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Television for the 

New Orleans Market 
(A statement of policy and an expression of thanks) 

WWL thanks BROADCASTING & TELECASTING for their kind 
comment on our plans in their editorial of January 21, 1952. 

New Orleans, a city of 600,000, is like other large communities. There 
is an urgent need for additional television service -to give the audi- 
ence a choice of programs and the advertisers a choice of stations. 

WWL believes that additional stations should be established as soon 
as possible with a minimum of bickering and few, if any, hearings. 

WWL filed a television application with the FCC on March 3, 1948, 
and on February 17, 1950, tendered an amendment to specify 
Channel 4. 

WWL will adhere to its request for Channel 4. WWL will file no last - 
minute amendments and will not try to outguess any other applicant. 

WWL believes that in this manner the expansion of television ser- 
vice to the people can be hastened. 

50,000 WATTS WW CLEAR CHANNEL 

NEW ORLEANS 
CBS Radio Affiliate 

A DEPARTMENT OF LOYOLA UNIVERSITY REPRESENTED NATIONALLY BY THE KATZ AGENCY 
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FCC 52 -294 
Before the 74219 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 
Washington 25, D. C. 

In the Matters of 
Amendment of Section 3.606 of the Commission's Rules and 
Regulations 
Amendment of the Commission's Rules, Regulations and 
Engineering Standards Concerning the Television Broadcast 
Service. 
Utilization of Frequencies in the Band 470 to 890 Mcs. for 
Television Broadcasting. 

Docket Nos. 8736 and 8975 

Docket No. 9175 

Docket No. 8976 

SIXTH REPORT AND ORDER 
By the Commission (Commissioner Bartley not participating; Commissioner Webster con- 

curring; Commissioner Hennock concurring in part and dissenting in part; and Commis- 
sioner Jones dissenting.) 
Adopted: April 11, 1952. 
Released: April 14, 1952. 

THE PROCEEDINGS 
1. These proceedings were insti- 

tuted on May 6, 1948, by a "Notice 
of Proposed Rule Making" (FCC 
48 -1569) designed to amend the 
Table of television channel assign- 
ments for the United States, set 
out in Section 3.606 of the Rules and 
Regulations of this Commission. 
During the hearing held by the 
Commission pursuant to this No- 
tice, evidence was introduced which 
indicated the necessity for a re- 
vision of the Commission's Rules, 
Regulations and Standards with re- 
spect to the technical phases of the 
television broadcast service. 

2. On September 30, 1948, the 
Commission issued a Report and 
Order (FCC 48- 2182), commonly re- 
ferred to as the "freeze order ". 
In general, this Order provided that 
no new or pending applications for 
the construction of new television 
broadcast stations would be acted 
upon by the Commission; and that 
new and pending applications for 
modification of existing authori- 
zations would be considered on a 
case -to -ease basis with action 
thereon depending on the extent to 
which the requested modification 
affected the issues in the television 
proceeding. In adopting the "freeze 
order ", the Commission pointed out 
that a national television assign- 
ment plan and the Commission's 
Rules, Regulations and Standards 
must be based upon, and must re- 
flect, the best available engineering 
information. It was noted that the 
Commission could not continue to 
make assignments under the ex- 
isting Table since the evidence pre- 
sented at the hearing raised serious 
questions concerning the validity of 
the bases upon which the Table 
was constructed. The Commission 
noted that the granting of addi- 
tional television authorizations 
would make more difficult any re- 
visions in the Table made neces- 
sary by subsequent changes in the 
Rules and Standards. 

3. The current phase of the tele- 
vision proceeding was initiated on 
July 11, 1949, by the issuance 
of the Commission's "Notice of 
Further Proposed Rule Making" 
(FCC 49 -948). Attached to this 
Notice were four appendices: Ap- 
pendix A set forth the Commis- 
sion's proposals to amend its tele- 
vision Rules, Regulations and Engi- 
neering Standards: Appendix B set 
forth the methods and assumptions 
uoon which the Commission's fig- 
ures and values specified in Appen- 

dix A were based; Appendix C con- 
tained the Commission's proposed 
revision of its Table of television 
channel assignments throughout the 
United States and the Territories; 
and Appendix D contained illustra- 
tive assignments for Canada, Mex- 
ico and Cuba indicating the manner 
in which it might be necessary to 
take into account the use of chan- 
nels by these countries. 

4. In September 1949, the Com- 
mission began its hearings on the 
color television issues in this pro- 
ceeding and its First and Second 
Color Reports were issued on Sep- 
tember 1, 1950 and October 11, 
1950, respectively (FCC 50 -1064 and 
FCC 60- 1224). 

5. Subsequently, on October 16, 
1960, the Commission began hear- 
ing the testimony of interested par- 
ties who had filed comments con- 
cerning the general issues set forth 
in Appendices A and B of the No- 
tice of July 11, 1949. These ex- 
tensive hearings continued until 
January 31, 1961, when the Com- 
mission recessed in order to study 
the record and determine whether 
it should proceed with the hearings 
on Appendices C and D in the light 
of the evidence adduced on the 
general issues. 

6. On March 22, 1951, the Com- 
mission issued its "Third Notice 
of Further Proposed Rule Making" 
(FCC 51-244).' In Appendices A 
and B of the Third Notice, the Com- 
mission set forth its conclusions 
based on the hearing record devel- 
oped with respect to the general 
issues. The Commission at the 
same time afforded interested par- 
ties the opportunity to object to 
the conclusions in Appendices A 
and B by filing statements of ob- 
jections. 

7. Appendices C and D of the 
Third Notice contained a new pro- 
posed Table of television channel 
assignments for the United States 
and the Territories and new illu- 
strative assignments for Canada 
and Mexico. Pursuant to para- 
graph 12 of this Notice, parties 
were permitted to file comments 
and oppositions to such comments 
as might be filed by other persons 
with respect to the proposals in 
Appendices C and D. 

8. On June 21, 1951, the Com- 
mission issued its "Third Report" 
(FCC 61 -640) in the above entitled 
proceedings. In this Report, the 

Hereinafter referred to as the "Third 
Notice." 

Commission decided that it could 
not, at that time, take action to 
effect a partial lifting of the 
"freeze." On July 12, 1951, the 
Commission issued its "Fourth Re- 
port and Order" (FCC 51 -693) 
which allocated to television broad- 
casting the frequency band 470 -500 
Mcs. On July 25, 1961, the Com- 
mission adopted its "Fifth Report 
and Order" (FCC 51 -752) amend- 
ing its "freeze order" to permit 
consideration on a case -to -case 
basis of applications by existing li- 
censees and permittees for special 
temporary authority to increase 
power within certain defined limits. 

9. On July 25, 1951, the Commis- 
sion issued an Order (FCC 51 -739) 
cancelling the oral hearings which 
were scheduled to take place pur- 
suant to the Third Notice. ' This 
Order provided all parties with an 
opportunity to file sworn state- 
ments or exhibits fully setting out 
their position in support of the 
pleadings they had filed. In addi- 
tion, parties were permitted to sub- 
mit sworn statements or exhibits 
directed against statements or ex- 
hibits offered by other parties and 
to file briefs with respect to any 
matter of fact or law raised by the 
evidence. The Commission also 
provided for oral presentations in 
addition to the submission of sworn 
statements or exhibits with respect 
to any issue which in the Commis- 
sion's judgment could not be satis- 
factorily considered and disposed of 
without oral presentation. 

10. The Order of July 25, 1951, 
also provided: 

"In view of the fact that the 
issues raised by Appendices A 
and B of the Third Notice of 
Further Proposed Rule Making 
(FCC 51 -244) are interrelated 
with those raised by the issues 
to be determined in the remain- 
ing portion of these proceedings, 
and in order to permit parties 
to make a full presentation of 
their cases, the Commission has 
decided not to finalize Appen- 
dices A and B at this time. How- 
ever, sworn statements or ex- 
hibits filed pursuant to para- 
graph 5 above must be consist- 
ent with Appendices A and B, 
with the following express ex- 
ception: If a comment or op- 

, The procedural steps leading to the 
cancellation of the oral hearings are 
described in the Order of July 25, 1951 
(FCC 51 -739). 

position with respect to Appen- 
dices C and D of the Third No- 
tice deviates from Appendices 
A and B, a sworn statement or 
exhibit inconsistent with Ap- 
pendices A and B may be filed 
pursuant to paragraph 5 above 
if such statement or exhibit is 
inconsistent with Appendices A 
and B only to the extent that 
the comment or opposition is 
inconsistent with Appendices 
A and B." 

11. Upon consideration of the en- 
tire record in this proceeding, the 
Commission is now in a position to 
issue a final Report with respect to 
the matters covered by Appendices 
A, B, C, and D of the Third Notice. 

GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS 
SUPPORTING THE ADOPTION 
OF A TABLE OF ASSIGNMENTS 

FOR THE TELEVISION 
SERVICE 

12. Toward the close of the War 
in 1945, when it appeared that the 
emergence of television as a 
regular broadcasting service was 
imminent, the Commission con- 
ducted a rule making proceeding 
(Docket 6780) resulting in the 
adoption of the existing television 
Rules and Standards, including the 
present Table of Assignments.' 
This earlier Table which employs 
VHF frequencies only, has served 
as a framework for the growth 
thus far of the television service. 
It has been urged in this proceed- 
ing that as a matter of policy ' we 
should abandon the concept of a 
nationwide table of channel assign- 
ments and permit applicants from 
any community to apply for the 
use of any channels provided cer- 
tain general engineering criteria 
were met. Upon careful considera- 
tion of the record in this proceeding 
we are convinced that the public 
interest requires our continued ad- 
herence to the concept of a table 
of channel assignments as the most 
effective method for assuring a 
fair distribution of television serv- 
ice throughout this country. 

*In FM also the Commission decided 
that the optimum distribution of sta- 
tions could best be accomplished by a 
Table of Assignments. 

The Commission has already deter- 
mined in its Memorandum Opinion of 
July 13, 1951 (FCC 51 -709) that it has 
legal authority to prescribe such a 
Table of Assignments' as part of its 
Rules. 
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18. The Communications Act of 
1 34, among other things, estab- 
1 hes as a responsibility of the 

mmission the "making avail - 
a le to all people of the United 

tes, an efficient, 'nationwide, 
dio service," (Section 1), and 

tie effectuation of the distribution 
o radio facilities in such a manner 
t at the result is fair, efficient and 
e uitable and otherwise in the pub - 
l' interest from the standpoint of 
t e listening and viewing public of 
t e United States (Sections 303 and 
3 7b). Our conclusion that these 
s andards can best be achieved by 
the adoption of a Table of Assign - 
nlents is based upon three com- 
p lling considerations: A Table of 
Assignments makes for the most 
e cient technical use of the rela- 
ti ely limited number of channels 
a ailable for the television service. 
I protects the interests of the 
p blic residing in smaller cities and 

ral areas more adequately than 
a y other system for distribution 
o service and affords the most ef- 
f = tive mechanism for providing 
f , non- commercial educational 
to evision. It permits the elimina- 
ti n of certain procedural disad- 

ntages in connection with the 
p ceasing of applications which 
w uld otherwise unduly delay the 
o rail availability of television to 
th people. Each of these factors 
is discussed below. 

4. One of the principal reasons 
'fo an engineered Table of Assign - 
m nts incorporated into our Rules 
is that it permits a substantially 
m re efficient use of the available 
sp strum. It is clear that, mathe- 
m tically, once a fixed station 
se aration has been agreed upon, 
th maximum number of stations 
w ich can be accommodated on any 
gi en channel becomes fixed. In 
pr ctice this theoretical maximum 
cannot be achieved since the loca- 
tion of cities capable of supporting 
such stations will not follow any 
such regular pattern of location. 
B an Assignment Table drawn 
up n an examination of the country 
as a whole can confidently be ex- 
pe ted to more closely approximate 
th mathematical optimum, than 
wo Id assignments of stations 
based upon the fortuitous deter - 
mi ations of individual applicants 
int rested solely in the coverage 
possibilities in a particular com- p pity irrespective of the effect of 
su h assignments on the possibility 
of making assignments in other 
co munities. We are convinced 
thst only through an engineered 
Tale of Assignments can areas 
re-iving no service or inadequate 
se ice be kept to a minimum. 

5. In our opinion there is an 
eq ally significant reason why a 
Ta 'le of Assignments should be 
est blished in our Rules. For while 
th record in this proceeding dem- 
on rates that the desire for broad - 
cas ing service from local stations, 
re sting local needs and interests 
is widespread, experience has 
sh that many of the communi- 
tie which cannot now support 
tel vision stations but would even - 
tua ly be able to do so, will in the 
abs nce of a fixed reservation of 
channels for their use, find that 
avalable frequencies have been 
pre mpted. The same is true with 
res ect to the establishment of 
an significant number of non- 
co ercial educational stations. 
Pag 

It might, of course, be possible to 
achieve these results by allocating 
a large block of frequencies for 
these smaller cities and non -com- 
mercial educational television with- 
out specifying the assignment loca- 
tion of particular channels. But 
we are convinced that this could 
only be done at the expense of un- 
necessarily reducing the total num- 
ber of channels available to meet 
other television needs. 

16. A further consideration com- 
pels us to adopt the Table. When 
we resume the processing of ap- 
plications for television stations, 
we expect to have on file an ex- 
ceedingly large number of applica- 
tions. We find that in the absence 
of a fixed Assignment Table it 
would be unduly complex -and per- 
haps impossible -to decide all con- 
flicting demands among communi- 
ties in individual licensing proceed- 
ings. Once it is recognized that 
these conflicting demands are in- 
terrelated, it becomes apparent that 
they can most satisfactorily be 
decided in one hearing. Moreover, 
a question is raised in view of the 
decision of the Supreme Court in 
Ashbacker Radio Corp. v. Federal 
Communications Commission, 326 
U. S. 327, whether it would not be 
necessary as a matter of law to 
decide all these cases in one or 
several very large proceedings. 
Accordingly, we find that the de- 
termination of the questions relat- 
ing to the equitable distribution of 
facilities among the cities and 
states in one rule making proceed- 
ing such as we have here conducted 
was conducive to the best dispatch 
of our business, satisfied the ends 
of justice and was required in the 
public interest. 

1'7. It is contended that the 
establishment of a Table of Assign- 
ments such as has been adopted 
herein does not provide sufficient 
flexibility in the assignment of 
channels as to enable us to recog- 
nize economic, geographic, popula- 
tion and other pertinent differences 
between communities and areas. 
This is in effect an argument that 
a Table of Assignments cannot pos- 
sibly achieve results which are as 
much in the public interest, con- 
venience and necessity, or as "fair, 
efficient and equitable" as the "ap- 
plication" or "demand" method of 
assigning channels. But it has 
not been in any wise demonstrated 
by anyone making this contention 
that the end result of the claimed 
"flexibility" for the "application" 
or "demand" method of assigning 
television channels throughout the 
country will be a more fair, or more 
equitable, or a more efficient as- 
signment of television facilities 
throughout the country. Indeed, 
it is almost self evident that as- 
signments made upon the "applica- 
tion" or "demand" method neces- 
sarily leads to results which do not 
adequately reflect on a nationwide 
basis significant comparative needs 
as well as differences among com- 
munities throughout the country. 
We find no merit in the contention 
that by the adoption of a Table 
we have generally or specifically 
disregarded any pertinent public 
interest factors. We have given 
parties a full opportunity to pre- 
sent comments and evidence with 
respect both to the basic principles 
and standards underlying the Table 
and with respect to proposed as- 
signments for specific communities. 
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Particularly, where parties did not 
think our proposed assignments 
were fair or equitable, or where 
they felt that we have improperly 
assigned channels to individual 
communities, they have been af- 
forded an opportunity to establish 
their contentions in this hearing. 
All these objections and the 
relevant comments and evidence 
have been most carefully considered 
in connection with our decision 
herein. 

18. In view of the foregoing, we 
find that the public interest re- 
quires the establishment of a Table 
of Assignments such as we have 
adopted herein. 

THE CHANNELS 
Use of the VHF 

19. Since the deletion of Chan- 
nel 1 in 1948 the Commission has 
allocated 12 channels, Channels 
2 -13 in the 54 -216 Mc. band, for use 
by the television broadcast serv- 
ice. The Commission's Third 
Notice proposed to continue this 
allocation. 

20. Two parties filed comments 
pursuant to Paragraph 11 of the 
Third Notice objecting to the fact 
that the Commission has not pro- 
vided additional VHF channels. 
Allen B. DuMont Laboratories, 
Inc., ' objects that no finding was 
made on the feasibility of allocat- 
ing 1 or more additional VHF chan- 
nels. A. Earl Cullum, Jr., objects 
that an additional television chan- 
nel was not allocated in the fre- 
quency range from 72 to 78 Mcs. 

21. In order to allocate addi- 
tional VHF channels to the tele- 
vision service, it would be neces- 
sary to delete frequencies from one 
or more of the other radio services 
which have been allocated fre- 
quencies in this portion of the ra- 
dio spectrum. While there is 
testimony in the record as to the 
possibility and alleged desirability 
of such a reallocation of frequen- 
cies, this proceeding has included 
no issue or proposal by the Com- 
mission or the parties for the real- 
location of specific frequencies nor 
any evidence evaluating the com- 
parative needs of the various radio 
services for the pertinent VHF fre- 
quencies. Accordingly, this pro- 
ceeding affords no basis for a deci- 
sion withdrawing frequencies from 
other services (both government 
and non -government) for the pur- 
pose of creating additional VHF 
television channels. 

Utilization of the Entire UHF 
Television Allocation 

22. In the Third Notice, the Com- 
mission stated with respect to the 
utilization of the UHF bands:' 

B. Utilization of entire UHF 
band. In its Notice of Further 
Proposed Rule Making issued 
on July 11, 1949, the Commis- 
sion proposed to assign forty- 

, In 1948 during the first part of these 
proceedings DuMont suggested a means 
of obtaining additional VHF channels 
by the use of government frequencies. 
Since DuMont did not refer to this 
proposal in the comment filed pursuant 
to the Third Notice, no further con- sideration is being given to that pro- 
posal. See also Paragraph 4 of the 
Notice of Further Proposed Rule Mak- 
ing issued July 11, 1949, in this proceed- 
ing (FCC 49 -948). 

The UHF band is defined to include 
the frequency range 300 Mc. -3000 Mc. 
Television is allocated that portion of 
the UHF band between 470 and 890 
Mcs. 

two 6- megacycle channels (14 
through 55) in the lower portion 
of the UHF band for commercial 
television broadcasting. The 
Commission proposed to assign 
32 of the above UHF channels 
for use by metropolitan stations 
and the remaining 10 channels 
for use by community stations. 
During the hearings conducted 
by the Commission with respect 
to the general issues in the pend- 
ing television proceedings, testi- 
mony was presented which 
favored the allocation of the 
entire UHF band for com- 
mercial television broadcasting. 

Although some testimony was 
presented which favored the al- 
location of a portion of the UHF 
band at this time pending the 
acquisition of additional data, 
greater support was given to 
the proposal to assign television 
channels in the entire UHF band 
for immediate use. It was urged 
that a need existed for addi- 
tional commercial television 
channels; that such an alloca- 
tion would encourage develop- 
ments in UHF equipment; and 
that due to problems not previ- 
ously considered, i.e., oscillator 
radiation, intermodulation, im- 
age interference, etc., more 
channels were necessary to pro- 
vide an adequate number of 
usable channels. Some testi- 
mony was presented to the ef- 
fect that the allocation of the 
lower portion of the UHF band 
was preferable because better 
coverage and equipment per- 
formance could be expected 
there. On the other hand, there 
was testimony to the effect that 
differences would not be appre- 
ciable throughout the entire 
UHF band. In any event, the 
effect of such differences on 
the optimum utilization of the 
band are likely to be small. Ac- 
cordingly, the Commission has 
concluded that allocation of the 
entire UHF band for television 
broadcasting on a regular basis 
would result in the maximum 
utilization of television channels 
in the United States and would 
be in the public interest. 

23. Comments in support of the 
above proposal have been filed by 
the American Broadcasting Com- 
pany and RCA -NBC. The great 
demand for television service both 
by commercial and non -commercial 
educational interests evidenced in 
the portion of the proceeding deal- 
ing with Appendices C and D of 
the Third Notice clearly supports 
the use at this time of the entire 
UHF television allocation for reg- 
ular television operations. No ob- 
jection to the proposal was filed. 
Accordingly, the Commission is 
herewith finalizing the allocation 
of the entire UHF television band 
for use at this time by television 
on a regular basis. 

24. The Commission's Third No- 
tice left undecided the manner in 
which the band 470 to 500 Mcs. 
would be allocated. At that time 
the Commission had not yet deter- 
mined whether that band should 
be allocated to multi -channel, 
broadband common carrier mobile 
radio service or to television broad- 
casting. In the Fourth Report 
and Order in these proceedings 
(FCC 51 -693) the Commission al- 
located the 470 -500 Mc. band 
for television broadcasting. The 
grounds for its decision are set 
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forth fully in the Fourth Report 
and Order. Accordingly, the Com- 
mission is now in a position to 
make available for the television 
broadcast service '70 UHF channels 
(Channels 14 through 83), located 
between 470 -890 Mc. 

25. Statements were filed by 
Mercer Broadcasting Company, 
Trenton, New Jersey; Lehigh Val- 
ley Television, Inc., Allentown, 
Pennsylvania; Radio Wisconsin, 
Inc., Madison, Wisconsin; and 
Presque Isle Broadcasting Co., 
Erie, Pennsylvania, contending, 
among other things, that all com- 
mercial television stations should 
be assigned to the UHF band. 
The statements allege that many 
of the economic and competitive 
problems which would arise be- 
cause television broadcasting will 
be expanded into the UHF portion 
of the spectrum would be obviated 
if no commercial television broad- 
casting were permitted in the 
VHF. These objections, however, 
do not point out any specific testi- 
mony or evidence to support the 
large scale reallocations and re- 
assignments which would thereby 
be required nor do they make any 
concrete proposal. We are not, 
moreover, convinced that an ade- 
quate showing has been made that 
sufficient spectrum space would be 
provided for an adequate nation- 
wide television service if only the 
UHF portion of the spectrum is 
allocated for commercial television 
broadcasting. Accordingly, we have 
decided that commercial television 
operations should be provided for 
in both bands of the spectrum al- 
located for television broadcast- 
ing. 

The Use of Channels 66 -83 
(782 -890 Mc.) 

26. In making up the Table of 
Assignments proposed in the Third 
Notice the Commission made spe- 
cific assignments to particular 
cities and communities only on 
Channels 2 through 65. Channels 
66 to 78 or 83 were designated as 
flexibility channels and no specific 
assignments to individual cities 
or communities were made on these 
channels. It was provided in the 
Third Notice that persons desiring 
to file an application for a station 
in a community which (1) is not 
listed in the Table of Assignments 
and (2) is not eligible for an as- 
signment, without the necessity of 
rule making proceedings, might 
file an application for a station on 
one of the flexibility channels with- 
out further rule making. It was 
provided, however, that stations on 
flexibility channels could not be ap- 
plied for, in this manner, in any 
community assigned a channel in 
the Table or which was otherwise 
eligible for such an assignment 
without further rule making under 
the 15 mile rule.' 

27. In addition to the use of flexi- 
bility channels as set forth above, 
the Third Notice provided for the 

* The use of the 470 -500 Mc. band was 
still under consideration at the time 
of the issuance of the Third Notice. 

° The Third Notice, as amended by FCC 
51 -410, provided: 

"A channel assigned to a community 
in the Commission's Table of Tele- 
vision Assignments shall be avail- 
able, without the necessity of rule 
making proceedings, to any other 
community which is located within 
15 miles of the assigned community 
and which has no assignment of its 
own provided the minimum separa- 
tions set forth in Paragraphs E and 
G herein are maintained." 

use of flexibility channels for ex- 
perimentation in stratovision and 
polycasting. As has been pointed 
out in another portion of this Re- 
port no comments have been filed 
pursuant to Paragraph 11 of the 
Third Notice with further refer- 
ence to the stratovision or poly - 
casting. Several of the parties', 
however, have made proposals for 
the use of Channels 66 -83 in a 
manner other than that provided 
for in the Third Notice. Objection 
has been made to the proposal 
of the Commission to set aside 
some of the UHF for use as flexi- 
bility channels and parties have 
requested that the Commission at 
this time assign all of the channels 
in the UHF to specific communi- 
ties. Two arguments are made. 
First, that certain specific com- 
munities have present need of an 
assignment that only can be es- 
tablished if use is made of Chan- 
nels 66 -83 for specific assignments. 
The other contention is that if all 
of the 782 -890 Mc. band is not fully 
assigned at this time an inefficient 
use will be made of the channels 
available in this band. 

28. At the outset it should be 
pointed out that the provision for 
flexibility channels (Channels 66- 
83) in the Third Notice was itself 
a reservation, although not a spe- 
cific reservation for particular 
cities or communities, made to as- 
sure that channels will be available 
for cities and communities not 
otherwise provided for on Channels 
2-65 of the Table of Assignments, 
particularly the smaller cities and 
communities of the country. Clear- 
ly, the Commission should leave 
some of the spectrum allocated to 
television unassigned. For while the 
Commission may, upon the basis 
of the evidence, viewed in the light 
of its experience with broadcast - 
ins, make reasonable provision for 
television facilities in the various 
communities of the country, it can- 
not predict with complete accuracy 
every community in which there 
may eventually develop demand for 
television. Accordingly. it is de- 
sirable to leave a portion of the 
spectrum allocated to television 
unassigned. 

29. We therefore adhere to our 
proposal in the Third Notice that 
the whole of the spectrum allo- 
cated to television should not be 
assigned at this time to specific 
cities or communities. As a mat- 
ter of fact, it is clear from in- 
spection of the Table adopted here- 
in that possible assignments have 
not been made on Channels 2 -65 
as well as on Channels 66 -83. We 
recognize. however, that need may 
exist at this time for the assign- 
ment of additional channels to in- 
dividual cities and communities 
even though they have already 
been assigned channels in the 
Table. Therefore, where a request 
has been made for the assignment 
of a channel to an individual com- 
munity, we have on a case -to -case 
basis considered whether such an 
assignment should be made in the 
Table of Assignments. We wish 
to point out, however, that the 

° Communications Measurements Labo- 
ratories, Inc., New York; Radio Ken - 
tucky Inc., Louisville, Kentucky; Ra- 
dio Virginia, Inc., Richmond, Virginia, 
and Kingston Broadcasting Corpora- 
tion, Kingston, New York, all have 
filed objections which request that the 
Commission assign all of the UHF band 
allocated to television and leave no 
channels for use as flexibility channels. 
DuMont proposed that channels in the 
782 -890 Mc. band be made available for 
use by any applicant. 
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Commission must act carefully in 
considering assignments to commu- 
nities that already have assign- 
ments, particularly on Channels 
66 -83. The number of assignments 
that can physically be made on 
Channels 66 -83, particularly in 
areas where cities are located close 
together, is indeed limited. Ac- 
cordingly, it must be clearly and 
affirmatively demonstrated that a 
channel from the group 66 -83 
should be assigned at this time to 
a community which has assign- 
ments in the Table before we will 
make an additional assignment to 
the community. The portion of 
this spectrum left unassigned is 
intended to be used primarily in 
cities and communities without any 
assignments in the Table and in 
situations where either non -com- 
mercial educational or commercial 
assignments are not included in 
communities listed in the Table. 

30. In view of the comments that 
have been filed and upon considera- 
tion of the whole record, we be- 
lieve, however, we should not per- 
mit channels 66 -83 to be used solely 
on the basis of the filing of an ap- 
plication but should rather require 
applicants to secure an assignment 
in the Table by rule making before 
the application for a station will be 
considered. By doing so we are in 
a position to minimize any inef- 
ficiency involved in the proposal 
made in the Third Notice." Accord- 
ingly, in the Rules we have adopted 
herein, no application for a tele- 
vision station will be considered by 
the Commission if the channel re- 
quested is not listed as an assign- 
ment to the community involved in 
the Table of Assignments. 

31. The Joint Committee on Edu- 
cational Television suggested in a 
comment that the proposal with 
respect to flexibility channels be 
modified so as to permit an educa- 
tional institution to make applica- 
tion for a non -commercial educa- 
tional television station on Chan- 
nels 66 -83 in any community in 
which no channel has been reserved 
for such a station. The same pro- 
posal has been made for similar 
reasons by the Board of Regents of 
the University of the State of New 
York, the Public Schools, Spring- 
field, Massachsetts, Gary Public 
Schools, Gary, Indiana, Utah State 
Agricultural College, Logan, Utah, 
the State of New Jersey, and the 
Connecticut State Board of Edu- 
cation. The effect of this proposal 
would be to permit Channels 66 -83 
to be used on an application basis 
for non -commercial educational 
purposes not only in cities which 
are not assigned a television chan- 
nel under the Table, but also in 
cities with commercial assignments 
but which do not have an educa- 
tional reservation. No one has 
objected to these proposals. 

32. We recognize that cities 
which do not have educational 
reservations or a non -commercial 
educational station in operation 
should have an opportunity to use 
any portion of the spectrum unas- 

10 The manner in which Channels 66 -83 
may be assigned is already determined 
and limited to a substantial degree by 
the assignments in the Table together 
with the minimum assignment spacing 
requirements adopted herein. What- 
ever the inefficiency that may remain, 
we believe that the flexibility retained 
by leaving some of the television spec- 
trum unassigned is necessary and de- 
sirable in order that adequate provi- 
sion can be made for smaller cities 
without assignments in the Table and 
to provide for some future adjustment 
of the Table. 

signed for such purpose. Accord- 
ingly, where an appropriate show- 
ing is made in a rule making pro- 
ceeding, as indicated above, assign- 
ments in the Table will be made for 
non -commercial educational sta- 
tions where the community in- 
volved does not have an educa- 
tional reservation and no non -com- 
mercial educational station is in 
operation. 

THE EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

33. Section VI of Appendix A 
of the Third Notice contained a 
statement that as a matter of 
policy certain assignments in the 
VHF and UHF would be reserved 
for the exclusive use of non -com- 
mercial television stations. Care- 
ful consideration has been given 
to the exceptions taken to this 
policy proposal in comments filed 
by several parties " pursuant to 
Paragraph 11 of the Third Notice. 
For the reasons set forth below, 
the Commission has concluded that 
the record does support its pro- 
posal" and it is hereby adopted in 
the public interest as the decision 
of the Commission. 

34. The only comments directed 
against the proposal which fulfill 
the requirements of Paragraph 11 
of the Third Notice are those filed 
by NARTB -TV and Allen B. Du- 
Mont Laboratories, Inc. The others 
do not specify their objections nor 
do they cite the evidence on which 
their objections are based. It is 
difficult to ascertain in some cases 
whether the objection is in fact 
based upon the view that there is a 
failure of the record to support the 
proposal or upon some other gen- 
eral disagreement with the pro- 
posal. Since, however, the com- 
ments filed with NARTB -TV and 
DuMont clearly cover all the objec- 
tions to the proposal made by any 

u In recognition of the fact that the 
unassigned portions of the spectrum 
are being reserved primarily for cities 
and communities without assignments 
or without any non -commercial educa- 
tional or commercial assignments, we 
have below provided an exception to 
the general one year ban on amend- 
ment of the Table of Assignments, so 
that petitions to amend the Table will 
be considered and acted on in this one 
year period upon petition (1) for as- 
signment of a channel where no as- 
signment has been made in the Table 
to a community, and the community is 
not eligible for an assignment under 
the 15 mile rule (2) for assignment of a 
non- commercial educational channel 
where no such assignment under the 
Table of Assignments is available in the 
community involved or (3) for assign- 
ment of a commercial channel to any 
community listed in the Table to which 
no commercial assignment has been 
made. 
1° These parties are: NARTB -TV, Allen 
B. DuMont Laboratories, Inc., Radio 
Kentucky, Inc., Capitol Broadcasting 
Co., and The Tribune Co. Some com- 
ments were filed which challenged the 
power of the Commission under the 
Communications Act to reserve chan- 
nels for this purpose. Such conten- 
tions have been disposed of by the 
Commission's Memorandum Opinion 
of July 13, 1951 (FCC 51 -709). Other 
comments objected to the reservation 
of a channel in a given community. 
These objections have been considered 
in another portion of this Report. The 
Joint Committee on Educational Tele- 
vision filed comments in support of the 
educational reservation, as did many 
individual educational institutions, and 
other civic non -profit organizations. 

n Communications Measurements Labo- 
ratories, Inc. has taken issue with the 
use of the word "nationwide" in de- 
scribing the reservation of channels 
for this purpose. The proposal is self - 
explanatory in this respect. Although 
channels have been reserved through- 
out the nation, the reservation does not 
set apart any single channel or group 
of channels on a nationwide basis. 
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the other parties, a discussion 
their exceptions will cover those 
the other parties, and it will 

t be necessary to determine 
hether the latter comments must 

b rejected for failure to comply 
'th the provisions of Paragraph 

1 of the Third Notice. 
35. In view of the rather com- 

p ehensive and detailed exceptions 
ken to Section VI of Appendix 
it is necessary to review the pa- 
re and extent of the Commis - 

s .n's proposal in the Third Notice. 
extensive hearing was held by 

t e Commission on the issue: 
ether television channels should 
reserved for the exclusive use 

o non- commercial educational sta- 
ti.ns. A total of '76 witnesses 

tified on this issue." Among the 
s bjects upon which the proponents 
o reservation presented evidence 
w re: the potential of educational 
to evision both for in- school and 
adult education, and as an alter - 
n: tive to commercial program - 
ni ng; the history of education's 
u of other broadcast media and 
of visual aids to education; the 
p. <sibility of immediate or future 
ut lization of television channels by 
p blic and private educational 
or anizations and the methods 
w ereby such utilization could be 
e ctuated; the type of program 
m terial which could be presented 
ov r non -commercial television sta- 
ti s; the history of and prospects 
fo educational organizations' se- 
cu 'ng broadcast opportunities 
fr m commercial broadcasters: and 
th number of channels, both UHF 
an. VHF, which would be required 
to satisfy the needs of education 
throughout the country. The wit- 
nesses who opposed the principle 
of reservation. contending that it 
was unlikely that educators would 
make sufficient use of the reserved 
ch nnels to warrant withholding 
th m from commercial applicants, 
an that the best results could be 
ac ieved by cooperation between 
ed rational groups and commercial 
br adcasters, testified principally 
ab ut the past record of educators 
in roadcasting, the cost of a tele- 
vis on station, and cooperation be- 
tty n commercial broadcasters and 
ed cations] institutions. 

6. On the basis of the record 
th s compiled, the Commission con- 
cluded, as set forth in the Third 
Notice, that there is a need for 
non -commercial educational televi- 
sion stations; that because educa- 
tional institutions require more 
time to prepare for television than 
commercial interests, a reservation 
of hannels is necessary to insure 
tha such stations come into exist - 
enc ; that such reservations should 
not be for an excessively long 
pe od and should be surveyed from 
time to time; and that channels in 
bot the VHF and UHF bands 
sho ld be reserved in accordance 
wit the method there set forth. 

3 . It has been contended that 
the record in this proceeding fails 
to upport the Commission's pro - 
pos 1 in three basic respects; that 
it as not been shown that educa- 
tio al organizations will, in fact, 
req ire a longer period of time 

14 O this number, all but five were 
called by educational organizations or 
testified in their own behalf in support 
of the position taken by such organiza- 
tions in favor of an affirmative resolu- 
tion of the question. Two other wit- 
nesses were in favor of the principle 
of reservations but differed with wit- 
nesses presented on behalf of educa- 
tional groups with respect to the man- 
ner and extent of reservation. 

to prepare to apply for television 
stations than commercial broad- 
casters; that it should have been 
found that the reservation of chan- 
nels for this purpose will result in 
a waste of valuable frequency 
space because of non -usage and be- 
cause of the limited audience ap- 
peal that educational stations will 
have; and that no feasible plan 
for stable utilization of channels 
by educational institutions has been 
advanced, particularly with respect 
to the problem of licensee respon- 
sibility. 

38. None of the commenting 
parties have contended that the 
record has failed to support the 
findings of the Commission in the 
Third Notice that, based on the im- 
portant contributions such stations 
can make in the education of the 
in- school and adult public, there is 
a need for non -commercial educa- 
tional stations. The objections to 
the Commission's proposal must, 
therefore, refer to the desire and 
the ability, as evidenced in the 
record, of the educational com- 
munity to construct and operate 
such stations. " We conclude that 
the record shows the desire and 
ability of education to make a sub- 
stantial contribution to the use of 
television. There is much evidence 
in the record concerning the activi- 
ties of educational organizations in 
AM and FM broadcasting. It is 
true and was to be expected that 
education has not utilized these 
media to the full extent that com- 
mercial broadcasters have, in terms 
of number of stations and number 
of hours of operation. However, it 
has also been shown that many of 
the educational institutions which 
are engaged in aural broadcasting 
are doing an outstanding job in 
the presentation of high quality 
programming, and have get- 
ting excellent public response. And 
most important in this connection, 
it is agreed that the potential of 
television for education is much 
greater and more readily apparent 
than that of aural broadcasting, 
and that the interest of the educa- 
tional community in the field is 
much greater than it was in aural 
broadcasting. Further, the justi- 
fication for an educational station 
should not, in our view, turn simply 
on account of audience size. The 
public interest will clearly be 
served if these stations are used 
to contribute significantly to the 
educational process of the nation. 
The type of programs which have 
been broadcast by educational 
organizations, and those which the 
record indicates can and would 
be televised by educators, will pro- 
vide a valuable complement to 
commercial programming. 

39. We do not think there is 
merit in the contention that the 
record, with respect to the general 
phase of the hearing, does not sup- 
port the general principle of a 
reservation of channels for educa- 
tional purposes as set out in the 
Third Notice because it does not 
contain detailed information with 

" DuMont, in its Comments in Opposi- 
tion to Comments and Proposals of 
Other Parties, has submitted the results 
of a survey which bear upon this ques- 
tion. Insofar as the survey bears upon 
any specific reservation, DuMont had the opportunity to present it in the por- 
tion of the hearing dealing with Ap- 
pendix C. The Third Notice was not 
intended to permit the filing of new material on the matters which were already the subject of hearing. Du- 
Mont had an opportunity to present this type of evidence in the general phase of the proceeding. 
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regard to the desire, ability and 
qualifications of the educational 
organizations to construct a non- 
commercial educational station, or 
the competing commercial inter- 
ests which desire to bring tele- 
vision service to the public. In 
preparing a proposed Assignment 
Table for the entire nation which 
would provide the framework for 
the growth of television for many 
years to come, we could not limit 
our perspective to immediate de- 
mand for educational stations 
under circumstances where all com- 
munities did not have an appor- 
tunity to give full consideration to 
the possibilities of television for 
educational purposes and to mobi- 
lize their resources. Moreover, evi- 
dence of specific demand for educa- 
tional television was submitted for 
several communities in the general 
phase of the hearing, and in addi- 
tion there was presented an esti- 
mate of the number of channels 
required for this purpose for one 
section of the country based upon 
the size of the various communi- 
ties and their general educational 
requirements. We do not think it 
unreasonable to believe that gen- 
eral principles of assignment may 
be derived from such evidence, and 
that such principles may validly 
be applied to comparable commun- 
ities, for the purposes of drawing 
up a nationwide assignment plan. 
See, e.g., The New England Ditri- 
siona Case, 261. U. S. 184, 197 -199 
(1923). 

40. Moreover, the Third Notice 
provided for the contesting of spe- 
cific reservations in any com- 
munity. The Assignment Table 
adopted below has been prepared 
after consideration of the specific 
evidence in support of, as well as 
in objection to, specific proposed 
reservations considera- 
tion of the overall needs of all 
communities for television service. 

41. The great preponderance of 
evidence presented to the Commis- 
sion has been to the effect that the 
actual process of formulating plans 
and of enacting necessary legisla- 
tion or of making adequate finan- 
cing available is one which will 
generally require more time for 
educational organizations than for 
commercial interests. The record 
does, of course, show that there are 
some educational institutions which 
are now ready to apply for tele- 
vision broadcasting licenses, but 
this in no wise detracts from the 
unavoidable conclusion that the 
great mass of educational institu- 
tions must move more slowly and 
overcome hurdles not present for 
commercial broadcasters, and that 
to insure an extensive, rather than 
a sparse and haphazard develop- 
ment of educational television, 
channels must be reserved by the 
Commission at this time. There 
is moreover, abundant testimony 
in the record that the very fact of 
reserving channels would speed the 
development of educational tele- 
vision. It was pointed out that it 
is much easier for those seeking to 
construct educational television 
stations to raise funds and get 
other necessary support if the 
channels are definitely available, 
than if it is problematical whether 
a channel may be procured at all. 

42. With regard to possible 
waste of the reserved channels by 
non -use, it is contended that evi- 
dence offered in the general portion 
of the hearing, concerning the 
record of performance of non- 

commercial educational agencies 
in aural broadcasting, and their 
plans and abilities to meet the in- 
stallation and programming costs 
of television, can lead only to the 
conclusion that waste of limited 
spectrum space through non -usage 
will result from the reservation of 
channels for non -commercial edu- 
cational stations. To whatever 
extent the position taken in these 
exceptions is that any immediate 
non -use of channel space available 
for television constitutes a waste 
of channels the Commission cannot 
agree. The basic nature of a res- 
ervation in itself implies some non- 
use : to attribute waste of spectrum 
to the Commission's proposal con- 
cerning the use of certain channels 
by non -commercial educational sta- 
tions without attributing it to 
those assignments in the Table for 
smaller cities, which may not be 
used for some time, is misleading. 
The very purpose of the Assign- 
ment Table is to reserve channels 
for the communities there listed 
to forestall a haphazard, inefficient 
or inequitable distribution of tele- 
vision service in the United States 
throughout the many years to 
come. Moreover, as pointed out in 
another portion of this Report, the 
whole of the Table of Assignments 
including the reservations of chan- 
nels for use by non -commercial 
educational stations is subject to 
alteration in appropriate rule 
making proceedings in the future, 
and any assignment, whether an 
educational reservation or not, may 
be modified if it appears in the pub- 
lic interest to do so. 

43. We do not believe that in 
order to support our decision to 
reserve channels for non -com - 
mercial educational stations it is 
necessary that we be able to find 
on the basis of the record before us, 
in the general phase of the hearing, 
that the educational community 
of the United States has demon- 
strated either collectively or indi- 
vidually that it is financially quali- 
fied at this time to operate tele- 
vision stations. One of the rea- 
sons for having the reservation is 
that the Commission recognizes 
that it is of the utmost importance 
to this nation that a reasonable 
opportunity be afforded educational 
institutions to use television as a 
non -commercial educational medi- 
um, and that at the same time it 
will generally take the educational 
community longer to prepare for 
the operation of its own television 
stations than it would for some 
commercial broadcasters. This ap- 
proach is exactly the same as that 
underlying the Assignment Table 
as a whole, since reservations of 
commercial channels have been 
made in many smaller communi- 
ties to insure that they not be 
foreclosed from ever having tele- 
vision stations. 

44. Although the record in the 
general phase of the proceedings 
does not contain any detailed show- 
ing on a community -by- community 
basis that the educational organiza- 
tions have made detailed investiga- 
tion of the costs incident to the 
construction and operation of tele- 
vision stations and of the exact 
sources from which such funds 
could be derived in the near future, 
nevertheless, the record, as a whole, 
does indicate that educational 
organizations in most communities 
where reservation has finally been 
made will actually seek the neces- 
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try funds. Furthermore, in- 
;rested persons have had an op- 
ortunity to present evidence in 
he city -by -city portion of the hear - 
igs as to whether such funds will 
e sought or will become available 
i specific communities. It will 
dmittedly be a difficult and time 
onsuming process in most in- 
tames, but the likelihood of ulti- 
iate success, and the importance 
D the public of the objective 
ought, warrants the action taken. 
.everal educational institutions, it 
ras indicated on the record as 
arly as the general portion of the 
earing, had applied for television 
tations. The amounts of money 
pent by other public and private 
ducational groups in aural broad- 
sating indicates that the acquisi- 
ion of sufficient funds for tele- 
ision would not be an insurmount- 
.ble obstacle. It has been shown, 
or example, that considerable 
ums have already been spent on 
isual aids to education. Tele- 
ision is clearly a fertile field for 
ndowment, and it seems probable 
hat sufficient funds can be raised 
loth through this method and 
hrough the usual sources of funda 
o r public and private education 
o enable the construction and 
,peration of many non -commercial 
. ducational stations. As concerns 
he costs of operation there is the 
iossibility of cooperative program- 
ming and financing among several 
ducational organizations in large 
:ommunities. The record indicates 
hat educational institutions will 
mite in the construction and opera - 
:ion of non -commercial educational 
elevision stations. Such coopers- 
Ave effort will, of course, help to 
H ake such stations economically 
'easible. The fact that somewhat 
iovel problems may arise with re- 
spect to the selection and designs- 
:ion of licensees in this field does 
riot -as some have contended -con- 
ititute a valid argument against 
she concept of educational reserva- 
ions. 

45. Several alternative methods 
for utilizing television in educa- 
tion have been presented to the 
commission, but we do not think 
that any of them is satisfactory. 
One proposal is to utilize a micro- 
wave relay or wired circuit system 
of television for in- school educa- 
tional programs. It appears that 
the cost of a wired circuit for the 
schools in larger cities might be 
prohibitive; but the determinative 
objection to such a proposal is that 
it would ignore very significant 
aspects of educational television. 
It is clear from the record that an 
important part of the educator's 
effort in television will be in the 
field of adult education in the home, 
as well as the provision of after 
school programs for children. 

46. The NARTB -TV contended 
that the solution lay in the volun- 
tary cooperation of educators and 
commercial broadcasters in the 
presentation of educational pro- 
grams on commercial facilities. 
We conclude, however, that this 
sort of voluntary cooperation can- 
not be expected to accomplish all 
the important objectives of educa- 
tional television. In order for an 
educational program to achieve its 
purpose it is necessary that broad- 
cast time be available for educa- 
tors on a regular basis. An audi- 
ence cannot be built up if educators 
are forced to shift their broadcast 

period from time to time. More- 
over, the presentation of a com- 
prehensive schedule of programs 
comprising a number of courses 
and subjects which are designed 
for various age and interest groups 
may require large periods of the 
broadcast day which would be dif- 
ficult if not impossible to obtain 
on commercial stations. 

47. Another alternative was pro- 
posed by Senator Edwin C. John- 
son of Colorado. This proposal is 
elaborated in the Senator's state- 
ment: 

"It is my belief as I have re- 
peatedly said that the Commis- 
sion could and should impose a 
condition on all television licen- 
ses that a certain amount of time 
be made available for educa- 
tional purposes in the public in- 
terest as a sustaining feature. 
In this manner, television can 
become available for educational 
work now without saddling 
schools with the enormous bur- 
den and expense of construct- 
ing and operating a non- commer- 
cial educational station. . . It 
is my considered opinion that 
the Commission can best serve 
the public interest and at the 
same time extend extremely 
profitable assistance to the edu- 
cational processes of this coun- 
try by imposing a condition in 
each television license issued 
which would require the avail- 
ability of appropriate time for 
educational purposes." 

48. It must be remembered that 
the provision for non -commercial 
educational television stations does 
not relieve commercial licensees 
from their duty to carry programs 
which fulfill the educational needs 
and serve the educational interests 
of the community which they 
operate. This obligation applies 
with equal force to all commercial 
licensees whether or not a non- 
commercial educational channel has 
been reserved in their community, 
and similarly will obtain in com- 
munities where non -commercial 
educational stations will be in 
operation. 

49. Aside from the question of 
the legal basis of a Rule which 
would accomplish Senator John- 
son's proposal, the Commission 
feels it would be impracticable to 
promulgate a rule requiring that 
each commercial television licensee 
devote a specified amount of time 
to educational programs. A proper 
determination as to the appropriate 
amount of time to be set aside 
is subject to so many different 
and complex factors, difficult to 
determine in advance, that the pos- 
sibility of such a rule is most ques- 
tionable. Thus, the number of sta- 
tions in the community, the total 
hours operated by each station, 
the number of educational institu- 
tions in the community, the size 
of the community, and countless 
other factors, each of which will 
vary from community to commu- 
nity, would make any uniform rule 
applicable to all TV stations un- 
realistic. All things considered, it 
appears to us that the reservation 
of channels for non -commercial 
educational stations, together with 
continued adherence by commer- 
cial stations to the mandate of 
serving the educational needs of 
the community, is the best method 
of achieving the aims of educa- 
tional television. 
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Who May Be Licensed To Operate 
Non -Commercial Educational 

Stations. 
50. While the Third Notice did 

not specify who would be eligible 
to own and operate a non- commer- 
cial educational station, the Com- 
mission has in the past restricted 
the ownership and operation of 
such stations to non -profit educa- 
tional organizations. 

61. The United States Confer- 
ence of Mayors and the Municipal 
Broadcasting System, City of New 
York, have in appropriate com- 
ments proposed that eligibility be 
extended to any municipality op- 
erating educational institutions. 
The Municipal Broadcasting Sys- 
tem states that a "more expedi- 
tious management of educational 
television in the City of New York 
from an administration stand- 
point" would result if it were per- 
mitted to operate a television sta- 
tion. It further stated that "if 
the Municipal Broadcasting System 
is eligible to operate television fa- 
cilities, the station can be utilized 
by all of the educational institu- 
tions over which it has jurisdiction, 
rather than having responsibility 
for the operation placed in a par- 
ticular school." 

52. The Commission is of the 
opinion that in any community 
where an independent educational 
agency is constituted, and is eli- 
gible under the Commission's rules 
to apply for a non -commercial edu- 
cational television station, there are 
no compelling reasons for extend- 
ing eligibility to municipal authori- 
ties. The continued operation by 
the Board of Education of the City 
of New York since 1939 of non- 
commercial educational Station 
WNYE indicates that no insur- 
mountable administrative barriers 
exist which would preclude the 
Board of Education as a potential 
licensee in the television field. Sim- 
ilarly, there is no evidence to in- 
dicate that the Board of Educa- 
tion of the City of New York, now 
eligible under the present rules, 
would give less access to other 
educational institutions were it the 
licensee of a television station than 
would the Municipal Broadcasting 
System were it eligible and granted 
a license. It should be noted that 
in any community the municipal 
authorities, or any other group, 
can take the initiative in constitut- 
ing a consolidated television au- 
thority which would represent mu- 
nicipal educational institutions, 
private universities and other 
organizations concerned with ed- 
ucation. 

53. The Commission has, how- 
ever, established in its Rules an 
exceptión providing that where a 
municipality has no independently 
constituted educational entity 
which would be eligible under the 
rules, the municipality in such case 
will be eligible to apply for a non- 
commercial educational station. 
This exception is designed solely 
to meet those situations where the 
municipal authorities do not dele- 
gate educational authority but re- 
serve to themselves the manage- 
ment of the municipal educational 
system. 

Partial Commercial Operation By 
Educational Stations 

54. In its comments the Univer- 
sity of Missouri " requests that 

,e See the discussion, elsewhere in this 
Report, of the assignments in Columbia, 
Missouri. 

the Commission authorize " 
commercial operation on the chan- 
nels . reserved for educational in- 
stitutions to an amount equal to 
50% of the broadcast day." It 
appears from the evidence that 
funds in the amount of $350,000 
are presently available to the Uni- 
versity for the construction of a 
television station, but that no funds 
are available for the operation of 
such a station. Accordingly, the 
University requests that the Com- 
mission permit educational institu- 
tions to use the reserved assign- 
ments to operate stations on a 
limited commercial non -profit basis. 
It is urged that if its request 
is granted the following objectives 
will be attained: 

A. More educational institu- 
tions will be in a position 
to construct and operate 
television stations through- 
out the country to the bene- 
fit of the public at large 
without materially affecting 
the strictly commercial sta- 
tions; 

B. Educational television sta- 
tions will be able, through 
income received from com- 
mercial programs to better 
program their stations; and 

C. That the commercial pro- 
grams televised will break 
the monotony of continuous 
educational subjects so as 
to permit the stations to 
attract and hold audiences. 

55. A similar proposal, that the 
Commission extend the reserva- 
tion to include all educational in- 
stitutions which are operated on a 
non -profit basis, is made by the 
Bob Jones University (WMUU) 
Greenville, South Carolina. The 
Bob Jones University argues that 

. . the reservation of the priv- 
ilege of a commercial income com- 
mensurate with the operating ex- 
pense of the educational station ... , will result in the encourage- 
ment and aid to television broad- 
casting by educational institutions. 

56. KFRU, Inc., Columbia, Mis- 
souri, opposed the request of the 
University of Missouri. In its reply 
to the University, KFRU states 
that it has no objection to the pro- 
posed reservation of Channel 8 for 
non -commercial education purposes 
in Columbia, Missouri. However, it 
opposes the request of the Univer- 
sity for partial commercial opera- 
tion on the grounds that such an 
operation would give the educa- 
tional institution unfair competi- 
tive advantages over a commercial 
licensee. 

57. It is our view that the re- 
quest of the University of Missouri 
and the Bob Jones University must 
be denied. In the Third Notice we 
stated: 

In general, the need for non- 
commercial educational televi- 
sion stations was based upon the 
important contributions which 
non -commercial educational tele- 
sion stations can make in edu- 
cating the people both in school 
-at all levels -and also the 
adult public. The need for such 
stations was justified upon the 
high quality type of program- 
ming which would be available 
on such stations- programming 
of an entirely different character 
from that available on most 
commercial stations. 

A grant of the requests of the 
University of Missouri and Bob 
Jones University for partial com- 
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ercial operation by educational 
nstitutions would tend to vitiate 
he differences between commercial 
peration and non -commercial edu- 
ational operation. It is recognized 
hat the type of operation proposed 
y these Universities may be ac- 
omplished by the licensing of edu- 
tional institutions in the corn - 
ercial television broadcast service. 
ut in our view achievement of the 
bjective for which special educe - 
ional reservations have been es- 

blished -i.e., the establishment of 
genuinely educational type of 

ervice -would not be furthered by 
ermitting educational institutions 
o operate in substantially the same 
anner as commercial applicants 

hough they may choose to call it 
fmited commercial non -profit oper- 
tion. 
58. The Joint Committee on Edu- 

ational Television suggests in its 
nal brief that, in communities 
here only one VHF channel is 
ssigned, and that channel is re- 
erved for use by a non -commercial 
ducational station, the non -com- 
ercial educational station should 

e allowed to broadcast programs 
hich at present are available only 
om commercial network services. 

his exception would apply until 
ch time as a commercial Grade A 

s rvice is available in the area. 
59. On January 10, 1952, a Reply 
d Motion to Strike was filed by 

e o r i a Broadcasting Company, 
ock Island Broadcasting Company 

a d Champaign News -Gazette, Inc., 
"th respect to the above described 

p oposal of the Joint Committee. 
n January 25, 1952, a response to 

t e Joint Motions was filed by the 
J ET. In view of the fact that the 
p oposal made by the Joint Com- 

ittee was not previously raised in 
a y of its prior pleadings, the 

otion to Strike is granted and the 
oposal is being given no further 
nsideration. 
e Use Of The VHF For Non - 

rmmercial Educational Television 
60. The Commission's Third No- 

ti a proposed to reserve one of the 
a signed channels for non- commer- 
ci 1 educational television use in all 
c mmunities having a total of three 
o more assignments (whether 

F or UHF). Where a community 
h d fewer than three assignments 
n reservation as proposed except 
i those communities which were 
d signated as primarily educational 
centers, where reservations were 
made although only one or two 
channels were assigned. Except for 
educational centers, a UHF channel 
was proposed in those communities 
w ere there were fewer than three 

F assignments. In 26 of the 46 
e cational centers, the .Commis - 
si n proposed to reserve a VHF 
channel for educational use. In 23 
of these 26 centers a VHF educe - 
ticnal reservation was proposed 
where only one VHF channel was 
assigned to the community. Where 
three or more VHF channels were 
assigned to a community, a VHF 
channel was proposed to be re- 
sefved except in those communities 
where all VHF assignments had 
been previously licensed. In those 
cases, the reservation of a UHF 
channel was proposed. 

61. The Joint Committee on Edu- 
cational Television in its comment 
ha proposed that a VHF reserva- 
tioi for non- commercial educa- 
tional institutions in place of a 
O F reservation be considered in 
co munities with less than three 

F assignments. On the other 
ha d, some parties have argued 
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that no assignments in the VHF 
be set aside as educational reserva- 
tions. The Commission's Third 
Notice stated that the proposed 
reserveations were not final and 
that consideration would be given 
to any specific proposal looking 
toward additions or deletions. 
After examining the comments and 
evidence filed pursuant to the Third 
Notice, the Commission remains of 
the view that the bases upon which 
it determined the apportionment of 
non -commercial educational assign- 
ments by communities are gener- 
ally sound and should be continued. 
However, in particular cases the 
Commission concludes that the evi- 
dence warrants deviations from the 
proposals in the Third Notice, for 
the reasons stated in the city -by- 
city portion of this Report. 

62. The Joint Committee on Edu- 
cational Television also proposes 
that the Commission should specifi- 
cally state that an educational in- 
terest is not to be foreclosed from 
applying for a VHF channel in the 
so- called "closed cities" where all 
VHF assignments have already 
been made. No properly qualified 
applicant is ever precluded from 
applying for any channel in the 
broadcast field on the expiration of 
the existing license. Thus, whether 
educational interests seek a com- 
mercial or non -commercial televi- 
sion operation, they are, just as 
other applicants, eligible to apply 
for licensed channels upon expira- 
tion of the license term of the sta- 
tions involved. 

ASSIGNMENT PRINCIPLES 
The Basis of the Table of 

Assignments 
63. In proposing the Table of 

Assignment set out in the Third 
Notice the Commission said that 
it had 

. endeavored to meet the two- 
fold objective set forth in Sec- 
tions 1 and 307 (b) of the Com- 
muncations Act of 1934, to pro- 
vide television service, as far as 
possible to all people of the 
United States and to provide a 
fair, efficient and equitable dis- 
tribution of television broadcast 
stations to the several states 
and communities. 

In attempting to carry out these 
objectives, the Commission set forth 
certain principles, in terms of pri- 
orities, underlying the Table of 
Assignments." These principles 
were: 

Priority No. 1: To provide at 
least one television service to all 
parts of the United States. 
Priority No. 2: To provide each 
community with at least one 
television broadcast station. 
Priority No. 3: To provide a 
choice of at least two television 
services to all parts of the 
United States. 
Priority No. 4: To provide each 
community with at least two 
television broadcast stations. 
Priority No. 5: Any channels 
which remain unassigned under 
the foregoing priorities will be 
assigned to the various com- 
munities depending on the size 
of the population of each com- 
munity, the geographical loca- 
tion of such community, and the 
number of television services 
available to such community 

,, For a discussion of the legal power 
of the Commission to establish a Table 
of Assignments such as we are adopt- 
ing here, see the Memorandum Opin- 
ion issued in this proceeding on July 
13, 1951 (FCC 51 -709). 
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from television stations located 
in other communities. 

64. The Commission has reviewed 
the above described principles in 
the light of the comments and evi- 
dence received in this proceeding. 
We believe it desirable to state in 
somewhat comprehensive form the 
various factors underlying the es- 
tablishment of the television As- 
signment Table. 

65. At the outset it should be 
clearly understood that no single 
mechanical formula was utilized in 
the construction of the Table of 
Assignments. With the above 
priorities in mind it was necessary 
to recognize 'that geographic, eco- 
nomic, and population conditions 
vary from area to area and even 
within the boundary of a single 
state; the possibility of assigning 
channels, for example, may differ 
as between the northern and south- 
ern segments or between the east- 
ern and western parts of the same 
state. It must be emphasized, 
therefore, that in establishing the 
Table of Assignments it is not 
possible to follow a mechanical and 
rigid application of the basic prin- 
ciples or what was termed the 
"priorities" in the Third Notice. 

66. In establishing a Table of 
Assignments we were faced at the 
outset with the significant fact that 
we could not make all assignments 
in the Table within the VHF. The 
intermixture problem resulting 
from this situation is discussed be- 
low. Secondly, propagation charac- 
teeristics in the VHF are different 
in some respects from those in the 
UHF. Primary consideration was 
given to the fact that the VHF can 
effectively cover large areas, and 
VHF was used wherever possible 
in larger cities since such cities 
have broad areas of common in- 
terest. To achieve the benefits of 
VHF the 12 VHF channels were 
distributed as broadly as possible. 
However, conflicting interests had 
to be adjusted. Thus, the Commis- 
sion concluded that in order to 
achieve an equitable distribution of 
facilities, metropolitan c enter s 
with their large aggregations of 
people should be assigned more 
VHF channels than communities 
comprising fewer people. At the 
same time -and this is a basic ele- 
ment in the Commission's assign- 
ment plan -the Commission did not 
believe that large cities should re- 
ceive an undue share of the rela- 
tively scarce VHF channels; the 
Table we have adopted herein re- 
flects a substantial distribution of 
VHF assignments among smaller 
communities and sparsely settled 
areas. 

67. The Assignment Plan for 
UHF channels was coordinated 
with and made complementary to 
the VHF assignment plan. The 
Commission has always recognized 
that even with an extensive scat- 
tering of VHF assignments, the 12 
channels available are not sufficient 
to meet the objective of providing 
television service to all the people. 
With the additional UHF channels, 
however, the Commission was able 
to formulate an assignment plan 
that have the potentiality of ful- 
filling the objective of Section 1 of 
the Communications Act. If all 
the VHF and UHF channels are 
utilized, there should be few, if 
any, people of the United States re- 
siding beyond the areas of televi- 
sion service. (See priorities 1 and 
3.) Moreover, the Table has gone 
far in fulfilling the needs of indi- 
vidual communities to obtain local 

television outlets. It has pre 
vided at least one assignment t 
over 1260 communities. (See prior 
ity 2.) And it has attempte 
where possible to provide eac 
community with at least two ae 
signments. (See priority 4.) 

68. Examination of the Tabl 
of Assignments makes clear, tha 
in seeking to arrive at an equitabl 
distribution of assignment 
throughout the country, the Corn 
mission has given consideration t 
population as one of the importan 
criteria for distribution of assign 
ments. Thus, it will be seen tha 
for the most part, the followin; 
table reflects generally the numbe 
of assignments made to cities fall 
ing within the indicated populatiol 
groupings: 
1950 Population Number o 

of Cities Channels 
(Central City) (Total VHI 

and UHF) 
1,000,000 and above 6 to 10 

250,000- 1,000,000 4 to 6 
50,000- 250,000 2 to 4 

Under 50,000 1 or 2 
.There are of course variation 

. 

from this pattern because of the 
many factors and circumstance. 
that had to be considered in con 
nection with making a final judg 
ment as to the exact number of as 
signments that should be made fo 
any particular community. FO) 
example, consideration was giver 
to the advantages of VHF channel: 
for obtaining wide coverage. Also 
it was considered more importan 
for each of the several cities in at 
area to have at least one channe 
than for the largest of the cities 
to have the maximum number of 
channels indicated. And as a fur 
ther example, cutting across tht 
criterion of population size as E 
basis for the number of channel: 
assigned to a particular 
the criterion of insuring an equit- 
able distribution of facilities tc 
the several states. Thus, the Com- 
mission has attempted to provide 
at least some VHF channels to all 
states even though in some cases 
an assignment might otherwise 
have been made to a large metro- 
politan center in an adjacent high- 
ly urbanized state. 

69. The Commission also con- 
cluded that as a further assign- 
ment factor it should provide 
channels for non -commercial edu- 
cational television service in 46 
communities outside of metropoli- 
tan areas designated as "primarily 
educational centers." Certain of 
these communities were assigned 
one channel for non -commercial 
educational use, whereas they 
would otherwise not have been as- 
signed any channel; others re- 
ceived an additional channel over 
and above the number of channels 
they would have otherwise received. 
Moreover, an attempt was made in 
so far as possible to assign a VHF 
channel to each of these educational 
centers for educational use. In ah 
cases, however, the assignments 
have been made on the basis of the 
evidence in the record relating to 
the issues presented. 

70. Allen B. DuMont Labora- 
tories, Inc., was the only party in 
the proceedings to submit a na- 
tional television assignment plan 
as an alternative to that contained 
in the Commission's Third Notice. 
In many respects the DuMont plan 
is similar to that of the Commis- 
sion. With very few exceptions, 
both DuMont and the Commission 
make at least one television assign- 
ment to the same communities. 
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1oreover, both DuMont and the 
;ommission provide for intermix- 
:tire of VHF and UHF channels 
n numerous communities. A de- 
tailed comparison of the proposed 
assignments community-by- commu- 
nity reveals the important fact that 
under both the DuMont and the 
Commission plan the great major- 
ity of communities would receive 
the identical number of VHF, UHF, 
or VHF and UHF assignments. 

71. On the other hand, the Du- 
Mont assignment plan differs from 
that of the Commission in several 
important respects. The present 
section deals with these differences 
in the two plans in so far as they 
concern the basis for assignments. 
Elsewhere in the Report are dis- 
cussed other differences between 
the DuMont plan and the Assign- 
ment Table adopted herein. 

72. DuMont's major criticism of 
the Commission's proposed Table 
of Assignments was that it alleg- 
edly failed to provide adequately 
for the commercial television needs 
of large cities. In its comment of 
May 7, 1951. DuMont stated its 
agreement with Priority No. 1 but 
objected to Priorities Nos. 2, 3, and 
4. DuMont alleged that these pri- 
orities were unrealistic in that they 
failed to take adequate account of 
the need and demand for services 
in large cities; that they failed to 
recognize present and lone -range 
differences as between VHF and 
UHF; and that they were harmful 
to the future of networking. As an 
alternative to the Commission's pri- 
orities. DuMont recommended the 
following two priorities: 

(a) Provide channels which will 
permit one service without re- 
gard to population. 
(b) Encourage fair economic 
and equitable operation of tele- 
vision service through assign- 
ment to major metropolitan 
service areas of not less than 
four VHF channels when tech- 
nically feasible under the pro- 
posed standards and with fur- 
ther distribution in allocation in 
relationship to population of 
communities in t h e service 
areas; provision being made for 
transfer of unused frequencies 
and adjustment by subsequent 
assignment of specific "flexibil- 
ity channels." 
73. A basic objective of the Du- 

Mont assignment plan is to provide 
major metropolitan centers with 
multiple VHF stations. In partic- 
ular, DuMont seeks the assignment 
of four VHF channels to such com- 
munities-an objective directly re- 
lated to DuMont's contention that 
this is necessary to promote net- 
work competition. By the assign- 
ment of four VHF channels in the 
largest markets, DuMont assumes 
that it would thereby obtain an out- 
let for its network operations in 
the most important centers. Con- 
trariwise, DuMont fears that if 
only one or two VHF channels are 
assigned in these markets. it would 
be unable to obtain affiliates in 
such centers and would be in the 
position of dependence on UHF 
outlets. Because of the time re- 
quired to develop UHF stations, 
DuMont contends that it would be 
placed at a severe competitive han- 
dicap in relation to other networks. 

74. In its sworn statement of 
August 17, 1951, DuMont does not 
specifically repeat the recommen- 
dation in its original comments 

with respect to a revision of the 
Commission's priorities. Rather, 
DuMont attempts to show that both 
its own assignment plan and the 
FCC plan seek the same dual ob- 
jective. DuMont describes this ob- 
jective, as follows: 

(1) To provide television serv- 
ice, as far as possible, to all peo- 
ple of the United States; and 
(2) To provide the most services 
to the most people. 

75. After allegedly showing that 
the two plans are alike in objec- 
tive, DuMont attempts to prove 
that its plan is superior to that of 
the Commission in more nearly 
realizing the common objective. Du- 
Mont states that both plans meet 
DuMont Principle 1 in that they 
provide for service to all people of 
the United States. However, Du- 
Mont emphasizes that its own plan 
is superior in providing more VHF 
service to the larger centers, and 
that it is therefore more efficient 
in producing a highly competitive 
network situation than the FCC 
plan. 

76. Columbia Broadcasting Sys- 
tem, Inc., in its comment of May 
1951, and later in its evidence pre- 
sents views generally similar to 
those of DuMont in respect to the 
need for providing additional com- 
mercial VHF stations in key eco- 
nomic areas. It calls attention to 
the need for an additional assign- 
ment policy of insuring to the max- 
imum extent possible a competi- 
tive commercial television service. 
However, CBS does not suggest 
any specific system of priorities 
but rather recommends that the 
Commission's priorities be applied 
in a "flexible" manner. Specifically, 
CBS urges that an additional com- 
mercial VHF channel should be as- 
signed to Boston, Chicago, and San 
Francisco. 

77. As set forth above, the Com- 
mission has concluded that larger 
cities should be assigned more VHF 
channels than communities com- 
prising fewer people. However, the 
Commission cannot agree with the 
DuMont principle that an overrid- 
ing and paramount objective of a 
national television assignment plan 
should be the assignment of four 
commercial VHF stations to as 
many of the major markets as pos- 
sible. The Commission is of the 
view that healthy economic compe- 
tition in the television field will 
exist within the framework of the 
Assignment Table adopted herein. 
Moreover, in the assignment plan 
adopted, the Commission has taken 
into account other significant fac- 
tors. For example, the Commission 
in fulfilling what it considera the 
mandate of the Communications 
Act to provide an equitable distri- 
bution of facilities has attempted 
to provide at least some VHF chan- 
nels to each of the states, although 
in some cases this was done where 
an assignment might otherwise 
have been made to a large metro- 
politan center in an adjacent state. 

78. A second policy difference be- 
tween the DuMont and Commis- 
sion assignment plans lies in their 
contrasting views with respect to 
the importance of individual com- 
munities having television assign- 
ments. The DuMont view is that 
emphasis should be placed on lo- 
cating the assignments, particu- 
larly VHF channels, so that the 
largest number of people will have 
television service but not neces- 
sarily that the largest number of 
communities should have one or 
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more television stations of their 
own." This view derives from Du- 
Mont's premise that the major 
cities with their large populations 
are certain to be able to support 
expensive television facilities, and 
that smaller communities which are 
within appropriate range of these 
cities should obtain service from 
stations in the large cities, rather 
than attempt to support stations 
with their own less substantial eco- 
nomic resources. 

79. The Commission, on the other 
hand, believes that on the basis 
of the Communications Act it must 
recognize the importance of making 
it possible with any table of as- 
signments for a large number of 
communities to obtain television 
assignments of their own. In the 
Commission's view as many com- 
munities as possible should have 
the opportunity of enjoying the 
advantage that derive from having 
local outlets that will be responsive 
to local needs. We believe with 
respect to the economic ability of 
the smaller communities to sup- 
port television stations that it is 
not unreasonable to assume that 
enterprising individuals will come 
forward in such communities who 
will find the means of financing a 
television operation. The television 
art is relatively new and oppor- 
tunity undoubtedly exists for ini- 
tiating various methods of reduc- 
ing television costs. 

80. Another difference in as- 
signment principle as between the 
DuMont and FCC plan lies in re- 
spect to the assignments made to 
the "primarily educational cen- 
ters." DuMont opposes any reser- 
vation for non -commercial educa- 
tional television stations and un- 
der the DuMont plan all of its 
channel assignments would be 
available for commercial use." With 
reference to the educational cen- 
ters, DuMont does not follow the 
Commission's assignment principle 
of providing in so far as possible 
a VHF channel to these communi- 
ties, which would be reserved fer 
use by non -commercial educational 
television stations. Thus in 10 of 
the educational centers to which 
the Commission has assigned a 
VHF channel DuMont proposes to 
assign a UHF channel. 

81. The Commission finds that 
the principles of assignment which 
DuMont advocates are inadequate 
in that these principles do not rec- 
ognize specifically the need to pro- 
vide an equitable apportionment of 
channels among the separate states 
and communities and they do not 
provide adequately for the educa- 
tional needs of the primarily edu- 
cational centers. 

82. With respect to the recom- 
mendation of CBS that the Com- 
mission apply its priorities in a 

,, While DuMont as a matter of general 
principle takes this position in its own 
assignment plan, DuMont makes at 
least one assignment to practically 
every community listed in the Com- 
mission's Table of Assignments con- 
tained in the Third Notice. 

"Contrariwise. the number of com- 
mercial VHF channels in the Commis- 
sion plan is reduced because of the 
Commission's policy of reserving one 
VHF channel for non -commercial edu- 
cational television use In every com- 
munity having at least three VHF as- 
signments, unless all of these assign- 
ments had been previously licensed. 
While this principle does not determine 
in which community an assignment 
should be made, it is an important 
factor to be considered in any corn - 
parlson of the number of commercial 
VHF channels in the DuMont and the 
FCC Assignment Tables. 

flexible manner, the Commission, 
as previously indicated, formulated 
its Table of Assignments on the 
basis of taking into account numer- 
ous factors and objectives and did 
not apply the priorities in a rigid, 
mechanical way. With respect to 
the needs of larger communities 
for additional VHF assignments 
as set forth by CBS, the Commis- 
sion believes that in its final Table 
of Assignments it has provided for 
these needs to the extent possible, 
consistent with its other objectives 
and criteria viewed in the light 
of the record. With respect speci- 
fically to the CBS request for ad- 
ditional commercial VHF assign- 
ments in Chicago, Boston, and San 
Francisco, these requests are dealt 
with in the section of the Report 
which discusses assignments to in- 
dividual cities. 

83. Whereas both DuMont and 
CBS contend that the Commis- 
sion's priorities do not make ade- 
quate provision for the competitive 
and commercial aspects of tele- 
vision, the Joint Committee on Ed- 
ucational Television alleges that 
the Commission's priorities were 
deficient in not specifically recog- 
nizing non -commercial educational 
television. The Joint Committee 
urges that an additional priori 
should be established between Pri- 

ority No. 3 and Priority No. 4 
reading as follows: 

To provide a non -commercial 
educational television service to 
all parts of the United States by 
the reservation of frequencies 
for this purpose. 
84. It is not clear from the above 

statement as to whether or not the 
Joint Committee actually is propos- 
ing an additional assignment prin- 
ciple. An assignment principle re- 
fers to: (a) the number of televi- 
sion channels that individual com- 
munities should receive, and (b) 
whether the channels should be in 
the VHF or the UHF band. The 
Commission has reserved channels 
for non - commercial educational 
television' use on an extensive basis 
throughout the United States, but 
not as a principle of assignment. 
That is to say, the Commission de- 
cided first that a particular com- 
munity should have three channels 
on the basis of various criteria, and 
only subsequently did it decide that 
one channel should be reserved for 
educational use. As discussed pre- 
viously, in one main exception the 
Commission treated the educational 
need as a principle of assignment: 
in the special case of the 46 "pri- 
marily educational centers." In this 
case, the fact of being an educa- 
tional center influenced the Com- 
mission's decision as to the total 
assignments to these communities, 
and also influenced its determina- 
tion as between the assignment of 
VHF and UHF channels. Moreover, 
upon request in this proceeding and 
a proper showing, the Commission 
has added an assignment as an 
educational reservation in various 
communities even though these as- 
signments had not been made to 
the community in the Third Notice. 
At any event, in view of our deci- 
sion discussed elsewhere in this 
Report to avoid any reference to 
priorities as such in the Commis- 
sion's Rules, no further action is 
necessary with respect to the re- 
quest of JCET for an additional 
priority. 

Prediction of Service Areas and 
Interference 

85. In the Third Notice the Corn- 
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ssioit stated with respect to pre- 
iction of service areas and inter - 
erence: 

Methods for describing service 
areas and interference are set 
forth in Appendix B. The 
methods therein described in- 
clude the propagation of radio 
waves through the lower atmos- 
phere only. These propagation 
charts are based on an extensive 
number of measurements made 
at various locations over a long 
period of time. It is recognized 
that these charts may have to be 
revised from time to time as 
more measurements are made, 
and interested persons are en- 
couraged to make as many ,mea- 
surements as possible and sub- 
mit them to the Commission. 
The Commission is satisfied that 
on the basis of the data presently 
available to it the data under- 
lying the propagation charts are 
sufficient to afford an adequate 
statistical basis for describing 
field intensities under average 
conditions, but it is expected 
that there may be substantial 
variations in individual areas. 
Long distance skywave interfer- 
ence. It is also ..realized that 
propagation to distances of the 
order of 500 to 1,500 miles via 
the sporadic E layer and to dis- 
tances beyond via the F2 layer 
may occur in certain of the chan- 
nels. However, since such inter- 
ference may occur over ex- 
tremely large distances, it is not 
possible to protect stations 
against such interference unless 
operation on such channels is 
limited to one or at the best a 
few stations. In order to provide 
stations for the various com- 
munities, the Commission has 
determined that the overall 
public interest is better served 
by not protecting television 
broadcast stations against this 
type of interference. 
6. No objections were filed with 

re pect to the proposal concerning 
lo g distance skywave interference. 
A ordingly, the decision of the 
Co mission not to protect televi- 
sio broadcast stations against 
thi type oY interference is made 
fin 1. In this connection it should 
be pointed out that in setting en- 
gi eering standards, we have con - 
sid red all known propagation 
effects. If in the future, any person 
is Of the opinion that the Commis- 
sion's Rules do not properly reflect 
any given types of propagation 
effect, consideration will be given 
in an appropriate rule making pro- 
ceeding only to amendment of the 
Rules. 

18 . Several comments have been 
rec ived which, in general. statt 
that the propagation curves in Ap- 
pendix B of the Third Notice are 
not supported by the record when 
used for UHF propagation. These 
comments are especially directed 
to the use of these curves in rough 
terrain. Comments of this nature 
have been received from the Grey - 
loc Broadcasting Company, Pitts - 
fiel Mass.; Fort Industry Corti - 
pan ; Enterprise Publishing Corn- 
pan , Brockton, Mass.; WTAG, 
Inc. Worcester, Mass.; and James 
C. cNary. 

88. These comments must be 
vie ed in light of the nature of the 
pro agation curves used in the pre- 
dict n of service areas and inter- 
fere ce. The Ad Hoc Committee 
Rep rt establishes that the received 
field intensities of television signals 
var so greatly from location to 
locs 'on, and with time, that any 

Page 10 April 14, 1952 Part II 

prediction of service from these 
average curves for a specific sta- 
tion is expected to deviate appre- 
ciably from the actual service. In 
addition, it is clear that a very 
large number of measurements 
from both desired and interfering 
stations, many of which will not 
be in existence for several years, 
would be necessary to make an 
accurate prediction . of service for 
any specific station. However, the 
Ad Hoc Report indicates that the 
overall estimate of service for a 
large number of stations will be 
fairly good. In view of the fore- 
going, it is apparent that the 
Assignment Table must be made on 
a large area basis for which the 
overall estimated service is reason- 
ably accurate. The assignment 
Rules and standards, however, can- 
not be construed as guarantees of 
service but rather as yardsticks 
based upon the best available data. 
As the quantity of available data 
increases, the assignment Rules and 
standards may be revised at a later 
date in the light of the scientific 
findings. 

89. The Commission, after re- 
view of the whole record and the 
comments filed in this proceeding, 
has decided that the 63 mc. F 
(50,50) curves present a more ac- 
curate picture of expected service 
in the UHF than do the 195 inc. 
curves. The UHF data in the record 
indicates that for 50% of the loca- 
tions the field strengths are approx- 
imately 4 db below the 195 mc. F 
(50,50) curves for distances in the 
order of 10 -20 miles for which data 
are available. The 63 mc. curves 
are approximately 4 db below the 
195 mc. curves at distances of this 
order and appear to generally pro- 
vide a reasonable match with the 
data for UHF within service dis- 
tances (as contrasted with inter- 
fering distances). In addition, the 
Commission has reconsidered the 
curves with respect to the predic- 
tion of interference in the UHF 
and based on T.R.R. Report No. 
2.4.10 (Exhibit 565), in the record 
in this proceedings, a new family 
of curves for the prediction of 
interfering UHF signals has been 
prepared and has been substituted 
for the F (50,10) curve for Chan- 
nels 14 -83 proposed in the Third 
Notice. 

90. With these changes in mind 
the Commission is confident that 
the curves it is establishing are 
of sufficient accuracy to achieve the 
purposes of its assignment plan. 
The use of such curves is indispens- 
able to the inauguration of a na- 
tionwide television service. If we 
were to await more extensive data 
before establishing the Assignment 
Table, it would be necessary to 
withhold the inauguration of a 
nationwide service which will oper- 
ate on both the UHF and VHF. 
The objections to the use of the 
195 mc. curves for UHF in rough 
terrain are in part mitigated by 
the use of the 63 mc. curves for 
prediction of service ranges. It is 
nevertheless true that the same 
curves are used for smooth as for 
rough terrain. However, no one 
either in the record or the tor- 
ments filed pursuant to the Third 
Notice has -proposed a system of 
prediction of coverage which while 
recognizing the differences between 
rough and smooth terrain meets 
the criterion of reasonable sim- 
plicity or in lieu thereof is reason- 
ably accurate in the light of avail- 
able scientific data. Actually, no 
one has offered adequate data upon 
which curves may be adopted which 
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would recognize the differences be- 
tween smooth and rough terrain or 
has established criteria for deter- 
mining various degrees of terrain 
roughness. As a result no further 
changes in the curves adopted are 
justified on the basis of the record. 
In the future, when measurements 
are made which will add to the 
store knowledge in the field of 
propagation, these will be consid- 
ered in appropriate rule making 
proceedings looking toward the 
amendment of existing curves. In 
the absence of such data, objections 
to the UHF propagation curves 
must be rejected.* 

91. For purposes of establishing 
a Table of Assignments and devel- 
oping Rules and standards for the 
television broadcast service, the 
service areas are described in 
terms of iso -service contours based 
upon the proposed propagation 
charts. It should be stressed again 
that the service and interference 
computed by the use of these charts 
are not expected to prevail for any 
specific station but rather describe 
the service and interference which 
would prevail if the stations in- 
volved were all typical ones produc- 
ing the average field intensities 
described by the charts. In other 
words, the proposed methods for 
describing service areas and inter- 
ference are only assignment tools 
which are expected to give a fairly 
good service description on a large 
area basis but not necessarily on an 
individual station basis. 

