, Sparks B/cg

Co., Royal Oak, Mich, (BPRE-6868-T2, BLRE-5937-k1); KaK-735, Sparks B/cg Co.,
Houghton Lake, Mich. (BPRE-6873, BLRE-5942).

Granted CP to The Blue Weter Bfcg Co., Inc, (WSTU), Stuart; Fla. to make
changes in antenna system (increase height); condition (BP-1L269)

Granted Dover B/cg Co., Inc., (WAND-FM), Canton, Obio extension of com-

pletion date to 11-20.
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Senator McGee. We are ready at this point to proceed with the
hearing. Because of the widely scattered geography of those who
are testifying, because of the important role that Utah has played in
the development of television booster legislation, I have asked Sena-
tor Moss if he would not introduce each of the individuals testifying
this morning.

We will take off from there and see where it leads us.

Senator, would you take over?

Senator Moss. Thank you very much, Senator McGee.

We are grateful that you have come out here representing the In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce Committee of the Senate to conduct
these hearings.

By way of explanation, T am not a member of the Interstate and
Foreign Commerce Committee, and, therefore, I am sitting in this
hearing by invitation of that committee.

I am deeply concerned with the booster problem and was pleased
that T had the opportunity of introducing legislation to clear the
way so that all our remote areas would have an opportunity to re-
ceive a television signal. The fact that so many booster stations have
been licensed at this early date indicates the desire and the need of
our people for a television signal. :

We are anxious to see that the system is working, and if it is not
working in any respect to know about it so that corrections may be
made, either by regulation of the Federal Communications Commis-
sion, or, if legislation is needed, so that additional legislation might
be introduced in the Congress.

Senator McGee, as a member of the Communications Subcommittee
and acting chairman here tody, is the man who carried the ball in
the committee work on this booster bill and knows more about it
probably than anybody else in the Senate.

I will certainly not take over as he suggested, but I am very pleased
to be invited to sit and to hear the testimony and to call the various
witnesses who have come here to testify this morning.

We realize that the notification was rather short and so most of
you, or maybe all of you, will not have prepared statements. How-
ever, we want you to testify as fully as possible, whether you have a
prepared text or not.

Without delay, because, as Senator McGee explained, there is a
tight schedule to keep, we will begin.

I want to first call Senator Frank Memmott, of Carbon County.
Price, Utah, is one of the areas that is concerned with this problem.
We would like to hear from you, Senator Memmott.

Senator McGee. I did neglect one point, Senator Moss, and that
was that Senator Pastore, the chairman of the Subcommittee on
Communications, who presided here a little over a year ago when
hearings were held in Salt Lake City, was scheduled to come out with
us, but couldn’t make it at the very last minute. As you know, we
are having some problems in Washington right now pertaining to
new positions during the transition between the two administrations.

One of these, a very significant one affecting the. New England
States, required at the last minute that Senator Pastore remain in
Washington. He asked that I express his regret at not being able to be
here this morning.

Excuse me for interrupting, Senator.
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STATEMENT OF HON, FRANK MEMMOTT, STATE SENATOR, CARBON
COUNTY, UTAH

Senator Memmorr. Senator Moss, Senator McGee, I appreciate
your giving me the opportunity to testify first, because our session
does convene at about 10 o'clock.

It was a dash to come down. I think some of the other Senators
are planning on coming down also:

I am Frank C. Memmott, State Senator from Carbon County, Utah.

In regard to the booster system which we have in operation now,
there will be later testimony. I notice my commissioner and also my
county attorney here, so I won’t cover probably what they are going
to cover,

Primarily at this moment we are very much interested in receiving
channel 7, which is an educational television station, under the aus-
pices of the University of Utah. This will probably come out of ap-
propriations, I would say, this week, to blanket the outlying area, be-
cause without, our boosters we are only getting channel 7 of course on
the Wahsatch front within a radius of 40 or 50 miles of Salt Lake
City, although we are paying the same taxes as the Wahsatch front
in support of the University of Utah and their channel 7 operation.

They need approximately $90,000 for increased transmitting facili-
ties. Senator Hopkins has said that if enough Senators put pressure
on this it will probably come to pass during this session. It is im-
portant that we keep our boosters.

In our own county, where we need a relay booster, which has not
been licensed as I understand at this moment, we are discriminating
against part of the people in our own county who cannot receive the
booster-broadeast county-supported television.

We hope to have this done in the near future. T understand that
this is in process now, Senator Moss.

Senator Moss. You just have the one booster point in Carbon
County now ¢

Mr. Memmorr. Yes, in operation. The other one has been set up
but as T understand this has not been licensed. Is that true, Com-
missioner ¢

Mr. Kosec. That is right.

Mr. Mesyorr. We are waiting for the FCC to move on this.

I am sure that they will give you further information on that
score. We certainly support the people that I represent. Approxi-
mately 21,000 have already expressed themselves in the past. I testi-
fied at Senator Pastore’s hearing a year ago, as you will recall. We
are urging you, and urging the Federal Government, to do everything
possible in keeping our booster program going, to enlarge it wherever
it. is possible, because we cannot discriminate against the people who
live in the outlying district and not receiving television,

Television today is not just entertainment. I mean, it is educa-
tional. With the United Nations broadecasts, world information, the
student of college age or high school age is at a disadvantage when he
comes out to compete, shall we say, on the college level in Salt Lake
City or other metropolitan areas, if he does not have access to tele-
vision in his home.
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We feel very strongly about this. We do not feel that anybody
who ecan afford to purchase a television set should not have the oppor-
tunity to receive television in his home.

Only through the booster program is this liable to happen in the
outlying areas,

Senator Moss. Your booster was constructed by the county with
county funds?

Senator Memaorr. That is true.

Senator Moss. Which of our counties here in the State of Utah
have the legal right to levy a tax, and spend the tax money on erect-
ing boosters or relays?

Mr. Mesmaorr. That is correct, Senator Moss. In fact, it is ironical
that you should have the hearing this morning—maybe it was timed
perfectly: I don’t think so—because what comes out of the Sifting
Committee is the pressure put forth up at the Senate at this time.

Senator Haven and Senator Hunter, who are from Iron and Wash-
ington Counties, just yesterday introduced a bill and it did pass the
second reading in the Senate, to allow an additional charge, but under
the law now, which has been in effect since 1957 in the State of Utal,
you can take seventy-five one-hundredths of a mill of the total tax
on a county and put it to educational television or recreational
facilities.

I call it education because it is more than recreation. But now they
have found in Washington County that they need a little additional,
and this passed just yesterday.

Senator Haven pointed out that his whole political record and
achievement will be on the basis of getting this addition. I am sure

that Commissioner Kosee and our county attorney will vouch for

that in Carbon County. )

If there are no other questions, I will end my testimony.

Senator McGee. I would like to commend you, Senator, for the level
to which you have pitched your interest in expanding the TV oppor-
tunities in Carbon County.

I note from the testimony at the earlier hearing that you testified
as State representative from Carbon County. If I caught the introduc-
tion correctly this morning, you were introduced as Senator at the
present time. I would trust that this represented the kind of promo-
tion that recognized your endeavors in this field.

Mr. Mexyorr. You are very kind, Senator McGee. We hope this
is the direction of flow. The session workload seems multiplied a
hundredfold. We have 64 house members and 24 senators. This is
not pertinent to the facts brought out but I think the lobbyists con-
sume more of our time. I hope that someday we might get an ad-
ministrative assistant here in the State; we will be more effective and
efficient in our operation.

Senator Moss. Thank you very much, Frank.

James Alger is the county attorney of Carbon County. We would
like to call on him now to follow Senator Memmott.

Would the commissioner like to come forward, too?

This is Louis Kosee, chairman of the Board of County Commis-
sioners, Carbon County, Utah. :
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STATEMENT OF JAMES ALGER, COUNTY ATTORNEY OF CARBON
COUNTY AND LOUIS KOSEC, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD OF
COUNTY COMMISSIONERS, CARBON COUNTY, UTAH

Mr. Awcer. I appreciate the opportunity of meeting with you,
Senator McGee, and Senator Moss, on this matter.

We have been involved in detail on this since the bill was passed
in 1957,

As Senator Memmott indicated, Carbon County operates by virtue
of the law passed by the 1957 legislature authorizing three-quarters
of a mill levy for the support of county television.

Carbon C}(Y)unt' constructed its installation and operated it begin-
ning about October 1959. It has been in operation since that time.
We cover a good share of the county with the one installation. We
have another installation constructed but which has not been licensed.

Our installation is on a mountain peak known as Star Point, above
the mining camp of Wattis. We receive channels 2, 4, and 5 from
Salt Lake City and convert them to 8, 10, and 12 for transmission.

The installation to cover the Helper City area was constructed—
unfortunately, it was not constructed prior to July 7, so our applica-
tion for temporary authorization to operate was denied. We felt that
the FCC may have been somewhat arbitrary in the stand they took
regarding that station since it was constructed prior to the time they
made their order.

But as you know, they dated their order back to July 7, from the
time the order was made in August. Our building had been built and
the equipment contracted for prior te July 7, but the installation was
not completed.

Of course, this is a moot question now because the time of dead-
line for applying or getting temporary authorization has passed.

So we are now in the process of preparing to apply for a construe-
tion permit so we can be licensed under the regular license.

This station to cover the Helper area will retransmit the signal
from our primary station at Star Point, and reconvert the channels
to different channels.

We have found even better success than we had hoped in booster
operation. Carbon County is mountainous with many hills and small
mountains jutting out and cutting off residential areas. But in some
nstances we are reaching areas that we had not thought could be
reached because they were not in line of sight. But we have found
that the signal, apparently—and I am not an engineer apparently
is bending to some extent and reaching areas that are located behind
obstructions that stand between the receiving point and the transmit-
ting point.

o we feel very good about the success we have had with the
boosters. We have been able to construct these two transmitting sta-
tions, consisting of the six boosters, for less than $25,000, and feel
that we have certainly gotten our money’s worth that way.

We have had no difficulties with the exception, of course, of the fact
that we did have some CATYV systems in the area.

When we were testing our Helper area transmitters, the FCC re-
ceived complaints that we were interfering.
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We were advised immediately to cut the transmitter off, which we
felt also was arbitrary, but we are certain that under the new organiza-
l,ionlof the FCC we will receive a little more consideration in this re-
gard.

_This is a problem, and it perhaps will remain a problem, this ques-
tion of interference with CATV in an area such as ours, until the
time comes when we can cover the entire area and the CATV systems
won't be necessary any more. \

Senator Moss. Are CATV’s still operating in your area?

Mr. Arcer. Yes. We have four main CATV systems: two in Price,
one in Helper and one in the East Carbon area. Of course as our
coverage gets broader and the success of the booster becomes known
to the people, these CATV systems will eventually, I am sure, have
to discontinue operation.

Senator MoGee. In any case, the point that you have raised seems to
me to be a point of some difficulties in signal and that sort of thing,
and indicates the importance, in my judgment, of the FCC at least
having jurisdiction and authority over the CATV systems as well.

Mr. Arcer. There is no question about that in my mind.

We expect help from the FCC on these matters. We don’t think
that there should be any arbitrary decision that one is superior over
the other. We are certain that we can work our difficulties out. How-
ever, when there is the economic investment involved that is involved
with some of these CATV systems, working out your problems is
difficult sometimes.

Senator McGee. As you probably know through the trade papers
of the industry, the FCC has gotten tentative approval for a bill that
will be submitted to bring CATV systems under their autlmriti. It
is not proposed to go as far as licensing them. But it would bring
them under their jurisdiction so that precisely, in cases such as yours
in Carbon County, they might seek and have the authority to seek a
resolution of the difficulties and the conflicts that arise.

Mr. Arcer. I am happy that this will be submitted. I understand
that it did come up before but was not passed.

Senator McGee. It was not quite in the same form before. This is
a more moderate proposal by the FCC.

The bill we had up would have licensed CATV’s as well as other
media of communication. This does not propose licensing but does
propose to give the FCC jurisdiction and authority to regulate the
CATV’s in those areas where there is conflict with boosters or some
other media. There are parts of the United States, of course, substan-
tial areas, where there is no issue between boosters and CATV’s, in
the Eastern United States in particular.

Out here it is quite a different matter.

Mr. ALcer. We were even involved in lawsuits with the CATV
systems at one time. These have been disposed of now. There is a
tremendous economic investment in some of these CATV’s, as the
Senator knows. When you have an economic investment of that scope,
sometimes it is difficult to work out your problems mutually because
they know that as our coverage extends, theirs, of course, will be

limited. _ _
Senator Moss. What about the quality of the signal that you are get-

ting on your boosters?
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Does it compare with the direct signal that the people get in the
front here!?

Mr. Arcer. Yes, we believe it does. We have had very few com-
plaints from the persons receiving it. And it is much superior to the
cable signal.

Senator McGee. What have you had by way of experience with
some of the engineering technical requirements that the FCC set up
in its licensing of the boosters?

Mr. Arcer. We have had difficulty so far as getting FCC type ap-
roval on equipment, that is, finding out what type equipment will
e approved.

I realize that this takes some time because this was a new field
when the regulations were promulgated. As far as the requirements,
for example, of your station identifying signal and automatic cut-
off and all that, we are certain we can comply with those.

Senator McGee. I understand now that the Commission has ap-
proved the equipment of three different companies, and that likewise
new equipment coming out is going to be considerably less expensive
than the earlier equipment, some of it for as little as a thousand
dollars.

Mr. Avcer. That is what I understand. And of course some that
will be less bulky and will have longer life and so on.

Senator McGee. How many people do you figure that you serve,
Mr. Commissioner?

Mr. Kosec. Do you mean with the present installation on the
mountain now ?

Senator McGee. With your present installation.

Mr. Kosec. I would say, roughly about 80 percent of the people of
Carbon County, with the one installation.

Mr. Arcer. I would say that is pretty close.

Senator McGee. And how many of those people would be without
television service otherwise ?

Mr. Kosec. I would say a good 40 percent of those would not have
TV unless we had this system.

Senator McGee. The others represent the overlap between your
signal and the CATV ¢

Mr. Kosec. Yes. It is less than that, because in fact since we put
up the tower, we are reaching outlying areas which could never
have TV.

Senator McGee. From the descriptions I have heard of the terrain
in Carbon County, it is a further irlusmltion of the places that you
can reach with the VHF signal that you could not reach with the
UHF. That is, local interference is more conspicuous, engineers tell
us, with UHF, in some phases of it. ;

Mr. Avger. After testing our signal from the Star Point trans-
mitters, we have found that it may be possible that we won’t have to
Laild one station that we thought we would, because the coverage is
so extensive.

We do have ex])erience! too, regarding interference because we have
a radar station located in line with our transmitters. There have
been no difficulties there.

Also, the city of Moab in Grand County is receiving microwave
transmission from that area that is transmitted into Moab and then
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converted into VHF and then into the homes by cable. But we have
had no difficul ty with that, either.

Senator McGee. Those are all the questions that I have, Senator.

Senator Moss. Thank you. Do you have something more, Com-
missioner ¢

Mr. Kosec. No. In working with the engineer we have had down
there making our installations, of course at times we were wonderin
about the strength of the signal which we were allowed—1 watt. %
wonder, Senator, will at any time that be increased ? .

Senator MoGee. I think that that is one of the questions that the
Commission and the committee both are raising at the present time.

Once we get this pattern of experience of tﬁlis first year clearly
before us, they want to explore how far they dare go in increasing the
wattage without running into the interference question again.

Mr. Kosec. However, I believe in our particular place that this 1
watt will dous. However, in some places we have to double-stack our
antennas, which pulls in a better picture. In some areas where people
are not having—a lot of people are having poor sets, they cannot afford
new sets—they can’t pull in the picture ans someone else can.

We would like to give them the best TV possible.

Senator McGee. I know that both groups—the Commission and the
committee—intend to open that question, and one of the reasons for
holding these hearings is to try to get a pattern of experience that may
serve as a guide in that.

Mr. Arcer. We feel there should not be an arbitrary setting of a
certain power, because in areas like ours, which are practically ringed
with mountains, there is such a little possibility of interference with
other signals that we could use higher power.

Senator McGee. That is the problem with general legislation, be-
cause not every area is ringed with mountains, That poses an inter-
ference problem in a flatter terrain.

Mr. Kosec. Another thing I might bring up at this time, Senator,
is some of the protests that the FCC has received have been from com-
munity nonprofit organizations, supposedly. But they are controlled
by a handful of people who don’t want to quit because they have been
realizing a profit on their TV,

I am referring to Helper in particularnow. The majority of people
in Helper are demanding county TV because we can give it to them
better and cheaper. But they are still hanging on to that line because
of the fact that that is the only way they can get TV until our station
at Helper is turned on.

You must realize that the protests have not come from the people
but those few people running that organization,

Senator McGee. I am sure the experience there has been rather
uniform around the country.

Mr. Kosec. That is right.

Senator McGee. And that is that these people do have an economic
stake. The intent of any of our legislation has never been to put
anybody out of business. But our focus has been the public interest,
to get as good a TV signal as we can get to the widest possible view-
ing audience.

We do not think it right to have second-class TV citizens anywhere
around the country. In many parts of the country it has been pos-
sible for both to operate successfully, because even under the best com-

70250 O—61——6
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munity system—that is, CATV system—it is not economically feasible
to serve those people out on the fringe, and they make no pretense
about it.

Some of them contend that they can still bring in a better picture
and they ought to have the right for that competition. If they feel
that they can have a better picture, that is great for the viewer if
he wants to make that choice and pay for it, but it should not deny
those outside having no picture at all because of the economic interest
of one group that is involved.

. Mr. %gosm:. For the record, there are two nonprofit organizations
in Springland: one called Riverside and the other Springland TV.
Just as soon as that TV tower was turned on, on the county basis,
those men quit because the work involved in giving these people TV
at reasonable cost was not feasible so they quit, and there was no
protest whatsoever.

They were glad to get county TV. That happened to several other
small outlying areas with their antennas, where a small group got
together and did it.

. That shows that the people want TV in Carbon County and are en-
joying 1it.

Senator Moss. Thank you very much, Commissioner, and Attorney

Alger.

'\%’e appreciate your coming to testify. We are glad to know that it
is working out so well. We {I-mpe we soon get clearance on the Helper
system so that that will be in operation, too.

Mr. Kosec. We hope so, too.

Mr. Arger. Thank you very much.

Senator Moss. Craig Justeson

Mr. Kosec. I didn’t see him, Senator.

Senator Moss. I thought I would call him, too.

Lyle Keys, director of engineering, KUTV, sales manager for
TV-PIX Ine.

STATEMENT OF LYLE KEYS, KUTV DIRECTOR OF ENGINEERING;
ALSO, SALES MANAGER OF TV-PIX, INC., SALT LAKE CITY,
UTAH

Mr. Keys. Senator Moss, Senator McGee, gentlemen, I have no
prepared text. 1 will speak from notes.

My name is Lyle Keys. I am director of engineering on KUTV,
channel 2, here in Salt Lake City.

The remarks that I will make are my own personal opinion in
some cases, but they may tend to reflect the interests of broadcasters
to whatever extent that may differ from the interests of booster op-
erators.

I would first like to offer congratulations to both the U.S. Senate
and the FCC for coming up with a workable set of rules governing
the translation industry.

Senator McGee. May I interrupt, to be sure that the applause goes
to the right place. The FCC could have done that many years ago.
We had to legislate for them, and they suddenly found it possible to
go to work as soon as the law was passed.
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Mr. Keys. Thank you. Iincluded the FCC for the reason that after
much procrastination the rules that they did come up with do not
reflect some of the redtape that we had become accustomed to expect
from Washington, and they are workable and can be used here, as far
as my own opinion, being one in the broadcasting industry and in
engineering, is concerned.

The rules themselves represent, I think, an intelligent compromise
between the expediency of financial considerations to the operators
themselves and the protection that must be afforded the broadcasters
and the translator operators as well as other allied services.

I am sure many operators feel the rules impose unnecessary restric-
tions but I do not agree with this, considering the chaos that could re-
sult from unlimited operation, as we had up until the enabling legisla-
tion permitted boosters. The law must provide the protection from
interference, and it is with this in mind that the FCC has come up with
the rules that they have,

The question of power output was brought up and here again I take
exception. One watt is sufficient to provide, with clear line of sight, a
usable picture over a distance of at least 30 miles. If we were to in-
crease this beyond 1 watt, to say 10, 20, or 100 watts transmitter power,
which could be built up to several hundred watts through proper an-
tennas, the only purpose in doing this would be to achieve greater than
line-of-sight propagation.

Once you have propagation beyond line of sight then you have
various booster interests working at cross purposes, you have aggra-
vated the interference problem, which already creates a big potential
for trouble, and by intelligent engineering and possibly by using more
stations located at lower points the same coverage can be effected at 1
watt power level.

There is an area where it might be possible to, under certain cir-
cumstances, license what might be termed “mother stations” which
would be high-power stations. These would be treated as a very spe-
cial installation and would perhaps be installed by various groups of
communities. An example might be in the city of Beaver. Right
now they have an installation which purportedly serves many, many
communities. This might be one place where a high-power translator
would serve a useful purpose. But I do not believe that any useful
purpose will be served by indiscriminately licensing any higher power
than 1 watt.

I have some figures here. They are very approximate for the simple
reason that cataloging VHF transmitters has been a very confusing
task. We maintain a continuing survey at KUTYV, but even at that
these figures that I have are subject to wide variations.

There are approximately 55 operators of TV translators in the
Salt Lake City coverage area. By translators I mean VHF, boosters,
or translators, all of which would fall under this problem we are
considering here. '

These operators operate 90 to 100 stations, and some of them operate
3 and 4 individual stations to serve different communities within their
area of influence.

Each station has, on an average, about 215 channels. Many, many
have three channels, and there are a few where only one signal might
be available because of topographical considerations and they would
have only one.
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That brings the total to approximately 250 in the Salt Lake City
coverage area.

We previously knew of perhaps 30 to 40 operators. Of these, of
which we had previous knowledge, my records show only two where
we have no evidence that they have indicated their desire to comply
with the FCC rules. Again I can be proved wrong on this ver
easily because it is difficult to be able to know the activity of each
section of this vast coverage area.

The operators face considerable difficulty—I am speaking here of
the operators of existing systems—in licensing their equipment. This
was brought up in earlier testimony. The equipment must have
FCC-type acceptance. This is very necessary. I certainly feel that
the FCC could not relax their requirements for type acceptance, either
as to the specific engineering data that must be submitted or as to the
numbers involved, that is, whether the spurious radiations could be
increased without creating hazards, I believe that they have intelli-
gently approached that problem.

There is one area where there is room for a relaxation, and that is
in the matter of the type acceptance of a particular installation. If
the FCC were to grant t_vE)e acceptance to particular components, as
opposed to complete translators, then a translator or operator could,
by reference to the type acceptance granted to the components that
he is using, and influence a much simpler group of compiled measure-
ments, be able to obtain his license at much less cost.

Senator McGee. The principal advantage of that would be money
savings? .

Mr. Keys. That is right.

Senator McGee. Has anybody made this saving that you know of,
to the FCC1

Mr. Keys. Not that T know of.

Senator Moss. Along that line, T had a telephone call from Com-
missioner Earl Bunn, of Tron County, in which he registered a com-
plaint that the companies from which they buy the equipment require
them to take a package, as he described it, whereas he felt that they
could get along with only parts of what they were required to take. Is
this along the line that you are talking of now?

Mr. Kevs. Yes. It is to his best interest to take the package for
the simple reason that the package will have prior type acceptance by
the FCC. If he buys the bits and pieces, even though they might be
the identical components which this manufacturer puts into his type
group package, he will have to then take the necessary measurements
to obtain type acceptance, and these measurements are not simple.
They involve demonstrating that the equipment will satisfactorily
operate under extremes of environmental conditions, and that the
spurious radiations from the eqlnipment are within the specifications,
that the radiation from the cabinet of the equipment is not beyond

the specifications, and it requires the employment of an outside engi-
neering firm in almost every case, and there are very few engineering
firms that are capable of providing this service and doing it properly.

Again I do not suggest that the rules be relaxed. But I do believe
that since there are certain standard components—for example, a
certain type of amplifier manufactured by Blonder-Tongue, has very
common usage. I believe amplifiers manufactured by Benco are very
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popular. I don’t believe that by using strictly type-accepted compo-
nents, if this suggestion of mine were adopted, that the Commission
could justify granting type acceptance per se to the completed transla-
tor that someone last worked up becayse there are proper and improper
ways of using the particular bits and pieces. But it would relieve
them of the responsibility for making many of the measurements
which they presently have to make in order to obtain type acceptance.

Senator McGee. Of course you know best of all that the problem
facing the FOC here is a real tough one, and that the package deal,
as it were, probably is the lesser of the evils in terms of trying to get
a consistent standard for them to apply.

Mr. Keys. True.

Senator McGeg. Is it your suggestion that these packages are un-
necessarily full ¢

Mr, Keys. No,notatall. The manufacturers who make these pack-
ages up are offering the most convenient way, under the present rules,
for an operator to become licensed. But the operator is then faced
with discarding his present investment. In many cases this will have
a beneficial effect because some of the installations that I have seen
don’t do credit to the people who devise them.

Senator McGee. Except for their ingenuity.

Mr. Keys. That is true.

Senator McGee. And Rube Goldberg.

Mr. Keys. The equipment that is available as a type-accepted unit
is very good. I don’t mean to say that there is any disadvantage in
buying this equipment.

Senator MoGee. When you are speaking now of the cost saving
there, the possible cost savings in those particular instances, you are
speaking in costs of what magnitude, for the record ¢

Mr. Keys. If someone were to come to me and ask me to do a type
acceptance on their translator in operation, located say a hundred
miles from Salt Lake City, and if T were a free agent to perform this
service, I would ask something in the neighborhood of $500 to $800
to perform this service. If he has only one of this type equipment,
then it behooves him to buy a completely packaged translator for
$1,100 or $1,200. If, however, he has used the same combination of
units for all of his translators, and if he operates 10 or 15 translators,
then the per-unit cost is not unreasonable.

I have a couple of other suggestions, I keep predicting this, and
it doesn’t seem to occur, but I still maintain that there is a tremendous
interference potential that is going to eventually come to a head, and
that this problem could be warded off if there were some board set
up to pass on applications.

Senator McGee. Do you mean a local matter?

Mr. Keys. On a State level. The purpose of this board would be
to obtain maximum utilization of the spectrum.

If the various operators work at cross purposes, then there will be
many channels which could otherwise have been used which will be
eliminated from use because of the interference problems.

Another suggestion would be—and possibly this could be tied in
with the board that I have suggested—automatic protection for tele-
vision stations so that they do not have to police each translator or
operator to insure that they are not, in order to serve 20 families,
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causing interference to a hundred other families. This would be
within the principal coverage area of the television stations where
maybe an operator, in order to serve a small community in a deep
ravine, would poise a translator system on top of a mountain. He is
only interested in serving the few people in the ravine but his radiation
may go 50 miles and cause interference to the stations. This is very
diflicult for the stations themselves to police.

Small market television stations, I believe, deserve protection from
translators because the potential exists for the encroachment of bring-
ing city translators into these smaller markets.

As a matter of policy, at KUTYV, if we receive an application from
a translator or operator who is obviously located within the primary
coverage area of a small-market station, we automatically refer that
application to the station in whose location he is located. T believe
this is necessary because were it not for policing by the industry itself,
or by some other agency, the translator or installations could grad-
ually fan out from Salt Lake City to where they covered the entire
State of Utah, most of Wyoming, and all of southern Idaho. And,
as an example of what could be done, if the three Salt Lake City sta-
tions desired to increase their coverage by a factor of almost 2 to 1,
by investing approximately $50,000 each In a series of translator sta-
tions they could blanket southern Idaho, with Salt Lake City coverage
of good quality, covering perhaps 70 to 75 percent of the total popula-
tion of Idaho, obviating the need for five existing television stations
and five additional holders of construction permits for television
stations.

Fifty thousand dollars each is a very small investment for that kind
of increase in coverage. The increase in revenues for the stations
would justify that and return the investment in a matter of months.

The FCC has not provided any protection for small-market stations.
Historically, small-market stations have had to fight for their exist-
ence from not only translators but CATV systems and other poten-
tial sources of problems to them.

Senator MoGee. Of course you put your finger there on one of the

roblems ahead in the booster question, and this opens almost an un-
limitet‘l vista in the nonbooster areas of the United States now for
stations to take over vast areas by this simple device.

Mr. Keys. This is true.

Senator McGee. That is the reason why it is important to have it
under the regulations and the FCC “riding herd” on them.

Mr. Keys. Regarding the equipment available for booster oper-
ators, the equipment that T have seen is very good. It offers consider-
able in the area of stability, convenience, reliability, and this somewhat
softens the blow of perhaps having to discard existing installations
because of the problem of doing the engineering attendant to obtain-
ing type acceptance. 1

I had hoped to have a working demonstration of a VHF translator
here at the hearing, but the airline strike back East frustrated that
desire,

Senator McGee. Some of it is in the West, too, I hear.

Mr. Kevs. Finally, as evidence of the translator industry coming
of age, there is going to be a conference, nationwide, to whatever ex-
tent translators can be considered nationwide, here in Salt Lake City
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on the 3d and 4th of March, with headquarters at the Hotel Utah and
the Hotel Utah Motor Lodge. This conference is sponsored by a
very good publication that seems to be covering this industry, named,
“DXing Horizons” magazine, At the conference an attendance of
perhaps 300 operators is anticipated and there will be equipment ex-
hibits from perhaps 10 or 12 manufacturers.

I have here two invitation registration forms which I will be happy
to show you.

Senator McGee. With a little foresight we should have scheduled
these to coincide with that weekend.

Mr. Keys. The program is outlined. There will be many interest-
ing papers delivered by eminent engineering authorities in the field.

That concludes my remarks, unless there are any questions, gentle-
men.

Senator Moss. I take it from your statement that there hasn't ac-
tually been as yet any interference that you know of from one of these
translators, but you think that it is potentially there.

Mr. Keys. The interference problems that I have come up—that I
am familiar with, have been resolved at the local level, which is desir-
able if it can be done that way. But in many cases it has resulted
in one town saying “All right, we will give you channel 5 and we will
take channel 2.7 because they have not been able to resolve their prob-
lems so they can both get channels 2 and 5. So it has resulted in a
decrease in the overall utilization of the spectrum. That would be
the primary function served by a governing board that might pass
on tlhesv recommendations. I think this body should be under the

aegis of the FCC in order to give it at least tacit authority.

Senator Moss. But be a local or State or area board ?

Mr, Keys. Yes.

Senator McGee. This brings to a head that which a lot of us have
believed for a long time, and that is, that if you give any segment
of the American people the authorization that they will put their best
brains and intuitions together and come up with constructive solutions
to otherwise difficult problems.

I would only submit one word of caution, and that is that T hope
they continue to keep it on that basis and not carry it one step further
and not have a high-powered national organization that will become
an operator in its own right. This is the usual form that so many of
these movements take. Your great strength and the great appeal to
the committee back there, is the fact that here are ordinary Americans
with no other motive than improving TV. They had no axes to grind.
They came together, worked toward a solution and found it, without
pay or any incentive except better TV. This is the whole merging
movement. The fact that! you can bring together in Salt Lake in
another 10 days a high caliber of professional opinion is a real tribute
to the kind of motivation that has carried this along from the very
beginning.

Mr. Keys. 1agree.

Senator Moss. Thank you very much, Mr. Keys. We appreciate
your testimony.

Is Ray Nash here? Will you come forward ?

Ray Nash, from Vernal, will be our next witness.

Mz, Nass, I would like to have the chairman of our county commis-
sion and also our technical engineer with us.
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Senator Moss. Please have them come forward and join you.
Senator McGee. When you gentlemen sit down, will you give your
names for the record to the reporter?

STATEMENT OF RAY E. NASH, COUNTY ATTORNEY, VERNAL, UTAH;
ACCOMPANIED BY HAROLD McKEE, COUNTY COMMISSIONER, AND
JOE LeBEAU, ENGINEER, UINTAH COUNTY, UTAH

Mr. Nasa. I am Ray E. Nash, county attorney of Uintah County.
This is Mr. Harold McKee, county commissioner, and this is Mr. Joe
LeBeau.

Gentlemen, the question that we have out there is no question at all,
perhaps. It is more one of appreciation to the Senators and the Rep-
resentatives who, as has been mentioned here, made this enabling
legislation possible through the ingenuity of the American eople,
particularly so that we in the hinterlands and backwoods could piece
something together and make TV reception possible.

People will not be denied the media of communication if there is
any way possible. We certainly do appreciate the work of your
honorable bodies, and particularly Senator Moss’ sponsoring. Sena-
tor Moss, will you recall we testified before your committee concerning
this.

