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As eventg developed, hchVer,/trialjoperatiuns'wére“n:c'cdhducted:uhder the
Provisions of 'tha First Report, but under ‘those bf’the'Thi:d,Report instead,
Two fundamentalldifferencés exist between thésefrePbrfsﬁ Undér‘the,fOrmer3
more than one STV system could have operated within any one market,. and ‘an
STV system could have been’ tried in up‘thhree'markets}“'Under‘the'iatter,
only one STV system could operate within g single market (although more
: 1 the ‘could engage'ih'STV'Qpéfations’USing that
i ) D@ et. . This fact may
have: resulted in‘our'obtaining less information”aboyt the area’ of monopoly
' Wi ; ned, However, at-thé'time,~0ther‘con@’ .
siderationg militated “in" the direction of adOpting'the‘reviSed~pfoVisiohs of
the Third Report, In"any event, it may be seen that our- e
quoted paragraphs had to do with the matcers. specified in

188, Proponents of STV commeﬁting‘on;thﬁse‘mattersfgenerally ok
] \ > at least at the outset, As ap example,
the views of Zenith and Teco»are'stated~in,theirfpwn words: : i S

stations or to the: public, or both,

"In our opinion, a holder of a subseription television frap-
chise in eithey a single market or in several markets should .
not be prohibited‘frcm;engaging in the Procurement and suﬁply,
: bfkprograms to televisibn'stations for subscription use, so
long as the subécription~teleVisibn station'is free to use
the franchisefholderfs system, whether or not it uses the
programs supplied by the ‘franchise holder, Indeed,,in many o
cases the subscriptisn televisibn,stétion and  the franchise

.-holder may be the same party, This, as the Commission knows,

is true of RKO in Rartford. Thig may also océur in ‘the case
0f~two'Phonevision franchise options which have been granted
to Field Communications in Chicago and Kaisa

Los Angeles, ‘ '