92. It has been found that radio 
signals in the frequency range per- 
tinent to the television allocation 
vary both with time and location 
in a statistically normal distribu- 
tion. In order to adequately de- 
scribe these variable field intensi- 
ties, the Commission has adopted 
the statistical approach advocated 
by the Ad Hoc Committee. Thus, 
if a T per cent field intensity is de- 
fined as that level of field intensity 
exceeded for T per cent of the time, 
then F (L,T) is the T per cent field 
intensity exceeded at L per cent of 
the locations. Stated in another 
way, F (L,T) is the field intensity 
exceeded for at least T per cent of 
the time at the best L per cent 
of receiving locations. In establish- 
ing the Table of Assignments and 
in developing the Rules and stand- 
ards for the television broadcast 
service, it has been found necessary 
to use primarily the F(50,50) and 
F(50,10) values of field intensity 
and the charts indicating the var- 
iation of field intensity with the 
percentage of receiver locations. 
However, we have considered in 
this connection the efficiency 
studies developed by the Ad Hoc 
Committee utilizing the concept of 
integrating the service available 
at all receiver locations. 

93. The above charts are based 
upon the results of the Ad Hoc 
Committee Report with two excep- 
tions. First, the field intensity ver- 
sus distance curves were extrapo- 
lated for transmitting antenna 
heights of more than 2000 feet. 
Secondly, the Ad Hoc Committee 
did not study UHF propagation. 

94. The concept of iso -service 
contours has been introduced for 
the purpose of describing service. 
It is recognized that there exists no 
sharp line of demarcation between 

w It is to be noted that the Commis- 
sion's decision with respect to the En- 
terprise, Greylock and WTAG counter- 
proposals with respect to the cities of 
Brockton, Pittsfield and Worcester 
does not rest on the nature of the UHF 
propagation curves. 

service and interference but that 
the service available may be mon 
satisfactory or less satisfactory it 
varying degrees. However, for the 
purpose of obtaining practical com- 
parisons of the service to be ex- 
pected under the assignment plan 
it has been found desirable in this: 
proceeding to set up a standard 
criterion of service, based upon a 
standard instantaneous acceptance 
ratio of desired to undesired sig- 
nals being exceeded for 90 per cent 
of the time at any given receiver 
location, as outlined in Volume Il 
of the Ad Hoc Committee Report. 
The iso- service contour is defined 
as that contour along which every 
location has the same probability 
of exceeding the standard criterion 
of service, described above. The 
farther away a location is from the 
transmitter, the smaller is the prob- 
ability that the received service 
will exceed the standard criterion. 
The grades of service are deter- 
mined by selecting particular loca- 
tion probabilities, namely 70% and 
50%n for Grades A and B service, 
respectively. 

95. In determining service and 
interference, the receiving antenna 
is assumed to be non -directional. 
This assumption has been recom- 
mended by the Ad Hoc Committee. 
It is believed that the receiving 
antenna directivity gain should be 
used as a safety factor to-permit 
adjustment of the antenna to min- 
imize multipath distortion and local 
oscillator radiation, to permit a 
compromise orientation for the re- 
ception on the same antenna from 
several desired stations in different 
directions, and to minimize the ef- 
fects of multiple interference. 

96. In view of the foregoing, the 
Commission's proposal as modified 
herein, with respect to prediction 
of service areas and interference 
has been followed in this proceed- 
ing and appropriate portions there- 
of have been incorporated in the 
Commission's Rules and standards. 
The F(50,10) curves are attached 
hereto as Appendix B. 

Grades of Service 
97. The Third Notice provided: 
C. Grades of service.' In its 

"The Commission proposes the 
use of iso -service contours which 
express service in terms of the ratio 
between desired and undesired 
signal in decibels. or the minimum 
required signal levels in decibels 
above one microvolt per meter. 
This has been done in order to 
facilitate computation of service 
and interference field strengths. 
Likewise. the same terms may be 
carried over to the output of the 
transmitter, transmission line loss 
and antenna gain. This has the 
advantage of using the same unit 
throughout the service whether in 
the transmitting equipment or in the 
field and has the additional ad- 
vantage that a decibel of power 
added at the transmitter results in 
a decibel of increased field strength. 
In order to place these matters on a 
related basis, the decibels with 
respect to transmitter ower and 
antenna gain as well as field 
strength must be expressed as 
decibels with reference to some 
given level. Field strength is ex- 
pressed either in decibels above an 
undesired signal or decibels above 
a reference level which has been 
chosen as one microvolt per meter. 
A convenient reference level of 
transmitter power is 1 kilowat. The 
propagation charts attached to Ap- 
pendix B and identified as "Ap- 
pendix V, figures 1 -4" are based 
upon the radiation in the equatorial 
plane of a half wave dipole antenna 
having an effective radiated power 
of one kilowat. Antenna gain is 
expressed as the ratio in db of the 
maximum radiation from the anten- 
na to the radiation in the equatorial 
plane of .a half wave dipole with 
equal power input. 
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GATES offers three speech input consoles 
that fully meet every TV need. Whether you select the 

ultra complete SA -50 dual channel equipment, the 
much used SA -40 single channel console, or the very 

popular 52 -CS studioette, you can be 
certain of top quality through advanced GATES 

engineering. For 30 years now, GATES has been build- 
ing fine speech equipment - and for TV 

there is nothing finer! 

GATES SA -50 Dual Channel Console . . . 

Nine mixing channels, dual program amplifiers, dual 
V. U. meters, 10 watt monitoring amplifier, self -con- 
tained cueing amplifier, five preamplifiers with room 
for two more where required. Complete remote, over- 
ride, cueing and talk back facilities. Extremely low 
cross talk combined with high gain. Deluxe equipment 
all the way! 

GATES 52 -CS Studioette . . . 

All GATES consoles have the same top quality com- 
ponents. This popular, modestly priced console is 
made possible by combining functions through key 
control. Many TV stations will prefer to use several 
52 -CS Studioettes instead of a single larger console. 
Every progressive TV engineer will find it worth while 
to investigate the 52 -CS Studioette! 

GATES SA -40 Single Channel Console .. . 
Th 

Perhaps the most used speech input console in TV and 
radio today. Nine mixing channels, wide circuit selec- 
tion, low cross talk, high gain and extreme ease of 
servicing are but a few of the SA -40's many features. 
GATES will gladly send detailed circuit data on request. 

GATES Speech Input Catalog -Yours for 
* the asking is a 44 -page catalog on GATES 

speech equipment plus a new 12 -page 
brochure on remote control apparatus. No 
obligation, of course. Why not write now? 

SALES OFFICES 
2700 Polk Avenue, Houston, Texas Warner Building, Washington D. C. 
International Division, 13 E. 40th St., New York City Canadian Marconi 

Company, Montreal, Quebec 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 
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GATES RADIO COMPANY 
manufacturing engineers since 1922 

Q U I N C Y, I L L I N O I S , U. S. A. 
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Notice of Further Proposed Rule 
Making issued on July 11, 1949, 
the Commission proposed to clas- 
sify television broadcast service 
'nto three grades of service. In 
he Commission's opinion, there 

's no need for more than two 
ades of service. Grade A serv- 

'ce is so specified that a quality 
cceptable to the median ob- 
erver is expected to be avail - 
ble for at least 90 per cent of 
he time at the best 70 per cent 
f receiver locations at the outer 
imita of this service. In the case 
f Grade B service the figures 

are 90 per cent of the time and 
0 per cent of the locations.' 
he field strengths and interfer- 

nee ratios are as follows: , 

. Required m e d i a n field 
trengths in db above 1 uv /m: 
rade Chan- Chan- Chan - 
of nels nels nels 

ervice 2-6 7 -13 14 -83 
A 68 db 71 db 74 db 
B 47 db 66 db 64 db 
Permissible co- channel ratios 
db of median desired field 

$ trength to 10 per cent unde- 
sired field strength: 

Channels Channels 
2 -13 14 -83 

Grade Non- Non - 
of Off- Off- Off- Off - 

ervice set set set set 
A 61 db 34 db 63 db 36 db 
B 46 db 28 db 46 db 28 db 

31 Permissible adjacent channel 
ratios in db of median desired 
aad undesired field strengths: 
Grade of Channels 
Service 2-83 

A 0 db 
B 0 db 

98 No objections were filed to 
the proposal described above with 
the 'exception of comments con- 
cerning adjacent channel interfer- 
ence ratios which are treated else- 
where in this Report. Accordingly, 
the proposal in the Third Notice 
has been followed in this pro- 
ceeding and appropriate portions 
thereof have been incorporated in 
the Commission's Rules and Stand- 
ards. In view of our decision herein 
with respect to station separations, 
powers and antenna heights, there 
is no need to include in our Rules 
and standards co- channel and ad- 
jacent channel interference ratios. 

99. The Third Notice provided 
that: 

Transmitter locations shall be so 
chosen that the following me- 
dian field intensities as calcu- 
lated in accordance with the 
methods and procedures de- 
scribed in Appendix B are pro- 
vided over the entire principal 
city to be served: 
C annels Channels Channels 

2 -6 7 -13 14-83 
74 db 77 db 80 db 

10 . No one has objected to this 
prop sal with respect to median 
field intensities and accordingly 
it is ing finalized. 

10 It should be noted that the 
value selected for these grades 
of s rvice assume a number of 
condi ions with respect to a typi- 
cal home receiver installation such 
as the sensitivity of the receiver, 
the type of antenna, the installa- 
tion of the antenna, and the trans - 
missign line used. In VHF, con- 

' or the specialized case that 
ex in the case of adjacent chan- 
nel interference, see par. H E (2) 
bel1w. 
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siderable information concerning a 
typical home installation is avail- 
able as a result of actual experi- 
ence; in UHF a typical installa- 
tion had to be predicated to a 
large extent on the basis of tech- 
nical feasibility. Thus, the extent 
to which the grades of service for 
the UHF, herein adopted are ac- 
tually realized in practice will de- 
pend on the ability of the industry 
economically to produce and in- 
stall high performance receiving 
equipment as well as upon the 
propagation characteristics of these 
frequencies. 

102. DuMont and Radio Ken- 
tucky, Inc., Louisville, Kentucky, 
have both recommended that the 
Commission impose requirements 
with respect to the joint use of an- 
tennas to make coverage more 
equal, reduce construction costs 
and aid the public in the installa- 
tion and use of receiving antennas. 
In this connection, Section 3.639 
of the Commission's present rules 
provides: 

Use of common antenna site. - 
No television license or renewal 
of a television license will be 
granted to any person who owns, 
leases, or controls a particular 
site which is peculiarly suitable 
for television broadcasting in 
a particular area and (a) which 
is not available for use by 
other television licensees, and 
(b) no other comparable site is 
available in the area; and (c) 
where the exclusive use of such 
site by the applicant or licensee 
would unduly limit the num- 
ber of television stations that 
can be authorized in a particu- 
lar area or would unduly re- 
strict competition among tele- 
vision stations. 

While we encourage licensees to 
use common antennas where pos- 
sible, we believe that we should not 
impose such a requirement with- 
out further exploration of the 
problems which might arise from 
such a rule. We have, however, 
retained the provisions of Section 
3.639 in the Rules adopted herein. 

Station Separations 
103. The Commission in seeking 

to establish a nationwide television 
assignment plan which will provide 
service to the people of the United 
States for years to come is basing 
the Assignment Table in large part 
on a system of minimum station 
separations. These station separa- 
tions, together with the station 
powers and antenna heights per- 
mitted by the Rules, will establish 
the nature and extent of the pro- 
tection from interference to be ac- 
corded to television stations. The 
use of this system of station sep- 
arations, we believe, will more 
easily and more likely bring about 
a truly efficient and equitable dis- 
tribution of television service than 
would a system based upon "pro- 
tected contours" 

The Measurement of Station 
Separations " 

104. We are dealing in this Re- 
port with two types of separations 
or mileage spacing requirements. 
There are in the first place assign- 
ment spacing requirements which 
we are following herein and which 
will be followed in future rule mak- 

a Station separations include co -chan- 
nel separations, adjacent channel sepa- 
rations, and those separations provided for herein to protect against interfer- 
ence caused by oscillator radiation, I. F. 
beat, intermodulation and to protect against image interference. 
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ing proceedings dealing with addi- 
tions or amendments to the Table 
of Assignments. These separations 
are to be distinguished from facil- 
ities spacing requirements that 
must be complied with in determin- 
ing spacings between stations in 
licensing proceedings involving in- 
dividual applications for facilities. 
The Third Notice implicitly recog- 
nized the difference between these 
two types of separations by re- 
ferring to assignment spacing re- 
quirements as city -to -city spacings 
and by referring to facilities spac- 
ing requirements as transmitter -to- 
transmitter spacings. 

106. A number of parties" have 
filed comments pursuant to the 
Third Notice taking issue with the 
requirement that minimum co -chan- 
nel separations be determined ex- 
clusively on a city -to -city basis. 
These parties state that the evi- 
dence in the record of the hearing, 
supplied by Edward Allen, a Com- 
mission witness, pertaining to the 
determination of interference, dis- 
tance to service contours, and asso- 
ciated studies related to the loca- 
tions of the transmitting antennas 
irrespective of the distance between 
cites. These parties further main- 
tain that the determination of in- 
terference, distance to contours, 
and grade of service are functions 
of the transmitting antennas to- 
gether with the propagation char- 
acteristics of the frequencies con- 
cerned, and power and effective 
antenna height. Accordingly, they 
request that the Third Notice be 
modified so that minimum co -chan- 
nel separations be stated either on 
a transmitter -to- transmitter basis 
or that the alternative of trans - 
mitter-to- transmitter or city -to -city 
spacings be permitted. 

106. In providing that assign- 
ment spacings were to be measured 
from city -to -city, the Third Notice 
did not expressly specify what 
reference point in a city should be 
chosen in measuring the city -to -city 
separation. However, where a trans- 
mitter is in existence by reason of 
a Commission authorization, that 
transmitter site is obviously the 
appropriate reference point. Ac- 
cordingly, insofar as the comments 
described above constitute a request 
that, in measuring assignment 
spacings an authorized television 
transmitter shall be used as one of 
the two necessary reference points, 
they are granted, and we have in 
this proceeding measured a assign- 
ment spacings from authorized 
transmitter sites where such sites 
were available. The location of the 
site is derived from the co- ordinates 
of the transmitter as indicated on 
the official Commission instrument 

Southern Minnesota Supply Co., 
Mankato, Minn.: Pennsylvania Broad- 
casting Co., Philadelphia, Pa.: The 
Brockway Co.. Watertown, N. Y.; 
Hampton Roads Broadcasting Corp., 
Norfolk, Va.; Loyola University of The 
South, New Orleans, La.; The Gazette 
Company, Cedar Rapids, Iowa; Tele- 
graph Herald, Dubuque, Iowa; Kings- 
port Broadcasting Co., Kingsport, Tenn.; 
Hartford Times, Inc., Hartford, Conn.; 
Buffalo Courier Express, Inc., Buffalo, 
N. Y., Bay Broadcasting Co., Bay City, 
Mich.; WJR, The Goodwill Station, 
Inc., Detroit. Mich.: Wm. H. Block 
Company, Indianapolis. Ind.; The Trav- 
elers Broadcasting Service Corp., 
Hartford, Conn.: McClatchy Broad- 
casting Co., Sacramento and Fresno, 
Calif.; WIBC. Inc., Indianapolis. Ind.; 
Peoria Broadcasting Co., Peoria, Ill.: 
Independent Broadcasting Company 
Des Moines, Iowa, and Jacksonville 
Broadcasting Co., Jacksonville, Fia.. 
among others. 
" The manner of measurement of 
mileage spacings between two refer- 
ence points is set out in the Rules 
adopted herein. 

of authorization. Where television 
transmitters are authorized in both 
cities, each site should be used as a 
point of reference, and in such case 
the assignment spacing is measured 
transmitter -to- transmitter. 

107. The Third Notice did not 
state specifically how an assign- 
ment spacing should be measured 
where no authorized transmitter 
site is available as a reference 
point. We have decided that where 
an authorized transmitter site is 
available for use as a reference 
point in one city but not in the 
other, the latter is the point de- 
scribed by the city co- ordinates as 
set forth in the publication of the 
United States Department of Com- 
merce entitled "Air Line Distances 
Between Cities in the United 
States," " or if this publication does 
not specify such co- ordinates, the 
reference point used is the point 
described by the co- ordinates of the 
main post office of the city involved. 
Where no authorized transmitter 
sites are available for use as a 
reference point in both cities, the 
mileage distance between the two 
cities listed in the publication de- 
scribed above has been used where 
available. In the absence of such 
information, the reference points 
are determined by ascertaining the 
city co- ordinates as set forth in the 
publication listed above and where 
the city co- ordinates are not listed, 
by ascertaining the co- ordinates of 
the main post office in the city in- 
volved. 

108. The measurement of facili- 
ties separations in licensing pro- 
ceedings is simplified by reason of 
the fact that in each case one refer- 
ence point is established by the 
applicant by his selection of a pro- 
posed transmitter site. The other 
reference point is determined by 
ascertaining (1) the co- ordinates of 
an authorized transmitter site in 
the other city or (2) where such a 
transmitter site is not available the 
city co- ordinates as set forth in the 
publication of the United States 
Department of Commerce entitled 
"Air Line Distances Between Cities 
in the United States" or if said 
publication does not specify such 
co- ordinates the co- ordinates of the 
main post office of the other city 
involved. In addition where there 
are pending applications in the 
other city, which, if granted, would 
have to be considered in determin- 
ing facilities separations, the co- 
ordinates of the transmitter sites 
proposed in such applications must 
be used to determine whether 
minimum facilities spacing between 
the two proposals have been met. 

The Minimum Co- Channel Assign- 
ment Spacings 

109. In the Third Notice, the 
Commission said with respect to 
co- channel assignment spacings: 

The Table of Assignments con- 
tained in the Commission's 
Notice of Further Proposed Rule 
Making, issued July 11, 1949, 
had as its objective co- channel 
separation of 220 miles in the 
VHF band and 200 miles in the 

,' The Third Notice provided that in 
determining separations between cities 
for the purpose of application of the 
15 mlle rule (see footnote 8 above) 
"the city mileage separations set forth 
in the publication of the United States 
Department of Commerce entitled 'Air 
Line Distances' shall be utilized. Where 
cities are not listed in the above pub- 
lication, separations shall be computed 
on the basis of the distance between 
the main post office in the respective 
cities." 
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UHF band. At the hearing on 
the general issues, testimony 
was offered that these separa- 
tions could be reduced considera- 
bly by utilizing offset carrier 
operation. Evidence was also 
offered that more television 
service could be made available 
to the country if the separation 
objective were reduced to 150 
miles for VHF channels. 
The Commission has carefully 
considered the above evidence 
and has concluded that some re- 
duction in co- channel separation 
is possible because of the im- 
provements which result from 
offset carrier operation. It is not 
deemed advisable to effectuate a 
reduction to 150 mile VHF sep- 
aration as suggested at the 
hearing. In the first place, the 
evidence upon which the 150 mile 
separation is based is the theor- 
etical computations of what cov- 
erage can be achieved. On the 
basis of the evidence in the 
record, it is clear that considera- 
tions of terrain and other propa- 
gation factors will materially 
affect many of the theoretical 
computations. In the second 
place, much of the propagation 
data -although the best avail- 
able -upon which the Commis- 
sion relies is necessarily quite 
meager. Postponing a decision 
in these proceedings would not 
materially aid this problem since 
it has been the Commission's 
experience that substantial 
amounts of propagation data do 
not become available until sta- 
tions are authorized on a regular 
basis. Hence, the Commission is 
faced with the practical problem 
that if it postpones assigning 
stations until sufficient propaga- 
tion data are available, such data 
may never become available, 
while on the other hand if sta- 
tions are assigned before suffi- 
cient propagation data are as- 
sembled, more interference may 
result in actual operation than 
was anticipated. In the Com- 
mission's view, the best method 
of handling this problem is to 
assign stations as soon as a rea- 
sonably sufficient amount of 
data is accumulated, but in doing 
so assignments should not be 
made on the barest minimum 
separation which exact calcula- 
tions would indicate. Instead, a 
safety factor should be included. 
In this way. if as a result of 
actual experience more interfer- 
ence results than was indicated 
by the earlier calculations, the 
safety factor will prevent exten- 
sive damage to overall service. 
If actual experience shows that 
the amount of interference is 
approximately that predicted by 
the calculations, then the rules 
and standards can be amended to 
reflect the new data. In the 
Commission's experience, it is 
much easier as a practical 
matter to reduce station separa- 
tions which are somewhat larger 
than were originally thought to 
be necessary than it is to in- 
crease separations which are 
smaller than were originally 
thought to be necessary. 

110. In determining minimum co- 
channel separations we must con- 
sider a number of factors. The 
geographical distribution of the 
people and cities of the United 
States does not lend itself to a sim- 
ple rule for the spacing of stations. 
The northeastern portion of the 
United States is generally charac- 

terized by higher population density 
and closer spacing of cities than 
the other portions of the country. 
See Appendix A. 

111. Recognition must also be 
given to the fact that the mileages 
set for co- channel spacings deter- 
mine the size of the interference- 
free service area of nearby co- 
channel stations. It is important to 
note that we are referring here not 
to Grade A service but to the more 
extensive Grade B service. As spac- 
ings in the order of 140 -250 miles 
are reduced by 10 miles the inter- 
ference free service area is reduced 
by 2 -3 miles in the direction in 
which stations face each other. Ac- 
cordingly, reductions in Grade B 
service resulting from reduced sep- 
arations deprive the rural areas 
and the less sparsely settled areas 
of television service. To the extent 
we do this in the VHF, we lose one 
of the benefits of that portion of 
the spectrum, the wide area cover- 
age possible. 

112. We have also considered the 
import of minimum spacings on 
the policy we have adopted herein 
with respect to the use of greater 
heights and higher powers. As 
greater antenna heights and higher 
powers are used, the greater is the 
need for wider separations; with 
smaller separations, in the direc- 
tion of the co- channel station, the 
potential gain from greater heights 
and higher powers would be lost. 
We do not wish to negate the pol- 
icy of trying to obtain wide cover- 
age by the use of high antenna 
heights; neither do we wish to cre- 
ate excessive interference by per- 
mitting operation with high power 
at small spacings. 

113. Finally we have given con- 
sideration to the need for a safety 
factor in view of the incomplete 
nature of available propagation 
data. Where the pros and cons hang 
in even balance we deem it highly 
desirable if not imperative to tip 
the scales in favor of wider separa- 
tions. 

114. The Commission in t h e 
Third Notice provided the follow- 
ing minimum co- channel assign- 
ment spacings between cities: 

VHF - 180 miles 
UHF - 165 miles 

Actually, however, it was not in- 
tended that all requests for addi- 
tional assignments should be grant- 
ed solely because they met the mini- 
ma provided for in the Third 
Notice. The Third Notice stated: 

In each case, the above figures 
are minimum separations. 
Greater separations are utilized 
in the sparsely settled areas of 
the country in order to secure 
a maximum amount of service. 
In addition, greater separations 
are also utilized in Gulf Coast 
areas and in other areas where 
high levels of tropospheric prop- 
agation may be expected. This 
should be kept in mind by per- 
sons desiring to suggest changes 
in the Table of Assignments. 
(Emphasis added.) 

115. Moreover, examination of 
the Table of Assignments proposed 
in the Third Notice makes it clear 
that the 180 mile VHF co- channel 
separation and the 165 mile UHF 
co- channel separation were not in- 
tended to be the minimum assign- 
ment spacing throughout the coun- 
try. These minimum spacings were 
intended to be used and were used 

only in those portions of the coun- 
try where narrower spacings are 
appropriate, particularly in the 
northeastern part of the United 
States. Upon review of the whole 
record we adhere to the concept 
that in the less densely settled 
areas of the country wide separa- 
tions must be maintained. The 
minimum VHF co- channel spacing 
utilized in the Third Notice in such 
areas of the country was 190 miles. 
We adopt this spacing as the ap- 
propriate minimum VHF spacing 
in areas which have a relatively 
lower population density or where 
large cities are more widely sepa- 
rated. See Appendix A. For if we 
were to permit stations at close 
separations in such areas, we would 
deprive persons residing in the in- 
terference areas between such sta- 
tions of television service since 
there generally do not exist other 
cities of sufficient magnitude in 
this interference area capable of 
supporting stations on other chan- 
nels which could serve the area. 

116. A different situation, how- 
ever, exists where there is a higher 
density of population and concen- 
tration of cities. Because of the 
concentration of cities, the provi- 
sion for lower minimum spacings 
in such an area will not have the 
tendency of depriving residents of 
the area of television service, since 
there would be an overlapping of 
service contours of stations on dif- 
ferent channels located in the inter- 
ference areas. 

117. Analysis of population den- 
sity and distribution of cities estab- 
lishes the existence of one large 
contiguous area where there is a 
substantially higher density of 
population and concentration of 
cities compared to all other con- 
tiguous areas of comparable size. 
See Appendix A. We believe the 
record in the general portion of the 
hearing supports the conclusion 
that lower separations in this area 
are warranted. 

118. We have called this area 
Zone I. It consists of that portion 
of the United States located within 
the confines of the following lines 
drawn on the United States Albers 
Equal Area Projection Map, (based 
on standard parallels 291/2° and 
45%° North American datum) : 
Beginning at the most easterly 
point on the state boundary line 
between North Carolina and Vir- 
ginia; thence in a straight line to 
a point at the junction of the Ohio, 
Kentucky, West Virginia State 
boundary lines, thence westerly 
along the southern boundary lines 
of the States of Ohio, Indiana and 
Illinois to a point at the junction 
of the Illinois, Kentucky and Mis- 
souri State boundary lines; thence 
northerly along the west boundary 
line of the State of Illinois to a 
point at the junction of the Illinois, 
Iowa and Wisconsin State bound- 
ary lines; thence easterly along the 
northern state boundary lines of 
Illinois to the 90th meridian; thence 
north along this meridian to the 
43.5° parallel; thence east along 
this parallel to the '71st meridian; 
thence in a straight line to the in- 
tersection of the 69th meridian and 
the 45th parallel; thence east along 
the 45th parallel to the Atlantic 
Ocean. When any of the above lines 
pass through a city the city shall 
be considered to be located in Zone 
I. A map of Zone I is included in 
the Rules adopted herein. 

119. In establishing the boun- 
daries of Zone I we have included 
within the Zone portions of some 
states that, as a whole, have rela- 
tively low population densities and 
relatively few large cities. The 
portions we have included, are, 
however, relatively more populous 
and have a greater number of large 
cities than the other portions of 
the same states and they are all 
contiguous to the general area with 
a higher density of population and 
concentrated cities. For these rea- 
sons we believe their inclusion in 
Zone I is warranted. 

120. Upon consideration of the 
whole record, we have determined 
that the minimum co- channel as- 
signment spacing in Zone I shall 
be 170 miles in the VHF and 155 
miles in the UHF.' This consti- 
tutes a reduction of 10 miles in 
the minimum assignment separa- 
tion proposed in the Third Notice, 
but is the same as the minimum 
facilities separations provided for 
in the Third Notice. We find no 
basis for going below the 170 and 
155 mile figures proposed as the 
minima in the Third Notice. 

121. As we have pointed out in 
the Third Notice, in certain areas 
of the country, particularly the 
Gulf Coast area, high levels of 
tropospheric propagation may be 
expected. In such areas greater 
separations are necessary to com- 
pensate for the reduction in service 
areas that is caused by the inter- 
ference resulting from the high 
level of tropospheric propagation. 
We have carefully re- examined the 
record and the comments that have 
been filed pursuant to the Third 
Notice and we have determined 
that only the Gulf Coast area 
should, by rule, be treated differ- 
ently from other areas which may 
be affected by a high level of tropo- 
spheric propagation. In reaching 
this conclusion we are aware that 
wide separations will have to be 
maintained in other areas as well 
to protect against the effects of 
high levels of tropospheric propa- 
gation. We believe, however, that 
these situations can be considered 
on a case -to -case basis, and we 
have attempted to take care of this 
problem on such a basis in estab- 
lishing the Table of Assignments 
in this proceeding. 

122. We have designated the 
Gulf Coast area as Zone III. Zone 
III consists of that portion of the 
United States located south of a 
line, drawn on the United States 
Albers Equal Area Projection Map, 
(based on standard parallels 29% ° 

and 45% ° North American da- 
tum), beginning at a point on the 
east coast of Georgia and the 31st 
parallel and ending at the United 
States- Mexico border, consisting 
of arcs drawn with a 150 mile 
radius from the following specified 
points: 
North Latitude West Longitude 
a) 29° 40' 83° 24' 
b) 30° 07' 84° 12' 
c) 30° 31' 86° 30' 
d) 30° 48' 87° 58' 30" 
e) 30° 23' 90° 12' 
f) 30° 04' 30" 93° 19' 
g) 29° 46' 95 05' 
h) 28° 43' 96° 39' 30" 
i) 27° 52' 30" 97° 32' 

When any of the above lines pass 
through a city, the city shall be 

m We recognize that a few existing 
operations do not comply with the 
minimum separations set forth above. 
It has not been possible to remove 
these cases without unwarranted dis- 
location. 
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co sidered to be located in Zone H. 
A map of Zone III is included in 
the Rules adopted herein. 

cl 
cl 
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23. All of the United States (in- 
ding the Territories) not in- 
ded in Zones I and III is desig- 
ed as Zone II. In measuring 
arations between cities in differ - 
Zones, the lower separation ap- 

cable will govern. 
24. The area designated as Zone 

II is more sparsely settled than the 
ar-a designated Zone I and has a 
lo er concentration of cities than 
do-s Zone I. See Appendix A. As 
sh wn in Appendix A, the po ula- 
ti ' density per square mile in 
Zo e I is 222.1 people per square 
mi e; in Zone II the population 
de sity is 27.4 per square mile. 
F. the reasons set out above, we 
be 'eve the minimum VHF co -chan- 
ne assignment separation of 190 
mi es maintained in this area in the 
Ta le proposed in the Third Notice, 
sh uld be adhered to without 
change. In the case of the UHF, 
th minimum co- channel separation 
in Zone II, maintaining the rela- 
tio ship used in Zone I, shall be 
17 miles. There are very few 
U F assignments proposed in the 
Th rd Notice in violation of this 
mi imum; these assignments have,. 
ho ever, been deleted from the 
Ta, le adopted herein. 

25. There remains for consid- 
er tion the minimum co- channel 
separations to be maintained in 
Zo e III, the Gulf Coast area. This 
ar =: would be on the basis of 
de sity of population and concen- 
trh ion of cities fall within Zone 
II. The population density per 
sq ; ie mile in Zone III is 47.8 
pe.i.le per square mile. See Appen- 
dix A. On the basis of the record, 
it ppears necessary, however, to 
ad a factor of about 33 miles 
spa ing between co- channel sta- 
tio s to obtain the same service 
are as would exist in Zone II. We 
bel -ve it to be reasonable in light 
of he foregoing to add 30 miles 
in he Gulf Coast area to the 190 
mil- minimum VHF co- channel as- 
si t ment spacing provided in Zone 
II.' his will substantially equalize 
the service contours of stations in 
the Gulf area with stations in Zone 
II. n this basis the minimum as- 
si ment spacing in Zone III will 
be -20 miles in the VHF band and 
205 miles in the UHF. Several 
VH assignments in Zone III pro - 
pos:d in the Third Notice involved 
spacings below this minimum. How - 
eve], as set forth above, it was 
.clea ly contemplated in the Third 
Notice and the Commission so in- 
dicated that spacings in the Gulf 
Coast area would have to be much 
wider than spacings in other por- 
tions of the country'. Accordingly, 
necessary changes have beén made 
in the Table to insure that all as- 
signments meet the minimum re- 
quin d herein. 

12 . In establishing Zone III we 
are eking into account the fact 
that we do not have sufficient data 
at t is time to determine exactly 

"e For example, The Houston Post Com- 
pany, in its comments, expressly sup- 
port, the principle that in the Gulf 
area inimum spacings substantially 
abov the minima in other areas are 
-requi ed. The Houston Post Company 
:adva ed the proposal that a specific 
limitation be made on assignments in 
this a ea so that stations operating on 
the s me channel should be separated 
by 24 miles on Channels 2 -8 and by 
200 m les on Channels 7 -13. 
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at what point the effects of the high 
level of propagation in the Gulf 
need no longer be considered in 
establishing minimum assignment 
spacings. We believe, however, 
that the figure we have chosen 
provides an adequate margin of 
safety and yet does not prevent as- 
signments that could appropriately 
be made at this time. 

127. DuMont Laboratories, Inc. 
has submitted an alternative na- 
tionwide assignment plan which it 
claims is superior to that of the 
Commission. DuMont makes this 
claim on the grounds that its as- 
signment plan allegedly makes a 
more efficient use of the available 
television spectrum, especially the 
VHF band. DuMont points out that 
it has made more assignments on 
each VHF channel than the Com- 
mission and that it has provided 
more communities with VHF mul- 
tiple service. At the same time 
DuMont proposes to assign at least 
one channel to practically every 
community listed in the Commis- 
sion's Table of Assignments. In 
substantiation of its claim that its 
plan would provide more persons 
with more service, DuMont had a 
population count made of the num- 
ber of persons living within 50 
miles of television service centers. 
It defined a "television service cen- 
ter" as a community to which more 
than one television channel had 
been assigned under either the 
Commission or the DuMont assign- 
ment plans. For example, DuMont 
states that under the proposed FCC 
plan 98 television centers have been 
tentatively assigned four or more 
VHF and UHF channels and a 
population of 95,115,203 live within 
50 miles of these centers, whereas 
under the DuMont plan 149 centers 
would have four or more channels 
and a population of 113,814,387 live 
within 50 miles of these centers. 

128. DuMont contends that it 
achieved this greater efficiency 
"within the FCC framework of en- 
gineering standards." .As a matter 
of fact, however, there is a highly 
significant difference between the 
two plans with respect to the min- 
imum co- channel assignment sep- 
arations employed and this differ- 
ence is necessarily reflected in the 
total number of assignments under 
the two plans. In order to increase 
the number of VHF assignments in 
large cities, DuMont would make 
many assignments below the min- 
imum separations employed in the 
Table of Assignments proposed in 
the .Commission's Third Notice and 
as adopted in this Report. For ex- 
ample. in the area comprising Zone 
II, the Commission's proposed 
Table and final Table have no as- 
signment separations below 190 
miles. By contrast DuMont pro- 
poses 79 spacings below this min- 
imum. These would be distributed 
as follows: 6 below 170 miles; 21 
between 170 and 180 miles; and 62 
between 180 and 190 miles. In the 
area defined as Zone III, the Com- 
mission had proposed 9 spacings 
below 220 miles (minimum estab- 
lished herein), but in the Table 
adopted herein all VHF' spacings 
below 220 miles have been deleted. 
DuMont, however, proposes 30 as- 
signments below this minimum. 
Two separations would fall below 
180 miles, 18 between 180 and 200 
miles, and 10 between 200 and 220 
miles. 

129. By reducing the spacings be- 
low the minimum at numerous 
Final TV Report 

points, the DuMont plan achieves a 
greater number of VHF assign- 
ments than does the FCC table. It 
is apparent, however, that Du- 
Mont's alleged superior assignment 
efficiency in fact results from utiliz- 
ing station separation standards at 
variance with those of the Corn - 
mission. For the reasons detailed 
previously, the Commission does 
not believe it is in the public in- 
terest to utilize such lower assign- 
ment separations. 

130. Furthermore, the DuMont 
Assignment Table is inconsistent, 
in part, with the assignments that 
have been made along the Mexican 
and Canadian borders. This aspect 
of the DuMont assignment plan is 
discussed elsewhere in this Report. 
In addition, the DuMont proposal 
for UHF assignments does not fol- 
low a basic principle provided for 
in this Report and followed in the 
Commission's Table, namely, that 
UHF stations separated by less 
than 6 channels should be separated 
by at least 20 miles. This aspect of 
the DuMont assignment plan is also 
discussed in detail elsewhere in this 
report. 

131. The Commission has already 
examined and rejected certain of 
the underlying principles of the 
DuMont plan. We must, for the 
reasons indicated above, similarly 
reject the proposed DuMont Table 
of Assignments. 

132. DuMont requested an oppor- 
tunity to make an oral presentation 
in this proceeding. This request 
was based on the view that the 
Commission would not adequately 
understand the DuMont nationwide 
assignment plan. We have very 
carefully considered the DuMont 
proposal. The Commission recog- 
nizes the contributions made by 
DuMont to these proceedings. We 
do not believe that an oral pre- 
sentation is necessary for the Com- 
mission to satisfactorily consider 
and dispose of the issues raised by 
DuMont. In our view the detailed 
written evidence submitted by Du- 
Mont adequately presents the facts 
with respect to the nature of Du- 
Mont's proposal and has enabled us 
fully to consider the merits of its 
proposal. The DuMont request for 
an oral presentation is, therefore, 
herewith denied. 

133. A request has been made" 
that the Commission permit as- 
signments of co- channel stations at 
less than the minimum spacings 
where advantage can be taken of 
mountain ranges to form a natural 
protection between stations. The 
parties referred to testimony on 
this point presented in the record 
by Messrs. Goldsmith, Poole, Gil- 
lett, Inglis, O'Brien and Harmon. 
While there is some evidence that 
intervening mountain ranges may 
normally reduce television signals, 
the propagation data available at 
this time is insufficient to determine 
the extent to which there may be 
significant deviations from the nor- 
mal pattern in such situations. The 
Commission is, therefore, denying 
in this proceeding the requests for 

n See Paragraphs 70 -81 above. 
u Southern Minnesota Supply Company, 
Mankato, Minn.; Erie Television Cor- 
poration, Erie, Pa.: Airfan Radio Corp., 
Ltd., San Diego, Calif.; California In- 
land Broadcasting Co., Fresno. Calif.; 
Tribune Building Co., Oakland, Calif.; 
KUGN, Inc., Eugene, Oregon; and 
Kingsport Broadcasting Co., Kingsport, 
Tenn. 

co- channel separations lower than 
the minimum between stations sep- 
arated by mountain ranges. 

134. Some of the parties n have 
requested that co- channel assign- 
ment spacings be calculated on the 
basis of proposed transmitter sites 
as well as on the basis of existing 
transmitter sites. Such a request 
confuses assignment spacings with 
facilities spacings. The purpose of 
assignment spacings is to determine 
what channels shall be assigned to 
individual communities for use by 
applicants who may seek authoriza- 
tions for stations in such communi- 
ties after an assignment has been 
established. After an assignment 
has been made it must be capable 
of being used by any applicant who 
may succeed in the licensing pro- 
ceeding. To use the specific trans- 
mitter site proposed by an indi- 
vidual petitioner in a rule making 
proceeding as a reference point in 
calculating assignment spacings 
would be to use a site that might in 
fact never be available to the suc- 
cessful applicant in the licensing 
proceeding. . 

135. Further, to permit parties to 
use specific proposed sites or possi- 
ble transmitter sites in order to es- 
tablish that they meet minimum 
assignment spacing requirements 
would in effect reduce the min- 
imum assignment spacing require- 
ments. Several parties have, how- 
ever, attempted to demonstrate that 
proposed co- channel assignments 
meet the minimum requirements by 
offering evidence that they can 
select a transmitter site that will 
meet the minimum assignment sep- 
aration requirements even though 
the distance between the proper 
reference point in the community of 
the proposed assignment and the 
other city involved is less than the 
minimum. We cannot permit sep- 
arations to be reduced by allowing 
proponents of new assignments to 
demonstrate in rule making pro- 
ceedings that they can meet the 
minimum assignment spacing re- 
quirements only by being able to 
erect a transmitter at a specific 
site. The manner in which the as- 
signment spacings are measured is 
important in determining the spac- 
ings between stations and the mea- 
surements will vary significantly 
depending on the reference points 
used. To permit assignments to be 
made in rule making proceedings on 
the basis of the measurement of 
spacings from particular trans- 
mitter sites other than the appro- 
priate reference point would result 
in a reduction of the required as- 
signment spacings. Accordingly, 
we are denying all requests for the 
establishment of assignments where 
the minimum spacings would be 
measured not from the proper 
reference point but from possible 
transmitter sites. a 

136. The Table of Assignments 
contained in t h e Commission's 
Third Notice permits the use of 
maximum power at all locations 
where an assignment was proposed. 

n For the same reasons we have re- 
jected similar proposals for assign- 
ments in violation of the minimum 
separations where other than co -chan- 
nel spacings are involved. a See footnote 22 above. n For the same reasons we have re- 
jected similar proposals for assign- 
ments in violation of the minimum 
separations where other than co -chan- 
nel spacings are involved. 
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A number of parties' contend that 
it would be possible to provide ad- 
ditional assignments in many loca- 
tions if the stations at such locali- 
ties were limited to power less than 
the maxima. For example, it is 
stated that if two stations serving 
small communities operate with 
minimum power they could be lo- 
cated as close as '73 miles co -chan- 
nel and 19 and 25 miles adiacent 
channel for Channels 2 -6 and 7 -13, 
respectively, while at the same time 
receiving the same grade of protec- 
tion offered by a separation of 180 
miles shown in the Commission's 
standards. The parties accordingly 
have requested that the Commis- 
sion provide for additional assign- 
ments at reduced power where such 
assignments will not cause inter- 
ference greater than would exist 
under the prescribed minimum 
spacings. 

137. The Commission does not 
believe that limited power stations 
should be provided for in the Table 
of Assignments at this time in 
order to squeeze in additional as- 
signments. The effect of low power 
combined with close spacing is to 
reduce the interference -free cover- 
age area of such stations, thus pro- 
viding a sharply limited service. In 
the example cited above of two 
stations operating with minimum 
power (1 kw effective radiated 
power) and separated 73 miles co- 
channel, the interference - free 
Grade A service would be confined 
to 11 miles and the Grade B serv- 
ice to 14 miles. Further, the pro- 
posals for low power stations are 
all based upon operation of the co- 
channel stations with an antenna 
height of 500 feet. As the antenna 
heights of co- channel stations in- 
crease, the service area of the lower 
powered stations would decrease. 

138. Further, these proposals 
rest on the implicit assumption 
that where interference is not 
caused to the Grade A service of 
a station, the minimum separations 
may be reduced below the stand- 
ards adopted by the Commission. 
The television Assignment Table 
and the Rules with respect to tele- 
vision, however, recognize no pro- 
tected contours. Rather they are 
based on the concept of affording 
each station the widest coverage 
possible consistent with an efficient 
utilization of the spectrum and the 
satisfaction of the needs of the 
various cities and communities in 
the United States. The Commission 
in considering grades of service in 
this proceeding has utilized the 
principle of iso- service contours. 
Basic to this principle is a recog- 
nition of the fact that, even though 
"objectionable interference" may 
not be caused in any contour, an 
inevitable degradation of service 

m Pennsylvania Broadcasting Company, 
Philadelphia, Pa.; Southeastern Broad- 
casting Company, Macon, Ga.; Middle 
Georgia Broadcasting Company, Macon, 
Ga.; The Brockway Company, Water- 
town, N. Y.; Hampton Roads Broad - 
casting Corp., Norfolk, Va.; Jackson- 
ville Broadcasting Company, Jackson- 
ville, Fla.; Loyola University of the 
South, New Orleans, La.; The Gazette 
Company, Cedar Rapids, Iowa; Tele- 
graph Herald, Dubuque, Iowa; Kings- 
port Broadcasting Company, Kingsport, 
Tenn.; Michigan State College, East 
Lansing, Mich.; Hartford Times, Inc., 
Hartford, Conn.; Travelers Broadcast- 
ing Service Corp., Hartford, Conn.; 
Southern Minnesota Supply Company, 
Mankato, Minn., and Indiana Technical 
College, Fort Wayne, Indiana. 

occurs. We have above discussed 
at length the basis for the separa- 
tions we have established. The pro- 
posals here cannot be accepted be- 
cause they are contrary to the 
basis upon which the co- channel 
separation requirements have been 
established. 

139. Also to be considered is the 
safety factor we have previously 
mentioned. If we should find at a 
later date the interference which 
stations may suffer is greater than 
we have predicted upon the basis of 
available data, generally only 
Grade B service will suffer whereas 
the impact on Grade A service will 
be little, if any. Moreover, power 
could then be reduced if it were de- 
cided that the interference should 
be reduced. But in the case of sta- 
tions operating with lower power 
at reduced separations it would be 
more difficult to further reduce 
power and the service that would 
generally suffer would be Grade A 
service. 

140. Accordingly, the Commis- 
sion finds that it must deny the 
requests of the parties seeking ad- 
ditional assignments where such 
assignments would require opera- 
tion at less than the maximum 
powers specified in this Report. 

141. In establishing the co -chan- 
nel assignment spacing require- 
ments set out above, we have con- 
sidered carefully the comments 
and evidence of all the parties who 
have requested assignments at 
spacings below the minima adopted 
herein. Insofar as we have reduced 
the minimum assignment spacing 
in Zone I from that proposed in 
the Third Notice, the requests of 
certain of the parties for reduced 
minimum assignment spacings have 
been granted. We find, however, 
no adequate basis on the record for 
granting any of the other requests 
for reduced minimum spacings and 
we have found no convincing reason 
to deviate from our minimum as- 
signment spacings in acting on any 
specific counter -proposal in this 
proceeding. 

142. The following is a sum- 
mary of the minimum co- channel 
assignment spacings provided for 
herein : 

Zone I 
Zone II 
Zone III 

VHF UHF 
170 miles 155 miles 
190 miles 1'75 miles 
220 miles 205 miles 

Classes of Stations: Powers and 
Antenna Height 

143. In the Third Notice, the 
Commission stated: 

The Commission's Notice of 
Further Proposed Rule Making 
issued July 11, 1949, provided 
for three classes of stations, i.e. 
community, metropolitan and 
rural stations. During the 
hearings on the General Issues 
relatively little comment was 
offered concerning the proposed 
classifications. In reviewing this 
proposal, the Commission has 
concluded that it is desirable to 
reduce station classifications to 
a minimum and that more than 
one class of station is unneces- 
sary if provision is made for 
appropriate power ranges for 
the various sizes of cities and 
rural areas. Accordingly, only 
one class of television broadcast 
station is proposed, with provi- 
sion for minimum and maximum 
effective radiated powers in ac- 
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cordance with the respective 
tables set forth below: 
(1) Minimum Power 

Population of 
city (excludes 
adjacent metro- 
politan areas): 

Above 1,000,000 
250,000- 1,000,000 
50,000- 250,000 
Under 50,000 

Minimum effec- 
tive radiated 
power' (in db 
above 1 kw) 

17 db /500 ft. Ant. 
10 db /500 ft. Ant. 

3 db /500 ft. Ant. 
0 db /300 ft. Ant. 

10r equivalent, based on the 
same Grade A service radius as 
with these values of effective radi- 
ated power and antenna height 
above average terrain. A chart 
showing this relationship is at- 
tached to Appendix B and identified 
as Appendix IV. No minimum an- 
tenna height is specified. However, 
wherever feasible, high antennae 
should be used to provide improved 
service. 

(2) Maximum power. The max- 
imum effective radiated power to 
be authorized on the respective 
channels is set forth in the fol- 
lowing table: 

Maximum effective 
Channels radiated power (in 

db above 1 kw) 
2 -6 20 db /500 ft. ant. 
7 -13 23 db /500 ft. ant. 

14-83 23 db /500 ft. ant. 
144. No one has objected to the 

Commission's proposal to establish 
only one class of station and to 
permit any station to operate on 
any channel, consistent with the 
Rules and standards. Some com- 
ments have been received with re- 
spect to operation with lower pow- 
ers where the minimum mileage 
separations provided for in the 
Rules cannot be met. These com- 
ments have been considered above 
in another portion of this Report 
and the requests have been denied 
for the reasons set forth. The Com- 
mission is, therefore, finalizing its 
proposal to have only one class of 
station. 

145. No comments were received 
with respect to the Commission's 
proposal concerning minimum pow- 
er. Generally, we believe we should 
adhere to the proposal made in the 
Third Notice. It is a fact, however, 
that with very low effective ra- 
diated powers the service areas of 
television stations are extremely 
limited. Accordingly, we have pro- 
vided in our Rules that no televi- 
sion station shall in any case oper- 
ate with less than 1 kw effective 
radiated power. As so modified the 
proposal in the Third Notice with 
respect to minimum power is 
adopted. 

146. Several comments have been 
received relating to the Commis- 
sion's proposal with respect to 
maximum power for television sta- 
tions. Radio Kentucky, Inc., and 
Radio Virginia, Inc., both oppose 
the granting of further power in 
the VHF above the maximum pres- 
ently provided for in the Rules. The 
reason for this position appears to 
be a desire not to increase the 
disparity of coverage between the 
VHF and UHF. Havens and Mar- 
tin opposes this proposal to limit 
power and subscribes to the Com- 
mission's proposal for an increase 
in existing power limits in the 
VHF. A. Earl Cullum's comment 
refers to his testimony relating 
power to frequencies in order to 
obtain comparable coverage. The 
frequencies involved on Channels 7 
through 13 are approximately three 
times the frequencies involved on 
Channels 2 through 6, and the UHF 

channels allocated to television are 
approximately three times the fre- 
quencies on Channels 7 through 13. 
Cullum contends that in both of 
these cases the maximum power for 
the higher channels should be three 
times that of the lower channels 
and that putting a limit of 200 kw 
(23 dbk)" on the power to be used 
on Channels 7 through 13, and 14 
through 83 is unfair to those who 
wish to use these channels in com- 
petition with assignments made on 
Channels 2 through 6. James C. 
McNary filed a comment in which 
he stated that an amplifier tube 
with 25 kw was feasible on the 
UHF. Such a tube it was stated 
would provide a radiated power of 
400 kw (26 dbk). McNary. there- 
fore, recommends that provision be 
made for the use, on an individual 
basis, of power in excess of 23 dbk 
on Channels 14 through 83. Pacific 
Video Pioneers also proposes that 
the maximum power limitation of 
23 dbk (200 kw) on Channels 14 -83 
be liberalized to permit single sta- 
tions to increase to 26 dbk (400 
kw) on a ahiiaving that objection- 
able interferencet will not be caused- 
to other assi_ Merits using 23 dbk 
(200 kw) at'- i,i feet and to-permit 
horizontal increases in power by 
two or more -stations. On the other 
hand, RCA -NBC, and Communica- 
tions Measurements Laboratories, 
Inc., support the Commission's pro= 
posai. 

147. On the basis of the record 
. 

it appears that the Grade B cov- 
erage of the television channels 
decreases as the frequency involved 
increases. Considering first the 
power relationship between Chan- 
nels 2 -6 and Channels 7 -13 the 
propagation charts in the record 
establish that, assuming operation 
at 500 feet and the maximum pow- 
ers proposed in the Third Notice, 
the Grade A service extends to 33 
miles on Channels 7 -13 as com- 
pared to 27 miles on Channels 
2 -6 " However, in the case of Grade 
B service and where the only limit- 
ing factor is noise the service on 
Channels 2 -6 extends 57 miles com., 
pared to 50 miles on Channels 7 -13, 
based on the same powers and an- 
tenna heights. In view of this 
disparity with respect to Grade B 
service there was considerable tes- 
timony in the record favoring a 
three -fold differential in power be- 
tween Channels 2 -6 and Channels 
7 -13 rather than the powers pro- 
posed by the Commission. 

148. The arguments described 
above are somewhat misleading 
since the prediction of service areas 
is made in all cases on the basis 
of noise limitations only. Co- 
channel operation is, however, .a 
substantial factor in the deter- 
mination of the effects of permit- 
ting an increase in power such as 
is requested here by the patties. 
For elcample, at 170 mile station 
spacing, with maximum power as 
specified under the Third Notice 
and 500 feet antenna height, the 
Grade B service of a station oper- 
ating on Channels 2 -6 or 7 -13 would 
extend 41 miles and 47.5 miles, re- 
spectively, in the direction of a 
co- channel station. These cover- 
ages are related to the station sep- 
aration and would be unchanged 
by the same increase in power of 

e As used herein "dbk" signifies power 
in decibels above one kilowatt. 
" See in this connection our discussion 
above of the manner of prediction of 
service areas and interference. 

April 14, 1952 Part II Final TV Report Page 15 



a1 stations on the same channel. 
However, in other directions, as- 
suming noise as the only limiting 
factor, such stations would fur- 
nish Grade B service as far as 67 

ilea and 50 miles, respectively, 
f.r the channels stated. Similarly, 
a 200 mile spacing with stations 
o the same channel operating with 

e same power and antenna height, 
t e Grade B service of a station 
would extend 47 miles and 50 
m les for Channels 2 -6 and Chan - 
n:ls 7 -13, respectively, in the di- 

tion of a co- channel station, and 
5 miles and 50 miles, respectively, 
in other directions. The latter dis- 
ta ces for both examples could be 
in reased by an increase in power 
of all stations on the same chan - 
n= . Thus, although co- channel 
o . ration will be determinative of 

ade B coverage in some areas, 
in many other areas an increase 
in power for stations operating 
on Channels 7 -13 can effectively 
in.rease the Grade B service range 
an more nearly equalize the po- 
te tial coverage of such stations 
wi h those operating on Channels 
2- Even in those areas where 
th specified grades of service are 
de rmined by mutual station in- 
te erence, the use of higher power 

' 1 improve the service by helping 
to overcome other types of inter - 
fe nee, such as receiver noise. 
Th s results in increased coverage 
effi iency and a more effective util- 
ize ion of the spectrum space in- 
volved. In reviewing the comments 
th have been filed and the whole 
rec rd in this proceeding, the Corti - 
mi lion has, therefore, concluded 
tha an additional 2 db should be 
permitted on Channels 7 -13 pro- 
viding for a total maximum power 
of L5 dbk (316 kw). Where noise 
is the only limiting factor, this 
increase will add approximately 
3 riiles to both the Grade A and 
Grade B service areas of Channels 
7 -1g " 

149. Similar considerations are 
inv lved in establishing maximum 
power limitations in the UHF. Ac- 
cording to the median field strength 
requirements, Channels 2 -6 require 
68 dbu" for Grade A service and 
the UHF channels require 74 dbu. 
Singe both the low VHF and UHF 
are are, pursuant to this Report 
to he computed from the same 63 
me acycle curves and considering 
noie to be the only limiting factor, 
it is obvious that the UHF must 
have an additional 6 db to obtain 
the same Grade A service area. 
Likewise the median field strength 
required for Grade B service is 
47 dbu and 64 dbu for Channels 
2 -6 and the UHF respectively. 
H e an increase of 17 db would 
be ecessary in the UHF to eoual- 
ize the Grade B service areas where 
noise is the only limiting factor. 
The same considerations which im- 
pelled the increase in the maxi- 
mum power on Channels 7 -13 to 
25 dbk (316 kw) impel an increase 
in the maximum UHF power to 
30 cibk (1000 kw). This increase 
will tend the Grade A and Grade 
B service areas of stations oper- 
ating with 500 feet antennas to 
32 miles and 47 miles, respec- 
tivelr, where noise is the only 

s' We believe that the Radio Kentucky 
and / tadio Virginia requests must be 
denle . The record clearly requires 
us to aise the existing limits on power 
in th VHF in order to achieve an 
efficient use of the spectrum. r As used herein "dbu" signifies field 
strenths in decibels above one micro- 
volt ppr meter. 
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limiting factor. In establishing 
this maximum power for the UHF, 
we recognize that these powers may 
not be immediately attainable, but 
we believe, on the basis of the 
record, that provision should be 
made for such an increase since we 
are confident that developments 
in the art will achieve such powers. 

150. The maximum radiated 
power permitted under the Rules 
adopted herein is tabulated below: 

Effective Radiated 
Channels Power 

2 -6 20 dbk ( 100 kw) 
7 -13 25 dbk ( 316 kw) 

14 -83 30 dbk (1000 kw) 
151. In making these increases in 

power we recognize that not all 
stations in all communities will 
operate with such maximum power. 
Where stations operate with such 
maximum power the resulting 
added coverage of the stations will 
almost always more than offset the 
decreased service areas of other 
stations affected. We have, further, 
by reason of the mileage separa- 
tions which we have required in the 
Rules, provided that where such 
powers are used the service area 
involved will not be unduly reduced. 
Accordingly, we believe that the 
provisions with respect to increased 
power made herein are required in 
the public interest in order to pro- 
vide a more effective use of the por- 
tion of the spectrum devoted to tele- 
vision broadcasting. 

152. In the Third Notice the Com- 
mission stated with respect to an- 
tenna heights: 

Any station may be authorized 
on appropriate application to in- 
crease its power to the maximum 
set forth above without the 
necessity of a hearing so far as 
interference to other stations is 
concerned. The use of antenna 
heights greater than 500 feet 
above average terrain is en- 
couraged as a means for im- 
proving the quality of service. 
If an antenna height greater 
than 500 feet is used, the effec- 
tive radiated power shall be 
limited to that value which will 
avoid interference within the 
Grade A service radius of any 
other station, either existing or 
provided for in the Table of as- 
signments, on the basis of the 
operation of such station with 
the maximum power and an- 
tenna height of 500 feet as set 
forth above. Where antenna 
heights of less than 500 feet are 
utilized, the effective radiated 
power shall not exceed that 
listed above. 

153. Several comments have been 
filed with respect to the application 
of the proposal in the Third Notice 
to limit increases in antenna height 
because of adjacent channel inter- 
ference. These comments contend 
that the Commission should not 
prevent the use of heights above 
500 feet because of interference 
that might be caused to stations 
operating on adjacent channels. 
The American Broadcasting Corn - 
pany" points out that in the case 
of WJZ -TV located on the Empire 
State Building, the power would be 
restricted under the Third Notice 
to 15.4 dbk because of the assign- 
ments of the adjacent channel to 

" The situation involving KECA -TV, 
the ABC station in Los Angeles, and 
KFMB -TV, San Diego is discussed 
separately below. 
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New Haven. ABC proposes that 
when antenna heights above 500 
feet are utilized the limitation on 
power shall only apply where the 
Grade A service is invaded by the 
co- channel interference. ABC also 
points out what appears to be the 
discontinuity existing in the Com- 
mission's proposal between an- 
tenna heights of 500 feet and those 
above 500 feet. ABC cites the case 
of two adjacent channel stations 
in the Channel '7-13 range with 
transmitters separated by 60 miles. 
Under the proposal in the Third 
Notice, both stations would be per- 
mitted to use powers of 23 dbk at 
500 feet antenna height even 
though both stations would suffer 
a reduction in area of 31 square 
miles within their Grade A con- 
tours. If, however, one of the sta- 
tions used, for example, an an- 
tenna height of 505 feet through 
choice or necessity, application of 
the proposed rule would result in 
reduction of the power of this sta- 
tion to approximately 19.5 dbk and 
the service area would be reduced 
from 3,220 to 2,465 square miles, a 
loss of 23 %. ABC contends further 
that the proposal is inconsistent 
with other Commission proposals 
which encourage high antennas 
wherever feasible both to increase 
service and reduce interference. It 
also contends that the gain in serv- 
ice area by increasing the antenna 
height of one of the stations is 
much greater than the loss of serv- 
ice area to the adjacent channel 
station which has not changed its 
height. General Teleradio, Inc., 
took a position similar to that of 
ABC. 

154. The Allen B. DuMont Lab- 
oratories, Inc., also notes the al- 
leged discontinuity in the power/ 
height proposal and suggests that 
the rule might be amended to 
permit both the affected stations 
to agree to increase power simul- 
taneously. A. Earl Cullum's com- 
ments that the proposed power/ 
height rule is a good general allo- 
cation principle provided it is tested 
by co- channel conditions. If the 
proposed rule is adopted, he claims, 
it would discourage rather than en- 
courage the use of taller antennas. 
Cullum further states that the rule 
would place an arbitrary require- 
ment in the Rules and prevent a 
station from providing additional 
service. James C. McNary requests 
that the adjacent channel interfer- 
ence considerations for antennas 
above 500 feet on certain channels 
should be clarified. Earle C. An- 
thony, Inc., recommends that -6 
db" rather than 0 db be used as 
the permissible adjacent channel 
ratio." He cites testimony of 
Thomas Goldsmith and William 
Lodge to substantiate a -6 db 
ratio. 

155. Although several parties 
subscribed to the Commission's 
Third Notice in toto and thus by 
implication were on record as favor- 
ing the adjacent channel ratio and 
power- height relationship, none of 
these parties singled this item out 
for specific comment. Elm City 
Broadcasting Corporation (WNHC- 

" As used herein adjacent channel in- 
terference ratio signifies the ratio of 
median desired and undesired field 
strengths. 
n Lynchburg Broadcasting Corp., 
Lynchburg, Virginia; KTTV, Inc., Los 
Angeles, California, and KMTR Radio 
Corp., Los Angeles, California all pro- 
pose an adjacent channel interference 
ratio of -6 db. 

TV), New Haven, Connecticut, filed 
comments opposing the comments 
of ABC, Inc., and General Tele- 
radio, Inc. The comments of 
WNHC -TV are based on its particu- 
lar situation with regard to pos- 
sible adjacent channel interference 
from WJZ -TV and WOR -TV, 
with WNHC -TV operating on Chan- 
nel 8. It is contended that it would 
be unfair to limit the service areas 
of stations receiving adjacent chan- 
nel interference from other stations 
utilizing particularly high antennas 
beyond the extent contemplated in 
the Third Notice. 

156. The record clearly supports 
the use of greater antenna heights 
where possible to achieve maximum 
channel utilization. However, the 
existence in some cases of a small 
amount of adjacent channel inter- 
ference would, if the proposal in 
the Third Notice is adhered to, pre- 
vent the accomplishment of the very 
objective which is sought. In fact 
the parties point out a discontinu- 
ity in the heights and power, which 
would exist under the Third No- 
tice proposal. The parties, there- 
fore, proposed to remove this 
limitation and would provide for 
the acceptance of a small amount 
of adjacent channel interference 
over and above that originally 
contemplated. The record shows 
that this small amount of inter- 
ference is minor when compared 
with the accompanying gain in 
service and consequently should 
not prevent acceptance of the 
parties' proposal, particularly since 
adjacent channel interference is 
susceptible to treatment by tech- 
nical expedients and at the most 
results in a substitution of one 
service for another in so far as the 
listener is concerned. 

157. Adjacent channel interfer- 
ence has not been a severe prob- 
lem in the past and it appears that 
it is not costly to provide addi- 
tional adjacent channel selectivity 
in receivers if necessary. We be- 
lieve the record supports a 0 db 
adjacent channel interference ra- 
tio. On this basis the rules with re- 
spect to adjacent channel mileage 
separations will not unduly reduce 
service areas of individual stations. 
Accordingly, we have deleted from 
the Rules adopted herein any pro- 
visions which would prevent the 
use of higher antennas because of 
adjacent channel interference that 
would be caused to other stations. 

158. The Commission has also 
given further consideration to the 
use of antenna heights above 500 
feet. As we have pointed out the 
record clearly supports a policy of 
the encouragement of increased an- 
tenna heights. The record contains 
detailed engineering studies show- 
ing that increased antenna heights 
are much more advantageous than 
increased power. It is shown that 
the ratio of service area gained to 
service area lost by other stations 
increases with antenna height. It 
has also been shown that a given 
increase in radiated power is more 
effective with higher antenna 
heights than it is with an antenna 
height of 200 -500 feet. When two 
stations are operating co- channel 
and one station is allowed to in- 
crease its antenna height greatly 
in excess of the other, the increase 
in area covered by the first station 
will greatly exceed the loss in serv- 
ice to the second station. If the two 
stations do not change antenna 
heights, but the first station in- 
creases power, the area gained by 
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that station is still greater than 
than lost by the second station but 
the effect is not as pronounced as 
is the case where the antenna 
height is increased. Again it should 
be emphasized that in all cases 
the service areas are not unduly 
reduced when the minimum spac- 
ings are maintained. 

159. Accordingly, in order to 
achieve a more efficient utilization 
of each television channel we are 
modifying the provisions with re- 
spect to the use of antennas over 
500 feet to specify that in Zones II 
and III where wider station separa- 
tions have been maintained in the 
Table, antennas will be authorized 
in the VHF up to heights of 2000 
feet, with maximum power, with- 
out regard to co- channel interfer- 
ence that will be caused by such 
operation with the greater antenna 
height. In Zone r we have pro- 
vided that VHF stations may use 
antennas up to a height of 1000 
feet, with maximum power. In 
view of the fact that station separa- 
tions in this Zone are lower than 
in Zones II and III, and in view 
of the fact that cities in Zone I 
are more closely located than cities 
in Zones II and III, until a larger 
body of data is available with re- 
spect to operation with antenna 
heights over 1000 feet with higher 
powers, we are unable to permit 
operation with such powers at 
heights over 1000 feet. The rules 
we have adopted with respect to an- 
tenna heights in the VHF consti- 
tute no substantive modification of 
the proposal in the Third Notice. 
Stations in the VHF, under the 
Third Notice proposal, would have 
been entitled to operate with an- 
tenna heights of 2000 feet since at 
these heights there would be no 
interference to Grade A service to 
co- channel operations, assuming 
co- channel operation at maximum 
Dower and an antenna height of 
500 feet (as was done in the Third 
Notice). 

160. In the UHF we have pro- 
vided in our Rules that stations 
may operate at full power in all 
Zones, with antennas up to a 
height of 2000 feet, without re- 
gard to co- channel interference 
that will be caused by such opera- 
tion with the greater antenna 
height. We have provided no 
special rule with respect to Zone 
I in view of the fact that UHF 
stations will not be able to operate 
with maximum effective radiated 
power for some time to come. We 
recognize that, in the UHF, loss 
of Grade A service of a co- channel 
station operating with maximum 
power (30 dbk) and an antenna 
height of 500 feet would be caused 
by another station operating on 
the same channel with 2000 feet 
and one megawatt power where 
the co- channel separation was less 
than 183 miles. We feel, however, 
that any loss of Grade A service 
that is caused by operation with 
such greater antenna heights and 
maximum power should be per- 
mitted in view of the added service 
gained. 

161. Our choice of a 2000 foot 
antenna height limit is based, main- 
ly, on the fact that the propaga- 
tion data in the record at heights 
over 2000 feet is extrapolated from 
data obtained under 2000 feet. 

w For a description of Zones II and III, 
see Paragraphs 117 -126 above. 

,' For a description of Zone I see 
Paragraphs 117 -126 above. 

Moreover, relatively few stations 
are now or will in the near future 
be operating at heights over 2000 
feet, and these are primarily in 
areas where greater co- channel 
separation has been maintained. 
Where the height is above the 2000 
foot maximum we have provided a 
chart in the Rules which permits 
operation with less than maximum 
power but which nevertheless gains 
some of the benefits afforded by 
sites over 2000 feet. We encourage. 
interested individuals and licensees 
to conduct propagation tests to de- 
termine the effect of operation with 
high powers and antenna heights 
over 2000 feet. When such data 
becomes available the Commission 
will consider appropriate changes 
in the chart established for the de- 
termination of power where an- 
tenna heights over 2000 feet are 
used. 

162. In Zone I where the great- 
est permissible VHF antenna 
height with maximum power is 
1000 feet, higher antenna heights 
will be permitted but only with ap- 
propriate reductions in power. A 
chart has been included in the 
Rules to make possible the determi- 
nation of the power that will be 
permitted at any antenna height 
over 1000 feet. It will be noted 
that we have maintained the power 
ratio of 3.16 to 1 between powers 
to be employed on Channels 2. -6 
and 7 -13. 

163. There remains for consid- 
eration the comment of the Ameri- 
can Broadcasting Company which 
requests that KECA -TV owned and 
operated by ABC on Channel 7 in 
Los Angeles, be permitted to op- 
erate with maximum power on top 
of Mount Wilson. ABC requests 
that the Commission's Rules au- 
thorize operation with maximum 
power even at heights such as that 
on top of Mount Wilson. If such op- 
eration is not permitted as a matter 
of general rule, ABC requests that 
an exception be made in the case of 
KECA -TV. Opposition to this re- 
quest has been filed by the Kennedy 
Broadcasting Company which owns 
and operates KFMB -TV on Channel 
8 in San Diego, California. KFMB- 
TV is located 106 miles from 
KECA-TV. KECA -TV has an an- 
tenna height of 3040 feet above 
average terrain and an antenna 
height of 4987 feet in the direction 
of KFMB -TV. The basis of Ken- 
nedy's opposition is that operation 
at maximum power on top of Mount 
Wilson will cause excessive inter- 
ference to operation of KFMB -TV, 
especially in view of what is alleged 
to be unusual propagation charac- 
teristics prevalent in that area by 
way of the proposphere. 

164. We have above decided that 
VHF stations in Zones II and III 
will have a right to erate with 
maximum power with antenna 
heights up to 2000 feet above av- 
erage terrain and that at heights 
above 2000 feet, a special chart 
shall be used to determine maxi- 
mum power. It is to be noted that 
KECA -TV would be permitted to 
operate with the maximum power 
of 21.9 dbk (155 kw) at its present 
location on Mount Wilson. No spe- 
cial circumstances are presented 
which would warrant a special rule 
in the case of KECA -TV. Nor do 
we believe that the Commission 
should adopt any special rules at 
this time to afford protection 
against adjacent channel inter- 
ference when one of the stations is 
operating with an antenna height 
over 2000 feet at the maximum 
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powers provided for in the special 
chart. With ' particular reference 
to the KECA -TV- KFMB -TV situa- 
tion, we do not believe that KECA- 
TV operating with the maximum 
power permitted will cause exces- 
sive interference to the operation of 
KFMB -TV in San Diego. At a later 
time when more extensive propaga- 
tion data is available with respect 
to operation with higher powers at 
antenna heights over 2000 feet, we 
will be in a position to re- examine 
problems of a general nature or re- 
lating solely to specific communi- 
ties, that are created by adjacent 
channel interference. Such exami- 
nation will be made in the light of 
further data which will then be 
available with respect to receiver 
selectivity characteristics. 

165. In establishing Rules with 
respect to power and antenna 
height we have considered the effect 
of our action on the development of 
the UHF. We are unable to con- 
clude that Rules adopted herein 
will prevent the fullest develop- 
ment of this new and valuable por- 
tion of the spectrum. We believe 
that under these circumstances it 
is clearly in the public interest to 
make the most efficient use of both 
the VHF and the UHF by providing 
for the use of antennas and powers 
that will permit the listening public 
to receive the most and the best 
service possible. 

Adjacent Channel Separations 
166. The Third Notice of Further 

Proposed Rule Making stated with 
respect to adjacent channel sepa- 
rations: 

Adjacent Channel Separation. 
Under the present television 
standards, objectionable adjacent 
channel interference results 
when the ratio of the desired to 
the undesired signal falls below 
6 db. The Commission's pro- 
posals of July 11, 1949, did not 
recommend any change in this 
ratio. Considerable data pre- 
sented to the commission indicate 
that this ratio is too conserva- 
tive and that it could be O db or 
-6 db. In general adjacent 
channel interference has not 
been of a serious nature and 
such problems as do exist can be 
solved to a very considerable ex- 
tent by improvements in receiver 
design which are neither diffi- 
cult nor costly. Experience has 
shown that many receivers are 
giving satisfactory adjacent 
channel performance in areas 
where interference is predicted 
under the present standards. 
The Commission's proposals of 
July 11, 1949, provided for a nor- 
mal adjacent channel separation 
of 110 miles in the VHF band 
and 100 miles in the UHF band - 
one -half the distance provided 
for the normal co- channel sepa- 
rations. Since adjacent channel 
interference is so readily subject 
to being controlled by adequate 
design and production methods 
by manufacturers, the Commis- 
sion believes that adjacent chan- 
nel separations should be re- 
duced, thus making possible a 
greater number of assignments. 
The Commission is of the opin- 
ion that these separations shquld 
be based upon receiver perform- 
ance which may reasonably be 
expected of manufacturers and 
not on the characteristics of the 
p o o r e r receivers. Separations 
have been based on the assump- 
tion of receivers having an 

adjacent channel rejection ratio' 
of -6 db. Thus a median field 
strength ratio of 0 db should 
provide service from one station 
or the other at each receiver lo- 
cation for at least 90 percent of 
the time, irrespective of signal 
fading. The Table of Assign- 
ments has been based upon an 
adjacent channel separation be- 
tween cities of 70 miles for Chan- 
nels 2 -13 and 65 miles for Chan- 
nels 14 -83. The separations be- 
tween transmitters are 60 miles 
for Channels 2 -13 and 55 miles 
for Channels 14 -83. 

167. For the reasons stated above, 
we have deleted from the Rules 
adopted herein any limitation on 
the use of antenna heights based 
upon adjacent channel interference. 
Under these circumstances we are 
of the opinion that we have no need 
of specifying in our Rules a definite 
ratio of desired to undesired field 
strengths on adjacent channels. 
The adjacent channel separations 
provided for herein will not unduly 
reduce the service area of indi- 
vidual stations. We have, there- 
fore, eliminated all reference to 
adjacent channel ratios and we have 
provided that the minimum mileage 
separation requirements should 
alone govern spacing of adjacent 
channel stations. 

168. The Commission's Third 
Notice stated that the proposed 
Table of Assignments was based on 
minimum adjacent channel separa- 
tions between cities of 70 miles for 
Channels 2 -13 and 65 miles for 
Channels 14 -83. We have lowered 
the minimum co- channel assign- 
ment spacing requirements in Zone 
1 to 170 miles in the VHF and to 
155 miles in the UHF. We, there- 
fore, believe that the minimum 
adjacent channel assignment spac- 
ing requirements should be reduced 
proportionately to 60 miles in the 
VHF and 55 miles in the UHF. 
Moreover, we do not believe it 
necessary to impose higher mini- 
mum assignment spacings for 
adjacent channel operation in the 
other zones. Excessive tropo- 
spheric propagation has no relation 
to adjacent channel spacings since 
the effects of such propagation are 
felt at long distances from the 
transmitter rather than at relative- 
ly close distances. Accordingly, the 
reasons for treating Zone III dif- 
ferently from the rest of the coun- 
try do not obtain in the case of 
adjacent channel spacings. Further, 
we do not believe we should have 
higher adjacent channel spacings in 
Zone II than we have provided for 
in Zone I. As we have pointed out, 
high minimum assignment spac- 
ings tend to decrease the number 
of assignments that may be made. 
In the case of co- channel spacings 
it is necessary to establish higher 
minima since in Zones II and III 
people in the rural areas tend to 
rely on service from stations rela- 
tively far away. But in the case of 
adjacent channel interference the 
listener does not suffer unduly. He 
will continue to receive one of the 
two potential services. In view of 
this fact, the minimum adjacent 
separations may be the same for 
the whole country and the follow- 
ing minima have been established: 

VHF 60 miles 
UHF '55 miles 

Oscillator Radiation 
169. The Third Notice of Further 

Proposed Rule Making stated: 
Oscillator Radiation -(a) VHF. 
The Commission's proposed 
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AND 
CONTROL ROOM 

ENGINEERING 

WORKSHOP 
1 -KW UHF 

TRANSMITTER 

Typical BASIC BUY station for UHF - complete with RCA 
1 -kw transmitter and antenna. Delivers up to 20 kw, ERP. 

Provides four program services. No local talent or local 
pick -ups needed. Size of transmitter, unit arrangement, 
and future plans determine the floor area (layout here is 
only 30' x 20'). For higher power, add an RCA 10 -kw 
amplifier to the "1 -kw ". Add studio facilities any time. 



-with the /eost TV wqsaripacnt 
-VHF orUHF 

4 PROGRAM SERVICES. 

-no local studios needed! 

Network programs 

Local films (16mm) 

"Stills" from local slide projector 

Test pattern from monoscope 
(including individualized station 
pattern in custom -built tube) 

THIS PICTURE ILLUSTRATES 
what we think is the minimum equip- 
ment a TV station should have to start 
with -and earn an income. The arrange- 
ment can handle any TV show received 

from the network and provides station 
identification and locally inserted com- 
mercials as required. In addition, it offers 
an independent source of revenue -by 
including film and slide facilities for 
handling local film shows and spots, or 
network shows on kine recordings. 

The BASIC BUY includes: A transmitter 
and an antenna (necessary for any TV 
station); monitoring equipment (re- 
quired by FCC); film and slide equip- 
ment (for local programs -and extra 
income); monoscope camera for repro- 
ducing a test pattern of known quality 
(important for good station operation 
and as an aid to receiver adjustment); 
and a control console that saves operator 
time and effort (it enables one technical 

man to run the station during nearly 
all "on -aire periods). 
RCA's BASIC BUY can be used in combi- 
nation with any RCA TV transmitter 
and antenna, of any power -VHF or 
UHF. Matched design and appearance 
make it easy to add facilities any time 
(you need never discard one unit of a 
basic package). And note this: RCA BASIC 
UNITS ARE IDENTICAL TO THE RCA 
UNITS USED IN THE BIGGEST TV 
STATIONS! 

RCA's BASIC BUY is already being 
adopted by many TV station planners. 
Let your RCA Sales Representative 
work out a flexible package like this for 
you -show you how to do the most with 
the least equipment! 

This is what the BASIC BUY includes! 
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Table of television channel as- 
signments set forth in its Notice 
of Further Proposed Rule Mak- 
ing, issued on July 11, 1949, did 
not take into account the effects 
of receiver oscillator radiation 
on assignments in the VHF or 
UHF band. Evidence has been 
presented to the Commission 
concerning interference caused 
to receivers as a result of the 
use of a 21 mc. I.F. by manufac- 
turers of receiving , sets. In or- 
der to avoid such interference, 
Radio -Television Manufacturers 
Association has adopted as 
standard an I.F. of 41.25 mc in 
the VHF and UHF bands. No 
oscillator radiation problems are 
involved for these VHF receivers 
so far as television stations op- 
erating in the VHF is concerned. 
Because of the large number of 
television receivers now in use 
employing the 21 mc I.F., efforts 
have been made to minimize 
such interference without reduc- 
ing the number of VHF assign- 
ments in the proposed table. 
(b) UHF. There was general 
agreement at the above hearings 
that oscillator radiation is likely 
to be more severe in the UHF 
band than in the VHF band, due 
to the difficulty in suppressing 
such radiation in the higher fre- 
quencies. Further, because of 
the wide span of the UHF band 
it is not possible to place the 
oscillator outside the band and 
still employ an I.F. which is 
practical in the present state of 
the art. 
Evidence was offered concerning 
a method of dealing with the 
oscillator radiation problem 
based on the "fold in" principle. 
It was proposed to divide the 
UHF band into four equal parts; 
to employ the lower and upper 
quarters for most assignments; 
to confine all oscillator radia- 
tion within the two center quar- 
ters; and to employ an I.F. of 111 
mc. The Commission believes 
that the use of an I.F. of 111 
mc. in television receivers is not 
feasible at this time. Existing 
tubes and those available in the 
foreseeable future will not per- 
mit adequate amplification with 
a reasonable number of I.F. 
stages. The use of the proposed 
I.F. will reduce adjacent chan- 
nel selectivity. Further, setting 
up one -half of the UHF band as 
a repository for oscillator radia- 
tion would provide little incen- 
tive for receiver manufacturers 
to reduce such radiation. Accord- 
ingly, the "fold in" principle has 
not been adopted in preparing 
the proposed Table. 
Although the Commission ex- 
pects that continued improve- 
ments may eliminate the prob- 
lem of oscillator radiation in the 
future, it does not appear prac- 
ticable to expect such receivers 
in the near future." Hence, the 
UHF table has taken into ac- 
count the standard I.F. of 41.25 
mc. adopted by the RTMA. Thus, 
stations in the UHF which are 7 
channels apart are required to 
have their transmitters sepa- 
rated by a minimum of 60 miles. 

is separation affords substan- 
ially the same protection as 
oes the co- channel separation 
rovided for above. 

This same observation is also ap- 
iicable to intermodulation, image 
nterference and I.F. beat problems 
focussed below. 

70. Communications Measure - 
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meats Laboratories, Inc., proponent 
of the fold -in principle described 
above, objected to the proposal 
made in the Third Notice. In its 
objection, CML reiterates its posi- 
tion with regard to the "fold -in" 
principle. Upon full consideration 
of the record and the objections of 
CML, the Commission is still of the 
opinion that the views of CML are 
not sufficiently substantiated, either 
theoretically or by test, to provide 
assurance that an intermediate 
frequency in the 111 mc. range is 
currently practical. For this reason 
and for the reasons set out in the 
Third Notice, it is concluded that 
the Table of UHF Assignments 
should not be based on the "fold - 
in" principle. It is concluded 
further that there is inadequate 
evidence to support the establish- 
ment of an assignment Table on the 
basis of an intermediate frequency 
other than 41.25 mc. Accordingly, 
the proposals with respect to oscil- 
lator radiation made in the Third 
Notice are now finalized and sta- 
tions in the UHF which are 7 chan- 
nels apart are required to be sep- 
arated by 60 miles. In view of the 
nature of the interference, differ- 
ent spacings are not necessary in 
the different Zones which have been 
established in connection with co- 
channel assignment spacings. A 
similar observation pertains to in- 
termodulation, image interference 
and I.F. beat problems discussed 
below" 

171. The separations established 
herein to protect against oscillator 
radiation are based on the principle 
of non -overlapping Grade A service 
areas of stations 7 channels apart, 
so that receivers within the Grade 
A service area of one such station 
would not normally be tuned to re- 
ceive service from the other station 
which would not be as good in qaul- 
ity. This arrangement reduces the 
probability of local oscillator inter- 
ference within the Grade A areas of 
the respective stations. Since this 
protection is not absolute and is 
confined primarily to the Grade A 
service areas, it remains of utmost 
importance that continuing efforts 
be made to reduce the magnitude of 
local oscillator radiation in UHF 
receivers. It should also be em- 
phasized that the success of separa- 
tion requirements which recognize 
oscillator radiation and spurious 
responses depends on general in- 
dustry adherence to the basic pre- 
mises i.e. use of 'the standard I.F. 
of 41.26 mc. and fundamental oscil- 
lator operation. It would appear 
that the manufacturing industry 
has a direct responsibility to the 
set- purchasing public to avoid the 
harmful consequences of deviation 
from this protective standard. It 
would be unfortunate if the manu- 
facturing industry or an apprecia- 
ble portion thereof were to use dif- 
ferent standards without adequate 
suppression measures. In this event, 
the Commission will of necessity 
be faced with the need for a re- 
examination of the problem to de- 
termine what more effective meas- 
ures may be necessary to avoid the 
harmful consequences to the public. 