I might state that the people of Uintah County are in the eastern
part of the Uintah Basin. The Uintah Basin should be perhaps con-
sidered as an integrated whole rather than from the standpoint of
Uintah County. '

Our TV translator was established—or booster station—on the Blue
Mountain, which is in the eastern part of the State. It acts also as the
pivot for the University of Rio Blanco County in Meeker, Colo. I
think Mr. LeBeau can mention some of the difficulties we have run into
there because of the great distances.

The Uintah Basin is better than a hundred miles in length, about
120 miles in length, and about that same distance north and south. It
is on the southside of the Uintah range of mountains with communities
there. The only problem we have had is that perhaps 1 watt of power
might not reach all of us. Mr. LeBeau can mention that. But we
have been adequately supplied, at least if the quality isn't perhaps as
great as it should be, maybe we don’t know what extra good quality is.
The people in our areas are very satisfied with the television reception
they are receiving. As to the costs, the initial costs of installations
were roughly $10,000. Our cost of operation is less than $3,000 per
year.

It has operated now for 3 years for slightly less than $15,000, which
I think Commissioner McKee can verify.

Senator McGee. How many viewers do you have ?

Mr. Nasn. We compute that there is roughly 80 percent of our
population that see it. We have about 12,000 in Uintah County and
not quite that many in Duchesne. There is a group almost that large
in Meeker that is seeing through this facility which we get.

-Se;lator McGee. Would these people be without television other-
wise

Mr. Nasn. Principally, with the exception of Vernal City, which
has a cable system which is limited to, as I recall, about 600 families
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at the time that it was put in, it is economically not possible to put that
out if you are going to be concerned with the economics of running a
private institution. The company established in Vernal is still oper-
ating notwithstanding the fact they said they were going to be kicked
out by our county system. It seems like we are pretty decent bed-
fellows now. They are operating their system, and the county system
is operating, also.

Senator McGee. This would mean, doing a little mental calcula-
tion here, with your figures of an installation of $10,000 and an an-
nual cost of perhaps $3,000, taking that into consideration, on a viewer
basis it is not $2 per viewer.

Mr. Nasn. No it isn’t. It is paid for out of the enabling act in the
statute of Utah passed by our legislature some two sessions ago when
they provided that this might be levied or made a part of the recrea-
tion }und the counties are authorized to tax for. As far as I know
Utah is the only State which has that provision.

Senator McGee. I think our neighbor to the east may have some-
thing akin to that—Colorado.

Mr. Nasa. We have been associated quite closely with Colorado.
At the time we had ours, they didn’t have theirs.

I have nothing further. llthink Mr. LeBeau could perhaps point
up a few of the questions that have come up as far as the technical
operation is concerned.

I am willing to answer any questions further, if you desire.

Senator Moss. Thank you, Ray. We will have Mr. LeBeau go
ahead. We may have questions and break in now and then.

Mr. LeBrav. I am quite in agreement with previous testimony on
the operation of the translator systems. However, I think that in some
specific cases that the FCC could relax their rule on limitation of
power. After making a study I believe in some localities that they
could increase that power to the necessary figure to cover the area
from one point, rather than installing enough small translators with
1-watt output that would undoubtedly interfere on either adjacent or
cochannels, because the channels available there wouldn’t be enough
in some areas to cover the entire locality from one point with 1 watt.
So that to install other translators in the same area the overlapping
signals would certainly interfere.

I think that in some cases of that kind, in remote areas, they could
possibly increase the power output of these translators to the point
where they could cover this population from one location,

Mr. McGee. In the case of the Uintah Basin, as an engineer it would
be your judgment that an increase of power would not increase the
interference ?

Mr. LeBeav. No, I don’t think it would. Tt certainly wouldn’t
interfere with any primary signals from the primary stations,

Senator McGee. How much of an increase do you think would be
required ? i

Mr. LeBeav. In some cases probably 2 to maybe 3 watts. T think
this could be controlled. I don’t think they should make a blanket
increase in power.,

Senator McGee. I was just thinking of your case in Uintah Basin.

Mr. LeBeav. I think to cover the area adequately it should be up to
2 or 3 watts power, X
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Senator Moss. That is the principal realm that you have in improv-
ing the regulations we have today, is having the FCC empowered to

rant increase wattage in areas where they would determine that the
interference would not exist?

Mr. LeBeav. That is what I was trying to put across.

Mr. Nasu. Senator Moss, I might mention that the Blue Mountain
station is perhaps 150 air miles from the transmitting facilities at
Salt Lake City. It isright over on the Colorado line, We reflect back
west. It is on a high plateau. We reflect back west into the valleys.
That is why if we could pick it up west of us instead of having to go
east, the problem would no tbe as great as it is.

Senator Moss. I think you said the signal was satisfactory, though.

Mr, Nasu. Well, perhaps it is at least good to see, anyway.

Mr, LeBravu. At the present time, of course, I think we are no dif-
ferent than most locations. We are broadcasting on more than 1 watt
of power. The problem is when they have to cut it down to 1 watt to
obtain the license,

Senator McGee. Are you now up to three?

Mr. LeBeav. Yes, sir. That is the minimum we have now, 3 watts.

Senator Moss. So when you are required to cut back to one, in your
opinion the signal will not be satisfactory?

Mr. LeBeavu. That is correct.

Mr. Nasu, Mr. McKee, why don't you give your impressions? .

Senator Moss. Do you know of any interference that has arisen
from using the 3 watts of power?

Mr. LeBeav. I don’t know of any at all.

Senator McGer. Has the CATV group voiced any complaint on
interference ?

Mr. LeBeav. Never tous. We have never had any complaint from
anyone.

The problem is, you have to install these systems where you can
have available signal from your primary station. Sometimes this is
located 40 miles from your densely populated areas. The more
densely populated the area, the more interference you have and the
more saturation you need of that certain area,

So when you cut your signal back to reduce the signal strength
within a city, then your interference will override your signal more
and more as it drops off. So from that standpoint, even though it is
in line of sight, at a 40-mile distance with 1-watt power you will not
have enough signal strength to override most of your signal inter-
ference—that is, ignition interference, power line interference. I
don’t mean other radio interference.

If it was possible to choose your location for your primary signal,
you could get very close to your most densely populated area and
broadcast out from there. I am sure 1 watt of power would do the
job, because in your outlying areas you don’t have the interference
problem.

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. LeBeau.

(Commissioner, do you have a word forus?

Mr. McKge. Gentlemen, I can say that we are very happy with this
television we have. We are also happy with the cost of 1it. At the
present time, or up to now, we have never used the full amount of our
mill levy to keep t{l)is thing in operation.
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I am impressed with the fact that we are helping our neighbors,
too, with this television we have, this signal and reflector that we
have. _

It has been mentioned that we are helping Meeker, in Colorado.
The boys in Rangely, Colo., have called me lately. They want to
come into our system. They have expressed themselves as being very
happy to help with the cost if we could let them in.

As I see this picture, it isn’t only helping the people in the valley
and Uintah but it is helping people outside of there.

We were looking this morning as we came along through Duchesne
County, and I think at least half, although they have their own televi-
sion system there, at least half of their antennas are picking up from
our system.

Senator McGee. Did you come all the way in from your country
this morning?

Mr. McKeE. Yes, sir. We have to get up early in the morning.

Senator McGee. This is commendable. This is the kind of dedi-
cated interest which seems to have typified most of the television
booster sessions that we have held, if T may make an observation.

Mr. McKeg. I am sure you will find the same interest in the whole
of the people there. In fact we had to run a powerline for 7 miles
up to this booster system, up the Blue Mountain, and a good part of
that we done by volunteer work which they never expected to get
any pay for.

genator Moss. That is very commendable. Thank you very much,
gentlemen, for coming and testifying today.

Mr. C. Richard Evans, engineer, is our next witness. Will you
come forward, Dick, and testify,

In what capacity are you going to testify today ?

STATEMENT OF C. RICHARD EVANS, CHAIRMAN OF THE COVERAGE
COMMITTEE OF THE UTAH EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION FOUNDA-
TION

Mr. Evans. I am not sure. I just read in the papers this morning
about this. I guess as chairman of the Coverage Committee of the
Utah Educational Television Foundation, a nonprofit organization
representing largely the educational interests of various schools.

Senator Moss. Very good. We are glad to have you.

Mr. Evans. We get lonesome for the Commerce Committee, Senator
McGee. We have spent many hours in the hearing rooms back there.
The burden of our testimony is a sort of “lone wolf” because we were
extremely sensitive to.our population distribution, as contrasted to
New Jersey and New En;:lland generally where the township signs
are back to back, whereas here you can go through a town sometimes
and not know it.

Senator McGee. We regard this as a blessing out here, you under-
stand.

Mr. Evans. We like it, too.

I echo what Liyle Keys has said about some sort of correlation being
necessary, either correlation or cooperation, if it is enforced, but some-
how or other in order to get the maximum service to the most sparsely
settled and most distant areas. I think some cooperative effort on the
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part of commercial broadcasters and the educational broadecasting
group, and the local cities, counties, school districts, is necessary where
we rum into problems. We already, I think, have probably generated
a few problems which can be overcome I am sure by a shuffle. ;

My job right now is trying to “shoehorn” channel 7 in the various
communities. This now is an assignnient job. It would be a fine
thlnﬁ if, as soon as possible, the counties and the broadcast interests
could get together to make maximum use of the ether for this
purpose.

As a practical example of one of the problems that is facing us,
there may be some upcoming Federal ilunds for educational tele-
vision, There is another reason for some correlation, and that is to
make sure that the Federal funds don’t get dealt like a deck of
cards.

Senator McGee. We have hearings slated for that on March 1 and
2 back there in the “shop” on this very point.

Mr. Evans. I think that is part of the problem, too, because to
sFecify now specifically a practical problem that relates to that and
that relates to our present condition, and not criticizing the fact that
somebody is using channel 7 fairly nearby in Salt Lake City already,
these Federal funds could possibly permit use of that money for in-
creasing the power of the educational television station to maximum
permissible power to simplify the problem of the boosters around the
State to get educational service as well as commercial. So something
mi’%ht have to be done about that channel 7. F

his is just a simrle illustration of a problem with the possible
upcoming funds and our Ipres:mt condition and the need. I think
the allocation problem is almost as severe now as it was for the Com-
munications Commission when they declared the freeze on commer-
cial a few years back. T think it needs attention and needs it quickly.

Another thing that will complicate it, and here the Federal Com-
munications Commission has [wen very cooperative for us at the
University of Utah. They have permitted the use of the UHF broad-
cast channel and waived the rules and let us put up two low-powered
UHF broadeasting stations for the purpose of using what otherwise
would have been idle ether for the circulation of programs on eampus.
Here is a great saving to education. With two of these you get the
equivalent of coaxial cable from two points to every other point on the
campus,

I am guessing the cost ratio may be at least 10 to 1 and maybe 100
to 1, and the quality of the picture with this system is beautiful.

Senator McGeg. This will not be used as a substitute for profes-
sors, I trust. We are still trying to protect the fraternity, you under-
stand.

Senator Moss. You got out of it. You can stop worrying.

Mr. Evans. Still another possible use which is involved here is
civil defense, which we can start thinking about before that, even,
here in the West, as well as the needs of our friends in the Uinta
Basin—we have had several meetings with them.

There is a peculiar need in the Uinta Basin for either amending
the rules or waiving the rules because here is a special case where
increasing the power of the booster could be accommodated without
interfering \\‘i(]l anybody because you have the natural protection of
the Rockies east of you and the Wasatch Mountains to the west of
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you, If you use a nice, neat horizontal pattern with the antenna, you
could protect that channel and still get service to the Uinta Basin with
a little increase in power. :

Senator MoGee. We will bring this up with Commissioner Lee of
the FCC tomorrow. He is going to join us in Casper. This isa real
case in point that I think requires careful consideration.

Mr. Evans. It is one of those things which, from an engineering
standpoint, is similar to what Mr. Keys mentioned in southern Idaho.
A great deal of good could be done if somehow or other the rules could
be reinterpreted or amended for special cases.

I am a repentant commercial broadeaster, having left it some time
ago. I am very sensitive to their needs. The thing Mr. Keys touched
on is important to this because in markets of this size—not an educa-
tional broadeaster—with a market of this size three television stations
have to “beat the bushes” for the money these days. It is not an easy
task.

An example of our population distribution and the things that edu-
cational television, commercial television can benefit, is our case of the
medical profession where, in these rural areas our medical school for
the region is the University of Utah. They try periodically to hold
colleges of surgeons. These rural doctors are so busy that they liter-
ally don’t have time to come to such colleges. Here is one little example
of how this system could benefit those people.

In talking with a medical group it would be desirable for them—
and I assume educational television in the future—to have some return
circuit as well, in order to complete the best use of educational tele-
vision. This doesn’t need to be a full-boned thing but some sort of
return circuit. .

My plea would be much like that of Mr. Keys, and I don’t know
what to suggest. I am as sensitive about national committees or spe-
cial groups as Senator McGee is. Perhaps on a cooperative basis, a
local committee in cooperation with the FCC, a State authority, some
sort of correlation certainly is necessary to solve the existing problems,
and certainly the future problems of commercial and educational tele-
vision.

Thank you Senator Moss and Senator McGee.

Senator Moss. Thank you very much, Mr. Evans.

Is Earl Wyatt here? "And I see Robert Leatham also from Wells-
ville. Would you gentlemen like to come forward ?

Is there anyone else from Wellsville here at this time? We have
sort of been grouping you witnesses by location and we would like to
have you sit together.

STATEMENT OF EARL WYATT, WELLSVILLE, UTAH

Mr. Wyarr. We haven’t had any difficulties on any interference
in maintaining our station. We have been broadcasting it now in the
principal cities of Logan, Wellsville, and Paradise. There are about
9500 families that are using our signal. We have had contributions
from approximately 500 of them. We are maintaining this.

Senator McGee. Your figure of 2,500 was nameless?

Mr. Wyarr. 2,500 families. There have been approximately 500
families that have given us donations from $3 to $6 to maintain this
system.
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Senator Moss. You just had voluntary contributions for your system
Mr.Wyarr, Yes, sir.  We are a nonprofit organization. “?:3 are
benefiting about three-quarters of the families in Logan with our
television reception. It is much better than what they can get out
of Salt Lake. Yet, we have had only about 135 families contribute to
our support on this financing. That is our on];{' rproblem, trying to
t money and funds to operate this station. We have the city of
Tyrum, with about 500 families, where we ask $500 a year from them,
and we have only received about $200 this year for tie maintenance.
In the little town of Paradise we asked them for $300 and we have
received that money from them to help us in the financing of this.
We have had many compliments on the quality of our picture that
we have been translating throughout the valley. When we first
started translating it, we had our antennas flat. When channel 7
came on the air there was a report or two up by the college that we
were interfering some with their picture. So we turned our antennas
vertical, and since then we have never had any complaint whatever
on interference.

Our equipment is putting out 1 watt through the final amplifier.
We have that split into two different translator antennas, One is
going southeast, and the other northeast to cover the valley.

Senator Moss. Where is your translator located ?

Mr. Wyarr. It is located about 2 miles southwest of Wellsville, on
a 6,000-foot peak. As far as any interference or any problems, we
haven’t had any. We are getting along fine. We have secured our
license and complied with all the rules that we know of to this date.

Senator Moss. Do you feel that you can get along perfectly well

with this voluntary nonprofit asociation and that you don’t need to
have the county get into this?

Mr. Wyarr. I don’t know. We should have more than what we
are getting. It is going to run us short this year for modifying our
equirment to come up with the rules and regulations of the FCC.

We have asked the county to help us in this with 75 percent of a mill,
and they won’t do anything with it. We are on our own. We can’t
get help from the city governments or the county. That is the only
way we have of collecting it.

We had one of our senators, Mr. Leatham, try to introduce a bill
down here that we could tax the antennas, the ones who are using
them, or make them take them down. But I guess that fell through.

Senator McGee. How will you fill in that gap? You say the costs
will be increased because of this changeover in requirements. Some of
the areas are falling a little short, you said. What do you anticipate
by way of relief on that?

Mr. Wyarr. I don’t know. We might have to ask for another
contribution. That is about the only way we can get the money to
do it with.

Senator McGee. I noticed in the testimony a year or so ago that
some of them were dragging their feet at that time. But the hope
was expressed that once the boosters were licensed and thus dignified,
that this might ease the task of soliciting freewill offerings. This
apparently hasn’t solved all of them.

Mr. Wyarr. No, it hasn’t. Most of the people that we have con-
tacted that haven’t paid said, “Well, everything that is in the air is
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free, and if we can pick it up free out of the air, we are not going to
pay for it.” That is the attitude most of them have.

Senator Moss. With that situation prevailing I am a little surprised
that the county commission would show no interest in making a county
distribution which is spread uniformly, of course.

Mr. Wyarr. We have contacted the county about it. We are just
in the south end of the county. They figure that in order for them
to help us they would have to tax the whole county and it wouldn’t
be justifiable to tax people in the north who weren’t receiving our
signal. And they won’t segregate it into different portions so that
they will give us that money.

They also told us that if they were going to do that they would be
compelled to buy the equipment and run it themselves, and they
weren’t going to run any television translator. So that is definitely
out with them.

Senator Moss. What do the people in the north end of the county
do fora signal? Do they get any?

Mr. Wyarr. They are farther out and it seems they get a better
signal. There are parts in Franklin and the northwest part of the
country that they can’t get it, however, but we couldn’t furnish it to
them from our side anyway.

In the extreme south end of the valley they don’t get any television,
only through our translator.

Senator Moss. They are so close against the mountain ?

Mr. Wyarr. Yes,sir.

Senator Moss. Mr. Leatham, do you have something to tell us?

Mr. Learmas. Nothing much more. There is Logan, a city with

16,000 or 18,000 penpk\zx!lmrfs of that get a straggly signal that isn’t

nearly as sharp and good as the one we get from the translator.

Senator McGee. Where do they get that signal ?

Mr. Leataanm. They get it from the stations here.

Senator McGee. Direct ?

Mr. Leariay. Yes,sir. Usually it is quite snowy and streaky. We
have the translator up on the peak. We had to put it up there or we
couldn’t get anything at Wellsville. We were just out. Now they
are using it and we are trying to squeeze a little money out of them.
We are having a hard old time.

Senator McGee. This is opposition within Logan itself?

Mr. Leataay. For instance, in the college—we have an agricul-
tural college up there—they have 300 or 400 quonsets where young
married couples move in and stay maybe 6 or 8 months while at
school. They can’t afford to put up a $130 antenna and get a poor
picture, so they buy a 6 or 10 element that picks up our signal and
put it up. We are furnishing a lot of that kind of signal all over.

Senator Moss. And they are not willing to contribute to the cost?

Mr. LeaTAaM. We can’t get the money out of them. Most of
them are willing all right. They said you boys had a lot of “guts”
to put that thing on top of the mountain and you are to be compli-
mented. But they won’t dig into their pockets.

Senator Moss. Compliments don’t pay the bill.

Mr. Leatray. They don’t pay the bill. That is our only trouble.

Senator Moss. Technically, your system is working fine. Your
problem is one of financing?
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Mr. Learnam. Local financing; that isit. Of course we can prob-
ably cut it off from the other towns. Our little town is almost 100
l:ercent. loyal to us, and they pay for the whole thing. But we would

ike to get two or three nickels extra in the treasury.

Senator Moss. What is your cost of operation ?

Mr. Wyarr. Last year it cost us about $3,500 to operate. We are
in an area where we have quite a few lightning storms, and every time
we have one of them it does a lot of damage. We have quite a bit of
repairs.

Senator McGee. Did T understand you to say that the city admin-
istration in Logan had been approached on this, and they had felt they
couldn’t go into it.?

Mr. Wyarr. Yes,sir.

Senator McGee. Of course, we understand the county’s position.
Have any civic groups undertaken this as a project ?

Mr. Wyarr. No, there hasn’t been any civic group tried. We had
some civic groups tell us, no, that they didn’t see why the city couldn’t
give us the money, because they go to them and get $500, $600, or
$800 any time they want a donation, yet they won’t give us any for
this purpose.

Senator McGee. Might civic groups be persuaded to take this on as
a project? It seems to be a necessary civic administration. It would
seem that any public-spirited group would be willing to tackle some-
thing like this.

Senator Moss. Thank you very much, gentlemen. W hope that
you find a solution on that financing problem.

Mr. Leatam. We will get by some way.

Senator Moss. We are glad to know the signal works well,

Mr. Gerald Norris, from Randolph, Rich County, Senator McGees
next door neighbor. We are glad to have you come to tell us how
your system is working.

STATEMENT OF GERALD NORRIS, RANDOLPH, UTAH

Mr. Norris. Senator McGee, Senator Moss, in Rich County we
have three translator stations. We have a large area and a small popu-
lation. None of our communities can be served from the same trans-
lator site except Laketown and Garden City. That particular trans-
lator in the Bear Lake Valley serves Bear Lake County and Idaho,
also.

Senator Mc(Gee. An increase in wattage wouldn’t be a solution to
your problem ?

Mr. Nogris. An increase in watts would help. It would help the
one translator. Montpelier, Idaho, is some 35 miles from the transla-
tor site and we are using between 2 and 3 watts now to cover this area.

In southern Rich County, Randolph and Woodruff, located only 10
miles apart, are served by separate translators because of terrain.
We have staggered our channels, cochannel, so that we have no inter-
ference problem between them. In one town we use channels 8, 10, and
12, and the next town 7, 9, and 11, and the next town 8, 10 and 12
again. We have no instances of interferences between our systems.
We have no known reports of interference to anyone else. There is
nobody operating close to us with VHF translators.
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In the Bear Lake Valley we have five CATV systems which were
community owned, which supported the translator, put their funds
into it, and closed down to get a better signal. They were on——

Senator McGee. All five of them?

Mr. Norris. All five of them. There is one CATYV still operating in
Montpelier. We are happy in our area to be able to have VHF trans-
lators as they offer low-cost means and our smallest town has less
than 300 population and our largest town around 700 population. We
also are faced with the problem of finances. Our county commission-
ers haven’t seen fit to levy three-quarters of a mill. This isn’t too
great a problem. Our people generally cooperate with us. The Bear
Lake Valley has more In'o[:lems than anyone, and they have a larger
population.

Senator Moss. Yours is on a voluntary-contribution basis for fi-
nancing ?

Mr. Norris. Yes, sir. All of our finances come direct from the
people.

Senator McGee. If I may suggest an observation, and that is, the
financing problem seems to increase in direct proportion with the capa-
bility of an area to finance it; that is, the more people you have, the
more difficult it is to finance.

Mr. Norris. I would say that the larger the community, and the less
known and the farther separated, the more problem. In small com-
munities public opinion plays a great part. If there is a “moocher,”
everybody is down on him. So we really don’t have a hard problem
in the small communities. We are very interested in an educational
channel, channel 7. We are using channel 7 up there. However, if
it is made available to our area with enough power from the moun-
tains, we will be happy to use it if we can get the funds. And I think
they would be made available if we could get a reproducible signal,
Our signal is produced with as good quality generally as is received
this side of the Wasatch front. Our translators are all located on high
mountain peaks, the highest being 7,900 feet high.

There has been great expense to some of the installations in running
powerline facilities. Powerline facilities in some cases are original
installations. At least two of our systems are contemplating putting
in complete new type of approved equipment rather than modifica-
tions, because of the problems involyed in getting suitable modifica-
tions and receiving, et cetera.

Senator Moss. Other than the need and flexibility on this wattage,
do you think it is working pretty well now, the regulations we have?

Mr. Norris. We are happy to be able to keep it. Of course, anyone
is willing to go along as easily as he can. I would take an exam{)]e of
the need for increased wattage into Senator McGee’s State in Uinta
County, in the Bridger Valley. In the Bridger Valley from the
Hicky Mountain site we have about 3 watts from that translator
going now. We serve Mountainview, Lyman, and the Lone Tree area,
Lyman is approximately 18 miles; no problem. Mountainview is no
problem.

The signal is received at Little America, some 38 airline miles away,
a good signal. At this point it is picked up again by the Green River
TV Association, relayed to Green River, and used again at Green
River.

70250—061——7
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Also, some 46 airline miles down at Flaming Gorge Dam we pick
this signal up again and retransmit it into Dutch John and Manila.
So an increased wattage allocation would be very flexible and good
for us.

If these systems have to go down to 1 watt I am afraid they will be
out of business. In a place like Manila and Dutch John, they will get
no television reception whatsoever. I will put an exception to that.
At Dutch John they were getting a fluctuating channel, only 26 micro-
volts, not capable of being reproduced in good quality.

Senator Moss. What does Evanston have ?

Mr. Norris. They have a UHF translator. They are large enough
to support UHF.

Senator Moss. Thank you very much. We appreciate your coming.
Is someone here from Sevier County? 1t says Tex Olsen, or someone
may be in——

Mr. Cowrey. May I report that Tex called in last evening and made
his apologies to the committee for not being able to be present. He
had a conflict with a court hearing. He wanted me to report to the
committee that they are having a very good experience with their
system in Sevier County. They are financing the system there by the
use of recreational tax. They do not have any problems which he
wanted to call to the committee’s attention except the problem of
wattage, and he thinks that they cannot operate successfully with 1-
watt limitation.

Senator Moss. Thank you for that report from Sevier County.

Mr. Godfreson, from Ely, Nev.?

STATEMENT OF WAYNE SCOTT, ELY, NEV., ACCOMPANIED BY
DALE BRADLEY

Mr. Scorr. Gentlemen, T am Wayne Scott. This is Mr. Dale Brad-
ley. Mr. Godreson was unable to accept. I am a member of the
board. Mr. Bradley is our technician.

In the interest of expediency 1 will turn it over to our technician,
Mr. Bradley.

Senator Moss. We are glad to have you both.

Mr. Bravrey. We are in our fourth year of operation in White Pine
County in Nevada. We operate six UHF translators. At the present
time we have six VHF translators, with the possibility of three more
VHF translators being installed as soon as licensing comes through.

We have no problems as far as interference. It is working out
beautifully. The signal is of exceptional quality. Our system is
unique in the fact that this is based primarily on UHF transmission.
Our VHF boosters operate from the UHF translators to fill the
shadow areas that the UHF will not cover. There are two or three
items that T would like to mention. One is the possibility of the FCC
extending the license period of the translators to alleviate the require-
ment of refiling each year. When we get into operation we will have
a total of 15 license applications to process each year, and I am sure
that the other operators will be in the same situation. It provides an
extra workload not alone on the operators but also on the FCC.

We feel that it would be prudent for the FCC to extend the license
period to a period of 5 years. Another is the power output of the
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VHF translators. We would like to see the FCC make available an
increase in power to certain areas that can show cause for the
requirement.

Senator McGee. How much power?

Mr. Brabrey. The recommendation would be a maximum of 5 watts.

Senator MoGee. Presently they have one. _

Mr. BrabLey. We are operating 1 watt. Some have a third watt,
where our area is confined. y

Senator McGee. As an operator you are not mindful of any inter-
ference with an increase of 5 watts?

Mr. Braprey. None whatsoever. In the particular area that we
operate in, in the West, where we have long distances, scattered popu-
lation, we figure that the 1 watt power will not be adequate.

Senator McGee. Let me ask, merely for the record, so that it shows
the full story: Why not 3 watts? Others have suggested three here.

Mr. Braprey. The difference between 1 watt and 3 watts, in my
estimation, in coverage will not be noticeable, I figure 5 watts, where
you have a path of 40 miles or more to go, that 5 watts would be the
minimum to get by with a good grade signal.

Another problem is station identification. Where one operator has
relays of four or five units relaying from one to the other, the present
regulations say that each translator shall have its own station identifi-
eation. Our recommendation would be that the parent station or the
main pickup point would be required for the station identification,
which would be repeated through all of the relays, and that the FCC
would waive the requirement of identification on the subsequent relay
stations,

Senator McGee. The relay stations in your recommendation would
have no identification except as they were tied to the parent?

Mr. Brabrey. That isright. The reason for that is to conform with
FCC regulations; each half hour there should be an identification.
And so that one identifier on one translator station does not interfere
with the identification on the other translator, you have to stagger
the time. When you get four or five repeats you have identification
through that last repeat quite prominent throughout the half hour
period which, in our opinion, detracts from the quality of the signal.

One more point is the problem of remote control, where we have
remote control of the parent station, if it would not be possible to let
that suffice for the repeat stations inasmuch as when you deenergize
the parent stations all the other stations are off the air. There might
be something I am overlooking there, but it is something we would like
to bring out.

That is the only thing that I have. Possibly Mr. Scott here could
give a little history on our operations as to how we finance. It might
be of interest to some of the operators here,

Senator Moss. Yes; we would like to hear that, Mr. Scott.

Mr. Scorr. Thank you. The system started with a contribution
solicited by various members of organizations that banded together
in our community and put in $50 apiece. We garnered enough money
this way to install and operate for 1 year, which was the FCC require-
ment at that time. During this time we instigated legislation to carry
it with tax money assessed through the individual y

Senator McGer. State or county? State legislation?
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Mr. Scorr. State legislation, optional by the county.

The moneys are collected by the county assessor as it is assessed on
the basis of a board, a five-member board. We service three small com-
munities: the central community, Ely; to the west, Ruth, Nev., about
9 miles; to the northeast, McGill, Nev., about 11 miles. We have a
total assessment on slightly in excess of 2,000 television sets or families,
which is about just as little in excess of 90 percent of the meters that
the power company has out in that area.

Our first year assessment was $19. Our second year we cut it to
$15. And this present year it is $10. We have adequately insured
our installations against fire and other damage. Our parent instal-
lation is at an altitude of 10,600 feet on a mountain named Cave
Mountain, from which we receive directly from Salt Lake. As you
realize, access to that in the winter months is somewhat of a problem.
We started ont with an army surplus Weasel for which we paid $500.
The second year we bought a Tucker Snocat at a cost of $9,000. This
year we bought a $4,500 unit to replace the Weasel. The reason for
these two units, the Tucker Snocat is only good in deep snow. Its
construction doesn’t allow it to go over rocky or muddy terrain which
we have during part of the year. As a part of interest, we loaned
it to the National Guard, having never used it, and they turned it over.

Senator McGee. May I add, the only improvement that T have
heard of on that method arose on one of our systems, which we have
had testimony about, where a distinguished lady runs the system.
She assigns her husband the task of living out there at the top of the
mountain every winter. That is her contribution. And she figures
it comes a little cheaper that way.

Mr. Scorr. No question of compatibility. We feel that we have
done our community a definite service. When I say “we,” it is practi-
cally the whole community that has done it. It can’t be pointed to
any few, because it isn’t a large community project.

Gentlemen, that is all that I have.

Senator Moss. This board meets and decides what the assessment
will be on a per set basis? Is that the way the money is raised?

M. Scorr. Yes, sir.  We meet monthly to pay the bills, of course.
There is no pay for the board. Our technician, Mr. Bradley, and the
serviceman, are on salary.

Senator Moss. Just two salaried people?

Mr. Scorr. Just two salaried people.

Mr. Brabrey. I would like to make one little comment on the
structure of our finances. They are set up under a tax district. The
enabling legislation in the State of N(‘.V{l({{l gave the counties author-
ity to set up a television district similar in organization to a county
setting up a fire department or water district, things of that nature.
This 1s set up as a special tax district covering a certain area of the
county, giving the county assessor authority to levy property tax
against the television set, which is collectible by law and therefore no
financial problem.

Mr. Scorr. The board is appointed by the county commissioners on
a 3-year basis.

Senator Moss. And serves without pay?

Mr. Scorr. Serves without pay.
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Senator Moss. Thank you very much, gentlemen. We appreciate
your coming in.

Mzr. Scorr. Thank you for the O'i] ortunity.

Senator Moss. Mr. Koch, we wil Ee glad to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF 0. C. KOCH, MILFORD, UTAH

Mr. Kocu. Iam adirector of our Milford Area TV Association.

While our community is a small community, of course we want to
feel that we are a part of the American way of life. We want to
progress with anything that is beneficial to our community. On a
previous meeting that I had here I gave the views of our coverage
and the number of people we have.

That has increased since our last meeting here. 'We have 367 TV
sets in our community.

Senator McGee. What was the earlier figure ?

Mr. Kocu. The figure was based on families. Of course, I have
taken the number of people in the families, which is about 750, our
coverage at that time. Now we have in the neighborhood of approxi-
mately 1,600 people that are viewing T'V.

Senator McGee. In other words, you have doubled the figure in
that interval of time?

Mr. Kocn. Yes, we have.

As far as our signals are concerned, we receive all three channels
direct from Salt Lake City, and we boost them out on the same chan-
nel. Weare getting a very good picture on all three channels.

