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“basis. 1f we were to hazard a gu d be that 10% to 20% would be

~ optimistic for the near future.: 1f this is correct, it would appear likely

- that the'most,interést,in STVfwou1d~bekfodused on .the largest markets where
the potentialkfor more subscribers lies.. Our‘rule,btherefOre,kshould‘hét~‘
seriously impair the development of STV since it would permit it in those
markets. = ' : G e e e

ess; it woul

150, We do not adopt the,suggestion that the point at issue be . -
handled on an ad hoc basis. This would involve separate nearings, and the
results, in our opinion, would not:be commensurate with the cost, time, and. .
effort?expended»thereon.?*A~ru1e onithis»subjectgischear‘andujutomatic in its .
“application. 'Itxéppear§~to be the better way to handle the matter. .. . S
o ‘151.i‘Finally, we note the suggestion of the Joint Committee that .
Learings be held-on applicaCions‘requestingian;hbnization“:o engagejin~STV N
operations in the top 100 markets:. The~Joint’Cgmmittee‘main;ains'that the
‘important factor common to both STV.and to CATV :proposing €O extend television
signalé beyond the Grade B contours.of stations 1 f,the]top'l00~markets;"
is;that’bf;thé introduction of programming not otherwise available to free TV
in the market. The principal concern of the Commission in- the CATV and the ;
STV proceedings, it states, has been-over the impact. on free TV. Since hearings.
are required by rule in CATV for the top 100 markets, they should also be re-
quired when STV attempts to enter those markets.. The.point'is*lackiﬁg in merit.

. ls2. In the Second Report and Order in Docket Nos, 14895, 15233, and .
ule which requires hearings

15971, we diécussedpih*detail the reasons for the.T :
for thetop 100 markets, 38/ and we shall»notﬁrepeat:that discussion here.
Suffice it to'Sayfthat'STViand;GATV~involve different-conSiderations—»of which
. wé'shall‘mentiqn‘only a few-=that glearlyfindicate,that;the concern_that led us

' to the conclusion that CATV ‘hearings should be held does’ pot  exist here. Thuss

(1) in the case of CATV. systems entering the top 100 markets, we were concerned
with the fact thatCATV stands ‘outside the program distriﬁﬁ;ion prdqess'through,
which UHF stations have to obtain their programs. in the case of STV,,théfe,is;
no ‘such element of unfairness since the STV -operator would be in a program pro-

" curement position similar to that of the UHE free ™V opérato:./»(2):Inﬁthe,case ‘
“of CATV, audience diversion from the UHF 'station could be large. In- the case
of STV, it would, as we have said,~probab1y~be small, In :his‘conngcciongfwe
~jnotéﬁthat'CATV sysﬁemachavevmultiple/channels and. thus a single CATV system is

' 1tiple competition for local statiOns,nwhereas,here weaaregpef?_‘

: mitcing,only~oné'STV,operation in.a market. :(3) STV can broadcast over: a UHF
“gtations 1f s0; it is bécausettheglicensee thereof -believes that it will help
,his;étatidn,'not]harmnitg‘,Ln fact, one of the principal arguments of propo-.

nents of STV is that it will aid UHF, not damage it. These few observations
should make cleatr the reasons whywe reject the Joint Committee's;proposalh

38/ 2 F.C.C. 74 725, 169-184.