Image Interference 
172. The Third Notice of Fur- 

4, It should be pointed out that the 
separation requirements imposed to 
protect against oscillator radiation, in- 
termodulation, images and I.F. beats 
do not provide for protection against 
interference of the above character 
which is caused by radio services 
operating outside the television band. 
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ther Proposed Rule Making stated: 
Image interference (picture and 
sound). Image interference has 
raised no problems in the VHF 
band since a signal from another 
television station removed from 
the desired channel by twice the 
I.F. does not normally fall in an- 
other television channel. In the 
UHF band, however, where 
there is a large number of con- 
tiguous channels, image inter- 
ference is expected to present 
interference problems. No al- 
lowance was made for this fac- 
tor in the Commission's proposed 
table of July 11, 1949. The rec- 
ord indicates that image rejec- 
tion of 30 to 40 db can be pro- 
vided by UHF receivers of 
reasonably good design which 
employ a 41.26 I.F. There was 
general agreement that image 
interference should be avoided 
in making channel assignments. 
Accordingly, a minimum separa- 
tion of '75 miles is provided be- 
tween transmitters where UHF 
stations are separated by 16 
channels to provide against pic- 
ture image interference, and a 
minimum separation of 60 miles 
between transmitters where 
UHF stations are separated by' 
14 channels to provide protec- 
tion against sound image inter- 
ference. This separation pro- 
vides substantially the same pro- 
tection to the picture of a de- 
sired station as does the co- 
channel separation provided for 
above. A slightly smaller sep- 
aration is provided for in the 
case of the sound image than 
the picture image because of the 
lesser interfering effect of the 
former. 

173. There were no oppositions 
to the Commission's proposal in 
this regard, with the exception of 
Communications Measurements 
Laboratories, whose counterpro- 
posal has been previously discussed 
and rejected. Since the separation 
to minimize image interference is 
based on the .intermediate fre- 
quency of 41.26 mc. and since the 
CML comments on image interfer- 
ence are based on a 111 mc. I.F., 
which has previously been rejected, 
the CML comment with respect to 
image interference need not be 
given further consideration. For 
the reasons set out above the pro- 
posal with respect to image inter- 
ference is adopted and a minimum 
spacing of 76 miles is maintained 
between UHF stations separated 
by 16 channels to provide against 
picture image interference and a 
minimum separation of 60 miles is 
maintained between UHF stations 
separated by 14 channels to provide 
against sound image interference. 

I.F. Beat 
174. The Third Notice of Fur- 

ther Proposed Rule Making stated: 
I.F. Beat. It is recognized that 
when two stations in a city are 
separated by an I.F. it is pos- 
sible that the two signals will 
combine to provide a beat signal 
which will be picked up by the 
I.F. Amplifier. Where a 41.26 
mc. I.F. is in use, such signals 
may exist in channels which are 
separated by seven or eight chan- 
nels from the desired station. 
The effect is similar to that of 
intermodulation. As indicated 
above the seven channel separa- 
tion is taken care of by the sep- 
aration which is used to avoid 
oscillator interference. Accord- 
ingly, stations in the UHF band 

which are separated by eight 
channels are required to have a 
minimum separation of 20 miles 
between transmitters. 
There were no oppositions to this 

proposal. For the reasons set out 
above, the proposal with respect to 
I.F. beat is adopted, and UHF sta- 
tions separated by 8 channels are 
required to be separated by 20 
miles. 

Intermodulation 
176. The Third Notice of Fur- 

ther Proposed Rule Making stated: 
Intermodulation. The Commis- 
sion's proposed table of July 11, 
1949, did not take into considera- 
tion the effects of intermodula- 
tion. Although interference re- 
sulting from intermodulation 
has not been a problem in the 
VHF band, it is generally 
agreed that intermodulation is 
likely to be a more serious prob- 
lem in the UHF band. Various 
arrangements have been pro- 
posed for reducing intermodula- 
tion such as a staggered ar- 
rangement of channels, or by 
wide frequency separation. Tes- 
timony in the record indicates 
that a three or four channel sep- 
aration would serve an adequate 
protection against intermodula- 
tion. The Commission has con- 
cluded that the best method of 
avoiding problems of intermodu- 
lation is to use a normal mini- 
mum separation of six channels 
in a city, thus allowing for a de- 
sirable safety factor. There is 
general agreement that a dis- 
tance separation of 16 to 20 
miles is sufficient to provide pro- 
tection against intermodulation 
since sufficiently high field in- 
tensities from two to more sta- 
tions would not normally exist at 
any point between stations so 
separated. Accordingly, in pre- 
paring the UHF assignments in 
the attached Table, stations 
closer than 20 miles have not 
been assigned channels less than 
six channels apart. 

1'76. With regard to intermodula- 
tion, DuMont filed a comment which 
stated: 

The Commission's finding that 
"the best method of avoiding 
problems of intermodulation is 
to use a normal separation of 
six channels in a city, thus al- 
lowing for a desirable safety 
factor" applicable to UHF allo- 
cation would appear to be in- 
correct. Intermodulation results 
from the assignment of three 
stations to a city with an even 
two -channel jump between sta- 
tions (Tr. 13449 -13461). For ex- 
ample, the assignment of Chan- 
nels 14, 16 and 18 to the same 
city would cause intermodula- 
tion, but 14, 16 and 19 would not 
result in interference (Tr. 
13449). 
Recommendation. A separa- 
tion of 20 miles between chan- 
nels which cause intermodula- 
tion interference is recommend- 
ed. The restriction of assign- 
ment of frequencies less than 
six channels apart which do not 
cause interference should be 
eliminated as wasteful of spec- 
trum. 

177. DuMont is in error in con- 
fining its consideration of inter - 
modulation to three stations. It 
is easily shown, from the testimony 
in the record, that third order in- 
termodulation produced by the 
combination of only two signaIs 
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can occur in the UHF TV band. 
This type of intermodulation pro- 
duces spurious signals on frequen- 
cies (fx) which can be computed as 
follows: 

fx = 2fa - fb 
where fa is the frequency of one 
station and fb is the frequency of 
the other station. This formula 
produces two values of fx, as each 
station is represented by fa and fb, 
respectively. These spurious sig- 
nals could cause harmful inter- 
ference to reception of stations 
even outside the 20 miles protec- 
tion separation. 

178. DuMont erroneously con- 
fines its consideration of intermod- 
ulation to stations assigned with 
a "two -channel jump." Although, 
other factors being equal, the in- 
tensity of the spurious signals pro- 
duced by intermodulation tends to 
decrease as the frequency separa- 
tion between stations is increased, 
intermodulation does not abruptly 
disappear at any particular value 
of frequency separation. DuMont 
therefore errs in stating that Chan- 
nels 14, 16 and 19, assigned in the 
same city, would not result in inter- 
ference. As is shown in the follow- 
ing example, the sound carrier of 
Channel 16 and the picture carrier 
of Channel 14 can produce a spuri- 
ous signal due to intermodulation 
which falls within Channel 19 and 
cause interference. Similarly, the 
picture carrier of Channel 19 and 
the sound carrier of Channel 16 can 
combine to produce a spurious sig- 
nal due to intermodulation which 
can cause interference to Channel 
14. 

Example: 
Channel 14: 470 -476 mc.; 

Channel 16: 482 -488 mc. ; Chan- 
nel 19; 500 -506 mc. Let the 
sound carrier of Channel 16, 
487.75 mc., be f, and the picture 
carrier of Channel 14; 471.25 be 
f,. Then from the formula above 
(f. = 2f, - f,): 

f. = 2(487.75) - 471.25 = 
504.25 mc., 

which falls within and can cause 
interference to Channel 19. 
Similarly if f. be the sound car- 
rier of Channel 16, 487.75 mc., 
and f, be the picture carrier of 
Channel 19, 501.25 mc., 

f, = 2(487.75) - 501.25 = 
474.25 mc., 

which falls within and can cause 
interference to Channel 14. 

It is also apparent from the fore- 
going example that it is necessary 
to take into account the channel 
spread of each spurious signal due 
to intermodulation. Each third or- 
der intermodulation combination 
produced by television signals hav- 
ing a 6 mc. channel width results in 
a potential spurious signal cover- 
ing a channel width three times as 
great, or 18 mc. Thus, when sta- 
tions are assigned Channels 14 and 
16, intermodulation produces spuri- 
ous signals on Channels 17, 18 and 
19 -not merely on Channel 18 as 
assumed by DuMont. 

179. Except for the DuMont com- 
ments, there was no opposition to 
the Commission's proposal with re- 
gard to intermodulation. In view 
of the foregoing, it is concluded 
that the Commission's proposal 
concerning intermodulation should 
not be changed and that UHF sta- 
tions separated by less than six 
channels should be separated by at 
least 20 miles. 

Multiple Interference 
180. The Third Notice stated 

with respect to multiple interfer- 
ence: 

In preparing the Table of As- 
signments, a study was made of 
several cases of multiple inter- 
ference involving relatively uni- 
form co- channel station separa- 
tions in congested areas. This 
study based on information and 
data presently available, indi- 
cates that the grade A service 
areas obtained with the maxi- 
mum powers as specified above 
are not infringed by combined 
interference from more than one 
signal when non -directional re- 
ceiving antennas are assumed to 
be used. Moreover, if receiving 
antennas are assumed to have 
6 db rejection in the directions 
of the undesired stations, the 
multiple interference under 
these conditions is not expected 
to exceed the single station case 
where no receiving antenna di- 
rectivity is assumed. Thus, it 
appears that interference from 
more than one station may be 
accounted for satisfactorily by 
plotting a composite interfer- 
ence- limited contour on the basis 
of the most severe limitation in 
each direction due to any single 
interfering station. This ap- 
proximation appears to be suffi- 
ciently accurate for the purpose 
of determining station separa- 
tions and power limitations. Ac- 
cordingly, it is proposed that 
interference from each station 
will be determined on an in- 
dividual basis and that calcula- 
tion of the effects of multiple 
interference will not be required. 
181. No objections to this pro- 

posal have been received. Accord- 
ingly, the proposal has been fol- 
lowed in this proceeding. 

Facilities Spacing 
182. We have above discussed 

the difference between assignment 
spacing requirements and facilities 
spacing requirements and have also 
described the manner in which such 
spacings will be measured. In the 
Third Notice it was provided that 
minimum facilities spacings would 
be 10 miles less than minimum as- 
signment spacings. A number of 
parties" have objected to the fact 
that the minimum assignment re- 
quirements proposed in the Third 
Notice were higher than the mini- 
mum facilities spacings require- 
ments. We believe upon considera- 
tion of the whole record and 
comments in this proceeding that 
minimum facilities spacing require- 
ments should be the same as mini- 
mum assignment spacing require- 
ments. The reason stated in the 
Third Notice for lower minimum 
facilities spacings was to provide 
flexibility in the location of trans- 
mitters and in order to give com- 
munities within 16 miles of a city 
an opportunity to take advantage 
of the 15 mile rule. Upon recon- 
sideration of this matter we believe 
that the advantages of such flexi- 
bility are more than counter bal- 
anced by the inconsistencies which 
would arise from having rules un- 
der which minimum facilities spac- 
ing requirements would be lower 
than minimum assignment spacing 
requirements. For under such rules, 
a petitioner seeking an assignment, 
in a rule making proceeding, could 
not secure an assignment where by 

"See footnote 22 above. 
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proper measurement to an existing 
transmitter the proposal satisfied 
the lower facilities spacing require- 
ments but did not satisfy the 
higher assignment spacing require- 
ments. Accordingly, in the Rules 
adopted herein we have made all 
minimum facilities spacing require- 
ments identical with minimum as- 
signment spacing requirements. 

Offset Carrier 
183. In the Third Notice the 

Commission stated with respect to 
offset carrier: 

The Commission's proposals of 
July 11, 1949, did not provide 
for the use of offset carrier 
operation either in the VHF or 
UHF band. Testimony pre- 
sented at the hearing on the 
General Issues in the proceed- 
ings herein substantially fa- 
vored offset operation and tests 
have indicated that such opera- 
tion resulted in an improvement 
of approximately 17 db over 
non -offset carrier operation. A 
survey conducted by the Joint 
Technical Advisory Committee 
of stations engaged in offset car- 
rier operations indicates prac- 
tically unanimous support there- 
for. Although a question has 
been raised concerning possible 
frequency stability of transmit- 
ters used in these operations, it 
appears that this problem is not 
serious and that frequency sta- 
bility can be provided which will 
insure adequate and proper off- 
set carrier operations. Accord- 
ingly, the Commission has con- 
cluded that separations should 
be based upon stations employ- 
ing offset carrier operation. 
When these rules are adopted as 
final, the Commission will spe- 
cify the exact frequency to be 
utilized by each station for offset 
carrier operation. In the VHF 
band, stations will be offset from 
each other by plus or minus 10 
kc and 1 kc tolerance will be 
specified. Similar requirements 
will be applied to UHF stations, 
but the specific values will be 
determined at a later date. 

184. James C. McNary has filed 
a comment which states the follow- 
ing: 

The operation of offset carrier 
transmitters in the UHF por- 
tion of the spectrum, in partic- 
ular, will require development of 
new frequency control appara- 
tus, and will probably require 
continual monitoring of this ap- 
paratus from a central frequ- 
ency standard, such as WWV, to 
maintain satisfactory operation. 
The continual monitoring be- 
lieved to be required may be 
facilitated by appropriate choice 
of channel frequencies. For ex- 
ample, specifying the video car- 
rier frequency to be an integral 
multiple of 1 megacycle may as- 
sist materially in simplifying 
the frequency control equipment. 
If the video carrier frequency is 
so specified, the sound carrier 
frequency and the frequencies 
defining the limits of the chan- 
nel would have to be shifted 
from what would otherwise be 
their normal operation, if the 
established channel characteris- 
tics are to be maintained. The 
recommendation is therefore re- 
spectfully made that the specifi- 
cation of UHF channel frequen- 
cies be deferred until after an 
informal engineering conference 
to determine best system proce- 
dure. No specific page or exhibit 

in the transcript relates to this 
item. 

185. We recognize that the adop- 
tion at this time of the Table of 
Assignments on the basis that all 
channels start on frequencies with 
integral numbers creates a situa- 
tion whereby the video carrier of 
each UHF, as well as each VHF 
channel, is placed on a fractional 
number. We feel, however, that 
there is no evidence in the record 
to support Mr. McNary's position 
that it is more difficult to achieve 
satisfactory stability of monitoring 
equipment when operating with vi- 
deo carriers whose frequencies are 
fractional numbers than when the 
frequencies are integral numbers. 
No evidence was received in the 
record on this point from either 
Mr. McNary or any other person. 
Further, exact integral frequency 
operation could not be conducted in 
the majority of cases in any event 
since two of every three stations 
operating with offset carrier would 
have to operate on frequencies with 
fractional numbers. Despite the 
fact that many manufacturers were 
parties to this proceeding, Mr. Mc- 
Nary's problem was not raised at 
all. In addition it would appear 
that little, if any, additional equip- 
ment is required to maintain satis- 
factory stability of monitoring 
equipment when operating with 
quarter megacycle as compared 
with integral megacycle steps. Fur- 
ther, the evidence expressly estab- 
lished that equipment will be avail- 
able for operation with offset 
carrier in the UHF. For this rea- 
son we are finalizing our proposal 
for the use of offset carrier in the 
UHF without further proceedings. 

186. With the exception of James 
C. McNary's comments, no objec- 
tions were filed to the use of offset 
carrier as proposed. RCA -NBC in 
its comment has supported the 
Commission's proposal. 

187. In the Third Notice the 
Commission set specific tolerances 
for the use of offset carrier in the 
VHF and stated that similar re- 
quirements will be applied to UHF 
stations. The Third Notice, how- 
ever, did not provide specific values 
in the case of UHF stations. Upon 
examination of the record we have 
determined that the tolerances with 
respect to the use of offset carrier 
should be the same both in the 
UHF and VHF. Accordingly, in 
the UHF band stations will be off- 
set from each other by plus or 
minus 10 kc and 1 kc tolerance will 
be specified. With this addition 
the Commission's proposal with re- 
spect to offset carrier operation is 
being finalized. 

188. Inasmuch as a considerable 
period of time will be required to 
work out offset frequencies for the 
assignment plan, such designations 
are not being made at this time but 
will be forthcoming at an early 
date. The licenses of existing sta- 
tions will be modified in accordance 
with the designations that will be 
made and a transition period will 
be provided for in which existing 
stations may commence operation 
with offset carrier. A delay with 
respect to the establishment of spec- 
ifications should have no effect on 
applications that may be filed by 
licensees or new applicants since 
the exact carrier frequencies for 
any particular channel do not be- 
come important until shortly before 
commencement of operation with 
offset carrier. 
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Intermixture of VHF and 
UHF Channels 

189. In the Third Notice, the 
C mmission said with respect to 
t e intermixture of VHF and UHF 
C annela: 

The Commission's proposed table 
of July. 11, 1949, was based to a 
considerable degree on the as- 
signment of VHF and UHF 
channels in the same city. Dur- 
ing the hearing on the General 
Issues, it was urged by some.wit- 
nesses that the elimination of 
intermixture would simplify re- 
ceiver problems and would mini- 
mize the broadcasters' competi- 
tive problems. It was argued 
that intermixture would tend to 
deter the construction of UHF 
stations and that until a large 
number of VHF -UHF receivers 
were distributed, such UHF sta- 
tions as were constructed would 
have difficulty in surviving. On 
the other hand, many witnesses 
favored intermixture on the 
ground that it was impracticable 
to avoid it; that UHF stations 
would be constructed in cities 
located within the service areas 
f VHF stations and television 
'ewers would expect their sets 

receive both signals; and that 
eceiver manufacturers would 

obliged to build combination 
HF -UHF receivers for such 
reas. 
t is reasonable to assume that 
conomic problems will be faced 
y UHF broadcasters in areas 
here VHF broadcasting exists. 
imilar problems confronted the 

VHF broadcasters prior to in- 
creased receiver distribution in 
their respective areas. It is rea- 
sonable to assume that if the en- 
tire UHF band is allocated for 
regular television broadcasting, 
television will be 
to receive VHF and UHF sig- 
nals. If intermixture were 
avoided, it would be necessary 
to limit many areas to one or 
two VHF stations even though 
UHF assignments were avail - 
able for those areas and addi- 
t onal stations could be sup - 
orted financially. Moreover, 
HF stations are capable of pro - 
'ding a greater coverage than 
HF stations. Hence, a more 

e tensive television service is 

min- 

available where some VHF 
signments are made in as 
any communities as possible 

t an where only VHF assign - 
ents are made in some com- 
unities and only UHF as- 

s gnments are made in other 
e mmunities. The Commission 
h s concluded that the adoption 
o an assignment table based on 
n n- intermixture constitutes a 
s ort -term view of the problem 
a d is inadvisable. Accordingly, 
t e proposed table attached 
h rein has been prepared on the 
b sis of intermixture of VHF 
and UHF channels. 

19D. Pursuant to Paragraph 12 
of the Third Notice several of the 
part es object to or raise questions 
with respect to the intermixture of 
VH and UHF channels in individ- 
ual ities. These objections and 
ques ions are treated in the city -by- 
city ortion of this Report. Mercer 
Bro casting Company, Trenton, 
New Jersey, Lehigh Valley Televi- 
sion, Inc., Allentown, Pennsylvania, 
Radi Wisconsin, Inc., Madison, 
Wise nain and Presque Isle Broad - 
casti g Company, Erie, Pennsyl- 
vani , filed comments in which they 
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contend that the intermixture of 
UHF and VHF is contrary to the 
public interest because they are not 
and may never be truly competitive 
services. Based on this allegation, 
these parties propose that all com- 
mercial television stations should 
be assigned to the UHF. This pro- 
posal has been considered in an- 
other portion of this Report. In so 
far as the comments of Mercer and 
Lehigh Valley relate to the appli- 
cation of Section 307(b) of the 
Communications Act they are 
treated below in further detail. 

191. DuMont Laboratories, Inc. 
filed a comment which objects to 
the manner in which the Commis- 
sion has applied the intermixture 
principle in its Assignment Table. 
It is to be noted in this regard that 
DuMont's own alternative assign- 
ment plan went very far in accent- 
ing intermixture in practice. The 
basis of DuMont's objection to the 
use of the intermixture principle 
in the Commission's Assignment 
Table is the effect that wide dis- 
persal of VHF channels has on the 
number of VHF channels available 
to the large cities. Accordingly, 
DuMont's objection to the applica- 
tion of the intermixture principle 
in the Commission's assignment 
plan relates basically to matters 
that have been considered above in 
connection with the discussion of 
the DuMont nationwide assignment 
plan. 

192. On the basis of the com- 
ments that have been received pur- 
suant to Paragraphs 11 and 12 of 
the Third Notice, the Commission 
is not persuaded that its decision 
with respect to intermixture of 
VHF and UHF channels set out in 
the Third Notice was in error. 
With particular reference to the 
comments of DuMont, the Commis- 
sion cannot subscribe to an assign- 
ment plan which in order to assign 
4 VHF channels to as many large 
cities as possible disregards other 
important objectives. We have 
above considered the merits of Du- 
Mont's objections to the basic prin- 
ciples underlying the Commission's 
assignment plan. Our dismissal of 
these objections foreclose the adop- 
tion of DuMont's approach to the 
intermixture problem. 

193. Related to the intermixture 
problem are objections to the Com- 
mission's proposed Table, on the 
ground that it did not provide for 
a separate and distinct assignment 
of VHF and UHF channels. These 
parties" contend that because of 
distinctions which exist between 
channels in the VHF and UHF 
band, the Commission is required 
to assign VHF and UHF channels 
separately, in order to satisfy the 
requirements of Section 307(b) of 
the Communications Act, which 
provides: 

In considering applications for 
licenses, and modifications and 
renewals thereof, when and in 
so far as there is demand for 

"These parties are: Easton Publishing 
Co., licensee of FM Station WBBX, 
Easton, Pennsylvania, and, on a share - 
time basis with Lehigh Valley Tele- 
vision Inc., applicant for Channel 8 to 
serve the Allentown- Bethlehem- Easton 
metropolitan area; Travelers Broad- 
casting Service Corp., icense of Sta- 
tions WTIC and WTTC -FM, Hartford, 
Conn.; and Mercer Broadcasting Co., 
licensee of FM Station WTCA, Tren- 
ton. N. J. Other contentions with 
respect to the illegality of this Table 
made by these parties have been dis- 
cussed in the Commission's Opinion of 
July 13, 1951 and the contentions made 
by the parties are rejected for the rea- 
sons set out in that Opinion (FCC 51- 
709). 
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the same, the Commission shall 
make such distribution of li- 
censes, frequencies, hours of op- 
eration, and of power among the 
several States and communities 
as to provide a fair, efficient and 
equitable distribution of radio 
service to each of the same. 

194. At the outset it should be 
stated that we agree with the con- 
tention of the parties in so far as 
they claim that the Commission 
should disperse both VHF and 
UHF widely among states and com- 
munities. The Assignment Table 
proposed in the Third Notice and 
the Assignment Table adopted 
herein make a wide dispersal of 
both VHF and UHF channels 
among the states and communities. 
We must, however, reject the con- 
tention of the parties that Section 
307(b) reauires the Commission 
to treat VHF channels as com- 
pletely different from UHF chan- 
nels in making an Assignment 
Table. We think it clear that the 
fair, efficient and equitable distri- 
bution required by the Communica- 
tions Act has reference to over -all 
distribution within any given radio 
service and not with respect to 
every type of station within a serv- 
ice. Federal Radio Commission v. 
Nelson Brothers Bond and Mort- 
gage Company, 289 U.S. 266, at 
281. In the case of television, sta- 
tions operating in the UHF and 
VHF bands, although marked by 
distinguishing characteristics, will 
together constitute an integrated 
television service. We have con- 
cluded, therefore, that the require- 
ments of the Act can best be met by 
an over -all Table of Assignments, 
which includes within its scope all 
channels which will be utilized in 
the television service.' 

195. In arguing that Section 
307 (b) of the Communications Act 
requires the Commission to make 
separate and distinct assignments 
of VHF and UHF channels, the 
parties lay particular stress on the 
decision of the Court of Appeals in 
Easton Publishing Company v. 
Federal Communications Commis- 
sion, 85 U.S. App. D.C. 33, 175 F. 
2d 344. They contend that since 
there are admitted differences be- 
tween VHF and UHF television 
facilities, as in the case of FM and 
AM, the holding in the Easton case 
must be construed as requiring the 
Commission to assign the VHF and 
UHF facilities independently. 

196. The parties' reliance on the 
Easton decision is misplaced. The 
Easton decision clearly confirms 
that the Commission is not bound 
by a hard and fast rule in achiev- 
ing the "fair, efficient and equitable 
distribution of radio service" re- 
quired by Section 307(b). And the 
Easton case emphasized that the 
Commission must decide, in the 
light of the situation before it, 
what principles of allocation and 
assignment will achieve the pre- 
scribed statutory goal, and that 
Congress has conferred broad dis- 
cretion on the Commission to reach 
that goal, so long as its discretion 
is exercised within the standards 

" It is to be noted that some of these 
parties have not made any specific 
proposal as to how the channel assign- 
ments proposed in the Third Notice 
should be modified. These same par- ties have not appeared in the city -by- 
city portion of the hearing or offered 
evidence in that portion of the pro- 
ceeding. In the absence of a specific 
proposal and evidence relating thereto the Commission is not able to afford 
them any specific relief. 

imposed by the statute. See Fed- 
eral Communications Commission 
v. Pottsville Broadcasting Co., 309 
U.S. 134; Ward v. Federal Commu- 
nications Commission, 108 F. 2d 
486, 491 CJ. National Broadcasting 
Company v. United States, 319 U.S. 
190, 224; Radio Corporation o 
America v. United States, 341 U.S. 
412. 

197. Because television is in a 
stage of early development and the 
additional consideration that the 
limited number of VHF channels 
will prevent a nationwide competi- 
tive television service from develop - 
ing. wholly within the VHF band, 
we are convinced that the UHF band 
will be fully utilized and that UHF 
stations will eventually compete on 
a favorable basis with stations in 
the VHF. The UHF is not faced, 
as was FM, with a fully matured 
competing service. In many cases 
UHF will carry the complete bur- 
den of providing television service, 
while in other areas it will be es- 
sential for providing competitive 
service. In view of these cir- 
cumstances, we are convinced that 
stations in the UHF band will con- 
stitute an integral part of a single, 
nationwide television service. 

198. With respect to the propa- 
gation characteristics of the UHF 
band, as compared to the VHF, we 
believe that such differences as ex- 
ist will prove analogous to those 
formerly existing between the 
higher and lower portions of the 
VHF television band" We are per- 
suaded that the differences in pro- 
pagation characteristics will not 
prevent UHF stations from becom- 
ing an integral part of a single 
service. 

199. It is alleged that equipment 
for employing higher power in the 
UHF band is not available and that 
it is not known when 
ment will be available. This con- 
tention is not supported by the 
record. There is evidence that it 
will be possible to operate stations 
in the UHF band with 400 kw. ra- 
diated power by the time that au- 
thorizations are issued for such 
stations. Further, there is no rea- 
son to believe that American sci- 
ence will not produce the equipment 
necessary for the fullest develop- 
ment of the UHF. 

200. In any event, it is clear that 
in formulating an assignment table 
which will be the basis for the over- 
all development of television broad- 
casting in this country, the public 
interest requires the Commission 
to take a long -range view of the 
future of television. Present equip- 
ment" and economic problems may 
temporarily handicap operations in 
the new UHF band and place cer- 
tain communities at a disadvan- 
tage. Such immediate considera- 
tions, however, cannot be allowed 
to obscure the long -range goal of a 
nationwide competitive television 
service, in which stations in both 
the UHF and VHF bands will con- 
stitute integral parts. We find that 
one over -all table of assignments 
for the television service is best cal- 
culated to achieve that goal. 

Changes in the Assignment Table 
201. In the Third Notice the 

" See the Commission's decision in the 
Washington television case, Bamberger 
Broadcasting Service, Inc., 11 FCC 211. 

4i The record before us contains abun- 
dant evidence as to the feasibility of adapting existing receivers or building 
new ones which will be capable of 
receiving signals on all television chan- 
nels. 
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Commission provided that with cer- 
tain described exceptions no appli- 
cation for a television station in a 
community specified in the Com- 
mission's Table would be accepted 
for filing if said application re- 
quested a channel which was not 
contained in the Table. Persons 
desiring to apply for a channel not 
specified in the Table would first be 
required to secure an amendment 
thereof through appropriate rule 
making proceedings. Upon con- 
sideration of the comments and evi- 
dence before it the Commission has 
decided that it is in the public in- 
terest to adhere to this principle." 
See Yankee Network, Inc., 12 FCC 
751, 1043. 

202. We find that the rule we 
have adopted is necessary to the 
proper conduct of our business. 
With the backlog of applications 
which will be on file for a period of 
time to come, the joinder of peti- 
tions to amend the Table with in- 
dividual applications inconsistent 
with the Table would make unduly 
complex, if not impossible, the de- 
termination of issues presented 
with respect to the distribution of 
facilities among the states and ci- 
ties. As we have described above, 
the current demand for television 
facilities which would present con- 
flicting applications in different 
cities and communities in a multi- 
tude of cases can only be decided 
efficiently and appropriately in a 
rule making proceeding such as the 
instant one. 

203. Moreover, it should be 
pointed out that similar procedural 
rules are in effect not only in the 
AM radio service but also in many 
other radio services. For example, 
the Commission does not permit 
persons to join a petition to change 
the AM rules with respect to maxi- 
mum power or the classification of 
a channel with an application for 
facilities with more than the maxi- 
mum permitted power or for facili- 
ties on channels on which such 
facilities are not permitted to oper- 
ate pursuant to the Rules or Stand- 
ards. See FCC v. WJR, The Good- 
will Station, Inc., 337 U.S. 265, 
272; Pittsburgh Radio Supply 
House v. Federal Communications 
Commission, 98 F. 2d 303. 

204. In view of the foregoing, we 
find the public interest requires the 
establishment of a Rule providing 
that the Commission will not accept 
applications for television stations 
if the channel requested is not spe- 
cifically provided for in the Table 
of Assignments!' 

205. The Third Notice provided 
that petitioners proposing changes 
in the Table would be required to 
show the extent to which the 
changes conformed to the priori- 
ties listed in the Third Notice. We 
have above discussed the basic 
principles which have been ad- 
hered to in establishing the Table 
of Assignments. Upon reconsidera- 

a The exceptions referred to in the 
Third Notice deal first with respect to 
applications which may be made for 
Channels 66 -83. The principles which 
will govern the use of these channels 
have been discussed above. The other 
exception provided that a channel as- 
signed to a community in the Table 
of Assignments shall be available, 
without the necessity of rule making 
proceedings, to any other community 
located within 15 miles of the assigned 
community provided minimum separa- 
tions are maintained and there is no 
assignment in the Table for the com- 
munity concerned. We have finalized 
this proposal. 

tion, we have decided to omit any 
requirement that petitions for 
changes in the Table show the ex- 
tent to which the changes conform 
to specific priorities. Each request 
for a change in the Rules or Table 
will merely be required to set out 
with clarity the reasons for the 
proposed change. 

206. Earle C. Anthony, Inc., has 
requested that petitions requesting 
changes in the Table be required to 
establish that such changes comply 
with minimum separations and 
other requirements and that the 
proposed assignment would pro- 
tect the Grade A service of assign- 
ments in the Table based either on 
the maximum power at 500 feet 
for such assignments or the actual 
power and antenna height employed 
whichever is greater. Clearly, pe- 
titions for changes in the Table 
would have to indicate whether or 
not they have met the minimum 
assignment spacing requirements 
set out in the Rules and if they 
do not they would have to indicate 
the reasons for a change in these 
requirements. We do not, however, 
believe that the Commission should 
impose any requirement that per- 
sons seeking changes in the Table 
of Assignments shall have to 
establish that the proposed change 
would protect the Grade A service 
of assignments already made. We 
have above made clear that the 
Commission is not basing the Table 
of Assignments on any theory of 
protected contours." In establishing 
the Table we have not provided for 
any protection to specific contours 
of existing stations in connection 
with the grant of individual appli- 
cations. We have determined that 
the service areas of television sta- 
tions and the degree of protection 
from interference will be deter- 
mined by the minimum spacing re- 
quirements established herein. 

207. The Houston Post Company 
has suggested that "in proposing 
changes in the Commission's Table 
of Assignments those areas which 
receive adjacent channel interfer- 

ence should be given the same con- 
sideration with respect to protec- 
tion from co- channel interference 
as though the adjacent channel in- 
terference did not exist." This pro- 
posal must be rejected for the same 
reason set out above in connection 
with the disposition of the Earle 
C. Anthony proposal. Since the 
Commission has recognized no pro- 
tected contours, it cannot include in 
its Rules the provisions proposed 
by the Houston Post Company. 

208. The Tribune Company of 
Tampa, Florida, and Capital Broad- 
casting Company of Nashville, Ten- 
nessee, have both objected to the 
requirement that changes in the 
Table be preceded by rule making. 

e WTAG, Inc., Worcester, Mass. has 
proposed that amendments to the Table 
be permitted without rule making to 
make a channel assigned in the Table 
for a community available to another 
community which has no comparable 
assignment provided the minimum 
separations are maintained. The pro- 
posal is made apparently to make it 
possible for Worcester to receive a VHF 
assignment. The counterproposal of 
WTAG, Inc., seeking such an assign- 
ment for Worcester in this proceeding 
has been considered in another part of 
the Report. The instant proposal must 
be denied since it is inconsistent with 
the basic functions and purpose of the 
Assignment Table. 
m The Third Notice did propose to limit 
the antenna heights of stations based 
on protection of Grade A service of 
other stations operating at 500 feet with 
maximum power. We have, however, 
herein deleted this limitation on the 
use of high antenna heights. 
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Both of these parties based their 
objection on the allegation that the 
Assignment Table is based upon 
fragmentary propagation data and 
therefore ought to be as flexible 
as possible. We have in another 
part of this Report considered the 
nature of the propagation data 
upon which the Assignment Table 
is established. We recognize the 
extent to which additional propa- 
gation data is desirable. We can- 
not agree, however, that persons 
should be permitted to join petitions 
for rule making, which would pro- 
pose in effect to change the propa- 
gation curves, as a result of propa- 
gation theory or data relating to 
specific areas, with applications for 
television stations in those areas. 
We believe the public interest re- 
quires that in such cases the parties 
be required to seek to amend the 
Rules in appropriate rule making 
proceedings before the Commission 
accepts for filing applications for 
channels. 

Time Limitations on Changes in 
the Assignment Table 

209. The Third Notice of Fur- 
ther Proposed Rule Making pro- 
vided that: 

Upon adoption in the instant 
proceedings of the Table of As- 
signments, said Table shall not 

- be subject to amendment on 
petition for a period of one year 
from the effective date of the 
Commission's final order amend- 
ing said Table. Upon the expira- 
tion of said one year period the 
Commission will consider peti- 
tions filed during said period re- 
questing changes in the Table. 

210. The provisions that the 
Table of Assignments shall not be 
subject to amendment on petition 
for a period of one year from the 
effective date of the final order 
serves a two -fold purpose. First, it 
will permit the utilization of the 
Commission's limited personnel for 
the consideration and processing 
of the hundreds of applications for 
television stations which will be on 
file when processing of such appli- 
cations commences. Prompt action 
upon these applications is clearly 
necessary and desirable in view of 
the duration of this proceeding 
since 1948 and the consequent 
freeze on the establishment of 
new stations. The second end to be 
served by this provision is that the 
the experience gained in the en- 
suing year in the consideration and 
processing of applications for new 
stations will be extremely valuable 
in the re- evaluation and reconsider- 
ation of the Table of Assignments 
adopted herein and in the disposi- 
tion of such petitions requesting an 
amendment of die Table as will be 
considered after this period. 

211. We believe, however, that 
some exceptions to this rule are 
appropriate. We will, during the 
one year period, accept petitions 
to amend the Table where they 
request the assignment of a chan- 
nel to a community without any 
assignment in the Table and not 
eligible for an assignment under 
the 15 mile rule, the assignment 
of a noncommercial educational 
channel in any community to which 
no such assignment is available 
under the Table or where they re- 
quest the assignment of a commer- 
cial channel to any community 
listed in the Table to which no 
commercial assignment has been 
made. No petition will, however, be 
entertained within the one year 

period where the petition proposes 
a change of any channel, whether 
by deletion, addition, or substitu- 
tion or where the minimum assign- 
ment separations provided in the 
Rules would not be met by the pro - 
posed assignment. We find that no 
further rules concerning time limi- 
tations with respect to amendment 
of the Table need be established at 
this time. 

212. Various objections have 
been made to time limitations on 
the filing of petitions for amend- 
ment of the Table of Assignments. 
We believe, however, that the time 
limitations herein adopted are rea- 
sonable exercise of the authority 
given to the Commission by Sec- 
tion 4(j) of the Communications 
Act to "conduct its proceedings in 
such manner as will best conduce to 
the proper dispatch of business and 
to the ends of justice." WJR v. Fed- 
eral Communications Commission, 
337 U.S. 265; Pulitzer Pub. Co. v. 
Federal Communications Commis- 
sion, 94 F. 2d 249; Ward v. Federal 
Communications Commission. 108 
F. 2d 486; United Detroit Theatres 
Corp. v. Federal Communications 
Commission, 178 F. 2d 700. Com- 
pare also Sections 1.363(a) and 
1.387(b) (3) of the Commission's 
Rules and Regulations. 

213. The Fort Industry Company 
in its comments has requested that 
the Commission review any edu- 
cational reservations made in the 
Table of Assignments at intervals 
not in excess of six months and 
that the Commission require the 
filing by interested educational or- 
ganizations of information concern- 
ing their progress in establishing 
non -commercial educational sta- 
tions in the respective communi- 
ties in which reservations have 
been made. As we pointed out 
earlier, the need for reservation 
of channels for educational pur- 
poses is predicated upon the fact 
that educational institutions re- 
quire more time than commercial 
interests to formulate and imple- 
ment plans and proposals for the 
establishment of television sta- 
tions. Accordingly, a requirement 
that educational institutions with- 
in six months of the final decision 
and at six month intervals there- 
after report their progress in at- 
tempting to establish a station is 
neither desirable nor necessary. 

214. The setting aside of chap - 
nels for non -commercial educa- 
tional use is precisely the same 
type of reservation of channels as 
that provided by the Assignment 
Table for commercial stations in 
the various communities, and the 
two should be governed by the same 
rules. With respect to changes in 
the Table the Commission has pro- 
vided for amendment of the As- 
signment Table by appropriate 
rule making proceedings in the 
Rules herein adopted. Such proceed- 
ings will be required for changing 
the assignment of a channel from 
one community to another and for 
changing the status of a chan- 
nel reserved for non -commercial 
educational stations to a channel 
available for commercial appli- 
cants." 

e Before a non -commercial educational 
station operating on a channel reserved 
for non -commercial use may apply for 
a license to permit it to operate com- 
mercially, it would by appropriate rule 
making proceedings be required to 
petition for a change in the character 
of the channel assignment involved. 
It will then have to file an application 
for a new license, in competition with 
any others who may seek the channel. 
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DIRECTIONAL ANTENNAS 
15. In the Third Notice the 

C.mmission said with respect to 
D. ectional Antennas:" 

There are two aspects to the 
questions which have been raised 
concerning the use of directional 
antennas. In the first place the 
Commission's rules, regulations 
and standards do not prohibit 
the use of directional antennas 
as such. If a channel is avail- 
able in any particular corn - 

unity in the Commission's 
ble, a directional antenna may 

e authorized upon an . appro- 
riate showing. Such authoriza- 
ions have been granted in the 
ast. It should be pointed out, 
owever, that at the time of 
uch grant a channel was 
vailable in the existing Assign - 
ent Table. The second aspect 
the problem concerning direc- 

ional antennas arises when a 
equest is made that another 
hannel be added in a community 
y means of a directional an- 
enna. This situation differs from 
he first one because in this in- 
tance no channel assignment is 
ossible unless a directional an- 
enna is employed, that is, the 
se of a directional antenna is 
ompulsory as a matter of Chan- 
el assignment. This question 
as considered by the Commis - 

ion in 1945 when the first As- 
'gnment Table was adopted. At 

t at time the use of directional 
tennas as a basis for making 
signments in the table was 
jected by the Commission 
hen a proposal to that effect 
as offered by the Television 
roadcasters Association. In its 

r port of November 21, 1945, the 
ommission stated, among other 

t ings: 
"An examination of the T.B.A. 
oposal reveals that there are 

s veral disadvantages in at- 
t mpting to accomplish this ob- 
j ctive by the use of directional 
a tennas. In the first place, the 

mmission desires to avoid as 
uch as possible the resort to 

d rectional antennas for televi- 
s on. With the great increase in 
c vil aviation as a result of the 

r, it is going to be increas- 
i gly difficult to find suitable an- 
t nna sites that do not consti- 
t to a hazard to air navigation. 

directional antennas are used, 
t ere is much less flexibility in 
e oosing antenna sites, thus in- 
s easing the possibility of con - 
fl et with air navigation require - 

nts. Moreover, directional an- 
t nas will have to be located 
a ay from cities with the re- 
s It that problems of shadows 
a d multi -path distortion in 
rendering service to cities will 
be much greater than where the 
antenna is located in the city 
it §elf -in most instances an- 
tennas can be located in the city 
itself where no directional an- 
tenna is required. 

S, In the Third Notice a directional 
antenna was defined as one having 3 
db or more difference in effective 
radiated power in the azimuthal direc- 
tions of minimum and maximum radia- 
tion. 

II 

Upon further consideration of 
the matter the Commission has deter- 
mine cs}} that, pending the acquisition of 
additional data on the subject, the 
Commission will consider television 
antennas designed to have a nominally 
circular azimuthal radiation pattern to 
be non -directional unless the pattern 
is deliberately altered to produce a 
non -circular radiation pattern. Anten- 
nas designed or altered to have a non- 
circular radiation pattern will be con- 
sidered directional antennas. 
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"In the second place, the di- 
rectional Antenna patterns pro- 
posed by T. B. A. result in many 
instances in highly artificial 
service areas with a good part 
of the station's signal strength 
being directed out to sea. More- 
over, the service area of the sta- 
tions using directional antennas 
would be no larger than that of 
a community station but such 
stations would be as expensive 
to construct and operate as 
metropolitan stations. " 

The Commission's proposed 
table of July 11, 1949, made no 
provision for the use of direc- 
tional antennas except with 
respect to two existing stations. 
It was pointed out however, 
that directional transmitting 
antennas may be useful in 
certain situations in order that 
a particular site may be 
utilized or overall service im- 
proved. It was then con- 
cluded that directional trans- 
mitting antennas would be per- 
mitted in appropriate cases for 
use on channels contained in 
the Assignment Table, provided 
that this did not excuse com- 
pliance with the service area 
requirements or permit reduc- 
tion of basic service areas. It 
was also indicated that nulls 
greater than -10 db (compared 
to the maximum value of radia- 
tion) may not be practicable be- 
cause of reflections. During the 
hearings on the general issues, 
limited testimony was presented 
generally favoring the use of 
directional antennas principally 
for the purpose of improving 
service rather than reducing 
station separations. Some testi- 
mony was offered in favor of the 
use of directional antennas with 
nulls greater than -15 db. 

The Commission is not satis- 
fied that in the present state of 
the art, directional antennas are 
practicable with nulls greater 
than -10 db; the policy set forth 
in the Notice of July 11, 1949. 
is adhered to. If the future 
available data indicate that the 
performance of directional 
transmitting antennas can be 
properly predicted, particularly 
in areas where reflections occur, 
their use of interference pro- 
tection can be given further 
consideration. 

As indicated, directional an- 
tennas may be employed for im- 
proving service or, for the pur- 
pose of using a particular site; 
they may not be used for the 
purpose of reducing the mini- 
mum station separations set 
forth in paragraphs II E and G. 
Where a directional antenna is 
proposed, the effective radiated 
power in any direction shall be 
contained in the range permitted 
in paragraphs II D (1) and (2), 
provided that the difference be- 
tween maximum and minimum 
radiations shall not exceed 10 
db. 

216. The Pennsylvania Broad- 
casting Company objects to the 
above proposal because it prevents 
the assignment of Channel 12 to 
Philadelphia. They request that an 
exception be made in this one in- 
stance to permit the utilization of 
a directional antenna at Lancaster 
with a maximum suppression in 
excess of 10 db, thus providing pro- 
tection to New York and Washing - 
tion on Channel 4 and releasing 
Channel 12 for assignment to Phila- 
delphia. In support of the Phila- 
Final TV Report 

delphia Broadcasting Company's 
proposal, E. C. Page filed an engi- 
neering statement proposing that 
in general directional antennas 
should be allowed in congested 
areas whereby their use additional 
VHF channels could be assigned. 
The Easton Publishing Company 
also objects to the proposal. They 
cite previous testimony in the rec- 
ord to support a conclusion that 
a maximum suppression in excess 
of 10 db was feasible and that di- 
rectional antennas were practical 
for interference protection. Radio 
Kentucky Inc. objects to the re- 
strictions imposed on the use pf 
VHF directional antennas because 
it restricts the use of the VHF. A. 
Earl Cullum Jr., states that pre- 
vious testimony has proved that a 
10 db suppression limitation is un- 
realistic and will stifle development 
of directional antennas. He contends 
that there is no reason why basic 
antenna patterns should be pro- 
hibited regardless of maximum -to- 
minimum suppression ratio. The 
Travelers Broadcasting Company 
advocates changing the Commis- 
sion's proposal to authorize the 
assignment of television channels 
based upon the use of directional 
antennas in cities where the public 
interest, convenience and necessity 
will be served by the utilization 
of directional antennas. In a sup- 
porting engineering statement A. 
D. Ring & Company showed how a 
VHF channel could be assigned to 
Hartford utilizing a suppression 
ratio of only 2 db at Montpelier 
which is 172 miles from Hartford. 

217. These comments to the 
Commission's proposal and the evi- 
dence in these proceedings raise 
the following questions: (1) Can 
directional antennas be constructed 
with suppression ratios greater 
than 10 db? (2) Are directional 
antennas with greater than 10 db 
suppression impractical in the field 
due to reflections? (3) Should di- 
rectional antennas be used for as- 
signment purposes to increase the 
number of VHF channels? (4) 
Should directional antennas be used 
to improve service only where an 
assignment has already been made 
in the Table? 

218. On the basis of the testi- 
mony and the comments outlined 
above it appears that the record 
clearly supports the use of di- 
rectional antennas where such use 
would result in improved coverage 
by a station whose assignments 
was not based upon the use of a 
directional antenna. But with re- 
gard to the use of directional an- 
tennas for decreasing mileage spac- 
ing to permit assignment of addi- 
tional channels in the Table of As- 
signments there were mixed opin- 
ions. 

219. On the question of the sup- 
pression ratio of directionals there 
seemed to be no doubt that direc- 
tionals with greater than 10 db 
suppression could and had been de- 
signed and tested. But a main 
problem centered around the ques- 
tion of whether reflections would 
destroy the pattern of the direc- 
tional antenna. All of the testi- 
mony relative to reflections was 
based upon scale model experiments 
or upon theoretical designs. Two 
witnesses indicated the possibility 
of the horizontal pattern being af- 
fected by tropospheric propagation 
which would be a function in part 
of the vertical directivity pattern. 
The scale model measurements took 
no account of this tropospheric re- 

flection. It might appear from 
Mr. Alfred's and Mr. Godley's tes- 
timony that in any particular sit- 
uation a particular type of antenna 
could be erected at a particular lo- 
cation to provide a given protec- 
tion to a given area. There re- 
mained unanswered on the basis of 
the whole record the question of 
what would happen to the pattern 
with a given set of tropospheric 
conditions or by the erection of ad- 
ditional reflecting structures in the 
vicinity of the antenna. Testimony 
from expert witnesses recommend- 
ed caution in establishing stand- 
ards for directional antennas. 

220. In view of the testimony in 
the whole record the Commission 
is unable to conclude that even un- 
der the most favorable circum- 
stances where reflection tests were 
made in the field at the proposed 
antenna site, there would not still 
remain the problem of reflections 
from buildings and mountainous 
terrain. Furthermore such tests 
would necessarily have to be con- 
ducted over a long period of time to 
determine the tropospheric propa- 
gation under all conditions. Where 
directionals are proposed on the 
basis of theoretical design or field 
tests of scale models only, both the 
horizontal and vertical plane reflec- 
tions remain unpredictable and in 
the opinion of the Commission 
render such proposals too uncer- 
tain for decreasing mileage separa- 
tions so as to permit the assign- 
ment of additional channels based 
upon operation with a directional 
antenna. 

221. Where the use of a direc- 
tional antenna is solely to increase 
service the Commission is willing 
at this time to accept the 10 db ra- 
tio as a basis for such a directional 
antenna. It is clear that reducing 
the radiation below minus 10 db in 
the directions of minimum radia- 
tion would not appreciably increase 
the field strength or service range 
in the directions of maximum ra- 
diation. If a directional antenna is 
not able to operate as proposed, 
service to the city or community 
can continue on the basis of non - 
directional operation. As for sup- 
pression ratios in excess of 10 db it 
is clear that as the nulls become 
deeper the direct signal in the null 
direction becomes weaker with ref- 
erence to ghost signals from re- 
flecting sources which are not ex- 
actly in the null direction. Con- 
sequently if excessively deep nulls 
are used, the quality of service may 
be degraded due to ghost images in 
addition to the accompanying re- 
duction of service range in the null 
direction. Until we are assured 
that these problems will not exist, 
the Commission is of the opinion 
that directional antennas with 
more than 10 db ratio should not 
be permitted even for the purpose 
of improving service in a commu- 
nity where an assignment has been 
made in the Table of Assignments, 
based on non -directional operation. 

222. The Federal Broadcasting 
System Inc. proposed that the 
Commission provide for the assign- 
ment of "satellite" or "booster" 
stations by means of the use of di- 
rectional antennas. The purpose 
of the proposal would be to allow 
parties not financially interested 
in the dominant station to erect 
and operate a low power television 
rebroadcast station at a high point 
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above communities situated in val- 
leys otherwise out of range of the 
dominant station. 

223. The assignment plan con- 
templates the use of stations so re- 
moved from each other as to serve 
the greatest number of areas and 
persons and to keep the areas of 
interference between stations to a 
minimum. The indiscriminate use 
of "booster" or "satellite" stations 
in cities other than shown in the 
assignment Table would defeat the 
aims of the plan. The Commission 
is of the opinion, however, that 
there may exist special cases where 
the carefully controlled utilization 
of such stations may be beneficial 
to the plan. However, in view of 
the absence of adequate data in this 
record, the Federal Broadcasting 
System proposal must be denied. 

224. In view of the foregoing 
considerations and the considera- 
tions discussed in the Third Notice, 
it is our conclusion that: 

(1) Directional antennas may 
not be used for the purpose of 
reducing the minimum mileage 
separation requirements. 
(2) Directional antennas with 
a ratio of minimum to maxi- 
mum radiation in the horizontal 
plane of more than 10 decibels 
will not be permitted. 
(3) The minimum effective ra- 
diated power in any horizontal 
direction shall meet the mini- 
mum power requirements of the 
Commission's Rules. 
(4) The effective radiated power 
in any horizontal or vertical di- 
rection may not exceed the max- 
imum values permitted by the 
Commission's Rules. 
(6) The maximum effective ra- 
diated power in any direction 
above the horizon shall be as 
low as of the art per- 
mits and may not exceed the ef- 
fective radiated power in the 
horizontal direction in the same 
vertical plane. 

STRATOVISION OR 
POLYCASTING 

225. The Third Notice stated 
with respect to stratovision: 

The Commission's proposed 
table of July 11, 1949 did not 
provide channels for stations 
operating in accordance with 
the stratovision method of tele- 
vision broadcasting utilizing air- 
borne transmitters. The Com- 
mission afforded interested per- 
sons an opportunity of present- 
ing evidence on this point. Only 
one party presented evidence in 
support of stratovision. From 
the evidence offered it appears 
that five UHF channels would 
supply about 81 percent of the 
area of the United States with 
one signal. Two of the five chan- 
nels would be used as guard 
bands. Consequently, in order 
to supply all areas of the United 
States with 4 services about 20 

channels would be required. This 
figure does not include the chan- 
nels which would have to be 

added in order to provide pro- 
per protection between strato- 
vision stations and ground sta- 
tions in the light of the separa- 
tions required to avoid oscillator 
radiation image interference, or 
I. F. beats. The studies pre- 
sented at the hearing did not 
include these factors. 

The Commission appreciates 

that stratovision, if feasible, 
would be a most useful instru- 
ment in providing service to the 
sparsely settled areas of the 
country. Indeed, many areas of 
the country can undoubtedly re- 
ceive service only from wide 
area coverage stations, such as 
stratovision would provide. The 
Commission, however, does not 
believe that channels should be 
assigned to stratovision at this 
time. As can be seen from an 
examination of Appendix C, it 
is not possible to assign televi- 
sion channels to many important 
communities and other commu- 
nities have an inadequate num- 
ber of assignments. This situa- 
tion occurs when relatively close 
separations are utilized based 
upon ground -located transmit- 
ters. With the much wider sep- 
arations that air -borne trans- 
mitters would require, the prob- 
lem of providing a fair, efficient, 
and equitable allocation of tele- 
vision facilities to the various 
communities would be aggra- 
vated. The demands for tele- 
vision service require that all 
available channels be assigned 
for proven ground- station oper- 
ations, particularly when no sub- 
stantial demand was shown for 
air -borne transmitters. How- 
ever, as indicated above pro- 
posed Channels 66 through 83 
have not been assigned to par- 
ticular communities but are flex- 
ibility channels, which may be 
used for various purposes, in- 
cluding further stratovision ex- 
perimentation. The door re- 
mains open for further consid- 
eration of this proposal by the 
Commission if it can be shown 
that stratovision can operate 
successfully within the above 
flexibility channels, without 
causing interference to ground - 
based stations operating on 
Channels 14 through 65. 

226. The Third Notice stated 
with respect to Polycasting: 

Evidence in support of this 
proposal was presented by one 
witness who advocated the prin- 
ciple of using a number of low - 
power transmitters on one or 
more channels in the UHF band 
instead of attempting to cover 
a large area with a centrally 
located high -power transmitter. 
He expressed the belief that his 
proposed system would result in 
improved service at lower cost 
and was the only feasible meth- 
od whereby stations in the UHF 
band could serve large areas. It 
was contemplated, for example, 
that four transmitters could be 
located in as many directions to 
give service to a large city with 
the north and south transmit- 
ters operating on one frequency 
and east and west transmitters 
operating on another frequency; 
by using directional receiving 
antennas and taking advantage 
of the wide variations in signal 
intensity over a small area there 
would be adequate rejection of 
the undersired co- channel sig- 
nal. The use of FM was favored 
for polycasting to improve the 
ability to reject the undesired 
signal. 

No evidence was presented 
concerning previous or existing 
operations carried on in accord- 
ance with the above proposals 
and the Commission has no in- 
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formation that such operations 
have been conducted. It appears 
that the proposed system has 
never been field tested and hence 
an adequate determination as to 
its feasibility cannot be reached 
at the present time. To devise 
an assignment table at this 
time which would provide for 
polycasting in many areas would 
be impractical and unwarranted 
since such an undertaking would 
require prior knowledge of the 
number, location and power of 
the various stations in a city. 
Further, it would involve con- 
sideration of possible interfer- 
ence such as oscillator radia- 
tion, image interference and in- 
termodulation not only between 
stations in a city but between 
stations in adjacent areas. Ac- 
cordingly, the attached proposed 
table does not contain assign- 
ments of channels for stations 
to operate under the polycasting 
system on a commercial basis. 
Further experimentation con- 
cerning polycasting can be car- 
ried on in the flexibility chan- 
nels. 

227. No specific comments di- 
rected to the subject of polycasting 
or stratovision were received in re- 
sponse to the Third Notice. Ac- 
cordingly, the Commission's pro- 
posal not to make an allocation or 
assignment for stratovision or poly - 
casting is now made final. 

228. The Commission stated in 
the Third Notice that experimenta- 
tion could be carried on with re- 
spect to stratovision and polycast- 
ing in the '782-890 Mc. band. We 
have in another portion of this 
Report considered the use of the 
channels in this band. It appears 
that the demand for these channels 
will be very great and that the ex- 
tent to which they may be used in 
any one area is severely limited 
considering the demand that prob- 
ably will exist. The Commission 
will consider requests for experi- 
mentation with respect to stratovi- 
sion or polycasting in the 782 -890 
Mc. band. It seems clear, however, 
that in certain areas of the coun- 
try, for example, the New England 
area, it will be impossible to estab- 
lish a regular stratovision or poly - 
casting service in this band. Ac- 
cording, all persons interested in 
stratovision or polycasting are 
urged to give consideration to the 
demand for these television chan- 
nels in making plans for further 
experimentation with these forms 
of broadcasting. 

INTERNATIONAL 
CONSIDERATIONS 

229. In establishing a Table of 
Assignments for the United States, 
consideration must be given to the 
patent fact that television signals 
do not respect international bound- 
aries. Accordingly, neither the 
United States, Canada, nor Mexico 
can assign television channels as if 
these countries ar isolated entities. 
If each country were to exercise 
its sovereign authority to assign 
television channels from the radio 
spectrum without regard to the in- 
terests of its neighboring countries, 
all the countries would suffer. For, 
while viewers in certain sectors of 
each country would not be directly 
affected by such action, those resid- 
ing in the border areas might, as a 
consequence of the unrestricted in- 
terference that would doubtless en- 
sue, be totally deprived of televi- 

sion service. The urgent necessity 
for an understanding between the 
United States and Canada, and the 
United States and Mexico, relating 
to the employment of television 
channels along our mutual borders 
is therefore manifest. Such agree- 
ments provide the only means for 
the effectuation of a fair, efficient 
and equitable distribution of televi- 
sion channels among the United 
States, Canada and Mexico. 

230. In recognition of the fore- 
going, the Commission set forth in 
Appendix D of the Third Notice 
certain assignments for Canada 
and Mexico which might be made 
on the same basis as the overall 
Table if the borders between the 
countries did not exist." It was 
pointed out that a series of confer- 
ences had been held with repre- 
sentatives of the Canadian and 
Mexican Governments, but that 
formal agreements had not at that 
time been entered into. - It was 
noted, however, that views were be- 
ing exchanged and that it was ex- 
pected satisfactory understandings 
would be reached." 

231. In assigning television chan- 
nels, Canada, Mexico and the 
United States, all employ somewhat 
different assignment policies in or- 
der to satisfy the viewpoints and 
interests of the respective coun- 
tries. It is apparent, therefore, 
that in effectuating international 
agreements, the assignment policies 
employed in relation to domestic 
assignments could not be utilized in 
all instances. For example, Mexico, 
as a matter of allocation policy, is 
not employing channels in the UHF 
portion of the spectrum for televi- 
sion. Similarly, assignment sepa- 
rations must be maintained be- 
tween some cities in the United 
States and Canada, and the United 
States and Mexico, above the mini- 
mum separation requirements for 
the pertinent zones in the United 
States. However, these across the 
border separations are necessary in 
order to comply with the internal 
requirements of Canada and Mexico 
and in light of the necessity for 
reaching an understanding with 
Canada and Mexico. Accordingly, 
while in some instances assign- 
ments proposed by the parties could 
have been accomplished in con- 
formity with minimum separations 
for the appropriate United States 
zone, such proposals have not been 
adopted herein where they were 
deemed insufficient by Canada and 
Mexico and an agreement with re- 
spect to the proposed assignments 
could not therefore be reached. It 
,, Appendix D contained both VHF and 
UHF assignments for Canada but only 
VHF assignments for Mexico. Since 
Mexico does not in the foreseeable fu- 
ture contemplate employing channels 
in the UHF portion of the spectrum for 
television, rapport with respect to the 
assignment of UHF channels along the 
Mexican -United States border is not 
necessary at this time. 
"The Third Notice also proposed to 
change the frequency assignments of 
the following existing stations in an 
effort to arrive at an equitable dis- 
tribution of television channels between 
the United States and Canada: 

Station City 

WXEL Cleveland, Ohio 
WHAM -TV Rochester, N.Y. 
WSYR -TV Syracuse. N.Y. 

qe 
oé 

WÚ 
9 
8 
5 

15,71 

á 

8 
5 
3 

As is explained more fully elsewhere 
in this Report, no objections to these 
proposed channel shifts have been 
raised by the stations involved. 
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ould be pointed out that Canada, 
a matter of domestic policy, de- 
es service created by large sta- 
n separations and desires to pro- 
t fringe area service to achieve 
ximum service from each oper- 
ng station. 
32. Comments filed in this pro- 
ding with respect to specific city - 
ity channel assignments were 
mitted in light of the interna- 
al considerations described in 
Third Notice. After the filing 

such comments, further confer - 
es and negotiations were con - 
ted with Canada and Mexico. 
ch comment affected by inter- 

na ional considerations" has been 
ca efully considered by the Com- 
mi <sion. Furthermore, each such 
co .ment which in the judgment of 
th Commission should not be 
denied for purely domestic reasons 
ha been taken into account in the 
co .. erences and negotiations with 
Ca ada and Mexico held since the 
iss ance of the Third Notice. As 
a r stilt of such further conferences 
an negotiations, an Agreement 
has been entered into with Mexico 
con erning, among other things, the 
cha nel assignments for commu- 
niti s in the border areas of the 
res ective countries." With Cana- 
da, complete agreement has been 
arried at between the administra- 
tive authorities concerned though 

" Do estic assignments are considered 
to b affected by Mexican or Canadian 
asst meats when they are 250 miles 
from the border. Similarly, Mexican 
and Canadian assignments are deemed 
to be affected by United States assign - 
ment)) when they are 250 miles from 
the United States. 
0. An exchange of diplomatic notes be- 
tween Mexico and the United States 
was announced by the State Depart- 
ment on Oct. 26, 1951. On November 7, 
1951, the Commission issued a Notice 
in th s proceeding (FCC 51 -1109) point- 
ing out that it would accept new com- 
ment§ and evidence from parties who 
had eretofore filed comments if such 
new roposals were made solely as a 
recul of the changes brought about 
by t e Agreement with Mexico and 
if s ch new counterproposals were 
cons ent with the Agreement. In light 
of su h further comments and evidence 
together with. all the other comments 
and evidence in the record, further 
negot ations were conducted with Mex- 
ico r ulting in certain additions and 
mods cations to the Agreement. but 
not it consistent with the basic provi- 
sions of the Agreement. These addi- 
tions and modifications were agreed 
to on Feb. 4, 1952, and will be formal- 
ized Sy an exchange of diplomatic 
notes. 

Party 
The Brockway Co., 
Watertown, N. Y. 

Q1) 

The Brockway 
Compày, Water- 
town, N. Y. 

(2) 
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formal confirmation by govern- 
ments has not yet been given. 

233. The channel assignments 
worked out in negotiations with 
Canada and Mexico with respect to 
communities in the border areas 
have been reflected in the Assign- 
ment Table adopted herein. The 
conferences and negotiations with 
Canada and Mexico have been car- 
ried on over a period of years. 
Such conferences and negotiations 
were conducted under the auspices 
of the State Department with the 
continued technical advice and as- 
sistance of this Commission. More- 
over, as noted above, the comments 
filed in this proceeding have been 
taken into account in the course of 
these conferences and negotiations. 
We believe that the channel assign- 
ments prescribed in the Mexican 
Agreement and those which will be 
prescribed in the proposed agree- 
ment with Canada reflect the best 
assignments for the border areas 
that may be established in light of 
the problems presented. Accord- 
ingly, we believe that the distribu- 
tion of assignments made thereun- 
der should be followed pursuant to 
our duty to distribute service to the 
people of the United States in ac- 
cordance with the public interest. 

CANADIAN -UNITED STATES 
TELEVISION ASSIGNMENTS 
234. As pointed out above, the 

administrative authorities of the 
United States and Canada have 
agreed on the channel assignments 
to be prescribed for communities 
within 250 miles of the Canadian - 
United States border. 

235. In the conferences and ne- 
gotiations conducted with Canada, 
agreement for the assignment of all 
channels requested by counterpro- 
posals filed in this proceeding 
could not be reached for the rea- 
sons set forth above. We have 
made no assignments herein re- 
quested in any counterproposal 
where such assignments would be 
inconsistent with and in violation 
of the terms which have been 
agreed upon for inclusion in the 
proposed agreement with Canada. 
Following is a list of those counter- 
proposals which are denied in light 
of the proposed agreement. Cer- 
tain of these counterproposals, as 
is noted elsewhere in this Report, 
must also be denied for domestic 
reasons: 

Counterproposal 
Add Channel 11 to Water- 
town, N. Y. by substituting 
Channel 5 for Channel 11 
in Ottawa -Hull, Ont., Cana- 
da. 

Add Channel 11 to Water- 
town, N. Y. by substituting 
Channel 7 for Channel 11 in 
Ottawa -Hull, Ont., Canada; 
Channel 8 for Channel 7 in 
Montreal -Verdun, Que., 
Canada; Channel 11 for 
Channel 13 in Hamilton, 
Ont., Canada; and Channel 
13 for Channel 11 in Toron- 
to, Ont., Canada. 

Separations and assignments 
concerning which agreement 
with Canada could not be 

reached 
Channel 11 at Watertown would 
be 174 miles from the co -chan- 
nel assignment at Toronto; and 
Channel 5 at Ottawa -Hull 
would be 179 miles from the 
co- channel assignment at Roch- 
ester. 

Channel 8 in Montreal -Verdun 
would be 195 miles from the 
co- channel assignment in Lew- 
iston, Maine. Channel 8 in 
Montreal- Verdun would also 
create an oscillator radiation 
problem since Channel 12 is 
assigned to that community. 
Channel 13 at Toronto would 
be 187 miles from the co -chan- 
nel assignment at Pembroke, 
Ont. Channel 13 at Toronto 
would also create an oscillator 
radiation problem since Chan- 
nel 9 is assigned to that com- 
munity. Channel 11 at Hamil- 
ton would be 72 miles from 
the adjacent channel assign- 
ment (10) in London, Ont. 
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Party 
WAGE, Inc., 
Syracuse, N. Y. 

Corning Leader, 
Inc., Corning, New 
York 

Buffalo Courier 
Express, Inc., WGa 
Broadcasting Corp., 
and WKBW, Inc., 
Buffalo, New York 

WBVP, Inc. 
Beaver Falls, Pa. 

The Trebit Corpor- 
ation, Flint, Mich. 

Michigan State 
College, East 
Lansing, Mich. 

Booth Radio and 
Television Stations, 
Inc., Detroit, Mich. 

WM, Inc., Detroit, 
Mich. 

(I) 

(2) 

Central Willamette 
Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Albany, 
Oregon. 

Counterproposal 
Add Channel 11 to Syra- 
cuse, N. Y. and Channel 11 
to Pembroke, Ont., Canada, 
by substituting Channel 11 
for Channel 13 in Hamil- 
ton, Ont., Canada; Channel 
13 for Channel 11 in Toron- 
to, Ont., Canada; and Chan- 
nel S for Channel li in Ot- 
tawa -Hull, Ont., Canada. 

Assign Channel 9 to Cor- 
ning, N. Y. 

Add Channel 9 to Buffalo, 
N. Y. by substituting Chan- 
nel 8 for Channel 9 in 
Toronto, Ont., Canada; 
Channel 3 for Channel S in 
Owen Sound, Ont., Canada; 
and Channel 12 for Channel 
3 in Orillia, Oat., Canada. 

Add Channel 16 to Beaver 
Falls, Pa. 

Add Channel 10 to Flint, 
Mich. by substituting UHF 
Channels 43 and 65 for VHF 
Channel 10 in London, Ont., 
Canada. 

Add Channel IO to East 
Lansing, Mich. 

(In part) Add Channel 9 to 
Detroit, Mich. by substi- 
tuting UHF Channel 50 for 
VHF Channel 9 in Windsor, 
Ont., Canada, and deleting 
Channel 50 from Detroit. 

Add Channel 6 to Detroit, 
Mich., by substituting Chan- 
nel 10 in Lansing, Mich., for 
Channel 6. 

Add Channel 22 to Detroit, 
Mich., by substituting Chan- 
nel 18 for Channel 60 in 
East Lansing, Mich.; Chan- 
nel 46 for Channel 22 in 
Flint, Mich.; Channel 60 for 
Channel 18 in Ludington, 
Mich.; and Channel 37 for 
Channel 45 in Cadillac, 
Mich. 

Add Channel 4 to Albany, 
Ore.; Channel 11 to Eugene, 
Ore.; Channel 3 to Long- 
view Wash.; Channel 12 to 
Bellingham, Wash.; and 
Channels 2 and 6 to Seattle, 
Wash., by deleting channel 
5 from Seattle and Channel 
12 from Chilliwack, B. C., 
Canada, and by substitut- 
ing Channel 8 for Channel 
4 in Medford, Ore., Channel 
10 for Channel 11 in Yreka, 
Calif.; Channel 2 for Chan- 
nel 3 in Salem, Ore., Chan- 
nel 5 for Channel 6 in Port- 
land, Ore.; Channel 5 for 
Channel 2 in Victoria, B. 
C., Canada; and Channel 3 
for Channel 6 in Vancouver, 
B. C. Canada. 

Central Willamette suggest- 
ed that Channel 12 could be 
replaced in Chilliwack by 
assigning Channel 3 to that 
community in place of Van- 
couver, or by assigning an 
additional UHF channel to 
Chilliwack. 

Separations and assignments 
concerning which agreement 
with Canada could not be 

reached 
Channel 11 at Syracuse would 
be 188 miles from the co -chan- 
nel assignment suggested for 
Hamilton, Ont., Canada. Chan- 
nel 11 at Hamilton, as sug- 
gested, would be 72 miles from 
the adjacent channel assign- 
ment (10) at London, Ont., 
Canada. Channel 13 at Toronto 
would be 187 miles from the 
co- channel assignment at Pem- 
broke, Ont., Canada. Channel 
13 at Toronto would also create 
an oscillator radiation problem 
since Channel 9 is assigned to that community. Channel 5 in 
Ottawa - Hull as suggested, 
would be 183 miles from the 
co - channel assignment in 
Rochester, N. Y., Channel 11 
at Pembroke would be 187 
miles from the co- channel as- 
signment in Toronto. 
Channel 9 at Corning would be 
159 miles from the co- channel 
assignment at Toronto. 

Channel 8 in Toronto would be 
169 miles from the co- channel 
assignment at Syracuse, N. Y. 
Channel 8 in Toronto would 
be 59 miles from the adjacent 
channel assignment (9) as sug- 
gested for Buffalo. Channel 12 
in Orillia would be 177 miles 
from that assignment listed in 
the Third Notice for Erie, Pa. 
Channel 12 in Orillia would be 
65 miles from the adjacent 
channel assignment (11) in 
Toronto. 
Channel 16 at Beaver Falls 
would be 168 miles from the 
co- channel assignment at 
Brantford, Ont., Canada. 

Deletion of VHF Channel 10 
from London. Channel 10 
at Flint would be 61 miles from 
the adjacent channel assign- 
ment (Channel 9) in Windsor, 
Ont. Channel 43 at New Lon- 
don would be 163 miles from 
the co- channel assignment at 
Butler, Pa. 

Channel 10 at East Lansing 
would be 164 mlles from the 
co- channel assignment listed 
in the Third Notice for London, 
Ont., Canada. 

Deletion of VHF Channel 9 
from Windsor, Ont., Canada. 

Channel 10 in Lansing would 
be 169 miles from the co- 
channel assignment in London, 
Ont., Canada. Channel 6 at 
Detroit would be 205 miles 
from the co- channel assign- 
ment at Toronto, Ont., Canada. 

Channel 18 in East Lansing, 
Mich., would be 164 miles from 
the co- channel assignment in 
London, Ont. Canada. Chan- 
nel 46 at Flint would be e1 
miles from the assignment of 
Channel 32 at Windsor, Ont., 
Canada. 

Channel 5 in Victoria would 
be 200 miles from the sug- 
gested co- channel assignment 
in Portland. Channel 3 at 
Vancouver would be 212 mlles 
from the co- channel assign- 
ment suggested for Longview. 
Channel 5 at Victoria would 
be 75 miles from the suggested 
adjacent channel assignment 
(6) at Seattle. Deletion of 
Channel 12 from Chilliwack. 
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Party 

Twin City Broad- 
casting Corp., 
Longview, Wash. 

(I) 

(2) 

Fisher's Blend Sta- 
tions, Inc., Seattle, 
Wash. (1) and 
Totem Broadcast- 
ers, Inc., Seattle, 
Wash. 

Fisher's Blend Sta- 
tions, Inc., 

(2) 

Counterproposal 

Add Channel 2 to Longview, 
Wash. 

Add Channel 2 to Longview, 
Wash., by substituting 
Channel 6, 8 or 10 in Vic- 
toria, B. C., Canada; for 
Channel 2; and Channel 2 
in Vancouver -New West- 
minster, B. C., Canada for 
Channel 6, 8 or 10. 

Add Channel 2 to Seattle, 
Wash., by substituting 
Channel 3 for Channel 2 in 
Victoria, B. C. Can. 

Add Channel 2 to Seattle, 
Wash., by substituting 
Channel 12 for Channel 2 in 
Victoria, B. C., Can.; and 
Channel 3 for Channel 12 in 
Chilliwack, B. C., Canada. 

Allen B. DuMont Nationwide Allocation Plan. 
Laboratories, Inc. 

236. The following list sets forth 
those counterproposals requesting 
changes in channel assignments for 
cities within 250 miles of Canada 
which, pursuant to the negotiations 

Party City 
Dartmouth College Hanover, N. H. 

Separations and 'assignments 
concerning which agreement 
with Canada could not be 

reached 
Channel 2 at Longview would 
be 158 miles from the co -chan- 
nel assignment at Victoria, 
B. C., Canada. 

The conflicting counterproposal 
of KVOS, Inc., assigning 
Channel 12 to Bellingham, 
Wash., is being granted. This 
counterproposal assigns Chan- 
nel 3 to Chilliwack, B. C., in 
place of Channel 12. Channel 
3 in Chilliwack would be 47 
miles from New Westminster 
and 58 miles from Vancouver 
where adjacent Channel 2 is 
proposed by Twin City. 

The conflicting counterproposal 
of KVOS, Inc., assigning Chan- 
nel 12 to Bellingham, Wash., is 
being granted. This counter- 
proposal assigns Channel 3 to 
Chilliwack, B. C., in place of 
Channel 12. Channel 3 in Chil- 
liwack would be 81 miles from 
Victoria, B. C., where Fisher's 
Blend Stations, Inc., and Totem 
Broadcasters, Inc., would as- 
sign Channel 3. 

The conflicting counterproposal 
of KVOS, Inc., assigning Chan- 
nel 12 to Bellingham, Wash., 
is being granted. Channel 12 
at Bellingham would be 48 
miles from Channel 12 in Vic- 
toria as proposed by Fisher's 
Blend. 

The DuMont plan differs in 
numerous aspects from the as- 
signments prescribed in the 
tentative agreement. 

with Canada, were tentatively 
agreed upon by Canada and are 
being granted herein. The channel 
assignments sought in these coun- 
terproposals are reflected in the 
proposed agreement: 

Counterproposal 

Add Channel 21 to Hanover, 
N. H., to be reserved for non- 
commercial educational use, by 
substituting Channel 51 in 
Rochester, N. H. 

Hartford Times, Hartford, Conn. 
Inc. and Travelers 
Broadcasting Serv- 
ice Corp. 

Connecticut State Norwich, Storrs, Bridgeport 
Board of Education and New London, Conn. 

Troy Broadcasting Troy, New York 
Co. Inc., and Mere- Schenectady, N. Y. 
dith Champlain 
Television Corp. 

Kingston Broad- 
casting Corporation 

Kingston, N. Y. 

Board of Regents of Malone, New York 
the University of 
the State of New 
York 

Poughkeepsie, N. Y. 

Gable Broadcasting Altoona, Pa. 
Company 

Lock Haven Broad- Lock Haven, Pa. 
Casting Corporation 

VIndicator Printing Youngstown, Ohio 
Company 

Cleveland Broad- Cleveland, Ohio 
casting Co., Inc. 
et ai. 

WSTV, Inc. Steubenville, Ohio 

(As modified) Add Channel 3 
to Hartford, by substituting 
Channel 81 in New London for 
Channel 3. 

(As modified) Add Channel 63 
to Norwich and Channel 71 to 
Bridgeport, both to be reserved 
for non -commercial educational 
use, by deleting Channel 26 
from Storrs, deleting Channel 
63 from New London, and as- 
signing Channel 26 to New 
London. 

(As modified) Add Channel 41 
to Albany- Schenectady -Troy, 
N. Y.; add Channel 35 to Sche- 
nectady; substitute Channel 48 
for Channel 35 in Watertown, 
N. Y.; and substitute Channel 
62 for Channel 48 in Oneonta, 
New York. 

Add Channel 66 to Kingston. 

Add Channel 66 to Malone, and 
Channel 83 to Poughkeepsie, 
N.Y., both to be reserved for 
non -commercial educational 
use. 

(As modified) Add Channel 10 
to Altoona, Pa. 

Add Channel 32 to Lock Haven, 
Pennsylvania. 

Add Channel 73 to Youngstown, 
Ohio. 

(In part) Add Channel 65 to 
Cleveland, Ohio, by substitut- 
ing Channel 42 for Channel 59 
in Sandusky, Ohio. 

(As modified) Assign Channels 
7, 9 and 51 to Wheeling, West 
Virginia -Steubenville, Ohio, in- 
stead of Channel 51 to Steuben- 
ville and Channels 7 and 9 to 
Wheeling. (Channel *57 re- 
mains assigned to Wheeling.) 

Party 
WSAZ, Inc. 

City 

Huntington, W. Va. 

Shenandoah Valley Harrisonburg, Virginia 
Broadcasting Corp. 

'Copper Broadcast Butte, Montana 
Company 

Green Bay News- Green Bay, Wisconsin 
paper Co. 

Radio Indianapolis, Indianapolis, Indiana 
Inc. 

Ball State Teachers Muncie, Indiana 
College 

Board of School Gary, Indiana 
Trustees of Gary, 
Indiana 

Twin Valley Broad- Coldwater, Michigan 
casters, Inc. 

Bay Broadcasting Bay City, Michigan 
Company 

Board of Education Bay City, Michigan 
of Bay City, 
Michigan 

Delta Broadcasting Escanaba, Michigan 
Company 

Wisconsin State 
Radio Council 

Buffalo Courier 
Express, Inc., 
WGR Broadcasting 
Corp. and WKBW 
Inc. 

(Wisconsin) 

Buffalo, N. Y. 

New Jersey Board Montclair, N. J. 
of Education Andover, N. J. 

State Superinten- 
dent of Public 
Instruction for the 
State of Wash. 

KVOS, Inc. 

(Washington State) 

Bellingham, Wash. 

Presque Isle Broad- Erie, Pa. 
casting Company 

Patriot News Harrisburg, Pa. 
Company 

The Scranton Times Scranton, Pa. 

The following addi- 
tional assignments 
to cities within 250 
miles of the Cana- 
dian- United States 
border have been 
made: 

Cincinnati, Ohio 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Bad Axe, Mich. 

Counterproposal 
Substitute Channel 3 for Chan- 
nel 8 in Huntington and Chan- 
nel 8 for Channel 3 in Charles- 
ton, West Virginia. 

Add Channel 3 to Harrison- 
burg, Va., by substituting 
Channel 12 for Channel 3 in 
Richmond, Va.; Channel 3 for 
Channel 12 in Norfolk- Ports- 
mouth -Newport News, Va.; 
Channel 8 for Channel 3 in 
Charleston, W. Va.; and Chan- 
nel 3 for Channel 8 in Hunt- 
ington, W. Va. 

Add Channel 15 to Butte, Mon- 
tana. 

Add Channel 2 to Green Bay, 
Wisconsin. 

Add Channel 67 to Indianapolis, 
Indiana. 

Add Channel 71 in Muncie, Did. 
to be reserved for non- commer- 
cfal educational use. 

Add Channel 66 in Gary, Ind., 
to be reserved for non -com- 
mercial educational use. 

(In part) Add Channel 24 to 
Coldwater, Michigan. 

Add Channel 5 to Bay City, 
Mich., by substituting Channel 
7 for Channel 5 in Traverse 
City, Michigan. 

Add Channel 73 to Bay City, 
Michigan, to be reserved for 
non -commercial educational 
use. 

(As modified) Substitute Chan- 
nel 3 for Channel 13 in Es- 
canaba, Mich.; add Channel 13 
to both Calumet and Cadillac, 
Mich.; add Channel 2 to Green 
Bay, Wisc.; substitute Channel 
10 for Channel 5 in Hancock, 
Michigan; Channel 5 for Chan- 
nel 3 in Marquette, Mich.; and 
Channel 7 for Channel 5 in 
Traverse City. 

Add Channel 30 to Shell Lake, 
Wisc.; Channel 18 to Park 
Falls, Wisc.; Channel 46 to 
Wausau, Wisc.; Channel 58 to 
Adams, Wisc.; Channel 24 to 
Chilton, Wisc.; and Channel 66 
to Richland Center, Wisc.; all 
to be reserved for non -com- 
mercial educational use. 

(As modified) Assign Channels 
2, 4, 7, and 59 to Buffalo -Ni- 
agara Falls, instead of Chan- 
nel 2 to Niagara Falls and 
Channels 4 and 7 to Buffalo. 
(Channels 17 and *23 remain 
assigned to Buffalo). 

Add Channel 77 to Montclair, 
N. J. and Channel 69 to And- 
over, N. J., to be reserved for 
non - commercial educational 
use. 

Add Channel 65 to Ellens- 
burg, Wash.; Channel 41 to 
Kenniwick - Richland - Pasco, 
Wash.; Channel 35 to Omak- 
Okanogan, Wash.; Channel 22 
to Walla Walla, Wash.; Chan- 
nel 45 to Wenatchee, Wash.; 
and Channel 47 to Yakima, 
Wash., all to be reserved for 
non - commercial educational 
use. 

Add Channel 12 to Bellingham, 
Wash., by substituting Channel 
3 for Channel 12 in Chilliwack, 
B. C., Canada. 

(In part) Add Channel 66 

Add Channel 71. 

Add Channel 73. 

Add Channel 74. 

Add Channel 16. 

Substitute Channel 15 for Chan- 
nel 46. 
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MEXICAN- UNITED STATES 
ELEVISION ASSIGNMENTS 
37. As pointed out above, an 
reement has been entered into 
h Mexico prescribing the chan- 

assignments for communities 
hin 250 miles of the Mexican - 
ited States border. 
38. The following list sets forth 

Party City 

Bell Broadcasting Temple, Texas 
Company 

Harbenito Broad- Harlingen, Texas 
casting Co., Inc. 