Of course, we can improve when we come to the point of converting,
I know that is going to improve our channels because our present
equipment, of course, is deteriorating and we don’t want to spend any
more money on the old equipment. We want to buy new equipment to
meet the FCC requirements.

As far as output is concerned, I figure that the 1 watt in our par-
ticular area will be sufficient power. I do not feel that in our area,
probably an increase of wattage will be necessary because of this par-
ticular.

I cannot speak of other communities because that is their own prob-
lem. Whatever is required I feel they should have a little leeway
to meet the requirements, as long as they don’t interfere with other
signals or other communities.

With regard to fees, that is another thing. We, of course, are oper-
ating on contributions by our people.

We are like the rest of these small areas: we have well-wishers but
not too many. I think we are going to be able to meet our requirements.

Senator McGee. The contribution is not uniform. It is whatever
they feel like giving?

Mr. Kocr. We have what we eall a voluntary contribution of $1 a
month. Of course, as I said, we have these well-wishers who begin to
realize, since we have come out with this statement, that we are going
to have to meet the requirements of the FCC, and unless we get the
money we are not going to be able to do that and we will go off the air.
And 1t has increased our contributions so we are gradually picking up
in that respect.
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Senator McGee. This may be a device that may be useful elsewhere,
to just close down the store for a little while.

Mr. Kocr. That is what will happen if we don’t meet the FCC
requirements.

We have been getting along very well in what we have had to do
so far except one form, number 347. While it has been sent in, it has
never been returned to us.

Our technician expects to attend this meeting that will be held here
the 3rd of March. At that time we expect to purchase whatever
equipment will pass FCC requirements and be able then to continue
with our conversion.

I know there are many communities where the situation is different
than ours. We have a valley on the west side of the Mineral Moun-
tains that covers an area approximately 6 miles wide and probably a
little over 20 miles in length. As far as we know, we are not giving
any interference. If there is any interference we will be happy to
correct it if we know what it is and where it is coming from.

There is another point that has been brought up, and that is in
regard to the increase of the channels that Mr. Keys mentioned.
There is no question but what that will eliminate probably a lot of
the smaller stations and of course will increase the coverage. Those
things all tend to help TV, because it reaches out and covers a larger
area and it makes it possible to do it at less expense.

There are communities that, of course, do have a lot more receivers
and equipment than we do, and they have different problems than
these small areas.

Before I leave I would like, on behalf of the Milford TV Associa-
tion, to thank the Senators for the interest they have taken in this
matter of TV boosters, and especially for these sparsely settled areas.
Of course, as far as coverage is concerned, we are covering our area
and it has been done through our VHF boosters. )

Senator MoGee. Without the booster you would have no other
coverage out there?

Mr. Koci. We did have at one time a cable system, which of
course did cover our Milford area just in town. But there are a lot
of our prospective users who were not able to get that because of the
cost. And those in the outlying areas, like South Milford, of course
it was impossible for the cable system to reach out and cover that.

Since we have established our booster—that is before the cable
went out—we have a better picture and at a lot less cost. That is why
our VHF booster system has increased to practically, I might say,
almost 100 percent.

We do have possibly about seven or eight families or homes that
are not covered by TV. But that is for the reason that the family
lives in those homes with their daughters and sons, and of course
they are not home all the time. Agam we have a sort of a transient
area there where people are out during the fall harvest and then they
leave, and then tllmse homes are vacant during the winter months.
As far as our living population is concerned I think we have pretty
close to 100 percent coverage.

Senator McGee. I have experienced evenings of “The Untouch-
ables” and “Surfside Six,” and I wish I could move into one of those
homes.
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Mr, Kocr. We will be glad to have you. We always have room for
expansion.

I thank you.

Senator Moss. Thank you, Mr. Koch. We appreciate your coming.

I see Commissioner Bruhn is here. Are you going to testify for

us?
STATEMENT OF WILLIAM BRUHN, FORMER COUNTY
COMMISSIONER, GARFIELD COUNTY, UTAH

Mr. Brumn. Senator MeGee and Senator Moss, T want to express
first of all the thanks of our people for your interest in the matter
of community television. Without this effort we wouldn’t have the
assurance that we could continue to give this blessing to the people
of the rural part of the State, and the assurance that we can go ahead
and have a good basis for continuing the service.

[ am sorry to report that in my county we still have second-class
citizens as far as television is concerned. Some 800 or 900 people
who reside in Bryce Valley are still without this medium and feel
the need very sorely for it. There are a number of problems to be
solved yet.

I called the loeal Lion’s Club before coming here and asked them
what problems I might bring to this committee, and they said, “Solve
the problem of finances.” That seems to be 1 -ampant here today ; every-
one has the same problem.

In my particular community we offer it on a system that is financed
on gratuity basis. Bach of us contributes some $2 a month. It is col-
lected by the city just on an agreement basis when we pay our water

taxes. When we pay our water bill, we pay $2 also for television.
Senator McGee. They don’t shut off the water if they don’t pay the
$27

4

Mr. Brunx. I wish we could do that, but it has never been achieved
yet. Financing is the problem.

The law that was passed in the 1957 legislature does not cure our
ills in Garfield County for a number of reasons, one of the reasons
being that the limits were set so low and our valuation being so low
in the county that there is not sufficient money to do the ]uh for the
entire county.

Another problem being the problem of the valuation in the county
being greater by tw ice over on one side of tlw county than on the
other. The area that has the greater valuation is receiving television
at the present time, and they are a little relucant to want to put that
system in a countywide system.

Senator McGEE. The system on that side of the county is what ?

Mr. Brumx. That is the one that is operated by the local Lion’s
Club, Senator.

I am not a television engineer and I have been very interested in
the testimony here on the out put signal. T would think this is of
major importance to our area. I w ould like to give you an example
of how important this is.

The signal that we receive is picked up at Beaver, Utah. Tt is
boosted from Beaver. We pick it up and we kick it again. From
there the signal is again picked up at Escalante, U tah, and is used
there. The 519:1‘1] is also rebroadcast from the area of Hatch. The
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signal from Beaver is also utilized in Iron County. That is what Mr.
Keys has reference to when he talks about a “mother station”.

1t is important that this particular station feed so very much of the
area of southern Utah that I would think a good strong signal would
be most important in this particular area.

Senator McGee. There are no other communications media that
would suggest the possibility of conflict ?

Mr. Bruny. There are no other media whatever. This entire area
would be completely without television coverage if it were not for
these booster stations. There are no cable systems, no community an-
tenna, or anything. This entire area is dependent solely on the
boosters.

Mr. Keys raised a question that I was asked, and I would pass it
on as a question. He poses the possibility that in southern Idaho, for
$50,000 for each of these major stations in Salt Lake City they could
cover all of southern Idaho. The question has been posed to me as to
why this same thing could not be done for coverage for the entire
State of Utah, where a television station receives a license to operate,
the privilege of broadecasting, if there wouldn’t be certain obligations
that go with this license in seeing that the signal goes out over the
entire State or an entire area as the case may be. That is something.
I think the committee should study into and reflect on.

I think a number of the problems that we have been faced with in
community systems might have been avoided along these lines.

I agree with Mr. Keys that as outputs are raised up to the full
maximum allowed now, and as signals are changed to comply, there
may be areas of conflict, a number of areas of conflict, even in these
wide-open spaces, and it is something that I think the television sta-
tions themselves have an obligation to help solve. Certainly from an
economic standpoint they are the ones which are going to gain from
enlarging this audience. There is no question in my mind on that.

Senator McGee. That raises a question which I assume the Com-
mission regards as a very tough one. The primary purpose of the
Commssion, and the primary concern of the committee, is to keep
local live television in business. It is a question of to whom are you
going to assign a monopoly market with an obligation on the station,
get a signal out as far as one can and to remote areas. Again, if you
multiply it by the many possibilities in other areas, it raises very
serious questions.

Mr. Brunw. Of course the assignment has been made when the
license has been granted, hasn’t it, Senator?

Senator McGee. I am not sure that it has. The granting of a license

uts them in business in the local community but I am not sure that
1t extends the license to take over an area. In some cases where it is
the only clear channel, it raises some rather delicate questions. It isn’t
quite as simple as telling them to go ahead and put it out.

Mr. Brunx. I appreciate that. The question was not raised in the
previous hearing here, and it is one that I think should be aired, and
that is the only reason I bring it to your attention.

One station in Utah has been most helpful to the communities.
They have been outstanding in efforts to help the smaller communities
in solving this problem. They have testified here today.
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I think I have nothing else to add to the testimony that has been
given. We are most appreciative. We think that probably one of the
finest things that has been done in the recent sessions of Congress has
been the interest that you gentlemen have demonstrated in solving this
problem for us, and we certainly are most appreciative of that.

Senator McGee. One of the important barriers to resolving this
problem is the mere question of education. It is amazing how mem-
bers in the flatlands had no concept of such a problem existing at all.
They couldn’t understand the hullabaloo about the booster TV ques-
tion. I think once that barrier was broken down, it was then possible
to move a little faster.

Mr. Brun~. Itisa fine effort and we appreciate it.

Senator Moss. Thank you very much, Bill, for coming.

Are there others here now who would like to be heard? I have come
to the end of the list that I have on this sheet of paper. Anyone who
would like to be heard on this problem is welcome. If there is anyone
I have overlooked, I wish you would stand up and come forward.

Mr. Scorr. I have a question. Will a copy of the record of this
hearing be available?

Senator Moss. Yes, it will be available. Being a witness, you will
automatically get a copy.

Mr. Kosec. Would you want some additional information ?

Senator McGee. If anybody has any second thoughts on this that
he forgot to mention, or didn’t know when he was here, but discovers
after he goes home, if you will send it in to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce of the U.S. Senate, we will make it a part of
the record.

STATEMENT OF RAY CROSHA, CHAIRMAN, TV CORP,
CLIFTON, IDAHO

Mr. Crosua. I note that there are others here of clubs who have not
bought their equipment yet to comply with the new rules set up. We
are in that same box and we have reasons for not doing it. It looks
like we are going to be able to enlarge the number of families that
are going to come in. We wondered, in not doing it, and meeting the
deadline that was set, just how serious a condition that would be, of
meeting the deadline for a license.

Senator McGee. As long as you ultimately meet the requirements,
it. won’t. be a serious condition, counsel for the committee advises me.

Senéltor Moss. Thank you. Do you have any comments at this
point?

Mr. ZapprLe. No, sir.

Senator Moss. I will turn this back to the chairman.

Senator McGeg. If there are no further comments or questions,
on behalf of the committee I want to thank Senator Moss for helping
to attract the kind of testimony that we had here this morning. I as-
sure you it will be most helpful as we try to make this as effective and
efficient and fair an operation as possible.

We are indebted to all of you. Some of you traveled great distances
in order to be here and I am sure that, as is the usual case with the TV
booster questions, at your own expense.
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This has become a hallmark of the whole operations, even some of
you who came to Washington to attend our hearings. We thank you
for your cooperation and for what you have contributed to us.

The committee will stand in recess until tomorrow at 9 o’clock in
Casper, Wyo.

Thank you very much.

(Thereupon, at 11:45 a.m., the hearing was adjourned, to reconvene
at 9 a.m., Wednesday, February 22, 1961, in Casper, Wyo.)
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WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 22, 1961

U.S. SenaTe,
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FoRrEIGN COMMERCE,
Suscommrrrer oN COMMUNICATIONS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee was called to order, pursuant to notice, at 9 a.m.,
at Casper, Wyo., the Honorable Gale W. McGee presiding.

Senator McGee. We are indeed delighted to welcome this distin-
guished gathering for another look at one of the rather troublesome
problems in communications that we have had to contend with, par-
ticularly out in the mountainous West. I want to particularly wel-
come Commissioner Lee, of the FCC, to these hearings. It is very
difficult for the Commissioner to get away, particularly at times like
this. Mr. Commissioner, now that this has been achieved above and
beyond the call of duty, and in the face of difficulties of travel, it is
all the more to your credit, and believe me the people of Wyoming
deelily appreciate your willingness to be here to hear some of the
problems that we have still remaining in this question of booster TV.

Likewise, I want to welcome to Wyoming my distinguished col-
league in the Senate, Senator Frank Moss, from Utah. Senator Moss’
bill, S. 1886, carried the brunt of the burden in setting up the antenna
system on the TV relays into the mountain valleys, the TV boosters
that have made possible the bringing of TV into these remote areas
of the West.

Senator Moss, on behalf of the people of Wyoming, and those assem-
bled here in particular, we again express our gratitude to you for what
you did in striking a major blow in behalf of TV listening in the
mountains. You have converted from second class to first class the
TV citizenry of many thousands of our people in this region.

On the way out here on this particular trip, I cheated a little bit
by tearing a page out of the current Reader’s Digest that someone
loaned me to read. In this Reader’s Digest is a section entitled “Life
in These United States.” These are designed to be little gems that
are unusual and out of the ordinary, and to capture human interest.
I want to refer to one because it bears on why we are assembled here,
It says, and I quote:

On a winter night last year, while traveling through the remote mountain
region of western New Mexico, I was surprised to see a group of people gathered
around a fire at the crest of a hill beside the highway. I stopped to investigate
and found that they were watching television.

They explained that this region is beyond the usual television broadeast range,
but that by accident a freak signal coming from Tucson, Ariz., 300 miles away,
had been discovered. The only place where it was strong enough for a sharp
picture was on top of this hill. These people had hauled up a set and a portable

gasoline generator, and were enjoying themselves immensely.
103




104 DEVELOPMENT OF TV BOOSTERS

This little germ of humanity can be multiplied many dozens of
times over to describe the problem that we in the western mountains
have had for a considerable period of time.

A part of the task in opening up the question of extending tele-
vision service was that of educating large sections of the United
States to the perils of geography in receiving a television signal. So
we are assembled here today, just a little over a year since hearings
were held in Casper in December 1959, to inquire into the operations
of the legislation that the Congress has since adopted, legislation
initiated by Senator Moss.

Hearings were held a year ago in five States, the mountain States
of the West, and the consequence was the discovery of the magnitude
and the overlapping of the problems of television reception in this
region. We had a lot of cloak and dagger stories along with it. It
was almost as exciting, in fact in some cases more exciting as they
did not gild the lily as we do on some of the TV westerns, in com-
mercials at least, in the kind of competition that went on.

I remember myself visiting one of the booster stations above the
town of Thermopolis, in Wyoming, where I saw with my own eyes
the scene of the shooting of some of the connections by a high-pow-
ered rifle, the breaking of a lock on a gate that was designed to pro-
tect an area where a signal was being beamed down into the valley
that is the beautiful setting of Thermopolis.

We had cases where individuals were spying through the windows
of other individuals in Sheridan, Wyo. We had questions of jam-
ming in Riverton. It was real “cloak and dagger” and the best seript-
writers on Madison Avenue could not have done better themselves.
The thing was, like the question of the booster installation from the

rinning, all spontaneous, it was all unrehearsed, it was all the
initiative of individuals on the local level and made a remarkable
story.

Out of all this has come a sense of order, and the sense of order was
the consequence of the legislation that the Congress enacted last
summer,

In July of 1960 the Congress legalized and set up a procedure
for listing all TV booster stations. Now we are here to inquire into
the working of thislaw.

The Congress at the same time sought to address itself to an area
where there was an overlap of interest, and in some cases, a conflict
of interest, between the community antenna television system, in some
instances, and the booster question. Such a proposal in the Congress
in those days was referred back to the committee for special
reconsideration.

In the meantime, the FCC has come up with a proposal for a bill in
this session of the Congress. I refer to the bill on%_v in passing be-
cause it was just put in our hands as we left Washington on Monday
morning. The burden of the bill by the FCC would be to bring the
community antenna systems under their jurisdiction, but not under
license. The purpose of this, according to the Commission, would be
to try to isolate the cases where there is a definite conflict of operation
between the CATV’s and the booster operations. But to exclude from
their concern the very large areas of &TV operation where there is
no competition or no conflict of operation.
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Since this bill is accompanied by a statement of the Commission on
its background and their feeling on it, I will put it in the record at

this ’lparticular point.
(The bill and statement follow :)

fons Act of 1934 to authorize the Federal Communica-

A BILL To amend the Communicat
and regulations with respect to community antenna

tlons Commission to Issue rules
television systems

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That section 3 of the Communications Act of
1934 (47 U.S.C. 153) is amended by amending subsection (h) thereof and by

adding a new subsection (hh), as follows:
Sgc. 3. Derinitions.—For the purposes of this Act, unless the context other-

wise requires—
- L ® - -

(h) “Common carrier” or “carrier” means any person engaged as a com-
mon carrier for hire, in interstate or foreign communication by wire or radio
or in interstate or foreign radio transmission of energy, except where refer-
ence is made to common carriers not subject to this Act; but a person en-
gaged in radio broadecasting or in operating a community antenna television
system shall not, insofar as such person is so engaged, be deemed a common
carrier.

(hh) “Community antenna television system” means any wire or cable
facility performing the service of receiving and amplifying the gignals trans-
mitting programs broadcast by one or more television stations and redistri-
buting such programs to subscribing members of the public, but such terms
shall not include (1) any such facility which serves fewer than fifty sub-
geribers, (3) any such facility which serves only the residents of one or more
apartment dwellings under common ownership, control, or management, and
commercial establishments located on the premises, or (3) any such facility
used only for the distribution, by wire, of programs for which a charge is
imposed generally on all subseribers wherever located, and which are not
in the first instance broadcast for reception without charge by all members
of the public within the direct range of television broadcast stations.

Sec. 2. Section 3038 of the Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 303) is
amended by adding at the end thereof a new subsection (s) as follows:

Seo. 303. GENErAL Powers oF THE CommissioNn.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided in this Act, the Commission from time to time, as public convenience,
interest, or necessity requires shall—

(s) Have authority to issue such orders, rules, and regulations and pre-
geribe such restrictions and conditions and in connection therewith, to hold
such hearings as, in its discretion, may be deemed appropriate with respect
to the operation of community antenna television systems, either generally
or in individual instances, as may be necessary or desirable to the main-
tenance of broadeast stations providing locally-originated television program
gervice in the area served by a community antenna television system, with
due regard to the public interest in the provision of multiple televizion pro-
gram services: Provided, that nothing contained herein or in Section 3(hh)
hereof shall be deemed to limit the authority of the Commission to regulate
any wire or cable facilities as devices which can or do cause harmful inter-
ference to interstate or foreign radio communications.

EXPLANATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SECTroNs 3 AND 303 OF THE
COMMUNICATIONS AcT OF 1934, A8 AMENDED

The advent of community antenna television systems in reecent years, to-
gether with their increasing use of microwave radio facilities, has not only
provided multiple television services to many areas which were previously
without any service, but also has created certain problem situations insofar as
local television broadeast stations are concerned. A community antenna tele-
vision system either directly or through a microwave facility intercepts tele-
vision programs which have been broadeast to the gemeral public and carries
them through cables or wires to individunal subscribing members of the publie
who pay a charge for this service. While, originally, such systems directly
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intercepted programs of not-too-distant stations, more recently microwave radio
facilities have been utilized to obtain programs which have been broadcast by
stations far removed from the site of the community antenna television systein.
Although these systems may be generally considered in the category of repeater
television services, they do not engage directly in radio transmission of electric
energy by radio, as do translator stations, and hence are not within the licensing
jurisdiction of the Commission under section 501 of the Communications Act.

The Commission's early examination of television repeater services, includ-
ing (ommunity antenna television systems, is reflected in its report and order
in wocket No. 12443, which was adopted on April 13, 1959. In that document
the Commission recognized that some adjustment of the unfair competitive
sitnation of local television stations as against community antenna television
systems, would be in the public interest. In an attempt to reach this end, the
Commission recommended certain measures to the 86th Congress which were
embodied in FLR, 6748 and 8. 1801. In examining into this matter the Congress
considered numerons legislative proposals and held hearings thereon. Two
of these proposals, 8. 2653 and H.R. 11041, would have established a broad-
seale and mandatory licensing scheme for the some 500-700 community antenna
television systems which are already in existence, as well as those proposed to
be established in the future. While the Commission was in accord with the
general objective of these bills, it expressed the view that they were unneces-
sarily comprehensive in scope: would reach into situations which did not affect
local television stations: and would unnecessarily add to the already large
licensing functions of the Commission.

In contrast to the unduly widespread scope of these bills, the instant proposal
is designed to vest in the Commission authority to act in those sitnations where
local television stations are operating under inequitable disadvantages in com-
petition with community antenna television systems. The Commission would
thereby be enabled to address itself to the problem situations in the CATV-local
station areas under a general power to make appropriate adjustments through the
issuance of appropriation rules, regulations, and orders. The Commission would
not. however, be enenmbered by the administration of a mandatory licensing
scheme for community antenna television systems, including the large number of
such systems which are providing the only television service to sparsely settled
areas.

This proposal would define community antenna television systems in a new
subgection 3(hh) of the Communications Act in substantially the same manner
as the Commission’s previous legislative proposal and as was included in
S. 2653, H.R. 11041, and in other related bills which were considered by the
86th Congress. This definition would exclude community antenna television
systems which served less than 50 subscribers or which consisted primarily of
a master antenna system for the residents of a single or a group of related
apartment houses. The definition would also expressly exclude community an-
tenna television systems which carry only subseription television or other closed
circuit programs. The proposal would also amend section 3(h) of the Com-
munications Act so as to make clear that jurisdiction over community antenna
television systems is not to include regulation as a common carrier. This limi-
tation was also ineluded in 8. 2653 and H.R. 11041 of the 86th Congress.

Another new subsection, 303(s), would empower the Commission to issue
orders, rules and regulations with respect to community antenna television sys-
tem operations in situations where an area is served by both the CATV system
and a local television broadeast station. It should be noted that despite the
numerous CATYV systems thronghout the country, the problems that have arisen
concern the comparatively few areas where a CATV system competes with a local
station. Although authorizing the Commission to impose restrictions on CATV
operation so as to promote a more equitable balance with a local station, the
Commission would be required to give due consideration to the public interest
in the multiple television services provided by the CATV and therefore its
jurisdiction is keyed to the making of reasonable adjustments in the competitive
situation rather than to the elimination of CATV systems.

For example, in an appropriate situation the Commission might require the
CATV system to carry the program of the local station as part of its regular
service and to assure that reception of the local program by CATV snbscribers
is reasonably comparable in technieal quality to the programs provided by the
CATYV from other sources. Such requirements have been strongly urged by
broadeasters whose ability to provide a local television service is said to be ad-
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versely affected by the CATV operations. Apart from the fact that CATYV sys-
tems are able to bring in multiple services which are beyond the capacity of the
local station, it appears that direct reception of local stations by CATYV sub-
seribers is made more difficult in the nsual case by the necessity of an additional
switching operation to receive local broadcast signals.

Another instance of the way in which the Commission’s jurisdiction might
be exercised in appropriate situations lies in the field of duplication by CATV
systems of programs being carried by the local station. The Commission would
be empowered under the proposed legislation to order such adjustments as
would, on an appropriate basis, permit the CATYV system to continue to provide
multiple television services and at the same time afford to the loeal station some
protection in its program offerings.

Since this legislative proposal looks to a limited jurisdiction over CATV’s
under the Communiecations Act of 1934 as amended, the enforcement and review
provisions in section 312(b) and titles 4 and 5 of the act would be available in
connection with rules, regulations, and orders issued by the Commission with re-
spect to CATYV operations.

Adopted January 4, 1961.

Senator McGee. I might ask the Commissioner if he would like to
say anything about it as we pass.

STATEMENT OF COMMISSIONER ROBERT E. LEE, FEDERAL
COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Mr. Lie. The only thing I can say, Senator, is that we have spent
a great deal of time on this problem, and particularly in the consid-
eration of whether or not we could support that bill.

We decided that this would probably be the most reasonable ap-
proach in view of the fact a good many of these conflicts have been
solved and are being solved by the individuals involved themselves.

We are happy to see that. We don’t think we should interfere where
the people can appropriately get together.
This bill is designed to give us the authority to move into a sa{:mriﬁ{:

area where no other solution seems apparent. I might say that as
I recall it, this bill has the unanimous support of the seven Commis-
sioners.

Senator McGee. Thank you very much, Mr. Commissioner.

Senator Moss, we are here to weigh some of the consequences and
evaluate some of wrinkles in the carrying out of the bill that you
initiated. Do you have any observations that you could share with
us at this moment ?

Senator Moss. I am very pleased to be here, Senator McGee.

Senator McGee sat in Salt Lake City yesterday, where we had a
hearing similar to this, and heard of the problems the people in Utah
and some in Nevada have with the workings of the so-cahe.d booster
bill. In general, our people are very happy with the operation so far.
With a few minor suggestions, they were glad to be able to get tele-
vision into our remote regions,

I am also glad to note that the Federal Communications Commis-
sion has now submitted a suggested bill covering CATV’s. I haven't
had time to read the bill and consequently make no comment on it at
this time. But I point out that originally the legislation which was
introduced would have covered both boosters and CATV’s in an at-
tempt to give jurisdiction to the Commission to solve these conflicts
that cannot be solved locally.




108 DEVELOPMENT OF TV BOOSTERS

For various reasons the community antennas were eliminated
from the legislation that was adopted, and to this time they have not
been regulated in any way, have apparently not been subject to the
E:risdiction of the Federal Communications Commission. I firmly

lieve that the community antennas must be subject to jurisdiction
just as much as the boosters in order to have order in working out the
problems, and to get away from overlaps, conflicts, and other difficul-
ties which arise in this communications field.

I will read this bill carefully, and I hope that it will solve some of
the few problems of conflict that are left. As Senator McGee pointed
out—or Commissioner Lee pointed out—many of these conflicts have
been resolved on the local level, as they properly should be, but some
do remain and I think will have to be determined ultimately by the
Federal Communications Commission.

I look forward to hearing the testimony today and to seeing how
the system is working here in Wyoming. Senator McGee has taken
the lead in this field with the Senate Commerce Committee. I am
grateful to him for inviting me to sit with the committee. I do not
happen to be a member of the Commerce Committee, but I am, of
course, vitally concerned with this particular problem and, therefore,
have joined the committee on these hearings. 1 am glad to be here and
I will listen with great interest.

Senator McGee. Thank you very much, Senator Moss.

How much Senator Moss is interested is reflected not only in his
own legislation that pioneered this question, but in the simple fact
that in Utah there are 133 booster installations, Utah, the State of
Washington, Colorado, Montana, and Wyoming constitute among
them the overwhelming majority of the T'V booster systems in the
United States. The sum total of 20 States have nearly a thousand
such installations at the present time, but the concentration is in the
5 Mountain States just alluded to.

We are here to try to find suggestions to the questions of how the
legislation has been working. Has it imposed hardships? Have there
been rulings that are difficult to comply with? Are there constructive
suggestions for simplifying the procedures? These are the kinds of
things that we are seeking at this particular moment.

With that we will turn to the opening witness, after I make a short
acknowledgment on behalf of the chairman of the Senate Commu-
nications Subcommittee, Senator John O. Pastore. Senator Pastore
had originally intended to be here today. The break of some things
in Washington involving New England required that he cancel out at
the last minute.

Senator Pastore is from a State that has no basic interest in the
booster question. I say with all due respect to my colleagues here
that Senator Pastore in far away Rhode Island is probably the most
knowledgeable man on this whole question. He has become a dedi-
cated crusader to this particular issue and the resolving of the con-
flicts of various sorts that have arisen within it. He believes firmly
that the more television that we can get to the most people is the legiti-
mate goal and purpose of this committee, and he agrees in that respect
with the purposes of the FCC itself.

So with that we turn to the first witness this morning, Mr. Robert
Bailey, of the Farmers TV in Worland, Wyo. ;

Mr. Bailey.
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT BAILEY, FARMERS TV ASSOCIATION,
WORLAND, WYO.

Mr. Baney. Good morning. We are here before this body as a
violator, we find. In the summer of 1959 the Farmers TV Association
started its original drive and advertised in the paper that deposits
would be accepted at appliance dealers in Worland.

The county attorney took upon himself to call up those appliance
dealers and told them that we were an illegitimate organization and
that if the appliance dealers accepted any deposits from the general
public they might be in violation of something that might get them in
trouble.

This was the first indication that we had organized resistance to our
booster, and it just so happens that the county attorney is the legal
counselor for the cable system in Worland. We had more evidence of
that this fall when the FAA sent a man up from Denver to check into
a violation around the airport, the new site of our booster.

Senator McGee. This would be a conflict of their signal at the
airport ?

Mr. Bamey. No, sir. It was a purported violation of location in
relation to the airport.

The man came up from Denver and searched all morning for this
obstruction and couldn’t find it. So he hunted up our president, Mr.
Glen Swing, who took him out and showed him the installation.

The FAA ruling is that any installation within 3 miles of an airport
has to have a glide path clearance of 7°, and this installation has a
glide path clearance of 1°. So the man was a little miffed in the
implication in the letter that had brought him to Worland. Neverthe-
less, it caused us expense and delay.

That is just one of the many illustrations. I have here some in-
formation furnished by an adversary of ours, which is the only
identification we have, to the Bureau of Land Management. This is
purporting to our moving the equipment.

Senator McGre. This is in the form of a letter that you have
received ?

Mr. Bamey. No. This accompanied a letter to the Bureau and the
Bureau gave this to us and said we are sorry, but we have to abide by
this, and gave us 90 days in which to clear it up.

Senator McGee. How did the Bureau of Land Management get
involved in this?

Mr. Bamey. We moved our construction from one site to another.
Unfortunately we moved it after July 7, not knowing that we were
violating this section.

Senator McGee. You mentioned July 7. That was the date of
which the operations of the new law went into effect ?

Mr. Bamey. Yes, sir.  We had been operating from the first site
since October 1959. After much technical assistance and work we
could not get a clear signal there that was acceptable to our area that
we served.,

Since we had power there, we delayed moving as long as possible
because we have to put in a mile and a half of power to the acceptable
site. 'We have a very nice signal near the airport. Actually what has
happened, we were on the one hand approximately 8 miles northwest

70250—861——8
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of Worland and moved our construction to a new site 514 miles south-
east of Worland. It is just a difference of two sand hills.

I realize that technically that is a violation. Actually our rebroad-
cast is not violating anything under the jurisdiction of the FCC. It
does not interfere with any signals, it does not interfere with any of
the operations of any other communications, but it is technical; it is
a technical point.

Senator McGee., You arve talking then in terms of a possible viola-
tion rather than a real violation. You were producing a picture long
before July 77

Mr. Bamey. Oh, yes. T appreciate that correction. The reason
I said “violation™ is that we have been accused by somebody who
hasn’t been identified to us that we are a violator. 1t is reasonable to
assume that it is a cable company, because they were the ones who
reported ustothe FAA.

Senator McGee. And so the avowed charges against you as being
in violation stem from two conditions or considerations: one, that
you may stand in violation of the regulations of the FAA as your op-
eration might affect the glide path.

Mr. BatLey. That has been corrected.

Senator McGre. That has been corrected and disproved.

Mr. BaiLey., Yes,sir.

Senator McGer. The second is that you may have stood in violation
in terms of location of your site on land and under the control of the
Bureau of Land Management ?

Mr. Bameey, Yes,sir.

Senator McGer. And that was merely a transfer for a better signal
from one sand hill to another.

Mr. Bamey. Yes, sir.  Now, our plea is this, as we sit before the
committee: We are a nonprofit organization. Nobody in our organiza-
tion receives a salary. We are only doing this in the public interest.
Many of our personnel who work in our organization do so at a sacri-
fice to their own personal income, and they all have contributed money
to this thing.

Somebody is opposing us who probably has spent more for legal
counsel than we raised altogether in our whole organization,

We helieve that we are complying with the low except for this
technical point that has been taken on our moving the equipment.
Therefore, we ask the Commission to issue us our 347 because we will
have to qualify with all their technical requirements when we file our
346, on the grounds that the principle of the thing takes precedence
over the method of moving.

Senator McGee. This has been called to the attention of the Com-
mission. and I am sure it speaks fairly of the Commisison’s intent that
there will be a quick decision on this question, the question of whether
the repeater constrncted—that is, this transfer of the repeater—re-
quires special consideration.

Mr, Baiwey. The reason it is important to us is that we have this
90-day deadline from the Burean. The Bureau has been very co-
operative. They cannot issue a right-of-way permit, which has been
called to their attention by our adversary, until we have a license.
Their hands are tied.
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Senator McGee. Do you have any other questions that you care to
raise at this point, or that we might at least put before the Commission
for subsequent consideration here, Mr. Bailey ¢ ot ]

Mr. Baney. No, sir, I haven’t. I appreciate being in an organiza-
tion now that is considered legitimate. ]

Senator McGee. What about the mechanical and the technical op-
erations of the booster ?

Mr. Bamey. We had considerable difficulty with our first site. As
it turned out, that wasn’t the best engineering. But since we moved
to the new site, we have had no trouble.

