(1) Instead of perm1ttmg the trial of a partlculer subscrlptmna e

 television system in up to three markets, it permltted a system te;»_;:. .

- betried in only one market.
~ (2) Only one system could be tried in a smole market s
~ (8) Whereas the first report had left open the question of
" whether any receiving equipment might be sold to participating
“members of the public, the third report announced that the public
~ should not be called upon to buy equipment for trial operations
~ that was not needed for the reception of “free” broadeasts.
The House Interstate and Foreign Commerce Comm1ttee then

: ,-adOpted another resolution, stating that its February 6, 1958, ;‘
“resolution should not preclude subscrlptlon telev1310n trlal opera- e

h tions as contemplated by the third report.

~On March 26, 1959, on the floor of the House, ‘”,=5':~‘~,ha1rma)n Harris

summarlzed the reasons for the committee resolution. He stated that i

- it would be unwise to prevent trial o (f)eratlons of subscription tele-
~vision as long as they were conducted so as to preclude the virtual
establishment, of a new service, and as long as they d1d not mvolvej

- financial risk for subscribers.

‘ telewsion as a permanent service.

- licensee of UHF station WHCT, Hartford, Conn.; to engage 1

He emphasnzed that promotere of SlleGI’lpthIl telewsmn were

on notice that the Congress reserved the right to determine whether

- to enact legislation to amend the Communications Act to em‘{ewer the
~ Commission to grant, and to prescribe the conditions under Whlchj

- the Commission would have the power to grant, authorization | :
. tended or permanent operations. He further emphasmed
' Under no circumstances could the sction of the Federal Col

: Commlssion and the action of the ‘Committee on Interstate and For gnf
Commerce be construed as placmg a stamp of approval on subscription :

. After 5 days of hearings before the Comm1ssmn, the ﬁrst appllc‘ f1on e
ﬁled under he terms of the third report was granted. It authorized

RKO General Phonevision Co. (a subsidiary of RKO General,

e year trial operatlon of subscrlptlon telev1s1cn over WHCT.
 The Commission’s grant 'of this authorization was challenged in the
- US. Court of Appeals which upheld the Commission’s jurisdiction
~ and authority to order such trial operations (Conmectiout Committee
- Against Pay TV v. FOO' 3®1F 2d 835 (CADC 1958)
,371 US. 816 (1962)).. g

Lert demed,. o

. 'The Hartford trial o eratron commenced on June 29, 1962 On’ 1
f May 21, 1965, the authorization was extended for a. emod of 3 years
or untll such earlier tlme as the Commlssmn m1g t termlna,te the e

: ‘rulemakmg proceeding. :
: (f, two other app! 1eat10ns for authomzatmn were. filed ne

denied because it did not meet the conditions of the third report. ’ A
~ other was granted but the operation never commenced and *he eu~'7 :
;thomzatlon was relinquished on May 1, 1964. ’

In March 1965, Zenith and Teco, which supphed the equlpment
used in the Hartford trial operation, filed a joint pet1t1on requesting

' authomzatlon of natmnmde subscrlptmn teleV131on The pleadmg ke