McAllen Television McAllen, Texas 
Corporation 

Taylor Radio & Weslaco, Texas 
Television Corpora- 
tion) 

Plains Radio Corp. Lubbock, Texas 

Lack's Stores, Inc. Victoria, Texas 

those counterproposals originally 
filed in this proceeding requesting 
changes in VHF channel assign- 
ments within 260 miles of the Mexi- 
can border and therefore affected 
by the Mexican -United States Tele- 
vision Agreement, announced Oc- 
tober 26, 1951: 

New Mexico State Silver City, New Mexico 
Dept. of Education 
Airfan Radio Corp., San Diego, California 
Ltd. 

Charles E. Salik San Diego, California 

Radio KIST, Inc. San Diego, California 

Paul R. Bartlett Bakersfield, Calif. 
and Gene DeYoung 

McCtetchy Broad- Bakersfield, Calif. 
casting Co. 

McCiatchy Broad- Fresno, Calif. 
casting Co. 

American Broad - 
casting Co., Inc. 

Allen B. DuMont 
Laboratories, Inc. 

Yuma, Arizona 

239. Subsequent to the filing of 
the bove counterproposals, further 
conf rences and negotiations were 
cond cted with Mexico. Each of 
the bove counterproposals which 
did of require denial for purely 
dom stic reasons was taken into 
account in these discussions with 
Mex o. Thereafter, the Depart- 
ment of State announced on Octo- 
ber 2 , 1951, that an Agreement had 
been concluded by an exchange of 
diplo atic notes between Mexico 
and he United States formalizing 
the ssignment of VHF channels 
to communities within 250 miles 
of the Mexican -United States bord- 
er. T e assignments prescribed by 
that greement were identical with 
those listed in Appendices C and D 
of t e Third Notice with several 
expr ns exceptions set out below. 
The tal number of VHF channels 
assi ed to each community in- 
volve remained the same with the 
exce ion that an additional chan- 
nel s provided for Tucson, Ariz. 
and e less channel for San Diego, 
Calif rnia°r in the United States, 
", It should be understood that the num- 
ber of VHF channels available for as- 
signment in the San Diego area is 
governed to a considerable degree by 
the of assignments in Los 
Angel s. Since there are only 12 VHF 
chann ls, the assignment of 7 VHF 
channels to Los Angeles, where 7 sta- 
tions are now operating, leaves only 
5 remaining channels for the border 
area in southern California, which in- 

VHF Counterproposals 
Affecting Mexico 

Add Channel 6 to Temple, 
Texas. 

Move Channel 4 from Browns- 
ville, to Harlingen, Texas. 

Move Channel 5 from Browns- 
ville to McAllen, Tex. and sub- 
stitute Channel 12 in Browns- 
ville. 
Move Channel 4 and 5 from 
Brownsville to Weslaco -Har- 
lingen, Texas. 

Move Channel 5 from Amarillo, 
Texas to Lubbock, Texas and 
substitute Channel 9 in Mona - 
hans, Tex. for Channel 5. 

Move Channel 12 from San 
Antonio, to Victoria, Tex. 

(As modified) Add Channel 10. 

Add tither Channel 6 or 12 to 
San Diego, California by de- 
leting Channel 6 or 12 from 
Tijuana, Mexico. 

Add Channel 6 or 12 to San 
Diego, California by deleting 
Channel 6 or 12 from Tijuana. 
Add Channel '8 to Santa Bar- 
bara, California. 
Add Channel 8 to Bakersfield, 
California. 

Add Channel 8 to Bakersfield, 
California. 

Add Channels 5, 7 and 9 to 
Fresno by substituting Chan- 
nel 12 for 13 in Las Vegas, 
Nevada, and other changes. 
Substitute Channel 12 in 
Mexicali, Mexico for Channels 
7 and 9 and substitute Channels 
9 and 47 in Yuma, Arizona for 
Channels 11 and 13. 

Nationwide Plan. 

and an additional channel was pro- 
vided for Reynosa and Hermosillo 
and one less channel for Mexicali 
and Monterrey, in Mexico. The 
changes in VHF assignments from 
those expressed in the Third Notice 
were as follows: 

Mexican 
Agreement 
Announced 

City Third Notice Oct. 26, 1951 
Flagstaff, Arizona 9,11 9,13 
Phoenix, Arizona 4,5,8,10 3,5,8,10 
Tucson, Arizona 2,6,7 
San Diego, Calif. 3,8,10 8.10 
El Paso, Texas 2,4,5,7 4,7,9,13 
Laredo, Texas 3,8 8,13 
Mexicali, Mexico 7,9 3 
Nogales, Mexico 9,11,13 2,7,11 
Hermosillo, Mexico 2,4,6 6,8,10,12 
Ciudad Juarez, 

Mexico 9,11,13 2,5,11 
Monterrey, Mexico 2,6,10,12 2,6,10 
Nuevo Laredo, 

Mexico 11,13 3,11 
Reynosa, Mexico 9 9,12 

dudes San Diego in the United States 
and Tijuana and Mexicali in Mexico. 
The 7 VHF channels employed in Los 
Angeles cannot also be assigned to San 
Diego, Mexicali, or Tijuana without 
undesirably limiting the coverage of 
United States as well as Mexican sta- 
tions. The Los Angeles assignments 
must, therefore, be considered in con- 
nection with the United States assign- 
ments in the border area. Seven VHF 
channels are assigned to Los Angeles, 
2 VHF channels to San Diego, 2 VHF 
channels to Tijuana, and 1 VHF chan- 
nel to Mexicali. Thus, it will be seen that of the 12 VHF channels available 
for assignment in the border area, 9 
are assigned to communities in the 
United States and 3 to Mexican cities. 

Page 28 April 14, 1952 Part II Final TV Report 

240. Since the channel assign- 
ments prescribed in the Mexican 
Agreement announced October 26, 
1951, differed in some instances 
from the Third Notice, the Corn - 
mission. on November 7, 1951, is- 
sued a Notice (FCC 51 -1109) stat- 
ing that it would accept new 
comments and evidence from par- 
ties who had theretofore filed pro- 
per comments in the proceedings if 
such new comments and evidence 
were submitted solely as a result of 
the changes brought about by the 
Mexican Agreement and were con- 
sistent with the Agreement. 

241. Pursuant to the above No- 
tice, Plains Radio Broadcasting 
Company, Lubbock, Texas ; Lack's 
Stores, Inc., Victoria, Texas; Tay- 
lor Radio and Television Corpora- 
tion, Weslaco, Texas; and Mc- 
Clatchy !Broadcasting Company, 
Bakersfield and Fresno, California, 
filed statements contending that 
their counterproposals filed in this 
proceeding seeking additional VHF 
channels for their respective com- 
munities were consistent with the 
Mexican Agreement. Charles E. 
Salik and Airfan Radio Corpora- 
tion, Ltd., both of San Diego, Cali- 
fornia, filed statements advising 
that further pleadings in light of 
the Mexican Agreement would not 
be submitted. Finally, Allen B. Du- 
Mont Laboratories, Inc., filed a 
modification to its nationwide as- 
signment plan suggesting, among 
other things, that Channels 2 and 5 
be assigned to Mexicali, Mexico in 
place of Channel 3, and that Chan- 
nel 3 be assigned as an additional 
channel to San Diego. 

242. On December 11, 1951, Ra- 
dio KIST, Inc., Santa Barbara, 
California, filed a petition for leave 
to file further comments and evi- 
dence in the proceeding requesting, 
as an alternative to its previous 
counterproposal, that Channel 3 be 
assigned to Santa Barbara. The 
Commission granted this petition 
by Order (FCC 52 -28) of January 
9, 1952, and accepted the new Radio 
KIST, Inc. counterproposal in this 
proceeding. This new counterpro- 
posal requested the following: 

ifications in the Mexican- United 
States Television Agreement were 
agreed to on February 4, 1952. 
These additions and changes made 
possible the granting of several 
counterproposals. 

246. The following list sets forth 
those counterproposals affected by 
the Mexican Agreement which are 
being granted herein, and the chan- 
nel assignments requested thereby 
are reflected in the Agreement, as 
modified: 

Plains Radio & Television Corpora- 
tion, Lubbock, Texas 

Radio KIST, Inc., Santa Barbara, 
Calif. (Channel 3) 

Harbenito Broadcasting Co., Inc., 
Harlingen, Texas; Taylor Radio 
& Television Corporation, Wes- 
laco, Tex. (Granted in Part) 

New Mexico State Dept. of Educa- 
tion, Silver City, N. Mexico (As 
modified) 

246. The following list sets forth 
those counterproposals which must 
be denied in light of the Mexican- 
United States Agreement and sub- 
sequent conferences and negotia- 
tions conducted with Mexico. The 
assignment of channels requested 
in these counterproposals would be 
inconsistent with and in violation 
of the Mexican Agreement as 
modified. As is pointed out else- 
where in this Report, two of the 
counterproposals discussed below 
must also be denied for domestic 
reasons: 

Airfan Radio Corporation, Ltd., 
San Diego, Calif. 

Charles E. Salik, San Diego, Calif. 
American Broadcasting Company, 

Inc., Yuma, Arizona 
McAllen Television Corporation, 

McAllen, Texas 
Allen B. DuMont Laboratories, Inc., 

Nationwide plan 
247. Discussion of counterpro- 

posals denied on the basis of the 
Mexican Agreement. 

Charles E. Salik Airfan 
Radio Corporation, Ltd. Charles 
E. Salik and Airfan Radio Corpora- 
tion, Ltd. filed counterproposals re- 
questing that Channel 6 or 12 be 
added to San Diego, California. 
This assignment would necessitate 
the deletion of Channel 6 or 12 

Third Notice 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

City No. No. 
Santa Barbara, Calif. 20,26 
Visalia, Calif. 3 

a A proposal for the deletion, substi- 
tution, or addition of a channel is indi- 
cated in the Report by (1). 

243. The following list sets forth 
those counterproposals which, al- 
though affected by the Mexican 
Agreement, must be denied for 
purely domestic reasons, as is set 
out elsewhere in this Report: 

Bell Broadcasting Company, Temple, 
Texas 

Lack's Stores, Inc., Victoria, Texas 
Radio KIST, Inc., Santa Barbara, 

California (Channel 8) 
McClatchy Broadcasting Company, 

Bakersfield and Fresno, Calif. 
Paul R. Bartlett and Gene DeYoung, 

Bakersfield, California; Harbenito 
Broadcasting Co. Inc., Harlingen, 
Texas; Taylor Radio & Television 
Corp., Weslaco, Texas (counter- 
proposals granted in part only). 

244. All of the counterproposals 
affected by the Mexican -United 
States Agreement which in the 
Commission's judgment should not 
be denied for domestic reasons 
alone, including those counterpro- 
posals filed pursuant to the Notice 
of November 7, 1951, were taken 
into consideration in connection 
with further negotiations with 
Mexico. As a result of such nego- 
tiations, certain additions and mod- 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 
3 } "" 20. 26 
} 431,49} 

from Tijuana, Mexico as listed in 
the Third Notice. It was suggested 
that UHF channels could replace 
the VHF channels in Tijuana. How- 
ever, in the negotiations on this 
matter conducted with Mexico, 
agreement could not be reached on 
any assignment necessitating the 
deletion of Channel 6 or 12 from 
Tijuana. Furthermore, Mexico 
would not accept the suggestion 
that UHF channels are available 
to replace Channel 6 or 12 in 
Tijuana. Accordingly, the Mexican 
Agreement assigns Channels 6 and 
12 to Tijuana. Since the Charles 
E. Salik and Airfan Radio Corpora- 
tion, Ltd. counterproposals are in- 
consistent with this Agreement, 
they must be denied. 

(b) McAllen Television Corpora- 
tion. McAllen Television Corpora- 
tion filed a counterproposal re- 
questing that Channel 5 be deleted 
from Brownsville, Texas and as- 
signed to McAllen, Texas. Chan- 
nel 12 was suggested as a sub- 
stitute in Brownsville. As a result 
of our negotiations with Mexico, 
Channel 12 is assigned by the 
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Mexican Agreement to Reynosa, 
Temaulipas, Mexico at a distance 
of only 52 'miles from Brownsville. 
Mexico would not agree to any as- 
signment precluding the use of 
Channel 12 in Reynosa. Accord- 
ingly, the McAllen Television Cor- 
poration counterproposal must be 
denied. As noted elsewhere in this 
Report, this counterproposal must 
also be denied for domestic reasons. 

(c) American Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Inc. The Third Notice pro- 
posed Channels 7 and 9 for Mexi- 
cali, Baja California, Mexico, dup- 
licating channels proposed for Los 
Angeles, California. The Ameri- 

can Broadcasting Company, Inc., 
licensee of Station KECA -TV 
operating on Channel '7 in Los 
Angeles, filed a counterproposal 
requesting that VHF' Channels '7 

and 9 be deleted from Mexicali. In 
order to accomplish its request, 
ABC suggested, among other 
things, that Channels 9 and 47 be 
substituted in Yuma, Arizona for 
Channels 11 and 13. However, sub- 
sequent to the filing of the ABC 
counterproposal, the Mexican 
Agreement assigned Channel 3 to 
Mexicali in the place of Channels 
7 and 9. ABC filed a statement 
supporting the Mexican Agree- 

ment insofar as it makes the above 
changes from the Third Notice. 
The ABC counterproposal for 
Yuma is therefore moot. 

(d) Allen B. DuMont Labora- 
tories Inc. Allen B. DuMont Labor- 
atories, Inc. filed a proposed "Na- 
tional Television Allocation Plan." 
After the Notice of November '7, 
1951, issued pursuant to the Mexi- 
can Television Agreement, DuMont 
amended its plan suggesting sev- 
eral changes in the assignments 
prescribed by the Mexican Agree- 
ment. The DuMont plan thus 
modified would assign Channels 2 
and 5 to Mexicali, Baja California, 

Mexico, in place of Channel 3 as- 
signed by the Mexican Agreement, 
and would thereby add Channel 3 
to San Diego, California. The as- 
signment of Channels 2 and 5 in 
Mexicali would duplicate assign- 
ments proposed for Los Angeles, 
California. In further negotiations 
with Mexico, agreement for any 
assignaient utilizing co- channel as- 
signments for Mexicali and Los 
Angeles could not be reached. Ac- 
cordingly, the DuMont plan is in- 
consistent with the Mexican Agree- 
ment. As noted elsewhere in this 
Report, however, the DuMont plan 
must also be denied for other rea- 
sons. 
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4oweie4&úue 
IN TELEVISION 

Whent the time comes for you to consider high power, whether you are on the air now 
and wish to increase your power, or whether you are making application, it will pay you 
well to consider Du Mont. An investment in Du Mont -a Du Mont high -power trans- 
mitter is your investment in the same long -term operational advantages... the same low 
costs... the same reliability that has been proved by the Du Mont Acorn 500W and the 
1)u Mont Oak 5KW transmitters. 
Du Mont offers two outstanding high -power transmitters - the Series 9000, 20KW low - 
bancl 'the Series 12000, 40KW high -band. 

Either of these transmitters driving a high -gain antenna will easily 
meet the maximum FCC allowed ERP of I00KW for the low -band 
and 200KW for the high -band. 
The Series 9000 low -band transmitter employs intermediate -level 
modulation for most economical utilization of available tubes and 
features the time -proved Oak Transmitter driving a single power 
output tube in each of the Aural and Visual Transmitters. 
The Series 12000 high -band transmitter contains the Oak Trans- 
mitter driver but utilizes a single r. f. power output tube in the 
Aural Transmitter and a pair in the Visual Transmitter. 
No matter what power you require, consider Du . Mont first for a 
long range, economically -sound investment. Du Mont protects your 
investment through minimum obsolescence. 

- - - 

i' 

- - - 

nUMONT 
TELEVISION TRANSMITTER DIVISION 

Allen B. Du Mont Laboratories, Inc., Clifton, N. J. 

Write Dept. BTU for Brochure 
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THE TABLE OF ASSIGNMENTS 
48. In the Third Notice, the 

C mmission, in addition to propos - 
in revised Rules and standards 
fo the television broadcasting 
se ce, also proposed a Table of 
A signments indicating the specific 
ci es and communities in which it 
pr posed to assign particular chan- 
ne s. Further, the proposed Table 
in 'cated the specific cities and com- 
m nities in which it was proposed 
to reserve particular assignments 
fo use by non -commercial educa- 
tio al stations. Parties were af- 
forded an opportunity to support or 
to object to these proposed assign- 
ments and educational reservations. 
Further, they were afforded an op- 
po tunity to make counterproposals 
of heir own. The following por- 
tio of this Report deals with the 
in vidual filings in this proceeding 
in upport of or in opposition to 
the assignments and reservations 
pro osed in the Third Notice; fur - 
the , it deals with the individual 
cou terproposals that have been 
ma e. No comments have been re- 
cei ed with respect to the large 
ma rity of the assignments pro- 
pos d. Except where we have 
fou d reason to re- examine pro- 
pos d assignments, such assign - 
me s have not been discussed 
her in. 

RTLAND AND BANGOR, 
AINE: EDUCATIONAL 

RESERVATIONS 
249. (a) Proposed Reservations. 

In the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the reservation of UHF 
Channel 16 in Bangor and UHF 
Channel 47 in Portland for non- 

educational use. 
(b The Joint Committee on 

Educational Television 59 supported 
the eservation of Channel 47 in 
Portland and Channel 16 in Bangor 
for non -commercial educational 
use. No oppositions to these re- 
servations were filed. 

Conclusions 
250. In view of the foregoing, 

the réservation of UHF Channel 47 
in and UHF Channel 16 
in B ngor for non -commercial edu- 
catio al use are finalized. 

ORONO, MAINE AND 
BURLINGTON, VERMONT: 

EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATIONS 

251. (a) Proposed Reservations. 
In th Third Notice the Commis -\ 
Sion roposed the reservation of 
VHF hannel 12 in Orono and UHF 
Chan el 16 in Burlington for non - 
comm cial educational use. 

(b) The Orono Educational Res- 
- ervati n. The University of Maine 

suppo ted the reservation of VHF 
Channel 12 for non -commercial edu- 
cation l use in Orono. The Uni - 
versitt stated that its long -range 
plans ncluded the use of television; 
and t t it anticipated that the De- 
partm nt of Education of the State 
of Ma e would use the Orono chan- 
nel fo its television programs. No 
opposi ions to this reservation were 
filed. 

(c) The Burlington Educational 
Reservation. The University of 
Vermont and State Agricultural 
College supported the reservation 
of Chtinnel 16 in Burlington for 
non -co mercial educational use. 

Referted to hereinafter as JCET. 
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The University stated that its Pres- 
ident had been instructed to con- 
sider means for making facilities 
available for non -commercial edu- 
cational television. The University 
submitted a copy of a resolution 
adopted by the Board of Trustees 
supporting the reservation. No op- 
positions to this reservation were 
filed. 

Conclusions 
252. On the basis of the fore- 

going, the proposed reservations of 
Channel 12 in Orono and Channel 
16 in Burlington for non- commer- 
cial educational use are finalized. 

DURHAM, NEW HAMPSHIRE 
BOSTON, BROCKTON, 

SPRINGFIELD -HOLYOKE, 
PITTSFIELD, WORCESTER, 

MASSACHUSETTS 
PROVIDENCE, RHODE ISLAND 

BRIDGEPORT, HARTFORD, 
NEW LONDON, NORWICH, 

NEW HAVEN, STORRS, 
WATERBURY, CONNECTICUT 

253. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Durham *11 m 
Boston *2, 4, 5, 7 44, 50, 56 
Brockton 62 
Pittsfield 64 
Springfield -Holyoke 55, 61 
Worcester 14, 20 
Hartford 18, 24 
Storrs *26 
Providence 10, 12 16, *22 
Bridgeport 43, 49 
New London 3 63 
Norwich 57 
Waterbury 53 
New Haven 8 59 

(b) Counterproposals. Various 
parties in this proceeding filed 
counterproposals seeking (1) the 
additional assignment of a VHF 
channel to Boston, Brockton, 
Springfield -Holyoke, Worcester and 
Hartford; (2) the additional as- 
signment of 2 UHF channels to 
Hartford; (3) the assignment of 
UHF channels to Bridgeport, Hart- 
ford, Norwich and Waterbury to be 
reserved for non -commercial edu- 
cational use; and (4) the as- 
signment of a UHF channel to 
Hanover, New Hampshire, to be 
reserved for non -commercial edu- 
cational use. 

Durham 
254. The Durham Educational 

Reservation. The University of 
New Hampshire supported the res- 
ervation of Channel 11 in Durham 
for non- commercial educational 
use. The University stated that it 
considered the reservation neces- 
sary and that it is exploring 
sources of financial assistance 
which it will require to establish 
^0 An asterisk is used in this Report to 
designate channels reserved for non- 
commercial educational use. 

city 

Augusta, Maine 
Calais, Maine 
Lewiston, Maine 
Orono, Maine 
Portland, Maine 
Boston, Maas. 
Durham, N. H. 
Manchester, N. H. 
Providence, R. L 
Albany- Schenectady- 

Troy, N. Y. 6 
St. John, Canada 4, 6 

and maintain a non -commercial ed- 
ucational television station. The ex- 
ploration was expected to take 
time and the reservation was sup- 
ported so that the channel would be 
available for educational use when- 
ever it becomes feasible for the 
University to erect and maintain 
such a station.' 

New London 
255. (a) Census Data. The City 

of New London has a population of 
31,000. 

(b) Statement of Thames Broad- 
casting Company Supporting Pro- 
posed Assignment. Thames Broad- 
casting Company supported the 
proposed assignment of Chan- 
nels 3 and 63 to New London and 
opposed all requests seeking the 
deletion of VHF Channel 3 from 
New London. Thames Broadcast- 
ing Company stated that the utili- 
zation of Channel 3 in New London 
would better serve the Commis- 
sion's priorities set forth in the 
Third Notice than any of the coun- 
terproposals seeking the assign- 
ment of that channel to another 
community, that New London is 
saturated with VHF receivers; and 
that the assignments in the State 
of Connecticut should not he re- 
duced. 

Boston 
256. (a) Census Data. The stand- 

ard metropolitan area of Boston 
has a population of 2,370,000 and 
the City of Boston has a population 
of 801,000..+ 

(b) Existing Stations. Westing- 
house Radio Stations, Inc., has a 
construction permit for Station 
WBZ -TV on Channel 4. Thomas S. 
Lee Enterprises, Inc., is licensed 
for the operation of Station WNAC- 
TV on Channel 7. 

(c) Counterproposal of Columbia 
Broadcasting System, Inc. Colum- 
bia Broadcasting System, Inc., pro- 
posed 3 alternative plans for the 
additional assignment of Channel 
9 to Boston.e Plan 1 would delete 
Channel 10 from Providence, and 
Plane 2 and 3 would delete 
Channel 11 from Durham by mak- 
ing the following changes in the 
assignments proposed in the Third 
Notice: 

' Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc., 
filed a counterproposal containing 3 
alternative plans for the additional as- 
signment of a VHF channel to Boston; 
Plans 2 and 3 would substitute a VIII' 
channel in Durham for Channel 11. 
This counterproposal is set forth in 
detail below. 
n Census data in this Report is based 
on 1950 V.S. Census of population and 
is reported to the nearest thousand. 
a In addition, CBS Opposed the reserva- 
tion of VHF Channel 2 in Boston for 
non -commercial educational use. The 
educational reservation in Boston is 
considered below. 

Third Notice 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
No. No. 
10 

7 
8 

*12 
6, 13 

*2, 4, 5, 7 
*11 

9 
10, 12 

29 
20 
17 

Plan #1 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
No. No. 
12t 

10tt 
*4f 

6, 8t 
2, 4, 5, 7, 9t 

*13t llt 
t, 12 

29 
20 
17 

(d) Statement in Support of CBS 
Counterproposals. CBS stated that 
". .. a major objective of the Corn - 
mission is the reasonable assurance 
of the possibility of a nationwide 
competitive television service" and 
that CBS is genuinely concerned 
that very real dangers of monopoly 
inhere in the Commission's pro- 
posal allocation. CBS stated that 
"the Commission itself has reor- 
ganized that for a considerable 
period perhaps 5 years, perhaps 
more, a commercial UHF station 
cannot compete on anything like an 
equal basis with a commercial VHF 
station in the same community...." 
CBS urged that "it must be ob- 
vious that during the not incon- 
siderable growth period of UHF, 
network A with UHF outlets in 
Chicago, San Francisco and Boston 
would be under a crippling competi- 
tive disadvantage via a vis network 
B with VHF outlets in these three 
cities." Thus CBS argued "It is 
quite possible that the Commission's 
allocation plan will as a matter of 
practical necessity permit the 
development during the critical 
formative years of only 2 full na- 
tionwide competing television net- 
works," and that this situation 
" .. accentuates the danger of the 
proposed allocations for . .. Boston 
-although the danger is clearly 
present even if we assume the con- 
tinued existence of 4 such net- 
works. The need for additional 
VHF channels in these cities in 
order to assure network competi- 
tion is readily demonstrable even 
if four television networks are as- 
sumed." CBS stated that Boston 
is of vital importance to nationwide 
television networking and that a 
network which owns no station in 
Boston or comparable city is at an 
enormous or fatal competitive dis- 
advantage. CBS pointed out that 
with only one Boston VHF com- 
mercial channel unassigned under 
the Commission's plan "... there 
is no assurance that a network 
could acquire a construction permit 
via the application route in these 
cities." CBS stated further "... it 
is a fact of television network 
economics and operations that a full 
complement of network owned sta- 
tions is a condition precedent to 
successful networking on a fully 
competitive basis." Were a net- 
work not to own stations in key 
markets such as Boston, it was 
claimed the problem of clearance 
could become a major factor in 
obtaining or losing a network ad- 
vertiser. It was also asserted that 
" .. another factor which makes it 
advantageous competitively for a 

VHFPlan UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 

Plan #3 
VHF UFH 

Channel Channel 
No. No. 

*47, 53 
44, 50, 56 

48 
16, *22 

*17, 23 
17, 23 

6, 10t 
6, 7f 

*47, 53 
*44, 50, 56 

48 
16, *22 

*17, 23 
17, 23 

13t 29 13t 29 

*Ili. 
6, 10t 

2, 4, 5, 7, 91. 

12f 
11t, 13f 

6, lof 

*47, 53 
*44, 50, t 

*56t 
48 

16, *22 

*17, 23 

*lit 
6, 10f 

2,4,5,7,9f 
12+ 

ll f, 13.1. 

*47, 53 

*F*44, 
5Q, há6 

48 
16, *22 

6, 10t 17, 23 

Note: A proposal for the deletion, addition, or substitution of a channel is indicated in the Report by (t): a blank space opposite a city indicates that under that plan no changes in channel assignments were requested for that city. 
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network to own a station [in a city 
such as Boston] is that which re- 
lates to the problem of origination 

because the cost of television 
facilities and of the operating or- 
ganizations are high it is far more 
efficient, and economical to inte- 
grate network and local operation 
rather than to have only network 
facilities in a city." 

(e) Counterproposal of Matheson 
Radio Company, Inc. Matheson 
Radio Company, Inc., requested the 
additional assignment of Channel 
9 to Boston by substituting UHF 
channels for VHF channels in both 
Providence, Rhode Island, and Man- 
chester, New Hampshire, and by 
making the following changes in 
the assignments proposed in the 
Third Notice: 

Radio Company, Inc., in so far as 
these counterproposals were mu- 
tually exclusive with counterpropo- 
sals for additional VHF channels 
in Springfield- Holyoke, Hartford 
and Worcester, respectively. In ad- 
dition, an opposition to CBS Plans 
2 and 3 was filed by WPIX, Inc., 
presently operating Station WPIX 
on Channel 11 at New York. WPIX 
alleged that interference would 
result to the Grade B service areas 
of WPIX and WJAR -TV at Pro- 
vidence due to the 154 mile spacing 
of these assignments under CBS 
proposals 2 and 3. In a similar man- 
ner it was alleged there would be 
mutual interference on Channel 13 
between a Providence station and 
WATV at Newark, New Jersey. 
The CBS proposal, WPIX asserted, 

Third Notice Proposed Changes 

City 

VHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

UHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

VHF UHF 
Chan- Chan- 

nel nel 
No. No. 

Hartford, 
Conn. 

Storrs, 
Conn. 

Barnstable, 
Mass. 

Boston, 
Mass. 

Brockton, 
Mass. 

Fall River 
Mass. 

New Bedford, 
Mass. 

Springfield -Hol- 
yoke, Mass. 

Worcester, 
Mass. 

Berlin, 
N. H. 

Manchester, 
N. H. 

Rochester, 
N. H. 

Providence, 
R. I. 

*2,9,5,7 

9 

10,12 

18,24 

*26 

52 

49, 50, 56 

62 

40,46 

28, 34 

55, 61 

19, 20 

26 

48 

21 

16, *22 

(f) Statement in Support of 
Matheson Radio Company, Inc., 
Counterproposal: Matheson stated 
that its proposal would make pos- 
sible a first VHF channel for 
Springfield, and that Boston is 
now saturated with VHF receivers 
and, accordingly, the UHF assign- 
ments will not be used there in 
the foreseeable future. It was 
urged that the assignments pro- 
posed by the Commission would de- 
prive Boston of some network 
programs, and that even if UHF 
assignments were utilized in Bos- 
ton, the coverage of any such UHF 
station would be inadequate for 
the Boston trading area. Since 
Manchester and Providence have 
smaller trading areas than Boston, 
Matheson argued that UHF assign- 
ments in these cities would be 
satisfactory. 

(g) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the CBS and 
Matheson Radio Company, Inc., 
Counterproposals. Grandview, Inc., 
and Radio Voice of New Hampshire 
both of Manchester, opposed the 
Matheson Radio Company,' Inc., 
counterproposal in so far as it 
would delete a VHF channel from 
Manchester. Cherry & Webb Broad- 
casting Company and the Outlet 
Company, both of Providence, op- 
posed the CBS and the Matheson 
Radio Company, Inc., counterpro- 
posals. Regional TV Corp., Hamp- 
den- Hampshire Corp., Travelers 
Broadcasting Service Corp." and 
WTAG, Inc., opposed the counter- 
proposals of CBS and Matheson 

In rebuttal to these oppositions CBS 
pointed 

ould under itsacounterp opolsal be ash 
signed to Albany could alternatively be 
assigned to Springfield or Hartford. 

*2,4,5,7,97 

lot 

t 

s, 12 

24, 5S", 

*181 

62t 

t, 50, 56 

94t 

96, 52t 

39, 40t 

+, 61 

20, 26t 

64t 

14t,48 

s1t 

16, *22,28", 

would add a fifth VHF channel to 
Boston and a second VHF channel 
to Albany, and in each case these 
new assignments would substanti- 
ally duplicate the VHF coverage of 
other stations. Finally, Radio 
Voice of New Hampshire opposed 
the CBS Plans in so far as they 
would assign Channels 11 or 12 to 
Manchester in lieu of Channel 9 
proposed in the Third Notice. 

(h) The Boston Educational Res- 
ervation. The members of the 
Lowell Institute Cooperative Broad- 
casting Council of Boston, consist- 
ing of Boston College, Boston Uni- 
versity, Harvard University, Lo- 
well Institute, Massachusetts In- 
stitute of Technology, Northeast- 
ern University, Tufts College, and 
Boston Symphony Orchestra, sup- 
ported the proposed reservation of 
VHF Channel 2 in Boston for non- 
commercial educational use. The 
members of the Council and other 
parties, including the City of Bos- 
ton, the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts, Senators Henry Cabot 
Lodge, Jr., and Leverett Salton - 
stall, Congressman Christian A. 
Herter and Richard B. Wiggles - 
worth, various private and paro- 
chial schools, the American Aca- 
demy of Arts and Sciences and 
various museums, all indicated 
their belief that the Lowell In- 
stitute Cooperative Broadcasting 
Council, licensee of educational 
FM Station WGBH, is the proper 
agency for coordinating the joint 
effort to secure the funds neces- 
sary to construct and operate a non- 
commercial educational television 
station in Boston. The Council 
stated that it has had extensive 
experience in the fields of radio and 

television and is prepared to meet 
the responsibilities of television 
broadcasting; that it is seeking the 
funds for constructing and operat- 
ing the station; and that it "is more 
than reasonably confident that they 
can be secured if VHF Channel 2 
is reserved in Boston for non -com- 
mercial educational broadcasting." 
Emerson College in a separate 
statement also supported the res- 
ervation of VHF Channel 2 in Bos- 
ton. 

(i) Opposition to the Boston 
Educational Reservation. CBS op- 
posed the reservation of VHF 
Channel 2 for non -commercial edu- 
cational use in Boston urging the 
same grounds advanced by it in 
support of its counterproposal for 
an additional VHF assignment in 
Boston. CBS contended that while 
ultimately UHF and VHF would be 
competitive, during a considerable 
interim period of perhaps 5 years 
or more, a commercial UHF station 
cannot compete successfully with 
a commercial VHF station in the 
same community; but that the 
short-run competitive disadvan- 
tages of a UHF assignment are 
much less significant for non -com- 
mercial educational broadcasters 
since (1) educational broadcasters 
are not as critically affected by the 
anticipated reduced coverage of 
UHF, (2) the educational interests 
generally are not ready to proceed 
with construction of a television 
facility immediately, and (3) the 
educators will be seeking a minor- 
ity audience rather than "mass cir- 
culation" and therefore the loss of 
circulation involved in UHF, as 
against VHF, is comparatively in- 
significant. CBS further alleged 
that the comments of the Lowell 
Institute "provide no basis what- 
ever for a finding the Commis- 

City Third Notice 

prise Publishing Company request- 
ed the deletion of VHF Channel 6 
from Boston and the assignment of 
this channel to Brockton. 

(c) Statement in Support of En- 
terprise Publishing Company Coun- 
terprosopal. Enterprise Publishing 
Company stated that Brockton is 
one of the few large population 
centers for which only one assign- 
ment has been proposed. It was 
urged that a first VHF channel for 
Brockton should receive preference 
over a fourth VHF channel for 
Boston. 

(d) Opposition to Counterpro- 
posal of Enterprise Publishing 
Company. Oppositions to the En- 
terprise Publishing Company coun- 
terproposal were filed by Matheson 
Radio Co.,. Inc., CBS, and Cowles 
Broadcasting Co. In the opposi- 
tions it was asserted that Brockton 
is situated less than 20 miles from 
Boston and would receive Grade A 
service from the operation of a 
VHF station in Boston. 

Springfield- Holyoke 
258. (a) Census Data. The stand- 

ard metropolitan area of Spring- 
field- Holyoke has a population of 
407,000; the City of Spnngfield has 
a population of 162,000 and the City 
of Holyoke has a population of 
55,000. 

(b) Counterproposals of Hamp- 
den- Hampshire Corporation and 
Regional TV Corporation. Hamp- 
den- Hampshire Corporation, Hol- 
yoke, Massachusetts, requested the 
assignment to Springfield of either 
Channel 3 or Channel 10 by delet- 
ing from New London or Provi- 
dence, respectively, and by making 
the following changes in the as- 
signments proposed in the Third 
Notice: 

VHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

UHF 
Chan- 
nel 
No. 

Proposal 
VHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

New London, 
Conn. 

Lewiston, 
Maine 

Springfield - 
Holyoke, 
Mass. 

Montpelier, 
Vt. 

Springfield - 
Holyoke, 
Mass. 

Providence, 
R. I. 

3 

8 

3 

10,12 

63 

17 

55, 61 

1 

3t 
37 

UHF 
Chan- 
nel 
No. 

63 plus 
UHFt 

17 

55, 61 

40 St 40 

Proposal 2 

55, 61 

16, *22 

sion that there is any assurance 
that the Lowell Institute will in 
fact utilize Channel 2 in Boston in 
the ascertainable future or that a 
UHF channel will not serve equally 
as well." In reply to CBS, the JCET 
asserted that shifting the reserva- 
tion to a UHF channel would 
greatly handicap educators in ob- 
taining funds if mass distribution 
of UHF receivers is as far distant 
as indicated by CBS. The JCET 
further contended that CBS, in 
light of its financial resources, is 
in a much better position to shoul- 
der the burden of developing UHF 
in Boston than are the educators. 

Brockton 
257. (a) Census Data. The stand- 

ard metropolitan area of Brockton 
has a population of 130,000, and 
the City of Brockton has a popula- 
tion of 63,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of Enter- 
prise Publishing Company. Enter- 

10t 55, 61 

t,12 16, *22 
plus UHFI. 

Assignment of the Providence 
Channel 10 to Springfield would re- 
quire WJAR -TV in Providence to 
operate on Channel 12 rather than 
Channel 10 as proposed in the Third 
Notice. Regional TV Corporation 
requested the assignment of Chan- 
nel 3 to Springfield -Holyoke by 
deleting that channel from New 
London. 

(c) Statements in Support of 
Hampden- Hampshire and Regional 
TV Corporation Counterproposals. 
It was stated that Springfield 
should receive a VHF assignment 
because it is the third largest city 
in New England; that UHF is not 
desirable for the area because of 
the rough terrain; and that 14 
of the 20 VHF assignments in the 
New England area are proposed for 
cities of lesser importance than 
Springfield. 

(d) Oppositions to the Hampden - 
Hampshire and Regional TV Cor- 
poration Counterproposals. Travel- 
ers Broadcasting Service Corp., The 
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artford Times, Inc., Greylock 
oadcasting Service Corp., CBS, 

I c., and WTAG, Inc., opposed the, 
f regoing counterproposals since 
t ey were mutually exclusive with 
t e counterproposals for additional 

F channels in Hartford, Pitts - 
fi ld, Boston and Worcester. The 

ames Broadcasting Corporation 
o posed the foregoing counterpro- 
p sais in so far as they would 
d lete VHF Channel 3 from New 
L ndon. The Outlet Co., and Cherry 
& Webb Broadcasting Company 
o posed the counterpropo9al of 

pden- Hampshire in so far as it 
w uld delete VHF Channel 10 
fr.m Providence. Lewiston- Auburn 
B oadcasting Corp. opposed the 
co nterproposal of Regional TV 

rporation in so far as it would 
nge the assignment of Lewiston, 

M ine, from Channel 8 to Channel 
3. 

Worcester 
59. (a) Census Data. The stand - 

ar metropolitan area of Worcester 
ha a population of 274,000 and the 
Ci y of Worcester has a population 
of 203,000. 

b) Counterproposal of WTAG, 
In . WTAG, Inc., requested the as- 
si,, ment of Channel 12 to Wor- 
ce er by deleting that channel 
fr... Providence. 

c) Statement in Support of 
W AG, Inc., Counterproposals. 
W AG asserted that Worcester 
ranks 29th among the nation's 
markets on the basis of the area's 
economic potential; that it ranks 
sec nd only to Boston in the State 
of assachusetts; and that it is the 
thi d most important market in 
Ne England. () Oppositions to WTAG, Inc., 
Co nterproposal. Cherry & Webb 
Br adcasting Company and The 
Ou let opposed the 
del tion of VHF Channel 10 from 
Pr idence. Travelers Broadcast- 
ing Service Corporation, Hampden - 
Ha pshire Corporation, and CBS 
opp sed the foregoing counter - 
pro osai since it was mutually ex- 
du 've with counterproposals for 
the additional assignment of VHF 
cha nels to Hartford, Springfield - 
Hol oke.and Boston. 

Pittsfield 
2 0. (a) Census Data. The stand- 

ard etropolitan area of Pittsfield 
has * population of 66,000 and the city of Pittsfield has a population 
of 5 ,000. 

(b Counterproposal of Greylock 
Bro dcasting Company. Greylock 
Bro casting Company requested 
the ssignment of VHF Channel 3 
to P ttsfield by deleting that chan- 
nel from New London and by mak- 
ing the following changes in the 
assignments proposed in the Third 
Notice: 

Third Notice 

(c) Statement in Support of 
Greylock Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. Greylock Broad - 
casting Company argued that the 
operation of Channel 3 at Mt. Grey- 
lock in Pittsfield would result in 
more extensive coverage than the 
operation of that channel in New 
London or other New England 
cities for which the channel was 
requested. In view of the size of 
this alleged service area, Greylock 
contended that Pittsfield should be 
considered as the second Massa- 
chusetts city for assignment pur- 
poses. Greylock argued that a 
second city in the more populous 
state of Massachusetts should re- 
ceive a VHF channel in preference 
to a second city in the smaller and 
less populous state of Connecticut. 
Finally, Greylock asserted that the 
use of Channel 3 at Pittsfield would 
better implement the priorities 
than would the use of this channel 
at either Hartford or Springfield - 
Holyoke. 

(d) Oppositions to the Greylock 
Broadcasting Company Counterpro- 
posal. Thames Broadcasting Com- 
pany opposed the deletion of 
Channel 3 from New London. 
Lewiston - Auburn Broadcasting 
Corporation opposed the substitu- 
tion of Channel 3 for Channel 8 at 
Lewiston. Springfield Regional 
Television, Hampden - Hampshire, 
Hartfort Times, Travelers Broad- 
casting Service., CBS, WAGE, Inc., 
the Buffalo Courier Express, et al.. 
opposed the counterproposal of 
Greylock Broadcasting Co., since, it 
was mutually exclusive with the 
counterproposals for additional 
VHF channels in Springfield, Hart- 
ford, Boston, Syracuse, and Buffalo. 
Stromberg- Carlson Co., Licensee of 
WHAM -TV, Rochester," New York, 
opposed the Greylock Broadcasting 
Company proposal in so far as it 
would result in the assignment of 
Channel 3 to Rochester in lieu of 
Channel 5. 

Providence 
261. (a) Census Data. The stand- 

ard metropolitan area of Provi- 
dence has a population of 737,000 
and the city of Providence has a 
population. of 249,000. 

(b) Existing Stations. The Out- 
let Company is licensed for the 
operation of Station WJAR -TV, 
Providence, on Channel 11. The 
Commission ordered the Outlet 
Company to show cause why the 
license of WJAR -TV should not be 
modified to specify operation on 
Channel 10, in lieu of Channel 11. 

(c) Statements of The Outlet 
Company and Cherry & Webb 
Company Supporting the Proposed 

Proposed Changes 

City 

VHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

UHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

VHF UHF 
Chan- Chan- 

nel nel 
No. No. 

Pittsfield, 
Mass. 

Syracuse, 
N. Y. 

Rochester, 
N. Y. 

Montpelier, 
Vt. 

Lewiston, 
Maine 

Hamilton, 
Ontario 

Toronto 
Ontario 

Orilla, 
Ontario 

Sudbgry, 
Ontario 

New London, 
Conn. 

3,8 

5,10 

3 

8 

13 

6.9,11 

3 

5,7 

3 

64 3t 

*43 51',8 

15,x21,27 31',10 

40 8t 
17 3t 

51,57 6t 

19,25 9,11,131' 

30 51' 

17,23 31', 7 

63 t 
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64 

*43 

1 s?21,27 

40 

17 

Assignments. The Outlet Com- 
pany, licensee of WJAR -TV, sup- 
ported the Commission's assign- 
ments for Providence and agreed 
to the proposed channel change for 
WJAR -TV. Cherry & Webb Broad- 
casting Company also supported 
the assignments for Providence and 
stated that the Providence assign- 
ments provided the minimum nec- 
essary to meet the needs of the 
area; and that the deletion of one 
of the two VHF assignments pro- 
posed for Providence would result 
in an inequitable distribution of 
facilities." 

(d) Providence Educational Res- 
ervation. The JCET, Brown Uni - 
ersity, Providence College, Univer- 
sity of Rhode Island, the Rhode 
Island College of Education, and 
the Providence School Department 
supported the reservation of Chan- 
nel 22 for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. The JCET stated that 
the Catholic Schools of the Arch- 
diocese of Providence also support- 
ed the reservation. Brown Univer- 
sity stated that a state -wide meet- 
ing had been held for the purpose of 
discussing the utilization of educa- 
tional television, and that as a 
result of this meeting, an educa- 
tional television committee was 
established under the chairmanship 
of the State Director of Education. 
No opposition to this reservation 
was filed. 

Hartford 
262. (a) Census Data. The met- 

ropolitan area of Hartford has a 
population of 356,000 and the city 
of Hartford has a population of 
177,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of The 
Hartford Times, Inc. The Hartford 
Times, Inc., proposed 3 alternative 
plans for the assignment of VHF 
Channel 3 to Hartford which would 
delete that channel from New 
London and make the following 
alternative changes in the assign- 
ments proposed in the Third No- 
tice: 

City 

Third Notice 

(c) Statement in Support of The 
Hartford Times Counterproposal.. 
The Hartford Times argued that 
the Hartford area should be con- 
sidered in ternis of the Hartford - 
New Britain metropolitan district 
with a population of 501,000, 
making it the third largest in the 
New England area and vastly more 
important as a population and 
economic center than New London. 
It was also urged that 78% of the 
service area of a VHF station oper- 
ating on Channel 3 at Hartford 
would overlap the service area of 
a VHF station operating on Chan- 
nel 3 at New London. With respect 
to its proposal to utilize Channel 
47 at New London, Hartford Times 
recognized that such assignment 
would result in a violation of the 
UHF assignment limitation requir- 
ing 60 -mile separation to prevent 
interference due to oscillator radia- 
tion but asserted that the interfer- 
ence would be at a minimum. 

(d) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterpropdsals to The Hartford 
Times Counterproposals. Thames 
Broadcasting Corp., opposed the 
deletion of VHF Channel 3 from 
New London. CBS, Matheson Radio 
Company, Greylock Broadcasting 
Company, Regional TV Corpora- 
tion and Hampden -Hampshire op- 
posed the counterproposal of Hart- 
ford Times since it was mutually 
exclusive with counterproposals for 
the assignment of VHF channels to 
Boston, Pittsfield, and Springfield. 
Lewiston - Auburn Broadcasting 
Corp., opposed the substitution of 
Channel 3 for Channel 8 in Lewis- 
ton. 

(e) Counterproposal of Travel- 
" WHAM -TV 1s presently operating on Channel 6. In the Third Notice the Commission has ordered the licensee to show cause why the license of WHAM -TV should not to specify Channel 5. 
^" Matheson Radio Company, Inc., ob- jected to all statistics in the Cherry & Webb statement based on Chamber of Commerce or trade area publications. and requested that such data be strick- en from the record. We believe, how- ever, that such data is admissible in this proceeding. 

Plan 1 

VHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

UHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

VHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

UHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

Hartford, 
Conn. 

New Haven, 
Conn. 

New London, 
Conn. 

s 

3 

Third Notice 

18,24 

59 

63 

3i 

a 

1' 

Plan 2 

18,24,59t,Sif 

75f 

471',63 

VHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

UHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

VHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

UHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

Hartford, 
Conn. 

New Haven, S 
Conn. 

New London, 3 
Conn. 

Montpelier, 3 
Vt. 

Lewiston, 8 17 
Maine 

18,24 

59 

63 

40 

51,57 Hartford, 
Conn. 

19,25 New Haven, 
Conn. 

30 New London, 
Conn. 

17,23 Montpelier, 
Vt. 

63 Lewiston, 
Maine 

Third Notice 

3f 

8 

8f 

3t 

Plan 3 

18,24,59}.811' 

751 

471,63 

40 

17 

VHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

UHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

VHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

UHF 
Chan- 

nel 
No. 

8 

3 

3 

8 

18,24 

59 

63 

40 

17 

31' 

8 

1' 

81' 

It 

18,24,59t,81í 

75f 

63,831' 

40 

17 
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ers Broadcasting Service Corp. 
Travelers Broadcasting Service 
Corp. proposed 2 alternative plans 
for the assignment of a first VHF 
channel and a third UHF channel 
to Hartford. Plan 1 would delete 
Channel 3 from New London and 
Plan 2 would delete Channel 10 
from Providence by making the 
following changes in the assign- 
ments proposed by the Commission 
in the Third Notice: 

acceded to the Commission's pro- 
posed change in assignment for 
WNHC -TV but limited its accept- 
ance of the change on the condition 
that the proposals set forth in 
Appendices A and B of the Third 
Notice be finalized without sub- 
stantial change prejudicial to Elm 
City and that the frequency as- 
signments proposed in Appendix C 
of the Third Notice for communi- 

mission's proposed policy with re- 
spect to UHF flexibility channels. 
Specifically, the State Board of 
Education requested that the Com- 
mission permit an educational in- 
stitution to apply for such a chan- 
nel in any community in which no 
television channel had been re- 
served for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. The State Board of 
Education also requested that "the 

Third Notice Plan 1 

VHF Channel 
City No. 

UHF Channel 
No. 

VHF Channel UHF Channel 
No. No. 

Hartford, Conn. 
New London, Conn. 
Montpelier, Vt. 
Lewiston, Maine 
Providence, R. I. 

18, 24 3t 18, 24, 81t or 83t 
3 63 t 63, plus 22t or 81t or 831 
3 40 8t 40 
8 17 3t 17 

10,12 16, *22 10, 12 16 plus 22t if 81 
or 83 is assigned 
to New London 

Third Notice Plan 2 

VHF Channel 
City No. 

UHF Channel 
No. 

VHF Channel UHF Channel 
No. No. 

Hartford, Conn. 
Providence, R. I. 10,12 

(f) Statement in Support of 
Travelers Broadcasting Service 
Corp. Counterproposal. In support 
of its request to delete Channel 3 
from New London, Travelers as- 
serted that the population of the 
Hartford area is 356,000 compared 
to New London's 30,367; that Chan- 
nel 3 at Hartford would serve more 
persons and area than a similar 
operation at New London; that the 
use of Channel 3 at New London 
would be wasteful since approxi- 
mately half of the signal would be 
lost over water; and that UHF 
would not be suitable to the terrain 
in the Hartford area. With respect 
to its proposal to assign Provi- 
dence's Channel 10 to Hartford, 
Travelers stated that the use of 
this channel at Hartford would 
bring a first VHF service to a large 
population center in addition to 
providing a second VHF service to 
an even greater population; while 
the use of this channel at Provi- 
dence would merely duplicate the 
service area of an existing VHF 
station in that city. 

(g) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Travelers 
Broadcasting Service Corporation. 
Oppositions to the above counter- 
proposal have been filed by Thames 
Broadcasting Corporation, Cherry 
& Webb Broadcasting Company 
and the Outlet Company, WTAG, 
Inc., Regional TV Corporation, 
Greylock Broadcasting Company, 
CBS, Matheson Radio Company, 
Lewiston -Auburn Broadcasting 
Corporation and Hampden - Hamp- 
shire Corporation. 

New Haven 
263. (a) Census Data. The met- 

ropolitan area of New Haven has 
a population of 263,000 and the 
city of New Haven has a population 
of 164,000. 

(b) Existing Station. Elm City 
Broadcasting Corporation is li- 
censed for the operation of Station 
WNHC -TV, New Haven, on Chan- 
nel 6. This station is presently 
operating as a community station 
with 2 kw power at 510 feet anten- 
na height. The Commission ordered 
the licensee to show cause why the 
license of WNHC -TV should not be 
modified to specify operation on 
Channel 8 in lieu of Channel 6. 
The Third Notice proposed to re- 
move the community classification 
of this station and would permit 
the station to operate with full 
power and antenna height. 

(c) Answer of Elm City Broad- 
casting Corp. to Show Cause Order. 
Elm City Broadcasting Corporation 

18, 24 101 18, 24, 81t or 831 
16, *22 t, 12 16, *22 

ties in Connecticut be adopted. The 
Commission indicated in the Third 
Notice that antenna heights above 
500 feet would not be authorized 
where the effect of the utilization 
of such heights would cause ad- 
jacent channel interference to the 
Grade A service area of another 
station assuming operation by such 
station with maximum power and 
an antenna height of 500 feet. Ad- 
jacent channel interference was to 
be calculated on the basis of 0 db 
ratio. The American Broadcasting 
Company, Inc., licensee of Station 
WJZ -TV operating on Channel '7 

in New York City, and General 
Teleradio Inc., licensee of Station 
WOR -TV operating on Channel 9 
in New York City, both opposed 
the assignment of WNHC -TV on 
Channel 8. These parties stated, 
however, that they would have no 
objection to the use of this channel 
in New Haven if the conditions 
with respect to the use of antenna 
height above 500 feet were modi- 
fied to permit the use of such 
heights without regard to adjacent 
channel interference or in the alter- 
native, if the provisions of this 
section were waived for Stations 
WJZ -TV and WOR -TV. 

Educational Reservations in the 
State of Connecticut 

264. (a) The Storrs Educational 
Reservation. The University of 
Connecticut supported the reserva- 
tion of UHF Channel 26 in Storrs 
for non -commercial educational use. 
The University stated, however, 
that "definite action based upon 
adequate financial support from 
State public monies stands little 
chance of becoming an immediate 
reality "; and that unless an educa- 
tional channel was reserved for at 
least a decade their plans for an 
educational television station could 
not be realized. 

(b) Counterproposal of Connect- 
icut State Board of Education. The 
Connecticut State Board of Educa- 
tion requested the reservation for 
non -commercial educational use of 
the following UHF channels: 
Bridgeport, Channel 43; Hartford, 
Channel 18; Norwich, Channel 57; 
and Waterbury, Channel 53..'" As 
an alternative to the request for 
the above listed channels, the Con- 
necticut State Board of Education 
requested a revision of the Com- 

e, By Memorandum Opinion and Order 
dated October 31, 1951, the Commission 
stated it would not consider the re- 
quests of the Board for a reservation of 
Channels 57 in Norwich and 53 in 
Waterbury. 

Commission propose a plan which 
will allow coverage of eastern .Con- 
necticut for non -commercial educa- 
tion without entirely eliminating 
the possibility of a commercial sta- 
tion in that large area." The Board 
submitted a statement by the Act- 
ing Governor of Connecticut de- 
claring that it was the intention 
of the state administration to in- 
troduce before the State General 
Assembly a bill proposing the 
authorization to the State Board 
of Education of $1,200,000 for the 
construction and operation of an 
educational broadcast service to 
serve the entire State of Connecti- 
cut. The bill in question, if ap- 
proved, would be effective during 
the budgetary period, fiscal 1953- 
1955. 

Conclusions: 
Boston and Durham 

265. The counterproposal of CBS, 
in so far as it requests the assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 9 in Boston 
by the substitution of UHF Chan- 
nel 56 or a flexibility channel in 
Durham for VHF Channel 11 
(Plans 2 and 3) must be denied for 
the reason that it would result in 
two violations of the minimum co- 
channel assignment separations. 

266. The C B S counterproposal 
(Plans 2 and 3) would require co- 
channel operation of Channel 11 in 
New York and Providence. WJAR- 
TV is now operating on Channel 
11 in Providence and WPIX is 
operating on this frequency in New 
York City. The distance between 
the transmitters of these stations 
is 160 miles. It was to improve 
this low co- channel separation that 
the Commission issued a show 
cause order in this proceeding 
which would require WJAR -TV to 
move to Channel 10. Under the 
Commission's plan. the nearest co- 
channel station to WJAR -TV would 
be located in Augusta, Maine, at a 
distance of approximately 185 
miles. The CBS counterproposal 
(Plans 2 and 3) would also require 
co- channel operation of Channel 13 
at Providence and Station WATV 
at Newark, New Jersey. WATV 
is presently operating on Channel 
13 at Newark and its transmitter 
is 165 miles from Providence. The 
Commission's assignment plan 
would not involve such co- channel 
operation but would place the sec- 
ond Providence VHF assignment on 
Channel 12. The nearest co -chan- 
nel assignment to Providence on 
Channel 12 is Binghamton, New 

York, at a separation of about 235 
miles. Further, we find that a 
reduction in the number of VHF 
assignments in New Hampshire to 
one is not warranted in order to 
make another VHF assignment for 
the City of Boston and the State of 
Massachusetts. 

267. In view of the fact that the 
CBS counterproposal (Plans 2 and 
3) would in two instances reduce 
the co- channel separations pro- 
posed by the Commission below 
the minimum separations adopted 
herein and would reduce the num- 
ber of VHF assignments in New 
Hampshire to one, the CBS pro- 
posal, in so far as it requests the 
deletion of VHF Channel 11 from 
Durham (Plans 2 and 3) is denied. 
On the basis of the record, the 
reservation of Channel 11 in Dur- 
ham for non -commercial educa- 
tional use is finalized. 

Conclusions : Boston, Hartford, 
Springfield, Holyoke, Worcester, 

Providence 
268. T h e counterproposals of 

CBS (Plan 1) and Matheson Radio 
Co., requested the deletion of Chan- 
nel 10 from Providence in order to 
assign a VHF channel to Boston. 
In addition, the counterproposal 
of Matheson Radio Co. would 
delete Channel 9 from Manchester. 
New Hampshire, a city of 83,000 
people. The counterproposals of 
Hampden- Hampshire and Travelers 
Broadcasting Service Corporation 
(Plan 2) also requested the deletion 
of Channel 10 from Providence in 
order to assign a VHF channel to 
Springfield -Holyoke and Hartford. 
respectively. The counterproposal 
of WTAG, Inc., requested the dele- 
tion of Channel 12 from Providence 
in order to assign that channel to 
Worcester. 

269. All of the foregoing coun- 
terproposals seek the deletion of a 
VHF channel from Providence. 
Upon careful consideration of all 
the evidence, we believe that these 
counterproposals must be denied. 
The entire State of Rhode Island, 
with a population of 792,000, has 
but two VHF assignments; and 
both of these are located in the 
City of Providence, which ranks 
19th among the nation's metropol- 
itan areas and is the second largest 
city in the New England area with 
a metropolitan area population of 
737,000. The Matheson Radio Com- 
pany counterproposal would, in 
addition, delete the only VHF com- 
mercial assignment from the State 
of New Hampshire. It is our view, 
under the circumstances presented, 
that the reduction of the VHF as- 
signments in Rhode Island to one 
would result in an unfair and in- 
equitable distribution of assign- 
ments among the states and that 
the record does not support the 
deletion of a VHF channel from 
Providence. Moreover, with re- 
spect to the counterproposals of 
CBS and Matheson, we do not 
believe the record warrants the 
deletion of an assignment from a 
city as large and as important a% 

Providence in order to create an- 
other assignment for Boston. Ac- 
cordingly, the counterproposals of 
CBS, Hampden -Hampshire Corpor- 
ation, Travelers Broadcasting Serv- 
ice Corporation, and WTAG, Inc., 
are denied in so far as they request 
the deletion of a VHF channel 
from Providence; and the counter- 
proposal of Matheson Radio Com- 
pany requesting the substitution of 
UHF channels for VHF channels in 
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Pr. 'deuce and Manchester is also 
de ' ed. 

onclusions: Show Cause Order 
(WJAR-TV) 

2 0. An appropriate authoriza- 
tio will be issued to the Outlet 
Co. pang to specify operation of 
W -TV on Channel 10. 

onclusions: Providence Edu- 
cational Reservation 

2 1. On the basis of the record 
the reservation of UHF Channel 
22 n Providence for non- commer- 
cia educational use is finalized. 

C nclusions: The Boston Educa- 
tional Reservation 

2 2. The educational organiza- 
tio , s in Boston have demonstrated 
the r interest in establishing a 
non commercial educational tele- 
vision station in the Boston area. 
Th > have supported this interest 
wit concrete plans to establish 
suc a station by banding together 
in n association, the Lowell In- 
stit ' te Cooperative Council of Bos- 
ton. They have mobilized their 
res.urces and, further, have al- 
rea y established a non -commercial 
edu ational FM station. 

2 3. As set out above, CBS op- 
pos d the reservation of Channel 
2 i Boston for non -commercial 
edu tional use and requested the 
assi ment of that channel for 
com . ercial use. We recognize 
that competition in broadcasting, 
bot at the national and local level, 
sho d be maintained and stimu- 
late . However, the reservation 
of e . annela for non -commercial ed- 
ucational use of necessity results 
in a reduction of potential commer- 
cial competition by providing fewer 
channels to the commercial service. 
But the demands of commercial 
inte ests and educational interests 
for he assignment of channels to 
thei respective services require an 
eval tion of the ends to be served 
by oth classes of stations. We 
can find no justification on the 
reco d for the conclusion that the 
alle d demands of economic corn - 
petit on outweigh the benefits to 
be erived from non -commercial 
educ tional television so as to re- 
quir us to deviate from our gen- 
eral policy with respect to the 
desi ation of educational reserva- 
tion and place the Boston reserva- 
tion n the UHF. 

27 . We reject CBS's contention 
that the availability to it of a 
corn ' ercial channel in Boston is an 
appropriate matter for our con- 
sider: tion at this time. In this 
rule making proceeding we are 
cone ed with the assignments of 
chan els to meet the needs and in- 
teres of states and communities 
for n n- commercial educational and 
corn ercial television. The quali- 
ficati ne or particular circum- 
stanc s of individual applicants are 
matt =rs that can and should be 
fully determined in licensing pro - 
ceedi gs. 

275 In view of the foregoing, 
the el: S counterproposal is denied 
in so far as it requests a shift of 
the r servation to a UHF channel 
and . e reservation of Channel 2 
in B.<ton for non -commercial ed- 
ucati al use is finalized. 
Con usions: Boston and Brockton 
276 

terpri 
the a 
VHF 
Notice 

The counterproposal of En- 
e Publishing Company seeks 
signment to Brockton of a 
hannel proposed in the Third 
for Boston. Brockton will 

receiv Grade A service from the 
opera on of VHF stations in Bos- 
ton si ce it is located less than 20 
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miles from that city. It is our 
view that where a community seeks 
a first VHF assignment by the 
deletion of a VHF assignment from 
one of the very largest cities of 
the United States, the deletion is 
not warranted where the smaller 
city receives Grade A VHF service 
from stations located in the larger 
city. It is our view, therefore, that 
the deletion of a VHF assignment 
from a city as large and as import- 
ant as Boston to create one for 
Brockton is not warranted. 

Conclusions: Springfield -Holyoke, 
Hartford, Pittsfield, New London 
277. Parties in three c i t i es, 

Springfield, Hartford and Pitts- 
field, seek the assignment of Chan- 
nel 3 for their respective cities by 
deleting that channel from New 
London. The counterproposals of 
Regional T V Corporation and 
Hampden - Hampshire Corporation 
requested the deletion of Channel 
3 from New London and the assign- 
ment of that channel to Spring- 
field. The counterproposal of 
Greylock Broadcasting Corporation 
requested the deletion of Channel 
3 from New London and the assign- 
ment of that channel to Pittsfield. 
The counterproposals of Hartford 
Times, Inc., and Travelers Broad- 
casting Service Corporation re- 
quested the deletion of Channel 3 
from New London and the assign- 
ment of that channel to Hartford. 

278. We stated above in connec- 
tion with the discussion of requests 
for the deletion of a VHF channel 
from Providence that the reduction 
of VHF assignments in Rhode 
Island to one would, in our view, 
result in an unfair and inequitable 
distribution of assignments among 
the states. We are of the same 
view with respect to requests for 

a channel from 
New London in order to assign a 
channel to Pittsfield or to Spring- 
field- Holyoke. We do not believe, 
under the circumstances presented, 
that the second VHF channel pro- 
posed to be assigned to Connecticut 
should be deleted in order to assign 
a fifth VHF channel to the State 
of Massachusetts. 

279. It is our view, however, that 
the requests for the deletion of 
Channel 3 from New London in 
order to assign that channel to 
Hartford are meritorious and 
should be granted. The proposed 
assignment of Channel 3 to New 
London was predicated primarily 
on the Commission's desire for 
maintaining optimum co- channel 
spacings wherever possible. The 
Commission has reconsidered the 
need for such wider spacings in 
this area. In light of the record, 
we have determined that closer 
spacings can be utilized in an area 
such as New England where high 
population centers lie in very close 
proximity. The population of Hart- 
ford is more than 5 times the popu- 
lation of New London, and Hart- 
ford is presently without any VHF 
assignment. Moreover, the New 
London area would receive VHF 
service from stations located in 
Providence and New Haven; and 
if Hartford is assigned a VHF 
channel, New London would receive 
Grade A service from a station in 
Hartford. It is our view, therefore, 
that Channel 3 should be deleted 
from New London and assigned to 
Hartford. 

280. Accordingly, the counter- 
proposals of Regional TV Corpora- 
tion, Hampden -Hampshire Corpor- 
ation and Greylock Broadcasting 
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Corporation are denied, and the 
counterproposals of the Hartford 
Times, Inc., and Travelers Broad- 
casting Service Corporation are 
granted, in so far as they requested 
the deletion of Channel 3 from New 
London and the assignment of that 
channel to Hartford. 

Conclusions: Requests for UHF 
Assignments in Connecticut 

281. Counterproposals have been 
filed by three parties requesting the 
assignment of additional UHF 
channels in Connecticut. The Hart- 
ford Times, Inc., requested the 
assignment to New London of 
Channel 47 to replace Channel 3. 
It also requested that two addi- 
tional UHF channels, Channel 59 
proposed for New Haven and flexi- 
bility Channel 81, be also assigned 
to Hartford. The Connecticut State 
Board of Education requested the 
reservation for non -commercial use 
of several UHF channels in Con- 
necticut. Finally, there is the re- 
quest of Travelers Broadcasting 
Service Corporation for the assign- 
ment of UHF Channel 81 or 83 to 
Hartford and the assignment of a 
UHF channel to New London to 
replace Channel 3. 

282. Since we have deleted VHF 
Channel 3 from New London, it is 
our view that a UHF channel 
should be assigned to that commu- 
nity in substitution for the deleted 
channel. Channel 47 can not be 
assigned to New London as pro- 
posed by Hartford Times, Inc., 
since such assignment would be in 
violation of the minimum separa- 
tion requirement established herein. 
Accordingly, UHF Channel 81 is 
assigned to New London. 

283. There remains for our con- 
sideration the conflicting UHF 
demands of the Connecticut State 
Board of Education and the Hart- 
ford commercial interests" It is 
our view that on the basis of the 
record the request of the Connecti- 
cut State Board of Education is 
entitled to the highest consider- 
ation. The Board of Education has 
requested educational reservations 
in Hartford and Bridgeport, and 
in addition that the Commission 
propose a plan which would allow 
coverage of eastern Connecticut 
without entirely eliminating the 
possibility of a commercial station 
in that area. It is impossible be- 
cause of the scarcity of channels 
in this area to satisfy the whole 
request of the Connecticut State 
Board of Education. We feel, how- 
ever, that it is possible to grant 
the counterproposal to the follow- 
ing extent: We have set aside 
Channel 24 in Hartford to be re- 
served for use by a non -commercial 
educational station. Likewise, we 
have reserved Channel 71 in 
Bridgeport and Channel 63 in Nor- 
wich for a non -commercial educa- 
tional television station. To ac- 
complish this we have, however, 
deleted the assignment to Storrs, 
and substituted Channel 26 in New 
London for Channel 63. In doing 
so, we have considered the fact 
that a Hartford station can serve 
Storrs. We have also considered 
that there is a greater likelihood, 
on the basis of the record, that an 
educational station will be built in 
Norwich than in Storrs. In addi- 
tion it may be pointed out that a 
Hartford station would also provide 
service to Waterbury. 

a No request was made by the State 
Board for a VHF reservation in Hart- 
ford for non -commercial educational 
use. 

284. In view of the total spec- 
trum space available for use in the 
State of Connecticut, the Commis- 
sion is not in a position to grant 
any further assignments to Hart- 
ford for commercial purposes. The 
assignments we have made permit 
practically no further assignments 
in this area in either the VHF or 
the UHF. Under these circum- 
stances, further assignments to 
Hartford are not warranted and 
the requests of the Hartford Times, 
Inc., and Travelers Broadcasting 
Service Corporation for additional 
UHF assignments in Hartford must 
be denied. 

Conclusions: New Haven (WNHC - 
TV) Show Cause Order 

285.. We have in another portion 
of this Report discussed the prob- 
lem of whether the Commission, 
in effecting an assignment Table 
and in establishing Rules and 
standards for the assignment of 
television stations, should permit 
the use of antenna heights above 
500 feet without regard to possible 
adjacent channel interference that 
might be , caused as a result of 
such operation. We have there 
reached the decision that in view 
of the great gain in service areas 
at the expense of minor interfer- 
ence, and for other reasons there 
set out, the Commission will permit 
the use of antenna heights above 
500 feet without regard to adjacent 
channel intereference so long as 
specified minimum mileage separa- 
tions are maintained. 

286. The situation presented 
with respect to adjacent channel 
operation in New York and New 
Haven illustrates the soundness of 
the Commission's decision on this 
matter. The record indicates that 
if WJZ -TV operates with 200 kw 
at its present site on the Empire 
State Building, that station would 
increase its total Grade A land 
area coverage from 3,670 to 5,430 
square miles, an increase of 48 %. 
On the other hand, the interference 
area that would be caused to 
WNHC -TV operating on Channel 8 
with 200 kw at 510 feet would be 
only 75 square miles, or at the 
most. 88 square miles as contended 
by Elm City. The remaining 
Grade A service area of WNHC - 
TV would be approximately 2400 
square miles. Under our decision 
with respect to power and height 
in Zone I, the interference to 
WNHC -TV would be slightly in- 
creased over the 88 square mile 
figure. However, the total Grade 
A remaining service area of 
WNHC -TV would be considerably 
increased. We are of the opinion 
that this small amount of inter- 
ference should not negate the great 
gain in coverage that would be de- 
rived from the operation of WJZ - 
TV at its present antenna height 
with full power. Similarly, WOR- 
TV operating on Channel 9 in New 
York would gain extended cover- 
age with the use of full power at 
its present antenna height while 
the interference to WNHC -TV 
would be slight. We do not believe 
as is contended here, that Section 
307(b) of the Communications Act 
requires us to prohibit such oper- 
ation of WJZ -TV and WOR -TV. 
On the contrary, we are of the 
view that the mandate of the Com- 
munications Act that the Commis- 
sion shall provide an efficient dis- 
tribution of radio service requires 
that the small amount of adjacent 
channel interference should not 
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preclude the large gain in service 
area. In any event, adjacent chan- 
nel interference is not a loss of 
service to the public since in the 
"interference area" the viewer 
would always have at least one 
service, and in some areas both 
services. 

287. In view of the foregoing, the 
Commission is finalizing the as- 
signment of Channel 8 to New 
Haven. An appropriate authoriza- 
tion to Elm City Broadcasting 
Corporation will be issued to 
specify operation of WNHC -TV on 
Channel 8. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

288. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

VHF UHF 
City Channel No. Channel No. 

Durham *11 
Boston *2, 4, 5, 7 44, 50, 56 
Brockton 62 
Pittsfield 64 
Springfield- 55, 61 

Holyoke 
Worcester 14,20 
Hartford 3 18, *24 
New Haven 8 59 
New London 26, 81 
Bridgeport 43, 49, *71 
Norwich 57, *63 
Providence 10, 12 16, *22 
Waterbury 53 

HANOVER, NEW HAMPSHIRE: 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

289. (a) Proposed Reservation. 
In the Third Notice no channel as- 
signment was proposed for Han- 
over. 

(b) Counterproposal of Dart- 
mouth College. Dartmouth College 
filed a counterproposal requesting 
that UHF Channel 21 be assigned 
to Hanover to be reserved for non- 
commercial educational use. This 
assignment would be accomplished 
by substituting Channel 51 in 
Rochester, New Hampshire, for 
Channel 21. 

(c) Statement in Support of 
Dartmouth College Counterpro- 
posal. Dartmouth College stated 
that it had investigated the finan- 
cing required for the construction 
of UHF television transmitting 
facilities and that the Board of 
Trustees was prepared to seek 
funds for this purpose. Dartmouth 
College's total operating budget for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1951 
was in excess of $5,400,000. Dart- 
mouth's total assets as of June 30, 
1951 were in excess of $38,000,000. 

(d) Opposition to Dartmouth 
College Counterproposal. M i d - 
Hudson Broadcasters, Inc., Pough- 
keepsie, New York, opposed Dart- 
mouth College's counterproposal 
on the grounds that in the Third 
Notice, Channel 21 was assigned 
to Poughkeepsie, and that "the 
mileage separation between Pough- 
keepsie, New York, and Hanover, 
New Hampshire, is 158 miles." 
Mid -Hudson pointed out that this 
would violate the minimum UHF 
co- channel spacing (165 miles) pre- 
scribed by the Commission in its 
Third Notice. Both Poughkeepsie 
and Hanover are situated in Zone I. 

CONCLUSIONS 
290. We have above reconsidered 

the matter of co- channel spacings 
and have reduced the minimum 
UHF co- channel assignment spac- 
ing in Zone I to 155 miles. On 
the basis of this revised minimum 
mileage separations requirement, 
and in view of the foregoing, it is 
concluded that UHF Channel 21 
should be assigned to Hanover and 
reserved for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. Channel 51 will, there- 
fore, be substituted in Rochester, 
New Hampshire in place of Chan- 
nel 21. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

291. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

City UHF Channel No. 
Rochester, N. H. 51 
Hanover, N. H. *21 

STATE OF NEW YORK: EDUCA- 
TIONAL RESERVATIONS 

292. (a) Proposed Reservations. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the following res- 
ervations for non -commercial ed- 
ucational use in New York State: 

City UHF Channel No. 
Albany- Schenectady -Troy *17 
Binghamton *46 
Buffalo *233 

Ithaca 
New York City *25 
Rochester *21 
Syracuse *43 
Utica -Rome *25 

(b) Support of the Educational 
Reservations: The Board of Re- 
gents of the University of the State 
of New York supported the fore- 
going reservations for non -com- 
mercial educational use in the state 
of New York. The Board stated 
that it proposes to utilize the re- 
sources of more than 8,000 state 
educational and cultural institu- 
tions to afford educational opportu- 
nities to more than 91% of the 
population of the state. Sample 
program schedules, detailed as to 
content and objectives, were sub- 
mitted by the Board. The Board 
proposes to construct a non -com- 
mercial educational television net- 
work at an estimated cost of 
$3,855,540 with an annual technical 
operating cost of $2,273,941 based 
on 16 hours of operation Monday 
through Friday and 12 hours Satur- 
day and Sunday. Programming 
would be apportioned among the 
public and private institutions 
under its supervision and costs will 
be borne by participating institu- 
tions supplemented by state aid. 
Statements were also filed by the 
following institutions in support of 
the reservations of channels for 
non -commercial educational use in 
their respective communities and 
in support of the State Board's 
plan for a state -wide network: The 
City College of the City of New 
York, the Board of Education of 
the City of New York, Fordham 
University, The College of Fores- 
try of the State of New York, 
Syracuse University, the Brooklyn 
Public Library, the New York State 
College for Teachers at Buffalo, the 
University of Rochester, the Roch- 
ester Institute of Technology 
Rochester Board of Education and 
the University of Buffalo. No op- 
positions were filed with respect to 
the educational reservations pro- 
posed in the Third Notice. 

(e) Counterproposal of Board of 
Regents of the University of the 
State of New York. The Board of 
Regents requested the additional 
reservation of a channel for non- 
commercial educational use in New 
York City, Malone and Pough- 
keepsie. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Board of Regents Counterproposal. 
With respect to New York City, 
the Board requested that either 
UHF Channel 19 or 31, which the 
Commission proposed to assign for 
commercial use, be reserved instead 
for non - commercial educational 
use. The Board urged that one 
educational station in New York 
City is inadequate to meet the 
needs of a state -wide program and 
the special educational .needs of 
the city itself. No oppositions 
were filed to this counterproposal. 
With respect to Malone, the Board 
requested that UHF Channel 20, 

which the Commission proposed to 
assign for commercial use, be re- 
served instead for non -commercial 
use. In the alternative, the Board 
requested the assignment and res- 
ervation of an additional channel 
for non -commercial education use. 
No oppositions were filed to this 
counterproposal. With respect to 
Poughkeepsie, the Board requested 
that UHF Channel 21, which the 
Commission proposed to assign for 
commercial use, be reserved instead 
for non - commercial educational 
use. The Mid - Hudson Broad- 
casters, Inc., of Poughkeepsie op- 
posed this request on the grounds 
that it would be in violation of the 
Commission's announced method 
employed in the making of non- 
commercial educational station res- 
ervations. In the alternative, the 
Board requested the assignment 
and reservation of an additional 
channel for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. No oppositions were 
filed to this alternative request. 

CONCLUSIONS 
293. We believe the record sup- 

ports the assignment and reserva- 
tion of channels in Malone and 
Poughkeepsie for non -commercial 
educational use. Since we have 
assigned only one channel to these 
cities for commercial purposes, we 
are assigning Channel 66 to Malone 
and Channel 83 to Poughkeepsie 
and we are reserving these chan- 
nels for use by non -commercial 
educational stations.° 

294. In view of the total spectrum 
space available for use in this 
area, we do not believe the Board 
of Regents' request for the reserva- 
tion of a second channel for non- 
commercial educational use in New 
York City is warranted. The as- 
signments we have made herein 
permit practically no further as- 
signments in this area in either 
the VHF or the UHF. This portion 
of the request of the Board of Re- 
gents is therefore denied. 

295. On the basis of the fore- 
going, the reservations of channels 
for non -commercial educational use 
in Albany -Schenectady -Troy, Bing- 
hamton, Buffalo, Ithaca, New York 
City, Rochester, Syracuse and 
Utica -Rome are finalized. 

FINAL RESERVATIONS 
296. The following reservations 

for non -commercial educational use 
are adopted: 

City UHF Channel No. 
Albany -Schenectady -Troy *17 
Binghamton *46 

Buffalo *23 
Ithaca 
Malone *66 
New York City *25 
Poughkeepsie *83 
Rochester *21 
Syracuse *43 
Utica -Rome 

Binghamton, New York 
297. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the assignment of VHF Channel 12 
and UHF Channels 40 and 46 for 
Binghamton, with Channel 46 re- 
served for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Binghamton 
has a population of 184,000 and the 

° The Board of Regents also suggested 
that provision be made for share time 
operation as between non -commercial 
educational and other television serv- 
ices if no "reasonable solution to the 
problem" presented in Malone and 
Poughkeepsie could be found. In view 
of the fact that channels have now 
been reserved in these cities for use 
by non -commercial educational sta- 
tions, this suggestion has been given 
no further consideration. 

City of Binghamton has a popula- 
tion of 81,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. Clark As- 
sociates, Inc., is licensed for the 
operation of Station WNBF -TV on 
Channel 12. 

(d) Counterproposal of Bing- 
hamton Broadcasters, Inc. Bing- 
hamton Broadcasters, Inc., pro- 
posed the additional assignment of 
Channel 7 to Binghamton. No 
other changes in the assignments 
proposed by the Commission in the 
Third Notice were requested. 

(e) Statement in Support of 
Binghamton Broadcasters, Inc. 
Counterproposal. B i n g h a m t on 
Broadcasters, Inc., urged that the 
additional assignment of Channel 
7 to Binghamton is necessary to 
achieve a fair and equitable dis- 
tribution of television service. It 
was recognized by Binghampton 
Broadcasters, Inc., that a grant of 
its counterproposal would result in 
a co- channel assignment separation 
of 136 and 160 miles, respectively, 
to WJZ -TV, New York and Buffalo. 

(f) Oppositions. The American 
Broadcasting Company, Inc., New 
York, licensee of Station WJZ -TV, 
the Buffalo Courier Express, Inc., 
of Buffalo and Meredith Syracuse 
Television Corporation, licensee of 
Station WHEN at Syracuse, New 
York, opposed the Binghamton 
counterproposal. 

Conclusions 
298. The counterproposal of 

Binghamton Broadcasters, Inc., 
must be denied for the reason that 
it would result in co-channel 
assignment separations between 
Binghamton and WJZ -TV, New 
York and between Binghamton and 
Buffalo below the minimum pro- 
vided by our decision herein for 
Zone I. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

299. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Binghamton 12 40, *46 

BUFFALO, NIAGARA FALLS, 
ITHACA, NEW YORK 

300. Proposed Assignments and 
Reservations. In the Third Notice 
the Commission proposed the fol- 
lowing assignments and reserva- 
tions: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Buffalo 4, 7 17, *23 
Niagra Falls 2 
Ithaca *14, 20 

Buffalo- Niagara Fails 
301. (a) Census Data. The stand- 

ard metropolitan area of Buffalo 
has a population of 1,089,000. The 
city of Buffalo has a population of 
577,000. The city of Niagara Falls 
has a population of 91,000. 

(b) Existing Stations. WBEN, 
Inc., is licensed for the operation .of 
Station WBEN -TV on Channel 4 
at Buffalo. 

(c) Joint Counterproposal of 
Buffalo Courier Express, Inc., 
WGR Broadcasting Corporation 
and WKBW, Inc. Buffalo Courier 
Express, Inc., WGR Broadcasting 
Corporation and WKBW, Inc., have 
filed joint counterproposals re- 
questing the assignment of Chan- 
nels 2 and 9 by making the follow- 
ing changes in the assignments 
proposed by the Commission in the 
Third Notice: 
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C ty 

Third Notice Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
UHF Chan- 

nel No. 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
UHF Chan- 

nel No. 
Buffalo 4,7 17,523 2t,4,7,9í 11 ±23 Niagara Falls 59t or 62t Tor . nto, 6,9,11 19,25 8,ßt,11 19,25 

O tali() 
Ow n Sound, 8 26 3t 26 
O tarlo 

ON la, 3 30 I2t 30 
O tarlo 

(. ) Statement in Support of 
Bu alo Joint Counterproposal. In 
sup . ort of the request to delete 
Ch nnel 2 from Niagara Falls and 
ass n that channel to Buffalo it 
wa contended that the assignment 
of hannel 2 to Niagara is in ac- 
cor.ance with the Commission's 
pro osais in other areas to assign 
VH channels to the principal 
citi s of metropolitan area rather 
tha to the smaller cities within 
the metropolitan area. The pro- 
pos ] to assign Channel 9 to Buf- 
falo would result in a co- channel 
sep ation of 169 miles between 
Tor,nto and Syracuse and an ad- 
jace t channel separation of 59 
mile between Toronto and Buffalo. 

(e Opposition to the Joint 
Cou terproposal of Buffalo Courier 
Exp ess, Inc., WGR Broadcasting 
Corporation and WKBW, Inc. The 
Nia _ : ra Falls Gazette Publishing 
Corn , any, Niagara Falls, New 
Yor , supported the proposed as- 
sign ent of Channel 2 to Niagara 
Fall and opposed the Buffalo coun- 
terp oposals to delete Channel 2 
and substitute a UHF channel 
they =. or. 

Ithaca 
30 . (a) Census Data. The city 

of It aca has a population of 29,000. 
(b Counterproposal of Cornell 

University. Cornell University re- 
quested the assignment of Channel 
3 to theca by making the follow- 
ing hanges in the assignments 
prop sed by the Commission in the 
Thin Notice: 

clty 
Ithaca) 
Nia``a at Falls 
Buff al* 
Roche r 
Syracuse 

Third Notice 

counterproposal is denied for the 
reasons set forth above in the dis- 
cussion of Canadian -United States 
assignments. 