Senator McGee. You have no particular complaints about com-
plying with the regulations that the FCC hasset up for it? .

Mr. Bamny. None whatsoever, except that we were lax in our
moving after a certain date. We didn’t realize we were in violation.

Senator McGee. Thank you very much, Mr. Bailey.

(The following letter was subsequently submitted for the record:)

WorLAND, WYOMING, February 24, 1961,
Hon. Gare W. McGEE,
U.8. Senale,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SexaTtor McGee: I observed over TV the Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee hearing in Casper, Wyo., on February 22, 1961, on the matter
of the effectiveness of last yvear's television booster law passed by Congress.

First, I would like to compliment your committee in conducting these local
hearings for 1 feel it affords the opportunity for many people to explain the
varions television problems in their loeal areas. Even though I am general
counsgel for the Wyoming Community Antenna Television Association, and am
somewhat prejudiced for the cable systems, I still am of the opinion that from
these hearings ean come a solution to solve all facets of the Wyoming television
industry.

The reason that I am writing you, Senator McGee, is because I was indirectly
involved in the Casper hearing by your first witness, Mr. Robert Bailey, of
Worland, Wyo. He made certain misrepresentations concerning myself which
I would like to elarify to the committee. He referred to me in his testimony
when he made mention of the fact that:

“* ® % The county attorney of Washakie Connty, who is also the attorney for
the loeal cable television system, advised the loeal appliance dealers that they
could be prosecuted if they took loeal donations for the loeal booster that was
being contemplated at that time. * * *»

I am, at the present time, county and prosecuting attorney of Washakie
County, Wyo.,, and I was at the time Mr. Bailey referred to in his testimony.
The point that T would like to clear up is that I was contacted by three local
appliance dealers at the time mentioned by Mr. Bailey, but I was contacted in
the capacity as the attorney for their companies and not in any way involved as
county attorney. I advised the appliance dealers as their counsel that there
had been in other towns in Wyoming some undesirable results from collecting
the money for the loeal boosters and advised them as their attorney not to use
their local stores for the collections.

This morning on the 24th day of February, 1961, I confronted Mr. Robert
Bailey and took him to the appliance dealers and they verified my ahove state-
ment, Mr. Bailey apologized and stated that he perhaps should not have in-
volved me or my office in the hearing but, of course, it already being in the
record, I thought perhaps this explanation letter should be sent so that yon
could make same a part of the record. I am quite conscientions about my office
as county attorney, and would not in any way involve same in any such circum-
stance as represented to your committee at the recent hearing.

If there is any information that I can supply to your office or your committee
on this television problem in order that same can be resolved in a satisfactory
manner to everyone concerned, please feel free to call upon me..

Very respectfully,
HagroLp JOFFE,
Attorney at Law.
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Senator McGee. The next witness will be Mr, Bubar, from Laramie
Electronics.

There is still some issue of conflict in Laramie, Wyo., between the
group, Laramie Electronics, which Mr. Bubar represents this morning,
and the Laramie Community TV Co.

I have in my hand a letter from Mr. C. O. Hammond, the manager
of the Laramie Community TV Co. I would like to make his letter
to me, in behalf of the committee, a part of the record at this point
as well,

(The letter from Mr. C. O. Hammond follows:)

LaraMie Community TV Co.,
Laramie, Wyo., February 20, 1961.
Senator GALE McGEE,
Care of Senator McGee's Casper Office,
Casper, Wyo.

DeARr SENATOR McGEE: I was pleased to hear that youn will be taking testimony
regarding the impact of the new booster legislation in Casper on Tuesday, Feb-
roary 22, 1961. I sincerely appreciate your letter inviting me to appear at the
hearing ;: however, prior commitments preclude my being at the meeting but I
would like to give my viewpoints for the record.

I have always felt that in licensing VHF hoosters, many problems would
arise concerning interference with existing facilities, ete, However, since the
enabling legislation has been passed, I feel that the FFCC should adhere strictly
to the requirements as set forth in the rules to minimize the interference
problems.

While it is too early to predict the success along these lines, I am sure the
success or failure will depend upon the enforcement agency. I feel that too
often these matters are taken too lightly, especially by those living in isolated
areas. We must always remember that the ether is a limited resource that is
being burdened more and more each day to handle the terrific load of communi-
cations. This use is increasing very rapidly, and since the ether is limited, it
must be used wisely. We cannot forget that every signal sent into the ether
muy have an effect on existing facilities, whether they be military, governmental,
industry, or entertainment.

With these thoughts in mind, I hope that the Government agencies involved
will preserve one of our most useful limited resources.

Yours very truly,
C. 0. Hamxonp, Manager.

STATEMENT OF DONALD BUBAR, PRESIDENT, ALBANY
ELECTRONICS, INC., LARAMIE, WYO.

Mr. Bupar. Would it be possible to have that read, or would you
prefer not to? { :

Senator McGee. We can read it, yes. The letter says, in general,
that he was very delighted that there would be testimony regarding
the impact of the booster legislation on community TV, and on other
facets of the communications problem.

“I have always felt,” he says:

I have always felt that in licensing VHF boosters, many problems would arise
concerning interference with existing facilities, etc. However, since the enabling
legislation has been passed, I feel that the FCC should adhere strictly to the re-
quirements as set forth in the rules fo minimize the interference problems.

While it is too early to predict the success along these lines, I am sure the
success or failure will depend upon the enforcement agency.

That puts the bee on you, Commissioner Lee.

We must always remember that the ether is a limited resource that is being
burdened more and more each day to handle the terrific load of communications.
This use is increasing very rapidly—

and so forth.




DEVELOPMENT OF TV BOOSTERS 113

The burden of Mr. Hammond’s note to the committee is that while
mindful of the areas of possible interference or conflict, that he be-
lieves that the way out will be found by the enforcement agency.
He has no other specific complaints. .

Mr. Busar. I was just interested in what their views are.

I would like to start out by reading a copy of a letter that we sent
on January 18 to the FCC, and also their answer. I think it explains
somewhat our past situation.

Senator McGee. Would you be able to summarize the letter and the
response? We can put the letters in the record in full.

(Mr. Bubar’s letter of January 18, 1961, and the FCC letter of
January 26, 1961, follow :)

ArBaxy ELECTRONICS, INC.,
Laramic, Wyo., January 18, 1961.
Subject: VHF translator.
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C.

GENTLEMEN : We are holders of FCC permits BTR-949 and BTR-950 for tem-
porary operation of VHF translators on channels 10 and 12, respectively. We
wish to know if permits have been granted to Collier Electronic Co., or Laramie
Community TV Co. to operate VHF television repeaters on channels 11 and 13
picking up KTVR-TV channel 2, Denver and KRMA-TV channel 6, Denver?

The operation of these repeaters by the loeal CATV system has been and still
is causing us severe interference, We were on the air with channels 10 and 12
approximately 6 months prior to the CATV company installation of channels
11 and 13. It is, in our opinion, the sole purpose of the CATYV operation to
create interference on the translator system so that the people of the com-
munity wounld continue their cable service,

We have no objection to their operation of a eable service but feel that they
ecannot operate both translators and a eable service and act in the public interest,
It is our opinion that it is not in the public interest to allow two different or-
ganizations to operate translators covering the same area; since we started our
translator program 3 years ago and the CATV has opposed every attempt to
provide the people of Laramie with this service we do not feel that their tele-
vision repeater operation is justified. Between our organization and the CATV
it is apparent that only one can operate successfully in this area, and if the
people are to have good guality translator television it had better not be the
cable company.

If they have not been granted a permit to operate we would like to have the
necessary steps taken to have them put off the air immediately. In the event
they have been granted temporary permits please advise us of their permit
numbers and enter this letter as a formal protest to their being granted a con-
struction permit. If more details are required, please contact me.

Yours truly,
D. W. Busag, President.

FEpERBAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., January 26, 1961.
Arsaxy ErecTrONICS, INO.,
Laramie, Wyo.
(Attention: D, W, Bubar, President).

GENTLEMEN : This refers to your letter dated January 18, 1961, inquiring as to
whether permits have been granted to Collier Electrie Co. of Laramie Community
TV Co., to operate VHF television repeaters on output channel 11 and 13 serving
Laramie, Wyo.

Temporary authorizations (BTR-971, BTR-972) were granted on December
27, 1960, to Laramie Community TV Co. to operate VHF television repeaters
on output channels 11 and 13 serving Laramie.

You indicate in your letter that the above-mentioned television repeater sta-
tions are operated by “the local CATV system” and are causing severe inter-
ference to the operation of yonr VHF repeater stations, which transmit on chan-
nels 10 and 12. Section 4.703(a) of the Commission’s Rules provides in perti-
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nent part that, “If interference develops between VHF translators, the problem
shall be resolved by mutual agreement among the licensees involved.”

If and when Laramie Community TV Co. files application for modification or
replacement of its present facilities with technically acceptable VHF translator
equipment, the Commission may raise a question as to the purpose for which
such translators are to be operated in the light of the applicant’s local CATV
enterprise.

Your interest in writing to the Commission concerning this matter is appre-
ciated.

Very truly yours,
BEx W. WarLe, Acting Secretary.

Senator McGee. What was the burden of your letter to the FCC,
and what did they tell you?

Mr. Burar. Briefly, our situation is this: We have been operating
two trasmitters since the middle of 1959. We are using channels 10
and 12 for transmitting. About 6 months after we went on the air
the cable system in Laramie put two translators on the air using chan-
nels 11 and 13.

Immediately when they went on the air we developed a severe inter-
ference problem. It is our feeling that the only reason they put those
translators on the air was for interference purposes, to foul up our
whole system, and it was quite effective.

Since that has happened we have corresponded with the FCC on
several occasions and talked to the cable system. We have tried to
eet a decision on just exactly who was going to operate translators in
this area and who isn’t. We feel the cable system, that they are op-
erating in the cable system, has no business in the translator field.
They can take one or the other, but they are operating conflicting
systems.

In this letter we requested the FCC to notify us on whether or not
they have granted temporary permits to the eable system for their
opertaions. If they had, we asked that they enter our letter as a pro-
test aaginst that licensing and to let us know just exactly what they
would do.

They answered us quite promptly and in their answer said they
had granted temporary permits to the cable system. I will read just
one paragraph.

Senator McGee. Please do.

Mr. Buear (reading) :

If and when Laramie Community TV Co. files application for modification or
replacement of its present facilities with technieally acceptable VHF translator
equipment, the Commission may raise a question as to the purpose for which such
translators are to be operated in the light of the applicant’s local CATV enter-
prise.

That didn’t tell us anything. We don’t know for sure where we are
going or when we are going to get there. We feel that the Commis-
sion should at this time tell us who is going to be the one who is going
to run these translators. If it is going to be the cable system, we will
get out of it. But two of them can’t operate. We would just like a
definite decision.

Senator McGee. Apparently from the communications from the
Commission you are going to get that definite decision. This has only
been a temporary authorization for the time being. The Commission
has expressed a willingness to try to resolve this question in terms of
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determining the intent, if possible, of the request that it has received.

Does the interference continue at the present time ?

Mr. Bupar. Yes. It has gone on continuously, particularly with the
channel 12 operation. It was so bad for a long time that 12 was just
useless. It might just as well have been off the air.

I realize that they will get around to it, but we have to go to the
people and tell them all these things. We have told them for 2 years
now that something is coming up pretty soon, we are going to get a
decision.

Senator McGee. It is just around the corner.

Mr. Bupar. It is just around the corner. And still we thought with
the licensing we would get a decision. Now I see the decision is prob-
ably, if they extend another 2 months, it will be January 1962 before
we will have a decision. Maybe not even then. We have got to do
something sooner than that.

Senator MeGee. I think the purpose of this hearing this morning,
Mvr. Bubar, is to express the real sense of urgency in the presence of
Commissioner Lee so that he may carry this back to the Commission.
This isn’t the kind of thing, given the basis of your legalized operation,
that can be continually delayed for whatever reason; that the sense
of urgency is greater in your instance, perhaps, than in the conflicting
instance.

Mr. Busar. I might add that one of the reasons we are concerned is
that our construction permits are coming up. We also propose putting
in this nonduplication system to prevent channel 5 signals from Chey-
enne being duplicated in our area. Channel 5 wants us to put that sys-
tem in before we get our construction permits, or at least have it well
underway. It is going to involve an expenditure of two to three thou-
sand dollars minimum, plus a lot of time to put this thing in.

We would like to know whether or not we are going to be the ones
to operate the translator before we spend this money and time.

Senator McGee. Tell the committee: Do the translators now op-
erated by the CATV carry the same programs that you carry?

Mr. Busar. No. There is a point I forgot to mention, too. They
pick up channel 2 from Denver and they are transmitting it on 11
They are also picking up channel 6 from Denver, and here is the
point I want tnl]u'ing out.: About 20 miles south of Laramie they pick
up the channel 6 signal from Denver, they change it to channel 8.
They use vertically polarized transmitting antennas, beam it directly
to their tower, which is located directly on the edge of town, change
channel 8 to 6, feed it to their cable system to their subscribers, take
it out the other edge of town, run it up to a translator, change the 6
back to 13 and transmit again.

They are offering a relay, and it is strictly a relay. They are using
vertical polarized antennas, and nobody else can get it. So they
actually have two antennas operating and they have a license for one,
on that one channel.

Senator McGer. You have no quarrel as it is now operating with the
CATYV cable operations?

Mr. Busar. No. We would be perfectly happy if they will just take
those translators off the air and leave us alone and we will leave them
alone. If wecan’t compete with them, against their cable system, that
is strictly a competitive problem. We feel it shouldn’t be allowed to
operate.
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Senator MoGes. You have no qualms about competition with the
CATYV cable?

Mr. Buear. No, so long as they stay out of the translators. As far
as the rules and regulations go, we feel they are adequate and no
problems.

Senator McGee. That is, the requirements set up by the FCC, you
are capable and willing to meet—have met in fact.

Mr. Busar. Yes, sir. It is just the quality end of the thing, and
time.

Senator McGee. Senator Moss, do you have any questions that you
want to raise ?

Senator Moss. No. Itisvery interesting, but I have no questions.

Senator McGee. Thank you very much, Mr. Bubar.

Mr. Marshall Macy

STATEMENT OF MARSHALL MACY, NEWCASTLE TV ASSOCIATION,
NEWCASTLE, WYO.

Mr. Macy. Senator, we have two prepared statements, of which I
have enough copies for everyone, including the reporter.

Senator MoGee. Very fine. We can’t forget our humanized IBM
here.

Can you make extracts from your prepared testimony? Your pre-
pared testimony will appear intact.

(Statements follow :)

Fesruary 13, 1061.

Dear SExaToR McGEE: We would like to take just one small instance of the
constant harassment we have undergone at the hands of the FCC since they
purported to establish “simple” regulations for the existing VHF TV translators.

1. First releases from the FCC indicated that we would have to subseribe to
volume 111 of the rules and regulations ($4.50). Sometime later we thought we
read between the lines that we probably should have volume IV, but we weren't
sure and inasmuch as it was taking a lot of time to keep up with the revision
sheets which we were getting just for the one volume, we decided against volume
IV.

2. It now appears that the section which is going to get us in trouble will be
found in volume I. This apparently was revised some time or other to say that
we wonld have to advertise in a daily paper (our weekly papers aren’t recognized,
apparently) for a total of four advertisements every time we sent anything to
the FCO offices. If the expense of legal advertising weren’t ridienlous enough
to impose on small operators of TV translators, the decision as to which daily
paper enjoys the widest circulation in our community is certainly ridiculous.
(We estimate that Rapid City. Casper, Cheyenne, Sheridan, Denver, and the New
York Times all oceupy roughly equal positions of repute.)

3. Now then, the lawyer in Washington (hired by the equipment manufacturer
who is furnishing the new equipment for one of our channels) sends us a letter
gaying that he has submitted our application to the FCC that day and that we
must publish the “enclosed” material twice each week for the next 2 weeks—and
then return the affidavits of publication so that they can be handed back to the
FOC within 5 days of the close of the 2-week period. By the time we got the
letter from the lawyer, it was too late to figure ont which paper will meet the
requirements and still meet the time deadline on the first week’s requnirement.
Of course, to hope to get the afidavit from the newspaper to us. sign the neces-
gary forms, and then to get it to the lawyer in Washington so he can get it to
the FCC within 5 days of the close of the period is utterly impossible.

4. As matters stand on this date, we have apparently violated section 1.359(¢)
of the regnlations on all of our applications—and we still don't know what the
reenlation is. We now have the file cabinet filled with correspondence from
nearly every corner of the globe, yet we still have no idea of how we are coming
on the anplieations. “Simnle” annlication nrocednures have run our own total
to exactly 183 pages (by count) delivered to FCC, Washington.
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5. It is nearly criminal that no one had the forethought to take a complete
transeript of the discussions held with the FCC representatives when they were
out in this country last summer. The statement was made several times that
the forms would be simple enough that any of the groups around the State of
Wyoming would be able to complete them without professional help—and cer-
tainly that we would need not fear any difficulty from the officials in “FCC,
Washington.”

6. We feel that the entire problem is one of trying to operate the whole thing
from such a distance that they have no concept of the problems here on the spot.
Our group, for one, pleaded to have the whole problem handled on the basis of
“unit by unit.” The Denver office of FCC, with its firsthand knowledge of the
units, terrain, people, ete., conld have handled the situation without anything
approaching this much confusion, we believe.

Very truly yours,
NewoASTLE TV AssociaTioN, INC.
GLEN D. BARR, President.

NEWCASTLE, W¥o0., February 22, 1961.
Senator GALE McGEE,
Casper, Wyo.

DeAr SENATOR McGeE: The Neweastle T.V. Association, Inc., has applied for
construction permits for four channels of TV for the community of Newcastle.
We feel that there are several things which could and should be done to make
more sense of the present regulations:

(1) We seem to find great confusion on interpretation of the present rules—
and can get no help from the FCC. Might it be possible and reasonable to
require the FCC Commissioners to visit, say one station of each class or type
in each State each year?

(2) Some means should be found, we believe, to force the policymakers to
acquaint themselves with the problems found in the field. Possibly the FCC
could be required to hold annual hearings in a couple of dozen places around
the Nation? This would allow the smaller, less well financed groups to get a
hearing on their grievances.

(3) One of the specific problems in the FCC regulations is the matter of
power. Visual peak-power output of l-watt maximum is indicated for this
service and is one of the most difficult ways to measure transmitter power (used
for no other radio service, we believe). We would suggest a simple voltage
and current measurement of plate power input (used by the FCC for regulation
of citizen’s band, amateur, and many commercial radio services, to name a few).

(4) Another problem, we feel, is that of identifying our stations every 30
minutes. The “mother stations” are required to identify only once in 60 min-
utes, Thus, we find ourselves tearing up the program in the middle of the torrid
love scene, ete. It would seem that if the hourly identification is adequate for
the “mother,” it should suffice for the “slave” stations.

(5) In our situation, at least, it would be very helpful if we could be given
permission to continue the experimentation relative to the location of the equip-
ment, best type of transmitting antennas, ete.

(6) Provision should be made for licensing two or more nonidentical units for
emergency use in case the original equipment is forced out of service by lightning
damage, ete. We understand the present regulations to preclude the use of any
equipment other than exact duplicates of what is requested on the original
application. Many of us will have equipment capable of factory upgrading to
meet specifications—once we receive the new type, approved equipment, and
should be allowed to use it (after factory modification) for emergency service.

(7) Our community has an inexpensive ($500 Argus) TV camera (closed
circuit) which preliminary study indicates could be used for local origination of
shows for an additional outlay of $25 or $30. Would it be unthinkable to pro-
pose the legalizing of this sort of experimental programing for a few hours
each week? It appeals to us as a possible move toward TV “locals” such as
we presently have in radio. These would be a sort of hybrid translator and
loeal, with approval from the mother station concerning which programs would
be dropped to allow local time.

NewcAsTLE T.V. AssociaTioN, INo,
GLEN BARr, President of Board.
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Senator McGer. Will you identify yourself for the record?

Mr. Macy. My name is Marshall Macy, with the Newcastle TV
Association, Inc., of Newcastle, Wyo.

Commissioner Lee, I would like, on behalf, I think, of the entire
intermountain West, maybe, to thank both Congress and the FCC
for the help they have given us.
~ Both of these testimonies will seem a little harsh at times because
in the press of our full-time business jobs any effort we have to expend
seems like more than we would like. This first sheet that I have given
you refers to one problem which we have felt rather severely, and
that has been the fact that we are unable to keep ourselves posted on
the day-to-day rules changes. The FCC has not kept us informed of
what things are going to be required. This particular one refers to
the problem of advertising, the fact that you are applying, and if
our telephone conversations with the lawyer and with your office,
Senator, and consequently with the FCC oflices, are correct, apparently
we have to advertise every blessed thing that comes up. It must be
done in the daily newspaper. Newscastle has no daily newspaper.
We are unable to decide which of five or six daily newspapers would
meet. the requirements. :

Senator McGee. Would the Commissioner care to comment on
this point?

Mr. Lee. Senator, I think that it would be fair to say that the first
time I heard of this particular problem was last night in a discussion.
I will go off on a little bit of a tangent as a lone member. I do not
think that it is necessary for a repeater—I should say it was not in-
tended that it would be necessary for a repeater to advertise for a
renewal of a license. The basic philosophy, and the basic problem
between advertising locally, was from the standpoint of the st ation,
the originating programing station, serving the needs of the area
from a programing standpoint.

Based on that interpretation and a repeater picking up a signal from
a so-called mother station, this doesn’t meet the criteria, of certainly
what I had in mind, as to the reasons for advertising. 1 jmdt can’t
see any need for it, because this would be a problem of inviting some-
body to come in and say “We could do a better job than you are
doing for the community for programing reasons.” Since you have
no control over programing I frankly don’t think that this was in-
tended to apply. I willlook into it.

Senator !\lr-(}l-:l-:. Thank you, Mr. Commissioner, for that comment.
We do want the record to show that this was personally volunteered
by you. This is not a Commission judgment, but your personal judg-
ment on it, but it is enlightening. I think the fact is still clear that
there has heen no decision on this. But with the urging of Commis-
sioner Lee there will be a decision taken on it.

Mr. Macy. This is actually our big point, the fact that we spent
considerable money and considerable time, as well as your staff and
the FCC staff. We are unable to reach these people on a human,
horsesense-type level of operation.

In the meantime we have done everything in our power to comply
with the regulation. It cannot be complied with in Newcastle, Wyo.
They want the certified affidavits back from the newspaper to our
group, signed and notarized and back to the FCC, Washington, within
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5 days of the last publication, as an example. It cannot be done. Mail
service simply just doesn’t do it. This is the big bone of contention,
who could we get to talk to.

Senator McGre. We thank you for bringing that in focus, Mr.
Macy.

Mr. Macy. Our second letter to you, Senator, covers some seven
points that we have felt were worthy of comment at least. The first
two of them note the problem that we have just covered, the fact that
we would like either the Commission to meet possibly in a half dozen
places around the Nation where the small finance groups could get
with them and chat with them about some of these things that are
difficult, or maybe turn some of this back to a more local level. I
personally feel that FCC, Denver, could take care of many of the
problems rather than having to fight through.

Senator McGee. The Commission, may I interject, did send out
a team immediately after the legislation was signed into law.

Mr. Macy. Yes,sir: I know.

Senator McGer. And we hope that this would become a habit.

Mr. Macy. We were not well informed by said team.

Senator McGer. That is they didn’t give you the kind of helpful
information that you felt you were entitled to?

Mr. Macy. I think they gave us all the information they felt they
could, and very little of it has proven to be fact in subsequent months.
It was a very rosy picture painted at that time. It was supposed to
be a thin brochure, and any one of us could sit down and write it out,
the application for the license I am referring to. It has proven to
require Washington lawyers and the best engineering ability we have
been able to scrape up in our rural community.

But be that as it may, we are complying and we are reasonably
well pleased with the final result.

Senator McGer. Would it be fair to group together, Mr. Macy,
your points 1 and 2 in this communication?

Mr. Macy. Yes,sir.

Senator McGee. That would urge the Commissioner, or the Com-
missioners, or some one of them, to keep in close touch in the field
contacts and this question,

Mr. Macy. Right.

Senator McGze. I think the presence of Commissioner Lee here this
morning is a notable step in that direction. I certainly agree with the
emphasis that you strike there.

1 notice in the third point you raise the question of power, the engi-
neering power in the booster operation, The burden of your sngges-
tion is that 1 watt, which is the present regulation, may not be enough ?

Mr. Macy. I think it is that plus the fact that many simpler methods
of power measurement might be to everyone’s advantage, Peak power
as now specified in the law is difficult to measure and requires compli-
cated equipment that crossroads towns simply cannot afford and do
not have. This is a relatively minor thing and can probably be taken
care of by factory manufacturing procedures.

Senator McGee. Does the 1 watt, as it now operates, serve your area ?
" ;\11:.. Macy. We do not know. I would say eventually the answer is

No,” that the type of coverage, so-called class A coverage, would re-
quire something in excess of that.
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Senator McGee. How many people do you know are in your cover-
age area now? :

Mr. Macy. The four translators operated by my group are designed
primarily for coverage of about 4,500 to 5,000 people.

Senator McGee. What is the greatest distance involved there?

Mr. Macy. I hate to take the time of this group, but our distance is
not the problem. We are talking probably in 3, 4 or 5 miles maximum.
However we do have a problem of interference because of the proxim-
ity of several different groups—mine and three others, to be specific—
and we feel that we are going to have to do some work with polariza-
tion in order to do the best job, the type of thing I am sure we all had
in mind. And if we go to vertical polarization we are going to have
to have a full circle coverage. This will mean unity gain antennas
rather than high gain power increasing antennas. We propose that
effective radiated power will be a much better measurement if we must
stick with this type of terminology, otherwise let’s just go to DC plate
mput power.

: Ser‘ia[’or McGee. Your next point has to do with the identifying
signal.

Mr. Macy. A very small point, but the fact that we are tearing or
are going to tear up the middle of a great many network programs, be-
cause the mother stations are not required

Senator McGee. This came up in the Salt Lake hearings yesterday
at which the suggestion was expressed that the intent was that the
mother stations make the identification, but not the ones out on the
fringe, the repeaters, as such., And you suggest here, you find your-
selves in the processes of tearing up the middle of a torrid love scene.

Mr. Macy. Or something like that.

Senator McGee. We don’t want to tear up the middle of anybody’s
torrid love scene if we can avoid it. T think our interest is in the in-
tent of trying to keep this as simple as possible, and we are hoping
that there will not be introduced interruptions just for the sake of
mnterruptions.

Mr. Macy. This is precisely the point, that the regulations are
designed to say not to identify frequently, but they tell you it must
be within five minutes of a half hour. And the network program-
ing is not designed to accept this type of interference haphazardly.

Senator McGee. I think this comes as a repeated suggestion, which
I think will carry some force in the ultimate calculation.

Mr. Macy. The big problem to me is point five. In the experi-
mentation problem we Eave no indication from FCC that there will
be any provision for furthering the art, so to speak. As matters now
stand we have been asked to specify very explicity the manufacturer
of the equipment down to the transmission line and the transmitting
antennas. As I understand it this means that whatever you now
have you are stuck with. Of course this thing only happened, the
total booster translator picture is a result of Yankee ingenuity. We
feel that we still need some leeway. I think some provision could
and should be made to allow us to change polarization of the trans-
mission. Would it be impossible to move this translator a quarter
of amile? T can’tseethatit would injure any service.

Senator McGee. Mr. Commissioner
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Mr. Lee. On this whole problem, Senator, I don’t want to partic-
ipate in your hearings but I do feel as something occurs to me it
might be well for the record to reflect that viewpoint. I was im-
pr essed with the testimony of the witness to the effect that technical
help is difficult to obtain for these small communities. In my touring
around this part of the country a year or so ago it did occur to me
that through tho organizations of the boosters that a very worthwhile
function of the or eanization, as such, would be to provide engineer-
ing help for these little individual vmnnmnltms, because of the fact
that the association perhaps could afford to retape, let’s say, an engi-
neer who would help you out in these problems.

Whether any of us like it or not, the problem is largely technical,
and you have to have some good tec hnical help.

On this other point, Mr. Zapple points out to me that there is going
to be a Western translator conference in Salt Lake City. I will try
very hard—it doesn’t give me much time here—as soon as I get back
I will try to have a knowledgeable fellow from the FCC there to help
people process applications and to ask questions and so on and to see
what the problems are. I would certainly urge that you do not over-
look engineering, that these things could be self-defeating over a large
area of the countn if not given some overall thought. “This booster
organization furnishing this sort of a service ‘lppoa]s to me.

Mr. Macy. I agree with you. The thing that I am pleading for is
an open mind relative to the engineering feature. The thing is now
at the place where, as we see it, ‘there is no place for engineering con-
tinuing improvement. Partic uiul} if we are going to have to ad-
vertise every time we change a comma. Thisisa big problem and was
the interpretation that we had gotten,

Senator McGee. Let me commend the Commissioner first with the
remark just made that they will send a knowledgeable expert to the
western translator conference that is scheduled for Salt Lake City
on March 5 and 4. I think this reflects not only the proper attitude
from the Commission’s point of view, it also reflects the emerging
sophistication of the TV booster community, that they are capable of
bringing together the high powered people that T note listed on the
program 1]10[0, to <11wn-~ the very qumrmn that you are mmng here
this morning. 1 would think that some integration of the interests
of the many loeal booster operations through this kind of expression
would go a long way toward reducing this to some manageable
solution.

Mr. Macy. It iscoming very close,

My other two points here are also technical; but I would like to
just mention them.

One is the fact that almost all of these boosters have some equip-
ment which we had all planned, T believe, to—our group, specifically
has planned to purchase new equipment for each channel. After that
is received then to take the equipment we have been using, have it
upgraded to meet specifications and available as a standby in case of
lightning damage and so on. The provisions now are that this may
not be done. We may only replace a unit with one identical to it. A
small point that I think could be cleared up with a sentence change
by the FCC. But we have been unable to get to them with this sort
of thing. That is the reason I bring it up here.




122 DEVELOPMENT OF TV BOOSTERS

Senator McGee. Your request would be that while you go along
with the convenience package idea in the beginning, that there ought
to be some flexibility in terms of replacement with parts that you
already have that are likewise acceptable?

Mr. Macy. Yes.

And finally, if we may open an area that I am sure will be a wound
for many years, we feel that there is a possibility of local program-
ing with extremely inexpensive equipment, the programing to be
about on a par with the presently used translators, extremely amateur
issue. Our specific community has equipment available which has
been tested by persons and which would suffice.

Senator McGre. This is of course a significant policy step that
you are suggesting there.

Mr. Macy. Too much for today, but maybe in years to come.

Senator McGEe. At least let the record show that you are throwing
the suggestion in for whatever it is worth.

Thank you, Mr. Macy, for your contribution.

Mr. Maecy. Thank you.

Senator McGee. Mr. Lee Johnson, of the Wyoming TV Associa-
tion in Sheridan, Wyo. Is Mr. Johnson here?

(No response.)

Is Ed Macy here, from Upton?

(No response.)

Senator McGee. Mr. Dick Plunkett and Mr. Ralph Rekord, from
Gillette, Wyo.

Would the two of you come up.

Mr. Commissioner ?

Mr. Lee. On the matter of the possibility of local programing, I
think the witness understated it when he said this would be a solitary
item. T eannot resist however, indicating that this is one of the rea-
sons whv at the Commission we encourage the use of the UHF trans-
lator. This of course is available at high power.

1 think personally that those people using UHF translators have a
much better case to make for converting this thing into a local station
at some point when the population grows, when the community can
support it and so on, because there would be a channel available for
full power and there wouldn’t be any technical reasons why it wouldn’t
be possible to do local programing.

Senator McGre. I would assume it is fair to say that the Commis-
sion, and certainly Congress, are deeply concerned with keeping in
operation local live television. This becomes a central concern.

Mr. Plunkett and Mr. Rekord, will you identify yourselves.

STATEMENTS OF DICK PLUNKETT AND RALPH REKORD,
GILLETTE, WYO.

Mr. Proskerr. T am Mr, Plunkett, of Gillette, Wyo.
Mr. Rexorn. T am Ralph Rekord.

Senator McGee. And your association?

Mr. Proxkerr. Gillette TV and Wyoming TV.
Senator McGee. Will you proceed, Mr. Plunkett ?
Mr. Pronkerr. We have very few troubles.

Senator McGer. Let the record show that.
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Mr. Poonkerr. We are pretty happy with the work.

As to the FCC application that we have to advertise in a daily news-
paper, we don’t have a daily newspaper.

We have about 8 or 10 towns around us that do not have a daily
newspaper. We went ahead and advertised in ‘the Sheridan paper.
It cost $29.17 to advertise, for each station. That is the only thing that
we have had any trouble with in our application. There are a couple
of questions we forgot to answer.

