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was required to take jurisdiction; even without Congressional guid-
ance. - It is clear, hOWever that there is absolutely no such pfubllc
~ demand or pressure evident in the case of pay television. .

22 It can hardly be contended that the public has. been be-
seiging the Commission with demands that a permanent pay tele-
‘vision system be established To the contrary, in California as
the Commission is aware; the public voted down by a decisive mar-
gin the institution of a wired pay television system in the only pub-

- - lic referendum ever held on this question And it is significant that

only one test of a pay television system pursuant to the First and
Third Reports has been conducted It is at’ least reasonable to as-

: 'sume that if a real demand for such a service were evident it would
be reflected in requests by numerous prospective pay TV proponents
for authority to conduct experimental operations

23. Nor has it been demonstrated even that the public of Hart— :
ford has demanded the service. Although RKO artificially limited :
the Hartford test to 5,000 subscribers and alleged that there is.a ‘
"backlog" of demand nevertheless neither RKO nor ‘any other pro-
e ponent of pay television has indicated the extent of such a demand
: :f,er has demonstrated the existence of public clamor for a pay tele-
i vision system The information supplied by Telemeter concerning
its Canadian experiments corroborates the fact that far from de-
manding a pay television service the residents of Etobicoke and
' Mimico actually refected it. In these communities, the number of
- wired, pay television subscribers actually declined more than 50%
during the five- -year test from an initial high of 5, 500 to 2,500, even
- after Telemeter expanded its pOtentzal se'rvzce area from 12 000 to
14,000 (see Telemeter Comments, pp. 7-9). There were, no doubt
‘many reasons for the decline in demand for the Telemeter service.