305. With respect to the assign- 
ments proposed for Buffalo and for 
Niagara Falls it is our view based 
on the record that Buffalo and 
Niagara Falls should be considered 
as a single entity for assignment 
purposes in view of the proximity 
and strong identity of interests of 
these cities. Niagara Falls is 
situated 17 miles from Buffalo. 
In the 1940 census these cities were 
included in the "Buffalo- Niagara 
Falls metropolitan district "; and 
in the 1950 census Niagara Falls 
was included within the Buffalo 
metropolitan area. Further, we 
believe that the assignment of an 
additional UHF channel to Buf- 
falo- Niagara Falls is warranted. 
Accordingly, Channel 59 is as- 
signed to these cities. Channel 23, 
reserved for educational use, and 
Channel 17 are only available for 
assignment in Buffalo because of 
the effect of use of these channels 
in Niagara Falls upon Canadian 
assignments. 

306. With respect to the counter- 
proposal of Cornell University, we 
do not believe the record warrants 
the deletion of a VHF channel 
from Niagara Falls and Buffalo, 
cities with a combined population 
of over 600,000, in order to create 

Proposed Changes 
VHF 

Channel 
No. 

2 
4, 7 
5, 10 
3, 8 

UHF 
Channel 

No. 
514, 20 

17, *23 
15, 

H3 
27 

(c) Statement in Support of 
Corne 1 Counterproposal. Cornell 
contended that priorities 1, 2 and 
3 are effectuated by its proposal 
and that UHF is not feasible in 
the irregular terrain in Ithaca. 

(d) 'Opposition to Cornell Coun- 
terproposal. WBEN, Inc., (WBEN- 
TV), puffalo, New York, WAGE, 
Inc., Syracuse, New York, the 
Brockway Company, Watertown, 
New York, the Buffalo Courier Ex- 
press, Inc., and the Niagara Falls 
Publishing Company opposed the 
Corne) counterproposal. Gable 
Broad sting Company, Altoona, 
Pa., led a conflicting counter- 
proposal. 

Conclusions 
303. The foregoing counterpro- 

posals consist of requests for the 
assignment of additional channels 
to Buffalo and to Ithaca, respec- 
tively, by the deletion of Channel 
2 from Niagara Falls and by 
making the other changes in the 
assignments proposed in the Third 
Notice, set forth above. 

304. The joint counterproposal 
of the Buffalo parties requesting 
the assignment of Channel 9 to that city would result in a co -chan- 
nel sel aration of 169 miles . be- 
tween Toronto and Syracuse and 
an adjacent separation of 69 miles 
between Toronto and Buffalo. This 
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VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 
37 *14, 20 
t 62t 

2t, 7 17, *23 
4t, 10 15, *21, 27 

5t, 8 *43 

a VHF assignment for Ithaca, a 
city of 29,000. 

307. In view of the foregoing, 
the counterproposal of Cornell 
University is denied and the joint 
counterproposal of Buffalo Courier 
Express, Inc., WGR Broadcasting 
Corporation, Inc., and WKBW, 
Inc., is granted in part and denied 
in part. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

308. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 
2, 4, 7 59 

City 
Buff alo- 

Niagara 
Falls 

Buffalo 17, *23 
Ithaca *14, 20 

WATERTOWN AND 
SYRACUSE, NEW YORK 

309 (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
following assignments and reserva- 
tions: 

City 
Watertown 
Syracuse 

VHF 
Channel 

No. 

3, 8 

UHF 
Channel 

No. 
35 
*43 

(b) Census Data. The city of 
Watertown has a population of 
34,000. The standard metropolitan 
area of Syracuse has a population 
Final TV Report 

of 342,000. The City of Syracuse 
has a population of 221,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. Central 
New York Broadcasting Corp., is 
licensed for operation of WSYR- 
TV, Syracuse, on Channel 6. The 
Commission ordered the licensee to 
show cause why the license of 
WSYR -TV should not be modified 
to specify operation on Channel 
3 ln lieu of Channel 5. Central 
New York Broadcasting Corp. 
stated it had no objection to modi- 
fication of its license. Meridith 
Syracuse Television Corporation 
has a construction permit for sta- 
tion WHEN on Channel 8 in Syra- 
cuse, and is operating under special 
temporary authorization. 

Watertown 
310. (a) Counterproposal of The 
Brockway Company. The Brock- 
way Company requested the addi- 
tional assignment of VHF Chan- 
nel 11 to Watertown by making 
the following changes in the as- 
signments proposed bf the Com- 
mission in the Third Notice: 

City 
Watertown 
Ottawa -Hull, 

Ontario 
Montreal -Ver- 

dun, Quebec 
Hamilton. 

Ontario 
Toronto, 

Ontario 

Third Notice 

(b) The counterproposal of 
WAGE would result in a co -chan- 
nel assignment separation of 188 
miles between Hamilton and Syra- 
cuse on Channel 11, 187 miles be- 
tween Pembroke and Toronto on 
Channel 13, 183 miles between 
Rochester and Ottawa -Hull on 
Channel 5 and 187 miles between 
Toronto and Pembroke on Chan- 
nel 11. In addition it would re- 
sult in an adjacent channel assign- 
ment separation of 72 miles be- 
tween London and Hamilton. 

(c) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the WAGE 
Counterproposal. The following 
parties submitted oppositions and 
conflicting counterproposals to the 
counterproposal of WAGE, Inc.: 
Clark Associates, Inc. (WNBF- 
TV), Binghamton, New York, and 
the Brockway Company, Water- 
town, New York. 

Conclusions 
312. The foregoing counterpro- 

posals must be rejected for the rea- 

Plan 1 Plan 2 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
No. No. 

35 

4, 9, 11 30,40 
2, 6, 7, 
10, 12 15, 44 

13 51, 57 

6, 9, 11 19, 25 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 
11t 35 

4, 5t, 9 30, 40 

(b) Statement in Support of the 
Brockway Company Counterpro- 
posal. Brockway Company urged 
that its counterproposal would pro- 
vide a first VHF assignment to 
the area of New York State com- 
monly known as the "North Coun- 
try." Plan 1 would result in a 
co- channel separation on Channel 
11 of 174 miles between Water- 
town and Toronto and a co- channel 
separation of 179 miles on Chan- 
nel 5 between Ottawa -Hull and 
Rochester. Plan 2 would result 
in the co- channel separation of 230 
miles between Buffalo and Ottawa - 
Hull on Channel 7 and 196 miles 
on Channel 8 between Lewiston 
and Montreal- Verdun and 187 
miles between Pembroke and To- 
ronto on Channel 13. In addition 
Plan 2 would result in an adjacent 
channel separation of 72 miles be- 
tween London on Channel 10 and 
Hamilton on Channel 11. 

(c) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the Brockway 
Counterproposal. The following 
parties filed oppositions and con- 
flicting counterproposals: Travel- 
ers Broadcasting Service Corpora- 
tion, Hartford, Connecticut; Hart- 
ford Times, Inc., Hartford, Con- 
necticut; Greylock Broadcasting 
Company, Pittsfield, Massachu- 
setta; Hampden -Hampshire Corp., 
Holyoke, Massachusetts; Regional 
TV Corporation, Springfield, Mas- 
sachusetts and WAGE, Inc., Syra- 
cuse, New York. 

Syracuse 
311. (a) Counterproposal of 

WAGE, Inc. WAGE, Inc. requested 
the additional assignment of VHF 
Channel 11 to Syracuse by making 
the following changes in the as- 
signments proposed in the Third 
Notice: 

City 
Syracuse, N. Y. 
Hamilton, Ont. 
Toronto, Ont. 
Ottawa -Hull, Ont. 
Pembroke, Ont. 

Third Notice 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 
lit 35 

30, 90 

15, 44 

ilt 51, 57 

19,25 

4, 7t, 9 
2, 6, at, 

10, 12 

6, 9, 13t 

sons set forth above in the dis- 
cussion of Canadian -United States 
assignments. Accordingly, the 
counterproposal of the Brockway 
Company and WAGE, Inc., must 
be denied. 

313. An appropriate authoriza- 
tion to Central New York Broad- 
casting Corporation will be issued 
to specify operation on WSYR -TV 
on Channel 3. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

314. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

City 
Watertown 
Syracuse 

VHF 
Channel 

No. 

3, 8 

UHF 
Channel 

No. 
48 " 
*43 

"Channel 48 has been assigned to Wat- 
ertown in view of our action below 
granting the joint alternative counter- 
proposal of Meredith Champlain Tele- 
vision Corp., and Troy Broadcasting 
Co., Inc., which requested in part the 
substitution of UHF Channel 48 for 
UHF Channel 35 in Watertown. 

CORNING, NEW YORK 
315. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice no assignments 
were proposed for Corning. 

(b) Census Data. The city of 
Corning has a population of 18,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Corning 
Leader, Inc. Corning Leader, Inc., 
requested the assignment of VHF 
Channel 9 to Corning. This as- 
signment would require no other 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed by the Commission in the 
Third Notice. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Corning Leader Counterproposal. 
Corning Leader urged that its 
counterproposal would meet the 
Commission's standards, with the 
exception of a separation of 169 

Counterproposal 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
No. No. 
3, 8 *43 
13 51, 57 

6, 9, 11 19, 25 
4, 9, 11 30, 40 

13 32 

VHF 
Channel 

No. 

UHF 
Channel 

No. 

3, 8, Ilt Ilt 
6, 9, 13i. 
4, 5t, 9 
111, 13 

BROADCASTING 

*43 
51, 57 
19, 25 

30, 40 
32 

Telecasting 



miles between Corning and Toronto 
on Channel 9. 

(e) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposal to the Corning 
Leader Counterproposal. The fol- 
lowing parties filed oppositions and 
conflicting counterproposals to 
the counterproposal of Corning 
Leader: Buffalo Courier Express, 
Inc.; WOE Broadcasting Corpora- 
tion and WKBW, Inc., all of Buf- 
falo. 

Conclusion 
316. The foregoing counterpro- 

posal of Corning Leader is denied 
for the reasons set forth in the 
discussion of Canadian -United 
States assignments. 

ROCHESTER, NEW YORK 
317. Existing Station. Strom - 

berg- Carlson is licensed for the 
operation of Station WHAM -TV, 
Rochester, on Channel 6. The li- 
censee was ordered to show cause 
why the license of WHAM -TV 
should not be modified to specify 
Channel 5 in lieu of Channel 6. 
The licensee has filed no objection 
to the show cause order. 

Conclusion 
318. In view of the foregoing, 

an appropriate authorization to 
Stromberg- Carlson will be issued 
to specify operation of WHAM -TV 
on Channel 5. 

ALBANY- SCHENECTADY- 
TROY, NEW YORK 

319. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed three 
channels to Albany- Schnectady- 
Troy: VHF Channel 6 and UHF 
Channels 4.17 and 23. 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Albany -Sche- 
nectady -Troy has a population of 
514,000 and the cities of Albany, 
Schnectady and Troy have popula- 
tions of 135,000, 92,000 and 72,000, 
respectively. 

(c) Existing Stations. General 
Electric. Co. is licensed to operate 
Station WRGB, Schnectady, on 
Channel 4. The Commission or- 
dered the licensee to show cause 
why the license of WRGB should 
not be modified to specify opera- 
tion on Channel 6 in lieu of Chan- 
nel 4. General Electric has not 
filed any objection to the order. 

(d) Counterproposals of Mere- 
dith Champlain Television Corp. 
and Troy Broadcasting Co., Inc. 
Meridith Champlain Television 
Corp., and Troy Broadcasting Co., 
Inc. requested the additional as- 
signment of one or more UHF 
channels to Albany- Schnectady- 
Troy by making the following al- 
ternative changea in the assign- 
ments proposed by the Commission 
in the Third Notice: 

City 
Albany- Schenectady- 

Troy 
Oneonta 

Conclusion 
320. With the exception of UHF 

Channel 36, the rearrangement of 
the channels requested in the joint 
alternative counterproposal can be 
accomplished without prejudice to 
the assignments proposed for any 
other city. Channel 35, under the 
separation standards adopted here- 
in for the UHF, can be assigned 
only to Schenectady. In view of 
the size and importance of the 
tri -city area we believe the assign- 
ment of 2 additional UHF chan- 
nels to Albany -Schenectady -Troy 
is warranted. An appropriate 
authorization will be issued to 
General Electric Company to 
specify operation of WRGB on 
Channel 6. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

321. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted. 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Albany - 

Schenectady -Troy 6 4.17.23.41 
Schenectady 35 
Watertown 48 
Oneonta 62 

KINGSTON, NEW YORK - 

322. (a) Proposed Assignments. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion did not propose any assign- 
ments to the city of Kingston. 

(b) Census Data. The city of 
Kingston has a population of 
29,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Kingston 
Broadcasting Corporation. King- 
ston Broadcasting Corporation re- 
quests that Channel 66 be assigned 
to Kingston. 

(d) Statement in Support of the 
Kingston Broadcasting Corp. Coun- 
terproposal. Kingston Broadcast- 
ing Corp. stated that other less 
populated communities in the 
states of New York, Massachusetts 
and Connecticut have been as- 
signed one or more channels. 

Conclusion 
323. The Commission believes 

that the record supports the as- 
signment of a channel to King- 
ston, New York. Accordingly, the 
counterproposal of Kingston 
Broadcasting Corp. is granted. 

Final Assignment 
324. The following assignment 

is adopted: 
City UHF Channel No. 

Kingston 66 

NEWARK, NEW JERSEY 
AND NEW YORK, NEW YORK 
325. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 

Third Notice 
Troy 

Counterproposal 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
No. No. 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 

6 

Third Notice 

4.17,23 6 4.17,23,411 
48 62t 

Meredith 
Counterproposal 

City 
Albany-Schenectady - 

Troy 
Schenectady 
Watertown 

City 
Albany- Schenectady- 

Troy 
Oneonta 
Watertown 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 

6 *17,23 

35 

Third Notice 

VHF 
Channel 

No. 

6 

UHF 
Channel 

No. 

*17,23 
3562f 

i 

Alternate Joint 
Counterproposal 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 

6 17,23 
48 
35 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 

VHF 
Channel 

No. 

6 

UHF 
Channel 

No. 
*17,23, 

35f, 41f 
621 
48f 

following assignments and reserva- 
tion. 

Cá VHF 
Channel 

City No. No. 
Newark 13 
New York 2,4,5,7,9,11 19,4.25,31 

City 
(b) Census Data. The standard 

metropolitan area of New York - 
Northeastern New Jersey has a 
population of 12,912,000. The cities 
of Newark and New York have 
populations of 439,000 and 7,892,- 
000, respectively. 

(c) Existing Stations. Bremer 
Broadcasting Corporation has a 
construction permit for Station 
WATV, Newark, on Channel 13, 
and is operating under special 
temporary authorization; Allen B. 
DuMont Laboratories, Inc., is li- 
censed for Station WABD, New 
York City, on Channel 5; Columbia 
Broadcasting System, Inc., is li- 
censed for Station WCBS -TV, New 
York City, on Channel 2; American 
Broadcasting Co., Inc., has a con- 
struction permit for Station WJZ- 
TV, on Channel 7 in New York 
City, and is operating under spe- 
cial temporary authorization; Na- 
tional Broadcasting Company is 
licensed for Station WNBT, New 
York City, on Channel 4; Don Lee 
Broadcasting System is licensed 
for Station WOR -TV, New York 
City, on Channel 9; WPIX, Inc. 
has a construction permit for Sta- 
tion WPIX, New York City, on 
Channel 11 and is operating under 
special temporary authorization. 

(d) Counterproposal of Bremer 
Broadcasting Corporation. Bremer 
Broadcasting Corporation re- 
quested that instead of separate 
assignments for Newark and New 
York City, the Commission retain 
the area designation contained in 
the existing rules and regulations 
and assign all the channels to the 
New York -Northeastern New Jer- 
sey area. 

(e) Statement in Support of the 
Bremer Counterproposal. It was 
asserted that inasmuch as the 1950 
census records list New York and 
Northeastern New Jersey as one 
metropolitan area, separate assign- 
ments of channels in such an un- 
divided metropolitan area is un- 
reasonable and would not consti- 
tute a fair, efficient and equitable 
distribution of radio facilities. 
Bremer contended that there is no 
inconsistency in its being licensed 
to serve the New Jersey area in 
particular, while at the same time 
it serves the whole New York - 
Northeastern New Jersey metro- 
politan area; and that assigning 
Channel 13 to New York- North- 
eastern New Jersey metropolitan 
area would be "without diminution 
of [its] obligation to render an 
adequate electrical and acceptable 
program service to Newark and 
Northeastern New Jersey." 

(f) Opposition. WPIX, Inc. op- 
posed the Bremer counterproposal 
and supported the Commission's 
assignments for Newark and New 
York City. WPIX asserted that 
WATV was licensed as a Newark 
station and that Channel 13 should 
be classified as a channel assigned 
to Newark. 

Conclusions 
326. We do not believe that any 

basis has been established in this 
record for the assignment of chan- 
nels to the New York -Northeastern 
New Jersey area. Prior to the 
amendment of the Table of Assign- 
ments in this proceeding. Section 
3.606 of the Commission's Rules 
provided for the assignment of 

channels to metropolitan districts 
as defined in the 1940 census. The 
assignments proposed in the Third 
Notice, however, and the final as- 
signments adopted herein, have 
been made to particular cities only, 
and our Rules have been predi- 
cated upon assignments to cities 
and not to areas. Further, upon 
the basis of the record we are not 
convinced that such common in- 
terests exist between New York 
City, New York and Newark, New 
Jersey so as to warrant the treat- 
ment of these cities as one com- 
munity for assignment purposes. 
Accordingly, Channel 13 has been 
assigned to Newark and not to the 
New York -Northeastern New Jer- 
sey area or to New York City and 
Newark jointly. 

FINAL ASSIGNMENTS 
AND RESERVATIONS' 

327. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
New York, 2,4,5,7,9,11 *25,31 

N. Y. 
Newark, N. J. 13 

STATE OF NEW JERSEY 
EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATIONS 

328. (a) Proposed Reservations. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion did not propose the reserva- 
tion of any channels in New Jersey 
communities for non -commercial 
educational use. 

(b) Counterproposal of State of 
New Jersey. The Commissioner of 
Education, State of New Jersey, 
requested that UHF channels be 
assigned to Andover, New Bruns- 
wick, Montclair, Hammonton, 
Freehold and Camden. The re- 
quest was based upon a survey 
made by DuMont, RCA and Gen- 
eral Electric engineers indicating 
that six UHF stations_ would be 
needed to give complete non -com - 
mercial educational coverage to 
the state. It was represented 
that the State of New Jersey in- 
tends to commence immediately 
the construction of a station on the 
campus of Rutgers University, 
New Brunswick, and to proceed 
with other construction as rapidly 
as feasible. The cost of construc- 
tion and operation for one year 
of one station was estimated at 
$500,000. It was noted that the 
State believes this amount can be 
raised, pointing to the 1950 -1951 
public school budget of $130,825,- 
000.00 as an indication of financial- 
resources of the State. The Com- 
mission was advised that the Board 
of Trustees of Rutgers University, 
the State University of New Jer- 
sey, adopted a resolution on June 
8, 1951, indicating its desire to 
locate an educational television sta- 
tion on the campus, offering to 
make land available, without 
charge, and promising the full sup- 
port of its faculty. Rutgers also 
submitted as part of the State's 
presentation, a suggested list and 
description of programs suitable 
for presentation over a station lo- 
cated on the campus. No objection 
was filed to these proposals. 

Conclusions 
329. On the basis of the showing 

made by the State of New Jersey, 
the Commission has reserved the 
following channels for use by non- 
commercial educational television 
stations: New Brunswick, Chan- 
nel 19, Hammonton, Channel 70, 
Montclair, Channel 77, Camden, 
n With respect to UHF Channel 19, see 
the discussion of the New Jersey edu- 
cational reservations below. 
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C annel 80, Freehold, Channel 74, 
a d Andover, Channel 69. The as- 
si ent of UHF Channel 19 to 

w Brunswick, N. J. for educa- 
ti nal purposes is made possible 
b the deletion of that channel 
f m use in New York City as was 
p posed in the Third Notice. It is 
b ieved that the remaining chan - 
n s in New York City are as many 
a should appropriately be as- 
si ed there, considering the needs 
of adjoining communites. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

30. The following assignments 
an reservations are adopted: 

Channel 
CI No. 
NeW Brunswick, N. J.n *19,47 
H onton, N. J. *70 
Mo. tclafr, N. J. *77 
C den, N. J. 
Fr- ehold, N. J. *74 
An over, N. J. *69 

B LTIMORE, MD. AND WASH - 
I GTON, D. C. EDUCATIONAL 

RESERVATIONS 
1. Proposed Reservations. In 

the Third Notice the Commission 
prosed the reservation of Chan- 
nel 24 in Baltimore and Channel 
26 n. Washington. Statements in 
su , , ort of the reservation of Chan- 
nel 24 in Baltimore and Channel 
26 in Washington for non -com- 
me ial educational use were filed 
by ducational, civic and religious 
ins tutions of Baltimore, and 
Wa hington, respectively. No ob- 
ject ons to the reservations were 
file 

Conclusions 
3 2. On the basis of the fore- 

goi the reservation of Channels 
24 i Baltimore and 26 in Wash- 
in n for non -commercial edu- 
cati nal use are finalized. 
SCR NTON AND HARRISBURG 

PENNSYLVANIA 
33:. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In t e Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the following as- 
si ents: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
n 16,22 

Har burg 27,33 
(b Census Data. The standard 

met politan area of Scranton has 
a po ulation of 257,000 and the city 
of S ranton has a population of 
126,010. The standard metropolitan 
area f Harrisburg has a population 
of 2 2,000 and the city of Harris- 
burg has population of 90,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of The Pa- 
triot 1 ews Company. The Patriot 
New Company requested that one 
or ore channels in the 782 to 
890 c. band be assigned to Har- 
risbu g. It appears that UHF 
chanlels below 66 cannot be used 
be cs e of other assignments in 
the a ea. 

(d) Statement in Support of The 
Patrick News Company. The Pa- 
triot News Company contended 
that he Harrisburg metropolitan 
area i the 57th largest metropoli- 
tan a ea in the United States; that 
Harri burg presently supporta 
three AM and two FM stations; 
that he metropolitan area sup- 
ports five AM and two FM sta- 
tions; that there are presently on 
file o applications for televi- 
sion f eilities in Harrisburg; and 
that he Patriot News also pro- 
poses file an application for a 
televis on station in that city. 

(e) ounterproposal of The 
Scrant n Times. The Scranton 
Times requested that one or more 
+r In th Third Notice the Commission 
proposed one channel, UHF Channel 
47, for New Brunswick, N. J. 
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channels in the 782 -890 Mc. band 
be assigned to Scranton. It ap- 
pears that UHF channels below 
66 cannot be used because of other 
assignments in the area. 

(f) Statement in Support of The 
Scranton Times Counterproposal. 
The Scranton Times contended 
that Scranton is the fourth largest 
city in Pennsylvania; that it is 
the 73rd largest metropolitan area 
in the United States; that it now 
supports four AM and two FM 
stations; and that the metropolitan 
area now supports five AM and 
three FM stations. 

Conclusions 
334. On the basis of the record, 

we believe the additional assign- 
ment of a UHF Channel to Harris- 
burg and Scranton is warranted. 
Accordingly the counterproposals 
of The Patriot News Company and 
The Scranton Times are granted 
and we are assigning UHF Chan- 
nel 71 to Harrisburg and UHF 
Channel 73 to Scranton. 

Final Assignments 
335. The following assignments 

are adopted:' 
City UHF Channel No. 

Harrisburg 16, 22,71 Scranton 27, 33, 73 
READING AND LEBANON, PA. 

336. (a) Proposed Assignments. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the assignment of 
two channels to Reading: UHF 
Channels 55 and 61, and one chan- 
nel to Lebanon: UHF Channel 15. 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Reading has 
a population of 256,000 and the 
City of Reading has a population 
of 109,000. The City of Lebanon 
has a population of 28,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Eastern 
Radio Corporation of Reading. 
Eastern Radio Corporation re- 
quested the assignment of UHF 
Channel 15 in Reading in substitu- 
tion for UHF Channel 55 to be 
accomplished by the substitution 
of UHF Channel 55 in Lebanon 
for UHF Channel 15. It was urged that a better and greater coverage 
would result from the operation 
of Channel 15 at Reading rather 
than that on Channel 66. 

(d) Oppositions to Eastern Ra- 
dio Counterproposal. The Lebanon 
Broadcasting Company, Lebanon, 
Pennsylvania, and Scranton Times, 
Scranton, Pennsylvania, opposed 
the counterproposal of Eastern 
Radio Corporation. 

Conclusions 
337. The record contains no 

basis for distinguishing between 
channels in the UHF band for 
the purpose of establishing a Table 
of Assignments. Accordingly, the 
counterproposal of Eastern Radio 
Corporation is denied. 

Final Assignments 
338. The following assignments 

are adopted: 
City UHF Channel No 

Reading 55,61 Lebanon 15 
PHILADELPHIA, LANCASTER, 

PENNSYLVANIA; 
WILMINGTON, DELAWARE 
339. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed the 
following assignments and reserva- 
tions: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel City No. No. 

Philadelphia, 
Pa. 3, 6, 10 17, 23, 29, *35 Lancaster, Pa. 8 21 Wilmington, 
DeL 12 53, *59 , No request was made on the record for an educational reservation in either Scranton or Harrisburg. 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan areas of Philadelphia, 
Lancaster, and Wilmington have 
populations of 3,671,000, 235,000 
and 268,000, respectively. The 
cities of Philadelphia, Lancaster 
and Wilmington have populations 
of 2,072,000, 64,000 and 110,000, 
respectively. 

(c) Existing Stations. WCAU, 
Inc. is licensed for station WCAU- 
TV, Philadelphia, on Channel 10; 
Triangle Publications, Inc. is li- 
censed for Station WFIL -TV, 
Philadelphia, on Channel 6; Philco 
Television Broadcasting Corp. is 
licensed for Station WPTZ, Phila- 
delphia, on Channel 3; WGAL, 
Inc. is licensed for Station WGAL - 
TV, Lancaster, on Channel 4; 
WDEL, Inc. is licensed for Sta- 
tion WDEL -TV, Wilmington, on 
Channel 7. 

(d) WGAL, Inc. was ordered to 
show cause why the license of Sta- 
tion WGAL -TV should not be modi- 
fied to specify Channel 8 in lieu 
of Channel 4 and WDEL, Inc. was 
ordered to show cause why the li- 
cense of Station WDEL -TV should 
not be modified to specify Chan- 
nel 12 in lieu of Channel 7. 

(e) Counterproposal of the 
Pennsylvania Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Daily News Television Com- 
pany, The City of Philadelphia, and 
Philadelphia Chamber of Com- 
merce. The counterproposal of the 
Pennsylvania Broadcasting Com- 
pany requested the additional as- 
signment of Channel 12 to Phila- 
delphia to be accomplished by sub- 
stituting Channel 4 in Lancaster 
for Channel 8, and making other 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed by the Commission in the 
Third Notice. The counterpro- 
posal requested that Station 
WGAL -TV, now operating on 
Channel 4 in Lancaster be con- 
tinued on that channel with low 
power, or with directional antenna 
in the event that an increase of 
power is authorized. Daily News 
Television Company requested the 
additional assignment of Channel 
8 or 12 to Philadelphia. Following 
are the changes that would be made 
in the assignments proposed by the 
Commission in the Third Notice: 

City Third Notice 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
No. No. 

The city of Philadelphia and the 
Philadelphia Chamber of Com- 
merce" supported the counterpro- 
posals seeking the addition of VHF 
Channels 8 or 12 for Philadelphia 
and adopted the engineering pro- 
posals of Daily News Television 
Company and Pennsylvania Broad- 
casting Company. 

(f) Statements in Support of 
Philadelphia Counterproposals." 
The Philadelphia parties asserted 
that the size, wealth and industry 
of the city required an additional 
VHF channel; that an additional 

WGAL, Inc., and WDEL. Inc., on Sep- 
tember 25, 1951, filed with the Corn- 
mission identical Motions to Strike cer- 
tains portions of the testimony in the 
sworn statement of Albert M. Green- 
field, President of the Chamber of Corn- 
merce of Greater Philadelphia. The 
Commission is of the opinion that the 
objections go to the weight to be given 
to the evidence and not to its admissi- 
bility, materiality or competency. The 
Motions to Strike are DENIED. 
^ WGAL, Inc., and WDEL, Inc., on Sep- 
tember 25, 1951, filed with the Commis- 
sion Motions to Strike directed against 
all of the evidence contained in the 
sworn statement of Edward D. Barker 
and Arthur Borowsky, filed with the 
Commission on behalf of Daily News 
Television Company. These Motions to 
Strike go to the weight to be given to 
the evidence and not to its admissibil- 
ity, materiality or competency. For 
this reason, the Motions to Strike are 
DENIED. 
WGAL, Inc., and WDEL, Inc., filed 
substantially identical Motions to Strike 
testimony from the affidavit of Bene- 
dict Gimbel, Jr., President of Pennsyl- 
vania Broadcasting Company, and cer- 
tain testimony and exhibits from the 
affidavit of Virginia R. Erwin, engj 

ffi 

- 
neering affiant of Pennsylvania Broad- 
casting casting Company. The Motions to 
Strike Mr. Gimbel's testimony go only 
to the weight to be given to the evi- 
dence and not to its admissibility, ma- 
teriality and competency. The Motion 
to Strike portions of Erwin's sworn 
statement is made on the ground that 
since the Pennsylvania Broadcasting 
Company did not file a proper proposal 
to change Paragraph D -1, Appendix A 
of the Third Notice it cannot under Paragraph 7 of the Order of Hearing 
Procedure now introduce evidence 
which is inconsistent with Appendix A. 
We find, however, that the original pro- 
posal 

Paragraph 
May 7, 1951 was In conflict 

that the statement ntl of afantiVirginia 
Erwin is consistent with previous pleadings since it merely elaborates 
upon the original proposal. The Mo- 
uwm w JLA sac YG11GL. 

Pennsylvania Broadcasting 
Co. Counterproposal 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
No. No. 

Philadelphia, Pa. 
Lancaster. Pa. 
Wilmington, Del. 

3, 6, 10 
8 

12 

17, 23, 29, *35 
21 

53, *59 

Daily News " 
Plan 1 

3, 6, 1t 121' 

St 

17, 23, 29, *35 
21 

53, *59 

Daily News 
Plan 2 

City 

VHF 
Channel 

No. 

UHF 
Channel 

No. 

VHF 
Channel 

No. 

UHF 
Channel 

No. 
Philadelphia, Pa. 
Lancaster, Pa. 
Wilmington, Del. 

3, 6, 10. 12t 17, 23, 29, *35 3, 6, St, 10 
8 

53, *59 plus UHFt) 12 

"5 Daily News progpnossed two additional 
12 in Philadelphia. One plan required the 

substitution of Channel 8 in Wilming- 
ton for Channel 12 and the other plan 
required the substitution of Channel 7 
in Wilmington for Channel 12. Daily 
News admitted, however, that its pro- 
posal for the assignment of Channel 12 
to Philadelphia by the assignment of 
Channel 7 to Wilmington was not tech- 
nically feasible and did not urge the 
proposal further. No consideration has, 
therefore, been given this proposal in 
this Report. 

The request for the assignment of 
Channel 12 to Philadelphia by the as- 
signment of Channel 8 to Wilmington 
was made by Daily News for the first 
time in its sworn statement. WGAL, 
Inc., WDEL, Inc., and Elm City Broad- 
casting Corporation filed Motions to 
Strike those portions of the sworn 

17, 23, 29, *35 
21 (plus UHFt) 

53, *59 

statement of the Daily News Tele- 
vision Company which introduced this 
new proposal. Paragraphs 5(b), 6, and 
7 of the Order of Hearing Procedure 
issued In this proceeding on July 25, 
1951, make clear that upon proper ob- jection, the Commission cannot con- 
sider evidence presented in sworn 
statements, filed pursuant to Para- graph 5(b) of the Order of Hearing 
Procedure, which does not fall within the scope of the issues raised by the 
pleadings In response to Paragraph 12 
of the Third Notice. The Motions to Strike testimony with respect to the assignment of Channel 8 in Wilmington 
are GRANTED. Accordingly, no fur- 
ther consideration has been given this 
request. Since the original proposal 
of Daily News requested the assign- 
ment of Channel 8 in Philadelphia, in 
so far as the Motions to Strike are 
addressed to this part of the counter- 
proposal, they are DENIED. 
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VHF channel would provide Phil- 
adelphia outlets for the four exist- 
ing networks; and that a fourth 
VHF channel would better serve 
the demands of advertisers for 
sufficient broadcast time. In sup- 
port of these contentions, there has 
been submitted economic data con- 
cerning population, income, indus- 
try and number of television re- 
ceivers in use, with particular 
emphasis on comparison with the 
Wilmington and Lancaster markets. 

(g) The counterproposal of 
Pennsylvania Broadcasting Com- 
pany for the additional assignment 
of. Channel 12 to Philadelphia 
would retain WGAL -TV on Chan- 
nel 4 in lieu of Channel 8 as pro- 
posed by the Commission. This 
would result in a co- channel assign- 
ment separation of 132 miles be- 
tween WGAL -TV and WNBT, New 
York City, and 86 miles between 
WGAL -TV and WNBW, Washing- 
ton. The counterproposal of Daily 
News Television Company for the 
additional assignment of Channel 
8 to Philadelphia would result in 
a co- channel separation of 152 
miles between Philadelphia and 
WNHC -TV, New Haven, Connecti- 
cut. 

(h) Oppositions to Philadelphia 
Counterproposals. Binghamton 
Broadcasters, Inc. and Clark As- 
sociates, Inc., (WNBF -TV) both of 
Binghamton, opposed the requests 
to assign Channel 12 to Philadel- 
phia. The Elm City Broadcasting 
Corp. (WNHC -TV), New Haven, 
and Peoples Broadcasting Corp., 
Lancaster, opposed the requests to 
assign Channel 8 to Wilmington. 
NBC, Inc., opposed the request to 
assign Channel 4 to Lancaster. 
WDEL, Inc., and WGAL, Inc., op- 
posed all the Philadelphia counter- 
proposals. Hearst Radio, Inc., op- 
posed the assignment of Channel 
12 to Wilmington for the reason 
that a co- channel separation of 
156.3 miles would be created be- 
tween WDEL -TV and WNBF -TV, 
Binghamton and an adjacent chan- 
nel separation of 68.8 miles between 
Baltimore and Wilmington. 

(i) Answers to Show Cause 
Orders. WGAL, Inc., and WDEL, 
Inc., supported the Commission's 
proposed assignments for Lancas- 
ter and Wilmington, respectively, 
and agreed to the modifications of 
the licenses of their respective 
stations specified in the Commis- 
sion's show cause orders. 

(j) The Philadelphia Education- 
al Reservation. The Philadelphia 
Board of Education supported the 
reservation of Channel 35 for non- 
commercial educational use, al- 
though it stated that VHF would 
have been preferred. The Board 
declared that it has been a leader 
in educational television and main- 
tains a full -time professional staff 
devoted to producing radio and 
television programs on existing 
commercial stations. The Execu- 
tive Committee on Educational 
Television supported the Board of 
Education in its proposal for the 
mutual utilization of television 
facilities. No objections have been 
filed to the proposed reservation. 

(k) The Wilmington Educational 
Reservation. The Wilmington 
Board of Public Education sup- 
ported the proposed reservation of 
Channel 59 in Wilmington for non- 
commercial educational use. The 
Board filed copies of letters from 
leading educational institutions 
and civic organizations supporting 

the proposed reservation. The 
Board declared that the financing 
of the station would be shared by 
all participating educational agen- 
cies; that steps have already been 
taken to determine the cost of 
constructing and operating a tele- 
vision station; and that it has 
produced a number of educational 
programs over the local commer- 
cial television station and feels 
that it has the experience and re- 
sources to operate its own station. 
No objections have been filed to 
this proposed reservation. 

Conclusions: The Educational 
Reservations 

340. On the basis of the record, 
the reservations of Channel 35 in 
Philadelphia and Channel 59 in 
Wilmington for non - commercial 
educational use are finalized. 

Conclusions: Requests for VHF 
Channels 8 and 12 in Philadelphia 

341. The counterproposals of 
Pennsylvania Broadcasting Com- 
pany and Daily News Television 
Company, and the supporting coun- 
terproposals of the City of Phil- 
adelphia and the Philadelphia 
Chamber of Commerce would as- 
sign VHF Channel 8 or 12 to Phil- 
adelphia by either (a) retaining 
a VHF assignment in Lancaster on 
Channel 4 with low power, or with 
a directional antenna in the event 
increased power is authorized; or 
(b) shifting the Wilmington or 
Lancaster VHF assignment to a 
UHF channel. No specific UHF 
channel is proposed but it is in- 
dicated that a channel in the 782- 
890 Mc band would have to be 
used. 

342. We do not believe that a 
grant of any of the foregoing coun- 
terproposals is warranted. We rec- 
ognize the size and importance of 
the City of Philadelphia and the 
need for the encouragement of eco- 
nomic competition; nevertheless, it 
is our view that under the circum- 
stances presented the assignment of 
a fourth VHF channel to Philadel- 
phia would not justify the deletion 
of the sole VHF channel from 
cities as large and as important 
as Lancaster or Wilmington. 

343. Moreover, in the case of 
Lancaster, the public would lose its 
only available local VHF service, 
and in the case of Wilmington, the 
state of Delaware would lose its 
only local VHF service; existing 
set owners would be required to 
convert to continue to get their 
local service. While the effect of 
assignment changes on existing 
sets is not a determinative factor 
here,. the Commission is unable to 
find the deletion of such existing 
local service is warranted in order 
to provide a fourth VHF assign- 
ment to the City of Philadelphia. 

344. There remains for consider- 
ation the use of directional anten 
nas or operation of a low powered 
station in Lancaster in order to pro- 
vide a fourth VHF channel to the 
City of Philadelphia. We have 
held in another part of this Report 
that all stations provided for in 
the Assignment Table must be able 
to operate with maximum power. 
Indeed, operation in Lancaster 
with the power proposed by Penn- 
sylvania Broadcasting Company at 
the existing antenna height would 
not satisfy the minimum power 
requirements provided for in the 
Rules. We have also held, for the 
reasons stated elsewhere in this 
Report, that assignments must be 
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based on operation without direc- 
tional antennas. For these reasons, 
the Commission cannot provide an 
assignment at Lancaster based on 
use of a directional antenna or low 
power. 

345. In view of the foregoing, 
the counterproposals of Pennsyl- 
vania Broadcasting Company, Daily 
News Television Company, The 
City of Philadelphia and the Phil- 
adelphia Chamber of Commerce 
are denied. 

346. An appropriate authoriza- 
tion to WDEL, Inc., will be issued 
to specify operation of WDEL -TV 
on Channel 12. The pleadings filed 
by Peoples Broadcasting Co. with 
respect to the WGAL, Inc. show 
cause order have been considered 
elsewhere. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

347. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

city 
VHF 

Channel 
No. 

UHF 
Channel 

No. 
Philadelphia, 

Pa. 
Lancaster, 
Wilmington, 

Del. 

17, 23, 29, *35 

21 

53, *59 

Cá 
City 

not objected to this modification of 
the license of WDTV. 

(c) Counterproposal of WWSW, 
Inc.. WWSW, Inc. requested the 
additional assignment of Channel 
4 to Pittsburgh. No other changes 
of the assignments proposed by 
the Commission in the Third No- 
tice would be required. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Counterproposal of WWSW, Inc. 
WWSW, Inc., stated that adequate 
compètition should be established 
in Pittsburgh as soon as possible; 
that there are more than 300,000 
VHF receivers in use in Pittsburgh; 
and that UHF stations can be es- 
tablished only after considerable 
delays. Finally, it was urged that 
the irregular terrain of the Pitts- 
burgh area is such that consider- 
able experimentation would be 
required prior to the utilization of 
the UHF band. 

(e) Counterproposal of Westing- 
house Radio Stations, Inc. West- 
inghouse Radio Stations, Inc., re- 
quested the additional assignment 
of Channel 4 and Channel 9 to 
Pittsburgh. The assignment of 
Channel 4 would require no other 
changes and the assignment of 
Channel 9 would be accomplished 
by making the following changes 
in the assignments proposed by the 
Commission in the Third Notice: 

Third Notice Proposed Changes 
VHF 

Channel 
No. No. 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 2,11, *13 
Wheeling. W. Va. 7,9 

47, 53 2, 4t, St, 11, *13 47, 53 
*S7 7, t *57 

(f) Statement in Support of 
Counterproposal of Westinghouse 
Radio Stations, Inc. Westinghouse 
Radio Stations, Inc., stated that, 
"The 8th ranking city of the United 
States [Pittsburgh] needs and 
demands television service from 
more than commercial 
The diversified economic and cul- 
tural interest of a population mass 
of this size will not only support, 
but actually demand, service from 
at least 6 television stations." 

(g) Counterproposal of Alle- 
gheny Broadcasting Corporation. 
Allegheny Broadcasting Corpora- 
tion requested the additional as- 
signment of Channel 4 and Channel 
9 to Pittsburgh, and a change in 
the educational reservation for 
Pittsburgh from VHF Channel 13 
to UHF Channel 47 or 53. The 
assignment of Channel 4 would 
require no other changes; and the 
assignment of Channel 9 would be 
accomplished by making the follow- 
ing changes in the assignments 
proposed by the Commission in the 
Third Notice: 

Proposed Changes 

PITTSBURGH, BRADDOCK, 
McKEESPORT, WASHINGTON, 

PENNSYLVANIA; 
WHEELING, WEST VIRGINIA; 

STEUBENVILLE, OHIO 

348. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervations: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 2, 11, *13 47, 53 
Washington, Pa. 63 
Wheeling, W. Va. 7,9 * 
Steubenville, Ohio 51 

No channels were proposed to be 
assigned to Braddock, or McKees- 
port. 

(b) Counterproposals. Counter- 
proposals have been filed by vari- 
ous parties in these proceedings 
seeking the assignment of one or 
more additional VHF channels to 
Pittsburgh and a first VHF chan- 
nel to Braddock, McKeesport, 
Washington and Steubenville. 

Pittsburgh 
349. (a) Census Data. The stand- 

ard metropolitan area of Pittsburgh 

City Third Notice 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
UHF Chan- 

nel No. 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 2, 11, *13 

Wheeling, W. Va. 7, 9 
47, 53 2, 4t,9t, 11, 13 47, *53 (or *47, 53) 

*57 7, t *57 

(h) Statement in Support of 
Counterproposal of All e g h e n y 
Broadcasting Corporation. Alle- 
gheny Broadcasting Corporation 
asserted that its "proposals are 
reasonable and the adoption of 
either or all will provide more and 
better television service than will 
the plan proposed by the Commis- 
sion" and that "Section 307(b) of 
the Communications Act of 1934, 
as amended, requires the adoption 
of one or all of the proposals made 
by Allegheny." In support of its 

has a population of 2,213,000 and 
the city of Pittsburgh has a popu- 
lation of 677,000. 

(b) Existing Station. Allen B. 
DuMont Laboratories is licensed 
for the operation of Station WDTV, 
Pittsburgh on Channel 3. The 
Commission ordered the licensee to 
show cause why the license of 
WDTV should not be modified to 
specify operation on Channel 2, in 
lieu of Channel 3. DuMont has 
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 quest to shift the Pittsburgh 
e ucational reservation from VHF 
C annel 1S to UHF Channel 47 or 
5 , Allegheny Broadcasting Com- 
pany stated that Pennsylvania, and 
Pittsburgh in particular, had not 

eived a fair and equitable share 
of television channels; that the 
re ervation resulted in an injustice 
to applicants for commercial sta- 
ti ns; that Pittsburgh was being 
" nalized" in having one of the 
fo r educational reservations in the 
V F band made in the entire 
n heast quadrant of the United 
S tes, including 14 states and the 
Di trict of Columbia; whereas such 
ci es as New York and Philadel- 
ph a escaped a VHF educational 
re ervation; and that the educators 
an the people of Pittsburgh would 
be better served if the reservation 
w e in the UHF band rather than 
in the VHF, in view of the fact 
t t the educators would not util- 
ize the VHF assignment as rapidly 
as commercial interests. 

i) Counterproposal of Pitts- 
bu gh Radio Supply House, Inc. 
Pit sburgh Radio Supply House, 
In , requested the additional as- 
si ment of Channel 4 and Chan- 
nel 9 to Pittsburgh. The assign - 
me t of Channel 4 would require no 
oth r changes; and the assignment 
of Channel 9 would be accom- 
pli ed by the substitution of a 
U F channel for Channel 9 in 
Wh eling, West Virginia, as fol - 
lo 

City 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Wheeling, W. Va. 

(i 
Cou 
dio 

that 
pop] 
burl 
chai 
opei 
and 

to assign Channel 4 to Pittsburgh 
have been filed by WBEN, Inc., 
Buffalo, New York, and Crosley 
Broadcasting Corporation, Colum- 
bus, Ohio, and Matta Broadcasting 
Company, Braddock, Pennsylvania. 
Oppositions and conflicting coun- 
terproposals to the requested as- 
signment of Channel 9 at Pitts- 
burgh have been filed by Washing- 
ton Broadcasting Company, Wash- 
ington, Pennsylvania, WSTV, Inc., 
Steubenville, Ohio, WBVP, Inc., 
Beaver Falls, Pennsylvania, The 
Fort Industry Company, Tri-City 
Broadcasting Company and Com- 
munity Broadcasting, Inc., all of 
Wheeling, West Virginia, and by 
Cleveland Broadcasting, Inc., Unit- 
ed Broadcasting Company, The 
WGAR Broadcasting Company and 
WJW, Inc., all of Cleveland, Ohio. 

(n) The assignment of Channel 
4 to Pittsburgh would result in a 
co- channel assignment separation 
of 162.5 miles between Pittsburgh 
and the existing transmitter site of 
WLWC in Columbus, Ohio. The 
minimum co- channel assignment 
separation in this zone, Zone I, is 
170 miles. 

(o) The Pittsburgh Educational 
Reservation." The Standing Com- 
mittee of Educators for an Educa- 
tional Television Channel and Du- 
quesne University in Pittsburgh 
supported the reservation of Chan- 
nel 13 in Pittsburgh for non -com- 
mercial educational use. The Stand- 
ing Committee includes the fol- 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
2, 11, *13 47, 53 

7, 9 *57 

) Statement in Support of 
4terproposal of Pittsburgh Ra- 
Supply House, Inc. Pittsburgh 
io Supply House, Inc., stated 
other cities ranking lower in 

elation than the city of Pitts - 
h have been assigned more 
nels for commercial television 
tion and that a fair, efficient 
equitable allocation of tele- 

visi n channels would require that 
addi ional channels be assigned to 
the ittsburgh area. 

( ) Counterproposal of WCAE, 
Inc., WCAE requested the addition- 
al a signment of Channel 9 to Pitts - 
bur by substituting UHF Chan- 
nel 3 in Wheeling, West Virginia, 
for hannel 9, and by making the 
following changes in the assign- 
ments proposed in the Third No- 
tice: 

Ci 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Andetson, Ind. 
Munc e, Ind. 
Belle ntaine, 0. 
Hami ton -Middletown, 

ohi 
Was gton, Pa. 
Wheenng, W. Va. 7, 9 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

2, 4t, 9 +, 11, *13 47, 53 
7, t 16+, *57 

lowing educational institutions and 
organizations: Carnegie Institute 
of Technology, University of Pitts- 

Duquesne Penn- 
sylvania College for Women, Mt. 
Mercy College, Pittsburgh Council 
P.T.A., Pittsburgh Board of Educa- 
tion, Pittsburgh Catholic Schools, 
Allegheny County Schools, Geneva 
College, Washington and Jefferson 
College, California State Teachers 
College, Seton Hill College. Mrs. 
James Elkus Community Repre- 
sentative and David L. Lawrence, 
Mayor, City of Pittsburgh. Also 
supporting the reservation of 
Channel 13 in Pittsburgh were 
State Teachers College, Edinboro, 
Pennsylvania, St. Vincent College, 
Latrobe, Pennsylvania, Waynes- 
burg College, Waynesburg, Penn- 
sylvania, and State Teachers Col- 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
2, 11, *13 47, 53 

61 
49, 55 

63 

65 
63 

*57 

(1) Statement in Support of 
Coun rproposal of WCAE, Inc. 
WCA , Inc., stated that the corn - 
petiti e situation in Pittsburgh 
woul be improved by the assign- 
ment of additional commercial 
VHF hannels to augment the two 
propo ed; and that assignments of 
UHF hannels would not alleviate 
this e ndition. 

(m) Opposition and Conflicting 
Counterproposals. Opposition and 
conflicting counterproposals to the 
above Pittsburgh counterproposals 
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Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
2, 9 +, 11, *13 47, 53 

55,961+ 
65+ 

64+ 

7, + *57, 63+ 

lege, Slippery Rock, Pennsylvania. 
The Standing Committee has held 
six meetings to discuss the financ- 
ing and programming of an educa- 
tional television station. A bill 
has been introduced in the State 
Legislature providing for the es- 
tablishment of a state television 

WWSW, Inc., Pittsburgh, Pennsyl- vania, claimed that the reservation of 
VHF Channel 13 for non -commercial 
educational television was, apparently 
as a matter of law, beyond the power 
and discretion delegated to the Com- 
mission by the Communications Act of 
1934. We believe that our decision of July 13, 1951, with respect to this mat- ter disposed of these contentions. 

Final TV Report 

network for non -commercial edu- 
cational television to be financed 
by an appropriation of $2 million. 
The bill also would authorize . the 
sum of $50,000, or so much as may 
be necessary for a survey by quali- 
fied personnel for guidance on the 
purchase of necessary sites and 
equipment for the construction of 
a master station and subsidiary 
stations. A sub- committee has been 
appointed by the Standing Com- 
mittee to survey the possibility of 
financial assistance from sources 
other than the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania. The Standing Com- 
mittee stated that there was strong 
indication that substantial financial 
support for an educational station 
could be obtained from foundations 
and charitable trusts in the area. 
Some of the heavily endowed pri- 
vate educational institutions have 
indicated, according to the Stand- 
ing Committee, that if the educa- 
tion program on television were 
sufficiently comprehensive, it could 
be used advantageously in these 
institutions and could be supported 
from school grants. Duquesne Uni- 
versity has made some exploratory 
investigation into necessary tele- 
vision equipment, including type 
and cost of apparatus, studio loca- 
tion, sources of program material 
and talent, and the training of 
personnel." 

McKeesport 
350. (a) Census Data. The City 

of McKeesport has a population of 
52,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of Tri -City 
Broadcasting Company. Tri -City 
Broadcasting Company requested 
that McKeesport be assigned VHF 
Channel 13 for "commercial- educa- 
tional" use in lieu of the assign- 
ment of that channel to Pittsburgh 
for non -commercial educational tel- 
evision use. 

(c) Statement in Support of Tri - 
City Broadcasting Company Coun- 
terproposal. Tri -City Broadcasting 
Company urged that although Mc- 
Keesport is approximately 10 air 
miles southeast of downtown Pitts- 
burgh and is listed by the Census 
Bureau as part of the Pittsburgh 
metropolitan area, it is not a 
"Pittsburgh suburb" but rather a 
major city of Pennsylvania; that 
Pittsburgh educators could not ade- 
quately finance an educational tele- 
vision station; and that to provide 
an opportunity for the presenta- 
tion of non -commercial educational 
programs by colleges and universi- 
ties in the area, Tri-City Broad- 
casting Company would make 
available to educational institu- 
tions 50% of the broadcast hours 
on its television station if VHF 
Channel 13 were assigned to Mc- 
Keesport and a Tri -City application 

"The counterproposal of Allegheny 
Broadcasting Corporation requesting 
the reservation of a UHF channel in 
Pittsburgh in lieu of VHF Channel 13 
has been set forth above, and the re- 
quest of Trl -City Broadcasting Corn- 
pany for the deletion of Channel 13 
from Pittsburgh is discussed below. 

for this channel were granted." 
(d) McKeesport is within 15 

miles of Pittsburgh and eligible to 
apply for the Pittsburgh channels. 

(e) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the Tri -City 
Counterproposal. Oppositions and 
conflicting counterproposals to the 
counterproposal of Tri -City Broad- 
casting Company have been filed 
by the following Pittsburgh par- 
ties: Pittsburgh Radio Supply 
House, Inc., Westinghouse Radio 
Stations, Inc., Allegheny Broad- 
casting Corporation, WWSW, Inc., 
WCAE, Inc., and the Standing 
Committee of Educators for an Ed- 
ucational Channel in Pittsburgh. 

Braddock 
351. (a) Census Data. The city 

of Braddock has a population of 
16,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of Matta 
Broadcasting Company. Matta 
Broadcasting Company requested 
the assignment of Channel 4 at 
Braddock. The assignment of Chan- 
nel 4 would require no other 
changes. 

(c)Statement in Support of Mat- 
ta Broadcasting Company Counter- 
proposal. Matta stated that a VHF 
television station located at Brad- 
dock would serve a substantially 
larger audience than would be 
served by a VHF television station 
located at numerous other places 
proposed to be assigned channels 
in the Third Notice.' 

(d) The assignment of Channel 
4 at Braddock would result in a co- 
channel assignment separation of 
169.39 miles between Braddock and 
the existing transmitter site of 
WLWC in Columbus, Ohio. The 
minimum co- channel separation in 
this zone, Zone I, is 170 miles. 

(e) Oppositions and Conflicting 

to A counterproposal urging the princi- ple that commercial station be re- quired to allot prescribed time for non -commercial educational use in lieu of reservation of channels has been denied in another part of this Report. 
Allegheny Broadcasting Corporation 
filed Motions to Strike portions of the sworn statements of Edward J. Hirsch - berg, Wilkes E. Hurley and Ben Farkas 
filed on behalf of Tri -City Broadcast- ing Company. The Motion was directed against the statement of Edward J. Hirschberg on the grounds that state- ments of economic and statistical data did not indicate their source, are gen- erally unsupported conclusions and personal opinions, are without proper foundation in fact, and are irrelevant and immaterial. The Motion was direct- 
ed against the statement of Wilkes E. Hurley and Ben Farkas on the grounds the testimony related to engineering matters and that no showing was made that afilants were qualified as expert engineers in the field of television. Pni- City Broadcasting Company replied to the Motion to Strike. The Motions to Strike go to the weight of the evidence and not to the admissibility and are 
DENIED. 
eo Allegheny Broadcasting Corporation 
filed Motions to Strike portions of the document filed on behalf of Matta Broadcasting Company In supoort of its Comments. Matta Broadcasting 
Company filed a reply to these Motions. The Motion to Strike directed against the sworn statement of counsel is 
DENIED as it goes only to the weight 
of the evidence and not to its admis- sibility. The Motion to Strike directed against the affidavit of William G. Matta is GRANTED on the grounds that his statement that to the best of his knowledge and belief the statements of the counsel were true and correct when in face such statement was sworn to at a later date and may not have been in existence at the time It was said to be true and correct. The Motion to Strike directed against a statement of Mr. 
Matta on the grounds that it was not sworn to is GRANTED. The Motion to Strike directed against Section II of 
a document entitled "Economic Data 
for Braddock Area" is DENIED as it 
goes 

not t the evidence 
to its admissibility. 
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WSAM 

WSAM FM -TV, Saginaw, Mich. 
Truscon Self -Supporting Tower, 

386 feet high. 

TRUSCON 

TRUSCON 

TOWERS 
FOR TV TRANSMITTERS 

Take advantage of the great fund of experience which Truscon 
has acquired in the steel tower field for television purposes. 

Truscon engineering has encountered and solved many types of 
problems in tower design and construction. Truscon manufacturing 
facilities are precise and efficient, assuring economical installation. 

Your phone call or letter to any convenient Truscon district office, 

or to our home office in Youngstown, will bring you immedi- 
ate, capable engineering assistance. Call or write today. 

WAVE -TV, Louisville, Kentucky. 
Truscon Self- Supporting Tower, 

569 feet high. 

WXEL 

WXEL -TV, Cleveland, Ohio. 
Truscon Self- Supporting Tower, 

437 feet high. 

WRVB 

WRVB FM -TV, Richmond, Va. 
Truscon Self- Supporting Tower, 

485 feet high. 

T R U S C O N® S T E E L COMPANY l lO4 Albert Street, Youngstown 1, Ohio 

Subsidiary of Republic Steel Corporation 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 

WOW 

WOW, Omaha, Nebr., Truscon 
Self- Supporting AM -FM -TV 
Tower, 500 feet high overall. 
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Co nterproposals. Oppositions and 
co icting counterproposals to the 
cou terproposal of Matta Broad - 
cas ing Corporation were filed by 
W N, Inc., Buffalo, New York, 
Cro ley Broadcasting Corporation, 
Col bus, Ohio, and by Pittsburgh 
Ra io Supply House, Inc., West- 
ing ouse Radio Stations, Inc., Alle- 
ghe y Broadcasting Corporation, 
and WWSW, Inc., of Pittsburgh, 
Pen sylvania. 

Washington 
352. (a) Census Data. The city 

of Washington has a population of 
26,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of Wash- 
ing n Broadcasting Company. 
Wa hington Broadcasting Company 
pro osed alternative plans for as- 
si ent of Channel 7 or 9 to 
Wa ington by making the follow- 
ing changes in the assignments 
pro osed by the Commission in the 
Thi Notice: 

City 

Washington, Pa. 
Wheeling, W. Va. 

(c 
Was 
Cou 
Broa 
the i 

to a 
chan 
use 

substitute Channel 51 in Wheel- 
ing." 

(c) Statement in Support of 
W S T V, I n c., Counterproposal. 
WSTV stated that Jefferson 
County, in which Steubenville is 
situated, has a population of 
95,963 persons as compared with a 
population of '71,253 in Ohio 
County, in which Wheeling is lo- 
cated. It was noted that the state 
of Ohio has 183,393 persons in the 
Wheeling - Steubenville standard 
metropolitan area as compared 
with 169,531 for West Virginia 
within the metropolitan area. It 
was also contended that a VHF 
channel in Steubenville would more 
effectively cover the area since 
Steubenville is located in the east- 
ern portion of Ohio where a sta- 
tion would provide the only VHF 
service to large sections of Ohio. 
It was pointed out that the assign- 
ment of a second VHF channel to 

Industry Company", Tri-City 
Broadcasting Company and Com- 
munity Broadcasting, Inc., Wheel- 
ing; Allegheny Broadcasting Corp., 
Pittsburgh Radio Supply House, 
WCAE, Inc., and Westinghohuse 
Radio Stations, Inc., Pittsburgh; 
and Washington Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Washington. 

(e) The Wheeling Educational 
Reservation. A request to accept a 
late filing by the JCET in support 
of the reservation of UHF Chan- 
nel 57 for non -commercial educa- 
tional use in Wheeling, West Vir- 
ginia, was denied by the Commis- 
sion on October 17, 1951. No objec- 
tion has been filed to the proposed 
reservation of Channel 57 for non- 
commercial educational use in 
Wheeling. 

(f) The assignment of Channel 
57 to Wheeling would be in ac- 
cordance with our Rules and 
Standards adopted herein. How- 
ever, the assignment of Channel 

Third Notice Plan 1 Plan 2 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. , nel No. nel No. nel No. 
63 7f t Sr t 

7, 9 57 t, 9 57, 631 7, t *57,65t 

Statement in Support of 
ington Broadcasting Company 
terproposal. Washington 
ícasting Company urged that 
ssignment of a VHF channel 
ashington in lieu of a UHF 
el would make more effective 
d the receivers presently in 

the of the persons residing 
in th Washington area." 

(d Oppositions and Conflicting 
Conn erproposals to the Washing- 
ton broadcasting Company Coun- 
terproposal. Oppositions and con- 
flicting counterproposals to the 
counterproposal of Washington 
Broadcasting Company have been 
filed lby Pittsburgh Radio Supply 
House, Inc., Westinghouse Radio 
Stations, Inc., Allegheny Broad- 
casts Corporation, WWSW, Inc., 
and CAE, Inc., of Pittsburgh; 
Fort Industry Company, Tri -City 
Bros asting Company, and Corn - 
munit Broadcasting, Inc., of 
Whee ing; and WSTV, Inc., of 
Steub nville. 

Wheeling- Steubenville 
358. (a) Census Data. The 

Wheel ng - Steubenville standard 
metro olitan area has a popula- 
tion o 354,000. The city of Wheel- 
ing h s a population of 59,000 and 
the city of Steubenville has a popu- 
lation'of 36,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of WSTV, 
Inc. STV, Inc., requested that 
the C mission delete either Chan- 
nel 7 r Channel 9 from Wheeling 
for as ignment to Steubenville and 

!, Allegjeeny Broadcasting Corporation 
on Oct 1, 1951 tiled with the Coin - 
missio Motions to Strike certain por- 
tions o the sworn statement of William 
S. Ya d, President of Washington 
Broadc sting Company, filed on behalf 
of Was ngton Broadcasting Company, 
in whi he incorporated by reference 
the Comments of the Company on the 
grounds that the statements are con- 
clusions of the witness without factual 
basis and that the witness had not been 
qualified as an engineer to give expert 
testimo y with respect to grades of 
service rendered by a station, gains of 
popula on, and to make comparison 
between a UHF station and a VHF sta- 
tion. Washington Broadcasting Com- 
pany answered and opposed the Mo- 
tions to Strike. The Mottons to Strike 
are DENIED since they go to the weight 
to be given to the evidence and not to its admissibility as evidence in this 
proceeding. 

Wheeling would merely result in 
duplication of service whereas the 
assignment of a VHF channel to 
Steubenville would afford a first 
VHF service. It was also asserted 
that the rough terrain in and near 
Steubenville necessitates a VHF 
facility for adequate television 
coverage in the area." 

(d) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the WSTV, 
Inc., Counterproposal. Oppositions 
and conflicting counterproposals to 
to the counterproposal of WSTV, 
Inc., have been filed by The Fort 

se On December 6, 1951, WSTV, Inc.. 
filed a request for acceptance of amend- 
ment it is proposed as an alternative 
that the assignment of television chan- 
nels to Wheeling and Steubenville be 
combined so as to assign Channels 7, 9, 
51 and 57 to the Wheeling- Steubenville 
standard meropolitan area. Fort Indus- 
try opposed the acceptance of this 
amendment on the grounds that it was 
filed too late and that good cause for 
its acceptance was not shown. WSTV 
argued that the evidence adduced in 
the hearing would support the alter- 
native counterproposal and cited the 
position taken by Fort Industry with 
respect to Pittsburgh's request for de- 
letion of a Wheeling channel as estab- 
lishing that Fort Industry recognized 
the homogeneity of the area. It is our 
view that acceptance of this amend- 
ment is not necessary since we believe 
the possibility of assigning all the chan- 
nels in Wheeling and Steubenville to 
these cities Jointly is of necessity in 
issue in this proceeding, especially in 
view of the evidence adduced. 
a Allegheny Broadcasting Corporation 
filed Motions to Strike certain portions 
of the sworn statements of John J. 
Laux, Executive Vice President of 
WSTV, Inc., and Julius Cohen, engi- 
neering affiant of WSTV, Inc., filed with 
the Commission on behalf of WSTV, 
Inc. The reasons advanced for the Mo- 
tion to Strike the statement of Mr. 
Laux are that he attempted to give 
legal and engineering testimony when 
he had not been qualified as an expert 
and the statement of Mr. Cohen for the 
reason that in the last paragraph of 
his statement he attempted to set forth 
conclusions of law. The Motions to 
Strike are DENIED since they go to the 
weight to be given to the evidence and 
not to its admissibility as evidence in 
this proceeding. 
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57 in Steubenville would result in 
a violation of the separation re- 
quirements to protect against 
sound image separation since Steu- 
benville and Butler, Pennsylvania 
are only 52 miles apart. 

Conclusions: The Pittsburgh 
Educational Reservation 

354. The educational organiza- 
tions in Pittsburgh have demon- 
strated their interest in establish- 
ing a non -commercial educational 
television station in the Pittsburgh 
area. They have supported this in- 
terest with concrete plans to estab- 
lish such a station by banding to- 
gether in an association, the 
Standing Committee of Educators 
for an Educational Television 
Channel in the Pittsburgh area. 
Further, a bill has been introduced 
in the State Legislature providing 
for the establishment of a state 
television network to be financed 
by an appropriation of two million 
dollars. It is our view, in light of 
the record, that the reasons for the 
reservation of a VHF channel for 
educational purposes are partic- 
ularly applicable in the Pittsburgh 
area. 

"Allegheny Broadcasting Corporation 
filed Motions to Strike certain portions 
of the sworn statement of William E. 
Rine, Vice President of the Fort Indus- 
try Company, filed in support of the 
Commission's proposed assignment for 
Wheeling. The Motion to Strike was 
directed against Mr. Rine's sworn state- 
ment on the grounds that the affiant 
offered engineering and legal conclu- 
sions when he had not been qualified. 
Motions to Strike were also directed 
against statements of seven individuals 
prominent in business and civic life in 
Wheeling, which were filed in support 
of the Fort Industry Company com- ment of September 10, 1951. The Mo- 
tions to Strike were directed against 
these seven sworn statements on the grounds that they are hearsay. that they are statements of personal belief, 
and that the affiants have not been qualified as expert engineers and as attorneys. Fort Industry Company filed an answer to the Motions to Strike. The Motions to Strike are DENIED since they go only to the weight to be given to the evidence and not to its admissibility as evidence in this pro - ceeding. Allegheny Broadcasting Corp. filed a Motion to Strike the statement 
of Irvin Stewart, President of West Vir- ginia University, on the grounds that the statement has not been sworn to. The Motion to Strike is GRANTED. In Paragraph 5(d) of the Order of Hearing Procedure of July 25, 1951, the Com- mission provided that statements not sworn to will not receive any consid- eration. 

355. We reject the contention of 
Allegheny Broadcasting Company 
that the effect of the proposed res- 
ervation on applicants for com- 
mercial stations in Pittsburgh re- 
quires the deletion of that reserva- 
tion from the VHF.' We also re- 
ject the argument that the educa- 
tors and the people of Pittsburgh 
would be better served if the res- 
ervation were in the UHF band 
rather than in the VHF; we find 
no adequate basis on the record for 
such a conclusion. Moreover, with 
respect to the counterproposal of 
Tri -City Broadcasting Company, 
McKeesport is situated less than 
15 miles from Pittsburgh, and will 
receive Grade A service from 
Pittsburgh. Further, applicants 
from McKeesport are eligible to 
apply for the channels assigned to 
Pittsburgh in accordance with the 
rules adopted herein. For this rea- 
son we find no basis in the record 
to delete an assignment from 
Pittsburgh in order to create one 
for McKeesport." 

356. In view of the foregoing, 
we believe that the record requires 
that the proposed reservation of 
Channel 13 in Pittsburgh for non- 
commercial educational use be 
finalized. 

Conclusions: Pittsburgh and Brad- 
dock (Channel 4) 

357. Four parties, Pittsburgh 
Radio Supply House, Inc., Alle- 
g hen y Broadcasting Company, 
Westinghouse Radio Stations, Inc., 
and WWSW, Inc. requested the ad- 
ditional assignment of VHF Chan- 
nel 4 to Pittsburgh; and Matta 
Broadcasting Company requested 
the assigment of Channel 4 to 
Braddock. It is our view that these 
counterproposals must, on the basis 
of the record, be denied. The as- 
signment of Channel 4 to Pitts- 
burgh or to Braddock would involve 
co- channel assignment separations 
of 162.5 miles or 169.39 miles, re- 
spectively, to Station WLWC in 
Columbus, Ohio. The minimum se- 
paration in Zone I, which is appli- 
cable here, is 170 miles. Since a 
grant of either counterproposal 
would result in a separation less 
than the required minimum, these 
counterproposals can not be grant- 
ed. Accordingly, the counterpro- 
posals of Pittsburgh Radio Supply 
House, Inc., Allegheny Broadcast- 
ing Company, Westinghouse Radio 
Stations, Inc., WWSW, Inc., and 
Matta Broadcasting Company are 
denied in so far as they request the 
assignment of Channel 4 to Pitts- 
burgh and Braddock, respectively. 
Conclusions: Pittsburgh, Washing- 

ton, Wheeling- Steubenville 
(Channels 7 and 9) 

358. Four parties, Pittsburgh 
Radio Supply House, Inc., Alle- 
g h e n y Broadcasting Company, 
Westinghouse Radio Stations, Inc., 
and WCAE, Inc., requested the ad- 
ditional assignment of Channel 9 
to Pittsburgh and the deletion of 
this channel from Wheeling. Wash- 
ington Broadcasting Company re- 
quested the additional assignment 
of either Channel 7 or Channel 9 
to Washington by deleting a chan- 
nel from Wheeling. WSTV, Inc. 
requested the additional assign- 
ment of either Channel 7 or Chan- 
nel 9 to Steubenville by deleting a 

as See our decision with respect to the educational reservation in Boston. 
se See also our decision with respect to Boston and Brockton. 
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channel from Wheeling. 
359. We believe, in view of the 

common identity and economic in- 
terest of Wheeling and Steuben- 
ville, that these cities should be 
considered as a single entity for 
assignment purposes. The 1950 
Census of Population Report in- 
cludes Wheeling and Steubenville 
in one standard metropolitan area 
defined as Wheeling -Steubenville, 
with a population of 354,092 per- 
sons. The parties in this proceed- 
ing have explicitly recognized that 
the needá of the entire area for 
television service should be con- 
sidered rather than the needs of 
the cities within it separately. For 
example, Fort Industry in its state- 
ment of September 10, 1951 in 
opposition to the request for dele- 
tion of a VHF channel from Wheel- 
ing to be assigned to Pittsburgh 
stated: 

The allocation of two VHF chan- 
nels to the Wheeling- Steubenville 
metropolitan area is necessary 
to provide a choice of local ex- 
pression and to promote a 
healthy competitive situation. 

In its brief, WCAE, Inc., posed 
the conflicting requests of Pitts- 
burgh, Wheeling -Steubenville as 
follows: 

Moreover, in the last analysis the 
comparative needs of the Pitts- 
burgh metropolitan area must be 
weighed against the correspond- 
ing needs of the Wheeling -Steu- 
benville metropolitan area taken 
together and not as two separate 
areas. 
360. Accordingly, the assign- 

ments made to Wheeling and to 
Steubenville will be revised to pro- 
vide assignments to Wheeling - 
Steubenville rather than to the re- 
spective cities. 

361. In view of our decision, the 
requests of the Pittsburgh parties 
for the assignment of Channel 9, 
and of the Washington party for 
the assignment of either Channel 
7 or Channel 9, must be considered 
as requests to delete that channel 
from Wheeling -Steubenville. We 
do not believe that the record jus- 
tifies the deletion of a channel from 
Wheeling Steubenville in order to 
assign that channel to Pittsburgh. 
As indicated above, the Commission 
in the Third Notice proposed the 
assignment of three VHF and two 
UHF channels to Pittsburgh. A 
grant of the Pittsburgh requests 
for the assignment of Channel 9 
would add a fourth VHF channel 
to the Pittsburgh area. We do not 
believe the record justifies the dele- 
tion of the second VHF channel 
assigned to Wheeling- Steubenville 
for this purpose. We reach the 
same conclusion with respect to the 
request for the deletion of a VHF 
channel from Wheeling and the as- 
signment thereof to Washington. 
Washington is located 23 miles 
from Pittsburgh and in a suburban 
part of the Pittsburgh standard 
metropolitan area. M o r e o v e r, 
Washington would receive VHF 
Grade A service from the stations 
assigned to Pittsburgh in addition 
to VHF Grade A service from the 
operation of a station in Wheeling. 

362. Accordingly, the counter - 
parts of Pittsburgh Radio, Supply 
House, Inc., Allegheny Broadcast- 
ing Company, Westinghouse Radio 
Stations, Inc., and WCAE, Inc., are 
denied in so far as they request the 
assignment of Channel 9 to Pitts- 
burgh; the counterproposal of 
Washington Broadcasting Company 
is denied and the counterproposal 
of WSTV, Inc., is denied in so far 

as they request the assignment of 
either Channel 7 or 9 to Steuben- 
ville only. 

Conclusions: Additional Channel 
for Pittsburgh 

363. We believe that the assign- 
ment of an additional channel in 
Pittsburgh warranted on the basis 
of the record. It was above pointed 
out that, in establishing the Table 

the assignment of VHF Channel-3 
to Altoona. No other changes 
would be required in the assign- 
ments proposed by the Commission 
in the Third Notice. 

(c) Statement in Support of 
Gable Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. Gable Broadcast- 
ing Company stated that a VHF 
channel located in Altoona would 

City Third Notice 

dio Corporation, Norfolk, Virginia, 
to assign Channel 3 at Norfolk and 
the counterproposal of WSAZ, Inc., 
Huntington, West Virginia, to as- 
sign Channel 3 at Huntington." 
The assignment of Channel 3 would 
be accomplished by making the fol- 
lowing changes in the assignments 
proposed by the Commission in the 
Third Notice: 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

Harrisonburg, Va. 
Norfolk - 

Portsmouth, Va. 
Richmond, Va. 
Huntington, W. Va. 
Charleston, W. Va. 

Y 34 

10, 12 
3, 6 

8, 13 
3 

15, *21, 27 5 39 
*43, 49 

of Assignments, we have given 
consideration to the factor of popu- 
lation; thus, cities with a popula- 
tion from 250,000 to 1,000,000 have 
been provided from 4 to 6 assign- 
ments. We believe, further, that 
a city with a population of 400,000 
or more, the top 25 cities in the 
country, should have a total of at 
least 6 channels, including both 
VHF and UHF, where such assign- 
ments are technically feasible. It 
was above noted, however, that the 
counterproposal s requesting adli- 
tional VHF channels for Pittsburgh 
could not be granted. UHF Chan- 
nel 16 in Pittsburgh would meet 
the required mileage spacings for 
channel assignments in Zone I. Ac- 
cordingly, Channel 16 will be as- 
signed to Pittsburgh. 

Conclusions: The Wheeling 
Educational Reservation 

364. As indicated above, the 
assignment of Channel 57 to Wheel- 
ing is in accordance with our 
standards, but the assignment of 
this channel to Steubenville would 
result in a sound image separation 
below the required 60 
miles. In view of the fact that no 
objections to the reservation were 
filed, the reservation of Channel 57 
in Wheeling for non -commercial 
educational use is finalized. 
Conclusions: Show Cause Order 

365. Allen B. DuMont Labora- 
tories, Inc., has not objected to the 
proposed modification of the license 
of Station WDTV to specify opera- 
tion on Channel 2 rather than 
Channel 3. Accordingly, an ap- 
propriate authorization to Allen B. 
DuMont Laboratories, Inc., will be 
issued to specify operation of Sta- 
tion WDTV on Channel 2. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

366. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

VHF Chan - UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 2, 11, *13 16, 47, 53 

Washington, Pa. 63 
Wheeling, W. Va. *57 
Wheeling, W. Va: 

Steubenville, 0. 7, 9 51 

ALTOONA, PENNSYLVANIA, 
HARRISONBURG, VIRGINIA 
367. Proposed Assignments. In 

the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the following assign- 
ments: 

serve substantial portions of the 
population of surrounding counties 
which would receive some VHF 
service only from one proposed as- 
signment in Johnstown, Pennsyl- 
vania, and noted that there are 
presently 10,000 receivers in Al- 
toona and surrounding areas. 

(d) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Counterpropo- 
sal of Gable Broadcasting Com- 
pany. Cornell University filed a 
mutually exclusive counterproposal 
for the addition of Channel 3 to 
Ithaca. The addition of Channel 3 
to Ithaca has been denied for the 
reasons set forth in the discussion 
of that counterproposal. Shenan- 
doah Valley Broadcasting Corpora- 
tion, Harrisonburg, Virginia, filed 
a mutually exclusive counterpro- 
posal for the addition of Channel 3 
to Harrisonburg. 

(e) In the Third Notice it was 
proposed to assign Channel 10 to 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, Roch- 
ester, New York, and Columbus, 
Ohio. The distances from Altoona 
to Philadelphia, Rochester and Co- 
lumbus are 176, 187, and 246 miles, 
respectively. The Third Notice 
proposed the assignment of adja- 
cent Channel 9 to Wheeling, West 
Virginia, at a distance of 126 miles 
from Altoona, and Channel 11 to 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, at a dis- 
tance of 84 miles from Altoona. 

Harrisonburg 
369. (a) Census Data. The city 

of Harrisonburg has a population 
of 11,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of Shenan- 
doah Valley Broadcasting Corp. 
Shenandoah Valley Broadcasting 
Corp., requested the addition of a 
VHF channel to Harrisonburg. 
This request is made contingent by 
Shenandoah Valley Broadcasting 
Corp. on the grant of other counter- 
proposals and would add either 
Channel 3, or Channel 12, to Harri- 
sonburg. The requested addition 
of Channel 12 to Harrisonburg is 
made contingent upon our adoption 
of the counterproposal of South- 
eastern Ohio Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Inc., Zanesville, Ohio, to as- 
sign Channel 12 to Zanesville. We 
have in another part of this Report 
denied the counterproposal of 
Southeastern Ohio Broadcasting 

VHF Chan - 
City nel No. 

UHF Chan- 
nel No. 

Altoona, Pa. 
Harrisonburg, Va. 

Altoona 
368. (a) Census Data. The 

standard metropolitan area of Al- 
toona has a population of 140,000 
and the city of Altoona has a popu- 
lation of 77,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of Gable 
Broadcasting C o m p a n y. Gable 
Broadcasting Company requested 
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19, 25 
34 

Company, Inc., to assign Channel 
12 to Zanesville, and accordingly, 
the request for assignment of 
Channel 12 at Harrisonburg will 
not be discussed further. 

(c) The requested addition of 
Channel 3 to Harrisonburg is made 
contingent upon our adoption of 
the counterproposal of WTAR Ra- 

37' 34 

3Y, 10 15, *21, 27 
6. 12t +23, 29 
3Y, 13 *53 

st *43, 49 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Shenandoah Valley Broadcasting 
Corp. Counterproposal. Shenandoah 
Valley Broadcasting Corp., stated 
that its proposal would improve the 
over -all assignment plan of tele- 
vision stations in the United States 
on the basis of the priorities set 
forth in the Third Notice. 

(e) Channel 3 at Harrisonburg 
as proposed by Shenandoah Valley 
would be 179 miles from the closest 
co- channel station at Norfolk, Vir- 
ginia,88 and 105 miles from the 
closest adjacent channel (4) at 
Washington, D. C. These distances 
meet the minimum separations 
adopted in the Report for this 
Zone. 

(f) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Shenandoah 
Valley Broadcasting Corp. The 
counterproposal of Shenandoah 
Valley Broadcasting Corp., is mu- 
tually exclusive with the counter- 
proposal of Gable Broadcasting 
Company and Hampton Roads 
Broadcasting Corp., Newport 
News, Virginia" Richmond News- 
papers, Inc., Richmond, Virginia, 
opposed the counterproposal of 
Shenandoah Valley for the assign- 
ment of Channel 3 to Harrisonburg, 
if it could be achieved only by the 
deletion of a VHF channel from 
Richmond. In light of our action 
granting the counterproposal of 
WTAR, Inc., which substitutes 
Channel 12 in Richmond for Chan- 
nel 3, Channel 8 can be assigned to 
Harrisonburg without deleting a 
Richmond channel and therefore 
meets the Richmond Newspapers, 
Inc., objection. Larus & Brother, 
Inc., Richmond, Virginia, opposed 
the counterproposal of Shenandoah 
Broadcasting Corporation seeking 
the assignment of Channel 3 in 
Harrisonburg since this would pre- 
clude the utilization of Channel 3 
in Richmond. For this reason 
Larus & Brother also opposed the 
counterproposal of WTAR, Inc., to 
assign Channel 3 to Norfolk in 
place of Richmond. Our action 
elsewhere in this Report granting 
the WTAR, Inc., counterproposal 
is determinative of the opposition 
of Larus & Brother with respect 

s* We have elsewhere in this Report 
granted the counterproposals of WTAR 
Radio Corporation to assign Channel 3 
at Norfolk and of WSAZ, Inc., to as- 
sign Channel 3 at Huntington. The 
WSAZ, Inc., counterproposal also sub- 
stitutes Channel 8 for Channel 3 in 
Charleston, W. Va. 

We have in another part of this Re- 
port determined that the license of 
Station WTAR -TV, Norfolk, Virginia, 
will be modified to specify Channel 3. 

A° Elsewhere in this Report we have 
denied the counterproposal of Hampton 
Broadcasting Corp. for the reasons there 
stated. 
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to Othe utilization of Channel 3 in 
Ri mond. 

Conclusion 
3 0. The foregoing counterpro- 

pos 1s of Gable Broadcasting Corn - 
pa y and Shenandoah Broadcasting 
Co pony seeking the assignment 
of hannel 3 to Altoona and Harri- 
son urg, respectively, are mutually 
exc usive. As indicated above, how- 
ever, the assignment of Channel 10 
to Altoona would be in accordance 
with our standards adopted herein. 
It is our view that the record sup - 
ports the basis for the additional 
assi ment of a VHF channel to 
bo Altoona and Harrisonburg. 
The conflict between these corn - 
mu ities can be resolved by the as- 
si ' ent of Channel 10 to Altoona 
and Channel 3 to Harrisonburg. 
Ace rdingly, the counterproposal 
of a able Broadcasting Company is 
deni d in so far as it requests 
Cha , nel 3 in Altoona, and Channel 
10 i assigned to Altoona; and the 
cou rpooposal of Shenandoah 
Broadcasting Corp. is granted in 
so ,r as it requests the assign - 
men of Channel 3 in Harrisonburg. 

Final Assignments 
37 . The following assignments 

for ltoona and Harrisonburg are 
adop ed: b 

cit 

non -commercial educational use. 
(b) Census Data. The metropoli- 

tain area of Erie has a population 
of 219,000 and the City of Erie has 
a population of 131,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. Dispatch, 
Inc., is licensed for the operation 
of Station WICU on Channel 12 in 
Erie. 

(d) Counterproposal of Erie Tel- 
evision Corporation. Erie Television 
Corporation requested the addi- 
tional assignment of Channel 64 
to Erie by making the following 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice: 

City 

Erie 
Oil City 

City Third Notice Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 
Plan I 

Erle, Pa. 12 35, *41 *12t 35, 41t 
Plan 2 

Erie, Pa. 
Jamestown, N. Y. 