I have a letter here from the News-Record to Senator McGee, I be-
lieve, and this committee.

Senator McGee. We will make this letter a part of the record, if
that is agreeable with you, Mr. Plunkett.

(The letter follows:)

Tae NeEws-RECORD,
Gillette, Wyo., February 2, 1961.
Senator GALE McGEE,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. McGee: You were connected with the study made into the TV
booster station legislation and how it could be handled under the FCC.

We have two stations underway in this community, The new law has pre-
scribed that application for the station must be advertised in a publication, and
I find that the law has discriminated against the weekly newspaper. This is
a situation such as I have never heard of before—a legally recognized weekly
newspaper, and in this case of the News-Record, being the only newspaper in
the county—not being qualified to run this legal publication.

Specifically, I take issue with requirements imposed by Public Law 86-752
(approved September 13, 1960) and these requirements (which became effec-
tive December 12, 1960) are contained in section 1.359 of the Commission’s rules,
the pertinent paragraphs of which are set forth below for your econvenient
reference :

“(e) An applicant filing any application or an amendment thereto on or
after December 12, 1960, which is subject to the provisions of this section
(except for applications for stations in the international broadcast service)
shall cause to be published a notice of such filing at least twice a week for
2 weeks immediately following notification by the Commission pursnant to
sections 1.354, 1.355, 1.356, 1.357, or 1.358, in a daily newspaper of general
circulation published in the community in which the station is loeated or is
proposed to be located, or, if there is no such daily newspaper published in
the community, then in the daily newspaper having the greatest general circu-
lation in the community * * *.”

Can you find out to whom the law is trying to address this notice? To the
people of the community in which the applicant wishes to install the booster
station, or to TV station owners in the area? If it would be to the former
group, then, most certainly, the weekly would qualify much more than the
daily, which in this case is the Sheridan Press. If it would be to the TV
stations of the area, then a personal letter would come much closer to doing
the job—especially in our area where we have Casper in one direction and
Rapid City, S.D., in the other—and that’s all.

We think this legislation is preposterous. Basically, the TV booster legis-
lation was made so that small communities could bring in the TV signal. Con-
sequently there is not going to be a daily newspaper in a big majority of the
cases in these communities, but there is going to be a weekly.

We would be grateful for any information that you could give us in this
matter. Perhaps you may find that this whole thing has been misinterpreted,
and we would thank you for that information too.

Yours truly,
Jack K. NISSELIUS.

P.8.—For your information, section 1.359 is contained in volume I of the FCC
Rules and Regulations.

Senator McGee. Did anyone receive a directive from the FCC that
this is the way it had tobe?

Mr. Pronkerr. Right here sir.
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(Handing document to the chairman.)

Senator McGee. The burden of the suggestion was that according
to the Commission’s rule, that you should have to file this announce-
ment in the nearest daily newspaper.

Mr. Pronkerr. The daily newspaper? They would not let us take
a weekly paper.

Senator McGee. Perhaps the Commission was not in a position to
take into account this great gap in northeastern Wyoming, where we
have some very fine weekly newspapers, but there is not a daily
newspaper ?

Mr. Provkerr. That is right. We have complied with the rules
and regulations there. And now we are just waiting and blaming
FCC if we don’t get our license.

Senator McGee. The interpretation, I am advised by counsel, that
you are referring to here, Mr. Plunkett, really was intended to =1p})] y
to radio and TV operators and not originally to boosters, and that
there has not been a judgment on the booster question. One could
clear that up.

Mr. Proxkerr. It has our code number on it for our booster station.

Senator McGee. In that case it would seem to me that it would be
very much in order for the Commission to take into account this
special question of the unavailability and the cost in the nearest daily
newspaper in measuring the requirements for the boosters in areas
such as Gillette.

We will put this statement from the FCC in the record at the
same time.

(The document follows:)

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C.

{Address all communieations to the Secretary. When complying with this procedure,
refer to code 8700, Applieation File No. BPTTV-47]

NOTICE TO APPLICANTS

Examination of the reference application indicates that the local publica-
tion requirements imposed by Public Law 86-752, approved September 13, 1960,
apply thereto. These requirements, which became effective on December 12, 1960,
are contained in section 1.359 of the Commission’s rules, the pertinent para-
graphs of which are set forth below for your convenient reference :

“(¢) An applicant filing any application or an amendment thereto on or
after December 12, 1960, which is subject to the provisions of this section (ex-
cépt for applieations for stations in the international broadeast service) shall
eause to be published a notice of such filing at least twice a week for the two
weeks immediately following the tendering for filing of such application or
amendment, or at least twice a week for the two weeks immediately following
notification by the Commission pursuant to §§ 1.354, 1.355, 1.356, 1.357, or 1.358,
in a daily newspaper of general circulation published in the community in which
the station is loeated or is proposed to be located, or, if there is no such daily
newspaper published in the community, then in the daily newspaper having the
greatest general eirculation in the community : Provided, however, That in the
ease of an application for a permit pursuant to section 325(b) of the Communi-
eations Act, the Notice shall be published in a newspaper of general circulation
in the principal area to be served in the United States by the foreign radio broad-
cast station. If the application seeks modification, assignment, transfer or re-
newal of an operating broadeast station, the applicant shall also cause the notice
to be broadeast over that station twice a week between the hours of 10:00 a.m.
and 10:00 p.m. for the two weeks immediately following the tendering for filing
of such application, or for the two weeks immediately following notification by
the Commission pursuant to §§ 1.354, 1.355, 1.356, 1.357 or 1.358. The notice
shall state:
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“{1) The name of the applicant, if the applicant is an individual : the names
ol all partners, if the applicant is a partnership ; or the names of all officers and
directors and of those persons holding 10 percent or more of the ecapital stock
or other ownership interest if the applicant is a corporation or an unincorporated
association (in the case of applications for assignment or transfer of control,
information should be included for all parties in the application).

“(2) The purpose for which the applieation was filed (i.e., construction permit,
modification, transfer or assignment of control, renewal, ete.).

“(3) The date when the application or amendment was filed with the Com-
mission.

“(4) The call letters, if any, of the station, and the frequeney or channel on
which the station is operating or proposes to operate.

“(5) In the case of an application for construction permit for a new station,
the facilities sought, including type and class of station, power, location of
studios, transmitter site and antenna height,

“(6) In the case of an application for modification of a construction permit or
license, the exact nature of the modification songht.

“(7) In the case of an amendment to an application, the exact nature of the
amendment.

“(8) In the case of applications for a permit pursuant to section 325(b) of
the Communications Act, the call letters and location of the foreign radio broad-
cast station, the frequency or channel on which it operates and a description of
the programs to be transmitted over the station.

“(d) Within five days of the last day of publication or broadecast of the
notice required by paragraph (¢), the applicant shall file a statement in tripli-
cate with the Commission, setting forth the dates on which the notice was pub-
lished, the newspaper in which the notice was published, the text of the notice,
and, where applicable, the dates and times that the notice was broadeast.”

Seetion 1.3539 is contained in Volume I—FCC Rules and Regulations—a copy
of which may be obtained from the Superintendent of Documents, Government
Printing Office, Washington 25, D.C., for 2.

You are cautioned that failure to comply with the above-mentioned require-
ments may result in dismissal of your application.

Senator McGee. I would like to add to the record a letter addressed
to me personally from Jack Misselius, the News-Record, the weekly
newspaper in Gillette, in addition to the statement that he had sup-
plied earlier.

(The document follows:) ’

THE NEws-RECORD,
Gillette, Wyo., February 21, 1961.
U.S. SevaTE TV B0OSTER SUBCOMMITTEE,
To Whom It May Concern:

I take issue with requirements imposed by Public Law 86-752 (approved Sept.
13, 1960) and these requirements (which became effective Dec. 12, 1960) are
contained in section 1.359 of the Commission's rules, the pertinent paragraphs
of which are =et forth below for your convenient reference :

“(c) An applicant filing any application or an amendment thereto on or after
December 12, 1960, which is subject to the provisions of this section (except for
applications for stations in the international broadeast service) shall cause to
be published a notice of such filing at least twice a week for the 2 weeks im-
mediately following notification by the Commission pursuant to sections 1.354,
1.355, 1.356, 1.357 or 1.358, in a daily newspaper of general circulation published
in the community in which the station is located or is proposed to be located,
or, if there is no such daily newspaper published in the community, then in the
daily newspaper having the greatest general circulation in the community ‘ » “.."

We ask the guestion, Why is the weekly newspaper discriminated against in
this legislation? Who is to decide what daily newspaper has the higgest coverage
in any given small community? And what if that said daily is out of the State,
let alone the county, of the said concerned small community ? !

We believe this legislation in the matter of the publication of the notive has
missed the coverage of the readers who should be informed of llt_is: TV booster
proposed for their community. Basically, the TV booster legislation was made
80 that small communities could bring in the TV signal. (.‘nnr-‘oqm‘_nll_\'. there is
not going to be a daily newspaper in a big majority of the cases in these com-
munities. But there is going to be a weekly.

T0250—a1 2
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Therefore, I propose that legislation be enacted to amend the above quoted
paragraph of section 1.359 of the FCC rules and regulations to also include any
legally published weekly newspaper of general circulation in any of these said
communities where there is no daily newspaper. Since the above publication
mentions four publications of the notice, thig could be the same for the weeklies.

Leaving a choice of either newspaper classification, then the small commu-
nities not having any newspaper could have a choice for their publication.

Thank you for your attention to this matter,

Yours truly,
Jack K. NISSELIUS.

Senator McGee. I think you can rest assured that this matter, which
is {urnperly within the concern of this committee and the Commission,
will be promptly cleared up.

Mr. Prongerr. Thank you.

Mr. Rexorp. One other item, Senator McGee. We are in the same
boat that Worland is in. After the deadline for new installations,
which was July 7 of last year, we found two signals that were ap-
proximately four times the power that we had in our present location.

Our applications have gone in to move these to these new locations,
and we are very eager to get those moved.

Wae even went so far as to have powerlines run to them, and one
thing and another. We would like to know if there is any way that
we could get a temporary permit to move to our new locations.

Senator McGer. I think generally this would be a matter that the
FCC would have to make a decision on. We will cert ainly join you
in stressing the urgency of this, and ask for no delay in a judgment
on that.

Mr. Rexorp. In one instance we have approximately 30 microvolts:
in our new location we have 300 microvolts. It is a difference of that
much.

As anyone knows 30 or 40 microvolts is not much television. But
300 is really satisfactory.

Senator McGee. We will say the same thing then that we said to
Mr. Bailey when he testified that this must be resolved quickly.

Mr. Rexorp. Yes, but that was one of our points.

Qenator McGee. I am glad that you made it for the record. It
only adds to the cumulative need for a decision being made there.

Avre there any other points that you would like to raise?

Mr. Proxkerr. Just another question.

Has any license actually been issued yet ?

Senator McGer. I am advised that the present status is that of
temporary authorization.

_‘.\Er. Regorp. He does not mean licenses. He means building per-
mits.

Senator McGee. That T would have to check with the Commis-
sioner.

Mr. Lee. As T understand it, we gave these temporary licenses to.
about 1,100 who filed the form 347.

Mr. Prongerr. We had those.

Mr. Lee, In that form you agreed to file another one by February
1. Ireally don’t know, Senator.

Senator McGee. I think it would be fair to say that probably
not——

Mr. Lee. Probably not. We extended that February date, as I re-
call, to April-something.
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Mr. Pronkerr. We are 47 and 48, and in my opinion it looks like
in that length of time we should have got that many in the works,
that the Commission issue these licenses for boosters to build. That
is what I am getting at. .

Have they actually issued any license at all to go ahead with your
building permit ?

Mr. Lee. I really don’t know. I could not answer that. ¥

Senator McGee. I think it is highly doubtful that any licenses have
been issued on that basis. But there has been an extension. I assume
that now the tempo will pick up very measurably.

Mr. Proxgerr. Thank you.

Senator McGee. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

Mr. Darwin Hillberry, of Riverton.

Welcome once again to one of our booster hearings, Mr. Hillberg.
We have been very appreciative of your earlier appearances. I think
this makes your third or fourth appearance before one of our sessions,
Your contributions have always been constructive and helpful,

We look forward to what you may have to suggest this morning.

STATEMENT OF DARWIN HILLBERRY, RIVERTON, WYO.

Mr. Hiiserry. Thank you, Senator. This is my fourth appear-
ance. My name is Darwin Hillberry. I am technical director of the
Wyoming TV Repeater Association.

Included in this statement is a copy of our TV Channel Coordina-
tor Form; we have this program in effect now. The Tri-State Asso-
ciation and the National TV Translator Association are working on
the same program. The problem we are having is due to no clearcut
responsibility for authority for issuing or allocation of TV channels
that are used or will be used in Wyoming. We are at present sending
this form along with the Form 316 to the FCC. The FCC does not
recognize this form as a necessity; however, in the report and order
they state that they think the translator operators should police this
problem.

At this time the manufacturers, the distributors, and mail order
salesmen of translator equipment are selling translators like TV sets
and automobiles. These distributors don’t care what channel they
sell ; they just want to sell their equipment.

According to the FCC rules the translator operators have to take
care of their own interference problems. With the present rules the
translator operators have no protection from their neighbors 20 miles
down the road, or from the distributors of equipment,

We, as the Wyoming TV Translator Association, would like in-
cluded an exhibit on Form 346, a channel or frequency coordinating
committee statement of the channel that is best suited for the given
area.

Senator McGee. That will be included.

Mr. Hoserry. Just as an exhibit on the form.

Senator McGEee. As an exhibit.

Mr. Hiuieerry., Wyoming, to our knowledge, is the only organiza-
tion that has this plan in effect now. If this was set up on a national
basis, we would turn over our files to the National Channel Coordina-
tor. With these provisions we believe the coordinator should be a
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nonprofit organization, and should not sell or represent any manu-
facture, or distributors of translators, or any kind of electronic equip-
ment.

We think this is one of our biggest problems, and without some kind
of a system, there will soon be cnmvale chaos in the translator field.

We feel if the Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee, would
help us in getting this made a part of Form 345, it would save many
problems, and also get television to people who are not getting it now,
2t will not get it because of interference.

Thank you for this opportunity to make this statement.

Senator McGee. We thank you for that st atement.

I hope that you will take this form which you have suggested, and
which I think is commendable—and the Commissioner just whispered
to me that he thinks it is the right kind of approach to make—that it
might properly become a subject of discussion at this translator’s con-
ference, for example. And if you can get agreement on how you
would prefer to proceed on it, that it has been accepted in other areas
and would be a proper approach here, that it would permit the agree-
ment on, for example, some expert engineer who would represent quite
a group of you, and likewise put this on an orderly basis.

Mr. Hiueserry. That is what we need. If we do not have it we are
going to have a mess in a few years. Today they don’t recognize it,
and you can buy a translator now in the mail.

Senator McGee. Mr. Commissioner, would you like to comment on
this?

Mr. Leg. Yes, I would like to make an observation.

I think this suggestion is somewhat along the lines of my previous
comments with respect to having a qualified engineer who would act
in different areas. Some form such as this is probably the answer.
In our experience at the Commission in other services we have a great
deal of experience with what we all frequency coordinating com-
mittees. These are individuals who, in effect, do the engineering work
forus. They are responsible people. When they certify an engineer-
ing fact to us, we accept it, and we have never had any trouble.

T would hope that this would be the development in this area.

Mr. Hiuiserry. The problem is that we need this thing now. We
do not need it 6 months from now, because we are going to be in a
mess then.

Mr. Lee. In this instance, if T may be so bold, this becomes your
problem to work it out organizationally, rather than ours.

Mr. Hirreerry. We have this plan in effect now, on maps, where we
plotted all the translators on a map of Wyoming, their coverage areas.

There is nothing to prevent these men from buying these mail order
outfits and not letting us know about it. Six months later the man
down the road wants one and we do not know if there is one there.

Mr. Lre. We have been examining equipment as fast as the manu-
facturers are sending it in. We have approved I think three or four.
We call this type acceptance. That particular equipment, the mere
purchase of it, means that it meets our rules. This does not mean that
you cannot use other equipment. But you would have to make a show-
ing that the other equipment meets our rules.

Mr. Hinrperry. We have gone into that. We have set up this asso-
ciation in Wyoming. We have two second-class licensed men now.
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We have gotten a deal set up to get this equipment, like you were talk-
ing awhile ago, about this engineer—we call them technical directors,
because none of us are engineers—but we are going around with this
equipment to type-accept these things and to help these people all
over the State—it is a State deal—through the membership. This is
the thing we want help on now so that we can have control before it

gets out of hand.

Senator McGze. Is it conceivable in your mind that such a session
as projected in Salt Lake City on the 3d and 4th of March would be
a useful clearinghouse for this kind of thing to get some of your
peonle together?

Mr. Hiigerry. I think it would. But we can go down to Salt
Lake City and talk about it for 2 days. We need it included as an
exhibit now, not a year from now. That is the problem we have, be-
cause then it is going to be out of control.

Senator McGre. I would assume that both the FCC and the com-
mittee will receive a full report and recommendations from this con-
ference that would be very helpful.

Myr. Hireerry. We will be there in attendance.

Senator McGee. Thank you very much, Mr. Hillberry.

I would like to put in the record a letter that I received from Mr.
Lee Johnson, whom I called upon earlier for testimony, from Sheri-
dan. He was speaking for the Wyoming TV Association. Mr. Hill-
berry has made a statement. in their behalf.

1 would ask at this point that Mr. Johnson’s letter be added to the

record.
(The letter from Mr. Johnson follows:)
WyoMING TV REPEATER ASSOCIATION,
Sheridan, Wyo., January G, 1961.
Senator GALE McGEE,
U.8. Senate Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sexator: Here we are again, asking for your help. You may already
be acquainted with the situation but I will try to state the problem as it appears
here along with our efforts to cope with it in Wyoming.

As vou will remember the FOC in their report and order docket 12116, FCO
59-1211. December 2, 1959, recognized the need for an allocations authority but
declined the job themselves saying on page 13 (same report and order) : “The
proponents of VHF translators claim they can work out such problems among
themselves. We are of the view that they should.” The various State asso-
ciations and the tristate organization have attacked the problem, but the
stumbling stone in the approach to a solution seems to be the FCO itself. We
don’'t seem to be able to get a direct answer to the question, “Will they honor
our recommendations?’ The rules and regulations earry enough threat to force
the operators of translators to cooperate, at the same time without a promise
of recognition any agency set up to try to forestall inference is doomed to
failure.

We in Wyoming can cope with the problem until certain selfish interests get
themselves interested in becoming prospective translator operators with the idea
in mind of delaying licenses with conflicting applications. This is not a re-
solvable problem at the present time.

Last summer the Wyoming association set up a committee to work with other
associations toward a solution of this problem but at this late date nothing
is definite on a large scale, so our committee has come up with the following
as a temporary solution at the Wyoming level. But, again we need the assur-
ance that our work will be recognized by the FCC. Here is where we ask you
to carry the ball. In the past yon have shown a remarkable ability to grasp
the mechanics of our problems and come up with a workable solution. I am
wondering if you might take the time to approach the FCC on this problem and
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possibly present for their consideration the temporary solution as our com-
mittee has proposed for us in Wyoming. It is my thought that you may have
some ideas that might result in a permanent solution of the allocations and
interference problem.

I am enclosing copies of the letter we propose to send along to the FCC with
the application form 346. These would be attached to all applications that
we are asked to service, provided there are no conflicts, if conflicting applica-
tions are presented the problems would have to be resolved before the applicants
would gain our blessings.

I would appreciate your views on the situation at your earliest convenience.
Sincerely,
WryoMming TV REPEATER ASSOCIATION,
Lee R, Jonxsoxn, Vice President.

From the

WryoMmiNg TV REPEATER ASSOCIATION'S

CoMMITTEE OF TV TRANSLATOR CHANNEL ALLOCATIONS
AND INTERFERENCE

Presenting

(Address)

The Wyoming TV Repeater Association, Committee on Channel Allocations
and Interference, certifies that the above has on file with the association a copy
of the FCC application form 346 (July 1960) identical to the application as
made to the Federal Communications Commission. The above has agreed to
advise this committee of the disposition of this application and of any revisions
made to the application,

The Wyoming TV Repeater Association will hold all such license information
in an orderly file to be forwarded to a central channel allocations authority as
may be founded at some later date.

The Wyoming TV Repeater Association’s Committee on TV Translator Chan-
nel Allocations and Interference, has examined the applieation attached hereto
and believes that no interference to existing communieations or to other trans-
lator installations will result from the granting of the facilities requested.

Interference Committee Chairman,

Technical Director, Wyoming TV Repeater
Association.
Association,

To receive channel No.
Power output
Direction____
Direction
Direction
Location

Senator McGer. The next witness, Mr. John Glode, Elk Mountain
TV Association, from Saratoga.

STATEMENT OF JOHN GLODE, ON BEHALF OF THE ELK MOUNTAIN
TV ASSOCIATION, SARATOGA, WYO.

Mr. Grooe. Senator McGee and Senator Moss, I have a prepared
statement.

Senator McGee. We are prepared to receive your statement.

Let me acknowledge the presence in the room, obviously, of a large
group from the local scene—I assume that they are a political science
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class—to observe a public hearing. Professor Rekord brought his
group in for this purpose. This is one of the ways of looking at the
operations of a democratic government in the laboratory, as 1t were,
rather than in a textbook. I thing it is the combination that makes
it much more meaningful. : _

We want to commend the professor and his class for taking the
time to do this. We are sorry that we don’t have suflicient seats to go
around, but we do appreciate your presence here this morning.

Now would you proceed, Mr. Glode ¢

Mr. Grope. I am John Glode. I am the representative of the Elk
Mountain TV Association, an organization of the residents of the Elk
Mountain, Saratoga, and encampment areas, located in Carbon
County, Wyo. I am treasurer of that association.

We are operating VHE boosters in all three of these areas and have
temporary authorization to operate VHF television broadeast repeater
stations. In general we concur with the licensing procedure of the
FCC but would like to submit the following information to the Senate
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee.

We feel that the 1 watt of rated power output established by the
FCC is far from adequate in our area and in our opinion is diserimi-
nating against those persons living in the fringe of our broadcast
area.

Compulsory filing of FCC form 346 by April 1, 1961, does not al-
low adequate time to make proper selection of equipment or to make
necessary tests of equipment in order to determine which manufactur-
er’s product will provide the desired results. This, of course, means
that TV companies’ operating booster equipment are placed at the
mercy of suppliers as they must list on form 346 the type of equipment
they will use before they have an opportunity to study and make
tests of equipment they may wish to use.

FCC type acceptance and manufacturers data cannot be construed
to mean that the equipment is proven or will produce the required
results for our area.

We also request engineering assistance from FCC for possible modi-
fication of our present equipment to meet existing FCC requirements.
A survey of our equipment by a qualified person would enable us to
decide what course of action would give us the best results.

Therefore we strongly urge your committee to obtain an extension
of time—at least a year—for filing FCC form 346 so that proper en-
gineering and equipment can be obtained without unnecessary expendi-
ture of funds and that serious consideration be given to establishing
the maximum power output for each area in accordance with the
needs of the area.

We are trying in our organization to service quite a large area. In
hearing the testimony of the previous witnesses we find that our prob-
lem is somewhat different from some of the others in that we need
larger equipment, not less equipment. I will give you a brief his-
tor

Senator McGee. By larger equipment do you mean more power?

Mr. Grobe. More power, ves. Specifically we have one transmitter
on the east side of Elk Mountain, and that transmitter is serving the
town of Elk Mountain and the area surrounding Elk Mountain.

Senator McGee. How many people are included in this service?
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Mr. Grope. T would say we are trying to service about 3,000 peo-
ple altogether. To give you an idea of the area we are trying to
cover, 1t stretches from U.S, 30 to the Colorado line. s

Senator McGee. Which is how far?

Mr. Grove. Roughly 40 miles. And a width of about 20 miles. So
approximately in the main valley we have 800 miles. Add to that the
Elk Mountain area and you might say we are trying to cover 1,000
square miles,

Senator McGee. May I ask, Mr. Glode, is there any other communi-
cation media there with which an increase in power might pose a
confliet.?

{ Mr. Grooe. I am also the secretary-treasurer of the Saratoga TV
Co., which company operates a UHF translator at Saratoga. That
translator is on 10 watts. And it services nothing but the town of
Saratoga. There is no problem of interference whatsoever.

In our efforts to cover this large area, we started out with equip-
ment somewhat in the range of 1 watt, and it did a fair job if we
beamed it in one direction and tried to hit one specific target. When
you started spreading this thing out, it is more or less like a flash-
light. You can beam a small spot out a great distance, but when you
try to cover a large area you don’t have anything.

So we ended up with a final amplifier with a manufacturer’s rated
output of 5 watts. We are doing a pretty fair job with that. Westill,
however, do have our own fringe area within our broadcast area.
You can see the problem that we are faced with today. If we pro-
ceeded with this licensing, we almost have to abandon the equipment
we have. We have spent some $8,000 on this equipment. It is doing
a very commendable job, to a point. If we step out and purchase 1-
watt output equipment, we are telling these people who are now re-
ceiving TV that they cannot have it,

You might raise the question, Why don’t you put up more units?
We come into this conflict of too many channels. Also we do not
have much choice as to location of broadeast. We have to set up
where the signal is. It so happens that we have one known good
signal in the valley to work with, and that comes from Cheyenne.
We have been trying to work with the Casper signal but it is much
weaker. Our results there have been sort of inadequate.

What are we to do with this? You have put a deadline of April 1
for filing of this 346. Do we ask these people to contribute more
money to buy new equipment and we do not know what we are going
to have when we put it up? We have been at this for about 3 vears
and we finally came up with something that is workable with this so-
called rated output of 5 watts. We are not sure what we are doing.
We are like the rest of these small communities; we are businessmen,
we are ranchers and we have our own jobs. We are not TV techni-
cians. However, we are reasonably sure that we are putting out well
over 1 watt right now, possibly in the range of 3.

Senator McGee. May I ask a question, for the record: Have you
considered the possibility of converting this to UHF? What prob-
lems would that pose for you ?

You say that Saratoga ison UHF now.

Mr. Grope. This terrain around the Platte Valley is so hilly, and
UHTF just will not cover as well as VHF in a given terrain with a
given amount of power.
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Most manufacturers have a tendency to oversell their equipment.
When we first entered into this UHF program some 5 years ago——

Senator MoGer., It is known as the “hard sell.”

Mr. Grope. The hard sell. You could get any kind of information:
“It is good for 20 miles, it is good for 30, depending.” That isn’t so.
You might be able to be lucky in one spot out here to hit something.
We have a 17.S. hatchery out of town, :.’mm 4 miles. The picture out
there is pretty snowy. Just below the transmitter it is 10,000 micro-
volts, possibly. As we get across town, 1 mile from that UHF trans-
mitter, you can see the difference in the picture. You are not telling
me that you are going to have a good picture out there 30 miles.

They have come out with this 100-watt unit, but I seriously ques-
tion that it will cover our area.

Besides a fringe area we have what I would call shaded areas. They
are not line-of-sight with the transmitter. We have ranches up
every one of those creeks; and each one of them is entitled to a TV
signal, just as well as the people in the town.

We feel that with more power than we have today, that even though
they are shaded they will get a picture. They have a snowy picture
right now ; they are watching it.

We find that we had the same experience receiving this channel 5
from Cheyenne. When Cheyenne was on lower power, we just abont
didn’t gef a picture in there. As soon as they went up to 100,000
watts, even thongh the snowy range is in the way, we got a picture.
We feel that ours would be the same sitnation with each one of these
areas, what we call our fringe areas.

Senator McGee. May T say that many of us wish that we wonld

aet more of a snowy picture than we have been getting out here right
now.
If T gather the substance of your suggestion here, Mr. Glode, it is
that, in a situation of the Saratoga Valley, with the mountainous ter-
rain and the hills that are not regular at all, that you would find UHF
less a difficulty from the financial point of view than from the actual
operational points of view : that it does run into more difficulties than
the VHF—of course, this has been demonstrated before in hearings in
other areas—and you are petitioning for consideration of an increase
in power permit in order adequately to service this valley. You think
that your wattage now may be in the neighborhood of 3: you would
like to go as much as 5.

Mr. Grope. I would say 3 to 5.

Possibly we might like to go to 10.

There is another reason I will bring out for that. In order to get
coverage in the upper part of the valley, we had to set up a station to
receive our own signal and broadeast it out on channel 6. So there I
suppose we are in violation. I am not sure whether we are or not.

We think that with one good location we can do the job; eliminating
something that we are running now. We are running actually in the
Platte Valley right now, we have four stations. One at Elk Mountain,
which means we are running five stations. One of them of course is
not concerned with Elk Mountain TV. It is a UHF. But neverthe-
less it is servicing the same area.

Senator McGrr. Of course, you are mindful of the Commission’s
problem on this, that is, while you may have no other competing
sources of communications in the Saratoga Valley, there is still the
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question of the power, increase in power, which conceivably can inter-
fere with other channels, not in the TV i)usiness but in other elements
of communications. Say in the airwaves. And that is the reason it has
been necessary for the Commission to try to establish some kind of
regulation over the power; and that it may not be enough to suggest
that increasing your power would not interfere with the existing UHF
operations, or with any known live television signal in the area, or a
cable system, and still could pose a problem. So that this would have
to be looked into and studied very carefully by experts.

1 would gather that the burden of your suggestion, whether the in-
crease would be 3, 5, 10 or what, that is not so much the issue. It is
the fact that consideration be given to flexibility in the power in local
considerations whenever all checks would suggest that that would pro-
duce no greater problem.

Mr. Grobe. Another item along that line, this compulsory filing by
April 1. What are we todo? We are up against the blaze there. We
don’t want to buy this 1-watt equipment if we are even going to have
a chance of going to something better.

I would say this: That if we so much as had one good one, certainly
we would need that smaller one at Elk Mountain. We are not asking
for much more there. However, we believe that you have your prob-
Jem of your ranches around there that are around the fringe areas of
that Elk Mountain transmitter. Aren’t they entitled to a TV signal?

What would 3 watts or 5 watts do at Klk Mountain? Possibly
give it to these ranchers in the outlying area. The thing we should
try to do right now is try to solve this problem and not let it go on
because a year from now we are going to be faced with the same
problem and they will never give up the clamoring for this TV.

What happens to you when you stop changing equipment? We
have about $6,000 in basic equipment, not counting the shacks and
the towers. We have an offer on that, on a trade-in, with your type-
accepted equipment, of $600-some-odd. It is just barely broken in,
some of that equipment. Some of it we just got in. Do you see why
we are objecting to making a change now? We would be faced with
the same thing. You could come out a year from now and say, “You
can put up 10 watts.” Do you know how much they will offer us for
this equipment? Ten percent, if we ave Jucky. This is the public’s
money we are dealing with here. We feel that we should protect it.

Senator Mco(Gee. Consistent with the interests of all.

Mr. Grobe. We are not trying to interfere or be unreasonable.
You can see our position. :

Senator McGee. I am sure the Commissioner can see that yon are
up against the blaze as you describe it. Would you care to do any-
thing about that blaze, Mr. Commissioner?

Mr. Lee. Yes. T think that in all frankness I should make a state-
ment here; as everyone I am sure in this room knows, we have strug-
gled with this problem for a long time. I think part of the consid-
eration the witness has indicated is that he is not a technician, and
neither am I. But there are a lot of technicians who have to look at
this thing.

We did look at it very hard and, with the urging and the interest
of the Senate in mind, with particular reference to the Western
States, I might say we almost reluctantly came up with a 1-watt
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limitation; which we felt was within the degree of calculated risk
that we could take not only with interference today but potential
interference at some future time. I think it would be unfair for me
to encourage you to think that the Commission would appreciably
raise that power limitation. I just don’t know. I do not want to en-
courage you. We worked this thing out with all of the organizations
concerned. We found that the 1-watt limitation apparently took
care of 90-some percent of the problem. Now we are faced with the
few specifics that it did not take care of. I just don’t know what
the answer would be, I don’t think you S]l[)ll{(l write off UHF too
quickly. It might not be a bad idea to consult with somebody. We
have, after all, some 345 operating UHF translators that are doing
rather well. You may have, probably do have, a unique situation
here. But I don’t think you should sell it short, because in the UHF
you can safely go to I think 100 watts. We have some very good ex-
perience with it. There is a real advantage in that, as the previous
witness has indicated, this might really give you the roots for a real
full-fledged station some day, whereas on the VHF translator I would
say this would be extremely doubtful. But if you are on a UHF
translator your community as a rule can afford to go into the busi-
ness, and you could probably originate local programs. I thought
the record ought to have that little bit of a pessimistic air there be-
cause I don’t think it is fair to mislead people. I think this would be
quite a trick, get a substantial power increase.

