 ten ch

entirety of their programming from a single source is a pernicious inv

o -, tween STV stations and CATV operators (paragraph 309 of the “Report”). The

. -‘requires Cangresswn on, ' : ' :

< .The awarding of xcluslve francl’nse rlgh S to commercml 81 ons fo1 tho ;

;development of STV, the precursor of a national system of public pay: ment.elec-

 tronie communications, would constltute a shocking give-away of our pubh( L

domain to private 1nterests wh1ch have proven to be virtually unregulatable

i Pre-emption as an Bwil: Granting the pubhc interest in reserving four full-time

G channels per market for “free” programming (advertiser: sponsored), does not’- S
~ follow that STV should be authorized for only one channel in five; six,

Vel or-
hannel markets, thus unnecessarlly creatmg a monopoly situation. A more S
~ reasonable rule would authorize STV service on any number: of active or inactive
j cha nels:’ er market provided it did not reduce: the numher of “free” channels :
& four, or exceed the total number of free channels, S
e phoning as an HKvil: Granted the wisdom: of reg Vmg a mmlmum of foul" '
full-time “free” stations in each area, the imposi ion of further direct FCC
controls. over STV programmmg'for the purpose of controlling competition be-
tween pubhc-payment and ‘advertiser-payment systems violates bas1c Amemcan ,
pr1nc1ples of free press and free competition.. - ..~ :
FOC Consideration of Broadcaster Proﬁtabmty Throughout the Report, e
assumption is. clearly made that commercial licensees are entitled, as a- matter
- of right, to freedom from the possible compet1t1v L@ ects of STV on their prof
~bility. This doctrine has no sanction in law or in the free market -place, I
it commercial licensees were to: pay. franchise taxes for the ‘use of a pu
domam, profit protection has no plaee in public policy. - :
. Mingmum Free Time per STV Channel ‘Granted the reservation of a mlm
: ,of four full-time “free” stations per area, the requirement that-an STV &
‘must find advertiser sponsorship, or pay for sustaining time to meet minimuim
“free” time reguirements of commercial ‘stations, is irrelevant, unec ymic, and\
. an - unworkable intermixture of. two 1nwmpat1ble forms of broadeasting.. A
" broadeast channel divided against itself cannot function in.the public inte
Block- boolcmg The sanction, on request, of STV’s contracts to procur

- to. suppliers  of: programs and techmcal systems to constram bloek ]
L (73.642: (e)(3)).. Tl , : . :
STV on cable or CAT] ¢ e
~of STV by CATV systems onan optional- -to-

the far- reachmg future;fpotentlals of :eable
~ample time and fact-finding ‘opportunity to study the potent'\l of :
whose ultimate revenues will surpass all: present broadcastmg rev:
times and exceed those of A T. & T. - e ' U e
L CATYV loophole Assuming the prudence of delaying STV carrmge, there S 10

- justification for exceptional. treatment of private agreements for carriage be-

effect of such agreements would be to aid and abet the common ownershrp of

- CATV and broadcast stations and give improper commeraal advantage to su<h =

combines, which ADA opposes as a matter of principle. o
; FCC. direct resporsibility for rates and terms to the pu bllc A broadca,st llcenw e
" is a franchise for use of a public domain for private gain. While broadcast ad-
vertising rates are restrained by inter-media competrtlon (print, mail di
radio, TV, ete.), there will be no effective competitive restraint over 8 \ :
‘There Would be no restraint whatsoever under, the Committee’s prr)posal fm '
“single STV station market monopolies, For this reason alone, eommon carnet
utility regulation is essential to the publie ‘interest. . :
Common ownership and control of technical systems - (md pragmm .sources e
Wlth diversified, highly competitive program sources avallable, there is no. .~
justification for permitting, even on an exception: basis, restrictive agreement\'
between systems operators: and program sources. ADA has already affirmed its
conviction .that. STV ‘stations should be operated a8 common carriers, assured -
 fair return on capital, and regulated to ensure: carriage to all program and -
services suppliers at uniform, regulated rates and terms. Moreover, the precedent‘ :

.. of technical system control over programmmg will have unfortunate consequences.

when ‘cable carriage of STV is: authorized, since: preprietarv and: patented tech-
nical systems are not required for control of cable.services. £
Non-uniform technical systems‘ The proposal that a multlphmty of techmuxl’
systems be authorized for various markets can readily lend itself to use as an -
1nstrument for furthering the growth and concentratmn of -station cham system~