12 35, *41 
58 

12 34, *41, 58t t 
Plan 3 

Erie, Pa. 12 35, *41 12 35, *41, plus 
Flex. Channel 

(h) Statement in Support of 
Presque Isle Broadcasting Com- 
pany Counterproposal. Presque 
Isle asserted that intermixture of 
commercial VHF and UHF tele- 
vision channels in Erie, should be 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
12 35, *41 

64 

(e) Statement in Support of Erie 
Television Corporation Counter- 
proposal. Erie Television Corpora- 
tion stated that a grant of its coun- 
terproposal would be in accordance 
with tJle Commission's rules, with 
the exception that Channel 47 pro- 
posed for Pittsburgh, Pennsyl- 
vania, is at a distance of 71 miles 
from Oil City. The required mile- 
age separation to protect against 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

Altoona, Pa. 
Harrisonburg, Va. 

ST TE COLLEGE, PENNSYL- 
ANIA EDUCATIONAL 

RESERVATION 
37 . (a) Proposed Reservation. 

In th Third Notice the Commission 
pro sed the reservation of Chan- 
nel for non -commercial educa- 
tion use at State College. 

37 (b) The JCET supported 
the servation of Channel 44 in 
State College, the site of Penn - 
sylva is State College. No objec- 
tions to the proposed reservation 
were !filed. 

Conclusions 
On the basis of the record, the 

rese ation of Channel 44 for non - 
comm rcial educational use in 
State College is finalized. 
JOH STOWN, PENNSYLVANIA 

374. (a) Proposed Assignments. 
In th Third Notice the Commis- 
sion reposed the assignment of 
VHF hannel 6 and UHF Channel 
56 to Johnstown. 

(b) Existing Stations. WJAC, 
Inc., i licensed for the operation 
of WJ C -TV, Johnstown, on Chan- 
nel 1 . The Commission ordered 
the lie nsee to show cause why the 
licens of WJAC -TV should not be 
modifi d to specify operation on 
Channel 6 in lieu of Channel 13. 

(c) Answer of WJAC, Inc. to 
Show Cause Order. WJAC, Inc. 
stated that it did not object to the 
proposed modification of the 
WJAC -TV license. 

J375. 
p 

WJAC 

Chann 
El 

Conclusion 
[n view of the foregoing, an 
1 r i ate authorization to 
Inc., will be issued to spec - 

eration of WJAC -TV on 
l 6. 
LIE, PENNSYLVANIA 

376. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Re ervation. In the Third No- 
tice, the Commission proposed the 
assignment of VHF Channel 12 
and UHF Channels 35 and 41 to 
Erie, with Channel 41 reserved for 
0 No re vest was made on the record for an 4ducational reservation in Al- 
toona. 
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34 

image interference between Chan- 
nel 47 and Channel 62 is 75 miles. 
The Erie Television Corp. asserted 
however, that the terrain between 
Pittsburgh and Oil City is ex- 
tremely rugged and that it is not 
expected that image interference 
would result from utilizing Chan- 
nel 47 at Pittsburgh and Channel 
62 at Oil City; that it would be 
possible to locate transmitters in 
Pittsburgh and Oil City so that the 
required 75 miles spacing could be 
met; and that because of expected 
improvements in receiver design, 
the operation of stations on Chan- 
nel 47 in Pittsburgh and on Chan- 
nel 62 in Oil City woul not result 
in objectionable image interference. 

(f) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the Erie Tele- 
vision Corporation Counterpropo- 
sal. A conflicting counterproposal 
was filed jointly by Buffalo Courier 
Express, Inc., WGR Broadcasting 
Corporation and WBKW, Inc., all 
of Buffalo, New York, requesting, 
in part, that either Channel 59 or 
Channel 62 be assigned to Niagara 
Falls, New York. This counter- 
proposal of the Buffalo parties has 
been discussed above and denied 
for the reasons there stated. 

(g) Counterproposal of Presque 
Isle Broadcasting Company. Pres- 
que Isle Broadcasting Company 
filed a counterproposal requesting 
the assignment of all commercial 
television at Erie to the UHF band 
and the shift of the educational 
reservation from UHF Channel 41 
to VHF Channel 12 so that the two 
UHF channels would be available 
for commercial use. Alternatively, 
it was requested by Presque Isle 
that UHF Channel 58 be assigned 
to Erie and deleted from James- 
town, New York; or that a flexi- 
bility channel be added to Erie. 
The alternative counterproposals of 
Presque Isle are as follows: 
Final TV Report 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
12 35, *41, 64t 

62t 

eliminated in order to equalize 
competition between UHF and 
VHF commercial stations. It was 
asserted that the inequality of 
competition, resulting from inter- 
mixture would discourage applica- 
tions for the only UHF commer- 
cial television channel and, conse- 
quently, would delay a competitive 
service to Erie. Presque Isle con- 
tended that there need be no in- 
jury to the existing licensee opera- 
tion on Channel 12, or to the own- 
ers of VHF television receivers in 
the Erie area, since a reasonable 
period of time could be provided 
the existing VHF station to convert 
to UHF. In support of its alter- 
native request that an additional 
UHF channel be assigned to Erie, 
Presque Isle asserted that while 
this alternative proposal would not 
meet the objections to intermix- 
ture, an additional UHF commer- 
cial channel in Erie would provide 
an incentive to the public purchase 
VHF -UHF receivers or UHF con- 
verters more promptly and in 
greater number than if only 1 UHF 
station were competing with the 
VHF station. 

(i) Opposition to the Presque 
Isle Broadcasting Company Coun- 
terproposal. Dispatch, Inc. op- 
posed the counterproposal of 
Presque Isle to move existing Sta- 
tion WICU to the UHF band and 
to move the educational reserva- 
tion to VHF Channel 12. Dispatch, 
Inc. asserted that converting the 
existing VHF television station to 
the UHF would be expensive, both 
to the licensee and the public. 
Moreover, it was asserted that if 
the existing station were required 
to change to the UHF, 11,735 per- 
sons would lose their only commer- 
cial television service. 

(j) The Erie Educational Reserv- 
ation. The JCET supported the 
reservation of Channel 41 in Erie 
for non -commercial educational 
use. No objection was filed to the 
reservation of this channel. 

Conclusion: Channel 64 
377. With respect to the Erie 

Television Corporation counter- 
proposal, we have discussed above 
the necessity for maintaining 75 
mile separation between channels 
in the UHF band spaced 15 chan- 
nels apart. It is our view that the 
request must be denied for the 
reasons set out in our discussion 
of minimum separation in the 
UHF. 
Conclusion: Channels 12 and *41 
378. It is our view that Presque 

Isle's counterproposal requesting 
that all commercial television in 
Erie be assigned to the UHF band 
and the educational reservation 

shifted from UHF Channel 41 to 
VHF Channel 12 should be denied. 
We do not believe that the argu- 
ments advanced by Presque Isle 
outweigh such other important 
factors as wide VHF coverage 
which have led to the adoption of 
our general policy concerning the 
reservation of VHF channels for 
non -commercial educational sta- 
tions. We have proposed the as- 
signment of only one VHF channel 
to Erie; and in light of the fact 
that the educational interests in 
that community have not requested 
the reservation of that VHF chan- 
nel for non -commercial educational 
use and have made no showing 
with respect to the utilization of a 
VHF channel, we do not believe the 
record supports the shifting of the 
educational reservation to the only 
VHF channel in Erie. Further- 
more, since station WICU is pres- 
ently operating on this VHF chan- 
nel, a grant of the Presque Isle 
request would necessitate a dis- 
ruption of television service in 
Erie. 

Conclusions: Channel 58 and 
Flexibility Channel 

379. It is our view that the al- 
ternative request of Presque Isle 
Broadcasting Company that UHF 
Channel 58 be deleted from James- 
town, New York, and assigned to 
Erie must also be denied. No basis, 
has been established in the record 
for the deletion of the only chan- 
nel assigned to Jamestown in order 
to provide a fourth channel for 
Erie. However, the Commission 
believes that, on the basis of the 
record, the addition of a UHF as- 
signment to Erie is warranted. 
Accordingly, the counterproposal 
of Presque Isle Broadcasting Com- 
pany, insofar as it requests the 
assignment to Erie of a channel 
from the 782 -890 Mc. band, is war- 
ranted and we are assigning Chan- 
nel 66 to Erie. 

Conclusion: The Educational 
Reservation 

380. It is our view on the basis 
of the record that the proposed 
reservation of UHF Channel 41 for 
non -commercial educational use in 
Erie should be finalized. 
Final Assignment and Reservation 

381. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 
City VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Erie 12 35, *41, 66 

LOCH HAVEN, PENNSYLVANIA 
.382. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion did not propose the assign- 
ment of any channels to Lock 
Haven. 

(b) Census Data. The City of 
Lock Haven has a population of 
11,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Lock 
Haven Broadcasting Corporation. 
Lock Haven Broadcasting Corpo- 
ration requested the assignment of 
UHF Channel 32 to Lock Haven. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Counterproposal of Lock Haven 
Broadcasting Corporation. In sup- 
port of its counterproposal, Lock 
Haven Broadcasting Corporation 
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urged that the assignment of Chan- 
nel 32 to Lock Haven, Pennsyl- 
vania, would afford the first tele- 
vision station to Lock Haven and 
a first television service to a small 
area in the vicinity of Lock Haven 
and Wililamsport, Pennsylvania. It 
was also urged that the grant of 
the counterproposal would afford 
the second television service in 
other areas. 

Conclusion 
383. It is our view that the 

assignment of a UHF channel to 
Lock Haven is warranted. Accord- 
ingly, the counterproposal of Lock 
Haven Broadcasting Corporation is 
granted and the assignment of 
UHF Channel 32 for Lock Haven 
is adopted. 

BEAVER FALLS, 
PENNSYLVANIA 

384. (a) Proposed Assignments. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion did not propose the assign- 
ment of any channels to Beaver 
Falls. 

(b) Census Data. The City of 
Beaver Falls has a population of 
17,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of WBVP, 
Inc. WBVP, Inc. requests the as- 
signment of UHF Channel 16 to 
Beaver Falls. No other changes in 
the assignments proposed in the 
Third Notice were requested. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
WBVP, Inc. Counterproposal. In 
support of the WBVP, Inc. counter- 
proposal it was stated that the 
nearest cities to Beaver Falls for 
which the Commission proposed 
channel assignments are Pitts- 
burgh, at a ditsance of 31 miles, 
Youngstown, Ohio, at a distance of 
28 miles, Butler, Pennsylvania, at 
a distance of 21 miles, and New 
Castle, Pennsylvania, at a distance 
of 16 miles. The WBVP counter- 
proposal would result in a co- 
channel separation of 165 miles be- 
tween Beaver Falls, Pennsylvania, 
and Brantford, Ontario. 

(e) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the WBVP, Inc. 
Counterproposal. The WBVP, Inc. 
counterproposal is opposed by, and 
is mutually exclusive with coun- 
terproposals filed by the following 
parties: Joint proposal filed by the 
Cleveland Broadcasting Company, 
United Broadcasting Company, 
W G A R Broadcasting Company, 
and WJW, Inc., all of Cleveland, 
Ohio; WCAF, Inc., Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania; and Pittsburgh Ra- 
dio Supply House, Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania. 

Conclusions 
385. The WBVP, Inc. counter- 

proposal for the assignment of 
Channel 16 to Beaver Falls, Penn- 
sylvania, would result in a co- 
channel separation of 165 miles be- 
tween Beaver Falls and Brantford, 
Ontario. The counterproposal is 
denied for the reasons set forth in 
our discussion of Canadian -United 
States assignments. 
TOLEDO, OHIO EDUCATIONAL 

RESERVATION 
386. (a) Proposed Reservation. 

In the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the reservation of UHF 
Channel 30 for Toledo. 

(b) The Board of Education of 
the City School District of Toledo 
and the University of Toledo sup- 
ported the reservation of Channel 
30 in Toledo for non -commercial 
educational use. No objections were 
filed to the proposed reservation. 

Conclusions 
387. In view of the foregoing, 

the reservation of Channel 30 in 

Toledo for non -commercial educa- 
tional use is finalized. 
OXFORD, OHIO EDUCATIONAL 

RESERVATION 
388. (a) Proposed Reservation. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
UHF Channel 14 for Oxford. 

(b) The Miami University sup- 
ported the reservation of Channel 
14 in Oxford for non -commercial 
educational use. No objection was 
filed to the proposed reservation. 

Conclusions 
389. In view of the foregoing, 

the reservation of Channel 14 in 
Oxford for non -commercial educa- 
tional use is finalized. 
AKRON, AND WOOSTER, OHIO 

390. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
following assignments and reser- 
vation: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Akron, Ohio 49, *55, 61 
No assignments were proposed for 

Wooster. 

(b) Census Data. The popula- 
tion of Akron is 275,000. The pop- 
ulation of Wooster is 14,000. 

Akron 
391. The Akron Educational Res- 

ervation. The Board of Education 
of Akron School District and the 
Kent State University supported 
the reservation of Channel 55 in 
Akron for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. The Board of Educa- 
tion stated that it was cooperating 
with Kent State University and 
the University of Akron in a pre- 
liminary study of the problems in- 
volved in setting up an educational 
television station in Akron; that 
such a study would take consid- 
erable time and consequently the 
reservation was necessary to per- 
mit its completion; that a joint 
committee representing the three 
institutions held meetings to dis- 
cuss the problems of construction 
and operation of an educational 
television station; that research is 
being conducted into the possibility 
of an educational network for the 
State of Ohio and that various pro - 
grams produced by the Radio De- 
partment of the Akron public 
schools could be used for educa- 
tional television. 

Wooster 
392. (a) Counterproposal of 

Wooster Republican Printing Com- 
pany. Wooster Republican Print- 
ing Company requested the dele- 
tion of Channel 55 from Akron 
and its assignment to Wooster. No 
other changes were requested in the 
assignments proposed in the Third 
Notice. 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Wooster Republican Printing Com- 
pany Counterproposal. Wooster 
Republican Printing Company 
stated that its proposed assign- 
ment of a channel to Wooster 
would better meet the assignment 
principles of the Third Notice than 
would the proposed assignment. 

(c) Opposition to the Wooster 
Counterproposal. The Board of 
Education of Akron School Dis- 
trict, and the Summit Radio Cor- 
poration, Akron, Ohio, opposed the 
Wooster Republican Printing Com- 
pany counterproposal. 

Conclusions 
393. It is our view that the rec- 

ord supports the proposed assign- 
ment and reservation for non -com- 
mercial educational use of Channel 
55 in Akron. The City of Akron 
has a population of 275,000 as corn- 

pared to the City of Wooster with 
a population of 14,000. In view of 
the relative sizes of these commu- 
nities and in the absence of a show- 
ing that no other channel is avail- 
able for assignment to Wooster, 
we do not believe that the deletion 
of Channel 55 from Akron to as- 
sign that channel to Wooster is 
warranted. Accordingly, the coun- 
terproposal of Wooster Republican 
Printing Company is denied and 
the proposed reservation of Chan- 
nel 55 in Akron for non -commercial 
educational use is finalized. 
Final Assignments and Reservation 

394. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Akron, Ohio 49, *55, 61 

DAYTON, OHIO 
395. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
assignment of VHF Channels 2 
and 7 and UHF Channels 16 and 22 
for Dayton, with Channel 16 re- 
served for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. 

(b) Existing Stations. Crosley 
Broadcasting Corporation is li- 
censed for the operation of Station 
WLWD on Channel 5. The Com- 
mission ordered the licensee to 
show cause why its license should 
not be modified to specify opera- 
tion on Channel 2 in lieu of Chan- 
nel 5. Miami Valley Broadcasting 
Corporation is licensed for the 
operation of Station WHIO -TV on 
Channel 13. The Commission or- 
dered the licensee to show cause 
why its license should not be modi- 
fied to specify operation on Chan- 
nel 7 in lieu of Channel 13. 

(c) Answers to Orders to Show 
Cause. The Crosley Broadcasting 
Corporation did not object to the 
proposed modification of the 
WLWD license. Miami Valley 
Broadcasting Corporation stated 
that operation of Station WHIO- 
TV on Channel 7 in lieu of Channel 
13 would constitute an improve- 
ment in channel assignments and 
that it had no objection to the pro- 
posed change. 

(d) The Dayton Educational Res- 
ervation. The JCET supported the 
reservation of Channel 16 in Day- 
ton for non -commercial educational 
use. No objection was filed to the 
reservation of this channel. 

Conclusions: Orders to Show 
Cause 

396. In view of the foregoing, 
an appropriate authorization will 
be issued to Crosley Broadcasting 
Corporation to specify operation 
of WLWD on Channel 2; and an 
appropriate authorization to Miami 
Valley Broadcasting Corporation 
will be issued to specify operation 
of Station WHIO -TV on Channel 7. 
Conclusions: Dayton Educational 

Reservation 
397. On the basis of the record 

the reservation of Channel 16 in 
Dayton for non -commercial educa- 
tional use is finalized. 
Final Assignments and Reservation 

398. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Dayton, Ohio 2, 7 *16, 22 

WARREN, OHIO 
399. (a)Proposed Assignment. In 

the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the assignment of UHF 
Channel 21 to Warren. 

(b) The Warren Tribune Radio 
Station, Inc., supported the pro- 

posed assignment of Channel 21 to 
Warren. No objection was filed to 
the assignment of this channel. 

Conclusions 
400. In view of the foregoing 

the proposed assignment of Chan- 
nel 21 for Warren is adopted. 

YOUNGSTOWN, OHIO 
401. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the assignment of 
UHF Channel 27 and 33 to 
Youngstown. 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Youngstown 
has a population of 528,000 and the 
City of Youngstown has a popula- 
tion of 168,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Vindi- 
cator Printing Company. Vindica- 
tor Printing Company requested 
the additional assignment to 
Youngstown of one or more chan- 
nels in the 782 -890 Mc. band. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Vindicator Printing Company 
Counterproposal. Vindicator Print- 
ing Company stated that Youngs- 
town is the only one of the first 30 
metropolitan areas of the United 
States which has not been assigned 
at least 2 VHF channels for com- 
mercial use, and is also one of three 
of the first 30 metropolitan areas 
which has not been assigned at 
least five channels; that Youngs- 
town is the only principal city of 
the first 30 metropolitan areas 
which does not have at least three 
television channels assigned to it 
for commercial use; and that the 
City of Youngstown supports three 
AM and two FM broadcast stations. 
No opposition was filed to the 
counterproposal. 

(e) Channel 73 can be assigned 
to Youngstown in accordance with 
the standards adopted herein. 

Conclusions 
402. It is our view based on the 

record that the assignment of an 
additional channel to Youngstown 
is warranted. Accordingly, the 
counterproposal of Vindicator 
Printing Company is granted, and 
Channel 73 is assigned to Youngs- 
town. 

Final Assignments 
403. The following assignments 

are adopted: 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 

City nel No. nel No. 
Youngstown, Ohio 27, 33, 73 

CINCINNATI, OHIO 
404. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
assignment to Cincinnati of VHF 
Channels 6, 9 and 12 and UHF 
Channels 48 and 54, with Channel 
48 reserved for non -commercial 
educational use. 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Cincinnati has 
a population of 904,000 and the 
City of Cincinnati has a population 
of 504,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. Crosley 
Broadcasting Corporation is li- 
censed for the operation of Station 
WLWT on Channel 4. The Com- 
mission ordered the licensee to 
show cause why its license should 
not be modified to specify operation. 
on Channel 5 in lieu of Channel 4. 
Radio Cincinnati, Inc., is licensed 
for the operation of Station WKRC- 
TV on Channel 11. The Commis- 
sion ordered the licensee to show 
cause why its license should not be 

*+ No request was made on the record 
for an educational reservation in 
Youngstown. 
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odified to specify operation on 
4hannel 12 in lieu of Channel 11. 

ripps- Howard Radio, Inc., is li- 
e need for the operation of Station 

CPO -TV on Channel 7. The Corn- 
ission ordered the licensee to 

s ow cause why its license should 
t be modified to specify opera - 

on on Channel 9 in lieu of Chan- 
7. 

(d) Answers to Orders to Show 
use. The Crosley Broadcasting 

I.rporation did not object to the 
p oposed modification of license of 

LWT. Radio Cincinnati, Inc., 
s pported the proposed modifica- 
ti,n of license of WKRC -TV. 
S ripps -Howard Radio, Inc., did not 
o ject to the proposed modification 
o license of WCPO -TV. 

(e) Counterproposal of L. B. 
ilson, Inc. L. B. Wilson, Inc. re- 

q ested the assignment of an ad- 
ional VHF channel to Cincinnati 

b making the following changes 
in the assignments proposed in the 
T ird Notice: 

ity 

ton on Channel 7 and a station in 
Cincinnati on Channel 11 (pro- 
posed by Plans 1, 2, 3 and 4), (3) 
in the Indianapolis area by the 
assignment of Channels 8 and 12 
in Indianapolis (proposed by Plans 
1 and 2), and (4) by the assign- 
ment of Channels 8 and 12 in 
Huntington, West Virginia (Plans 
1, 2, 3 and 4), and (5) by the as- 
signment of Channels 9 and 13 in 
Chicago (proposed by Plans 3 
and 4). 

(i) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the L. B. 
Wilson, Inc. Counterproposal. Op- 
positions to the counterproposal of 
L. B. Wilson, Inc., to add an addi- 
tional channel at Cincinnati, Ohio, 
or counterproposals which conflict 
therewith have been filed by the 
following parties: Champaign 
News -Gazette, Champaign, Illinois; 
University of Illinois, Urbana, Illi- 
nois; Indianapolis Broadcasting, 
Inc., Indianapolis, Indiana; Univer- 

Cincinnati for non -commercial edu- 
cational use. No objection was filed 
to the reservation. 

Conclusions: Request for Addi- 
tional VHF Channel in Cincinnati 

405. It is our view that the coun- 
terproposal of L. B. Wilson, Inc., 
requesting the assignment of a 
fourth VHF channel to Cincinnati 
must be denied. Following are the 
co- channel separations below 170 
miles in Zone I which would result 
under the four alternative plans 
submitted by L. B. Wilson, Inc.: 
Channel Cities Plan Separation 
13 Terre Haute - 

Cincinnati I 157 miles 
5 Clarksburg- Cleveland 

(Station WEWS) I 162 miles 
4 Indianapolis- Columbus 

(Station WLWC) 1 167.4 miles 
4 Indianapolis- Columbus 

(Station WLWC) 2 167.4 miles 
5 Clarksburg- Cleveland 

(Station WEWS) 3 162 miles 
10 Indianapolis- Columbus 

(WBNS -TV) 3 167.5 miles 
10 Indianapolis- Columbus 

(WRNS -TV) 4 167.5 miles 
Since the foregoing separations 

nel in Cincinnati is warranted on 
the basis of the record." It was 
above noted that the counterpro- 
posal requesting an additional VHF 
channel for Cincinnati could not be 
granted. UHF Channel 74 in Cin- 
cinnati would meet the required 
mileage spacings for channel as- 
signments in this zone. Accord- 
ingly, Channel 74 will be added to 
Cincinnati. 
Conclusions: Show Cause Order 
408. An appropriate authoriza- 

tion will be issued to Crosley 
Broadcasting Corp., to specify op- 
eration of Station WLWT on Chan- 
nel 5. An appropriate authoriza- 
tion will be issued to Scripps - 
Howard Radio, Inc., to specify 
operation of WCPO on Channel 9. 
An appropriate authorization will 
be issued to Radio Cincinnati, Inc., 
to specify operation of WKRC -TV 
on Channel 12. 

Conclusions: Cincinnati 
Educational Reservation. 

409. On the basis of the record 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

Plan 1 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

Plan 2 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

Plan 3 Plan 4 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 

C chinati O. 
Inlanapo(is,Ind 

'Wigton, W. Va. 
indite, y. 
omingon. Ind. 
rksburg, W. Va. 

H 

B1 
C 
Ur ana, IM. 
Terrre Haute, Ind. 
Springfield, HL 
KI ksville, Mo. 
Paducah, Ky. 
Ca a Girardeau, Mo. 
Ro kford. Ill. 
C cago, Ill. 

M cle, Ind. 
Co norsvule, Ind. 
Ric mend. Ind. 
Ste benville, O. 
W hington, Pa. 

5,9,12 
6, 8, *13 

8, 13 
3, 11 

4 
12 

*12 
10 

3 
12 
6 

12 
13 

2,5,7, 
9, *11 

) Statement in Support of L. B. 
son, Inc. Counterproposal. L. B. 

Wi son, Inc., titated that Cincinnati 
is ne of the outstanding cities of 
the Ohio Valley and the mid -west; 
tha it is recognized as one of the 
out tending wholesale markets and 
nia ufacturing centers; and that 
the need and interest for an addi- 
tio 1 television channel is evi- 
den ed by the 258,000 television re- 
cei 'ng sets presently in the hands 
of onsumers in the area. 

( ) The counterproposals of L. E. 
Wil on, Inc. would result in the 
foll wing co- channel separations 
bel 170 miles in Zone I: 
Cha nel Cities Plan 
13 erre Haute -Cincinnati 

1 
5 Clarksburg -Cleveland 

(Station WEWS) 1 
4' 2 Indianapolis-Columbus 

(Station WLWC) 1 
4 In d ianapolls -C Olnmbus 

(Station WLWC) 2 
5 Clarksburg -Cleveland 

(Station WEWS) 3 
10 In d iananolis- Columbus 

(WENS -TV) 3 
10 Indianapolis-Columbus 

(WBNS -TV) 4 

Separation 

157 miles 

162 miles 

167.4 miles 

167.9 miles 

162 miles 

167.5 miles 

167.5 mees 

(h The L. B. Wilson counter - 
prop sal would also result in oscil- 
late radiation interference. Such 
inte erence would be encountered 
(1) n the Cincinnati area by the 
assi ent of Channels 9 and 13 
to tat community (proposed by 
Plan 1, 2, 3 and 4), (2) in areas 
sere d jointly by a station in Day- 

62 Station WTVN and WFBM -TV are 
licensed to operate on Channel 6 at 
Coln bus and Indianapolis, respective - 
ly. e Third Notice proposed to con- 
tinue the assignment of Channel 6 to 
both Sties. Plans 1 and 2 of the L. B. 
Wilso , Inc., counterproposal would 
substi te Channel 4 for Channel 6 at 
India apolis thereby requiring modifl- 
catio of the WFBM -TV license. 
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sal Broadcasting Company, Indian- 
apolis, Indiana; West Central 
Broadcasting Company, Inc., Pe- 
oria, Illinois; Ohio State Univer- 
sity, Columbus, Ohio; Ashland 
Broadcasting Company, Ashland, 
Kentucky; Southern Illinois Uni- 
versity, Carbondale, Illinois; Wil- 
liam H. Block Company, Indian- 
apolis, Indiana; Cedar Rapids Ga- 
zette, Cedar Rapids, Iowa; Mid - 
America Broadcasting Corpora- 
tion, Louisville, Kentucky; WHAS, 
Inc., Louisville, Kentucky; Radio 
Cincinnati, Inc. (WKRC -TV) Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio; Quad -City Broad- 
casting Corporation, Moline, Illi- 
nois; Peoria Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Peoria, Illinois; WCAE, Inc., 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania; WFBM, 
Inc., Indianapolis, Indiana; Wabash 
Valley Broadcasting Corporation, 
Terre Haute, Indiana; Crosley 
Broadcasting Corporation (WLWC), 
Columbus, Ohio; Dispatch Printing 
Company (WBNS -TV) Columbus, 
Ohio; Scripps -Howard Radio, Inc. 
(WEWS), Cleveland, Ohio; Rock- 
ford Broadcasters, Inc., Rockford, 
Illinois; joint opposition filed by 
Cleveland Broadcasting Company, 
Inc.; United Broadcasting Com- 
pany; the WGAR Broadcasting 
Company and WJW, Inc., all of 
Cleveland, Ohio; WIBC, Inc., In- 
dianapolis Indiana; Southeastern 
Ohio Broadcasting Company, Inc., 
Zanesville, Ohio; Radio Indianapo- 
lis, Inc., Indianapolis, Indiana; 
Hirsch Broadcasting Company, Cape 
Girardeau, Missouri; and Columbia 
Broadcasting System, Inc., Chica- 
go, Illinois. 

(j) The Cincinnati Educational 
Reservation. Civic, religious, and 
educational institutions supported 
the reservation of Channel 48 in 
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are below the minimum of 170 
miles provided for Zone I the al- 
ternative plans of L. B. Wilson can- 
not be adopted. 

406. In addition alternative Plans 
2 and 4 would substitute UHF 
channels for VHF channels pro- 
posed in the Third Notice for other 
cities and Plan 3 deletes VHF 
channels with no replacements 
therefor. The Commission, in the 
Third Notice, proposed the assign- 
ment of one VHF channel for Terre 
Haute, one VHF channel for Rock- 
ford, and one VHF channel for 
Clarksburg. Plan 2 would delete 
the only VHF channels proposed to 
be assigned at Terre Haute and 
Clarksburg. Plan 3 would delete 
the only VHF channels proposed 
to be assigned to Terre Haute and 
Rockford. Plan 4 would delete the 
only VHF channels proposed for 
Terre Haute, Clarksburg and Rock- 
ford. Under the foregoing plans, 
the number of possible VHF as- 
signments would be decreased since 
the number of VHF assignments 
required to be deleted under each 
plan would exceed the number of 
VHF assignments which would be 
added. It is our view that the de- 
letion of the only VHF channel as- 
signed to these communities in or- 
der to assign a fourth VHF chan- 
nel to Cincinnati is not warranted. in addition to the foregoing, each 
of L. B. Wilson's plans would re- 
sult in oscillator radiation interfer- 
ence. In view of the foregoing, the 
counterproposal of L. B. Wilson, 
Inc., to assign an addtional VHF 
channel to Cincinnati is denied. 
Conclusions: Additional Channel 

for Cincinnati 
407. We are of the view that the 

assignment of an additional chan- 

the reservation of Channel 48 for 
non -commercial educational use in 
Cincinnati is finalized. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

410. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Cincinnati, Ohio 5, 9, 12 *48, 54, 74 

CLEVELAND AND SANDUSKY, 
OHIO 

411. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
assignment to Cleveland of VHF 
Channels 3, 5, and 8, and UHF 
Channels 19 and 25 with Channel 
25 to be reserved for non- commer- 
cial educational use, and the as- 
signment to Sandusky of UHF 
Channel 59. 

(b) Census Data. The Cleveland 
standard metropolitan area has a 
population of 1,466,000 and the City 
of Cleveland has a population of 
915,000. The City of Sandusky has 
a population of 29,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. The Na- 
tional Broadcasting Company, Inc. 
is licensed for the operation of 
Station WNBK Cleveland, on Chan- 
nel 4. The Commission ordered the 
licensee to show cause why its li- 
cense should not be modified to 
specify operation on Channel 3 in 
lieu of Channel 4. Empire Coil Co. 
Inc., is licensed for the operation 
of Station WXEL on Channel 9 in 
Cleveland. The Commission ordered 
the licensee to show cause why its 
license should not be modified to 

*' See also our discussion above in con- nection with the addition of a UHF channel to Pittsburgh. 
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specify operation on Channel 8 in 
lieu of Channel 9. Scripps -Howard 
Radio, Inc., is licensed for the 
operation of Station WEWS on 
Channel 6 in Cleveland. 

(d) Answers to Orders to Show 
Cause. The National Broadcasting 
Company, Inc., supported the pro- 
posed modification of the WNBK 
license, and Empire Coil, Inc., sup- 
ported the proposed modification of 
the WXEL license. 

Cleveland 
412. (a) Joint Counterproposal 

of Cleveland Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Inc., United Broadcasting 
Company; the WGAR Broadcast- 
ing Company; and WWJ, Inc. The 
above named parties filed a joint 
counterproposal which would add 
UHF Channels 31, 59 and 65 to 
Cleveland and change the educa- 
tional reservation from Channel 25 
to Channel 66. Channel 65 would 
be added without making other 
changes in the channels proposed 
to be assigned in the Third Notice; 
Channel 59 would be added by sub- 
stituting Channel 42 for Channel 
59 at Sandusky, Ohio; and Channel 
31 would be added by making the 
following other changes in the 
channel assignments proposed in 
the Third Notice: 

joint counterproposal of Cleveland 
Broadcasting Company, et al, which 
requests that UHF Channel 65 be 
added to Cleveland also requests 
that Channel 65 be reserved in lieu 
of Channel 25. 

Conclusions: Additional UHF 
Channels 

413. It is our view that the rec- 
ord warrants the additional assign- 
ment of a UHF channel to Cleve- 
land, Ohio' largest city and the sev- 
enth largest city in population in 
the United States. We are not of 
the opinion, however, that the rec- 
ord supports the addition of more 
than one UHF channel to Cleve- 
land. We believe that the assign- 
ment of one additional channel 
making a total of 6 channels to a 
community the size of Cleveland 
compares favorably with the num- 
ber assigned to communities of 
similar size. Moreover, the avail- 
ability of additional channels, for 
assignment in the area, particularly 
in the 782 -890 Mc. band, is ex- 
tremely limited and the assignment 
of a greater number of channels to 
Cleveland would decrease the avail- 
ability of such channels to other 
cities and communities in the area. 
There remains for decision which 

COLUMBUS, OHIO 
(a) Proposed Assignments and 

Reservation. In the Third Notice 
the Commission proposed the as- 
signment to Columbus of VHF 
Channels 4, 6 and 10, and UHF 
Channels 34 and 40 with Channel 
34 to be reserved for non- commer- 
cial educational use. 

(b) Census Data. The Columbus 
standard metropolitan area has a 
population of 503,000 and the City 
of Columbus has a population of 
389,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. Crosley 
Broadcasting Corporation is li- 
censed for the operation of Station 
WLWC on Channel 3. The Com- 
mission has ordered the licensee to 
show cause why its license should 
not be modified to specify opera- 
tion on Channel 4 in lieu of Chan- 
nel 5. The Dispatch Printing 
Company is licensed for the opera- 
tion of Station WBNS -TV on Chan- 
nel 10. Picture Waves, Inc., is 
licensed for the operation of Sta- 
tion WTVN on Channel 6. 

(d) Answer to Order to Show 
Cause. The Crosley Broadcasting 
Corporation has not objected to the 
proposed modification of the 
WLWC license. 

City Third Notice 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
UHF Chan- 

nel No. 
Cleveland, Ohio 
Detroit, Mich. 
DuBois, Pa. 
Findlay, Ohio 
Ganipolis, Ohio 
Lexington, Ky. 
Lorain, Ohio 
Marion, Ohio 
Massillon, Ohio 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 
Windsor, Ont. 

2, 

3, 5, 8 
2,4,7 

11, *13 
9 

19, *25 
50, *56, 62 

31 
53 
18 

27, 33 
31 
17 
23 

47, 53 
32, 38 

(b) Statement in Support of the 
Joint Counterproposal. The parties 
stated in support of the joint coun- 
terproposal that the four commer- 
cial channels proposed by the Third 
Notice are inadequate to meet the 
needs of Cleveland; that Cleveland 
is Ohio's largest city and the sev- 
enth largest city in population in 
the United States; that there is a 
strong demand in the area for ad- 
ditional television service; and that 
there are approximately 500,000 
television receivers in the Cleve- 
land area. 

(c) Opposition and Conflicting 
Counterproposals. The request to 
add Channel 65 to Cleveland is mu- 
tually exclusive with the counter- 
proposal of WCAE, Inc., at Pitts- 
burgh, Pennsylvania, and the coun- 
terproposal of the Trebit Corpora- 
tion at Flint, Michigan. The coun- 
terproposals of both WCAE, Inc., 
and the Trebit Corporation have 
been denied elsewhere in this Re- 
port for the reason there stated. 
The request to assign Channel 59 
to Cleveland by substituting Chan- 
nel 42 in Sandusky, Ohio for Chan- 
nel 59 is not in conflict with any 
other counterproposals nor have 
oppositions been filed thereto. Op- 
positions or conflicting counter- 
proposals to the counterproposal to 
assign Channel 31 to Cleveland 
have been filed by Pittsburgh Ra- 
dio Supply House, Pittsburgh, 
Pennsylvania; WVBP, Beaver Falls, 
Pennsylvania; and Tri- County 
Broadcasting Company, DuBois, 
Pennsylvania. 

(d) The Cleveland Educational 
Reservation. The Board of Educa- 
tion and the Superintendent of 
Schools supported the reservation 
of Channel 25 in Cleveland for non- 
commercial educational use. No 
objection was filed to the reserva- 
tion of a channel, however, the 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
3, 5, 8 
2, 4, 7 

2,11,13 
9 

19, 25, 31t 
38;, *56, 62 

60t 

33} 
18;, 27 

23; 
18; 
53; 

16 ;, 47 
32, 50; 

of the three channels requested by 
the joint counterproposal should be 
assigned as an additional channel 
for Cleveland and what other 
changes, if any, should be adopted. 
It is our view that the most effi- 
cient assignment plan for the area 
is created if Channel 65 is added to 
Cleveland and Channel 42 is sub- 
stituted for Channel 59 in San- 
dusky. Channel 59 will remain un 
assigned in the area and thus will 
be available for assignment later 
in accordance with the procedures 
adopted herein. It is our view that 
other changes in channel assign- 
ments which were requested by the 
counterproposal, should not be 
adopted. 

Conclusions: The Educational 
Reservation 

414. It is our view that the rec- 
ord supports the proposed reserva- 
tion of Channel 25 in Cleveland for 
non -commercial educational use. 
The Commission does not recognize 
differences in UHF channels for 
assignment purposes. We see no 
merit, therefore, in the request of 
the Cleveland parties that the edu- 
cational reservation be shifted 
from Channel 25 to Channel 65 and 
this request is denied. 

Conclusions: Show Cause Orders 
415. An approprite authorization 

will be issued to National Broad- 
casting Company, Inc., to specify 
operation of WNBK on Channel 3. 
An appropriate authorization will 
be issued to Empire Coil Company, 
Inc. to specify operation of WXEL 
on Channel 8. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

416. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Cleveland, Ohio 3, 5, 8 19, *25, 65 
Sandusky, Ohio 42 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 

(e) Counterproposal of Ohio 
State University. Ohio State Uni- 
versity requested the additional 
assignment of VHF Channel 12 to 
Columbus and the reservation of 
that channel for non -commercial 
educational use by making the fol- 
lowing changes in the assignments 
proposed in the Third Notice: 

City 

Clarksburg and Huntington West 
Virginia would. be practical; that 
the deletion of VHF Channel 12 
from Clarksburg and the addition 
of that channel to Cumberland, 
Maryland, would provide VHF 
service to a larger community; 
that the deletion of VHF Channel 
*13 from Indianapolis would not 
deprive Indianapolis of a commer- 
cial VHF service; that if a UHF 
channel were reserved for educa- 
tional use in Indianapolis a strong 
incentive would be furnished pres- 
ent set owners to buy adapters to 
receive UHF signals; that a VHF 
channel in Columbus could provide 
educational television service in the 
immediate future to 55 percent of 
the homes in the Columbus area 
now equipped with VHF sets 
(229,000 sets as of October 1, 1951) 
and that the operation of a UHF 
station in Columbus is a commer- 
cial impossibility and an educa- 
tional impracticability. The Ohio 
State University counterproposals 
would result in oscillator radiation 
interference in the Cincinnati area 
by the assignment of Channels 9 
and 13 to that community. 

(g) The Columbus Public Schools 
supported the reservation of Chan- 
nel 34 in Columbus for non -com- 
mercial educational use. Aside 
from the position taken by Ohio 
State University no objection was 
filed to the reservation of this 
channel. 

(h) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the Counter- 
proposal of Ohio State University. 
Oppositions and conflicting coun- 
terproposals were filed by: Radio 
Cincinnati, Inc., Cincinnati, Ohio; 
Clarksburg Broadcasting C o r p., 
and Ohio Valley Broadcasting 
Corp., both of Clarksburg, West 
Va.; Universal Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Inc., Crosley Broadcasting 
Corporation, WIBC, Inc., William 
H. Block Company, and Indianap- 
olis Broadcasting Company, all of 
Indianapolis, Indiana; Huntington 
Radio Corporation, Huntington, 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Columbus, Ohio 
Cincinnati, Ohio 
Clarksburg, W. Va. 
Cumberland, Md. 
Indianapolis, Ind. 
Huntington, W. Va. 

4,6,10 
5, 9, 12 

12 

6, 8, *13 
8, 13 

(f) Statement in Support of 
Ohio State University Counter- 
proposal. In support of its coun- 
terproposal Ohio State University 
stated that it is the largest institu- 
tion of higher education in Ohio; 
that it expects to construct a VHF 
educational station immediately if 
Channel 12 is assigned to Columbus 
and reserved for non -commercial 
educational use; that adequate 
funds are available for the con- 
struction and operation of a sta- 
tion; that it began broadcasting 
educational programs in 1922; that 
it broadcasts programs direct to 
classroom receiver s in Ohio 
schools; and that the annual budget 
for the operation of its stations is 
over $150,000. With respect to the 
requested substitution of a UHF 
channel for the VHF channel pro- 
posed for Clarksburg in the Third 
Notice, it was asserted that Clarks- 
burg, West Virginia, could best be 
served by UHF channels exclu- 
sively: that the use of UHF in 

" The counterproposal did not specify 
the channel to be reserved for non- 
commercial educational use in Indian- 
apolis. 

*34, 40 
*48, 54 

22 
17 

20, 
*538 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
4, 6, 10, *12; *34, 40 

5, 9, 13; *48, 54 ; . 22 
121. 17 

6, 8, ; 20, 
26 

*, 
8, ; 

West Va., and Ashland Broadcast- 
ing Company, Ashland, Kentucky. 

Conclusions: Columbus Educa- 
tional Reservation 

418. It is our view that the 
counterproposal of Ohio State Uni- 
versity should be denied since it 
would result in an inefficient utiliza- 
tion of the available frequencies. 
The counterpsoposal would delete 
VHF channels from three other 
cities of large size and importance 
and would assign VHF channels to 
only two cities in order to secure an 
additional assignment for Colum- 
bus. 

We do not believe that the record 
supports the basis for this reduc- 
tion in the total number of assign- 
ments proposed in the Third No- 
tice. Further, the counterproposal 
would delete the only VHF assign- 
ment at Clarksburg, West Virginia, 
with a population of 32,000; reduce 
the VHF assignments at Hunting- 
ton, West Virginia, with a popula- 
tion of 86,000 and a metropolitan 
area population of 246 000 from 
two to one; and reduce from three 
to two the VHF assignments pro- 
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p 
p 

sed for Indianapolis, with a 
pulation of 427,000 and a metro - 
litan area populatioá-of 552,000. 
e do not believe this reduction 

i service is justified by the addi- 
ti nal assignment of one VHF 
e : nnel to Cumberland with a 
p pulation of 38,000 (where no re- 
q est for such assignment has been 
m de by any Cumberland party) ; 

a d the increase in the VHF as- 
si ments of Columbus from three 
to four. The counterproposal would 
al .o result in oscillator radiation 
in rference. Accordingly, the coun- 
te proposal of Ohio State Univer- 
si y for the additional assignment 
of VHF Channel 12 to Columbus 
a its reservation for non-com - 
m.rcial educational use is denied; 
a the proposed reservation of 
C : nnel 34 for non -commercial 
ed cational use in Columbus is 
fin: lized. 

nclusions: Show Cause Order 
19. An appropriate authoriza- 

tio to Crosley Broadcasting Cor - 
po ation will be issued to specify 
op ration of Station WLWC on 
Ch: nnel 4. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

0. The following assignments 
an reservation are adopted: 

Cty 

Col bus, Ohio 

H TINGTON AND CHARLES- 
TON, WEST VIRGINIA 

4 1. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the 
Notice 

assignments and res- 
ervritions: 

City 

(c) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Counterpro- 
posals of WSAZ, Inc. No opposi- 
tions or conflicting counterpropos- 
als were filed to the counterpro- 
posal of WSAZ, Inc., to assign 
Channel 3 to Huntington in ex- 
change for Channel 8 and for 
modification of the WSAZ -TV li- 
cense to specify operation on 
Channel 3. 

(d) The Huntington Educational 
Reservation. The JCET, Marshall 
College, and the Board of Educa- 
tion supported the reservation of 
Channel 53 in Huntington for non- 
commercial educational use. No 
objection was filed to the reserva- 
tion of this channel. 

Charleston 
423. The Charleston Educational 

Reservation. 
The JCET, Morris Harvey Col- 

lege and the Kanawha County 
Schools supported the reservation 
of Channel 43 in Charleston for 
non -commercial educational use. 
No opposition was filed to the res- 
ervation of this channel. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservations 

424. In view of the foregoing, 
the reservations of Channel 53 in 
Huntington and Channel 43 in 

VHF Chan- 
nel No. 

UHF Chan- 
nel No. 

4, 6, 10 *34, 40 

Charleston for non -commercial edu- 
cational use are finalized. 
Conclusions: Show Cause Order 

425. It is our view that the 
counterproposal of WSAZ, Inc. is 
meritorious, and it is therefore 
granted. An appropriate author- 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

Huntington, W. Va. 
Charleston, W. Va. 

O Census Data. The standard 
met opolitan area of Huntington 
has population of 246,000 and the 
Cit of Huntington has a popula- 
tion of 86,000. The metropolitan 
are of Charleston has a population 
of 3 2,000 and the city of Charles- 
ton s a population of 74,000. 

(c Existing Stations. WSAZ, 
Inc. s licensed for the operation of 
Sta n WSAZ -TV on Channel 5 in 
Hun 'ngton. The Commission has 
orde ed the licensee to show cause 
why its license should not be mod- 
ified to specify operation on Chan- 
nel in lieu of Channel 5. 

Huntington 
42 . (a) Answer to Order to 

Sho Cause and Counterproposal 
of WSAZ, Inc. WSAZ, Inc. op- 
pos the Commission's proposal 
that t move its existing station to 
Chan el 8, and has made a counter- 
proposal requesting that the license 
of WSAZ -TV be modified to spec- 
ify operation on Channel 3. This 
change could be accomplished by 
substituting the assignment of 
Chanel 3 for Channel 8 in Hun - 
ti n and substituting the as- 
si ent of Channel 8 for Channel 
3 in harleston, West Virginia. 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Coun rproposal of WSAZ, Inc. 
WSA , Inc. asserted that the cost 
of co version from Channel 5 to 
Chan el S would be substantially 
great r than the cost of conversion 
from nnel b to Channel 3; that 
chan 'ng to Channel 8 would re- 
quire existing set owners to 
chan their antennas which would 
not a necessary if the change 
were o Channel 3. 
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8,13 *53 
3 *43, 49 

ization to WSAZ, Inc. will be is- 
sued to specify operation of 
WSAZ -TV on Channel 3. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

426. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

City 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Southeastern Ohio Broadcasting 
S y s t e m, Inc. Counterproposal. 
Southeastern Ohio Broadcasting 
System urged that its proposal 
would result in the assignment of 
an additional channel to Zanes- 
ville, without reducing the number 
of channels for any community; 
that the assignment of Channel 12 
to Zanesville, instead of to Clarks- 
burg, would result in a more effi- 

City 

that the assignment of Channel 11 
in Cincinnati in view of the assign- 
nient of Channel 7 in Dayton, Ohio, 
is not as engineeringly sound as 
the assignment of Channel 12 in 
Cincinnati. In view of the fore- 
going, the counterproposal of 
Southeastern Ohio Broadcasting 
System, Inc. is denied. 

Final Assignments 
429. The following assignments 

are adopted: 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Zanesville, Ohio 
Clarksburg, W. Va. 

cient utilization of channels, and 
that the assignment of the VHF 
channel in Zanesville would pro- 
vide service in an area where there 
are many VHF receivers. 

City 

12 
50 

INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA 
430. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and re- 
servation: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

Indianapolis 

(e) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the Southeast- 
ern Ohio Broadcasting System, 
Inc. Counterproposal. Oppositions 
and conflicting counterproposals 
have been filed by Ohio Valley 
Broadcasting Company, Clarks- 
burg, West Virginia; Radio Cincin- 
nati, Inc., Cincinnati, Ohio; L. B. 
Wilson, Inc., Cincinnati, Ohio; and 
Ohio State University, Columbus, 
Ohio. 

(f) The Southeastern Ohio 
Broadcasting System, Inc. counter- 
proposal would result in oscillator 
radiation interference in areas 

6, 8, *13 20, 26 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Indianapolis 
has a population of 552,000 and 
the city of Indianapolis has a popu- 
lation of 427,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. WFBM, 
Inc., is licensed for the operation of 
Station WFBM -TV on Channel 6. 

(d) Counterproposal of WIBC, 
Inc. WIBC, Inc., requested the 
additional assignment of Channel 
4 to Indianapolis by substituting 
UHF Channel 51 in Terre Haute, 
Indiana for VHF Channel 10, 
and by making the following 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice: ai 

City Third Notice Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 
6, 8, *13 20, 26 4t, 6, 8,13 *20, 26 

10 *57, 63 t 51t, *57, 63 
4 10+ *30, 36 

51 53t 
44 16t 
53 55f 
16 44t 
53 39t 

Indianapolis, Ind. 
Terre Haute, Ind. 
Bloomington, Ind. 
Logansport, Ind. 
Vincennes, Ind. 
Lincoln, M. 
Olney, M. 
Findlay, Ohio 

served by a station operating on 
Channel 11 in Cincinnati and a 
station operating on Channel 7 in 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

Huntington, W. Va. 
Charleston, W. Va. 

ZANESVILLE, OHIO, AND 
CLARKSBURG, WEST 

VIRGINIA 
427. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the following assign- 
ments: 

City VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

Zanesville, Ohio 50 
Clarksburg, W. Va. 12 22 

(b) Census Data. The popula- 
tion of Zanesville is 41,000. The 
population of Clarksburg is 32,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of South- 
eastern Ohio Broadcasting System, 
Inc. Southeastern Ohio Broadcast- 
ing System, Inc., requested the 
deletion of Channel 12 from Clarks- 
burg and its assignment to Zanes- 
ville by making the following 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice: 

City 

3, 13 
8 

*53 
*43, 49 

Dayton, Ohio. Such interferences 
would be within the Grade A serv- 
ice areas of these stations. 

Conclusions 
428. We are of the opinion in 

view of the foregoing that the 
record does not support the dele- 
tion of the only VHF channel for 
Clarksburg, West Virginia. As we 
pointed out in the Third Notice, 
efforts have been made to minimize 
oscillator radiation interfernce 
without reducing the number of 
VHF assignments in the proposed 
table. The Southeastern proposal 
would result in no additional VHF 
assignment and in addition would 
create oscillator radiation interfer- 
ence from the operation of Channel 
11 in Cincinnati and Channel 7 in 
Dayton. Accordingly, we believe 

Third Notice Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 
Zanesville, Ohio 
Clarksburg, W. Va. 
Cincinnati, Ohio 
Louisville, Ky. 
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12 
5, 9, 12 

3, 11 

50 
22 

M8, 54 
*15, 21 

121. 

5,9,11+ 
3, 12t 

50 
22, 65i 
*48, 54 
*15, 21 

(e) Statement in Support of 
W I B C, Inc. Counterproposal. 
WIBC, Inc., urged that the public 
interest requires the grant of an 
additional assignment to Indianap- 
olis where this can be achieved 
without reducing the number of 
channels assigned to any commu- 
nity. WIBC, Inc., contended that 
its counterproposal would result 
in a gain of Grade B service and 
that the size and economic impor- 
tance of the Indianapolis area ne- 
cessitate the assignment of an addi- 
tional VHF channel for that com- 
munity. WIBC, Inc., argued that 
since Terre Haute presently has no 
"reliable" VHF service and few 
VHF receivers outstanding, this 
community could utilize a UHF 
channel instead of a VHF channel 
without rendering any sizable pub- 
lic investment obsolete. WIBC, 
Inc., submitted that its counter- 
proposal would encourage the pop- 
ularity and growth of UHF and 
would foster competition in Terre 
Haute. 

(f) The assignment of Channel 
4 in Indianapolis would result in 
a 168 mile co- channel assignment 
separation between Indianapolis 
and Columbus, Ohio. The minimum 
co- channel assignment separation 
for this zone is 170 miles. The 
WIBC, Inc., counterproposal would 
also assign UHF' Channel 51 to 

* WIBC, Inc., also requested that the educational reservation in Indianapolis 
be moved to a UHF channel. 
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Terre Haute at a distance of only 
49 miles from Bloomington where 
UHF Channel 36 is assigned by 
the Commission. Channels 36 and 
51 must be 75 miles apart in order 
to satisfy the mileage separation 
required to prevent picture image 
interference. 

(g) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the WIBC, Inc. 
Counterproposal. The WIBC, Inc., 
counterproposal is mutually exclu- 
sive with the following other coun- 
terproposals: Joint counterpropo- 
sal of Cleveland Broadcasting 
Company, Inc., United Broadcast- 
ing Company, *GAR Broadcasting 
Company, and WWJ, Inc.; Ohio 
State University; Columbia Broad- 
casting System, Inc.; Radio Indi- 
anapolis, Inc.; Logansport Broad- 
casting Corporation and Owens- 
boro On The Air, Inc.; Radio Ken- 
tucky, Inc.; Southern Illinois Uni 
versity; Champaign News Gazette; 
and Evansville Chamber of Com- 
merce. In addition, oppositions to 
the WIBC, Inc., counterproposal 
were filed by the following parties: 
Crosley Broadcasting Corporation, 
Columbus, Ohio; Wabash Valley 
Broadcasting Company; Columbia 
Broadcasting System, Inc., and 
Logansport Broadcasting Corpora- 
tion and Owensboro On The Air, 
Inc. 

(h) Counterproposal of William 
H. Block Company. William H. 
Block Company requested the ad- 
ditional assignment of VHF Chan- 
nel 10 to Indianapolis by substitut- 
ing UHF Channel 41 in Terre 
Haute for Channel 10, as follows: 

City 

L. B. Wilson, Inc.; and Mid- Ameri- 
can Broadcasting Corporation In 
addition, oppositions to the coun- 
terproposal of William H. Block 
Company were filed by the follow- 
ing parties: Dispatch Printing 
Company; Columbia Broadcasting 
System, Inc., Chicago, Illinois; 
Mid -American Broadcasting Cor- 
poration; Wabash Valley Broad- 
casting Company and Logansport 
Broadcasting Corporation and 
Owensboro On The Air, Inc. 

(k) Counterproposal of Radio 
Indianapolis, Inc. Radio Indian- 
apolis, Inc., requested the addi- 
tional assignment of UHF Chan- 
nel 38, or a channel in the 782 -890 
Mc. band to Indianapolis by makipg 
the following changes in the as- 
signments proposed in the Third 
Notice:" 

VHF Channel 13 in Indianapolis 
for non - commercial educational 
purposes and indicating that the 
reservation of a UHF channel 
would satisfy their requirements. 
No sworn statements were filed by 
educators in Indianapolis support- 
ing the reservation of Channel 13. 
The JCET submitted a sworn state- 
ment supporting the reservation of 
UHF Channel 20 for non- commer- 
cial educational use in Indianapolis 
based on the stated preference of 
the educational institutions in the 
Indianapolis area for a UHF res- 
ervation rather than VHF Chan- 
nel 13. 

Conclusions: Indianapolis 
Educational Reservation 

431. Both commercial and edu- 
cational interests in Indianapolis 

Third Notice Proposed Changes 

City 
Indianapolis, Ind. 6, 8, *13 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 

Connersville, Ind. 
Kokomo, Ind. 
Marion, Ind. 

(1) Statement in Support of 
Radio Indianapolis, Inc. Counter- 
proposal'. Radio Indianapolis, Inc. 
contended that the assignment of 
UHF Channel 38 in Indianapolis 
could be accomplished in compli- 
ance with the minimum separation 
requirements with the exception 
that Channel 45 at Connersville, 
Indiana, would be only 53 miles 
from Indianapolis. Channels 38 and 

Third Notice Proposed Changes 

Indianapolis, Ind. 
Terre Haute, Ind. 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 
6, 8, *13 20, 26 

30 *57, 63 

(i) Statement in Support Wil- 
liam H. Block Company Counter- 
proposal. William H. Block Com- 
pany urged that the assignment of 
Channel 10 in Indianapolis would 
provide a new television service to 
a greater number of persons as 
compared with the utilization of 
Channel 10 in Terre Haute. While 
the assignment of Channel 10 to 
Indianapolis would result in a 168 
mile separation between that city 
and Station WBNS -TV presently 
operating on Channel 10 in Colum- 
bus, Ohio, William H. Block Com- 
pany contended that a transmitter 
site could be selected in Indianap- 
olis to provide 170 mile co- channel 
spacing. It was also urged that 
even with a 168 mile separation, 
interference would not be substan- 
tial. The William H. Block Com- 
pany counterproposal would assign 
UHF Channel 41 to Terre Haute, 
'70 miles from Indianapolis where 
UHF Channel 26 is assigned by 
the Commission. Channels that are 
thus spaced 15 apart are required 
to have a separation of 75 miles in 
order to prevent picture image in- 
terference. William H. Block Com- 
pany contended that a separation 
of 75 miles between transmitters 
could be achieved and that no ob- 
jectionable interference would re- 
sult. 

(j) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the William H. 
Block Company Counterproposal. 
The counterproposal of William H. 
Block Company is mutually exclu- 
sive with the following other coun- 
terproposals: Logansport Broad- 
casting Corporation and Owens- 
boro On the Air, Inc.; Ohio State 
University; Columbia Broadcast- 
ing System, Inc., Chicago, Illinois; 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

6, 8, 10t, *13 20, 26 
41f, *57, 63 

45, being 7 channels apart, must be 
separated by at least 60 miles to 
prevent interference due to oscil- 
lator radiation. 

(m) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the Radio In- 
dianapolis, Inc. Counterproposal. 
Conflicting counterprosals and op- 
positions to the counterproposal of 
Radio Indianapolis, Inc., for Chan- 
nel 38 have been filed by WIBC, 
Inc., Indianapolis, Indiana and Co- 
lumbia Broadcasting System, Inc., 
Chicago, Illinois. In addition, the 
Radio Indianapolis, Inc. counter- 
proposal conflicts with the coun- 
terproposal of L. B. Wilson, Inc. 
for Cincinnati, Ohio. 

(n) The Indianapolis Educational 
Reservation Indianapolis Broad- 
casting, Inc.; Universal Broadcast- 
ing Company; WIBC, Inc.; and Ra- 
dio Indianapolis, Inc., all of Indian- 
apolis, filed counterproposals re- 
questing that the educational reser- 
vation in Indianapolis be removed 
from VHF Channel 13 and shifted 
to a UHF channel. In support of 
its counterproposal, Indianapolis 
Broadcasting, Inc. submitted let- 
ters from Indiana University, But- 
ter University, DePauw University, 
Wabash College, Jordan College. of 
Music, Franklin College, Purdue 
University, Indianapolis Public 
Schools, and the Superintendent of 
Schools of the Archdiocese of In- 
dianapolis, stating that these in- 
stitutions did not intend to utilize 

**Radio Indianapolis, Inc. also requested 
that the educational reservation in 
Indianapolis be shifted to a UHF chan- 
nel. 
e, No changes would be required to as- 
sign a channel in the 782 -890 Mc. band 
to Indianapolis. 
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38 
31 
29 

*20, 26, 38t 
(or flex. 
chan.)*i 

45t 
29t 
31* 

have requested that the educational 
reservation be shifted from VHF 
Channel 13 to a UHF channel, and 
the JCET has urged the reservation 
of UHF Channel 20 in Indianapolis 
for non - commercial educational 
purposes. The evidence indicates, 
therefore, that the educators in 
Indianapolis do not intend to util- 
ize VHF Channel 13 for non -com- 
mercial educational purposes and 
that the reservation of a UHF 
channel would satisfy the needs of 
the educators in this community. 

City 

an additional VHF channel to In- 
dianapolis at the expense of the 
only VHF channel in Terre Haute, 
a community of 64,000, is war- 
ranted. Moreover, the assignment 
of Channel 4 or Channel 10 in In- 
dianapolis would result in co -chan- 
nel assignment separations between 
Indianapolis and Columbus below 
170 miles, the minimum assignment 
separation for this zone; and the 
assignment of UHF Channel 51 to 
Terre Haute as proposed by WIBC, 
Inc., and of UHF Channel 41 to 
Terre Haute as proposed by Wil- 
liam H. Block Company, would also 
result in separation below the 
minimum. In light of the foregoing, 
the counterproposals of WIBC, Inc. 
and William H. Block Company for 
the assignment of an additional 
VHF channel in Indianapolis are 
denied. 

Conclusions: Additional UHF 
Assignment in Indianapolf9 

433. We believe that the record 
supports the addition of a UHF 
channel in Indianapolis. However, 
the counterproposal of Radio In- 
dianapolis, Inc. to assign Channel 
38 to that community cannot be 
granted since it would result in as- 
signment separations below the 
minimum. However, the alternative 
request of Radio Indianapolis, Inc. 
seeking a channel in the 782 -890 Mc 
band for Indianapolis can be 
granted since Channel 67 can be 
utilized in that city. Accordingly, 
the counterproposal of Radio In- 
dianapolis, Inc. in so far as it re- 
quests the assignment of a channel 
in the 782 -890 MC band in Indian- 
apolis, is granted. 
Final Assignments and Reservation 

434. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Indianapolis 

On this basis the JCET supported 
the reservation of UHF Channel 20 
in Indianapolis. In light of the 
above, we believe the record re- 
quires the shifting of the educa- 
tional reservation from VHF Chan- 

City 
Logansport, Ind. 
Owensboro, Ky. 

6, 8, 13 *20, 26, 67 

LOGANSPORT, INDIANA AND 
OWENSBORO, KENTUCKY 

435. (a) Proposed Assignments. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the following as- 
lowing assignments for Logans- 
port, Indiana and Owensboro, Ken- 
tucky: 

VHF Chan- 
nel No. 

nel 13 to UHF Channel 20. Accord- 
ingly, the counterproposals of In- 
dianapolis Broadcasting, Inc.; Uni- 
versal Broadcasting Company; 
WIBC, Inc.; and Radio Indianapo- 
lis, Inc., in so far as they request 
the shifting of the educational res- 
ervation in Indianapolis to a UHF 
channel, are granted. UHF Chan- 
nel 20 will be reserved in Indian- 
apolis for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. 

Conclusions: Additional UHF 
Assignment in Indianapolis 

432. The additional assignment 
in Indianapolis of Channel 4, as 
requested by WIBC, Inc., or of 

City 

UHF Chan- 
nel No. 

51 
14 

(b) Census Data. The popula- 
tion of Logansport is 21,000 and 
the population of Owensboro is 
34,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Logans- 
port Broadcasting Corporation and 
Owensboro On The Air, Inc. A joint 
counterproposal was filed by. Lo- 
gansport Broadcasting Corporation, 
Logansport, Indiana, and Owens- 
boro On The Air, Inc., Owensboro, 
Kentucky, requesting the additional 
assignment of Channel 10 to both 
Logansport and Owensboro to be 
accomplished by shifting Terre 
Haute, Indiana, from VHF Channel 
10 to a UHF channel as follows: 

Third Notice Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 
Owensboro, Ky. 
Logansport, Ind. 
Terre Haute, Ind. 10 

Channel 10, as requested by Wil- 
liam H. Block Company, can be 
accomplished only by substituting 
a UHF channel for the only VHF 
assignment in Terre Haute. We do 
not believe that the assignment of 

14 
51 

*57, 63 

10t 
10t 
t 

14 
51 

34t, *57, 63 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Counterproposal of Logansport 
Broadcasting Corporation and 
Owensboro On The Air, Inc. Lo- 
gansport Broadcasting Corporation, 
and Owensboro On The Air, Inc.,. 
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..ntended that the assignment of 
(hannel 10 to both Logansport and 
t wenaboro would provide service 
t. a greater area and number of 

rsons as compared with the as- 
s gnment of Channel 10 in Terre 

ante. Logansport Broadcasting 
orporation and Owensboro On 

e Air, Inc., suggested UHF 
annel 34 as a replacement for 
F Channel 10 in Terre Haute. 

I was recognized, however, that 
C annel 34 at Terre Haute, being 
o ly 152 miles from the co- channel 
a signment at Carbondale, Illinois, 

uld not meet the minimum sepa- 
tion for co- channel UHF assign - 
nts in this area. It was also Bug- 

g sted that UHF Channel 51, as 
p oposed by WIBC, Inc., or UHF 
C annel 41 as proposed by William 
H Block Company, in connection 

th their counterproposal for In- 
di a napolis, be assigned in Terre 
Haute to replace VHF Chan - 
n =i 10." 

(e) Conflicting Counterproposals 
a d Oppositions to the Logansport 
B oadcasting Corporation and 

9B abash Valley Broadcasting Corpora- 
te filed a Motion to Strike paragraph 
22 of the "Written Presentation in Lieu 
of Hearing" filed by WSAL and WVJS 
( gansport Broadcasting Corporation 
an Owensboro On the Air, Inc.) on 
Se tember 10, 1951 for the reason that 
th joint counterproposal of WSAL and 

JS filed on May 7, 1951 proposed the 
de etion of Channel 10 from Terre 
H te, Indiana, and the substitution of 
Ch nnel 34 therefor; that In paragraph 
22 of the September 10, 1951 statement 
th y admitted the impracticability of 
as 'fining Channel 34 to Terre Haute and 
ab ndoned that portion of their counter - 
pr posal; that in the same document of 
Se tember 10. 1951, WSAL and WVJS 
pr posed for the first time that Channel 
41 r 51, or a flexibility channel, or one 
of e "unused channels In the area" 
be ssigned to Terre Haute. WSAL and 
W JS filed an opposition to the above - 
me tioned Motion to Strike admitting 
tha such material objected to did not 
ap ear in prior presentations made by 
the but said that such material has 
be properly submitted as evidence by 
oth r parties to this proceeding (by 
Wi iam H. Block Co.; WIBC, Inc.; L. 
B. ilson, Inc.) and therefore may be 
pro rly recited and relied upon by 
WS L and WVJS. The Motion to Strike 
is GRANTED but the Commission has 
con§idered all the evidence which has 
beep offered by other parties to this 
pro eeding with respect to the possible 
asst ment to Terre Haute. 

AL and WVJS filed with the Com- 
me ion a 'Motion to Strike and For 
Oth r Relief and Opposition to Motion 
to trike" and a "Reply to Brief 
of abash Valley Broadcasting Corpor- 
atio . The Motion to Strike is directed 
aga st certain portions of the testi- 
mony in the sworn statements of Wa- 
bash Valley Broadcasting Corporation 
filed with the Commission on Septem- 
ber 8. 1951 and October 8. 1951. The 
Opposition to Motion to Strike is di- 
rected against the Motion to Strike filed 
by Wabash Valley Broadcasting Cor- 
pora ion on October 22. 1951. On No- 
vem er 26, 1951 Wabash Valley Broad - 
casti g Corporation filed with the Com- 
miss n "A Motion to Strike Physically 
Doc mente Filed Late by Logansport 
Bro casting Corporation and Owens- 
boro On The Air." Wabash Valley 
Broaasting Corporation moves to 

for the reason that the Com- 
m ission's Order of Hearing Procedure 
prou des that all pleadings and briefs 
affecting Groups N through R should 
be filed by October 22. 1951 and that the 
above -named parties filed their docu- 
ments one week late. 

The Motion to Strike is GRANTED in 
so f as it pertains to the "Reply to 
Brie of Wabash Valley Broadcasting 
.Corp ration" and "Motion to Strike" 
certa n portions of the testimony of 
Wab sh Valley Broadcasting Corpora- 
tion, both filed on October 29, 1951, 
since these documents have been filed 
one eek later than the deadline for 
their group. The Motion to Strike is 
DEN D in so far as it pertains to the 
"Opp sltion to Motion to Strike" filed 
by SAL and WVJS on October 29, 
1951 for the Motion to Strike was not 
filed until October 22, 1951, the dead- 
line date for the group, and WSAL and 
WVJS must be allowed the opportunity 
to file an opposition to the motion to 
strike. 
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Owensboro On The Air, Inc. Coun- 
terproposal. The Logansport - 
Owensboro counterproposal con- 
flicts with the following other coun- 
terproposals: William H. Block 
Company, Indianapolis, Indiana; 
WIBC, Inc., Indianapolis, Indiana; 
L. B. Wilson, Inc., Cincinnati, Ohio; 
Twin Valley Broadcasters, Inc., 
Coldwater, Michigan; Quad -City 
Broadcasting Corp., Moline, Illi- 
nois; Michigan State College, East 
Lansing, Michigan; WJR, The 
Goodwill Station, Inc., Detroit, 
Michigan; and University of South- 
ern Illinois, Carbondale, Illinois. In 
addition, oppositions to the Logans - 
p o r t- Owen s boro counterproposal 
were filed by the following parties: 
Wabash Valley Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Terre Haute, Indiana; 
WIBC, Inc., Indianapolis, Indiana; 
William H. Block Company, In- 
dianapolis, Indiana; and WJR, The 
Goodwill Station, Inc., Detroit, 
Michigan. 

Conclusions 
436. The counterproposal of Lo- 

gansport Broadcasting Corporation 
and Owensboro On The Air, Inc., 
would assign Channel 10 in both 
Logansport and Owensboro by de- 
leting the only VHF channel from 
Terre Haute, a community of 64,000 
in a metropolitan area of 105,000. 
However, the combined population 
of both Logansport and Owensboro 
is less than the population of Terre 
Haute. In view of the size and im- 
portance of Terre Haute, we do not 
believe that Channel 10 should be 
deleted from Terre Haute to pro- 
vide a VHF channel for Logans- 
port and Owensboro. In light of 
the foregoing, the counterproposal 
of Logansport Broadcasting Cor- 
poration and Owensboro On The 
Air, Inc., is denied. 

Final Assignments 
437. The following assignments 

are adopted: 
City UHF Channel No. 

Logansport, Ind. 51 
Owensboro, Ky. 14 

FORT WAYNE, INDIANA 
438. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the assignment of three UHF chan- 
nels to Fort Wayne, Indiana: 
Channels 21, 27 and 33, with Chan- 
nel 27 reserved for non -commercial 
educational use. 

(b) Census Data. The Fort 
Wayne standard metropolitan area 
has a population of 184,000 and 
the City of Fort Wayne has a pop- 
ulation of 134,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Indiana 
Technical College. Indiana Techni- 
cal College of Fort Wayne filed a 
counterproposal requesting the ad- 
ditional assignment of VHF Chan- 
nel 5 to Fort Wayne, with power 
limited to 14 kw, to be reserved for 
non -commercial educational use in 
lieu of UHF Channel 27. 

(d) Statement in support of In- 
diana Technical College Counter - 
proposal. Indiana Technical College 
stated that the assignment of a 
VHF channel in Fort Wayne would 
make possible the immediate initi- 
ation of a non -commercial educa- 
tional television service. Indiana 
Technical College stated that it 
had received as donations much of 
the equipment necessary for the 
construction of a VHF station. 
None of this equipment would be 
adaptable for use in the UHF band. 
Accordingly, the Indiana Technical 
College stated that if a VHF chan- 
nel is not assigned to Fort Wayne 
Final TV Report 

for non -commercial educational 
use, "it seems very doubtful at the 
present time that the necessary 
funds and community interest to 
support a non- commercial educa- 
tional UHF outlet in Fort Wayne 
could be found for several, perhaps 
many, years to come." The Mayor 
of Fort Wayne stated that the city 
has appropriations set aside for 
such purposes and that as much 
financial assistance as possible 
would be given, along with full 
assistance in connection with pro- 
gramming. The Paterson -Fletcher 
Company, Rea Magnet Wire Com- 
pany and other business organiza- 
tions pledged their full cooperation 
in helping to finance the construc- 
tion and operation of a non -com- 
mercial educational station in Fort 
Wayne. The following organiza- 
tions in Fort Wayne stated their 
intention of assisting in the pro- 
gramming of the proposed educa- 
tional station: Fort Wayne -Allen 
County Chapter of the Red Cross, 
Superintendent of Schools, Concor- 
dia College, St. Francis College, 
Fort Wayne Bible College, Public 
Library, Fort Wayne Art School 
and Museum, Fort Wayne Civic 
Theatre, Fort Wayne Musical So- 
ciety, Chamber of Commerce. The 
film library of WOI -TV in Ames, 
Iowa, has been placed at the dis- 
posal of Indiana Technical College 
for use on the proposed educational 
station. Galbreath Pictures Pro- 
duction, Inc., has made available 
to the College its film library for 
use on the proposed station and has 
offered to lend assistance in any 
television production problems. The 
Capehart - Farnsworth Corporation 
has given the support of its organi- 
zation and engineering personnel 
to the television activities of the 
College. The Indiana Technical Col- 
lege stated that the Fort Wayne 
community enthusiastically sup- 
ported the establishment of an edu- 
cational television station in Fort 
Wayne. 

(e) Channel 5 in Fort Wayne 
would be 143 miles from existing 
television Station WNBQ in Chi- 
cago and 139 miles from existing 
Station WLWT in Cincinnati, both 
operating on Channel 5. tHowever, 
Indiana Technical College stated 
that no limitation on the operation 
of Stations WNBQ and WLWT 
would be necessary if a maximum 
of 14 kw power at an antenna 
height of 500 feet would be speci- 
fied in the use of Channel 5 at 
Fort Wayne. By limiting power to 
14 kw at Fort Wayne, Indiana 
Technical College asserted that in- 
terference to the Grade A service 
areas of WNBQ and WLWT would 
be avoided entirely and that less 
interference would be caused to the 
Grade B service areas of these sta- 
tions than would result from the 
assignment of a station employing 
100 kw power at a separation of 
180 miles. In was also contended 
that all of the Grade B area loss 
due to the operation of a station in 
Fort- Wayne on Channel 5 as pro- 
posed would receive service from 
other stations. Indiana Technical 
College stated that a station oper- 
ating on Channel 5 in Fort Wayne 
as proposed would have an inter- 
ference -free Grade A service radius 
of 17.3 miles and a Grade B inter- 
ference -free service radius varying 
from a minimum of 25.1 to a maxi- 
mum of 34 miles. 

City 

(f) Indiana Technical College 
argued that precedent exists for 
affording assistance to non -com- 
mercial educational television 
broadcasting, including the opera- 
tion with low power. In addition 
to the reservation policy adopted 
by the Commission. Indiana Techni- 
cal College pointed to the conces- 
sions made to non -commercial FM 
stations including permission to 
operate with powers of 10 watts 
and less. In connection with AM 
broadcasting, the College submitted 
that the Commission granted many 
exceptions to its general rules, in- 
cluding permission for educational 
licensees to discontinue broadcasts 
during the summer months. Ac- 
cordingly, Indiana Technical Col- 
lege requested the assignment of 
Channel 5 in Fort Wayne to be 
utilized with low power. 

(g) Opposition to the Indiana 
Technical College Counterproposal. 
Crosley Broadcasting Corporation, 
licensee of Station WLWT, Cin- 
cinnati, Ohio, and National Broad- 
casting Company, Inc., licensee of 
Station WNBQ, Chicago, Illinois, 
filed oppositions to the Indiana 
Technical College counterproposal. 
As noted above, Channel 5 in Fort 
Wayne would be 143 miles from 
Station WNBQ in Chicago and 139 
miles from Station WLWT, in Cin- 
cinnati. The oppositions of Crosley 
and NBC are based on the interfer- 
ence which allegedly would be 
caused by the operation of a sta- 
tion in Fort Wayne on Channel 5. 

Conclusions 
439. The assignment of Channel 

5 in Fort Wayne would not meet 
the minimum co- channel assign- 
ment separations for Zone I. While 
Indiana Technical College recog- 
nizes this deviation, it requested 
that operation be permitted with 
power limited to 14 kw. have, 
in another portion of this Report 
discussed low power operation and 
we have there concluded that the 
public interest would not be served 
by such operation where an assign- 
ment is made in violation of the 
minimum separation requirements. 
We find no reason to deviate from 
our rules with respect to the opera- 
tion of low power stations. The 
Commission recognizes that it has 
made special rules with respect to 
power and time of operation for 
educational stations in other serv- 
ices. The engineering considera- 
tions that are involved in the estab- 
lishment of low power stations in 
television make it impossible, how- 
ever, to permit low power oper- 
ation in the non -commercial educa- 
tional television service. In light 
of the foregoing, the counterpro- 
posal of Indiana Technical College 
is denied. We believe, however, 
that the record supports the res- 
ervation of UHF Channel 27 in 
Fort Wayne as proposed in the 
Third Notice and the reservation 
of Channel 27 in Fort Wayne, is 
finalized. 

Final Assignments 
440. The following assignments 

are adopted: 
UHF Chan- City nel No. 

Fort Wayne, Indiana 21, *27, 33 

BLOOMINGTON, INDIANA 
441. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
following assignments and reserva- 
tion to Bloomington, Indiana: 

VHF UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

Bloomington, Ind. 4 *38, 36 
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(b) Existing Stations. Sarkes 
Tarzian, Inc. has a construction 
permit for Station WTTV in 
Bloomington on Channel 10, is oper- 
ating under special temporary au- 
thorization and has been directed 
to show cause why its authorization 
should not be modified to specify 
operation on Channel 4 in, lieu of 
Channel 10. 

(c) Answer of Sarkes Tarzian, 
Inc., to Show Cause Order. Sarkes 
Tarzian, Inc., stated that it had no 
objection to the Commission's pro- 
posal to move Station WTTV from 
Channel 10 to Channel 4. 

(d) Educational Reservation in 
Bloomington. Indiana University 
supported the reservation of Chan- 
nel 30 in Bloomington, stating that 
it hopes to make use of the res- 
ervation in cooperation with other 
educational institutions in the area. 
No oppositions to the reservation 
were filed. 

Conclusions: Show Cause Order 
442. An authorization will be is- 

sued to Sarkes Tarzian, Inc., to 
specify operation of Station WTTV 
on Channel 4 in lieu of Channel 10. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

443. In view of the foregoing, 
the reservation of Channel 30 in 
Bloomington for non -commercial 
educational use is finalized. 
Final Assignments and Reservation 

444. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

City 

Bloomington, Ind. 

EVANSVILLE, INDIANA 
445. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
assignment of 4 channels to Evans- 
ville, Indiana: VHF Channel 7 and 
UHF Channels 50, 56 and 62, with 
Channel 56 reserved for non -com- 
mercial educational purposes. 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Evansville 
has a population of 160,000 and the 
City of Evansville has a popula- 
tion of 129,000. 

(c) Statement in Support of Pro- 
posed Assignments. South Central 
Broadcasting Corporation, Evans- 
ville, Indiana, and the Evansville 
Chamber of Commerce filed state- 
ments supporting the proposed as- 
signments for Evansville. 

(d) Counterproposal of Evans- 
ville Chamber of Commerce. In 
addition to supporting the proposed 
assignments for Evansville, the 
Evansville Chamber of Commerce 
requested that the Commission 
"keep Evansville in mind for an- 
other VHF or UHF channel should 
circumstances make such further 
allocation possible." It was sug- 
gested that Channel 29 should be 
assigned to that community. 

(e) The assignment of Channel 
29 to Evansville would not meet 
the required 75 mile spacing neces- 
sary to prevent picture image in- 
terference in light of the assign- 
ment of Channel 14 in Ownesboro, 
Kentucky, and Channel 44 in Vin- 
cennes, Indiana, both within 75 
miles of Evansville. 

(f) Educational Reservation. 
Evansville College supported the 

reservation of UHF Channel 56 in 
Evansville for non -commercial ed- 
ucational use. Incorporated in this 
statement were letters of support 
of the reservation by the Evans- 
ville Chamber of Commerce, Evans- 
ville Public Schools, and the Evans- 
ville Public Museum. Evansville 
College stated that there is interest 
among the educational institutions 
in the area in working coopera- 
tively for the construction and use 
of an educational television sta- 
tion. The President of the College, 
stated that there is "every expecta- 
tion that some time in the fore- 
seeable future as adjustments are 
made, equipment becomes available 
in the UHF field, and the probable 
cost of equipment and production 
are reduced this community will 
wish to make television as part of 
the total educational facility which 
it uses." 

(g) The South Central Broad- 
casting Corporation, Evansville, 
Indiana, supported the reservation 
of Channel 56 for non -commercial 
educational use provided the time 
of reservation is not unduly pro- 
longed, and suggested that a time 
limitation of one year be placed 
on the reservation. 

Conclusions: Additional 
Assignments 

446. We believe that the record 
does not support the assignment 
of additional channels to Evans- 
ville. The assignment of Channel 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

4 *30, 36 

29 proposed by the Evansville 
Chamber of Commerce would not 
meet the required 75 -mile spacing 
necessary to prevent picture image 
interference. In light of the fore- 
going, the counterproposal of the 
Evansville Chamber of Commerce 
requesting the additional assign- 
ment of Channel 29 is denied. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

447. We believe, on the basis of 
the record, that the reservation of 
Channel 56 for non -commercial ed- 
ucational use in Evansville should 
be finalized. We do not believe 
that a time limitation on the res- 
ervation of one year as suggested 
by the South Central Broadcasting 
Corporation is warranted. We see 
no reason for deviating in this in- 
stance from the rules adopted 
herein with respect to the amend- 
ments of the Table. In the light 
of the foregoing, the reservation 
of Channel 56 for non -commercial 
use in Evansville is finalized. 

TERRE HAUTE, INDIANA: 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

448. (a) Proposed Reservation. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
Channel 57 for non -commercial 
educational use. 

(b) Indiana State Teacher's Col- 
lege filed a statement supporting 
the reservation of Channel 57 in 
Terre Haute for non -commercial 
educational use. It was stated that 
local educational institutions in- 
cluding Indiana State Teachers 
College, Rose Polytechnic Institute, 
and St. Mary-of- the -Woods College, 
and the public schools of Terre 
Haute, were studying the legal and 
technical aspects of the establish- 
ment of an educational television 
station. No oppositions were filed 
to the proposed reservation. 
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Conclusions 
449. In view of the foregoing 

the reservation of Channel 57 for 
non -commercial educational use in 
Terre Haute is finalized. 

SOUTH BEND, INDIANA: 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

450. (a) Proposed Reservation. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
Channel 40 in South Bend for non- 
commercial educational use. 