Senator McGee, I ought to add, in keeping this in its total context,
that there were any number of similar situations that we have received
yesterday in Salt Lake City, Senator Moss’ hometown, in which there
were petitions in given areas, and well-described areas with geographic
characteristics of a certain sort, urging a larger power allowance; at
least a willingness to explore this on a local basis in line with the
Commission’s total problem of keeping the channels unentangled; to
see if it were not possible to allow a little more power, for local reasons,
because of this vastness of space and the sheerness of mountains in this
part of the United States.

It may have some merit likewise in opening up the area. I think it
is very proper, however, to take a more cautious view, because the com-
pounding of the overlapping of channels and of signals is not, fairly
represented by just examining the other communications media in a
particular area. )

Do you have anything else to suggest there, Mr. Glode ?

Mr. Grope. In view of the fact that we are a little undecided as to
what equipment might best serve us, we have prices of $900 for a
unit to over $2,000. They have been thrown at us here so fast. This
type acceptance is so new, we definitely feel we should have more
time before we make a decision. This April 1 deadline is really a
burden on us.

Senator McGee. As I understand, one of the approved packages or
kits is a bit under $1,000. g

Mr. Grope. Yes. But how are we to know whether it is comparable
to one that sells for $2,0007 What are the differences? Tt takes time.
You have to look into these things. When you say April 1, we have
to commit ourselves on that equipment. I don’t think it is fair. We
have TV right now. All we are trying to do is legalize it.
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Senator McGee. In any case, it is because of the peculiar local cir-
cumstances in your case, and as you know you have the right to
petition the Commission for a waiver.

Mr. Grooe. Isthere a form to that effect?

Mr. Zarrre. Just aletter.

M. Grope. Should that be sent to Denver?

Mr. Lue. FCC, Washington.

Mr. Grope. And put us on a test basis?

Mr. Lee. Ask for a waiver of this provision for the amount of time
that you think you need—30 days, 60 days. 6 months, and take your
chances. This would have to be acted on by the full Commission.

Senator McGee. It doesn’t put out this blaze that you are up against,
but it does maybe give you one coat of asbestos for a little while that
will enable you to perhaps continue operating and let experience m
the instigation of these new operations accumulate so that if there
is to be a change or modification at all yon have a chance to benefit by
it.

Mr. Grobe. As a previous witness has suggested, we also feel that
we should have more specific information from the FCC, particularly
some engineering assistance, if possible. I think where the FCC is
serving for the public, they should be working with the public. I
think a man working out of the FCC office conld come around and
tell us what we have, what we have to do, what possibilities there are.

What I am trying to do is get away from a person trying to sell
equipment. We want some impartial observer, someone who is serv-
ing our interest, to come around and tell us what he thinks ean be done.
I don’t know whether this could be worked out or not. It would cer-
tainly be a great public service to the people throughout this western
area to have engineering service available from the FCC office.

Senator MoGee. T am sure that while that has some limitations, too,
because of the sheer physical limitations, manpower limitations, that
it does not leave unavailable the possibility likewise of the group itsel f
making available, through a sharing of an expert engineer, his serv-
ices, so that there may be two or three ways to approach that.

Mr. Grooe. I believe that covers most of the points that we have.
Thank you.

Senator McGer. We thank you very much, Mr. Glode.

Now a delegation from Douglas, Wyo. Is Joe Sullivan here, and
Otto Bolin?

Senator Moss, we are hearing some very familiar stories here today,
most of which oceurred yesterday in Salt Lake City as well.

Senator Moss. Yes, many of the problems are the same, as we would
expect. them to be, becanse we have essentially the same problem in
Utah: vast distances and mountain ranges to contend with. This
request for flexibility on power limitation came up a number of times
in a number of areas. Our people felt that they must be permitted to
have more than 1 watt of power in order to cover the area that they
were attempting to serve.

We didn’t run into this deadline filing quite as much yesterday as
we have today.

Senator McGee. Joe, would you identify yourself for the record,
and Mr. Bolin?
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STATEMENT OF J. B. SULLIVAN, ACCOMPANIED BY 0TTO BOLIN,
DOUGLAS, WYO.

Mr. Surrivax. Iam J. B. Sullivan, from Douglas, Wyo.

Mr. Otto Bolin represents the Douglas community. We have no
formal organization down there. As many of the former witnesses
have testified, it is a volunteer sort of a proposition in Douglas to get
TV coverage.

Our particular problem in Douglas, as I understand it, is this, and
I don’t know whether any of the others testifying this morning have
the same problem: We have a TV booster in Douglas and receive the
signal of the Scotts Bluff station—KSTF.

Senator McGee. Channel 10, the satellite of channel 5 in Cheyenne?

Mr. SurLivay. Yes, sit.  We also receive a direct signal from Cas-
per, channel 2.

Jonator McGee. This is the one over which you are now appearing?

Mr. Surtavan. Yes,sir.

The problem which Donglas has is simply this: that part of the
town is able to receive the direct signal from Casper, but 1s unable to
receive channel 10. Part of the residents receive channel 10 and are
not able to receive channel 2.

In our application we were informed that it was necessary to obtain
the permission of the mother station at Scottsbluff in order to con-
tinue our present operation. As we understand the problem there
is an overlap then of programing between our direct signal and our
TV booster.

As I said, part of the residents do not receive the channel 2 signal
at all. If we were to regulate our TV signal it would be necessary,
as I understand the regulations, on the overlap, to black out over-
lapping programs. We have determined that in doing that—there
is a total coverage or total broadcasting on the booster stat ion of 92
hours and 45 minutes in comparing the programing—we would be
required to blockout approximately 29 hours and 35 minutes, or 47
shutoffs. Our technicians and the man who works on the booster say
that it is virtually impossible to obtain equipment which would
accomplish that purpose. And in doing so, in accomplishing that
shutoff on our booster, then we are shutting off about a third of the
residents of the community from any TV at all.

Senator McGee. As a matter of information isn’t it possible that
they, for example, through a booster properly located, a translator,
could change this signal to another channel and avoid this overlap
to which you referred, and thus still make available the reception to
all the people of Douglas?

Mr. Borix. Do you mean there, Senator MeGee, that we change our
booster from channel 10 to channel 2?7 If we change it from 10
to2——

Senator McGer. No. Change it to another channel.

Mr. Borix. We have only two choices in Douglas, channels 10
and 2. There is no other signal that we can secure. On channel 2,
in the summertime, because of our particular terrain, we get an awful
lot of skip broadeasts which actually make channel 2 hardly good to
anybody in the summer. Our best signal, being on the higher wave-
length, is better to pick up channel 10, which would miss the skip.
In order to do that we will have to comply with the blacking out
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according to the channel 10 regulations, and a third of the time the
peo&le in our one end of the town will have no TV,

We have basically a particular terrain problem which most places
don’t have. We have a hill that comes gown through part of our
town. It is an odd situation. It is one that doesn’t fit the books,
you might say.

Senator McGee. You have put your finger on two aspects of your

roblem, if I understand your situation correctly. One is the terrain.
The other is the network problem itself, that is, where there is some
attempt to avoid duplication.

Mr. Borin. We understand the problems in duplication in getting
the revenues as far as our national advertisers are concerned. We
just don’t fit the picture. We are just an odd circumstance.

Senator McGee. Mr. Commissioner ?

Mr. Lee. I think, Senator, this brings up a very important principle
that you would be interested in. I don’t propose to give the answer.
Apparently, since you must have the permission of the originating
station for programing, the station, of course, in almost every instance
I would think would be very happy to give it. But apparently the
network affiliation that they have, {ll'l‘:llir}l' of their agreements with
other stations, will tell this station, “Do not give that programing or
ﬁou are going to have trouble with us,” because that area is served

y someone else, which immediately raises this overall problem of net-
work control over a station, which is before us in the very broad
aspect as to whether or not the Federal Government should regulate
the network as such.

In other words, we regulate not only the station, we license the
station. The question is then raised, should the network have the
right to tell a station what they should or should not do in this area.
It is a very interesting point. It is not going to be solved today.

Mr. Bourw. I think basically it resolves down to who gets credit
for the revenues?

Mr. Lee. That is right.

Mr. Borrn. It isn't a duplication of the program so much as to
who is going to get credit for covering our community.

Mr. Lee. That is right. The source of a good part of the television
revenue is, of (.'0111‘:-51,‘.._,3[31“5{)11 Avenue. And Madison Avenue buys
this station expecting to get this coverage. If the other station also
gets the coverage through a translator, there is a conflict, and this
18 the problem.

Mr. Svrrivan, If we continue on the blackout as is suggested, then
we are actually cutting down our coverage rather than extending it.
We are kind of up against a blaze, too, if we go out and ask for con-
tributions for additional money to buy equipment to comply with
the regulations and then cut our programing down and cut some of
our residents out entirely. Actually, we are virtually in the same
position as having two separate communities, one receiving the direct
signal and one receiving the booster signal.

Senator McGee. There is no way out because of the peculiarity of
the geography. '

Mr. Borin. We have an odd situation. We don't fit the pattern of
any general regulation. We realize that. We are in a spot. We would
like to continue. Actually, we have no objection from KTWO of hav-
ing the 10 come into our area, but still channel 10 objects to us having
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it. The only place we can get a decent signal is 5 miles out, quite a
way off the Bl‘lgh“‘ﬂ}', which is very difficult to get to. We can run our
lines out there, as far as shutoffs, and such as that, close to the high-
way. They suggested that they send us the week’s program in ad-
vance, and then we cut our tape, which so far we have not been able
to find the timeclock which we can run for a week with that number of
shutoffs. Forty-seven a day is quite a few.

In the case of emergency, where you have a special program like
you have at the U.N., with the fight and one thing and another, those
things come up so fast it would be impossible for us to adhere to their
strict regulations. We just couldn’t do it.

Senator McGee. It is obvious from the uniqueness of this particular
question, which is not unlike the questions at our hearings earlier de-
veloped in Lewiston, Idaho, as a case in point, that it is going to be
thrashed out because it doesn’t fit the pattern.

It falls into the very difficult area which the Commission is now
proposing in the suggested new legislation, likewise in the terms of
the question of overlapping jurisdictions and the duplication of
I]['Ogl’:l]ns.

I think the most that can be said here this morning is that this
is one of those things that we are going to have to sweat out and see
where we find the best and the fairest solution.

Mr. Borrx. In the sweating-out period, which kind of bothers us,
if we invest in one type of equipment and then we were changed, I
think this April 1 deadline in our case probably is a hardship.

Senator McGer. Because of the special circumstances here I think
you would have every basis for filing a petition for waiver in order
to receive consideration on this very point.

Mr, Borax. We shall do that.

Mr. Surtivan. We are anxious to work out something where as
many people as possible in our community can receive coverage.

Senator McGee. Right. You are caught in two or three binds
here.

Mr. Bouin. Actually if we had channel 2, without the skip in the
summertime which we get, the odd circumstance there, where no one
has a good signal to pick up, still we can get a decent one from Chey-
enne. But if we do that we eliminate a third of the programing to
about half of our community. -

Senator McGee. 1 think the first step would be to petition for a
waiver in this particular instance.

Mr. Suruivax. Thank you, very much.

Senator McGee. Thank you, very much.

Has Mr. Ed Macy, from Upton, Wyo.,come in ?

(No response. )

Senator McGee. Mildred Ernst, Thermopolis, Wyo. ?

T would like to put in the record a letter I received from Mr. J. B.
Sullivan, that expresses some of the issues we were just discussing.
Likewise a letter I received from Mr. Macy, from Upton. j
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(Letters follow :)

Senator GALe W. McGEE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeENaTOR McGEE: As no doubt you are aware, the recent TV booster
regulation by FCC requires local booster stations to obtain permission of the
mother station to rebroadcast their programs. The mother station for the Doug-
las area is channel 10, Scotsbluff and Cheyenne. It is our understanding that
we can obtain only a limited permit from Cheyenne after January 1, which will
involve the elimination in Douglas of one-third of the reception from that channel.

Only about two-thirds of the Douglas residents are able to receive live televi-
sion from KTWO, Casper. The other one-third are unable to receive Casper be-
cause of the peculiar terrain, mountains, and geography of the area. Because
of the terrain difficulty we are advised that we are unable to boost Casper to the
Douglas residents who are now unable to secure that channel direct.

We feel that the regulations by the FCOC authorizing the booster stations are
for the purpose of assuring television coverage to everyone. Under our peculiar
circumstances in Douglas, in order to comply with the FCC provision one-third
of our residents will be without TV, or under the limited permission for the
booster these residents would only receive television reception two-thirds of the
time.

We are advised by Mr. Bob Berger, manager of the Casper station KTWO.
that he has no objection whatever to our present full-time booster station in
Douglas. We have been unable to discuss the matter with Mr. McCraken, the
president of the Cheyenne television stations, or to fully explain our sitnation to
him because he has been ill. We realize that his station is endeavoring to com-
ply with the regulation, but we feel that some special consideration should be
given our situation.

Would it be possible for you to secure for us an extension of time until the
matter can be satisfactorily resolved? We feel that, without a doubt, when we
have had an opportunity to explain the situation to Mr. McCracken, he will be
agreeable to issning the necessary letter of authority required.

Yours very truly,

DoucLas, Wyo., December 21, 1960.

J. B. SULLIVAN,
Cnas. G. InwiIx,
OrTo T. GarLu,

Hon. GALe W, McGEE, Upron, Wyo,, January 11, 1961.
7.8, Senute,
Washington, D.C,

DeAr Sexator McGee: As members of the Upton TV Committes, we have
operated a translator here for the benefit of the people of Upton as a community
project for the past several years, and under the terms of the new FCC ruling,
we made application last fall and have the approval which permits us to trans-
it on channels 13 and 7 until October 31, 1961.

We are now confronted with quite a dilemma due to FCC reculations which
state, "existing stations eligible to obtain temporary authorization. under sec-
tion 4.790 of the rules, for continued operation with their present equipment,
must, on or before February 1, 1961, file with the Commission an application
for authorization to construct a station or modify existing equipment as to
comply with all of the requirements of section 4.701 through 4.784 of the rules.”

Referring to FOC Form 346, section III, page 1, this requires that we send
to the FCC, the make of the translator, the type and rated power and all
other pertinent data regarding its construction and output.

The manufacturers of these translators, to our knowledge, have not been
able to have any approved as yet and we don't see how we can very well apply
for a nonapproved translator without having to make an entirely new applica-
tion again, providing the type and make which we might secure may not be
approved.

It seems that more time should be granted these small translator setups
in order that we may be able to see and try out approved translators before
listing them with the FCO or before actual purchase.

We would appreciate hearing from you at your earliest convenience as ap-
plications are supposed to be in by February 1.

Very truly yours,

UproN, Wryo.,, TV COMMITTEE,
By J. E. ACREEMAN

1. E. Macy
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Senator McGeg. Good morning, Mrs. Ernst.
The next witness is Mildred Ernst, Thermopolis, Wyo.

STATEMENT OF MRS. MILDRED ERNST, COOWNER OF KWRB-TV,
THERMOPOLIS, WYO.

Mrs. Ernst. I am coowner of channel 10, KWRB-TYV, in Ther-
mopolis, Wyo.

Of course, the boosters pose a problem to us, a very serious one.

There are advantages to boosters; they definitely have a place
in the scheme of things. They can bring signals to some of the remote
communities that, due to geographical location, have no signal or
perhaps only one signal with only one network’s covernge. But there
are also a great many disadvantages to the overall picture of broad-
casting.

When a station invests capital and goes into operation it signs,
voluntarily, a network contract, perhaps with two or three networks.
I happen to have all three network affiliations. The network affilia-
tion guarantees us no duplication in our primary coverage when we
sign with them. If we refuse a network program and there is more
than one television station in the area, the network is free to place
it with the other station, and of course we have no right to complain
because we have turned it down. But if we do accept it then we are
given the assurance that we have nonduplicated coverage in the area.

So with boosters the same show may be available on a multiple
number of channels at the same time in our primary coverage area.

In one of our towns the same show can be seen: (1) on our station;
(2) on a booster on KWOK, of Billings, Mont.; (3) on a booster for
KTWO, of Casper, Wyo.; and (4) on three channels on the cable in
the town bringing the signal in—KWOK, Billings; KWID, Idaho
Falls, Idaho; and KTWO, in ( ‘asper.

In other words, there are six places on the dial that the people in
that town can see the same live network show at the same identical
time, and I am supposed to have nonduplicated coverage for that show.
Senator McGee. At least you would have viewer saturation.

Mrs. Ernst, I would have viewers if I didn’t have to divide it with
six other people showing the same show at the same time. When I go
into a local merchant and say, “I have a spot open next to Hennessy”
we will say, for a name, they will say, “Fine. I know evervbody in
town watches it. But who are they watching? Are they watching
KWID, KWOK, or KTWO on the cable, or watching it on one of the
boosters, or are they watching you?” T have no chance of making a
local station sale against that kind of competition. It makes it just
a little bit rough,

The small station has to have network programing or it will go
broke. There is no other way out of it. By mutual net and station
agreements it should be on the local live station only.

If the boosters and the cable could set up time blocks—and it can
be done, because radio stations have done it for vears to switch from
one network to another antomatically—to black out when a local live
show is carried on a local station, so that it wouldn’t be carried. we
wouldn’t be depriving the people of anything because they still would
have the show available to them.

TO250—A1— 10
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I don’t want to deprive anyone of any television at all, because tele-
vision in my business. Radio has been my business since 1917, and
television for the past 314 years.

T want them all to have all the television possible, but I would like
to have the protection that when I have a network show that I don’t
have to (li\'ifﬁe my audience and my primary rabbit-ear coverage, so to
speak, with six other people. It makes it just too rough.

We wouldn’t deprive the general viewers of a thing if the boosters
and the cable could black out. That is something that I don’t know.
Naturally the boosters are not broadcasters. It 1s something new to
them and they haven’t had these problems that the Commission has
fought with for years, and that broadcasters have.

Boosters and cable can’t do a local job for the public in the way of
public service.

For example, last night about 6 o’clock the police department at
Worland, Wyo. called, asking me to broadcast the description of a
child who had disappeared at 8 o'clock yesterday morning and no-
body could find hide nor hair of him. We ran at every station break
descriptions of that child, asking everybody to be on the lookout for
him and to help get people out to look for him. We, of course, give
service of that nature to all of our towns—the sheriff’s office, the
reform school, the State industrial school, the police departments,
the mayors, the school officials, churches, civie organizations—they
are all given that kind of service which would be impossible for
boosters to do because KTWO in Casper and KWOK in Billings and
Salt Lake and Idaho Falls couldn’t possibly run the spots for our
local people as the need arose. Only a local station can do that.

That is another reason why I feel that local license-free television
should be protected to assure its continuance.

Senator McGee. If I may interject there, Mrs. Ernst.

It is the wish of the Commission, and the purpose of the Congress,
to try to encourage and protect local television. This is essential in
the consideration. The overlapping of these problems, of course, is
the thing which everybody is trying to work out a happy solution to.
This case that you describe is not at all unlike the case in Lewiston,
Idaho. There is a decision pending on that at the Commission.
There will be, we hope, some guidelines that may tend to unravel this
entire twinge of these factors. Likewise the point that you raise
about the duplication of programs was a part ng the issue at stake in
the legislation proposed in the Congress last year to try to supply
a useful formula of nonduplication to work out with the C: TV
systems. Of course, that was recommitted. But one of the proposals
in the new legislation now being advanced by the FCC looks to that
particular instance, where, as they say in their backeround descrip-
tion, the Commission’s jurisdiction might be exercised in appropriate
situations in the field of duplication by CATYV systems, of programs
being carried otherwise by the local stations.

So it is this area in which there is a serious study at the present
time, and out of which we hope will come a constructive policy
1105-'111011.

Mrs. Erxst. The Commissioners can remember back to the other
chaos that we had in radio in the early days. It has been frighten-
ing to me to see the possibility of the same repetition in television un-
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less they can move, and I know that they have a million things that
they have to do, and they have to take them in turn.

ut, as I state, small markets cannot exist without network shows.
Not only for the revenue we derive from the network but for the pro-
%raming we derive. If I had to buy time for the hours that I am on
the air that the network has now ordered shows on my station, I
couldn’t stay in business. I would be black long before this. How
long can I keep these network shows if it becomes general knowledge
and accepted that any booster, anywhere, any distance, can pick u
a signal, put up a booster, and bring the same shows into my area.
am going to lose them. That is a problem that has got to be consid-
ered, because we have got to have the programing as well as the rey-
enue from the network if we stay alive in small television.

This pin that I am wearing was presented to me last night on camera
during a telecast in conjunction with the National Future Farmers of
America Week. The Hot Spring County Future Farmers held a regu-
lar meeting on camera to show what their work is, how they conduct
their meetings, and what their organization stands for. They have
the right in their bylaws to nominate and elect an honorary member
to the Future Farmers of America. They chose to nominate and elect
me as the honorary member and presented me last night with a full
membership and this gold pin in appreciation for the work that
KWRB-TV had done for them, for alFof the farmers in our area, and
for other people in the community. I felt very humble and very
highly honored to accept this pin last night.

enator McGee. Indeed you should. And will you accept our con-
gratulations here, Mrs, Ernst?

Mrs. Ernst. Thank ?rou.

We have had several similar awards. Generally from the outlying
areas that have no TV in that part of the State except ours.

Senator McGee. You do have boosters that carry your signals?

Mrs. Eryst. Inthe towns. The boostersare in the towns.

We have given permission, subject to network approval, to two
boosters, both of “'Lich are in our FCC secondary coverage area ac-
cording to the engineering map that the FCC has on file. 1 will never
grant permission for a booster outside of our secondary coverage if
they have any other signal in there. And I don’t think that any sta-
tion should grant permission to boosters to carry their signal with
duplication closer to another listed television station.

Senator McGee. What you are saying is that %'ou wouldn’t propose
to invade the viewing area of KOOK, or KTWO?

Mrs. Ernst. Orany other station, no matter where.

Senator McGee. I suppose there would have to arise a theoretical
question of where that dividing line would be drawn ¢

Mrs. Ernst. I have taken the FCC engineering coverage map as
my area that I say I will grant permission to boosters. That is what
they give me as my primary and my secondary coverage. That I will
grant permission to, subject to the FCC approval: and one that I have
granted to has received the network approval. The other one came in
later and T don’t know if all the forms have been filled out yet by them
ornot. But I have been notified that in the town of Dubois they have
clearance as soon as the FCC gives them their new license and they
have bought their new equipment now to meet all of the requirements.

I agree with the FCC allocation plan of frequency and power alloca-
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tions. T believe that all stations should just grant their permission
for boosters within their coverage.

I believe that the network shows belong to the network, and that
they should be broadecast or telecast only as networks grant affiliations
to stations and boosters, and the networks are granting affiliations to
the boosters that they feel are proper and in the proper coverage pat-
tern of the mother station.

Senator McGiee. Of course this again opens up a question which is
not for you to determine, the question of bringing the networks them-
selves into the same rules of the game that apply to the local stations.

Mrs. Ernsr. It isn’t for me to determine. I do have an opinion on
it. I do feel that the network programs belong to the networks. I
feel that anyone that originates something, it is their property and
they should have some say in what is done with it and how it is handled.

Senator McGee. But they are using the airwaves that belong to the
people of the United States.

Mrs. Ernst. Indirectly, yes, they are using the airwaves.

Senator McGee. Quite directly I would assume. Again, that is not
the issue here. This is a curious story in the emergence of the TV in-
dustry, and radio as well. Here was something that all agreed in the
1920's was the property only of the people of the United States; the
airwaves, And by a process of just building piece on piece, as “Topsy
growed” as the old story goes, what is a public property licensed out
for private use with responsibility has gradually, throngh inattent ion
and lethargy and one thing or another, been assumed to be a private
property, which it is not. I think this is the thing which the vigor of
Commissioners like Commissioner Lee and the new climate around
the Commission these days is going to have a new look at, to see if we
can’t reestablish the public interest in the airwaves. That is the only
reason I mention that particular point.

Mrs. Ernsr. I believe also that no station should be permitted to
give permission to a booster or cable to carry net work shows in any
area that is closer to another station carrying that same program
legally licensed and affiliated.

Senator McGre. You have the FCC empowered to prohibit their
doing that.

Mrs. Erxst. We have in standard broadeast. But as yet in cable
TV and in boosters that is still in the formulative stage, so to speak.

Senator McGee. But it would be conceivable in this new legislation
that the FCC is proposing.

Mrs. Ernst. Yes. I definitely believe in our American system of
broadcasting. I feel that even with our shortcomings—and I can
recognize and face a good many shortcomings we have—we are a
young industry and I still believe we have the best broadcasting sys-
tem in the world and I still think that the FCC has done a very fine
job: that they have been handicapped in a great many ways becanse
they have had a terrific load put upon them. I think that eventually
they will get everything straightened out in the television industry
the same as they did in the radio broadeasting industry, if we don’t all
of us jump on them too hard and make too many demands on them ai
one time until they are bogged down and don’t know which way
to move.
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Senator McGee. And if these blazes, against which some of us
have been backed up, don’t consume those who are closest to them.

Mrs. Erxst. 1 think that they should encourage more local tele-
vision stations rather than just boosters. It is possible that they could
have, in some of these towns, a small, low-powered television station
locally that would cover 40, 50, or 60 miles, where they could have
an off-the-air pickup to do their programing, and maybe not even
a live camera but conld give local news and weather over a slide for
local protection for the real small towns. I think possibly that more
of that should be encouraged, rather than a promiscuous granting of
permission—not permission, but allowing these boosters that we have
had spring up all over the country.

Senator McGee. One of the goals of the committee has been to get
as many local live TV stations into the business as pe ssible. But youn
are caught again in that gap, that in many aveas, for econoImic reasons,
it is not possible or conducive to a local group opening a TV station.
De we then let the potential viewers there languish as second- or third-
class TV citizens until “X”* number of months or years ahead? This
is a difficult question. Our only hope would be, in booster legislation,
that we don’t try to legislate a system of policies that would discour-
age the eventual live TV station.

Mrs. Erxsr. While we were looking at the interim, what is interim ?
What is coing to happen to local live stations like ours if these
boosters are put in every one of our local towns, to the place where
we have no revenue and we go dark? Then all of the ranchers and
{he farmers who are really remote have nothing.

I am responsible, when we went into TV, I am responsible for a
pood many thousands of people purchasing TV receivers, and if we
went black they would have a piece of furniture that isn’t really at-
tractive if it doesn’t work.

Senator McGee. And sometimes isn’t attractive when it does.

Mrs. Erxst. That is quite true. But it would be much less so if
they could receive nothing.

Senator McGee. Let’s face it very bluntly.

Mzrs. Erxst. That is something we have to face.

Senator McGre. The boosters are not in business at all if we don’t
have live local TV stations.

Mrs. Exnst. That is true.

Senator McGer. And therefore there is a built-in interest for the
booster operators as well to keep local TV going.

Mrs. Erxst. But how many of them have really realized that? As
I say they are not broadeasters. They haven’t made this study of it
that you have and the Commissioners have and that the Senate com-
mittee has. I have listened to some of the testimony here this morn-
ing and they all say we are not engineers. In the broadcast industry,
if a man does not broadcast and 1s not an engineer he jolly well has
to hire them quick. .

Senator McGee. We have all been learning. No one knows all the
answers. We have been learning the nature of the problem. This is
what is permitting I think the evolvement of the intelligent policies,
intelligent minimums, intelligent regulations that will keep everybody
alive and healthfully so. That is the reason we are here this morning.

Mrs. Ernst. As a broadeaster of about some 40 years’ standing, 1
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think that these field trips that the Senate committee and the Commis-
sioners have been making are one of the biggest things that has hap-

ened to us. I for one want to go on record as saying I am very, very
Eappy that they are being made, and I am very happy to be able to
come and meet with you here in the field because I know that it is the
only way that people in Washington can possibly comprehend the
problems of the people out here in the Wyoming spaces.

Senator McGee. Thank you very much for tI]m[' statement, Mrs.
Ernst,

Are there any other aspects of this that you care to raise?

Mrs. Erngr. No, that pretty well covers what I wanted to bring up.

Again I thank you for the privilege of being here today. If there
are any other questions that you want to ask me, I will be here for the
rest of the hearing,

Senator McGee. That is fine. We thank you for coming in. Your
many years of experience have always proved helpful because you can
draw upon some very harsh experiences sometimes as guidance for
others,

Mrs. Erxst. Thank you,

I have communications received here from two TV associations in
the neighboring areas of Montana that I would ask be made a part of
the record at this particular moment,

(Letters follow:)

Partuies County TV AssocraTion, INc,,
Malta, Mont., February 18, 1961,
Senators McGer and Moss,
Senate interstate and Foreign Commerce Commitiee.,

DeAr Sgnators: Being unable to attend your moest important conference we
wish to take this opportunity to inform you of difficulties we have ran into in
our translator operations. We are in the process of installing a UHF translator
to serve the entire county of Phillips from one location. This UHF rig will feed
six small VHF satellites. Our problem arises from the fact we cannot change any
equipment on these VHF translators until we have filed a form 346 with the
FCC. To file this form (346) we must change our equipment to receive UHF
and conduct a series of tests to be sure the translator location and coverage are
adequate. The way the rules read at present we must either break the law or file
a form 346 on suspicion.

All the clubs in this area are up against the same thing, We would surely ap-
preciate it if you would bring this to the attention of Commissioner Robert E. Lee.

Respectfully,
ZAxE W. Rosixsoxn, Secretary.

Roxy TV CLUB,
Roy, Mont., February 20, 1961,
Senator MoGeE,
Wyoming.

Dear SExator McGee: I am much relieved that someone has finally dis-
covered that these applications are too complicated. I am secretary treasury
for this TV club and for 4 months our maintenance man and myself, have studied
and gathered information. He runs a business and is very short of time. I
have spent almost full time.

There is just no place you ean find some of this information. So I have had
to go to a Government surveyor, and take advantage of his friendship to our
family. He is already too busy handling his own job, and that is where T got
latitnde, longitude, altitude, degree of direction on the antennas and legal land
deseriptions—For free.

We have men in the club, who could have done this just as well, but wonld
their signature have meant anything to FCC, we couldn’t take the chance.
Thev have no tifle such as, technical director, chief engineer or consulting
engineer, as asked for in the application.
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The FCC rule on being off the air, as it is, we have no leverage on the mem-
bers and the whole community, to make a stand, to even get all the members
together, to raise the extra funds, for having these applications filled out for
us. As long as the TV picture is good, the viewers are very content to sit home
and enjoy it and let someone else figure a way.

All this sounds as though we do not have the funds available for conversion.
Well, we do, and in the bank. And our applications are about as ready as we
can make them. We have the funds for next year's operational expense too.

I would like to ask: Where and how do we get a polar diagram, etc,, section
111, page 2, paragraph 9? If we could get that, then I could list the exhibits
and have the application notarized. We have everything else.

These are the changes I'd like to see:

1. Provision for change of officers. But notify FCC of any changes.

2. Total population in range of translator. Where TV signal is concerned.
Where does one community leave off and another begin? Out here communities
are determined by the old trails, TV signals pay no attention to that.

3. Number of paid memberships.

4. Number of TV’s receiving from this translator, who are nonpaying.

5. Number of homes unable to receive within this area. Why?

6. Financial statement and history of organization. Amount of dues, cost
of membership, assessments, whichever applies. 1 feel this would reveal the
potential and reliability of the organization.

7. Make provision for more than one translator, operated in common.

8. One topographical map for each translator, and mark upon them :

(a) Translator site.

(b) Altitude.

(¢) Actual reception pattern.

(d) Land description of translator : NE1{, NE, sec. 11, T.18 N. R. 20 EM.M.

9. Mother station, channel, call letters.

10. Receiving channel.

11. Transmitting channel.

12, Type and manufacturers model number of translator, converter, etc., ete.

18. Has there been any changes made on translator or any homemade devices
added if so what?

14. Antenna type.

15. Has there been any changes made on antenna or homemade devices added
if so, what?

16. Vertical plan view with measurements,

17. Horizontal plan view with measurements.

We ean’t understand how you could need more than the above information.

Section 1, page 2, section 11, page 2 are OK.

Section 111 page 2 paragraph 9. has us stopped. I don’t know where to get
this information.

We have had one translator running for 8 years and have had good reception,
although we found it to our advantage to install voltage regulators on each
translator, Made a great saving in tubes.

We have a very good maintenance man. Who has always been interested in
TV and has studied a good deal on his own. He has taken no examinations,
but I feel he could. We have been more fortunate than most communities.

Thanking you for this opportunity, we are,

RosE B. RINDAL,
Seeretary and Treasurer.

