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~ or modified at any tlme upon notlce and ‘heari'ng .(id.'k -
© at 321-322). :
The court of appeals afﬁrmed the Conumssmn s
decision on March 8, 1962 (Pet. ApPD- 1-7). It did
“not accept the contention of petltloners that the Com-
mission lacks statutory power to authorize 2 system
which requires the direct payment t of fees from the ”
pubhc ‘The court found that the Clommission Was
given a «proad grant of power’’ by Congress, subject
to limitations not pe1tment here, to issue a license to
any applicant if the’ pubhc mterest would e served
471 US.C. 307 (a)), and that Congress had specifically
 commanded the Cormmssmn in Section 303(g) of the
Communications Act to “study mew uses for radio,
- provide for expernnental uses of frequencles, and
| generally encourage the larger and more effective use
~ of radio In the pubhe mterest (Pet App. 5-6)- ‘The
court held that the plain. 1anguage of the statute thus
makes clear that Congress plaeed an affirmative duty
" on the Commission to ezxpenment with and develop the
most ‘desir -able deployment and ut ilization of the na-
~ tion’s commumoatlons facilities” (Pet. App. 6).
Fmdmg that the dlstmgmehmg char actenstlc of thef |
' kauthomzatlon in this case was its trial nature, the
court of appeals also 1e1ected the contentmn that the
' ‘predlcted dangers of a trial of subseription television
vendered such 2 trial eontrary to the pubh( interest
- (Pet. App. 6-7)- It noted that every license for fu-
ture operation necessarily. involves ‘some pledlctmns..

as to an uncertain future, and found reasonable the |
Commission’s determmatlon that ‘‘the pubhc beneﬁts
‘antlclpa_ted by the Commission Warrant the I‘ISkS of