(b) The University of Notre 
Dame supported the reservation of 
Channel 40 for non -commercial 
educational use. The President of 
the University stated that it was 
studying the financial, program- 
ming, legal and engineering re- 
quirements necessary to establish- 
ing an educational television sta- 
tion. No oppositions to the pro- 
posed reservation were filed. 

Conclusions 
451. In view of the foregoing 

the reservation of Channel 40 for 
non -commercial educational use in 
South Bend is finalized. 

MICHIGAN CITY, INDIANA 
462. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the assignment of 
one channel, UHF Channel 62 to 
Michigan City, Indiana. 

(b) Census Data. Michigan City 
has a population of 28,000. 

(c) Statement in Support of 
Proposed Assignment. William C. 
Higgins filed a statement support- 
ing the proposed assignment of 
UHF Channel 62 for Michigan 
City. It was urged that this as- 
signment would be in the public 
interest, convenience and necessity, 
and that such assignment is re- 
quired by the priorities. No opposi- 
tions to the assignment of Channel 
62 in Michigan City were filed. 

Conclusions 
453. In view of the foregoing, 

the assignment of Channel 62 in 
Michigan City is adopted. 

MUNCIE, INDIANA 
454. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the assignment of 2 
channels to Muncie, Indiana; UHF 
Channels 49 and 55. 

(b) Census Data. The Muncie 
standard metropolitan area has a 
population of 90,000 and the City 
of Muncie has a population of 
58,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Ball 
State Teachers College. Ball State 
Teachers College, Muncie, Indiana, 
requested that Channel 55 be des- 
ignated as an educational reserva- 
tion or that a channel in the 782- 
890 mc. band be assigned to Muncie 
to be reserved for non -commercial 
educational use. No oppositions 
were filed to the counterproposal. 

(d) Statement in Support of Ball 
State Teachers College Counter- 
proposal. Ball State Teachers Col- 
lege stated that it is the only state 
institution of higher learning in 
Indiana which would not have a 
television assignment reserved in 
its area for non -commercial edu- 
cational use. The Director of Radio 
of the College noted that both 
radio and television courses are 
now being conducted in the school 
and that the television courses 
would be expanded when an edu- 
cational television station com- 
menced operation. Support for the 
counterproposal of Ball State 
Teachers College was also ex- 
pressed by the Mayor of Muncie, 
the Principal of Burris School in 
Muncie, and the School City of 
Muncie. 

Conclusions 
455. In view of the foregoing the 

counterproposal of Ball State 
Teachers College insofar as it re- 
quested the assignment of a chan- 
nel in Muncie to be reserved for 
non -commercial educational use is 
granted. Accordingly, Channel 71 
is assigned to Muncie and is re- 
served for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. 
Final Assignments and Reservation 

456. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

City UHF Channel No. 
Muncie 49,55,4"11 

LAFAYETTE, INDIANA: 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

457. (a) Proposed Reservation. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
Channel 4'7 to Lafayette, Indiana, 
for non -commercial educational 
use. 

(b) Purdue University, Lafayet- 
te, Indiana, supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 47 in Lafayette for 
non -commercial educational use. 
No oppositions to the proposed 
reservation in Lafayette were filed. 

Conclusions 
458. In view of the foregoing, 

the reservation of Channel 47 in- 
Lafayette, Indiana, for non -corn 
mercial educational use is finalized. 

GARY, INDIANA 
459. (a) Proposed Assignment. 

In the Third Notice, the Commis- 
sion proposed the assignment of 
one channel for Gary, Indiana, 
UHF Channel 50. 

(b) Census Data. The population 
of Gary is 134,000. Gary lies with- 
in the Chicago metropolitan area. 

(c) Counterproposal of the 
Board of School Trustees of the 
School City of Gary. The Board 
of School Trustees of the School 
City of Gary requested in the alter- 
native (1) that Channel 50 pro- 
posed for Gary in the Third Notice 
be reserved for non -commercial 
educational use; or (2) that Chan- 
nel 44 be deleted from Chicago, as- 
signed to Gary, and reserved for 
non -commercial educational use; or 
(3) that a channel in the 782 -890 
Mc. band be assigned to Gary and 
reserved for non -commercial edu- 
cational use. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Board of School Trustees Counter- 
proposal. The Board of School 
Trustees urged, that adequate 
coverage for the Gary area from 
an educational television station in 
Chicago would not be achieved, and 
that the Audio- Visual Educational 
Department of the Gary Public 
Schools was in a position to aid 
educational television. The Super- 
intendent of Schools stated that 
the Board was "aware of the cost 
of establishing a television broad- 
casting station and of the cost of 
the operation of such a station" 
and represented that the Board 
would do its best "to finance this 
area in an adequate manner." 

(e) Opposition to the Board of 
School Trustees Counterproposal. 
Johnson -Kennedy Radio Corpora- 
tion filed an opposition to the 
Board of School Trustees counter- 
proposal only insofar as it re- 
quested the deletion of Channel 44 
from Chicago. 

(f) Counterproposal of the Lake 
Broadcasting Company. Lake 
Broadcasting Company, Gary. Indi- 
ana, filed a counterproposal re- 
questing that VHF Channel 11 be 
deleted from Chicago, where it is 
reserved for non -commercial edu- 
cational use, and be assigned. to 
Gary, with the reservation in 
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hicago shifted to UHF Channel 
0, as follows: 

City 
cago, Illinois 

ary, Indiana 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
2,5,7,9,111 20,28 32, 

38,44 
so 

(g) Statement in Support of 
ke Broadcasting Company Coun- 

t rproposaL The Lake Broadcasting 
mpany urged that Gary was en- 

t' led to an additional assignment 
i accordance with priorities 3 and 
4 I and in livid of the mandate of 
S- tion 307(b) requiring an equal 

tribution of frequencies between 
s tea and cities. It was further 
c, tended that educational tele- 
vision in Chicago would not be 

versely affected by shifting the 
reservation for non -commercial 

cational use to a UHF channel. 
(h) Opposition to the Lake 

B , adcasting Company Counter - 
pr posai. The Johnson- Kennedy 

'o Corporation, Chicago, Illi- 
no a, filed an opposition to the 
co'nterproposal of the Lake Broad - 
ca. ting Company contending that 
th shifting of Channel 11 from 

cago to Gary would substantial- 
ly reduce the number of persons 
th t would receive service from 
this assignment. While the John - 
so -Kennedy Radio Corporation 
neither supported nor opposed the 
reservation of Channel 11 in Chi- 
cago for non -commercial education- 
al se, it was urged that Channel 
11 should not be deleted from that 
conmunity. The Lake Broadcasting 
Company counterproposal also con - 
flic a with the support of the JCET 
an educational institutions for the 
res rvation of Channel 11 in Chi- 
cago. 

Conclusions: Assignment of 
VHF Channel 11 to Gary 

VH channel should be deleted F 
not believe that a 

fro li Chicago to provide a VHF 
cha el for Gary. Chicago has a 
me politan area population of 5,- 
495,Q00 and a city population of 
3,62 ,000.. Gary is in the metro- 
poli n area of Chicago and is 
located 24 miles from the City of 
Chicqaago. Gary will receive Grade 
A service from the operation of 
VHF stations in Chicago. We do 
not believe that the deletion of a 
VHF assignment from one of the 
major cities of the United States 
is warranted where the smaller city 
is located within the metropolitan 
area of the major city and will 
receive Grade A VHF service from 
stations located in the larger city. 
It is our view that the deletion of 
a VHF assignment from a city as 
large and as important as Chicago 
to create one for Gary is not war- 
ranted. The counterproposal of 
Lake Broadcasting Company is 
therefore denied." 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation in Gary 

4611. We are of the view that the 
record supports the reservation of 
a channel at Gary for non-com - 
mercial educational use. However, 
we (Id not believe such a reserva- 
tion is warranted at the expense of 
the oily commercial assignment in 
Gary or of the deletion of a UHF 
charm 1 from Chicago. Accordingly, 
Channel 66 is assigned to Gary 
and reserved for non -commercial 
educational use. 

Final Assignment and 
Reservation 

46211n view of the foregoing, 
the fallowing assignments and re- 

"See our decision in Boston and 
Brockton. 

Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
2,5 7,9, 

lit 
*20,28,32, 

38 44 
Sat 

servation for Gary are adopted: 
City UHF Channel No. 
Gary, Indiana 50,*88 

LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY 
463. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the assignment of four channels to 
Louisville, Kentucky: VHF Chan- 
nels 3 and 11 and UHF Channels 
15 and 21, with Channel 15 reserved 
for non -commercial educational use. 

(b) Census Data. The Louisville 
standard metropolitan area has a 
population of 577,000. The City of 
Louisville has a population of 
369,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. WAVE, 
Inc., is licensed for the operation of 
Station WAVE -TV on Channel 5, 
and WHAS, Inc., is licensed for the 
operation of Station WHAS -TV on 
Channel 9. The above licensees 
have been directed to show cause 
in this proceeding why the licenses 
of WAVE -TV and WHAS -TV 
should not be modified to specify 
operation on Channels 3 and 11, 
respectively, in lieu of Channels 
5 and 9. 

(d) Answers to Orders to Show 
Cause. WHAS, Inc., stated that it 
agreed to the proposed modifica- 
tions of its license to specify 
operation of WHAS -TV on Channel 
11 in lieu of Channel 9. WHAS, 
Inc., pointed out that the assign- 
ment of Channel 11 in Louisville 
would be 227 miles from the co- 
channel assignment at Johnson 
City, Tennessee, and 241 miles 
from the co- channel assignment at 
St. Louis, Missouri, the closest co- 
channel assignments, and that ac- 
cordingly, the assignment of Chan- 
nel 11 in Louisville would meet the 
minimum separation requirement. 
WAVE, Inc., has not filed an objec- 
tion to the proposed modification 
of its license to specify operation 
on Channel 3 in lieu of Channel 5. 

(e) Counterproposals of Mid - 
America Broadcasting Corporation 
and Radio Kentucky, Inc. Mid - 
America Broadcasting Corporation, 
Louisville, Kentucky, filed a coun- 
terproposal requesting the addi- 
tional assignment of UHF Channel 
41 to Louisville "as well as all 
other additional channels which can 
be allocated." Radio Kentucky, Inc. 
filed a counterproposal requesting 
the additional assignment of UHF 
Channel 51 to Louisville." The 
counterproposals would make the 
following changes: 

City 

proposed the assignment of 5 chan- 
nels to Denver, the 26th ranking 
metropolitan area, and 5 channels 
to Indianapolis, the 28th metro- 
politan area. It was further urged 
that the assignment of Channel 41 
in Louisville would not require the 
deletion of channels from any other 
community and would meet the re- 
quired assignment separations. Ra- 
dio Kentucky, Inc. contended, in 
support of its request, that UHF 
Channel 51 can be assigned to 
Louisville without affecting any 
other assignments and would meet 
the minimum assignment separa- 
tions. No oppositions were filed to 
the counterproposals of Mid - 
America Broadcasting Corporation 
or Radio Kentucky, Inc. 

(g) Educational Reservation in 
Louisville. The Louisville Free 
Public Library, the Board of Edu- 
cation of Louisville, the Lutheran 
Baptist Theological Seminary, and 
Nazareth College supported the 
reservation of Channel 15 for non- 
commercial educational use in 
Louisville. Radio Kentucky, Inc. 
opposed the reservation of Chan- 
nel 15 in Louisville contending that 
educational institutions would be 
adequately served by commercial 
stations; that educational institu- 
tions would secure a maximum 
audience through the utilization of 
commercial television; that educa- 
tional institutions would best be 
served by participating in the regu- 
lar programming of commercial 
stations; and that educational in- 
stitutions in Louisville lacked the 
necessary finances to establish a 
non -commercial educational tele- 
vision station. In reply, the Louis- 
ville Public Library and the Board 
of Education of Louisville argued 
that television could become a real 
tool of instruction only if the sta- 
tions are owned and controlled by 
the educational institutions. It was 
also urged that since commercial 
interests could move more rapidly 
than educational institutions in 
making plans and securing neces- 
sary funds, the reservation of 
channels for non -commercial edu- 
cational use are necessary. 

Conclusions: Additional 
UHF Assignments 

464. We are of the view that the 
record supports the assignment of 
additional UHF assignments to 
Louisville. Since Channels 41 and 
51 can be assigned without affect- 
ing any other assignments and in 
conformity with minimum separa- 
tion requirements these channels 
are assigned to Louisville. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

465. We believe that the record 
supports the reservation of UHF 
Channel 15 for non -commercial 
educational use in Louisville. Ac- 

Third Notice Proposed Changes VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. Louisville, Kentucky 3,11 *15,21 

(f) Statements in Support of 
Counterproposals of Mid -America 
Broadcasting Corporation and Ra- 
dio Kentucky, Inc. It was urged 
by Mid -America Broadcasting Cor- 
poration that Louisville, which 
ranks 25th among the nation's 
metropolitan areas, has fewer pro- 
posed assignments than many 
lesser metropolitan areas. It was 
pointed out, for example, that the 
Commission in the Third Notice 

"Radio Kentucky, Inc., also opposed the reservation of Channel 15 in Louis- 
ville for non -commercial educational 
use. 
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3,11 15,21,41f,51í 

cordingly, we are finalizing the 
reservation of UHF Channel 15 in 
Louisville for non -commercial edu- 
cational use. 

Conclusions: Show Cause Orders 
466. Appropriate authorizations 

will be issued to WAVE, Inc., and 
WHAS, Inc., to specify operation 
of WAVE -TV and WHAS -TV on 
Channels 3 and 11, respectively. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

467. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

City VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

Louisville 3,11 *15,21,41,51 

COLDWATER, MICHIGAN 
468. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed no assignments for 
Coldwater, Michigan. 

(b) Census Data. Coldwater has 
a population of 9,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Twin 
Valley Broadcasters, Inc. A coun- 
terproposal has been filed by Twin 
Valley Broadcasters, Inc., Cold- 
water, Michigan, requesting the 
assignment of VHF Channel 10 to 
Coldwater, or that a UHF chan- 
nel be assigned to that community 
in the event that a VHF channel 
is not assigned. No other changes 
in channel assignments were sug- 
gested to accomplish this counter- 
proposal. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Twin Valley Broadcasters, Inc. 
Counterproposal. Twin Valley 
Broadcasters, Inc., submitted that 
under the assignments proposed in 
the Third Notice, Coldwater would 
receive only fringe area reception. 
It was pointed out that Coldwater 
presently supports an AM and FM 
station, and it was urged that a 
television channel, either VHF or 
UHF, should be assigned to this 
community. Channel 10 at Cold- 
water would be 168 miles from 
the co- channel assignment at Mil- 
waukee, Wisconsin, and 172 miles 
from the co- channel assignment at 
Columbus, Ohio. 

(e) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the Twin Val- 
ley Broadcasters, Inc. Counterpro- 
posal. The counterproposal of 
Twin Valley Broadcasters, Inc., 
insofar as it requests the assign- 
ment of Channel 10 in Coldwater, 
is mutually exclusive with the 
counterproposals of the following 
other parties: The Trebit Corpora- 
tion, Flint, Michigan; Michigan 
State College, East Lansing, Mich- 
igan; Logansport Broadcasting 
Corp., Logansport, Indiana; and 
Owensboro On The Air, Inc., 
Owensboro, Kentucky; WJR, The 
Goodwill Station, Inc., Detroit, 
Michigan; William H. Block Com- 
pany, Indianapolis, Indiana; L. B. 
Wilson, Inc., Cincinnati, Ohio; and 
Quad City Broadcasting Corp., 
Moline, Illinois. In addition, op- 
positions were filed by the follow- 
ing parties: Michigan State Col- 
lege; Dispatch Printing Company, 
Inc., Columbus, Ohio; The Trebit 
Corporation; WJR, The Goodwill 
Station, Inc., and Logansport 
Broadcasting Corp.; and Owens- 
boro On The Air, Inc. 

Conclusions 
469. We are of the view that the 

record supports the assignment of 
a television channel in Coldwater, 
Michigan. However, the assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 10 in that 
community would result in a devia- 
tion from the 170 mile minimum 
assignment separation for co- 
channel stations in this zone. The 
Twin Valley Broadcasters, Inc. 
counterproposal is therefore denied 
insofar as it requests the assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 10 to Cold- 
water. However, UHF Channel 24 
which meets the required mileage 
separations will be assigned to 
Coldwater. 

Final Assignment 
470. The following assignment is 

adopted: 
City VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Coldwater, 

Michigan .. 24 
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FLINT, MICHIGAN 
471. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
assignment of four channels to 
Flint, Michigan: VHF Channel 12 
and UHF Channels 16, 22 and 28, 
with Channel 22 reserved for non- 
commercial educational use. 

(b) Census Data. The Flint 
standard metropolitan area has a 
population of 271,000 and the City 
of Flint has a population of 
163,000. 

(c) Educational Reservation in 
Flint. The JCET and School Dis- 
trict of Flint filed statements sup- 
porting the reservation of UHF 
Channel 22 in Flint for non -com- 
mercial educational use. The 
School District stated that funds 
were available and that it was pre- 
pared to proceed with its plans 
for the construction of a station if 
the reservation of a channel in 
Flint is finalized. No oppositions 
to the reservation of Channel 22 
in Flint were filed. 

(d) Counterproposal of the Tre- 
bit Corporation. The Trebit Corpo- 
ration, Flint, Michigan, filed a 
counterproposal requesting the as- 
signment of VHF Channel 10 in 
Flint to be accomplished by delet- 
ing Channel 10 from London, On- 
tario, in Canada, and by substitu- 
ting UHF Channels 43 and 65 in 
London, as follows: 

City 

Flint, Michigan 
London, Ontario 

at Windsor, Ontario, and Channel 
43 at London would be 163 miles 
from the co- channel assignment at 
Butler, Pennsylvania. The counter- 
proposal of The Trebit Corporation 
is denied for the reasons set forth 
above in the discussion of the 
Canadian- United States assign- 
ments. 
Final Assignments and Reservation 

474. The final assignments and 
reservation are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Flint, Michigan 12 16,*22,28 

LANSING AND EAST LAN- 
SING, MICHIGAN 

475. (a) Proposed Assignments. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the assignments of 
two channels to Lansing, Michigan: 
VHF Channel 6 and UHF Channel 
54. One channel was proposed for 
East Lansing, Michigan, UHF 
Channel 60. 

(b) Census Data. The Lansing 
standard metropolitan area has a 
population of 173,000 and the city 
has a population of 92,000. East 
Lansing, which lies within 15 miles 
of Lansing, has a population of 
20,000. 

(c) Existing Station. One sta- 
tion is presently operating in Lan- 
sing. WJIM, Inc. is licensed for 
the operation of Station WJIM- 
TV. 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
12 16,4.22,28 
10 18 

(e) Statement in Support of The 
Trebit Corporation Counterpropos- 
al The Trebit Corporation urged 
that an additional VHF Channel 
was required to provide adequate 
service to Flint, and that UHF 
service in that area would be dif- 
ficult to establish. It was urged 
that, on the other hand, UHF 
would be adequate to provide serv- 
ice for the London, Ontario area, 
and that non -intermixture of VHF 
and UHF would be to the best in- 
terest of that community. The as- 
signment of Channel 10 at Flint 
would be 61 miles from the adjac- 
ent channel assignment of Channel 
9 at Windsor, Ontario. Channel 43 
proposed by the Trebit Corporation 
for London would be 163 miles 
from the co- channel assignment at 
Butler, Pennsylvania. 

(f) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to The Trebit Cor- 
poration Counterproposal. The Tre- 
bit Corporation counterproposal 
conflicts with the following other 
counterproposals: WJR, The Good- 
will Station, Inc., Detroit, Mich- 
igan; Michigan State College; East 
Lansing, Michigan; and Booth Ra- 
dio and Television Stations, Inc., 
Detroit, Michigan. Oppositions to 
The Trebit Corporation counter- 
proposal were filed by Michigan 
State College and WJR, The Good- 
will Station, Inc. 

Conclusions: The Educational 
Reservation 

472. In view of the foregoing, 
the reservation of UHF Channel 22 
in Flint, Michigan for non -com- 
mercial educational use is finalized. 
Conclusions: Request for Addition- 

al VHF Channel 
473. The Trebit Corporation 

would assign VHF Channel 10 to 
Flint by deleting this assignment 
from London, Ontario and substi- 
tuting therefore UHF Channels 43 
and 65: Channel 10 at Flint would 
be 61 miles from the adjacent 
channel assignment of Channel 9 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
10,112 16, *22,28 

t 18,43t,65t 

(d) Counterproposal of Michigan 
State College. A counterproposal 
has been filed by Michigan State 
College requesting the assignment 
of VHF Channel 10 to East Lan- 
sing. No other changes in the 
assignments proposed in the Third 
Notice were requested. 

Statement in Support of 
Michigan State Counterproposal. 
The assignment of Channel 10 at 
East Lansing would be 164 miles 
from the assignment of this chan- 
nel in London, Ontario, in Canada. 
However, in support of its counter- 
proposal, Michigan State College 
urged that the operation of Chan- 
nel 10 at East Lansing would 
cause no objectionable interference 
within the Grade A or B service 
areas of any co- channel stations 
since it contemplated that maxi- 
mum effective radiated powers of 
110 kw at 500 feet above average 
terrain would be employed. 

(f) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the Michigan 
State Counterproposal. The Mich- 
igan State College counterproposal 
conflicts with the counterproposals 
of the following parties: Logans- 
port Broadcasting Corp., Logans- 
port, Indiana; and Owensboro 
On The Air, Inc., Owensboro, 
Kentucky: Twin Valley Broad- 
casters, Inc., Coldwater, Michigan; 
The Trebit Corporation, Flint, 
Michigan; WJR, The Goodwill Sta- 
tion, Inc., Detroit, Michigan; and 
Quad -City Broadcasting Corp., Mil- 
ling, Illinois. 

"°On May 7. 1951, Michigan State 
College filed a comment in this pro- 
ceeding urging the assignment of VHF 
Channel 10 to East Lansing, Michigan, 
for non -commercial educational pur- 
poses. However, on September 8, 1951, 
Michigan State petitioned the Commis- 
sion for leave to amend its prior pro- 
posal to request that Channel 10 be as- 
signed to East Lansing as a commer- 
cial channel. This petition was granted 
by the Commission on September 12, 
1951. 
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Conclusions 
476. The counterproposal of 

Michigan State College would re- 
sult in a co- channel spacing of 
only 164 miles between East Lan- 
sing and London, Ontario. Michi- 
gan State recognizes that this 
separation is in violation of the 
minimum mileage separation re- 
quirements. It requests, however, 
that an assignment be permitted 
at reduced power. We have con- 
sidered the question whether low 
power assignments should be per- 
mitted in cases such as this. We 
see no reason to deviate in this 
instance from our decision that 
such assignments will not be per- 
mitted. We must therefore deny 
the Michigan State counterpro- 
posal. Moreover, the Michigan 
State proposal must also be re- 
jected for reasons set forth above 
in the discussion of Canadian - 
United States assignments. 

Final Assignments 
47'7. In view of the foregoing, 

the following assignments are 
adopted: 

City VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

Lansing, Mich. 6 54 
East Lansing, 

60 Mich. 

DETROIT, MICHIGAN 
478. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the assignment of six channels to 
Detroit, Michigan: VHF Channels 
2, 4. and 7 and UHF Channels 50, 
56, and 62, with Channel 56 re- 
served for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. 

(b) Census Data. The Detroit 
standard metropolitan area has a 
population of 3,016,000 and the 
City of Detroit has a population 
of 1,860,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. Three sta- 
tions are presently in operation in 
Detroit. Fort Industry Company is 
licensed for the operation of Sta- 
tion WJBK -TV on Channel 2; 
Evening News Association is li- 
censed for the operation of Station 
WWJ -TV on Channel 4; and 
WXYZ, Inc., is licensed for the 
operation of Station WXYZ -TV on 
Channel '7. 

(d) Counterproposal of the 
Board of Education of the City of 
Detroit. The Board of Education 
of the City of Detroit filed a coun- 
terproposal requesting the assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 11 to Detroit 
to be reserved for non -commercial 
educational use. Wayne University, 
Detroit, Michigan, joined in this 
counterproposal. This would be ac- 
complished by deleting VHF Chan- 
nel 11 from Toledo, Ohio, and shift- 
ing VHF Channel 12 from Flint, 
Michigan, to Bay City -Saginaw, 
Michigan, as follows:" 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
2,4,7 50, *56,62 
11,13 

12 16,*22,28 
63 

51.57 

City 
Detroit, Michigan 
Toledo Ohio 
Flint, Michigan 
Bay City, Michigan 
Saginaw, Michigan 
Bay City-Saginaw, 

Michigan 
(e) Statement in Support of 

Board of Education Counterpro- 
posal. The Board of Education of 
the City of Detroit pointed out that 
three television stations were pres- 
ently in operation in Detroit, and 
that none of the half million sets in 
use in the Detroit area can receive 

UHF transmissions. It was urged 
that since most network programs 
are generally available to Detroit 
viewers, it is unlikely that the ex- 
isting receivers will be converted to 
receive UHF, and that consequent- 
ly, any UHF audience in the De- 
troit area will be a limited one. The 
Board contended that since only 
one station is presently in opera- 
tion in Toledo, existing VHF sets 
would be converted at a faster rate 
in comparison with Detroit. It was 
noted that the Detroit metropolitan 
area had a population of 2,973,000 
as compared to 393,000 for the 
Toledo metropolitan area. With 
respect to the removal of Channel 
12 from Flint to Bay City- Saginaw 
it was submitted that such assign- 
ment would afford a first VHF 
channel to the Bay City- Saginaw 
area, with a population of 241,000. 
The population of the Flint metro- 
politan area was listed as 270,000. 
Mercy College, Detroit Michigan, 
and the JCET supported the Board 
of Education's counterproposal. No 
substitutions are suggested for 
Toledo or Flint to replace the VHF 
channels to be deleted. 

(f) As noted above, in the Third 
Notice, UHF Channel 56 was re- 
served in Detroit for non- commer- 
cial educational use. The Board of 
Education of the City of Detroit 
stated that if its request for VHF 
Channel 11 in Detroit is denied, it 
desired that Channel 56 be reserved 
in Detroit for non -commercial edu- 
cational use. No oppositions to the 
reservations of UHF Channel 56 
were filed. 

(g) Oppositions to the Board of 
Education Counterproposal. The 
following parties filed oppositions 
to the counterproposal of the Board 
of Education of the City of Detroit: 
Adrian Broadcasting Company in 
opposition to the proposal to shift 
Channel 11 from Toledo to Detroit 
and Channel 12 from Flint to Bay 
City- Saginaw; Booth Radio and 
Television Stations, Inc., in op- 
position to the proposal to shift 
Channel 12 from Flint to Bay City- 
Saginaw ; Crosley Broadcasting 
Corporation, in opposition to the 
proposal to shift Channel 11 from 
Toledo to Detroit; Community 
Broadcasting Company, in opposi- 
tion to the proposal to shift Chan- 
nel 11 from Toledo to Detroit; 
Maumee Valley Broadcasting Com- 
pany, in opposition to the proposal 
to shift Channel 11 from Toledo to 
Detroit and Channel 12 from Flint 
to Bay City -Saginaw; and The Tre- 
bit Corporation, in opposition to 
the proposal to shift Channel 11 
from Toledo to Detroit and Chan- 
nel 12 from Flint to Bay City - 
Saginaw. 

(h) Counterproposal of Booth 

"The Bay City Public Schools filed 
a counterproposal requesting the as- 
signment of VHF Channel 12 to Bay 
City- Saginaw to be reserved for non- 
commercial educational use. 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
UHF Chan- 

nel No. 
2,4,7,*11t 

t,13 t 

121' 

50,56,62 
*30 

16,*22,28 
63 

51,57 

Radio and Television Stations, Inc. 
Booth Radio and Television Sta- 
tions, Inc., requested the additional 
assignments of VHF Channels 6 
and 9 to Detroit. Channel 9 would 
be assigned to Detroit by substitut- 
ing UHF Channel 50 in Windsor, 
Ontario, for VHF Channel 9. Chan- 
nel 6 would be assigned to Detroit 
by substituting Channel 5 in Lan- 
sing, Michigan, for Channel 6; 
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s bstituting Channel 11 in Alpena, 
ichigan. for Channel 9; substitu- 

ti g Channel 8 -in Iron Mountain, 
chigan, for Channel 9, and sub- 

s. tilting Channel 9 in Traverse 
C ty, Michigan, for Channel 5. Sta- 
ti n WJIM -TV is presently operat- 
in on Channel 6 in Lansing, Michi - 

n. The Booth Radio and Televi- 
si.ii Stations, Inc., counterproposal 
w uld make the following chances 
in the assignments proposed in the 

'rd Notice: 

filed by Picture Waves, Inc., 
Columbus, Ohio; WJIM, Inc., Lan- 
sing, Michigan; Indiana Technical 
College, Fort Wayne, Indiana; Na- 
tional Broadcasting Company, Inc., 
Chicago, Illinois;1pó and Trebit Cor- 
poration, Flint, Michigan. The 
Booth counterproposal is also 
mutually exclusive with the coun- 
terproposal of Music Broadcasting 
Company, Grand Rapids, Michigan, 
and Bay Broadcasting Company, 
Bay City, Michigan. 

City Third Notice 

De rant, Mich. 
W dsor, Ontario 
L. sing, Mich. 
Iroh Mountain, Mich. 

VHF Chan- 
nel No. 

2,4,7 
9 
6 
9 

AI ens, Mich. 9 
Tr verse City, Mich. 5 

i) Statement in Support of 
Bo th Radio and Television Sta- 
tio s, Inc. Booth Radio and Tele- 
vis on Stations, Inc., urged that the 
a gnment of VHF Channels 6 and 
9 t Detroit would afford Grade A 
an. B service to a substantial pop - 
ula ion and area. It was contended 
tha such assignments are needed 
sin e Detroit is the fastest growing 
me ropolitan area among the five 
lar; est cities in the nation; and 
tha additional television facilities 
are required for the large foreign 
spe king population in the Detroit 
are 

( ) Channel 6 at Detroit would 
be 63 miles from the co- channel 
assis ment at Columbus, Ohio. 
Cha nel 5 at Lansing, as proposed 
by Booth, would place Station 
WJ M -TV 1'70 miles from existing 
Sta.'on WNBQ operating on Chan- 
nel . in Chicago. 

( ,) Conflicting Counterproposal 
and I ppositions to the Booth Radio 
and elevision Stations, Inc. Coun- 
terp oposal. Oppositions to the 
Boo counterproposal have been 

UHF Chan- 
nel No. 

"Booth Radio and Television Sta- 
tions: Inc., filed a Motion to Strike 
testimony filed on behalf of National 
Broadcasting Company, Inc. In its 
sworn statement opposing the Booth 
counterproposal filed with the Com- 
mission on September 19, 1951, NBC 
had oted that its Station WNBQ is 
licen d to operate on Channel 5 in 
Chico o. NBC stated that it, there- 
fore, opposed the Booth counterpro- 
posal which would require moving 
WJI -TV in Lansing, Michigan, from 
its p sent operation on Channel 6 to 
Chan el 5. NBC urged that the opera- 
tion f Channel 5 in Lansing would 
cause interference to Channel 5 in 
Chicago, and that such counterpro- 
posal Violates the minimum co- channel 
assignment spacings. 

Booth moved to strike this opposi- 
tion, contending that NBC did not file 
an opposition to the May 7, 1951, Com- 
ment of Booth advancing the counter- 
proposal and that, therefore, under the 
terms of the Order of Hearing Proce- 
dure, issued in this proceeding, NBC 
is precluded from now offering such 
an opposition. In the alternative, 
Booth has filed a rebuttal to the NBC 
statement. 

On October 22, 1951, NBC filed an 
opposi lion to the Motion to Strike of 
Booth,' noting that NBC had filed Com- 
ments on May 7, 1951, supporting the 
Commission's proposed assignments 
listed in the Third Notice. Further, 
NBC argued that since this was in 
conflict with the counter -proposal of 
Booth, it was not necessary to file an 
opposi on to insure the right to cross - 
exami e Booth. 

Para raph 6 of the Order of Hear- 
ing Pr cedure, issued on July 25, 1951, 
In th] proceeding states that . 

" partie whose comment tiled in these 
procee ings on May 7, 1951, were by 
their t rms in conflict with other cotn- 
ments, will be entitled to file sworn 
statem nts or exhibits in accordance 
with 4ubparagraph 5c above, even 
though specific oppositions directed to 
such other comments have not been 
filed." I 

In view of the foregoing the Motion 
to Strike is DENIED. However. the rebuttal of Booth is accepted and has 
been considered by the Commission In 
the pro eeding. 
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Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
50, *56 62 

32,3f 
2,4,6t,7,91 

t 

t,*56,62 
32,38,50t 

54 St 54 
27 St 27 
30 lit 30 

20,26 9t 20,*26 

(1) Counterproposal of WJR, 
The Goodwill Station, Inc. A coun- 
terproposal has been filed by The 
Goodwill Station, Inc., requesting 
the additional assignments of VHF 
Channel 6 and UHF Channel 22 to 
Detroit. In order to assign Channel 
6 to Detroit, Channel 10 would be 
substituted in Lansing, Michigan, 
for Channel 6. WJIM -TV is pre- 
sently operating in Lansing on 
Channel 6. In order to assign Chan- 
nel 22 to Detroit, Channel 18 would 
be substituted in East Lansing, 
Michigan for Channel 60, Channel 
46 substituted in Flint, Michigan, 
for Channel 22, Channel 60 sub- 
stituted in Ludington, Michigan, 
for Channel 18, and Channel 37 
substituted in Cadillac, Michigan 
for Channel 45. The WJR counter- 
proposal would make the following 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice: 

City 

Canada. Channel 6 at Detroit, as 
proposed by WJR, would be 163 
miles from the co- channel assign- 
ment at Columbus, Ohio, Channel 
10 at Lansing, as proposed by WJR 
would be 169 miles from the co- 
channel assignment at London, 
Ontario, and 171 miles from the 
co- channel assignment at Mil- 
waukee, Wisconsin.'°' 

(o) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the Counter- 
proposal of WJR, The Goodwill 
Station, Inc. Oppositions and con- 
flicting proposals were filed by the 
following parties: Music Broad- 
casting Company, Grand Rapids, 
Michigan; Michigan State College, 
East Lansing, Michigan; The Tre- 
bit Corporation, Flint, Michigan; 
WJIM, Inc., Lansing, Michigan; 
Picture Waves, Inc., Columbus, 
Ohio; Quad -City Broadcasting 
Company, Moline, Illinois; Logans- 
port Broadcasting Corp., Logans- 
port, Indiana, and Owensboro On 
The Air, Inc., Owensboro, Ken- 
tucky; Twin Valley Broadcasting 
Company, Coldwater, Michigan; 
and Saginaw Broadcasting Co., 
Saginaw, Michigan. 
Conclusions: The Educational Re- 

servation in Detroit 
479. The Board of Education of 

the City of Detroit has requested 
the assignment of VHF Cannel 
11 to be reserved in Detroit for 
non -commercial educational use. 
However, in order to accomplish 
this assignment, VHF Channel 11 
must be deleted from Toledo, and 
VHF Channel 12 shifted from 
Flint to Bay City -Saginaw. We do 
not believe that these proposed 
changes are warranted in order 
to provide a fourth VHF channel 

Third Notice Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
Detroit, Mich. 
Lansing, Mich 
East Lansing, Mich. 
Flint, Mich. 
Lubington, Mich. 
Cadillac, Mich. 

(m) Statement in Support of 
WJR, The Goodwill Station, Inc. 
Counterproposal. WJR, The Good- 
will Station, Inc., urged that the 
Commission's proposal assigning 
three VHF channels and three 
UHF channels to Detroit, the fifth 
largest metropolitan area in the 
United States, violates Section 
307úb) of the Communications Act. 
It was contended that Detroit 
would receive no more channels 
than would be received by metro- 
politan areas which are smaller 
than Detroit; and that in some in- 
stances, Detroit would receive few- 
er channels than several smaller 
metropolitan areas. It was also 
urged that the Commission's as- 
signments in Detroit are unlawful 
since under the currently effective 
assignment Table, 4 VHF chan- 
nels are assigned to Detroit, and 
the Commission's proposal in the 
Third Notice assigning only 3 
VHF channels was made after a 
consolidated hearing on the com- 
peting applications of WJR and 
the United Detroit Theatres Cor- 
poration for the one remaining 
unassigned VHF channel in Det- 
roit. 

(n) Channel 18 at East Lan- 
sing, as proposed by WJR, The 
Goodwill Station, Inc., would be 
164 miles from the co- channel as- 
signment at London, Ontario. In 
addition, Channel 46 in Flint, as 
suggested by WJR, would be 61 
miles from the assignment of 
Channel 32 at Windsor, Ontario, 
Final TV Report 

2,4,7 
6 

12 

UHF Chan- VHF Cnan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. 

50, *56,62 2,4,6t,7 221,50, *áü,62 
54 10t 54 
60 1t 

I6, 22,28 12 16,28á+46t 
18 601 
45 371 

to Detroit. Toledo is a metropolitan 
area with a population of 396,000 
and has a city population of 304,- 
000. Flint has a metropolitan area 
population of 271,000 and a city 
population of 163,000. Under the 
Third Notice two VHF and one 
UHF channels were proposed for 
Toledo, with the UHF channel re- 
served for non -commercial educa- 
tional use, and one VHF and three 

*"On February 27, 1952, WJR, The 
Goodwill Station, Inc., filed a petition 
for leave to file a late supplemental 
sworn statement for the purpose of 
submitting newly discovered evidence." 
It was noted that in its comments and 
prior sworn statement filed in this 
proceeding, JR had contended that 
a transmitter site could be found In 
Detroit that would provide a 170 -mile 
transmitter - to - transmitter separation 
between Detroit and Columbus, Ohio, 
so as to permit the operation of 
Channel 6 in both cities. In its peti- 
tion WJR asserts that it "has only re- 
cently located (such] a site," and 
therefore requests leave to file a sup- 
plemental statement concerning the 
details of this site. Oppositions to the 
WJR petition have been filed by the 
Twin Valley Broadcasters, Inc., Cold- 
water, Michigan; Picture Waves, Inc., 
Columbus, Ohio; Michigan State Col- 
lege, East Lansing. Michigan; Bay 
Broadcasting Company, Bay City, 
Michigan; Saginaw Broadcasting Com - 
pany, Saginaw Michigan, and WJIM, 
Inc., Lansing, Michigan. The time for 
filing sworn statements by WJR, as 
specified in the Order of Hearing Pro- 
cedure issued in this proceeding, has 
expired. Furthermore, we are of the 
view that evidence concerning spe- 
cific transmitter sites is irrelevant and 
immaterial in this proceeding for the 
purposes offered by WJR. Accord - 
ingly. the petition of WJR, The Good- 
will Station, Inc., is DENIED. 

UHF channels for Flint, with one 
of the UHF channels reserved for 
non -commercial educational use, 
The Board of Education counter- 
proposal would, deprive Flint of 
its only VHF channel and would 
leave Toledo with only one VHF 
assignment. In view of the fore- 
going, the counterproposal of the 
Board of Education of the City of 
Detroit is denied. However, the 
reservation of UHF Channel 56 in 
Detroit for non -commercial educa- 
tional use is finalized. 

Conclusions: Additional Assign- 
ment of UHF Channel 22 

480. In order to assign UHF 
Channel 22 to Detroit, WJR, The 
Goodwill Station, Inc., suggested, 
among other changes, that UHF 
Channel 18 be assigned to East 
Lansing at a distance of 164 miles 
from the co- channel assignment at 
London, Ontario. In addition, Chan- 
nel 46 at Flint would be 60 miles 
from the assignment of Channel 
32 at Windsor, Ontario. The re- 
quest to assign Channel 22 to De- 
troit must be denied for the rea- 
sons set forth above in the discus- 
sion of United States -Canadian as- 
signments. 
Conclusions: Additional VHF As- 

signments 
481. Booth Radio and Television 

Stations, Inc., requested the as- 
signment of VHF Channel 9 in 
Detroit to be accomplished by 
shifting this channel from Wind- 
sor, Ontario, and substituting a 
UHF channel in the Canadian city. 
The Booth request for Channel 9 
must be denied for the reasons set 
forth above in the discussion of 
United States -Canadian assign- 
ments. 

482. With respect to VHF Chan- 
nel 6, this channel at Detroit 
would be only 163 miles from the 
co- channel assignment at Colum- 
bus, Ohio, where Station WTVN 
is operating. The assignment of 
Channel 6 to Detroit would there- 
fore be in violation of the mini- 
mum separation requirements 
adopted herein and for this reason 
the WJR request must be denied. 
In addition, the assignment of 
Channel 10 at Lansing as sug- 
gested by WJR. The Goodwill Sta- 
tion, Inc., in order to assign Chan -' 
nel 6 to Detroit, would be 170 
miles from the co- channel assign- 
ment at London, Ontario. The 
WJR request must be denied for 
the reasons stated in the discus- 
sion of United States- Canadian as- 
signments. Booth Radio and Tele- 
vision Stations, Inc., counterpro- 
posal conflicts with the counter- 
proposal of Bay Broadcasting Com- 
pany which requested the assign- 
ment of Channel 5 to Bay City, 
Michigan, since Channel 5 can not 
be employed in both Lansing and 
Bay City. We believe that the 
Bay Broadcasting Company coun- 
terproposal which would assign a 
first VHF channel to Bay City, a 
city with a population of 53,000, 
is more meritorious than a coun- 
terproposal seeking a fourth VHF 
channel for Detroit. In view of 
the foregoing, the counter- propos- 
als of Booth Radio and Television 
Stations, Inc., and WJR, The 
Goodwill Station, Inc., requesting 
the assignment of VHF Channels 
6 and 9 to Detroit are denied. 

483. The television assignments 
adopted in 1945 assigned four VHF 
channels to Detroit, and three of 
these channels are presently in 
use. A comparative hearing was 
held for the remaining unassigned 
channel. We cannot agree that the 
denial of the above counterpropos- 
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als seeking additional VHF chan- 
nels for Detroit is contrary to law 
as urged by WJR, The Goodwill 
Station, Inc., because the reduction 
in the number of VHF assign- 
ments in Detroit from four to 
three was made after this com- 
parative hearing was commenced. 

We believe the opinion of the 
Commission, FCC 51 -1216, issued 
on December 12, 1951 in connection 
with the requests for oral hearing 
of Daily News Television Co., et 
al makes clear that the Commis- 
sion, in a proceeding such as this, 
may change the assignment of 
VHF channels to Detroit under 
the circumstances presented. 

484. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

City VHF UHF 
Channel No. Channel No. 

Detroit 2,4,7 50, *56,62 

GRAND RAPIDS, MICHIGAN 
485. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the assignment of 
three channels to Grand Rapids, 
Michigan: VHF Channel 8 and 
UHF Channels 17 and 23, with 
Channel 17 reserved for non- 
commercial educational use. 

(b) Census Data. The Grand 
Rapids standard metropolitan area 
has a population of 288,000 and the 
City of Grand Rapids has a popu- 
lation of 177,000. 

(c) Existing Station. Grandwood 
Broadcasting Company is licensed 
to operate Station WOOD -TV in 
Grand Rapids on Channel 7." 
The licensee has been directed to 
show cause why the license of the 
existing station in Grand Rapids 
should not be modified to specify 
operation on Channel 8 in lieu of 
Channel '7. 

(d) Answer to Order to Show 
Cause. No opposition to the pro- 
posed modification of the license 
of Station WOOD -TV to specify 
operation on Channel 8 in lied of 
Channel '7 has been filed. 

(e) Educational Reservation in 
Grand Rapids. The Board of Edu- 
cation of the Grand Rapids Public 
Schools filed a statement support- 
ing the reservation of UHF Chan- 
nel 17 in Grand Rapids for non- 
commercial educational use. The 
Board of Education stated that 
while it had no actual experience 
in educational television, it was 
prepared to undertake the estab- 
lishment of an educational tele- 
vision station in Grand Rapids as 
soon as television service in the 
UHF is available. No oppositions 
to the reservation were filed. 

(f) Counterproposal of Music 
Broadcasting Company. Music 
Broadcasting Company, Grand 
Rapids, Michigan, requested the 
additional assignment of VHF 
Channel 6 in Grand Rapids. In 
order to accomplish this assign- 
ment, the following changes would 
be made: 

City 

Grand Rapids, Mich. 
Lansing, Mich. 
Traverse City, Mich. 
Green Bay, Wis. 
Clintonville, Shawano, New 

London, or Waupaca, Wis. 

casting Company counterproposal 
would require the shifting of this 
station to Channel 5. 

(g) Statement in Support of 
Music Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. Music Broadcast- 
ing Company urged that the as- 
signments proposed for Grand 
Rapids are inadequate to meet the 
needs of that community., Music 
Broadcasting Company pointed out 
that Grand Rapids is the second 
largest city in Michigan and con- 
tended that the importance of that 
city is evidenced by schools, 
churches, manufacturing plants, 
amount of retail sales, the number 
of wholesale establishments and 
banking%institutions, etc., and that 
such data supports the need for an 
additional VHF assignment in that 
community. It was further urged 
that there is need for the imme- 
diate establishment of additional 
television facilities in Grand 
Rapids for the reason that there 
are at the present time 114,557 
television receivers in the Grand 
Rapids -Kalamazoo area despite the 
fact that there is only one local 
station in that area. It was further 
contended by Music Broadcasting 
Company that the assignment of 
Channel 6 could be made in Grand 
Rapids and could also be assigned 
to any one of four Wisconsin com- 
munities. 

(h) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the Music 
Broadcasting Company Counter- 
proposal. The counterproposal of 
Music Broadcasting Company is in 
conflict with the counterproposals 
of the following other parties: 
Indiana Technical College, Fort 
Wayne, Ind.; Bay City Broadcast- 
ing Company, Bay City, Michigan; 
Delta Broadcasting Company, Es- 
canaba, Michigan; Green Bay 
Newspaper Company, Green Bay 
Wisconsin; WJR, The Goodwill 
Station, Inc., Detroit, Michigan; 
Booth Radio and Television Sta- 
tions, Inc., Detroit, Michigan; Mil- 
waukee Broadcasting Company, 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin; Hearst Ra- 
dio, Inc., Milwaukee, Wisconsin; 
Quad -City Broadcasting Corpora- 
tion, .Moline, Illinois. In addition 
oppositions to the Music Broad- 
casting Company counterproposal 
were filed by WJIM, Inc., Lansing, 
Michigan; Scripps- Howard Radio, 
Inc., Cleveland, Ohio, and National 
Broadcasting Company, Inc., Chi- 
cago, Illinois. 

Conclusions: Show Cause Order 
486. In view of the foregoing, an 

appropriate authorization will be 
issued to Grandwood Broadcasting 
Company to specify operation of 
Station WOOD -TV on Channel 8. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

487. In view of the foregoing, 
the reservation of Channel 17 in 
Grand Rapids for non -commercial 
educational use is finalized. 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
8 *17,23 
6 54 
5 20,*26 
6 

Station WJIM -TV is presently 
operating in Lansing, Michigan, on 
Channel 6, and the Music Broad- 

"On September 19, 1951, the Corn- 
mission approved the transfer of this 
station from Leonard A. Versluis to 
the present licensee. The call letters 
of this station were formerly WLAV- 
TV. 
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Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
64,8 - *V7,23 
54 54 
'H 20,*26 
24 

6t 

Conclusions: Request for 
Additional VHF Assignment 

488. We believe that the record 
does not support the assignment of 
VHF Channel 6 to Grand Rapids. 
As noted above, the Music Broad- 
casting Company counterproposal 
conflicts with the counterproposal 
of Bay Broadcasting Company re- 
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questing the assignment of VHF 
Channel 5 to Bay City, Michigan. 
These counterproposals are mutual- 
ly exclusive since Music Broadcast- 
ing Company would assign Chan- 
nel 5 to Lansing and Bay Broad- 
casting Company would assign 
Channel 5 to Bay City at a distance 
of only 69 miles. We are of the 
view that the counterproposal of 
Bay Broadcasting Company seek- 
ing a first VHF assignment for 
Bay City is more meritorious than 
that of Music Broadbasting Com- 
pany seeking a second VHF as- 
signment for Grand Rapids. Bay 
City has a population of 53,000 and 
is one of the nation's 168 metro- 
politan areas with a population of 
88,000. Furthermore, the Music 
Broadcasting Company counter- 
proposal also conflicts with the 
counterproposal of Green Bay 
Newspaper Company which re- 
quests the assignment of VHF 
Channel 2 to Green Bay, Wisconsin. 
The Music counterproposal would 
assign Channel 2 to Green Bay 
but would delete Channel 6 pro- 
posed in the Third Notice. Green 
Bay is a city with a population of 
53,000 and has a metropolitan area 
population of 98,000. In light of 
the above, a denial of the Music 
Broadcasting Company ° counter- 
proposal would permit the assign- 
ment of a first VHF channel to 
Bay City and a second VHF chan- 
nel to Green Bay. In view of the 
foregoing, the Music Broadcasting 
Company counterproposal is denied. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

489. The following assignments 

City 

Bay City, Mich. 
Traverse City, Mich. 

12 were assigned to Bay City, a 
working agreement with education- 
al institutions in the adjoining 
Saginaw County would be effected 
in utilizing this frequency for 
educational television. The Board 
noted that Central Michigan Col- 
lege was interested in educational 
television. The Board stated that 
considerable progress in relation to 
the joint sponsorship and financing 
of the construction and operation 
of an educational station is being 
made and represented that should 
Channel 12 be reserved in Bay 
City it would be utilized within a 
reasonable period of time. As an 
alternative, the Board of Educa- 
tion requested that a UHF chan- 
nel be reserved in Bay City for 
non -commercial educational use. 

(e) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the Board of 
Education Counterproposal. Con- 
flicting counterproposals or opposi- 
tions to the Board of Education 
counterproposal were filed by 
Booth Radio and Television Sta- 
tions, Inc., The Trebit Corpora- 
tion, and Adrian Broadcasting 
Company. The oppositions point 
out that the population of the 
Flint area exceeds that of Bay 
City and Saginaw combined. 

(f) Counterproposal of Bay 
Broadcasting Company. Bay Broad- 
casting Company requested the as- 
signment of VHF Channel 5 to 
Bay City. This assignment would 
be accomplished by substituting 
Channel 7 in Traverse City, Mich- 
igan for Channel 5, as follows: 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
63 

5 20, *26 

and reservation are adopted: 
City VHF Chan- .UHF Chan- 

nel No. nei No. 
Traverse City 

Mich. 8 *17,23 

BAY CITY, MICHIGAN 
490. (a) Proposed Assignment. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the assignment of 
one channel, UHF Channel 63 to 
Bay City, Michigan. 

(b) Census Data. The Bay City 
standard metropolitan area has a 
population of 88,000 and the city 
has a population of 53,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of the 
Board of Education of Bay City. 
The Beard of Education in Bay 
City requested the assignment of 
VHF Channel 12 to Bay City for 
non -commercial educational use to 
be accomplished by deleting this 
channel from Flint, Michigan, as 
follows: 

City 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
st 63 
It 20,*26 

(g) Statement in Support of 
Bay Broadcasting Company Coun- 
terproposal. Bay Broadcasting 
Company urged that a substantial 
portion of the north central area 
of lower Michigan would receive 
its first VHF Grade A and Grade 
B service from the operation of 
Channel 5 in Bay City. It was 
pointed out that Bay City, with a 
population of over 50,000 ranks 
8th in the State of Michigan but 
is assigned only one UHF channel 
in the Third Notice. It was further 
contended that nine cities in Mich- 
igan with lesser populations than 
Bay City are assigned two or more 
channels, and that twenty -five 
cities with less than one -half the 
population of Bay City are as- 
signed an equal or greater number 
of channels than Bay City. 

(h) Conflicting Counterpropos- 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
Bay City, Mich. 
Flint, Mich. 12 

As an alternative the Board of 
Education requested that a UHF 
channel be reserved in Bay City 
for non-commercial educational 
use. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Board of Education Counterpro- 
posal. The Board of Education of 
Bay City asserted that if Channel 

"Although Music Broadcasting Com- 
pany suggested that under its counter- 
proposal Channel 6 could be added to 
Clintonville, Shawano, New London or 
Waupaca, Wisconsin, no counterpror 
posais requesting assignments for these 
communities were filed in this pro- 
ceeding. The population of these com- 
munities is as' follows: Clintonville - 
5,000; Shawano -6.000: New London - 
5,000; and Waupaca- 4;000. 

Proposed Changes 
UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. 
63 63 

16,22,28 * t 16,22,28 

als and Oppositions to the Bay 
Broadcasting. Company Counter- 
proposal. The counterproposal of 
Bay Broadcasting Company is in 
conflict with that of Booth Radio 
and Television Stations, Inc., De- 
troit, Michigan; and Music Broad- 
casting Company, Grand Rapids, 
Michigan. Oppositions to the coun- 
terproposal of Bay Broadcasting 
Company have been filed by the 
above two parties and by Scripps - 
Howard Radio, Inc., Cleveland, 
Ohio, and WJIM, Inc., Lansing, 
Michigan. Channel 5 in Bay City 
would be 183 miles from Cleve- 
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1: d, Ohio, where Station WEWS 
i= operating un Channel 5. Scripps - 

oward, Inc., licensee of Station 
EWS, opposed the Bay Broad - 

c:sting Company counterproposal 
'ng that the possibility of in- 

t rference due to tropospheric 
t anemissions over Lake Erie re- 

ires greater separation. It 
s ould be noted, however, that the 

stance between Bay City and 
t e WEWS transmitter site in 

eveland is 189 miles. The assign- 
ent of Channel 5 at Bay City 
uld be 69 miles from the adja- 

c-nt channel assignment of Chan - 
n:1 6 in Lansing, Michigan, where 
S ; tion WJIM -TV is presently op- 
e : ting. WJIM, Inc., licensee of 
S : tion WJIM -TV, opposed the 
B y Broadcasting Company coun- 
t = roposal since it did not meet 

70 mile city -to -city adjacent 
c : nnel spacing required by the 

rd Notice. However, we have 
elsewhere in this Report reduced 
th required adjacent channel as- 
si.. ent spacing for VHF chan - 
n: s to 60 miles. 

nclusions: VHF Assignment 
91. We believe the record sup - 

po s the basis for the assign - 
m nt of VHF Channel 5 to Bay 
Ci . This assignment will pro - 
vi e a first VHF channel to a corn - 
m 'ty of 53,000 people situated in 
a etropolitan area with a popula- 
tio of 88,000. As noted above, the 
Ba, Broadcasting Company coun- 
te roposal conflicts with the coun- 
te roposal of Music Broadcasting 
Co pany requesting a second VHF 
ch nnel for Grand Rapids, and the 
co nterproposal of Booth Radio 
an Television Stations, Inc., re- 
qu =sting a fourth VHF channel for 
De roit. We have pointed out in 
co ection with our discussion of 
the above counterproposals that we 
bel eve the request for a first VHF 
ch nel for Bay City is to be pre- 
fer ed to a second VHF channel 
for Grand Rapids or a fourth for 
De it. The 69 mile spacing be- 
twe n Bay City and Lansing where 
adj cent Channel 6 is being util- 
ize by Station WJIM -TV meets 
the requirements for adjacent 
cha nel station separation. We 
beli ve, also, that the spacing of 
189 miles between Bay City and 
Station WEWS, Cleveland, operat- 
ing n Channel 5 will be adequate 
to prevent undue interference due 
to tropospheric propagation. The 
assignment of Channel 7 in Tra- 
verse City rather than Channel 5 
will meet all required mileage 
spacings. Accordingly, VHF Chan- 
nel ¢ will be assigned to Bay City. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

492. We are of the view that the 
assignment of VHF Channel 12 in 
Bay City to be reserved for non- 
commercial educational use is not 
warranted since it can be accom- 
plis d only by deleting Channel 
12 t e only VHF assignment in 
Flin a city with a population of 
163, 0 within a metropolitan area 
with a population of 271,000. Ac- 
co gly, the Board of Education 
coup erproposai requesting the re- 
sery tion of VHF Channel 12 in 
Bay ity is denied. While we have 
assi ed Chanel 6 to Bay City, we dont believe that this channel 
ghoul be reserved for use by non -_ 
commercial educational stations. 
The Board of Education did not 
request the reservation of Channel 
5 and in accordance with our policy 
with respect to the reservation of 
VHF channels, Channel 5 should 
not be so reserved since three VHF 
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assignments have not been made 
to Bay City. However, we believe 
that the record supporta the basis 
for granting the Board of Educa- 
tion's alternative request that a 
UHF channel be reserved in Bay 
City for non -commercial education- 
al use. Channel 73 will, therefore, 
be assigned to Bay City and will 
be reserved for non -commercial 
educational use. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

493. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

City VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

Bay City, Mich. 5 63,673 
TRAVERSE CITY, MICHIGAN: 

EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 
494. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the assignment of three channels 
to Traverse City: VHF Channel 5 
and UHF Channels 20 and 26, with 
Channel 26 reserved for non -com- 
mercial educational use. 

(b) The JCET supported the 
reservation of Channel 26 in Tra- 
verse City for non -commercial edu- 
cational use and submitted a state- 
ment of the Superintendent of 
Public Instruction of the State of 
Michigan. supporting the reserva- 
tion. No oppositions to the pro- 
posed reservation were filed. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

495. In view of the foregoing, 
the reservation of Channel 26 in 
Traverse City for non -commercial 
educational use is finalized. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

496. As noted above in connec- 
tion with the discussion of Bay 
City, Channel 7 was substituted 
for Channel 5 in Traverse City. 
Accordingly, the following assign- 
ments and reservation are adopted: 

City VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

Traverse City, 
Mich. 7 20,626 

SAGINAW, MICHIGAN 
497. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the assignment of 2 
channels to Saginaw, Michigan, 
UHF Channels 51 and 57. 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Saginaw has 
a population of 154,000 and the 
City of Saginaw a population of 
93,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Saginaw 
Broadcasting Company. Saginaw 
Broadcasting Company requested 
that Channel 19 be deleted from 
Midland and assigned to Saginaw 
and that Channel 51 be deleted 
from Saginaw and substituted in 
Midland. Saginaw Broadcasting 
Company also requested the addi- 
tional assignment of UHF Chan- 
nel 28 to Saginaw, to be accom- 
plished by deleting this channel 
from Flint, Michigan and by mak- 
ing the following changes in the 
assignments proposed in the Third 
Notice: 

City 

Saginaw, Michigan 
Midland. Michigan 
Flint, Michigan 

nel 28, it was noted that four 
channels are proposed for Flint, 
Michigan, including une VHF chan- 
nel, and it was, therefore, con- 
tended that a fair, efficient and 
equitable distribution of facilities 
would require the removal of Chan- 
nel 28 from Flint to Saginaw. The 
population of Flint is 163,000. 

(e) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the Saginaw 
Broadcasting Company Counter- 
proposal. Conflicting counterpro- 
posals and oppositions to the Sagi- 
naw Broadcasting Company coun- 
terproposal were filed by Booth 

City 

5;'" Channel 10 would be substi- 
tuted in Hancock, Michigan for 
Channel 5; and Channel 5 substi- 
tuted in Marquette, Michigan, for 
Channel 3. In addition, it was as- 
serted that with the above pro- 
posed frequency changes Channel 
13 could be assigned to both Cadil- 
lac and Calumet, Michigan, that 
Channel 5 could be assigned to 
Essexville, Michigan, and Channel 
2 assigned to Green Bay, Wiscon- 
sin. Following are the changes in 
the assignments proposed in the 
Third Notice requested by Delta 
Broadcasting Company: 

Third Notice Proposed Changes 
VIIF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 

Escanaba, Michigan 
Hancock, Michigan 
Traverse City, Mich. 
Marquette, Michigan 
Cadillac, Michigan 
Calumet Michigan 
Essexville, Mich. 
Green Bay, Wisconsin 

13 

3 

6 

Radio and Television Stations, Inc. 
and WJR, The Goodwill Station, 
Inc., both of Detroit, Michigan. 

Conclusions 
498. We do not believe that the 

record supports the basis for as- 
signing UHF Channel 19 to Sagi- 
naw by moving Channel 51 from 
Saginaw to Midland. The Com- 
mission does not recognize differ- 
ences in UHF channels for assign- 
ment purposes; accordingly, we see 
no basis for the deletion of Chan- 
nel 28 from Flint, Michigan in 
order to make possible its assign- 
ment to Saginaw. It should be 
pointed out that Saginaw lies only 
12 miles from Bay City where the 
Commission is assigning one VHF 
and two UHF channels, with one 
UHF channel reserved for non- 
commercial educational use. Under 
these circumstances we do not be- 
lieve that a channel should be de- 
leted from a city the size of Flint 
in order to afford an additional 
channel to Saginaw. Accordingly, 
the counterproposal of Saginaw 
Broadcasting Company is denied. 

Final Assignments 
499. In view of the foregoing, 

the following assignments are 
adopted: 
City UHF Channel No. 
Saginaw 51,57 
ESCANABA, CALUMET, AND 

CADILLAC, MICHIGAN 
500. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice one channel, 
VHF Channel 13, was assigned to 
Escanaba, Michigan, and one chan- 
nel, UHF Channel 45, to Cadillac, 
Michigan. No channels were as- 
signed in the Third Notice to Calu- 
met, Michigan. 

(b) Census Data. Escanaba has 
a population of 15,000, Cadillac a 
population of 10,000 and Calumet 
a population of 1,200. 

(c) Counterproposal of Delta 
Broadcasting Company. Delta 
Broadcasting Oompany requested 
that VHF Channel 3 be substituted 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
51,57 

19 
12 16,022,28 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Saginaw Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. Saginaw Broad- 
casting Company urged that Sagi- 
naw is considerably larger than 
Midland and that Channel 19 
would provide a better service to 
the larger community, while Chan- 
nel 51 would amply serve the needs 
of Midland. With respect to Chan - 
Final TV Report 

Pr000sed Changes 
VHF Chan- VHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
197,287,57 

517 
12,16+22,7 

in Emanaba for VHF Channel 13. 
In order to accomplish this assign- 
ment, Channel 7 would be substi- 
tuted in Traverse City for Channel 

10 The Commission has below sub- stituted Channel 7 in Traverse City for Channel 5 in connection with the 
counterproposal of Bay Broadcasting 
Company of Bay City, Michigan. 

37 
lot 

20,+26 71 20,026 
17 5t 17 
45 131 45 

131 
51 

21,6 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Delta Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. Delta Broad- 
casting Company urged that Chan- 
nel 3 at Escanaba would better 
serve the hilly terrain surrounding 
that community. It was contended 
that Channel 3 would provide 
wider coverage than would Chan- 
nel 13; that the use of Channel 3 
in Escanaba as proposed would 
make possible additional VHF as- 
signments in Cadillac, Calumet, 
and Essexville, Michigan and 
Green Bay, Wisconsin; and that, 
accordingly, the Delta Broadcast- 
ing Company counterproposal 
would accomplish an appreciable 
advance in fulfilling the Commis- 
sion's priorities. 

(e) Conflicting Counterproposal 
to the Delta Broadcasting Company Counterproposal. The Delta 
Broadcasting Company counterpro- 
posal conflicts with the counterpro- 
posal of Music Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Grand Rapids, Michigan 
since Music Broadcasting Company 
would assign Channel 5 in Len- 
sing while Delta Broadcasting 
Company would assign this chan- 
nel in Essexville 75 miles from 
Lansing. However, the Music 
Broadcasting Company counter- 
proposal has been denied for the 
reasons stated in the discussion of 
Grand Rapids above. 

Conclusions 
501. The Commission, for as- 

signment purposes, does not recog- 
nize differences in VHF channels. 
However, as was pointed out by 
Delta Broadcasting Company a 
grant of its counterproposal would 
make possible additional VHF as- 
signments in other communities. 
Channel 13 could be assigned to 
both Cadillac and Calumet, Michi- 
gan. Delta Broadcasting Company 
also suggested that Channel 5 
could be assigned to Essexville, 
Michigan and Channel 2 to Green 
Bay, Wisconsin. The Commission 
has granted the counterproposal of 
Bay City Broadcasting Company 
to assign Channel 5 to Bay City, 
Michigan, which is less than 3 
miles from Essexville. According- 
ly, Channel 5 could not be assigned 
to Essexville. With respect to the 
assignment of Channel 2 in Green 
Bay, the Commission is below 
granting the counterproposal of 
the Green Bay Broadcasting Com- 
pany which requests the assign- 
ment of Channel 2 to Green Bay, 
and this change is not dependent 
on the Delta counterproposal. In 
summary, therefore, the channel 
changes suggested by Delta Broad- 
casting Company would make pos- 
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Bible the assignment of a VHF 
channel in Cadillac and Calumet. 
We believe, therefore, that the 
substitution of Channel 3 in Es- 
canaba for Channel 13 will effect 
a more efficient use of the VHF 
channels. All of the suggested 
assignments except the one to 
Essexville meet the required mini- 
mum spacings. As noted above, 
the Delta Broadcasting Company 
counterproposal conflicts with the 
counterproposal of Music Broad- 
casting Company, Grand Rapids, 
Michigan. However, we have 
above denied this counterproposal 
for the reasons stated in the dis- 
cussion of Grand Rapids. 

Final Assignments 
502. The following assignments 

are adopted: 
City VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Escanaba, Michigan 3 
Cadillac, Michigan 13 45 
Calumet, Michigan 13 
Hancock Michigan 10 
Marquette, Michigan 5 17 

SAULT STE. MARIE, MICHIGAN 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

503. (a) Proposed Reservation. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
UHF Channel 34 in Sault Ste. 
Marie for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. 

(b) The JCET supported the 
reservation of Channel 34 in Sault 
Ste. Marie for non -commercial edu- 
cational use and submitted a state- 
ment of the Sault Ste. Marie Pub- 
lic Schools supporting the reserva- 
tion. No objections were filed to 
the proposed reservation. 

Conclusions 
504. In view of the foregoing, 

the reservation of Channel 34 in 
Sault Ste. Marie for non -com- 
mercial educational use is finalized. 
ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN EDU- 

CATIONAL RESERVATION 
505. (a) Proposed Reservation. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
UHF Channel 26 in Ann Arbor for 
non -commercial educational use. 

(b) The Regents of the Uni- 
versity of Michigan at Ann Arbor 
filed a statement supporting the 
reservation of Channel 26 in Ann 
Arbor for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. It was stated that a 
Faculty -Administration Television 
Committee had for some time been 
studying the advisability of the 
University's owning and operat- 
ing a television station and had 
recommended to the Board of Re- 
gents that an application should 
be filed when channels are avail- 
able. No oppositions to the re- 
servation were filed. 

Conclusions 
506. In view of the foregoing, 

the reservation of Channel 26 in 
Ann Arbor for non -commercial 
educational use is finalized. 

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 
507. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third 
Notice 10 channels were assigned 
to Chicago: VHF Channels 2, 5, 
7, 9 and 11 and UHF Channels 
20, 26, 32, 38 and 44, with Channel 
11 reserved for non -commercial 
educational use. 

(b) Census Data. The Chicago 
standard metropolitan area has a 
population of 5,495,000 and the 
City of Chicago has a population 
of 3,621,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. Four sta- 
tions are presently in operation in 
Chicago on Channels 4, 5, 7 and 9. 
Balaban and Katz Corporation is 
authorized to operate Station 
WBKB on Channel 4. Balaban and 
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Katz has been ordered to show 
cause why the authorization of 
Station WBKB should not be modi- 
fied to specify operation on Chan- 
nel 2 in lieu of Channel 4. Na- 
tional Broadcasting Company, Inc., 
is licensed to operate Station 
WNBQ on Channel 5. American 
Broadcasting Company, Inc., is 
licensed to operate Station WENR- 
TV on Channel 7. WGN, Inc. is 
licensed to operate Station WGN- 
TV on Channel 9. 

(d) Answer to Show Cause Or- 
der. Balaban and Katz Corpora- 
tion advised the Commission that 
it had no objection to the proposed 
modification of its authorization 
for Station WBKB to specify oper- 
ation on Channel 2 in lieu of 
Channel 4. The application of 
Balaban and Katz for the renewal 
of license of WBKB has been desig- 
nated for hearing. (Docket No. 
10038.) 

(e) Counterproposal of Colum- 
bia Broadcasting System, Inc. Co- 
lumbia Broadcasting System, Inc. 
requested the assignment of VHF 
Channel 13 to Chicago.` This 
would be accomplished by the fol- 
lowing changes: VHF Channel 13 
would be deleted from Rockford, 
Illinois and UHF Channel 51 
would be substituted in that com- 
munity; UHF Channel 64 would 
be substituted in Indianapolis, 
Indiana for VHF Channel 13; 
UHF Channel 23 would be substi- 
tuted in Muncie, Indiana for UHF 
Channel 49; UHF Channel 45 
would be substituted in Conners- 
ville, Indiana for UHF Channel 
38, and UHF Channel 57 would be 
substituted for Channel 44 at 
Piqua, Ohio. As an alternative, 
CBS requested that the education- 
al reservation in Chicago be 
shifted to a UHF channel. In 
tabular form, the CBS counter- 
proposal requested the following 
changes: 

time during which commercial 
broadcasters in the UHF could not 
effectively compete with VHF 
broadcasters. CBS also pointed out 
that a network owning no station 
in Chicago would be at an enor- 
mous competitive disadvantage.' 
The arguments urged by CBS for 
the addition of a VHF channel in 
Chicago were also offered in con- 
nection with its counterproposal 
seeking the addition of a VHF 
channel in Boston, Massachusetts. 
We have in connection with our 
discussion of the Boston counter- 
proposal considered these argu- 
ments. 

(g) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the CBS Coun- 
terproposal. Oppositions and con- 
flicting counterproposals to the 
CBS counterproposal urging the 
assignment of VHF Channel 13 
for Chicago have been filed by the 
following parties: William H. 
Block Company, Indianapolis, In- 
diana; Radio Indianapolis, Inc., 
Indianapolis, Indiana; Booth Radio 
and Television Stations, Inc., De- 
troit, Michigan; Crosley Broad- 
casting Corp.; Lake Broadcasting 
Company, Gary, Indiana; Indian- 
apolis Broadcasting, Inc., Indian- 
apolis, Indiana; Milwaukee Broad- 
casting Company, Milwaukee, Wis- 
consin; and WIBC, Inc., Indian- 
apolis, Indiana. 

(h) Educational Reservation in 
Chicago. The Illinois Institute of 
Technology filed a statement sup- 
porting the reservation of VHF 
Channel 11 in Chicago for non- 
commercial educational use. It was 
noted that a "Working Committee 
for Developing the Use of Chan- 
nel 11 for Education in Chicago" 
had been formed on May 9, 1951 
and included the following mem- 
bers: Loyola University, Univer- 
sity of Illinois (Chicago Profes- 

City Third Notice Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 

Chicago, Illinois 

Rockford, Illinois 
Connersville, Ind. 
Indianapolis, Ind. 
Muncie, Indiana 
Piqua, Ohio 
or, in the alternative: 
Chicago 

2,ÿl19, 

13 

6,8,13 

2,9, 11 

(f) Statement in Support of 
CBS Counterproposal. In support 
of its counterproposal requesting 
the assignment of VHF Channel 
13 to Chicago, CBS urged that an 
additional VHF Channel is needed 
in that city. The basic premise 
upon which CBS's counterpro- 
posal rests is the need for insur- 
ing the possibility of a nation- 
wide competitive commercial tele- 
vision service. CBS contended that 
though UHF woud ultimately be 
reasonably competitive, there 
would be a substantial period of 

,s,CBS's original counterproposal con- 
sisted of 3 alternative plans for Chi- 
cago. CBS has since withdrawn plans 
B and C leaving only plan A for con- 
sideration. Accordingly, plans B and 
C and all comments and oppositions 
relating thereto will not be discussed 
in this Report. 

,ssCBS has contracted with Balaban 
and Katz, operating Station WBKB in 
Chicago, to acquire control of that sta- 
tion. Application for consent of as- 
signment to CBS has been filed by 
Balaban and Katz and Columbia. Final 
action on this application has not yet 
been taken by the Commission. CBS fontoaagigin ercmmerc l ssinments the 
Chicago area are already in operation, 
leaving no VHF channels for which 
application could be made by a net- 
work or other commercial broadcaster. 

Telecasting 

20,26,32, 
38,44 

39,545 
38 

20,26 
49,55 

44 

2,5,7,9, 20,26,32, 
11,13t 38,44 

t 39,545,51t 

6,8,t 20,28 +64t 
23t,55 

57 

20,26,32, 2,5,7,9, 20,26,32, 
38,44 11 38,44 

sional Colleges) ; Chicago Public 
Schools, University of Illinois 
(Navy Pier Branch), DePaul Uni- 
versity, Illinois Institute of Tech- 
nology, Arts Institute of Chicago, 
Roosevelt College, University of 
Chicago, Chicago Historical So- 
ciety, Museum of Science and In- 
dustry and Northwestern Univer- 
sity. The Illinois Institute of 
Technology submitted letters from 
each of the other members of the 
Working Committee expressing 
support for the reservation. The 
JCET also filed a statement sup- 
porting the reservation and indi- 
cating the support of Columbia 
College and George Williams Col- 
lege. It was stated that the Work- 
ing Committee is conducting stud- 
ies of financing, programming and 
operation of an educational tele- 
vision station on a cooperative 
basis. Seven institutions indicated 
they could contribute to the pro- 
gramming of such a station. It 
was contended that an educational 
television station on Channel 11 
in Chicago would serve at least 
60% of the population of Illinois. 
It was pointed out that the Board 
of Education of the City of Chi- 
cago has organized the "General 

Superintendent's Committee on 
Television" to consider the educa- 
tional implications of television 
and the part that the Chicago 
school system would play in the 
joint operation of Channel 11. 

(i) Opposition to the Education- 
al Reservation. CBS, as an alter- 
native to its counterproposal dis- 
cussed above, requested that the 
educational reservation in Chicago 
be shifted to a UHF channel. CBS 
contended that it would be at a 
competitive disadvantage if it did 
not own a VHF station in Chicago. 
CBS argued that the statement of 
the Illinois Institute of Technology 
did not indicate any assurance that 
Channel 11 would be utilized or 
that a UHF channel would not 
serve equally as well. CBS con- 
tended that the educators offered 
no indication of the source of its 
funds, when an educational sta- 
tion might commence operation, or 
how they were prepared to trans- 
late program suggestions into ac- 
tual programs. In reply to CBS, 
the JCET argued that educators 
will be dependent upon set circu- 
lation for their effect and that to 
shift the reservation to a UHF 
channel would greatly handicap 
the educators in obtaining funds. 
The JCET also urged that in view 
of CBS's financial resources, it 
was in a much better position to 
shoulder the burden of developing 
UHF in Chicago than would be 
the educational interests. 
Conclusions: Show Cause Order 

508. In view of the foregoing 
and the pendency of the hearing 
on the renewal of license of WBKB 
(Docket No. 10033) an appropri- 
ate temporary authorization will 
be issued to the licensee of Station 
WBKB in order to permit opera- 
tion on Channel 2 in lieu of Chan- 
nel 4. 

Conclusions: Additional Com- 
mercial VHF Assignment 

509. We are of the view that 
the record does not support the 
assignment of VHF Channel 13 to 
Chicago. This assignment could be 
achieved only by deleting VHF 
channels in Rockford, Illinois, and 
Indianapolis, Indiana. Rockford is 
a metropolitan area with a popula- 
tion of 152,000 and has a city pop- 
ulation of 93,000. Indianapolis has 
a metropolitan area population of 
552,000 and a city population of 
427,000. We do not believe that 
the assignment of a 6th VHF chan- 
nel to Chicago is warranted at the 
expense of deleting the only VHF 
channel from Rockford and one of 
three VHF channels from Indian- 
apolis. Moreover, the CBS coun- 
terproposal would necessitate a re- 
duction in the number of 'VHF 
assignments and would, therefore, 
constitute an inefficient use of the 
spectrum. Accordingly, the CBS 
counterproposal requesting the as- 
signment of VHF Channel 13 in 
Chicago is denied. The CBS al- 
ternative request for the shifting 
of the educational reservation in 
Chicago to a UHF channel is made 
on the same basis as its request in 
Boston. We have, in connection 
with our discussion of Boston, con- 
sidered the CBS contentions and 
for the reasons there stated re- 
jected them. We are of the view 
in the instant case that the record 
requires the finalization of the 
educational reservation and that 
the educational reservation should 
not be shifted to the UHF. In the 
Third Notice we stated that a 
VHF channel would be reserved in 
all communities with three or more 
VHF channels where all such VHF 
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signments were not in opera - 
t on. We can see no reason for 
d viating from this decision in 

icago. °° We believe that the 
r: cord justifies the reservation of 

HF Channel 11. Accordingly, 
t e CBS request is denied and the 
r servation of Channel 11 in Chi- 
c go for non -commercial educa- 
tional use is finalized. 
F nal Assignments and Reserva- 

tions 
510. The, following assignments 

a d reservation are adopted: 
ity VHF ' UHF 

Channel No. Channel No. 
C cago 2,5,7,9, *11 20,26,32,38,44 
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OCKFORD, ILLINOIS: EDU- 
CATIONAL RESERVATION 
11. (a) Proposed Reservation. 
the Third Notice the Commis - 
n proposed the reservation of 
annel 45 in Rockford for non - 
mercial educational use. 
b) The City of Rockford, Rock - 

d Public Schools, and Rockford 
lege filed statements support - 
the reservation of Channel 45 
Rockford for non -commercial 
cational use. Resolutions of 
City Council, Board of Educa- 
, and the Board of Trustees of 
kford College were submitted 
porting the reservation. No 
ositions to the reservation were 

Conclusions 
12. In view of the foregoing, 

th reservation of Channel 45 in 
Ro kford for non -commercial edu- 
cat onal use is finalized. 

S RINGFIED, ILLINOIS EDU- 
ATIONAL RESERVATION 

5i 3. (a) Proposed Reservation. 
I the Third Notice the Corn- 

mi ion proposed the reservation 
of HF Channel 26 in Springfield 
for non -commercial educational 
use 

(.) The Board of Education of 
Sc .ol District No. 186, Spring - 
fiel , Illinois filed a statement sup - 
po ing the reservation of Channel 
26 n Springfield. The Board of 
Ed cation stated that it is sur- 
vey ng the matter of costs of con - 
st ction and operation of an edu- 
cati nal television station and the 
pos= ibilities of joint operation of 
a s':tion by educational interests 
in t e area. It was contended that 
the eservation is required in order 
to ermit the Board to complete 
the =ulvey. No oppositions to the 
rese vation were filed. 

Conclusions 
5 4. In view of the foregoing, 

the reservation of Channel 26 in 
Spr gfield, Illinois for non-com - 
mer ial educational use is finalized. 

DEKALB, ILLINOIS 
5 . (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In .i e Third Notice no channels 
wer: assigned to DeKalb, Illinois. 

(. ) Census Data. DeKalb has a 
pop lation of 12,000. 

(c Counterproposal of North- 
ern llinois State Teachers College. 
The i orthern Illinois State Teach- 
ers ollege requested the assign - 
men of UHF Channel 67 in De- 
Kal to be reserved for non-com - 
mer al educational use. No other 
changes in the assignments pro - 
pose by the Commission in the 
Thir Notice were requested. No 
oppositions or conflicting counter - 
prop sale were filed. 

(d Statement in Support of 
Illin is State Teacher College 
Conn erproposal. Illinois State 
Teac ers College represented that 

to °th 

Page 

also our decision with respect 
Boston educational reservation. 
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it is very interested in construct- 
ing and operating a non- commer- 
cial educational television station. 
It stated that the College is pres- 
ently constructing a new library 
containing a theatre -television 
studio. The College listed various 
types of educational programs it 
proposed to utilize including co- 
operative, general adult education, 
extension, laboratory, sports, en- 
tertainment, and special events 
programs. The college stated that 
its next budget to be presented 
to the State Teachers College 
Board and the State Legislature 
would include funds for the con- 
struction of an educational tele- 
vision station at DeKalb. 

Conclusions 
516. We believe the record sup- 

ports the assignment of UHF 
Channel 67 to DeKalb and the res- 
ervation of that channel for non- 
commercial educational use. Ac- 
cordingly, Channel 67 is assigned 
to DeKalb and reserved for non- 
commercial educational use. 
Final Assignment and Reservation 

517. The following assignment is 
adopted: 

City UHF Channel No. 
DeKalb, Illinois *67 

CARBONDALE, ILLINOIS 
518. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice one channel, 
UHF Channel 34, was assigned to 
Carbondale, Illinois. 

(b) Census Data. The popula- 
tion of Carbondale is 11,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of South- 
ern Illinois University. Southern 
Illinois University requested the 
assignment of VHF Channel 10 
to Carbondale to be reserved for 
non -commercial educational use by 
making the following changes in 
the assignments proposed in the 
Third Notice: 

funds in a manner deemed by the 
University to be most advan- 
tageous, and that since the Uni- 
versity considers television to be 
of major importance in education, 
it would be in a position to allo- 
cate funds for the proposed tele- 
vision operation. 

(e) The Southern Illinois Uni- 
versity counterproposal would sub- 
stitute Channel 10 for Channel 11 
in Louisville, Kentucky, Channel 
11 for Channel 4 in Bloomington, 
Indiana, and Channel 4 for Chan- 
nel 6 in Indianapolis, Indiana. Sta- 
tion WHAS -TV is presently oper- 
ating in Louisville on Channel 9 
but has been ordered to show cause 
in this proceeding why its author- 
ization should not be modified to 
specify operation on Channel 11. 
The Southern Illinois University 
counterproposal would necessitate 
shifting Station WHAS -TV to 
Channel 10 rather than Channel 
11. Station WTTV is presently 
operating in Bloomington, Indiana, 
on Channel 10 but has been or- 
dered to show cause in this pro- 
ceeding why its authorization 
should not be modified to specify 
operation on Channel 4. The 
Southern Illinois University coun- 
terproposal would necessitate shift- 
ing Station WTTV to Channel 11 
rather than Channel 4. Station 
WFBM -TV is presently operating 
in Indianapolis, Indiana, on Chan- 
nel 6. The Southern Illinois Uni- 
versity counterproposals would re- 
quire shifting Station WFBM -TV 
to Channel 4. The Southern Illi- 
nois University counterproposal 
would assign Channel 4 at Indian- 
apolis. This channel will also be 
utilized in Columbus, Ohio, where 
Station WLWC, licensed to Cros - 
ley Broadcasting Corporation, will 
operate. The distance between the 

City Third Notice Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 

nel No. nel No. 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Carbondale, Illinois 
Bloomington, Indiana 
Indianapolis, Indiana 
Terre Haute, Indiana 
Louisville, Kentucky 
Paducah, Kentucky 
Cape Girardeau, Mo. 

