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: /limlted to one: system per. market and one. market per system (Third Re-
port, par. 8, 16 R.R. at 1540b). ‘The Commtssmn also reafﬁrmed its de-
cision in the First Report that when "sufﬁclent and meaningfu " data be-,\
came avallable, it would hold pubhc hearings to decide whether pay.
television should be permanently authomzed (See First Report par
92, 16 R.R. 1533) The Commlssmn, m 11m1t1ng the nature and scope
of the proposed test operatxons was explic1t1y recogmzing the obvious
~ danger inherent in -allowing' extenswe tr1a1 operations The Commls- g
sion clearly 1nd1cated that the hmitatmns were 1mposed prec1se1y to
forestall the poss1bility that trxals would be ''so extenswe as to COnStl-
tute the v1rtua1 estabhshment of a servme about whxch fmal deciswns ,
ona number of 1mportant pomts must be reserved until later " (F1rst |
‘Report, par. 63 16 R.R. at 1524) More partmularly, the Commissron
‘in its First, Second and Third Reports has con31stent1y stressed the ;
need for suff1c1ent and meamngful data on the many questmns which it
must decide.

The Instant Proceediﬂg

On March 24, 1966 the Comm1ssmn mstituted the mstant Further
Notice of Proposed Rule Making in which, the Joint Committee submxts N
the Commlssmn abandoned its heretofore careful approach to the ques- .

tions at issue. Thus, the Commission in the. instant Nottce made a pre-
liminary determination that."it appears, that it may well be in the public

" interest to authorize such. operations on a,perrn_anent nation-wxde basis' .
(Further Notice, par. 10), and then Sh1fted the’ern'phasis of the proceed-.
ing away from what the Commission had prevmusly 1nd1cated the next
step in the procedure would be (¢.e., public hearings in Which the results
-~ of the Hartford test could be analyzed) 6 The Further Not1ce, instead,
placed the emphams of the proceedmg not upon whethe'r’ a permanent
nationwide Pay-TV system should be estabhshed but upon the speciﬁc

6 gee First Report, 16 R.R. at 1533.