Senator McGer. Is Mr. Bill Grove here from Cheyenne?
Mr. Grove. Good morning, Senator.
Senator McGee. Would you identify yourself for the record?

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM C. GROVE, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT
AND GENERAL MANAGER OF FRONTIER BROADCASTING CO.,
CHEYENNE, WYO.

Mr. Grove. My name is William C. Grove. I am executive vice
president and general manager of Frontier Broadcasting Co., licensee
of station KFBC-TV, channel 5, Cheyenne and KSTF, channel 10 in
Scottsbluff, Nebr. :
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I wish to express my great appreciation that our distinguished Sena-
tor, the Honorable Gale W, MecGee, has found time in his extremely
busy schedule to come back to his home State once again and interest
himself in the very serious problems that exist in eonnection with the
“Ii‘ﬂ‘-ii'in;_-‘ of television service to the citizens of this sparsely settled
otate.

I have testified before this committee on previous oceasions and wish
to Imcorporate my earlier testimony by reference in this proceeding.
Thus, T will not burden this record by repeating the facts stated
earlier.

Senator MeGee. 1t will be so ordered.

Mr. Grove, It is gratifying indeed that pursuant to the early pro-
ceedings of this committee, the FCC has begun the process of licens-
ing VHE boosters or translators. That they do and will perform a
very important function in bringing as much television service as pos-
sible to the people of our State and neighboring States is beyond ques-
t1omn,

A great deal of my earlier testimony before this committee has to
do with the problem brought about by the artificial extension of dis-
tant metropolitan city television stations into areas desiened to be
covered and covered by local standard free TV stations. T will have
little additional to say on the CATYV problem except to note that un-
der ifts change of chairmanship, the Federal Communications Com-
mission has shown an enlichtened viewpoint on this matter which is
greatly appreciated by all small station television broadeasters and
which. if carried through, will certainly result in a great improve-
ment in the situation and should lead to the relief we have worked
so many vears to achieve.

Senator McGer. Tt oucht to be mentioned that there have been
some measurable improvements in this field on the local level, where
they have been worked out between the various interests involved. I
think note should be taken of that for the record,

Mr. Grove. In that regard, Senator, to my desk yvesterday came the
February 20 issue of Television Digest and on page 10 there is a story
to the effect that the FCC has forwarded its snggested CATV legis-
Iation to Congress, ]'»l'l'l'ise'll\' along the lines indicated by the Honor-
able Fred Ford, Chairman, in his recent address in Washington.

Senator MeGrr. We put that in the record at the becinning of the
morning deliberations, with some eomments on the burden of the pro-
posal, including the emphasis on the difference between the FCC cur-
rent proposal and the legislation that we had before the Congress last
year,
© Mr. Grove. T am disturbed and alarmed, however, by the second
sentence in the first paragraph of the story :

It's still understood that the Commission, watching CATV-station confiicts
fade, ian’t het for enactment.

I presume they refer there to these agreements that have been
worked out that yon referred to, Senator.

I sincerely hope that this is an example of inaceurate reporting and
that the facts are not as stated. Tt is true that in a half dozen cases
or so around the country, agreements have been worked ont between
the CATV and the local or nearby station. Tn every ecase that T know
of, however, this has come about purely and simply because the Com-
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mission, under its present leadership, is following the policy of desig-
nating for hearing the microwave requests of a CATV system when
such microwave request is opposed by a broadcaster. Actually, the
mere fact that such agreements for peaceful coexistence have come
into being, furnishes adequate verification of the position long argued
by myself that there is a solution to this problem, even though the
spokesmen of the CATV have arguned strenuously and without reser-
vation that the nonduplication, which is the heart of these agreements,
referred te is utterly unworkable. Tt must be pointed out, however,
that the great majority of these problems are far from settlement
and there is no present. indication whatever that they will be settled,
except in those cases where the broadeaster finds himself in a position
to oppose, and effectively, something that the CATV wants very
much. Certainly in the case of Laramie, Wyo., there has been no
indication whatever of a willingness on the part of the CATV to non-
duplicate the programs of KFBC-TV. This is also true in Alliance,
Nebr., Gering, Nebr., and, to the best of my belief, at least half a
dozen other locations in Wyoming which involve stations other than
those with which T am identified,

Mrs. Ernst brought that out a few minutes ago in this meeting.

The operator of the CATV system in Gering has stated under oath
to the FCC that it plans to operate a CATV system in Scottsbluff,
Nebr., in an identical manner to the operation of its Gering, Nebr.,
system. Gering is but a mile away from Scottsbluff. Our channel 10
station is permitted by the FCC to identify itself as Scottsbluff-
Gering. Furthermore, the failure of the CATV to voluntarily enter
such arrangements leading to a solution of the problem has kept from
coming into existence many small-town, free broadeasting stations.
For example, I will mention the case of Sterling, Colo., Sidney, Nebr.,
and the earlier record of this committee contains testimony that pos-
sibly as many as 16 stations have been kept from coming into being
in Montana,

It is true there is an outstanding construction permit for a low-
power station at Sterling, but as things stand now, if this station ever
actually comes into being, there will be an addition of one to the prob-
lem areag becanse of the unrestricted operation of the CATV system
there.

Other examples where there has been no solution and none in sight
are Twin Falls, Idaho, and Rapid City, S. Dak. Thus it is clear that
the need for legislation placing the CATV under the jurisdietion of
the FCC continues undiminished. Tt is my hope that the Subcom-
mittee on Communieations will introduce and support either the bill
offered by the FCC or some other similar type of legislation in order
to assure a solution to this problem.

Senator McGee. T am sure I speak fairly for the chairman of the
subcommittee to which you have just referred, Senator Pastore, that
with this proposed legislation now having received the approval of the
Bureau of the Budget—and it is going to be introduced—that there
will be additional hearings in Washington so that we may spell these
out in some detail.

Incidentally I may say to the viewing audience at this partienlar
point, that if vou are at the moment getting a snowy image on your
screen over KTWO, may I suggest that it is not the reception, but
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it is snowing here in Casper. So that there should be no confusion
between the coincidence of the two.

Mr. Grove. I am very happy to hear, Senator, that there will be
hearings on this bill. I hope that I may have an opportunity to testi-

Senator McGee. You will have.

Mr. Grove. Thank you, sir.

Now may I turn to the booster question. I wish to point out and I
will give specific examples, the booster or VHF translator can and
does In certain cases pose the same identical problem that the local
broadcaster faces from uncontrolled CA'TV penetration into the area
he covers. The depressing affect upon the economic welfare and the
program structure of the local or nearby TV station from duplica-
tion is the same whether the duplication is caused by CATV or VHF
translator. ILet me elaborate on two specific cases—Scottsbluff, Nebr.,
and Hay Springs, Nebr. There are and have been for some time VHE
translators operating in each of these two towns. The translator
serving Scottsbluff carries the full program schedule of KDUUTH-TV
in Hay Springs, Nebr., which station has a CBS primary affiliation.
The tmns]latm' operating in Hay Springs transmits the full program
schedule of KSTF, channel 10, of Scottsbluff, which is also a CBS

rimary. Both stations, however, do carry substantial programing

rom one additional network in the case of Hay Springs and two ad-
ditional networks in the case of Scottsbluff. The net result is that
approximately 50 percent of the programing of KSTF is duplicated
by the booster operating in its town and the same is true in the case
of the booster or translator operating in Hay Springs. When the
booster is duplicating, it is difficult to see where it is rendering a public
service. That it is rendering a public service when it is transmitting
a different program from that carried by the local station is self-
evident. The harmful affect on the local station by this duplication
has been spelled out in great length in previous testimony and will
not. be repeated here. I will say only that even a casual investigation
of the effect on a station of the numbers in terms of thousands of
listeners at any given quarter hour as represented by the various rat-
ing services, will leave no shadow of a doubt in the investigator’s
mind of this effect.

Now, just as in the case of the CATV, there is an answer and a solu-
tion to this problem, all in the public interest. The answer is fairly
simple, if once understood. All that is required where there is dupli-
cation is for the translator to install a clock mechanism which will
switch the translator off at such times as is necessary to prevent the
duplication. Such a clock mechanism is manufactured and marketed
by the Simplex Time Recorder Co.

I had planned to bring a catalog sheet but, if T may, T will send that
in later.

Senator MeGee. Tf you will send that in later that will be fine.

Mr. Grove. It sells for $535 and there will be a slight additional cost
in some cases for thermostat controls and additional eylinders, but the
cost in any event, should not exceed $600. My company operated such
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a clock for a similar purpose for a year and a half. The application
at that time was the switching of radio network facilities for another
station located, as a matter of fact, right here in Casper. The clock
was placed in our audio control room in Cheyenne and a cylinder was
prepared by the station in Casper so that its network programing
needs would be met a week in advance. The cylinder was simply
mailed to Cheyenne and our announcer inserted the cylinder in the
clock. It is the plan of my company to furnish a detailed deseription
of how this clock mechanism operates when it files its request with
the Commission for rulemaking. As a matter of fact, the boosters in
the following towns have agreed with Frontier Broadecasting Co. to
accomplish nonduplication: Laramie, Wyo.; Douglas, Wyo.; Hay
Springs, Nebr.; Gordon, Nebr.; Rushville, Nebr.; Chadron, Nebr.

It seems clear that the FCC should adopt further rules to accomplish
this. At the present time my company is faced with trying to imple-
ment this solution on a case-to-case basis. There are boosters in Gor-
don, Rushville and Chadron, Nebr., in addition to that in Hay Springs.
All of these towns are covered thoroughly by KDUH operating on
channel 4 in Hay Springs. The operators of the boosters in those
towns have asked channel 10 for permission to retransmit its signal.
We have consistently refused to give the permission needed by the
booster to secure its license from the F'CC unless the booster will agree
to install a clock and so operate the booster so as to prevent duplica-
tion of the Hay Springs station’s programs. My company has little to
gain by this, except we feel, we have to be consistent. At the same
time, we have filed objections with the FCC to the licensing on a non-
restricted basis of the booster located in Scottsbluff which 1s duplicat-
ing the programs of our channel 10 station there. Here again, we take
a beating public relationswise because our efforts are misconstrued
and it is made to appear that we oppose any operation of the Scotts-
bluff booster at all.

Actually this is the article that I had in mind at this place. I have
another one.

Senator McGee. I suggest that we include this article in the record
at this point.

(Articles follow :)

[From the Sherldan County Star, Rushville, Nebr.]
BoosteErs CAN'T Ger HELr From KSTF

To date the TV boosters in Gordon, Rushville, Hay Springs, and Chadron have
not received much cooperation from KST-TV in Scottsbluff in order to assure
the continuance of programs.

The first thing that all local TV boosters must do to meet the new FCC re-
gquirements is to secure permission from the Scottsbluff station to rebroadcast
their programs. Despite repeated contacts, the Scottsbluff station has thus far
not shown much interest.

All booster stations are going to be required to make modifications 'to bring
their power down to one watt, to provide a device that will identify the booster
station by eall letters every 30 minutes and other minor changes required by
the FCC.

In Mitchell, Nebr., these changes are expected to cost about $700 and at
Scottsbhluff it will cost about $700 to alter the booster there that rebroadeasts the

programs from Hay Springs.
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[From the Scottsbluff (Nebr.) Daily Star-Herald]
FroNTIER BroapcastinGg SEEks FOCO REsTRICTION ON CHANNEL T

Frontier Broadeasting Co. of Cheyenne, operators of KSTF television station
at Scottsbluff, has filed a petition with the Federal Communications Commission
at Washington, asking that Free Community Television be restricted in its
rebroadeasts of KDUH-TV from Hay Springs.

KDUH-TYV is satellite of the Rapid City station operated by Duhamel Enter-
prises, Inc.

Service on the petition has been made upon Free Community TV-Channel 7,
care of J. L. Warfield of Scottsblufl ; Charles V. Wayland of a Washington legal
firm representing Duhamel Enterprises, Ine,, and Thomas K. Fisher, attorney for
Columbia Broadeasting System, Inec., with offices in New York City.

The petition notes that channel 7 rebroadcasts some of the CBS programs
which are duplicates of those offered by KSTF, It asks that the FCC's tem-
porary operating permit to channel 7 be reconsidered.

The petition claims that the duplication represents a possible loss of advertis-
ing revenue to KSTF,

It asks that Free Community TV be required to supply the FCC with a copy of
any written permission it has received from KDUH-TV for such rebroadeast
privileges. It also asks the FCC to take appropriate steps toward rescinding its
grant of special temporary authority and issuance of a new authorization
specifically conditioned upon nonduplication of the programs of station KSTF.

Frontier suggests that it would be possible at reasonable cost fo install a clock
mechanism which would permit the booster to operate on a nonduplicating basis.

The channel 7 booster was set up last winter by Warfield and Charles D. Wil-
liams of Scottsbluff and Chet Calderwood of Gering. Calderwood serves as engi-
neer of the booster and holds a first-class radio license.

Funds were contributed by popular subseription, Williams said here Monday :
“We would hate to see the booster discontinued.”

He said it was set up as a community movement and no one here derives any
revenue from its operation.

“It simply serves to provide some variety and prevents a ‘captive’ television
audience,” he stated.

Te invited persons desiring to keep the channel going, to write their comments
and address them to Free Community Television, Box 695, Scottsbluff. They
could be presented to the FCC.

A similar booster station has operated for a number of years at Chadron.
Prior to establishment of the Hay Springs satellite, it rebroadeast from KOTA-
TV, Rapid City.

Sinee establishment of the Hay Springs station, the Chadron booster has been
broadeasting KSTF programs in that area and is continuing to do so.

Mr. Grove. The impression gained thereby is contrary to the facts
and when the Scottsbluff booster was having trouble raising finances,
my company offered to install, operate, and maintain the booster at
its own expense but on a nonduplication basis. Thus, we are ready
to assume the financial burden of bringing competition into our area
but competition from other programs, not our own. This, we hold
to be in the public interest.

My company plans in the near future to file a rulemaking request
with the FCC that it amend its rules on translators so as to eliminate
duplication. It is diffieult to see why the FCC would request au-
thority from the Congress to accomplish nonduplication by the CATV
when it has, up to now, ignored the identical problem in the case
of the VHF booster over which it clearly has adequate authority.

It is our belief that very possibly this is because we and others
have not adequately and clearly and forcefully brought this matter
to the attention of the FCC. We are appreciative of the enormous
workload of the Commission and are mightily encouraged by the
position the Chairman has taken on the CATV matter and we have
every confidence that the FCC will ultimately resolve the problem
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of duplication by the translator. It is with much appreciation that
I note the presence at this proceeding of the Honorable Robert Lee,
member of the Federal Communications Commission and I think
Commissioner Lee’s presence here is clear evidence that the Commis-
sion is deeply interested in the solution to the problem presented in
licensing a vast number of new TV stations. My company simply
wishes to be helpful in any way it can to the FCC in reaching these
solutions in the public interest.

I should like, if I may, to add a little bit from our viewpoint on the
Douglas, Wyo., question which was covered here.

Senator McGee. Pleasge do.

Mr. Grove. I think it should be clear that our responsibilities
to the request of the Douglas people for our permission to use the
channel 10 signal entails a little bit of what might be utterly termed
“gelf-sacrifice.” We like the coverage. Channel 10 loves the coverage
it has in Douglas. We like the people in Douglas. We like to know
that, they want our service. But we feel that this thing is very funda-
mental and very important, and that Douglas, being across the State
line from Nebraska, is in Wyoming, and it is much closer to Casper
than it is to Scotisblufl, and that Douglas should, if possible, be served
by the Casper station primarily. And when we replied to the trans-
lator people in Douglas, we suggested that perhaps they should put
their translator on channel 2, and bring the Casper service to Douglas,
and then, if beyond that—and it is very understandable that they
would—they desire an additional signal to get at times at least a
.choice of programs, that we would then give them permission to use
the channel 10 programs on a nonduplication basis.

Tt seems to me that that is the clear-cut and logical solution to the
problem, and the type of thing that we intend to ask the Commis-
‘sion to look at when we file our rulemaking request. I will say if it
is shown that there is not a signal from channel 2 to work a booster
there—but that is not my understanding, my understanding is that
there is—if there weren’t, we of course would take a different view-
point because we certainly don’t intend to withhold service from
anybody.

We think that we can resist, and resist we certainly shall with
everything at our command, the duplication of our own stations in
our area from an outside service, the duplication of programs, specific
programs—I am not talking about, and we are not objecting to, having
an additional signal—we are perfectly willing to compete against all
of the other programs that can be brought in but we certainly do in-
tend to make every effort to eliminate the duplication from whatever
source of our programs in the area we cover, and we feel we have to
to say alive.

T think that our position is sound and I think if is entirely in agree-
ment, with the basic concept and the allocation plan of the Federal
Communications Commission pursuant to the act of Congress.

With a little hesitation I feel inclined to mention something I
have in my hand here, because it deals on the matter.

Murs. Ernst testified earlier that in many and perhaps most of the
towns that her station serves the very identical programs are also
available to a great many of the listeners, maybe not from just one
additional source but from three or four additional places. The
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effect is disastrous, because we all live and die by the number rating
of our audience which is done by the various nationwide rating serv-
ices, over which we have absolutely no control. We have no way of
stopping these services if we care to, from making these measurements
and publishing the information as fact.

Also in the cover in small print there is language which defines
the meaning and the basis under which these numbers are arrived
at. But, notwithstanding that, the numbers that are printed are used
as gospel fact on Madison Avenue where the money is spent and where
the programs are placed.

Senator McGee. I think there is an inclination in the Congress to
react against the fact that nobody else seems to have any control over
those figures, either. There has already been instituted an investiga-
tion to check the so-called rating systems to which so many have,
without freedom of choice, become slaves.

Mr. Grove. I have no opinion as to the accuracy of this number,
or how it is arrived at. But it does allocate to Mrs. Ernst’s station,
on the average, Sunday through Saturday. from 6 to 10 p.m., 2,200
sets tuned to her signal. T can certainly tell you that you cannot sell
programs in Madison Avenue or spot announcements with numbers
like that against you.

Senator McGee. This matter of duplication, of course, which is the
central one there, is one which you, Mr. Grove, helped to pioneer in
the discussions that we were holding a year or so ago in regard to the
CATY live broadcasters overlapping areas. I think it is an im-
P_m't:mt. contribution to remember that this is not a unique one in that
ilateral relationship, that it likewise arises as to questions within the
TV booster operations and the Commission and the Congress must
address itself to that with equal vigor; and that the maintenance of
an economic survival on a local TV basis continues to be our principal
concern.

I want to thank you very much for your contribution.

I would like to put in the record a letter from Mr. John Flitner,
an individual subscribing to television there, who is having trouble
with the cable. It is above ground and every time a truck or tractor
goes down the street he loses his TV image. A tractor went down the
street just a few minutes before the Rose Bowl game. It is this kind
of privation that they would like to have adjudicated.

ut that in the record at this point.
(Letter follows:)

Purric SERVICE COMMISSION,
State Board of Equalization,
Cheyenne, Wyo.

GENTLEMEN : The purpose of this letter is to register a complaint on behalf
of Dale E. Foe, Greybull, Wyo. Mr. Foe lives in an upstairs apartment east and
south of his business, Foe-Saunders Lumber & Hardware Co., Greybnll, Wyo.
The apartment is also located on Seventh Street, which is a gravel street just
east of the Chieago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad right-of-way on the north
side of an alley running east and west between First Avenue South and Second
Avenue South. In May or June 1960, at the request of Mr. Foe, the Western
Television Corp. Worland, Wyo., connected the apartment for cable television.
The cable was laid on the ground and crosses an alley and a street, to wit:
Second Avenue South near its junction with Seventh Street. The cable lies at
ground level on a gravel street. Lumber trucks, bentonite trucks, moving vans,
automobile carriers, and other heavy equipment and machinery cross this ground
cable each and every day.

DECEMBER 27, 1960.




DEVELOPMENT OF TV BOOSTERS 155

The Western Television Corp. makes a charge of 86,50 per month for the
service of cable television, Western Television Corp, has been asked to bury
the cable, or otherwise correct the service so that the constant cutting of the
eable and the attendant loss of television service could be corrected. Mr. Foe
has talked to the local manager, Mr, McKim of Basin, Wyo. Mr. Foe ad-
vises me that he has called Western Television Corp., Worland, Wyo., and that
he has received assurances that his problem would be corrected as soon as “the
digger returns to Greybull from Worland : the local manager can schedule the
request,” or some other excuse. The work has never been done.

Yesterday, December 26, 1960, Mr. Foe was unable to watch the televised
football games because the cable was cut and serviee could not be restored that
day. While the problem seems minor and petty, there is speculation in some
quarters that none of the managers of Western Television Corp. or any of its
employees, for that matter, were unable to see the televised bowl games, if they
g0 chosge to do so., More important, trivial and small though the monthly fee
may be, Mr, Foe feels that he is not receiving the service,

In fact he feels so strongly about the matter that copies are being sent to all
of the below listed parties with the request that the matter be corrected
immediately.

Very truly yours,
Joux D, FLITNER, Attorney.

Senator McGee. Welcome to the sereen, Bill. T won’t mention that
Bill McCraken was a student of mine at one time in the university,
more years ago than we care to remember.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM D. McCRAKEN, OFFICER OF FRONTIER
BROADCASTING C0., CHEYENNE, WYO.

Mr. McCraxen. Most of my testimony was given by Mr. Grove. I
would like to give thanks to Senator \I((:oo. Senator Moss, and Com-

missioner Lee for coming over here and giving us a chance to testify.

As an officer of KSTF-TV, channel 10, Scottsbluff, and KFBC-TV
channel 5, Cheyenne, I would like to reiterate that the stations are
not by any means trying to withhold from anybody any type of pmv
graming whatsoever. \\ e believe that in any city, I(mrv or small,
any area, such as the rural communities, a multiple system should he
enforced in some respect where you will have nonduplication of the
signal that is already in there.

Jut by putting in such systems as clocks, you could protect your
smaller stations, since we all realize in Wyoming and a good part of
the West that we will not be able to have regular television stations.
‘We cannot afford it.

Again when you get back to Madison Avenue they will not be able
to compete. In this respect we are, as a statement of the company
policy, very much in favor of getting TV to everyone, whether it be
our signal or, when we are carrying one program and a booster station
is carrying another one, for them to have those programs at all times.

We do feel that the CATV problem with the booster stations is such
that they could, and have, I believe, in certain cases, closed down
smaller stations. That is what I believe the main concern should be,
because there is no station, I believe, that would want anybody to go
without TV.

Where Wyoming is such a ranching and farm community, we do
think that booster television has every bit its place in this area more
than the East or more than California or any of those areas.
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That pretty much is the statement of the policies of KFBC. We
do believe that peaceful coexistence—I don’t bring that term up in
its present world implications—can be had.

Senator McGrr. Let’s call it constructive cooperation.

Mr. McCraxex. Very fine. This testimony is even briefer than I
thought because, as I said, Mr. Grove has been able to come up with
solutions to many of the other stations. For instance, the problem at
Douglas. I just want to get on the record that our station is in com-
plete accord with anybody who wants television, and we will be glad
to do anything we can to help them.

Senator McGee. We thank you for this Bill, and particularly for
your reemphasis of the importance of keeping local, live television in
business.

Mr, McCraxen. T am afraid a few stations throughout the country
have been put off the air because of such problems, and it could happen
here. As soon as that happens you will find eventually television sta-
tions in Denver, you may find one in Billings, and you may not even
find that. Yoursmaller stations will be forced off the air.

Senator McGee. It is conceivable we will get all of our programs
from New York.

Mr. McCraken. It is by boosters, and your local merchant hasn’t
got a chance to compete with the merchant in Denver because he hasn’t
any media through which to advertise his product.

Senator McGee. Believe me, we intend to keep the local operation

ing.

Mr. McCragex. Again, many thanks to you people for coming
up here. I realize you have busy schedules.

Senator McGee. Thank you very much.

Lawrence Berger, for the time being I will assume the role of station
manager—KTWO—and challenge Mr. Berger to try to meet the time
limitations that he imposed on us. He encouraged us to try to hit
a half hour interval for the convenience of the programing of KTWO.
The time is yours.

STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE BERGER, GENERAL MANAGER OF
KTWO0-TV, CASPER, WYO.

Mr. Bercer. My name is Lawrence Berger. I am the general
manager of KTWO television and radio here in Casper, Wyo.

The booster problem grew by a process of natural selection. In
no case did we encourage the boosters. At no time have we ever
constructed one. They just grew. In a good number of cases we
didn’t know we had a booster until a letter would come in asking,
“Where is your program schedule?”

We believe at the station, and my own philosophy, that as many
signals as you can get off the air you are entitled to. If they are
both “Gunsmoke,” that is a problem. That happens pt‘obahfy 10
to 20 percent of the time. It depends on the market again, also,
and the stations. 1t is hard to pin down what program at what time.

Senator McGee. Many of us wish that neither one of them would
be “Gunsmoke.”

Mr. Bereer. That is possible. But it is immaterial.
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The only statement that I want to make, because I do want to get
this off on time, is that these boosters grew by natural selection, and
the only way that they can live is by natural selection. It is hard to
govern them, even by using such things as timing devices.

A booster today is no longer located right in the middle of town
because if it is located in the middle of town you wouldn’t need the
booster in the first place. It is usually located in an inaccessible
location. A time clock has to be changed every day. Some boosters
are not attended except once a month. Especially in the winter, when
you have bad weather. It will be difficult to change that clock. The
stations change program daily and boosters must cﬁmnge daily. Itis
hard to find from stations what station is carrying what program at
what time.

I discussed this the other day at the NAB: the problem of natural
selection, whether the people will put up their money to su%port a
booster or not, is the only determining factor that will keep a booster
in action. If the local station does the same programing with the
same picture quality and every other engineering facet, then I doubt
if the booster would survive in the first place.

That is all that I have to say. Thank you very much for coming.

Senator McGee. Thank you very much, Mr. Berger. You have
timed that beautifully, at least as far as KTWO's time is concerned.
We have approximately 4 minutes remaining.

I would llike to put in the record at this point a very intelligent
letter from Mr. Mike Leon, of Story, Wyo., who raises a question
about the programing. It involves I think the dropping here, per-
haps, of CBS “The Great Challenge” as a subtraction of expected
service from the viewing area. In any case the content is intelli-

gently put, and is worthy of the consideration of the committee.
(Letter follows:)

STORY, Wyo., February 20, 1961,
Mr., JaMmEes Faoanw,
Fagan & Fagan, Attorneys,
Casper, Wyo.

Dear Mz. Fagan: I would like to take the opportunity provided by the forth-
coming television meeting in Casper to comment upon program selection as we
experience it in Sheridan County.

Our sources here in Story are two stations. One is KOOK in Billings. The
other is KTWO in Casper. We would have no reception at all without booster
stations.

At the outset, I should make clear that a certain number of programs we re-
ceive here are excellent by any standards. The Bell Telephone Hour and the
Mitch Miller and Perry Como productions are examples. Too, although we are
aware that a great deal more violence and triviality appear on our screen than is
adequate to our tastes or we deem appropriate for children, it is not the purpose
of this letter to disparage the “Western” or detective-murder story per se.

It is, rather, to point out that on the channels we receive the so-called blood
and thunder episode has completely preempted the reasonable amount of time
which should be given to programs of public service and esthetic merit.

Let me illustrate. One of the finest achievements in television history is the
production “Winston Churchill—The Valiant Years.” This is a documentary
which is now being seen around the country. Time Magazine calls it a superh
series. It can be received in Cheyenne. But it is not broadeast on either channel
we receive here.

I conld cite case after case of topnotch productions which, notwithstanding na-
tional acelaim, have not been made available to our area. Among them in recent
weeks have been a pro and con debate on medical care for the aged, documen-
taries by Edward R. Murrow and others, and the like.

70250—681——11
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It is true that certain events of national and international import are broad-
cast on our channels, Dag Hammerskjold’s recent speech before the United Na-
tions being a case in point. But this is sporadic, not regular, fare, and although
it is important in its own right, it cannot substitute for an orderly schedule of
informative and/or artistic value.

This weekend, for example, CBS is providing the country with a new series
called “The Great Challenge.” On this first panel Adlai Stevenson, Arnold Toyn-
bee, Paul Samuelson, and Henry Kissinger discuss “The World Strategy of the
United States as a Great Power.” Surely this program has at least some com-
petitive claims against one of the multitude of murder yarns or horse operas
which it might displace. Yet it is not listed for broadcast on either channel we
receive.

I am aware that a television station must select its programs on the basis of
many and sometimes conflicting claims. I think it correct, however, to believe
that television has much to do with creating tastes in the first place. In any
case, we have a clear imbalance in our area between programs of purely transi-
tory significance and those to which a person may turn to inform himself or,
equally important, to enjoy the lasting benefits of the Nation’s artistic achieve-
ments. Clearly, there is a dreary homogeneity of programing for our area which
cannot be justified on the grounds that there are no alternatives (which there
are). Nor can it be justified on the grounds that a majority of viewers wants
things as they are. Such a justification merits skepticism for reasons too numer-
ous to mention here.

I should hardly ecare to argue the case of television as the sine qua non of
modern life. Surely, no household should overdepend upon it. Notwithstanding,
it remains that television has a growing amount to offer of significant thought
and adult stimulation. Our times require that no citizen be denied access to
sources of information and inspiration from which he can derive his own vital
conclusions. This statement pertaing, I believe, to the rural dweller dependent
upon one or two booster stations as much as to the urbanite who bas at his com-
mand a variety of television choice. The needs of certain assumed tastes are
being overmet to a disturbing extent in our area at this peint. The claims of
other tastes should now be considered.

Sincerely yours,
MikEe LEON.

Senator McGee. Senator Moss, would you care to share any windup
view here at this point in the hearing ?

Senator Moss. I am sure that I do not have any technical advice to
give.

It seems to me that we have had a very thoughtful presentation
here this morning, and a presentation of the problems that exist. T
was particularly interested in the testimony of the representatives of
the television stations because that part we hadn’t covered to any
degree yesterday. This nonduplication problem is one that plagued us
oreatly when we considered the legislation in Congress, and one that
has not been solved as yet. Obviously we must find a solution.

I felt, from the start, that the CATV’s should be under regulation
the same as the boosters, and therefore I hope that the legislation now
proposed by the FCC will bring them under jurisdiction so that we
can have a reasonable control of all media of broadecasts and eliminate
some of these problems which threaten local television in some places.

T want to reiterate what Senator MeGee said so forcefully two or
three times, that the objective and the purpose is to keep local tele-
vision healthy and alive. It is possible that we could get all of our
signals from one or two points in the United States, but that is not
the purpose, in fact our objective is to encourage local television to
the greatest extent possible.

I congratulate the people who have come here this morning in giving
us this information. Many of you, most of you, traveled long dis-
tances to appear. It is this sort of devotion and interest of the citi-
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zenry that enables the Commission and the Congress to act intelli-
gently in this field.

Senator McGee. Thank you, Senator Moss.

The Chair has just been advised that we have two or three additional
arrivals here. Through the dispensation of Mr. Berger and his sta-
tion, we are permitted to continue broadcasting for just a few moments.
I would ask the first of the witnesses still pending to come forward
to the witness chair.

First will be Mr. Lee Johnson, from Sheridan, whom we called
on earlier. He was not able to get here earlier as he traveled a con-
siderable distance.

STATEMENT OF LEE R. JOHNSON, VICE PRESIDENT, WYOMING TV
REPEATER ASSOCIATION, SHERIDAN, WYO.

Mr. Jouxson. This is very short, Senator.

My name is Lee R. Johnson; I am a duly elected vice president of
the Wyoming TV Repeater Association.

It is gratifying to think that you in Washington are concerned
with the reaction of our Wyoming citizens to your actions in Wash-
ington, D.C. It is the opinion of the Wyoming TV Repeater Asso-
ciation that this hearing is premature, and it is the hope of this asso-
ciation that you will consider a hearing on this same subject about 3
months from now. Most of our Wyoming TV Clubs that have filed
their FCC Form 346 have not as yet been advised of whether the
application is accepted by the Commission or not. The majority of
Wyoming clubs have delayed filing the Form FCC 846 even though
most of them had prepared to file before the February 1st deadline;
this delay I believe is an effort on their part to be right the first time.
Unless we can get more information about changing these regulations
and rules, we are never going to be right. This thing can be on
forever,

For instance, at the same time that the FCC had a team out here
explaining the way to license these boosters, painting a very rosy
picture, the FCC was making a new rule which tied up almost every-
one which has been filed to date. As I understand it, Mr. Lee has
cleared that up this morning.

Many TV clubs are presently waiting to see what will be offered
in new equipment before filing their application.

There is much concern over the apparent reversal of the attitude of
the FCC to the approach to licensing of TV-VHF translators. Last
summer following the Commission’s report and order setting up the
licensing of VHEF translators, the FCC sent a team of their legal and
engineering staff out here to explain their action and point out to
our people just how easy it would be to comply with these regula-
tions and also how simple the application form would be.

The only problem developed so far is concerned with advertising
a recently enacted rule, section 1.359.

In September we met with this FCC team, who outlined the neces-
sary items in complying with FCC regulations and filing of Form
346, painting a rosy atmosphere of cooperation and helpful attitude
of getting everyone licensed with the minimum of effort on every-
one’s part, promising a revised Form 346 that in their own words
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“anyone who can read can fill out.” At the same time, the Commis-
sion itself is setting up the provisions in section 1.359. The Com-
mission sent with the Form 346 a short instruction sheet on how to
prepare the Form 346. Nowhere had section 1.359 been mentioned
and the change of the law effective December 12, 1960, was not men-
tioned until the FCC started delaying applications for lack of the
proof of this advertising compliance.

If this is an example of the cooperation to be expected in the future,
we may expect not to live long enough to see the VHF translator
licensed.

Thank you for this opportunity to make this statement.

Senator McGee. Thank you for the suggestion with regard to the
possibility of an additional hearing on this. 1 think the record
should be clear on that point. This is not a cutoff hearing. This is a
checkup hearing at a point where it is regarded as useful to find out
how the preliminaries were going on. One of the things we have
learned is that we are going to need more time and clarification on
some of the operations, some of the rulings from the Commission.
This is precisely why we have been out here in the West to take this
testimony. And as we proceed to that stage I assure you that there
will be additional checkups on the experience that follows in the wake
of that, and what follows from still another set of experiences. We
don’t intend to let this grow into a rut as was permitted much earlier
in the emergence of the communications experiences in this country.
We intend to ride herd on it more or less continously in order that
we can profit from our emerging experience as we 2o along, from the
experiences that you, working in the field or on the mountain tops, so
to speak, can convey to us in your day to day operations. So that
is the real purpose of being here now, and why we will be back
again.

Mr. Jomnson. Mr. Beamer has traveled here from Montana.

Senator McGee. Fine. We will call on Mr. Jim Beamer, from
Livingston, Mont. While we are waiting for Mr. Beamer to come
forward I would like to add in the record a statement that Mr. Hill-
berry, from Riverton, who testified earlier, would like to contribute
for the record on the question of duplication.

(Statement follows:)

STATEMENT OF DARWIN HILLBERRY

In regards to duplication, I live in Riverton, Wyo., which is in the primary
coverage area of KWRB-TV, station channel 10. We operate a VHF translator
on KTWO-TV’s station. Also there is a cable system in Riverton. We do not
feel the duplication is a problem. If the station owner, would clean up their
network pictures, until they are as good or better than the tramslator. In this
event there would be no need of having our booster, as they both have the
same networks. I feel that with engineers the stations have to have they should
be able to produce a better picture with a 60,000 watt station, than we as field
technicians can produce with 1 watt.

STATEMENT OF JIM BEAMER, SECRETARY, TRI-STATE TV
REPEATER ASSOCIATION, LIVINGSTON, MONT.

Mr. Bramer. Senator McGee, I have had troubles with the Mon-
tana legislature the last few days. We have a bill up there before
the legislature to establish permissive tax districts to support this.
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Senator McGee. With all the great foresight and power of Wyo-
ming, I don’t think any of it will permit us to interfere with the
Wyoming Legislature.

Mr. Beaser. I apologize for going into this line. I didn’t have
time to prepare.

Senator McGre. Your informal comments will be even more im-
portant.

My, Beaser. May I submit within the required 10 days a further
statement ?

Senator McGee. Yes, indeed. Any statement you care to submit
will be received by the committee for the record.

Mr. Beamer. Thank you. :

One of the things I would like to comment on is this new ruling
by the Federal Communications Commission on newspaper advertis-
ing. It has been covered very well. T would like to state the posi-
tion of the Tri-State TV Repeater Association of which I am the sec-
retary. We have subseribed to the Federal Register in order to keep
abreast of all of the comments and all of the rules and regulations
that the FCC has prescribed. Unfortunately the issue that this one
sarticular item came out it was never received by me. I was entirely
i the dark on it until the clubs came bounding in with piles of mail
asking what this is all about. ,

I think that one of the prime things that should be done is better
methods of communications between the Federal Communications
Commission and possibly the State organizations; to disseminate in-
formation through to the clubs so that they will have a better and
more thorough understanding of what the Federal Communications
Commission 1s asking them to do. :

I know that this is an unusnal request to make, and I am aware that
it is one that might not be in the best interests to grant, yet 1 feel
that T must make 1t to be fair to the clubs of which I am the secretary.

I think also that there has been quite a lot of comment on duplica-
tion of programing or nonduplication of programing, whichever youn
prefer, lmf()re the committee this morning. I would like to comment
just briefly on that, and that is this: That I know, over gallons of
coffee and some real late hours, that heads of State organizations, es-
pecially in Wyoming and Idaho and Montana, have discussed this
question thoroughly. We have tried to arrive at some conclusions in
our own limited fashion. These conclusions I will admit have not
been comprehensive or complete. Yet we have attempted to solve this
thing in our own way. I would suggest this: That possibly a meet-
ing might be set up between the broadcasters and the boosters, as
such—the booster representatives as such—and something more firm
might come out of this thing. This is merely a suggestion on my
part.

I think the boosters are well aware of a need for the local mother
station. The fact of the matter is that we support the local mother
stations in all respects. We encourage their growth, we would like
to see them become more numerous, and we take this position not
only for ourselves but we also say this, that in regard to the CATV
question we think we have a very vital interest in seeing that regula-
tions are placed on them to do the same thing. I think that—this is
my own personal opinion on this thing; I can’t speak for the Wyo-
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ming Association, of which I am sort of an ex-officio member, if I may
say so—we have got a problem on this thing that needs to be cleared
up. It is one that is hard. I think that I can safely sa t.h‘a.t I think
the same limitations that would be imposed on the CATV system
m]th possibly be imposed on the boosters themselves. .

Just briefly, we have one suggestion that might be applicable. Mr.
Grove said this morning that he would like to see nonduplication.
Mr. Berger, another broadcaster, said that nonduplication as such to
some extent is actually not feasible. We might suggest that possibly
a major and minor network commitment, whereby the boosters would
recognize the major commitment but would be allowed to operate
on minor commitments, might be feasible. This is an area that could
come up for discussion. ; \ Al

Senator McGee. Would you identify for the record your distine-
tion between a major and minor commitment ?

Mr. Beamer. If the station carries to a greater extent CBS pro-
graming, then we would consider that as a major CBS affiliate. And
if another station carried—and by the same token they could carry
minor portions of NBC and ABC programing. Then if another
station

Senator Monroney. Regardless, in other words, of the importance
of the ABC or NBC program, if it was a rare occasion for them to
carry that, it would be regarded as minor?

_Mr. Beamer. Yes; that is correct. I offer this publicly as one solu-
tion to the problem. This is open for discussion.

I think that that is about all the comments that I have at this time.
I would like to thank the committee for allowing me to appear.

We are very glad to see you out here, Senator. Montana feels
that you are her champion in matters of television. Thank you.

(The following letter was subsequently submitted for the record :)

TRI-STATE TV TRANSLATOR ASSOCIATION,
Livingston, Mont., March 7, 1961,
SENATE INTERSTATE AND ForEIGN COMMERCE COMMITTEE,
New Senate Office Building, LA o
Washington, D.C.:

In reference to the hearing on television matters, held by Senator McGee in
Casper, Wyo., February 22, I would be most appreciative if the following
statement would be included as part of the record of this hearing.

For the record, I am James Beamer from Livingston, Mont., and am secretary
of the Tri-State TV Translator Association.

A number of problems vital to the well-being of the translators, has arisen
and all of them seem to demand prompt and immediate action by the Federal
Communications Commission and other interested parties, to prevent a break-
down in service to some, if not all, of the translators in not only Wyoming and
Montana, but throughout the entire West.

In line with our general overall view of the necessity of having local broad-
casting stations develop in our unsettled region of the West, we would like to
offer these comments for the good of the industry. The need for expansion of
the present broadeasting system to supply signals for use by our VHF translators
makes this comment timely and pertinent.

Without equivocation, we believe that the one segment of the auxiliary devices
bringing television into an area, that presently is unregulated, cries to the
heavens for regulation by the FCC. We are now talking about the CATV sys-
tems within the United States and their potential that has already been demon-
strated for destroying local telecasting in our small communities. The need for
regulation, by the Commission, to benefit nonduplication of programing and
consent, as applied to all other radio services, of the originating station for re-
broadeast permission must be made. Congress should supply the aunthority for
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this if necessary, Without these forms of regulation, the CATV system is free
to expand and destroy all small market television stations in our areas.

UHF stations are especially vulnerable to the effect of a CATV system pri-
marily because of the added cost to the individual viewer of the converter neces-
sary to adapt the TV set to receive the signal from the local UHF television
station. We are speaking of UHF stations that are now defunect in Yakima and
Walla Walla, Wash. There have been others in the eastern part of the United
States that you have heard voluminous testimony on, in prior hearings.

There have been VHF TV stations that have closed for the same finanecial
impact reasons. KEven the town the heairng was being held in has had a television
station close for the stated reason of CATV impact. Montana has had two sta-
tions close with one reopened that now presents a very peculiar situation which
will be referred to later on. Butte, Mont., had two stations at one time with one
closed because of financial difficulties and presently the CP has been issued but
never effected because of the lack of ability to determine the future insofar as
CATV competition is concerned. Of the 16 television stations allocations that
have been made in Montana, only 8 are presently in use. We fearfully predict
that unless some form of CATV regulation is effected, most of the remaining
eight TV stations allocations will never be applied for. We are fearful of this
because all eight of the proposed locations have now and will have a CATV
gystem operating within the heart of the market area of each allocation. Most
of these CATV systems now are microwave fed with signals from far outside
the market area of any major Montana city with the associated disastrous
economie effect upon the TV station,

The question of the need for legislative regulation of the CATV industry will
have to be examined in the light of what is best for the viewing public. Within
the television industry, as a whole, there is a division of opinion between the
proponents and the opponents of this legislation. Some of the CATYV industry,
while not partieularly happy at Federal regulations, as such, accept the idea
of regnlations. Within the TV station operators group, there are those who say
they are happy with the CATYV systems and the additional coverage they receive,
while others have been hampered by reduced income, and in some cases, forced
out of business due to the CATV systems. In the West, we state very simply
that the CATV system is not designed, nor can it economiecally serve all of the
people here.

Because of the difference of the opinion within the industry, we then believe it
is necessary to look at John Q. Publie and see if his best interest is served by the
CATYV gystem or by a TV station or if he would be better off to have a regulated
CATYV system plus the television station. Without regulations on the CATV, John
is liable to be faced with the two possible choices. With regulations, he will not
have to make this decision. His decision, I am sure, would be one that he has
available to him now and hope for the best for his neighbor that has something
different. He would not mind, or probably notice, if a nonduplication program
were put into effect, because all of the programs that he wishes to see would
still be available for him. The only difference would be that they would be
coming from the local station instead of far distant stations.

It therefore appears necessary to us for the Congress to decide for John Q.
Publie and not force him to face the unpleasant fact that what benefits him in one
instanee will hurt his neighbor in another.

The peculiarity in Helena, Mont., which was mentioned in the above, has been
established by the operator of the CATV system in Helena purchasing KXLJ-TV
also in Helena. While wearing the eap of the CATV system, this operator in the
past has vigorously denied the need for any regulations upon the CATV system.
Now with the operator wearing the caps of the CATV and a broadeaster, we
find he is putting into effect the very same program upheld by Senator Pastore
in the last session of Congress on 8. 2653, Voluntarily this operator has deleted,
on his CATYV system, the programs that will be used by KXLJ. The anomaly
of the sitnation is that he will do voluntarily, when financial interest demands,
what he professed to claim as destruective of the CATV industry when confronted
with legislation of this type.

We sincerely and urgently ask that this problem be reexamined on a legisla-
grorlmsis for action by the Congress in the best interests of our sparsely settled
States.

Late last year, the Commission invited comments from the major networks in
the United States on their proposed consent of permission for rebroadeast to
television translators. The reason for this invitation was that the Commission
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apparently did not feel the present form of grant was in the public interest and
some question developed as to whether the restrictions the networks insisted
upon would make them liable under the Clayton Act. To my knowledge, there
has been no decision made by the Commission as to the propriety of the networks
position. In case of an adamant position is held by the networks on their re-
strictions we think that Congress might review section 325 of the Broadecast
Act relative to this position of the networks. We do not advocate or necessarily
want an unrestricted use of signals as we would believe this would defeat our
prime hope of seeing more local television stations established, We do believe
there is an area though, that should be subject to examination. At the outset,
let me state that it is not our intention or desire to create economic hardship on
our primary source of television. We do think the public interest would be
more satisfied if two sources of programs can be given, but if the impact wonld
be so great as to destroy the loeal station, then we believe the TV station should
be the one to survive. The impact would therefore have to be examined where
protests of a station to a translator service is entered.

As we understand it, the networks are only going to give permission of re-
broadeast to a translator when it nses the signal of the nearest network afliliate
TV station. This in effect prevents any duplication of programing of a transla-
tor of the local station from a more distant station. We respect this as being
in the public interest.

The difficulty lies in the fact that a number of our single small market stations
have commitments with the use of the programing of all three networks. While
the near station might use more OBS programing and the distant station might
use more NBC programing, nevertheless, the present network commitments
wonld demand a refusal of rebroadeast permission from the more distant sta-
tion. As we find it here, all of our stations now use a varying amount of ABC
programing which would also prevent the translator from gaining rebroadeast
permission. This 3-network commitment by our stations will necessarily mean
then a reduction in the number of translators stations that are in operation
today. We do not believe this is essentially in the public interest.

We feel that some examination might be made of allowing this present rebroad-
east permission to stand and yet relax it somewhat by making it necessary for
the translator to have only the rebroadeast permission of the major network
commitment of the mother station. This would reduce a great portion of the
duplication that would occur between the station and the translator, yet the
nonduplication control by the network, which we believe is necessary, wonld be
retained to that extent.

One thing we want to make crystal clear is that we are not advoeating one
program to be placed on the CATV system and yef a different program to be
placed on the translators. We firmly believe that whatever is good for one will
automatically be good for the other.

The Commission is at present investigating the possibility of establishing an
on-channel UHF booster service in docket number 13294, and we commend the
Commission for its active interest for making television available o our remote
areas. In comments that we have submitted to the Commission, we stafed that
we thought it would be mostly in the public interest, for financial reasons, to
wait until their proposed legislation ecould be obtained.

The Commission, we understand, is going to ask for legislation to be intro-
duced to make it necessary for all television sets built for interstate trade to be
eqnipped to receive either UHF or VHF channels.

Our position is that we support the Commission’s proposed legislation to the
fullest extent possible and urge this committee fo give favorable consideration
when this legislation is placed before them. The immediate advantage financial-
1y to the growing number of UHF television areas wonld not be great, vet over
the period of years it will generate a necessary financial eqnality in home recep-
tion. No longer will the individual viewer in a UHF area be forced to the extra
expense of adapting his television set to receive the UHF signal. With mass
nroduction of the T Vsets, the additional eost should noft be burdensome to the
VHF area receptionist and the great objection by the individnal to UHF will
have been eliminated.

Consternation has been created among the television clnbs upon receipt of
a requirement of the FCC to advertising, in a daily newspaper of general ciren-
lation, the fact the club was making an application for construction permif fo
modify their translator to meet existing FCC standards. It was not until the
clubs had their applications returned with this requirement that they knew of
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its existence. As a matter of fact, this rule was adopted December 12, 1960,
none of the State organizations had any knowledge of its existence, even
though most State organizations subscribed to the Federal Register to keep
abreast of the latest regulations that affect their member clubs.

The State organizations, have in the past, and do so again, offer their services
as the liaison agent between the FCC and the member clubs for rapid dissemina-
tion of information concerning new regulations or changes in existing regula-
tions as authorized by the FCC. We believe this would be a service that would
be rapid and eflicient and with proper explanation by the State organization,
would make the acceptance and application of this directive easier for everyone
concerned.

Although it has not been accepted in the past, we again respectfully submit
it as a solution to a sometimes confused situation. It must be remembered the
greater share of these clubs operating VHF translators are not familiar with
FCC procedures.

Again, we would compliment this committee upon its earnest endeavor to make
television available for everyone.

Respectfully submitted.

JAMES BEAMER.

Senator Monroney. Thank you very much.

I hasten to add that both Senators Mike Mansfield, and Lee Metcal £
sent all of us along out here with their heartfelt blessings because
they realize how closely Montana is attuned on this question. They
were among the early instigators of action in this field of trying to
bring some order out of a rapidly developing new area in communi-
cations.

Now, as we approach the roundup in this hearing, T would like to
ask Commissioner Lee if he has any thoughts that he would like to
leave with us.

Mr. Lee. I don’t think I would care to comment in too much de-
tail. T have been very happy to be here at this meeting. I think
these hearings in the field are very helpful. It is too bad that it is
physically not possible for bureaucracy, as big as it is, to be able to
do more of this. But there are just practical limitations. Certainly
I will be back to the Commission or try to translate the feeling of
urgency and the spirit of the concern that has been expressed here
today. We will certainly try to do everything that we can. We do
have some 3 million licensees. Jim Beamer mentioned that there
ought to be a better way of communicating with people. Again I
think I would say in all frankness, I think maybe that is part of your
problem in that area. For example, the first time I heard about this
advertising with respect to repeaters was last night. I think Mr.
Zapple mentioned it. If there was a channel of some kind so that
some responsible person representing large numbers came in quickly
with a request for an interpretation, I don’t think we would have had
to have had this problem.

I think that T will go back a somewhat wiser man, Senator. I am
very happy to be here,

Senator McGee. We are certainly grateful to you, Commissioner
Lee, for coming all the way out here and for having to get here the
hard way. that is, take a chance on whether there would be any op-
portunity to get into Casper at all. Believe me, it has been a pleas-
ure to have you here and to have my colleague, Senator Moss, here.

We bring into focus now on what has become an open-end program
instead of a finalized 11:30 terminal time, a number of questions that
you summarized best, Mr. Commissioner, by saying that you carry
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back to the Commission the sense of urgency for decisions, for rule-
making, for judgments in these areas where people are really sus-
pended in midair and not able to move in any given direction until
they get a little more guidance from your shop. We are delighted to
know that that may well be forthcoming rather soon.

The questions that have been brought to the floor here and that
will demand careful study include not only that of urgency, but that
of the increasing of the power, for example, on the booster level from
1 watt to X number of watts, depending upon whatever the local
requirements permit or demand, consistent with the overall commu-
nications that the FCC has on a much larger scale. It also likewise
brings into focus once again as we had a year ago on another context,
the question of duplication, the question that is not confined to live
broadecasters and CATYV systems alone but likewise involves the tele-
vision boosters as well.

Again the central drive toward keeping a live local TV and increas-
ing it where possible becomes the important concern of this committee.

The flexibility of the local booster people in maneuvering with new
equipment possibilities, as well as with the geographical location of
their equipment, likewise has been stressed.

The question of publication of notice in newspapers and what news-
papers and by whom I think can be subject to very ready clarifica-
tion now because of the testimony that has come before this committee
in these particular hearings.

Any waivers that may be in order before the new April 1 deadline
will receive consideration. There are local questions of particular
identification that certainly recommend a favorable answer to a peti-
tion of the waiver for April 1 as a deadline.

Finally, the need for some type of coordinated expert technical
advice, whether it be through the FCC, throngh the cooperation of
the booster associations themselves, certainly has been called for.

Finally, the question of a ruling that would permit the boosters,
operating as satellites from a mother station, to reduce the time re-
quired for identification, would certainly lend itself to addition on
the part of the FCC.

These are some of the useful suggestions that have been made.
They are not all-inclusive, but they are indicative of the kind of con-
structive exchange that comes out of a meeting of this type, not in
Washington on a high level, but back home on the ground at the
highest level of all, and that is where the TV viewers themselves are
to be found; for they are the ones around whom the whole question
centers, and to whose benefit every policy projection, every endeavor
on the part of the Commission or the Congress, is to be addressed.

With that, we conclude the sessions of this committee and express
our gratitude to TV station KTWO for making available its time and
its services throughout these morning deliberations.

Thank you and goodbye.

(Whereupon, at 11:47 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.)
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(The following communications were subsequently supplied for the
record:)

VALLEY MoTEL,
Ten Sleep, Wyo.
Hon. Senator McGEE.

Dear SENATOR: We of the Ten Sleep free TV Booster Club will not be able to
send a representative to the hearing at Casper, so will try to explain our posi-
tion in regards to serving our community with TV.

We are boosting KTWO Casper with very good results. And putting TV in
the home of at least 90 percent of our community or the eastern half of Washa-
kie County, population approximately 400,

We have a cable system in our town that has been in operation approximately
3 years and is serving not more than 20 homes and could not serve more than
50 percent of homes due to so much rural area.

Our only problem is in raising necessary money to meet license requirements
of the FCC. More time would be appreciated.

Yours sincerely,
GoLpEN M. ALLRED.
ForresTER AGENCY, LD,
Cortez, Colo., February 23, 1961,
Senator GALE MoGEE,
Senate Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR: I was extremely pleased to read of the hearing you and Sena-
tor Frank E. Moss held Monday concerning television booster operations. I am
the secretary-treasurer of Four Corners TV Club located at Cortez, Colo., and
am always thankful when our legislators take such an active interest in helping
television for our remote areas,

One of the suggestions mentioned in the newspaper article was the concept
of setting up “mother” booster stations so that rebroadeast could be made from
one central point. We, here in the Four Corners area, have already done just
this. We have an extensive booster installation on top of Madden Peak near
Mancos, Colo., which rebroadecasts a signal that is rebroadcast by Dolores, Dove
Creek, and Pleasant View, Colo., and Mexican Hat, Utah. With this relaying
of signals we are able to bring television to approximately 4,000 homes ranging
from the Aztec area of San Juan County, N. Mex,, all the way through and in-
cluding Blanding and Monticello, Utah. We receive our original signal from
KGGM-TV, KOAT-TV, and KOB-TV in Albuquerque, N. Mex. We have
found this system to be very effective, and would be most happy to send any
operators interested a full report on our method of operating these units.

We are also very interested in obtaining an increase in the allowed power
outpnt. If we are forced to operate under present FCC requirements, it will
mean our organization will have to spend an additional $6,000 of our viewers'
funds.

Again, we wish to extend our thanks to you and Senator Moss for your help
with our problems., If we may be of any service to either you or Senator Moss,
please do not hesitate to call on us.

Respectfully,
Four Corxers TV CLUB,
MAcCK FORRESTER,
Secretary-Treasurer.

MaxILA, Uran, February 27, 1961.
Honorable Senator MoGeg, of Wyoming
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

Dear Sexator: We were unable to send a representative to the hearing on
television translator stations held in Casper, Wyo., Wednesday, February 22,
1961, but we desire to comment on our television problems.

First I want to thank you and Senator Moss for the interest and help given
the rural citizens to obtain television. We desire your continued help for one
or two items.
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Some of the national networks apparently have been dilatory in setting up
procedures to grant translator stations permission to use network programs for
the permanent license as required by the Fede «al Communications. To date,
we have been unable to secure this permission from the American Broadcasting
Co. Any help you can give will be appreciated.

The other point that we desire help is an exception to the one-watt output
limitation for translator stations serving remote rural areas. For example, we
have a central television equipment house located on Duteh John Mountain and
direct one set of broadeast antennas southeast to Dutch John located 5 miles
away and a second set of broadeast antennas northwest to Manila, Utah, lo-
cated 20 miles away. At present we split the one-watt television signal and
send part to Manila and part to Dutch John. Under existing rules if we in-
crease the output to one wutt in each antenna direction, we must secure a license
for the Manila direction and one for the Dutch John direction for a total of six
licenses for the three Salt Lake channels which we use. This would require
extra expense of coders and automatic switches which seems unnecessary. At a
later date we may install a third antenna and direct it to the north to serve a
compressor station on the El Paso gasline located about 30 miles away. This
would require another license,

A second example is the installation of the Lyman Television Association lo-
cated on Hickey Mountain about 5 miles northwest of Lone Tree, Wyo., which
is the source of the relaved television signal that we use. In this system broad-
cast antennas are installed in three directions; one north toward Lyman, lo-
cated 18 miles away, one north northeast toward Little America, located 28
miles away, and one south toward Lone Tree, Wyo., and Dutch John, Utah, lo-
cated 47 miles away. Under existing regulations, a license is required for each
direction in order to broadeast with a power of one watt for each antenna
direction.

The existing equipment used in the two examples above includes a Westhury
OV-1 erystal converter and a Westbury high-level amplifier AHP-3. According
to the manufacturers’ data, the maximum voltage on the final amplifier is 10
volts. When using a 75-ohm eable system, the maximum output is 1.33 watts
computed from the formula: watts equal voltage squared, divided by resistance
in ohms.

In conclusion, in remote rural areas it is requested that consideration he given
to increasing the power output enough to allow from 1 to 1.5 watts for each
broadeast antenna direction that is connected to the ecentral equipment and
that one license cover the central equipment and the several broadcast antennas
for each channel.

Very truly yours,
GENE CAMPBELL,
President, Flaming Gorge Community TV.

SHERIDAN, W¥o., February 27, 1961.
Honorable Senator Gare W. McGEE,
U.8. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAR SExATOR McGEE: As seeretary of the Wyoming TV Repeater Association
I wish to make the following points on behalf of this organization.

At the hearings condueted by you in Casper, Wyo., on February 22, testimony
was given by Mr. William C. Grove, of KFBC-TV, and by Mrs. Mildred Ernst,
of KWRB-TV, expressing their concern with the VHEF TV repeater stations
operating in the broadeast area of their stations. 1t was their contention that
withont a nonduplication program these repeater stations were seriously af-
fecting the economy of their stations. We of this organization do not agree
that a nonduplication is a solution to their problems; in fact, when considering
all the factors involved, we contend that the VHF TV repeater stations have
contributed largely to the fact that these local TV broadcast stations have
been able to stay on the air, since by these repeater stations a selection of TV
channels is made available by antenna to the TV viewers in these areas. Without
this choice of programs a great many more viewers would have long since gone
to CATV and thereby be lost completely to the local TV station, unless that
CATYV system earries the local TV broadeast station’s program #s one of their
channels. When this is done the local TV station’s program is shared with
other stations' programs on other channels of equal quality, or in some cases,




DEVELOPMENT OF TV BOOSTERS 169

better quality, which duplicate the local station’s programs. In the case of the
repeater station this is not apt to occur since a TV broadcast station should
certainly be capable of delivering a much superior quality picture to the ™V
viewers than a repeater station that is limited to one watt of power and forced
to use whatever signal is available to them at a common site for both receiving
and transmitting. We, therefore, contend that the TV viewers on antenna will
wateh the local station when a program appears on the local station and a
repeater station at the same time and in fact will continue to leave their TV
set tuned to the loeal station except when favorite program is scheduled on a
repeater station that does not appear on the local station’s schedule. In this
case a nonduplication program would not help the local station but would only
add an increased financial burden to the repeater station that in effect is assisting
the local TV station in staying on the air.

Another point we think should be made at this time is that of the 1-watt
power allowed the TV repeater stations., It was obyviously necessary to limit
the power of these TV repeater stations at some safe level to start this pro-
gram to license VHF TV repeater stations. However, we do not feel that the
subject of a possible increase in power should be closed, but should be left
open to future development, based on individual merits at the time of a license
renewal,

In closing we wish to point out that the television channels are actually prop-
erty of the people and the TV broadeasters are only given permission to use
those channels to serve the people, When a group of people in the fringe area
of a TV broadcast station are denied the use of the signal on that channel to
provide for themselves, on the nonprofit basis, a usable signal by repeater,
we cannot agree that the TV broadeaster has used that channel in the best
interest of the people.

Epwin W. MOYER,
Secretary, Wyoming TV Repeater Association,

[Wyoming State Journal, Dee. 16, 1858]
TRANSLATOR MAY BE BurLt HErgE To Ger TELEVISION PrROGRAMS FroM CASPER

An effort will be made to get a translator built so television programs from
Channel 2 in Casper can be seen in Lander,

It will cost about $1,500 to build and $20 a month for power and repairs,
according to information given to Lander businessmen by a Casper TV official.

The programs would not duplicate those already being seen over channel 10
from Thermopolis inasmuch as the Casper station is affiliated with the ABC
network, whereas channel 10 has CBS programs.

Channel 2 is on the air from 6 :30 in the morning until midnight.

The Casper station will not build translators to expand its coverage, =o it will
be up to residents here to pay for it.

The Casper station said it wounld furnish a man to come out and find a place
to put the translator,

People living in the vicinity of Lander hill can get channel 2 now, so it's
possible a translator might go there. However, that matter is one the technical
person will probably decide.

The translator’s programs can be seen about 8 miles away from the translator,
in all directions, according to Bob Berger, of channel 2 in Casper. In some
cases, the programs can be picked up beyond that distance.

Frank Hicks, publisher of the Buiffalo Bulletin, said Buffalo residents had
a translator put in just about 6 months ago.

Hicks said that they had some trouble with it at first and didn’t get too good a
picture but now reception is fine,
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U.S. SENATE,
February 24, 1961.
Hon. Joux O. PASTORE,
Chairman, Communications Subcommitice, Senate Commerce Commitiee,
New Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DeEAR SENATOR Pastore: The decision of the Communications Subcommittee
of the Senate Commerce Committee to hold hearings in Casper and Salt Lake
City to take testimony on the efforts of the FCC to license boosters under recent
legislation was deeply appreciated. The citizens of the many small communi-
ties of the West who have been struggling with the problem of obtaining ade-
quate television reception for several years were pleased with this further evi-
dence of the subcommittee’s continuing concern for the orderly development of a
television system for all the people.

It was particularly gratifying that in response to our invitation the hearing
in Casper was attended by FCC Commissioner Robert E. Lee. It is my hope
and expectation that through Commissioner Lee's presence the Commission will
have gained a more intimate knowledge of the special problems in our area and
I shall be watching closely to see whether those problems which were discussed
at Casper are taken up and acted upon by the Commission in a timely fashion.

The record of this hearing certainly demonstrates that delays in the issuing
of construction permits for local boosters are both costly and, to an extent, un-
necessary. 1 should like to enumerate briefly some of the problems which were
spelled out in the testimony of the various witnesses during this hearing.

1. The current FCC regulations require that notice of application for a con-
struction permit shall be ecarried in the local daily newspaper or, in case there
is no local daily newspaper, in the daily newspaper which has the largest local
circulation, Many of the communities in Wyoming which are most interested
in the construction of a booster are too small to have a daily newspaper and
it seems unnecessarily burdensome to require local sponsors to make a count to
find out which paper reaches the most homes in the community. It would seem
that this requirement might well be simplified so that adequate notice could be
obtained through the use of weekly newspapers, posted bulletins or other means.

2. Present FCC regulations may not take adequate account of the need for
experimentation with different types of equipment and with different rebroadcast-
ing locations to enable the local community to enjoy signals of the best avail-
able quality. One of the complaints most frequently voiced was that present
regulations do not permit the construction of rebroadeasting facilities with enough
power to reach the whole community.

3. The testimony indicates a desire on the part of local booster operators
who are earnestly desirous of acting in conformity with FCC regulations for
more efficient contact with the Commission. In this area of concern several
suggestions were advanced: That more PCC representatives with the technical
knowledge to aid local operators in such technical work as completing applica-
tions and selecting suitable equipment be assigned to this work, that simplified
forms be made available so that local operators who are not professional engi-
neers may be aided in completing the necessary paperwork, that applications,
once made, be processed more quickly by the Commission and that the April
deadline for construction permits be extended.

4, Another problem was raised upon which we have taken testimony before.
This was the duplication of the signals of loeal broadeasting stations by boosters
bringing in signals from more distant stations.

This is not an exhaunstive list of all the items which were raised and dis-
cussed in the course of the hearings, but it will suffice to indicate the range,
depth, and usefulness of the testimony which was taken.

1 eannot close this report without noting the great strides which have been
made in the development of efficient and economical equipment since the passage
of our legislation. It is obvious both that these strides could have been made
vears ago had the Commission seen fit to act at that time, and that technical
change in the direction of even greater efficiency and economy will take place
in the near future.

The citizens of many areas in Wyoming and the mountainous West owe to
the continuing interest of this subcommittee under your farsighted leadership
the fact that they have television today. The record of these hearings will
maintain and further the very fine relationship which has grown up between
these citizens and our subcommittee.

Sincerely.
- GALE W. McGEeE, U.8. Senator.
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