4 
6,8, *13 

10 
3,11 
6 
12 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Southern Illinois University Coun- 
terproposal. Southern Illinois Uni- 
versity urged that the assignment 
of Channel 10 in Carbondale would 
serve the southernmost third of 
Illinois, one of the most under- 
developed areas in the United 
States with high unemployment 
and a low living standard. The 
University stated that the develop- 
ment of new trades and skills and 
the raising of the educational and 
cultural level in Southern Illinois 
is of major concern to the Uni- 
versity and urged that educational 
television could be instrumental in 
assisting development in this area. 
It was contended that a VHF 
channel is necessary to serve the 
large but dispersed population in 
the area. The University submit- 
ted a proposed weekly program- 
ming schedule which was designed 
to aid in the education and rehabil- 
itation of the area. The University 
stated that it was fully cognizant 
of the costs of the proposed opera- 
tion and stated that construction 
and operating costs would come 
from University budget funds ap- 
propriated each biennium by the 
State Legislature. It was stated 
that the University administration 
is authorized to distribute these 
Final TV Report 

34 
*30,36 
20,26 

*57,63 
*15,21 
43 
18 

10t 34 llt *30,36 
4t,8,*13 20,26 

6t *57,63 
3,10t *15,21 
12t 43 
6t 18 

transmitter sites of WLWC in Co- 
lumbus and WFBM -TV in Indian- 
apolis would be 166.2 miles. Under 
the Third Notice the distance be- 
tween WFBM -TV on Channel 6 in 
Indianapolis and Station WTVN 
in Columbus also on Channel 6, is 
167.8 miles. The Southern Illinois 
University counterproposal would 
assign Channel 10 at Louisville 
188 miles from the co- channel as- 
signment at Knoxville, Tennessee. 
Both Louisville and Knoxville are 
situated in Zone II; and, there- 
fore, this separation would be be- 
low the 190 mile minimum co- 
channel assignment separation in 
this zone. 

(f) Conflicting Counterpropos- 
als and Oppositions to the South- 
ern Illinois University Counterpro- 
posals. WHAS, Inc., Louisville, 
Kentucky; WFBM, Inc., Indianap- 
olis, Indiana; and Crosley Broad- 
casting Corporation, Columbus, 
Ohio, all filed oppositions to the 
Southern Illinois University coun- 
terproposal. Conflicting counter- 
proposals and oppositions have 
been filed by WIBC, Inc., Indian- 
apolis, Indiana; Lake Broadcast- 
ing Company, Gary, Indiana; L. 
B. Wilson Company, Cincinnati, 
Ohio; and Logansport Broadcast- 

ing Company, Logansport, Indiana, 
and Owensboro On The Air, Inc., 
Owensboro Kentucky. All of the 
above conflicting counterproposals 
have been denied for other rea- 
sons. 

Conclusions 
519. We are of the view that 

the Southern Illinois University 
counterproposal in so far as it 
requests the assignment of VHF 
Channel 10 at Carbondale must be 
denied. This assignment would ne- 
cessitate deviating from the re- 
quired minimum assignment spac- 
ings. The University in order to 
assign Channel 10 to Carbondale 
proposes that Channel 10 be as- 
signed at Louisville. Station 
WHAS -TV operating on Channel 
10 at Louisville would be only 188 
miles from the co- channel assign- 
ment at Knoxville. Since both 
these cities are situated within 
Zone II, this spacing would not 
meet the 190 mile minimum as- 
signment separation. In view of 
the foregoing, the counterproposal 
of Southern Illinois University in 
so far as it requests the assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 10 in Car- 
bondale is denied. We believe, 
however, that the record supports 
the basis for assigning a channel 
to Carbondale to be reserved for 
non -commercial educational use. 
Accordingly, Channel 61 will be as- 
signed to Carbondale for this pur- 
pose. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

520. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

City . UHF Channel No. 
Carbondale, Illinois 34, *61 

DAVENPORT, IOWA -ROCK 
ISLAND -MOLINE, ILLINOIS 
521. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the. Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervation: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Davenport, Iowa; 

Rock Island - 
Moline, ID. 4,6 *30, 36, 42 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Davenport- 
Rock Island -Moline has a popula- 
tion of 234,000. The population of 
Davenport is 75,000. The popula- 
tion of Rock Island is 49,000. The 
population of Moline is 37,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. Central 
Broadcasting Company is licensed 
for the operation of WOG-TV, 
Davenport, Iowa, on Channel 5. 
The licensee was ordered to show 
cause why the license of WOC -TV 
should not be modified to specify 
Channel 6 in lieu of Channel 5. 
Rock Island Broadcasting Com- 
pany is licensed for operation of 
WHBF -TV, Rock Island, on Chan- 
nel 4. 

(d) Counterproposal of Quad - 
City Broadcasting Corp. Quad -City 
Broadcasting Corp. requested the 
additional assignment of Channel 
10 to Davenport -Rock Island -Mo- 
line -East Moline10 by making the 
following changes in the assign- 
ments proposed in the Third 
Notice: 

"Davenport Broadcasting Corp, Inc., 
Davenport, requested the assignment 
of Channel 2 to Atalissa, Iowa, at a 
distance of 50 miles from Davenport. 
This assignment would be accom- 
plished by the deletion of Channel 11 
from Des Moines. This request has 
been considered in connection with the 
Des Moines educational reservation. 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 



City Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Centralia, Ill. 
Quincy, Ill. 
Rockford Ill. 

Springfield, Ill. 
Evansville, Ind. 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 
Davenport -Rock 

Island -Moline 
Iowa City, Iowa 
Mason City, Iowa 
Waterloo, Iowa 
Lawrence, Kan. 
Pittsburg, Kan. 
Grand Rapids, Mich. 
Iron Mountain, Mich. 
Austin, Minn. 
Duluth- Superior, Wis. 
Rochester, Minn. 
Hannibal, Mo. 
Jefferson City, Mo. 
Joplin, MO. 
Kansas City, Mo. 
Kirksville, Mo. 
St. Joseph, Mo. 
St. Louis Mo. 
Sedalia l(Io. 

Springfield, Mo. 
Eau Claire, Wis. 
La Crosse, Wis. 
Madison, Wis. 
Milwaukee, Wis. 
Wausau, Wis. 

2 
10 
13 
3 
7 
9 

9,6 
*2 

12 
7 

*11 
7 
8 
9 
6 
3,ß,5g 
10 
7 
13 
12 
4,5,59 

12 
2. 

9,5,59,11 
6 
3,10 
13 
8 
3 
4, *10,12 
7 

(e) Statement in Support of 
Quad City Counterproposal. Quad 
City Broadcasting Corporation 
urged that there are approximate- 
ly 54,000 VHF receivers in the 
area; and that a long period would 
elapse before the existing receivers 
could be converted or new receiv- 
ers obtained capable of receiving 
ultra high frequencies; that the 
Commission's assignments in the 
Third Notice would limit the area 
to the programs of two networks 
thus preserving the existing mo- 
nopolistic situation; and that the 
two VHF frequencies proposed for 
Davenport-Rock Island -Moline are 
already in operation by existing 
stations and that there is demand 
for additional frequencies. 

(f) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Quad City 
Broadcasting Corp. Counterpro- 
posal. Oppositions and conflicting 
counterproposals to the counter- 
proposal of Quad City Broadcast- 
ing Corporation were filed by the 
following parties: Evansville Tel- 
evision, Inc., Evansville, Indiana; 
KFEQ, Inc., St. Joseph, Missouri; 
The Journal Company (WTMJ- 
TV), Milwaukee, Wisconsin; Bad- 
ger Broadcasting Company, Madi- 
son, Wisconsin; Cedar Valley 
Broadcasting Company, Inc., Aus- 
tin, Minnesota; Milwaukee Broad- 
casting Company and Hearst Ra- 
dio, Inc., Milwaukee, Wisconsin; 
the Gazette Company, Cedar Ra- 
pids, Iowa; Davenport Broadcast- 
ing Company, Davenport, Iowa; 
The Black Hawk Broadcasting 
Company, Waterloo, Iowa; the 
Northwest Broadcasting Company, 
Fort Dodge, Iowa; Midland Broad- 
casting Company, Kansas City, 
Missouri; University of Illinois, 
Urbana, Illinois; Michigan State 
College, East Lansing, Michigan; 
The Trebit Corporation, Flint, 
Michigan; WJR, The Goodwill 
Station, Inc., Detroit, Michigan; 
Milton J. Hinlein, Sedalia, Mis- 
souri; Pulitzer Publishing Com- 
pany (KSD -TV), St. Louis, Mis- 
souri, KNUJ, Inc., New Ulm, Min- 
nesota; Champaign News Gazette, 
Inc., Champaign, Illinois; Peoria 
Broadcasting Company and West 
Central Broadcasting Company, 
Peoria, Illinois. 

(g) The counterproposal of 
Quad City Broadcasting Company 
would result in the following co- 
channel separations below 190 
miles in Zone II: 

32 
21 
39,545 
20,4'26 
50, *56,62 
20,526 

*30,36,42 
29 
35 
16,522 
17 
38 

*17,23 
27 
51 
32,38 
55 
27 
33 
30 
19,25 
18 
30, *36 
30,36,92 
28 

*26,32 
*19,25 
*32,38 
*21,27,33 
19,25,31 
16 

7t 32 
5t 21 

13t 20,26 
51 50,4'56,62 
2t 20,*26 

4,6,10t *30,36,92 
*121 24 
3t 35 
9t 16,*22 

*2t 17 
121 38 
lOt *17,23 
7t 27 
101 51 
3,6,*13t 32,38 
st 55 
3 27 
6t 33 
7t 30 
4,5,*11t 19,25 
71 18 
9t 30,*36 

21,9,*9,11 30,36,42 
10t 28 
3,9t *26,32 
Ht *19,25 
7t *32,38 
131 *21,27,33 
4,*8,12 19,25,31 
30t 16 

Channel 9- Waterloo, Iowa - 
Minneapolis, Minn. 180 mi. 

Channel 12- Pittsburg, Kan- 
sas- Hutchinson, Kan., 181 
miles. 

Channel 10- Austin, Minn. - 
Wausau, Wis., 187 miles. 

Channel 6- Rochester, Minn. 
-Superior, Wis., 187 miles. 

Channel 11- Kansas City, Mo. 
-Des Moines, Iowa, 180 mi. 

Channel 7 -La Crosse, Wis. - 
St. Cloud, Minn., 189 miles. 

(h) Answer of Central Broad- 
casting Co., to Show Cause Order. 
Central Broadcasting Company, 
licensee of WOC -TV, stated that 
it did not object to the proposal 
to change its assignment to Chan- 
nel 6. 

(i) The Davenport -Rock Island - 
Moline Educational Reservation. 
The Independent School District, 
Davenport, Iowa, supported the 
reservation of UHF Channel 30 
at Davenport -Rock Island -Moline, 
for non -commercial educational 
use. The Independent School Dis 
trict stated that at a meeeting of 
representatives of colleges and 
secondary schools of the area the 
unanimous opinion was voiced that 
an educational television channel 
should be assigned to the Daven- 
port -Rock Island- Moline area. The 
JCET also supported the reserva- 
tion of UHF Channel 30 in the 
Davenport - Rock Island - Moline 
area. No objection was filed to the 
proposed reservation. 

Conclusions: Show Cause Order 
522. In view of the foregoing, an 

appropriate authorization will be 
issued to Central Broadcasting 
Company to specify operation of 
WOC -TV on Channel 6. 

Conclusion: Educational 
Reservation 

523. In view of the foregoing 
the reservation of Channel 30 in 
Davenport -Rock Island -Moline for 
non -commercial educational use is 
finalized. 
Conclusions: Request for Addi- 
tional Commercial VHF Assign- 

ment. 
524. It is our view that the 

counterproposal of Quad City 
Broadcasting Corp. seeking the as- 
signment of Channel 10 to Daven- 
port-Rock Island -Moline must be 
denied. As indicated above the 
changes in the proposed Table of 
Assignments requested by Quad 
City Broadcasting Corp. would re- 
sult in six separations below the 
minimum provided herein for co- 

channel assignments in Zone IL 
Accordingly, the counterproposal 
of Quad City Broadcasting Corp. 
is denied. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

525. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Davenport -Rock 

Island -Moline 4,6 *30, 36, 42 

CHAMPAIGN, URBANA, 
PEORIA, ILLINOIS; NEW ULM, 

MANKATO, MINNESOTA; 
WATERLOO, CEDAR RAPIDS, 

IOWA 
526. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and re- 
servations: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Champaign, Illinois 21 
Urbana, Illinois *12 27,33 
Peoria, Illinois 8 *37,43 
New Ulm, Minnesota 43 
Mankato, Minnesota 15 
Waterloo, Iowa 7 16,522 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 9 20,526 

(b) Counterproposals. Various 
parties in this proceeding filed 
conflicting counterproposals seek- 
ing the assignment of a VHF 
channel to Champaign, Peoria, 
New Ulm, Mankato, Waterloo and 
Cedar Rapids. 

Champaign 
527. (a) Census Data. The pop- 

ulation of the City of Champaign 
is 40,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of Cham- 
paign News- Gazette. Champaign 
News- Gazette requested the as- 
signment of Channel 3 to Cham- 
paign by substituting a UHF chan- 
nel in Centralia, Illinois, for VHF 
Channel 2 and making the fol- 
lowing changes in the assignments 
proposed by the Commission in the 
Third Notice: 

City 

Dodge, Iowa, ' and Peoria Broad- 
casting Company, Peoria, Illinois. 
In addition oppositions to the 
Champaign News -Gazette counter - 
proposal have been filed by WCNT, 
Inc., Centralia, Illinois; the Bala- 
ban and Katz Corporation, Chi- 
cago, Illinois; and Sangamon' Val- 
ley Television Corporation, Spring- 
field, Illinois. 

(e) WCNT opposed the Cham- 
paign counterproposal to delete 
VHF Channel 2 from Centralia 
and to replace it with UHF Chan- 
nel 59. WCNT argued that the 
Champaign counterproposal would 
remove the only VHF channel 
from the southern part of Illinois 
whereas operation of Channel 3 
at Champaign, it was argued, 
would merely duplicate that of 
Channel 12 proposed by the Corn - 
mission at Urbana. The popula- 
tion of Centralia is 14,000. 

(f) Balaban and Katz Corpora- 
tion of Chicago and Sangamon Val- 
ley Television Corporation of 
Springfield, Illinois, opposed the 
Champaign counterproposal since 
it would mean a separation be- 
tween Springfield and Chicago on 
Channel 2 of 178 miles. The Com- 
mission has revised its rules and 
standards in this Report to require 
a minimum co- channel mileage 
spacing of 170 miles in Zone 1. 

Urbana 
528. (a) The Urbana Education- 

al Reservation. Urbana is one of 
the communities designated in the 
record as a "primarily educational 
center." The University of Illi- 
nois, Urbana, supported the re- 
servation of VHF Channel 12 in 
Urbana for non -commercial edu- 
cational use and reaffirmed its in- 
tention of constructing and operat- 
ing a television station. The Uni- 
versity stated that the General As- 
sembly of the State of Illinois, 
in May 1951, as part of the bi- 
ennial budget of the University of 

Third Notice Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 
Centralia, Illinois 
Champaign, Illinois 
Springfield Illinois 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 
Iowa City, Iowa 
Mason City, Iowa 
Kirksville, Missouri 

2 

3 
9 

*2 
12 
12 

(e) Statement in Support of 
Champaign News -Gazette Coun- 
terproposal. Champaign News - 
Gazette contended that the cities 
of Champaign and Urbana, Illi- 
nois, are in reality "twin cities" 
separated only by a boundary 
street. (The population of Ur- 
bana is 23,000.) It was urged that 
since the Commission proposed the 
assignment of three channels in 
the Third Notice for Urbana, VHF 
Channel 12 and UHF Channels 27 
and 33, with Channel 12 reserved 
for educational purposes, the 
Champaign counterproposal would 
assign a first VHF for commercial 
purposes to the Champaign -Ur- 
bana area. 

(d) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Champaign 
News - Gazette Counterproposal. 
Oppositions and conflicting coun- 
terproposals to the counterproposal 
of Champaign News -Gazette were 
filed by the following parties: 
Quad City Broadcasting Corpora - 
tion, .. Moline, Illinois; WIBC, Inc., 
Indianapolis, Indiana; Davenport, 
Broadcasting Company, Daven- 
port, Iowa; Black Hawk Broad- 
casting Company, Waterloo, Iowa; 
West Central Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Peoria, Illinois; Northwest 
Broadcasting Company, Fort 

22 
20, *26 
20,526 
24 
35 
18 

t 
31 
2t 
2t,9 

*12t 
3t 
3t 

32,591 
21 
20,526 
20,526 
24 
35 
18 

Illinois authorized funds specifical- 
ly for the operation of a tele- 
vision program -producing unit; 
that the University's fiscal budget 
for 1952 -1953 was in excess of 
$47,000,000; and that the Univer- 
sity's Board of Trustees had ac- 
cepted a gift of a television trans- 
mitter from the General Electric 
Company for use by the University 
at such time and place as may be 
approved by the Commission; that 
it has successfully engaged in ra- 
dio broadcasting for about thirty 
years; and that it has owned and 
operated Station WILL since 1922 
and Station WIUC (FM) since 
1941. The University also stated 
that it has originated hundreds of 
radio programs for commercial 
stations and networks and that it 
had cooperated with commercial 
stations in originating television 
programs both from the Urbana - 
Champaign campus and in Chi- 
cago. 

(b) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Urbana Re- 

mElsewhere in this report, we have 
denied the counterproposals of Daven- 
port Broadcasting Corporation, North- 
west Broadcasting Company, West 
Central Broadcasting Corporation and 
WIBC, Inc., for the reasons therein 
stated. 
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a rvation. Sworn statements were 
fi ed opposing the reservation of 

annel 12 in Urbana, Illinois, for 
n.n- commercial educational use by 

lumbus Broadcasting System; 
L B. Wilson, Inc. (WCKY), Cin- 
ci nati, Ohio; and the Peoria 
B oadcasting Company (WMBD), 
P . ria, Illinois. In a subsequent 

orn statement CBS withdrew 
c: tain of its proposals which 
el minated the conflict between the 
U iversity of Illinois and CBS. 
T e proposals of L. B. Wilson and 
P na Broadcasting Company 
h ve been considered and denied in 
a other portion of this Report. 

. (c) Counterproposal of West 
C tral Broadcasting Company. 
W -st Central Broadcasting Com- 
p y Broadcasting Company op- 
posed the reservation of VHF 
C annel 12 in Urbana and re- 
qu sted the assignment of that 
ch nnel to Peoria by making the 
fo owing changes in the assign - 
m nts proposed by the Commission 
in the Third Notice: 

SI 

City 
Illinois 

tir 
Missouri °Wield, Missouri 

Kir Missouri 

Centralia, Illinois, could support 
a television station and accord- 
ingly the deletion of the proposed 
VHF assignment from those com- 
munities would not result in any 
actual loss; and that neither Cen- 
tralia nor Kirksville required the 
additional coverage that could be 
obtained from a VHF channel and 
that UHF was adequate for these 
communities. 

(d) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Peoria Broad- 
casting Company Counterproposal. 
Oppositions and conflicting coun- 
terproposals to the counterproposal 
of Peoria Broadcasting Company 
were filed by the following parties: 
WCNT, Inc., Centralia, Illinois; 
Sangamon Valley Television Cor- 
poration, Springfield, Illinois; Bal- 
aban and Katz Corp., Chicago, Illi- 
noia; Davenport Broadcasting 
Company, Inc., Davenport, Iowa; 
Champaign News -Gazette, Cham- 
paign, Illinois; The Gazette Com- 
pany, Cedar Rapids, Iowa; and 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

*12 27,.433 

12 

d) Statement in Support of 
West Central Broadcasting Com- 
pany Counterproposal. West Cen- tra stated that there are four tins as many people in the Peoria 
metropolitan area than there are 
in Champaign and Urbana; that 
these are four full time and two 
daytime standard broadcast sta- 
tior)s in the Peoria metropolitan 
area and only one full time and 
two daytime standard broadcast 
stations in the Peoria metropoli- 
tan area and only one full time 
and two daytime AM stations in 
Champaign and Urbana. West 
Central also stated that the pro - 
posal affords Brookfield, Missouri, 
its first television assignment. The 
population of Brookfield is 6,000. 
The population of Kirksville is 
11,000. 

Peoria 
5 9. (a) Census Data. The 

stan and metropolitan area of 
Peo is has a population of 251,000. 
The City of Peoria has a popula- 
tion of 112,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of Peoria 
Broadcasting Company. "' Peoria 
Broadcasting Company requested 
the !assignment of Channel 12 to 
Peoria by making the following 
changes in the assignments in the 
Third Notice: 

City 

18 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
8,121 

1 
12t 

1 

UHF Chan- 
nel No. 
*37,43 
*271,33 

18 

Quad City Broadcasting Corp., 
Moline, Illinois. 

(e) The Peoria Educational Res- 
ervation. Illinois State Normal 
University, Normal, Illinois, sup- 
ported the reservation of UHF 
Channel 37 for non -commercial 
educational use at Peoria. No ob- 
jections were raised to the reserva- 
tion. The University stated that it 
was interested in cooperating with 
other universities and school sys- 
tems of the region in a television 
broadcasting program for the ben- 
efit of schools in the region; that 
it was "financially able to sponsor 
and participate in educational tele- 
vision"; that it has broadcast edu- 
cational programs over commercial 
radio Station WJBC for many 
years, and that it plans to install 
a closed -circuit television system 
for demonstration teaching pur- 
poses, educational film distribution, 
and for training teachers in the 
effective use of the medium. 

New Ulm 
530. (a) Census Data. The 

population of the City of New Ulm 
is 9,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of KNUJ, 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Centralia, Illinois 
Peoria, Illinois 
Springfield, Illinois 
Urbana, Illinois 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 
Iowa City, Iowa 
Kirksville, Missouri 

8 
3 

*12 
9 

*2 
12 

(c) Statement in Support of 
Peoria Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. Peoria Broad - 
casting Company urged that a city 
the size of Peoria required an ad- 
ditional VHF assignment; that 
neithh6r Kirksville, Missouri, nor 

* *Tile counterproposal of West Cen- 
tral Broadcasting Co., seeking the as- 
signment of a VHF Channel to Peoria 
by the deletion of VHF Channel 12 in 
Urbana proposed to be reserved for 
non -commercial educational use has 

. been considered above in connection 
with the discussion of the Urbana edu- 
cational reservation. 
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32 
*37,43 
20, *26 
27,33 
20, *26 
24 
18 

t 32 
8,121 *37,43 
2t 20,*26 

*3t 27,33 lt 20,*26 
*9t 24 t 18,631 

Inc. KNUJ, Inc., requested the 
assignment of Channel 3 to New 
Ulm by making the following 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed by the Commission in the 
Third Notice: 

City 

KNUJ, Inc. urged that the assign- 
ments requested by it would serve 
the Commission's priorities of as- 
signment and would also comply 
with the minimum mileage separa- 
tions. The counterproposal of 

City 

Mason City, Iowa 
Waterloo, Iowa 
Brookfield, Missouri 
Kirksville, Missouri 

Hawk Broadcasting Company. 
Black Hawk Broadcasting Com- 
pany requested the assignment of 
Channel 12 to Waterloo by making 
the following changes in the as- 
signments proposed in the Third 
Notice: 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
12 35 

7 16,*22 

12 18 

KNUJ, Inc. would result in a co- 
channel separation of 189 miles in 
Zone II on Channel 11 between 
Pierre and Sioux Falls, South 
Dakota. 

(d) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to KNUJ, Inc. 
Counterproposal. Oppositions and 
conflicting counterproposals to the 
counterproposal of KNUJ, Inc., 
were filed by the Gazette Company, 
Cedar Rapids, the Southern Minne- 
sota Supply Company, Mankato, 
Minnesota, and the Black Hawk 
Broadcasting Company, Waterloo, 
Iowa. 

Mankato 
531. (a) Census Data. The 

City of Mankato has a population 
of 19,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of South- 
ern Minnesota Supply Company. 
Southern Minnesota Supply Com- 
pany requested the assignment of 
Channel 12 to Mankato by making 
the following changes in the as- 
signments proposed in the Third 
Notice: 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
31 35 
7,121 16,*22 
121 
1 18 

(c) Statement in Support of 
Black Hawk Counterproposal It 
was urged that Waterloo is a ra- 
pidly growing city in the center 
of a rich agricultural area; and 
that the importance of the city 
and its need for an additional 
television channel is evidence by 
the increasing economic import- 
ance of Waterloo. 

(d) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Black Hawk 
CounterproposaL Oppositions to 
the counterproposal of Black Hawk 
Broadcasting Company were filed 
by the Gazette Company, Cedar 
Rapids, Iowa, and the Southern 
Minnesota Supply Company, Man- 
kato, Minnesota. 

(e) The Waterloo Educational 
Reservation. The Iowa State 
Teachers College, Cedar Falls, and 

City Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Mason City, Iowa 12 35 
Brainerd, Minnesota 12 
Hibbing, Minnesota 10 
Mankato, Minnesota 15 
Grand Forks, North Dakota *2,10 

(c) Statement in Support of 
Southern Minnesota Supply Com- 
pany. Southern Minnesota Sup- 
ply Company urged that the as- 
signments requested by it would 
serve the Commissions's priorities 
and would also comply with the 
minimum mileage separations. 
The counterproposal would result 
in a co- channel separation of 182 
miles in Zone II on Channel 10 
between Brainerd and Rochester, 
Minnesota. 

(d) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Southern 
Minnesota Supply Company Coun- 
terproposal. The Independent 
Broadcasting Company, Minne- 
apolis, and the Northwest Broad- 
casting Company, Ford Dodge 
opposed the counterproposal of 
Southern Minnesota Supply Com- 
pany on the grounds of adjacent 
channel spacing of 67 and 69 miles. 
No conflict, however, arises under 
the minimum mileage separations 
adopted herein. Black Hawk 
Broadcasting Company, Waterloo, 
filed a conflicting counterproposal. 

Waterloo 
532. (a) Census Data. The 

standard metropolitan area of 
Waterloo has a population of 100,- 
000 and the City of Waterloo has a 
population of 65,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of Black 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
43 

6,10 *22 
3 35 

New Ulm, Minnesota 
Pierre, South Dakota 
Watertown, South Dakota 

(c) Statement in Support of 
KNUJ, Inc. Counterproposal. 
Final TV Report 

Changes 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
UHF Chan- 

nel No. 
3t 
6,111 
101 

43 
*22 
35 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
31 35 
lot 
12f 
121 15 

*2,121 

the JCET supported the reserva- 
tion of UHF Channel 22 for non- 
commercial educational use in 
Waterloo. The college stated it 
was the only educational institu- 
tion in Iowa exclusively concerned 
with teacher education and there- 
fore it had a special interest in 
educational television, particularly 
in the use of television programs 
directed to the classrooms of the 
public schools. The college stated 
that it has prepared a weekly film 
for telecasting over WOI -TV, 
Ames, Iowa. The college stated 
that it was prepared to cooperate 
with other educational institutions. 
The College further stated that 
the assignment of a reserved chan- 
nel for Waterloo, eight miles from 
Cedar Falls, would give it the best 
chance to participate in educational 
television. 

Cedar Rapids 

533. (a) Census Data. The 
standard metropolitan area of 
Cedar Rapids has a population of 
104,000. The City of Cedar Rapids 
has a population of 72,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of The Ga- 
zette Company. The Gazette Com- 
pany, Cedar Rapids, Iowa, pro- 
posed that Channel 12 be assigned 
to Cedar Rapids by making the 
following changes in the assign - 
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ents proposed in the Third 
otite: 

City Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
C dar Rapids, Iowa 9 
C ' arlton Iowa 

on City, Iowa 12 
K rksville, Missouri 12 
T enton, Missouri 
ß edsburg, Wisconsin 

(c) Statement in Support of Ga- 
ze te Company Counterproposal. 
It was urged that Cedar Rapids is 
a ubstantial market with a popu- 
la ion which has increased by 
16 4% in the 10 year period from 
19 0, that none of the minimum 
sttion separations proposed in the 

ird Notice would be violated and 
th t a net gain in service would 
re ult from a grant of the counter - 
p posai. 

d) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Co nterproposals to The Gazette 
Co. pany Counterproposal: Oppo- 
sit ons to the Cedar Rapids pro - 
po al have been filed by the follow - 
in :. parties who also filed mutually 
exclusive proposals: Davenport 
Broadcasting Company, Daven- 
po , Iowa; KNUJ, Inc., New Ulm, 
Mi nesota; Black Hawk Broad- 
ca ing Company, Waterloo, Iowa, 
an Peoria Broadcasting Company 
an. West Central Broadcasting 
Co pany. 

(-) The Cedar Rapids Educa- 
tio al Reservation. The JCET 

supcorted the reservation of Chan- 
nel 26 in Cedar Rapids for non- 
co merciai educational use. No 
obj ctions were filed to the pro - 
pos d reservation.' 

Conclusions 
5 4. The foregoing counterpro- 

posels consist of requests for the 
assis ment of a first VHF channel 
in ampaign, Mankato and New 
131 , respectively; and a second 
VII assignment in Waterloo, 
Peo 'a and Cedar Rapids, respec- 
tive . The counterproposal of 
Bla Hawk Broadcasting Corn- 
pan , (Waterloo), KNUJ, Inc, 
(Ne Ulm) and The Gazette Corn- 
pan (Cedar Rapids) are mutually 
excl sive anti are also mutually 
exclusive with the counterpro- 
po::'s of Champaign News- Gazette 
( Champaign) and Southern Minne- 
sota Supply Company (Mankato). 
In addition the counterproposal of 
Peo is Broadcasting !Company 
(Pe .c 'a) is mutually exclusive 
with the counterproposals of 
Cha paign News- Gazette and The 
Gaz te Company. 

53 . It is our view, based on the 
reco ., that Champaign and Ur- 
bana should be considered as a 
singl entity for assignment pur- 
pose: in view of the proximity and 
stro g identity of interests of 
thes cities. In view of the pro- 
pose reservation of Channel 12 in 
Urb a for non -commercial educa- 
tions use the counterproposal of 
Cha paign News -Gazette will, ac- 
cordi gly, be considered as a re- 
ques for the assignment of the 
seco c VHF channel to Cham - 
pai : -Urbana. 

Co elusions: Mankato, Peoria, 
Waterloo, New Ulm, Champaign - 

Urbana, Cedar Rapids. 
536 The counterproposal of 

Sout rn Minnesota Supply Corn- 

**Co College, Cedar Rapids, in its 
comm nt on June 6, 1951, requested 
the reservation of VHF Channel 9 for 
non -c merciai educational use; there- 
after e college advised the JCET that 
it was thdrawing its request in favor 
of the reservation of a UHF channel 
for po ble future educational use by 
the co ege. 

Page 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
z0,»26 9,121 20.`26 

55? 
35 3$ 35 
18 t 15,411 

471 
401 

pany, seeking the assignment of a 
VHF channel to Mankato must be 
denied. As indicated below, this 
counterproposal would result in a 
co- channel separation of 182 miles 
in Zone II on Channel 10 between 
Brainerd and Rochester, Minnesota. 
This separation is below the 
minimum of 190 miles for the as- 
signment of co- channel stations in 
Zone II. 

537. With respect to the remain- 
ing counterproposals, it is our view 
that the counterproposal of Cham- 
paign News- Gazette is meritorious 
and, for the reasons set forth be- 
low, is to be preferred to the con- 
flicting counterproposals seeking 
assignment of a VHF channel to 
Peoria, Waterloo or New Ulm. The 
cities of Champaign and Urbana 
have a combined population of 
63,000, and in the Third Notice the 
Commission proposed the assign- 
ment of one VHF channel for the 
city of Urbana and no VHF chan- 
nels for Champaign. The counter- 
proposal of Champaign News -Ga- 
zette would result in the assign- 
ment of a second VHF channel to 
Champaign- Urbana and would, in 
addition, make possible the assign- 
ment of a second VHF channel to 
Cedar Rapids with a population of 
72,000. These assignments would 
be accomplished by deleting VHF 
Channel 2 from Centralia which 
has a population of 14,000. It is 
our view that the assignment of 
VHF channels to both Champaign - 
Urbana and Cedar Rapids warrants 
this deletion of a VHF channel 
from Centralia. Accordingly, we 
are assigning VHF Channels 3 and 
12 to Champaign -Urbana and VHF 
Channels 2 and 9 to Cedar Rapids. 
In substitution for Channel 2 in 
Centralia we are assigning Chan- 
nel 59. 

538. It is our view that the as- 
signment of a second VHF channel 
to both Champaign- Urbana and 
Cedar Rapids is to be preferred to 
the assignment of a second VHF 
channel to Peoria. West Central 
Broadcasting Co. has requested 
the assignment of Channel 12 to 
Peoria by the deletion of Channel 
12 from Urbana where it was pro- 
posed to be reserved for non -com- 
mercial educational use. We be- 
lieve, however, that the record re- 
quires the reservation of a VHF 
channel for non -commercial educa- 
tional use in Urbana,, a primarily 
educational center. The record 
establishes that the University has 
had considerable experience in 
broadcasting as the licensee of 
both an AM and an FM station and 
that it now intends to establish a 
non -commercial educational tele- 
vision station in the Urbana area. 
The University has received a gift 
of a television transmitter and the 
General Assembly of the State of 
Illinois has specifically authorized 
funds for the operation of a tele- 
vision program broadcasting unit. 
As indicated above, West Central 
Broadcast Co. did not propose the 
substitution of a VHF channel in 
Urbana for Channel 12 which it 
requested be deleted from that 
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community. It is our view, on the 
basis of the record, that a VHF 
channel should be retained in Ur- 
bana for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. Accordingly, the 
counterproposal of West Central 
Broadcasting Co. is denied. We 
have by our decision herein added 
the assignment of VHF Channel 3 
to Champaign -Urbana. It should 
be pointed out that if Channel 3 
were reserved in Champaign -Ur- 
bana for non -commercial educa- 
tional use in lieu of Channel 12 as 
proposed and Channel 12 were as- 
signed to Peoria, the assignment 
of an additional VHF channel to 
Cedar Rapids would be precluded. 
As noted above, we have preferred 
the assignment of a VHF channel 
to Champaign - Urbana and Cedar 
Rapids over the assignment of a 
VHF channel to Peoria. 

539. The counterproposal of 
Peoria Broadcasting Company 
seeking the assignment of a second 
VHF channel in Peoria would be 
accomplished by the deletion of 
the VHF channels assigned to 
Kirksville and Centralia. This 
plan would also assign a VHF 
channel to Brookfield. It is our 
view, however, that the assign- 
ment of a second VHF channel to 
both Champaign- Urbana and Ce- 
dar Rapids, at the expense of de- 
leting only one channel from Cen- 
tralia, is to be preferred to the as- 
signment of a -second VHF chan- 
nel to Peoria and a first VHF chan- 
nel to Brookfield which would be 
accomplished by deleting VHF 
channels from both Centralia and 
Kirksville. It is to be pointed out 
that Brookfield has a population of 
only 6,000 persons and no request 
has been filed by any party from 
that community for the assign- 
ment of a channel. 

540. It is also our view that the 
counterproposal of Champaign 
News -Gazette is to be preferred 
to the counterproposal of Black 
Hawk Broadcasting Company. Al- 
though Black Hawk Broadcasting 
Company would, in addition to as- 
signing a second VHF channel to 
Waterloo, assign a first VHF chan- 
nel to Brookfield, this would be ac- 
complished by deleting the sole 
VHF channel assigned to Kirks- 
ville. It is our view that the as- 
signment of a second VHF channel 
to both Champaign- Urbana and 
Cedar Rapids is to be preferred to 
the assignment of a second VHF 
channel to Waterloo and a first 
VHF channel to Brookfield, a city 
of 6,000. 

541. It is also our view that the 
counterproposal of Champaign 
News -Gazette is to be preferred to 
the counterproposal of KNUJ, Inc., 
seeking the assignment of a VHF 
channel to New Ulm with a popu- 
lation of approximately 9,000 per- 
sons. As indicated above the 
counterproposal of KNUJ, Inc., 
would result in a co- channel separ- 
ation of 189 miles in Zone II on 
Channel 11 between Pierre and 
Sioux Falls, South Dakota. This 
separation is below the minimum 
of 190 miles for the assignment of 
co- channel station in Zone II. 
Moreover, it is our view that the 
assignment of a second channel to 
both Champaign- Urbana and Ce- 
dar Rapids is to be preferred to 
the assignment of a first channel 
to New Ulm, especially in view of 
the relative sizes of these commu- 
nities. 

542. The Gazette Company coun- 
terproposal requested the assign- 

ment of a second VHF channel, 
Channel 12, to Cedar Rapids. This 
counterproposal, however, is in con- 
flict with the counterproposal of 
Champaign News- Gazette. How- 
ever, our decision herein provides 
for the additional assignment of 
VHF Channel 2 to Cedar Rapids. 
Accordingly, the Gazette Company 
counterproposal need not be con- 
sidered further. 

543. In view of the foregoing, 
the counterproposals of Black 
Hawk Broadcasting Company, 
KNUJ, Inc., The Gazette Company, 
Southern Minnesota Supply Com- 
pany, West Central Broadcasting 
Co. and Peoria Broadcasting Com- 
pany are denied; and the counter- 
proposal of Champaign News -Ga- 
zette is granted. 

544. We are of the view, how- 
ever, that the assignment of an 
additional UHF channel to Peoria 
is warranted. Channel 19 in Peoria 
would meet all required mileage 
separations for assignments in this 
zone. Accordingly, Channel 19 will 
be assigned to Peoria as an addi- 
tional assignment. 
Conclusions: The Peoria, Waterloo, 

Cedar Rapids Educational 
Reservations 

545. On the basis of the record, 
the reservation of UHF Channels 
*37, *22, and *26 in Peoria, Water- 
loo and Cedar Rapids, respectively, 
are finalized. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

546. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted:". 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Centralia, Illinois 
Champaign- Urbana, 

Illinois. 3, *12 
Peoria, Illinois 8 
Springfield, Illinois 2 
Cedar Rapids, Iowa 2,9 
Iowa City, Iowa *12 
Mason City, Iowa 3 
Waterloo, Iowa 7 
Mankato, Minnesota 
New Ulm, Minn. 
Kirksville, Missouri 3 

32,59 

21,27,33 
19 !37,43 
20,126 
20,126 
24 
35 
16,122 
15 
43 
18 

AMES, FORT DODGE, AND 
DES MOINES, IOWA 

547. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervation: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Ames 5 25 
Des Moines $,*11,13 17,23 
Fort Dodge 21 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Des Moines 
has a population of 226,000 and 
the city of Des Moines has a popu- 
lation of 178,000. The City of Fort 
Dodge has a population of 25,000. 
The City of Ames has a population 
of 23,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. The Iowa 
State College of Agriculture and 
Mechanical Arts is licensed for the 
operation of Station WOI -TV at 
Ames on Channel 4. The licensee 
was ordered to show cause why the 
license of WOI -TV should not be 
modified to specify operation on 
Channel 5. Iowa State stated it 
had no objection to the move from 
Channel 4 to Channel 5. 

(d) Counterproposal of North- 
west Broadcasting Company. The 
Northwest Broadcasting Company 
proposed the additional assignment 
of Channel 4 to . Fort Dodge by 
making the following changes in 

" *The educational reservations for 
Springfield, Illinois, and Iowa City, 
Iowa, are discussed elsewhere. 
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the assignments proposed in the (j) Statement in Support of 
Third Notice: Cowles Broadcasting Company, 

City Third Notice 
VHF Cnan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Fort Doage, Iowa 
Sioux City, Iowa 4,9 

Mitchell, South Dakota s 

Vermillion, South Dakota *2 

(e) Statement in Support of 
Northwest Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. The Northwest 
Broadcasting Company urged that 
the geographical location and im- 
portance of Fort Dodge as the 
dominant city in a large area jus- 
tified the assignment of two chan- 
nels, one VHF and one UHF to 
that city. It was also urged that 
the Commission's proposed assign- 
ments did not provide an equitable 
distribution of television facilities 
since cities of comparable size were 
assigned more channels than were 
assigned to Dodge. 

(f) The Northwest Broadcasting 
Company counterproposal would 
result in the following co- channel 
separation in Zone II: 

21 
*30,36 
20 
41 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Cnan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
4t 21 
2t,9 *30,36 
4? 20 

*5t 91 

Central Broadcasting Company 
and Murphy Broadcasting Com- 
pany Counterproposals. Cowles, 
Central and Murphy Broadcasting 
Companies urged that WOI -TV 
provide educational service to the 
Des Moines area; that the proposed 
changes in classification of WOI- 
TV to an educational non- commer- 
cial station would meet the needs 
of Des Moines for non -commercial 
educational television; that WOI- 
TV in secùring its license repre- 
sented it would be a non- commer- 
cial station; and that "it would be 
a waste of television channels to 
assign two channels for use in the 
operation of educational television 
stations, one at Des Moines, Iowa, 

Channel Cities 
5 Vermillion, S. D.- Hastings, Nebr. 

Vermillion, S. D. -Ames, Ia. (WOI- 
5 TV) 
4 Fort Dodge, Ia.- Minneapolis, Minn. 

(g) Opposition and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the Northwest 
Broadcasting Company Counterpro- 
posal. Oppositions and conflicting 
counterproposals were filed by the 
following parties: Gazette Corn - 
pany, Cedar Rapids; Black Hawk 
Broadcasting Company, Waterloo, 
Iowa; Champaign News- Gazette, 
Inc., Champaign, Ill.; Southern 
Minnesota Supply Company, Man-. 
kato, Minnesota; Quad City Broad- 
casting Company, Moline, Ill., In- 
dependent Broadcasting Company, 
DesMoines, Ia.; Mid -Continent Ra- 
dio Television, Inc.. Minneapolis, 
Minn.; and Iowa State College, 
Ames, Iowa. 

(h) The Des Moines Educational 
Reservation. The Independent 
School District of Des Moines and 
Drake University supported the 
reservation of VHF Channel 11 at 
Des Moines for non -commercial 
educational use. The City Council 
of Des Moines, Iowa, and other 
civic and educational parties also 
supported the reservation. The 
Independent School District urged 
that a reservation was necessary 
in order that educational institu- 
tions and other interested organ- 
izations have sufficient time to de- 
velop a program for non- commer- 
cial educational use of television 
in the area. 

(i) Counterproposals of Cowles 
Broadcasting Company, Central 
Broadcasting Company. and Mur- 
phy Broadcasting Company. 
Cowles Broadcasting Company, 
Central Broadcasting Company, 
and the Murphy Broadcasting Com- 
pany,"` proposed to increase the 
number of commercial VHF chan- 
nel assignments in Des Moines. by 
removing the reservation of VHF 
Channel 11 for non -commercial 
educational use and by proposing 
that VHF Channel 5 at Ames, 
Iowa. be assigned to WOI -TV and 
be classified as a channel reserved 
for non- commercial educational 
use instead of for commercial use 
as follows: 

City 

Mileage 
170 

175 
176 

and the other at Ames, Iowa." 
(k) Oppositions to Cowles, Cen- 

tral and Murphy Counterproposals. 
Iowa State College, ' and Daven- 
port Broadcasting Company op- 
posed the counterproposals of 
Cowles, Central and Murphy. 

(I) Counterproposal of the Dav- 
enport Broadcasting Company, 
Inc., Davenport, Iowa. The Daven- 
port Broadcasting Company, Inc., 
proposed the additional assignment 
of a VHF channel to Atalissa, "' by 
deleting Channel *11 at Des Moines 
and by making the following 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice: 

City 

Counterproposal. The Davenport 
Broadcasting Company urged that 
the size, population, and economic 
importance of Davenport-Rock Is- 
land- Moline warranted an addi- 
tional VHF assignment and that 
the deletion of reserved Channel 
11 from Des Moines, "would elim- 
inate wasteful overlap between 
educational service now being ren- 
dered by Iowa State College of 
Agriculture and Mechanical Arts, 
(WOI -TV), Ames, Iowa, and the 
proposed assignment of Channel 
11 ln Des Moines for educational 
use." 

(n) Oppositions to the Daven- 
port Broadcasting Company Coun- 
terproposal. Cowles, Central In- 

dependent, Murphy, and Iowa State 
College opposed the Davenport 
Broadcasting counterproposal. 

(o) Counterproposal of Inde- 
pendent Broadcasting Company. 
The Independent Broadcasting 
Company proposed the additional 
assignment of Channel 4 to Des 
Moines by making the following 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice: 

City 

show cause why its assignment 
should not be changed to Channel 
5. It was urged that since Ames 
and Des Moines are the same dis- 
tance from Rock Island, the assign- 
ment of Channel 4 to Des Moines 
would result in the same interfer- 
ence situation which the Commis- 
sion's Order to Show Cause to 
WOI -TV was designated to elim- 
inate. The counterproposals of 
Northwest Broadcasting Company 
and Davenport Broadcasting Com- 
pany are mutually exclusive with 
that of Independent Broadcasting 
Company. 

Conclusions: Des Moines 
Educational Reservation 

548. We believe on the basis of 
the record that we must deny the 
request to remove the educational 
reservation in Des Moines from 
Channel 11. In light of the evi- 
dence introduced by the educational 
interests in Des Moines, we believe 
that the educational reservation in 
that city should be finalized. 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel. No. 
Des Moines, Iowa 8, *11,13 

Sioux City, Iowa 4,9 
Vermillion, South Dakota *2 

(p) Statement in Support of In- 
dependent Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. Independent 
Broadcasting Company urged that 
Channel 4 could be assigned to Des 
Moines without adversely affecting 
any existing TV broadcasting sta- 
tion or any assignment proposed 
by the Commission; that the Com- 
mission's priorities would not be 
affected with the exception of 
priority 5; and that an additional 
VHF service would be provided to 
a substantial area and population. 

(q) The counterproposal of In- 
dependent Broadcasting Company 
would result in the following co- 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nei No. 

Cnnn'ernro ̂ osal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Atalissa, Iowa 
Des Moines. Iowa 
Iowa City, Iowa 

B,*11,13 
*2 

(m) Statement in Support of 
Davenport Broadcasting Company 

su The Independent Broadcasting 
Company, as part of a counterpro- 
posal to assign an additional VHF 
channel to Des Moines, also urged the 
change in reservation from VHF Chan- 
nel 11 to a UHF channel in Des Moines. 

"'Central Broadcasting Company 
filed a Motion to Strike the statement 
of Iowa State College of Agriculture 
and Mechanical Arts on the grounds 
that the statement signed by counsel 
was not sworn to. The Iowa State Col- 
lege of Agriculture and Mechanic Arts 
filed an opposition to the Motion to 
Strike saying that the document was 
intended as a brief under the meaning 
of Paragraph 5 (f) of the Order of 
Hearing Procedure of July 25. 1951; 
that it was filed early on September 
24. 1951, rather than on October 29. 
1951, the last filing date; that the brief 
is in support of an engineering state- 
ment which has been sworn to and 
that, therefore, since it is a brief un- 
der the meaning of Paragraph 5 (f) it 
need not be sworn to. Attached to 
their opposition to the Motion to 
Strike, the attorneys for the Iowa 
State College of Agriculture and Me- 
chanical Arts filed an amendment to 
"Statement on Behalf of Iowa State 
College of Agriculture and Mechanical 
Arts in Support of Commission Allo- 
cation Plan" to delete the word 
"Statement" where it appears in the 
caption of said brief and wherever it 
appears capitalized in the body of said 
brief and substitute in lieu thereof the 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

Prnnnsed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel Nn. nel Nn. 
Ames, Iowa 5 25 
Des Moines, Iowa 8, *11,13 17,23 
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as 25 
8,11í,13 17,23 

17,23 
24 

2t 
8, t, 13 

*11t 
17,23 
24 

channel separation in Zones I and 
II: 

Channel 
4 

4 
4 

17,23 

*30,36 
41 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
4t,8,11,13 *17t,23 

(or 23 *) 
2+,9 *30,36 

Wt 41 

549. The request that we change 
the character of the Ames assign- 
ment can not, on the basis of the 
record, be granted. Iowa State 
College in securing a license did 
not secure a non -commercial li- 
cense requiring it to broadcast nori= 
commercial programs but secured 
a license giving it the responsibil- 
ity to determine the commercial or 
non -commercial character- of its 
programs' We do not believe, on 
the basis of this record, that we 
should issue a show cause order 
which would require WOI -TV to 
change its classification and be- 
come a non -commercial station. In 
the absence of compelling reasons, 
we do not believe that educational 
institutions who secure commercial 
licenses should be required to 
change the character of their oper- 
ation. To adopt a contrary policy 
would be to discourage educational 
institutions which do not prefer to 

City Mileage 
DesMoines -Rock Island, Ia. 158 

(WHBF -TV) 
Des Moines- Kansas City, Mo. 180 
Des Moines -Vermillion, S. D. 182 

(r) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Independent 
Broadcasting Company Counter- 
proposal. Rock Island Broadcast- 
ing Company opposed Independent 
counterproposal, and urged that 
the counterproposal should be de- 
nied for the reason that it would 
create the interference which the 
Commission has attempted to 
eliminate in the Third Notice. It 
was pointed out that WHBF -TV, 
Rock Island and WOI -TV, Ames, 
Iowa, now operate on Channel 4. 
Because of the close spacings of 
these stations and the resultant in- 
terference the Commission in the 
Third Notice ordered WOI -TV to 

word "Brief." In view of the amend- 
ment submitted by the College the 
Motion to Strike is DENIED. The 
'Statement" objected to has been con- 
sidered only as a Brief. 

"'Atalissa, a community of 240 per- 
sons, is 50 miles from Davenport. The 
counterproposal proposed a transmit- 
ter site at Durant, approximately 30 
miles from Davenport. 

Zone 
I 

II 

II 

operate a fully non -commercial sta- 
tion from entering the television 
field. Accordingly, we must deny 
the request to change the classifi- 
cation of the Ames assignment. 

550. Moreover, from the record 
it appears that Des Moines and its 
immediate surrounding vicinity is 
the major economic, cultural and 
social center of the State of Iowa. 
The fact that different educational 
programs may be simultaneously 
available in the same area from 
WOI -TV and a non -commercial 
educational television station in 
Des Moines is not necessarily un- 
desirable since it increases the 
number of program choices as does 
the presence of several stations in 
a given city. In addition, it is 
shown in the engineering state- 
ment in the Central Broadcasting 
filing that Station WOI -TV oper- 
ating with the maximum polVer 
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c templated by the Commission's 
p posal and operating with its 
p sently licensed antenna height 
c ld provide Grade A service to 
b t 45% of the City of Des Moines. 

61. In view of the foregoing, 
th counterproposals of Cowles 
B adcasting Company, Central 
Broadcasting Company, Murphy 
Broadcasting Company, and Daven- 
p Broadcasting Company, are 
de 'ed. Furthermore, with respect 
to the counterproposal of Doyen- 
po Broadcasting Company, we do 
no believe the assignment of a 
V F channel to the city of Atalissa 
by the deletion of a VHF assign- 
or nt in Des Moines, a much larger 
ci , is warranted. 

nclusions: Additional VHF 
Assignment in Fort Dodge 

and Des Moines 
$52. The Northwest Broadcast- 

ing Company counterproposal 
would result in three co- channel 
separations below the 190 mile 
minimum for Zone II. Channel 5 
world be asigned at Vermillion, 170 
mies from Hastings and 175 miles 
from Station WOI -TV at Ames; 
and Channel 4 would be assigned 
to Fort Dodge, 176 miles from 
Minneapolis. Accordingly, t h e 
Northwest Broadcasting Company 
counterproposal is denied. 

553. The Independent Broadcast- 
ing Company counterproposal 
would result in one co- channel 
separation below the 170 -mile min- 
imum for assignments in Zone I 
and two co- channel separations be- 
low the 190 -mile minimum for 
Zone II. Channel 4 would be as- 
si ed to Des Moines, 158 miles 
fro Station WHBF -TV in Rock 
Isl d in Zone 1 and 180 and 182 
miles, respectively from Kansas 
City, Missouri and Vermillion, both 
in Zone II. Accordingily, the Inde- 
pendent Broadcasting Company 
counterproposal is denied. 

Conclusions: Show Cause Order 
554. In view of the foregoing, 

an appropriate authorization will 
be issued to Iowa State College to 
specify operation of WOI -TV on 
Channel 5. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

555. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Am s 25 
Des Moines 8,411,13 17,23 Fort Dodge 21 

KEOKUK, IOWA; 
UINCY, ILLINOIS; AND 
HANNIBAL, MISSOURI 

6 . (a) Proposed Assignments. 
In e Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the following assign - 
ments: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Keokuk, Iowa 44 
Quia y, Illinois 10 21 
Hannibal, Missouri 7 27 

(b) Census Data. The popula- 
tion of Keokuk, Iowa, is 16,000. 
The pulation of Quincy, Illinois, 
is 4 ,000. The population of Han - 
niba Missouri, is 21,000. 

(c Counterproposal of Keokuk 
Broa casting Company. Keokuk 
Broa casting Company requested 
that Channel 10 be assigned to 
Keo k. The assignment of Chan- 
nel 1 to Keokuk would be accom- 
plish d by the deletion of Channel 

1'The allegations concerning the rep- 
resentations with respect to its pro- 
gramming are irrelevant to these pro- 
ceedings. 
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10 from Quincy, Illinois, the sub- (c) Counterproposal of The 
atitution of Channel 7 in Quincy Telegraph Herald. The Telegraph and the deletion of Channel 7 from Herald, Dubuque, Iowa, proposed Hannibal, Mo., as follows: 

City Third Notice Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Keokuk, Iowa 44 
Quincy, Illinois 10 21 
Hannibal, Mo. 7 27 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Keokuk Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. Keokuk Broad- 
casting Company urged that the 
deletion of Channel 7 from Hanni- 
bal would not deprive that city of 
television service because of the 
assignment of UHF Channel 27 to 
Hannibal. It was also asserted 
that Hannibal would receive Grade 
A service from the VHF assign- 
ment at Quincy, 15 miles from 
Hannibal. Further, it is urged that 
the assignment of Channel 10 to 
Keokuk would provide a substan- 
tial number of persons with a first 
VHF service. It was also con- 
tended that the assignment of 
Channel 10 to Keokuk and the as- 
signment of Channel 7 to Quincy 
comply in all respects with the 
standards adopted herein. Finally, 
it was urged that a more extensive 
coverage would be rendered by a 
station located in Keokuk on Chan- 
nel 10 than would be rendered by 
Channel 7 at either Quincy or Han- 
nibal. 

(e) Opposition to Keokuk Broad- 
casting Company Counterproposal. 
The Courier Post Publishing Com- 
pany, Hannibal, Missouri, opposed 
the Keokuk counterproposal urging 
that Hannibal, a city of 20,540 per- 
sons is a separate competitive mar- 
ket from Quincy which has a popu- 
lation of 41,402 persons, and that 
a grant of the counterproposal 
would deprive Hannibal of its only 
VHF assignment. Further, it was 
pointed out that Hannibal and 
Quincy are located in separate 
Counties and States and each is 
also considered the principal city 
of separate retail trading areas. It 
was also urged that under the Com- 
mission's proposed assignments 
the City of Keokuk would receive 
two Grade A services from Keokuk 
and Fort Madison and that 70% 
of the City of Keokuk would re- 
ceive a third service from Channel 
10 proposed for Quincy. 

Conclusions 
557. It is our view that, on the 

basis of the record, the counterpro- 
posal of Keokuk Broadcasting 
Company should be denied. A 
grant of this counterproposal 
would deprive the City of Hanni- 
bal, a larger city than Keokuk, of 
its sole VHF channel in order to 
add a first VHF channel to Keokuk 
and a second assignment to that 
city. Accordingly, the counterpro- 
posal of Keokuk Broadcasting 
Company is denied. 

Final Assignments 
558. The following assignments 

are adopted: 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
City No. No. 

Keokuk, Iowa 44 
Quincy, Illinois 10 21 
Hannibal, Missouri 7 27 

DUBUQUE, IOWA 
559. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the following as- 
signments to Dubuque: UHF 
Channels 56 and 62. 

(b) Census Data. The City of 
Dubuque has a population of 
50,000. 

Final TV Report 

VHF Chan- 
nel No. 

10t 
71' 
t 

UHF Chan- 
nel No. 

44 
21 
27 

that VHF Channels 6 and 11 be 
assigned to Dubuque with less than 
maximum power to protect other 
co -channel and adjacent channel 
stations. This counterproposal 
would require no other changes in 
the proposed assignments in the 
Third Notice. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Telegraph Herald Counterproposal. 
The Telegraph Herald urged that 
the operation of UHF stations in 
Dubuque would present serious eco- 
nomic obstacles. It was urged that 
operation on Channels 5 and 11 
with powers below that proposed 
in the Third Notice would afford 
protection to co- channel stations to 
the same extent as stations with 
maximum facilities operating at 
the required minimum spacings. 
Specifically, it was urged that 
powers of 46.7 kw on Channel 5 
and 87 kw on Channel 11 be au- 
thorized for stations in Dubuque. It 
was further urged that a grant of 
the counterproposal would provide 
a first VHF service to a substan- 
tial area. 

(e) The counterproposal would 
result in the following co- channel 
separations in Zone I below the 
170 -mile minimum: 

Channel 6 Dubuque, Ia.-Chica- 
go (WNBQ), 162 miles. 

Channel 11 Dubuque, Ia.-Chi- 
cago, 161 miles. 

The counterproposal, in addition, 
would result in the following co- 
channel separations in Zone II be- 
low the 190 -mile minimum: 

Channel 5 Dubuque, Ia.-Ames, 
Ia. (WOI -TV), 159 miles. 

Channel 11 Dubuque, Ia.-Des 
Moines, Ia., 164 miles. 

(f) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Telegraph 
Herald Counterproposal. Opposi- 
tions and conflicting counterpropos- 
als to the counterproposal of The 
Telegraph Herald were filed by the 
following parties: Central Broad- 
casting Co., Davenport, Iowa, The 
National Broadcasting Company, 
Chicago, Illinois, the Johnson -Ken- 
nedy Radio Corporation, Chicago, 
Illinois; Iowa State College, Ames, 
Iowa; and the Davenport Broad- 
casting Company, Davenport, Iowa. 

Conclusions 
560. Elsewhere in this Report 

the Commission has set forth the 
basis for its decision not to create 
a special class of stations author- 
ized to operate with reduced power 
at reduced separations. In view of 
that decision and for the reasons 
therein stated the request of The 
Telegraph Herald is denied. 

Final Assignments 
561. The assignment of UHF 

Channels 56 and 62 in Dubuque, 
Iowa, are adopted. 

SIOUX CITY, IOWA 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

562. Proposed Reservation. In 
the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the reservation of Chan- 
nel 30 in Sioux City for non -com- 
mercial educational use. 

563. The JCET, the Mayor of 
Sioux City. the City Council and 
other local educational groups, 

supported the reservation of Chan- 
nel 30 in Sioux City. No party 
objected to the reservation. 

Conclusions 
564. In view of the foregoing, 

the reservation of Channel 30 in 
Sioux City for non -commercial edu- 
cational use is finalized. 

IOWA CITY, IOWA 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

565. (a) Proposed Reservation. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
Channel 2 in Iowa City for non- 
commercial educational use. 

(b) The State University of 
Iowa supported the reservation of 
VHF Channel 2 in Iowa City for 
non -commercial educational tele- 
vision use. The University stated 
that it has engaged in non -corn- 
mercial broadcasting since 1919; 
that a separate building has been 
constructed for radio broadcasting 
and the annual operation budget 
for its broadcast activities was 
$50,000. The University stated that 
from 1932 to 1938 the University 
regularly scheduled television pro- 
grams from an experimentally li- 
censed transmitter and that it has 
for the past two years, organized 
and presented weekly programs 
from Station WOC -TV, Davenport, 
Iowa. The University further stat- 
ed that television facilities are 
available and that it has begun 
construction of a Communications 
Center and that it has a complete- 
ly outfitted motion picture produc- 
tion laboratory including ten mo- 
tion picture cameras. The Univer- 
sity submitted a detailed listing of 
suggested program material for 
use on the proposed educational 
television station. No one has ob- 
jected to the reservation of VHF 
Channel 2. 

(c) Quad - City Broadcasting 
Corp. Moline, Illinois, Davenport 
Broadcasting Company, ' Daven- 
port, Iowa, and Champaign News - 
Gazette, Inc., Champaign, Illinois, 
proposed the reservation of a VHF 
channel other than VHF Channel 
2 for Iowa City in connection with 
counterproposals for additional 
VHF assignments in their respec- 
tive cities.' The Commission else- 
where in this Report granted the 
request made by Campaign News - 
Gazette, Inc., which proposed as 
part of its over -all plan the res- 
ervation of VHF Channel 12 in 
lieu of the proposed reservation of 
VHF Channel 2 in Iowa City. 

Conclusions 
566. On the basis of the fore- 

going and the record, the reserva- 
tion of Channel 12 in Iowa City 
for non -commercial use is finalized. 

noElsewhere in this Report the Com- 
mission denied the counterproposals of 
Quad -City Broadcasting Corp. and 
Davenport Broadcasting Company. 

10The State University of Iowa on 
October 8, 1951, filed with the Commis- 
sion a Motion to Strike portions of the 
statements of Hugh R. Norman and 
Walter F. Kean filed on behalf of 
Davenport Broadcasting Company. In- 
corporated. In these statements, the 
of rants introduce as a new proposal the 
use of a UHF channel for educational 
use at Iowa City whereas the initial 
counterproposal of May 7, 1951, did not 
contain this proposal. Paragraphs 5 (b) 
and 8 of the Order of Hearing Proce- 
dure of July 25. 1951. clearly indicate that the Commission will not consider any sworn statements which are not in support of the initial pleadings. The Motion to Strike is therefore GRANT- 
ED. With respect to the sworn state- ments filed on behalf of Davenport 
Broadcasting Company, Incorporated, 
the Commission has not considered for the reasons given above. as evidence properly before it, the evidence relat- ing to this new proposal. The Com- 
mission has, however. considered such evidence contained therein which is in support 

of. 
its counterproposal in this 
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ST. JOSEPH, ST. LOUIS AND 
SPRINGFIELD, MISSOURI: 

EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 
567. (a) Proposed Reservations. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the following re- 
servations for non -commercial use: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
St. Joseph, Missouri 36 
St. Louis, Missouri *9 
Springfield, Missouri *26 

(b) St. Joseph Educational Res- 
ervation. The School District of 
St. Joseph supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 36 in St. Joseph 
and submitted a resolution of the 
Board of Education requesting 
that a television channel be re- 
served for this city. The JCET, 
Northeast Missouri State College, 
Maryville and St. Benedict's Col- 
lege, Atchison, Kansas, also sup - 
ported the reservation. No objec- 
tions to the reservation were filed. 

(c) St. Louis Educational Res- 
ervation. The Mayor's Committee 
on Educational Television and the 
Board of Education of the City of 
St. Louis and JCET supported the 
reservation of Channel 9 to St. 
Louis. No objections to the re- 
servation were filed. 

(d) Springfield Educational Res- 
ervation. The Board of Education 
of the Springfield, Missouri Public 
Schools, Reorganized Green County 
District No. 12, Drury College, and 
Southwest Missouri State College 
and JCET supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 26 to Springfield. 
No objections to the reservation 
were filed. 

Conclusions 
568. In view of the record, the 

reservations of the foregoing chan- 
nels for non -commercial educa- 
tional use are finalized. 

Final Reservations 
569. The following reservations 

are adopted: 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
City No. No. 

St. Joseph, Missouri *36 
St. Louis, Missouri *9 
Springfield, Missouri *26 

MINNEAPOLIS -ST. PAUL, 
MINNESOTA: 

EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 
570. (a) Proposed Reservations. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
VHF Channel 2 in Minneapolis- 
St. Paul for non -commercial edu- 
cational use. 

(b) Minneapolis -St. Paul Edu- 
cational Reservation. The Univer- 
sity of Minnesota, the Minneapolis 
Public Schools, the College of St. 
Catherine, the City of St. Paul 
the Saint Paul Public Library and 
the JCET supported the reserva- 
tion. These institutions expressed 
their willingness to cooperate with 
other educational institutions in 
the area with respect to non -com- 
mercial educational television. No 
objections were filed to the pro- 
posed reservation. 

Conclusions 
571. On the basis of the record, 

the reservation of Channel 2 in 
Minneapolis -St. Paul for non -com- 
mercial educational use is final- 
ized. 

GREEN BAY AND 
MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIN 
572. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 

the following assignments and res- 
ervation: 

City 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 
Green Bay 
Milwaukee 

6 
4,s10,12 19,25,31 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Milwaukee 
has a population of 871,000. The 
City of Milwaukee has a popula- 
tion of 637,000. The standard 
metropolitan area of Green Bay 
has a population of 98,000. The 
City of Green Bay has a popula- 
tion of 53,000. 

(c) Existing Station. The Jour- 
nal Company is licensed for the 
operation of Station WTMJ -TV 
in Milwaukee on Channel 3. The 
licensee was ordered to show cause 
why the license of WTMJ -TV 
should not be modified to specify 
Channel 4 in lieu of Channel 3. 
The licensee did not file any op- 
position to the show cause order. 

(d) Counterproposal of Green 
Bay Newspaper Company. The 
Green Bay Newspaper Company 
requested the additional assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 2 to Green 
Bay. No other changes in the as- 
signments proposed in the Third 
Notice were requested. 

(e) Statement in Support of 
Green Bay Newspaper Company 
Counterproposal. Green Bay News- 
paper Company urged that assign- 
nient of Channel 2 to Green Bay 
would provide a fair, efficient and 
equitable distribution of television 
facilities; that the assignment of 
Channel 2 to Green Bay conforms 
fully with the Commission's stand- 
ards and serves the priorities set 
forth in the Third Notice; and 
that the additional assignment of 
Channel 2 could be obtained with- 
out depriving any city of a pro- 
posed assignment under the Com- 
mission's Third Notice. Further, 
it was asserted that there are no 
cities or metropolitan areas to the 
west, north or east of Green Bay 
within approximately 200 miles 
which have a population greater 
than Green Bay; that the nearest 
city larger than Green Bay is Mil- 
waukee, approximately 100 miles 
to the south; and that the Green 
Bay community is the second larg- 
est distribution and jobbing out- 
let and the third largest retail cen- 
ter in Wisconsin. The distance be- 
tween Green Bay and Chicago, the 
nearest city where Channel 2 is 
proposed to be assigned, is 182 
miles. The nearest adjacent chan- 
nel assignment proposed is Chan- 
nel 3 to Madison, Wisconsin, 121 
miles from Green Bay. 

(f) Joint Counterproposal of 
the Wisconsin Broadcasting Sys- 
tem, Inc. and Hearst Radio, Inc. 
and the Counterproposal of Mil- 
waukee Broadcasting Company. 
The Wisconsin Broadcasting Sys- 
tem, Inc., and Hearst Radio, Inc., 
filed a joint counterproposal and 
the Milwaukee Broadcasting Com- 
pany filed an identical counterpro- 
posal requesting the assignment of 
Channel 6 to Milwaukee by delet- 
ing it from Green Bay and substi- 
tuting Channel 2 to replace Chan- 
nel 6 in Green Bay as follows: 

WOC -TV at Davenport, Iowa in 
Zone I. 

(h) Statement in Support of 
Wisconsin Broadcasting System, 
Inc. and Hearst Radio, Inc. and 
Milwaukee Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposals. It was urged 
that Section 3.606 of the Commis- 
sion's Rules assign Channels 3, 6, 
8 and 10 to Milwaukee; that under 
the Third Notice, however, the 
Commission proposed to assign 
VHF Channels 4, 10 and 12 to 
Milwaukee with Channel 10 re- 
served for non -commercial educa- 
tional use; and that the result un- 
der the Commission's proposed as- 
signments is to leave available for 
applicants only Channels 12, 19, 25 
and 31." It was urged that the 
restoration of Channel 6 in Mil- 
waukee and the assignment of 
Channel 2 to Green Bay would sat- 
isfy the requirements of the Corn- 
mission's rules and standards in 
relation to the assignments pro- 
posed for other communities under 
the Third Notice. It was also con- 
tended that the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice are in- 
adequate to meet the pressing and 
immediate needs for competitive 
commercial television service; and 
that the assignment to Milwaukee 
of only two VHF channels for 
commercial use will extend for an 
additional and considerable period 
of time the adverse effects upon 
competition which presently exist 
in Milwaukee. Further, it was 
stated that there are 258,000 VHF 
receivers in the hands of the public 
in Milwaukee. Finally, it was 
urged that because of the popula- 
tion, size and economic importance 
of Milwaukee, it is one of the key 
economic links in every chain of 
television broadcast stations for 
network service. 

(i) Opposition to Wisconsin 
Broadcasting System, Inc. and 
Hearst Radio, Inc. and Milwaukee 
Broadcasting Company counterpro- 
posals. Oppositions to the Mil- 
waukee counterproposal' have 
been filed by WJIM, Inc., Lansing, 
Michigan, and Central Broadcast- 
ing Company, Davenport, Iowa, on 
the grounds of interference to ex- 
isting Stations WJIM -TV and 
WOC -TV, respectively. It was 
urged that the assignment of 
Channel 6 to Milwaukee would re- 
sult in interference to these exist- 
ing stations. 

(j) Station WOC -TV is present- 
ly operating on Channel 5 in 
Davenport and the Commission has 
proposed that WOC-TV be shifted 
to Channel 6. WJIM -TV is licensed 
to operate on Channel 6 in Lans- 
ing, Michigan, and the Commis- 

"'Channel not specified. 

12,At the 'freeze" date, one VHF 
channel had been assigned (WTMJ- 
TV) and Wisconsin Broadcasting, 
Hearst Radio, and Milwaukee Broad- 
casting Company (WEMP), were in 
hearing and had petitioned the Com- 
mission for immediate grant of their 
non -competing applications for the re- 
maining three VHF channels. M u s i c Broadcasting Company. 
Grand Rapids, Michigan, opposed the 
Milwaukee counterproposal since it 
conflicted with its counterproposal. 
Elsewhere in this decision we have 
denied the counterproposal of Music 
Broadcasting Company for the reasons 
there stated. 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

City nel No. nel No. 
Green Bay 6 
Milwaukee 4,*10,12 19,25,31 

(g) The assignment of Channel 
6 in Milwaukee would result in a 
167 mile co-channel separation be- 
tween Milwaukee and Station 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
21 

9,61,10,12 ,1,121,19,25,31 

sion has proposed no change in the 
licensed frequency of that station. 
The separations between the City 

of Milwaukee and the cities of 
Lansing and Davenport are 171 
and 170 miles respectively. The 
separations between the City of 
Milwaukee and the present trans- 
mitter sites of WOC -TV and 
WJIM -TV are 167 and 173 miles, 
respectively. It was asserted by 
the Milwaukee parties that it 
would be possible to locate a sta- 
tion in Milwaukee on Channel 6 
which would meet the minimum 
required co- channel separation be- 
tween transmitters of 170 miles. It 
was claimed by Central Broadcast- 
ing Company that although the 
Commission proposed to move 
WOC -TV from Channel 5 to Chan- 
nel 6 in order to eliminate inter- 
ference, the counterproposal of the 
Milwaukee parties would result in 
the interference situation which 
the Commission's proposal would 
avoid. 

(k) The Milwaukee Educational 
Reservation. The Milwaukee Edu- 
cator's Committee on Television 
and the Milwaukee Vocational and 
Adult Schools supported the res- 
ervation of VHF Channel 10 at 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin. The Mil- 
waukee Educator's Committee on 
Television comprises the Mayor, 
City of Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
State College, University' of Wis- 
consin (Milwaukee Extension Di- 
vision), Milwaukee Public Schools 
and Milwaukee Vocational and 
Adult Schools. Numerous civic, 
religious, labor and business or- 
ganizations and the State Radio 
Council of Wisconsin also support- 
ed the reservation. The Board of 
Vocational and Adult Education of 
Milwaukee passed a resolution 
supporting the reservation and in- 
structed the director of the Mil- 
waukee Vocational and Adult 
Schools to file a statement with the 
Commission which contained the 
following points: (1) The Board 
was prepared to cooperate in de- 
veloping local educational televi- 
sion programs; (2) the Director 
was authorized to make a survey 
of all pertinent facts which relate 
to the proposed television station; 
(3) the Board was prepared on 
the basis of favorable and conclu- 
sive findings to assume the re- 
sponsibility for the construction of 
such a station, provided that it 
was assured by the cooperating 
bodies, or by the city, that costs 
of operation would be equitably 
shared according to a formula to 
be agreed upon before construction 
was ordered. Pending the outcome 
of the survey the Board stated 
that it "will very probably ear- 
mark a sum sufficiently large to be- 
gin such work as can be under- 
taken and completed in the next 
fiscal year, provided the Fed- 
eral Communications Commission 
thinks well of the proposal of the 
Board to build a station on its 
property in Milwaukee and will 
reserve the use of VHF Channel 
10 for the proposed station." The 
Milwaukee Educator's Committee 
on Television submitted a detailed 
listing of proposed television pro- 
grams designed for class room use 
and adult education. The Mil- 
waukee Vocational and Adult 
Schools stated it could "legally 
raise all the funds needed to build 
a television station." 

(1) Oppositions to the Educa- 
tional Reservation. Wisconsin 
Broadcasting System, Inc., and 
Hearst Radio, Inc. proposed to in- 
crease the number of commercial 
VHF channels in Milwaukee from 
two to four by proposing to add 
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HF Channel 6 and by proposing 
shift the proposed reservation 
the UHF. The parties stated 

t at substantial public interest in 
aving immediate and effective 
mpetition among local and net - 
ork services required the recom- 
ended changes. Hearst Radio 

s ated the Board of Vocational and 
dult Education was not in a posi- 

t on, financially or otherwise, to 
construct and operate an educa- 
t onal television station. Hearst 

adio stated further that if Chan - 
n I 10 were reserved there was 
n. prospect of any additional VHF 
s. rvice in Milwaukee for an in- 
d finite, and in any event a con - 
si erable period of time. It was 
contended that competition for the 
o e remaining VHF channel would 
p event the possibility of an addi- 
ti.nal VHF station for some time 
t. come. Hearst Radio stated that 
t - educators did not claim they 
w uld be unduly prejudiced by rea- 
s of the fact that there are no 
U F receivers in the Milwaukee 
a a. It was claimed that the 
B ard of Vocational and' Adult 
E ucation would not have to pio- 
n > r in the UHF field since a com- 
m rcial applicant has applied for a 
U F channel, and by the time the 
B. ard was ready to build and 
op rate an educational station, 
there would be a substantial num- 
be of UHF receivers in the area. 

nclusions: Milwaukee Educa- 
tional Reservation 

73. We do not believe, on the 
bais of the record, that the res- 
e ation of VHF Channel 10 
sh uld be changed. The education- 
al interests in Milwaukee have 
sh.wn a strong interest in estab- 
lis ing a non -commercial educa- 
tio al station and they have pre - 
se d a concrete plan for the es- 
ta.iishment of such a station. The 
Mi aukee Vocational and Adult 
Sc ools are confident that the 
to s reserved to them by state law 
wil enable them to raise the funds 
nec-ssary for the construction of a 
sta ion. The Milwaukee Educa- 
tor:' Committee on Television 
de onstrated that the educators 
are working together to solve the 
pro.lems that must be faced in 
the establishment of a non-com - 
me ial educational station. The 
edu ators have made it clear that 
the finalization of the reservation 
of HF Channel 10 is one of the 
ste required before the educa- 
tors can proceed with their plans 
for the establishment of an edu- 
cati nal station. The reservation 
of HF Channel 10 would still 
leav available for commercial in- 
terests one VHF and three UHF 
cha nels which have not yet been 
assi. ed."' No legal right or 
preference to a commercial VHF 
cha nel inures to Hearst Radio 
and Wisconsin Broadcasting by 
reas n of their past participation 
in = hearing for assignment of 
VH channels in Milwaukee which 
was not carried to completion due 
to t e "freeze." We believe the 
opini .n of the Commission issued 
on lecember 12, 1951, in connec- 
tion with the requests for oral 
hea ng of Daily News Television 
Corn any, et al., makes clear that 
the ommission, in a proceeding 
such as this, may change the as- 
si ent of VHF channels in Mil - 
wau -e under the circumstances 
pres ted. Accordingly, on the basis 
of th record, the counterproposal 
of t e Wisconsin Broadcasting 
Syst , Inc., and Hearst Radio, 

"See also the discussion of the edu- 
cational reservation in Boston. 
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Inc., to change the reservation 
from VHF Channel 10 to a UHF 
channel, is denied; and the reser- 
vation of VHF Channel 10 for 
non -commercial educational tele- 
vision use in Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
is finalized. 

Conclusions: Green Bay and 
Milwaukee 

574. The counterproposal to add 
VHF Channel 2 to Green Bay in 
addition to VHF Channel 6 is 
mutually exclusive with those of 
the Milwaukee parties to add VHF 
Channel 6 to Milwaukee by delet- 
ing it from Green Bay. It is our 
view that the record does not sup- 
port the addition of a 4th channel 
to Milwaukee in preference to a 
second VHF channel for Green 
Bay. The City of Green Bay is a 
large commercial center with di- 
versified businesses and industries 
and the record supports the need 
of this area for a second assign- 
ment. 

575. In addition, the assignment 
of VHF Channels 2 and 6 to 
Green Bay are in accordance with 
our standards adopted herein. On 
the other hand, the counterpro- 
posal of the Milwaukee parties 
would require a deviation from our 
rules and standards. Elsewhere in 
this decision we have determined 
that for purposes of creating new 
assignments the minimum separa- 
tion between a city and an existing 
authorized transmitter shall be 170 
miles. The distance between WOC- 
TV and Milwaukee, however, is 
only 167 miles. 

576. In view of the foregoing, 
the counterproposals of the Mil- 
waukee Broadcasting Company 
and the joint counterproposal of 
the Wisconsin Broadcasting Corn - 
pany, Inc. and the Hearst Radio, 
Inc., are denied, and the counter- 
proposal of the Green Bay Broad- 
casting Company is granted. 
Conclusions: , WTMJ Show Cause 

Order 
577. An appropriate authoriza- 

tion will be issued to the Journal 
Company to specify operation of 
WTMJ -TV on Channel 4 in Mil - 
waukee. 

Final Assignment and Reserva- 
tions 

578. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

City VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel nel 

Green Bay, Wis. 2, 6 
Milwaukee, Wis. 4, *10, 12 19, 25, 31 

WISCONSIN EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATIONS 

579. (a) Proposed Reservations. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the following edu- 
cational reservations in the State 
of Wisconsin: 

City Channel No. 
Eau Claire *19 
La Crosse *32 
Madison *21 
Marinette *38 
Milwaukee," *10 
Duluth, Minn. -Superior *8 

(b) Eau Claire. Wisconsin State 
College, Eau Claire, and the JCET 
supported the reservation of UHF 
Channel 19. Wisconsin State Col- 
lege stated it was prepared to co- 
operate in any state -wide program 
of television service which the peo- 
ple of Wisconsin might establish. 
No objections were made to the 
proposed reservation. 

(c) La Crosse. La Crosse State 
College and JCET supported the 
reservation of UHF Channel 32. 
The College stated that it has sup- 
ported the development of radio as 
an educational tool; that it has 
encouraged the establishment of 

's'The Milwaukee educational reser- 
vation is discussed above. 
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the state radio FM network; and 
that it has worked for the effec- 
tive use of radio in the schools of 
the La Crosse area. The College 
stated it was ready to cooperate 
in any state -wide program of tele- 
vision service which the people of 
Wisconsin might decide to estab- 
lish. No objections were made to 
the proposed reservation. 

(d) Madison. The University of 
Wisconsin supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 21 for Madison. 
The University stated that it had 
taken steps to design a system of 
educational television transmission 
throughout the state and to in- 
corporate television program study 
in its courses. 

(e) Counterproposal of Radio 
Wisconsin, Inc. Radio Wisconsin, 
Inc., proposed that the educational 
reservation in Madison be shifted 
from UHF Channel 21 to VHF 
Channel 3. In the Third Notice 
the Commission had proposed to 
assign VHF Channel 3 and UHF 
Channels 27 and 33 for commercial 
television and to reserve UHF 
Channel 21 for non -commercial 
educational television. Radio Wis- 
consin urged that the public is 
best served when several broad- 
casting stations with equal trans- 
mission facilities are compelled to 
compete for their audiences on the 
basis of the quality of the pro- 
grams they broadcast; that such 
equality promotes the financial 
health of all the broadcasters and 
eliminates the probability of mar- 
ginal operation (financially and 
programwise) which would exist if 
one station had superior facilities 
compared with the other stations 
in the same community; and that 
such equality for commercial 
broadcasters could be brought 
about in Madison by placing the 
three commercial assignments in 
the UHF band and shifting the 
reservation to VHF Channel 3. 

(f) Oppositions to Radio Wis- 
consin Counterproposal. This pro- 
posal of Radio Wisconsin was op- 
posed by Monona Broadcasting 
Company, and Badger Broadcast- 
ing Company. These parties con- 
tended that commercial interests 
were in a position to make use of 
the VHF channel immediately 
while its reservation would result 
at best in substantial delay in its 
use; and that better use of the 
channel would be made program - 
wise by commercial interests. It 
was further stated that intermix- 
ture of VHF and UHF was sup- 
ported by the Commission. Mo- 
nona Broadcasting stated that Wis- 
consin Broadcasting's principle, if 
valid, would have to be applied 
generally and a broad revision of 
the assignment plan would be re- 
quired. 

(g) Marinette. The Wisconsin 
State Radio Council supported the 
reservation for non -commercial use 
of Channel 38 for Marinette. No 
objections were made to the pro- 
posed reservation. 

(h) Duluth, Minn. - Superior, 
Wis. The JCET supported the res- 
ervation of Channel 8 for Duluth - 
Superior. The JCET pointed out 
that the following educational in- 
stitutions would be served by an 
educational television station in 
the area: College of Saint Scholas- 
tics, Duluth; Ely Junior College, 
Eveleth Junior College, Hibbing 
Junior College, Itasca Junior Col- 
lege, Virginia Junior College, Ash- 
land County Normal School, 
Northland College, and State Col- 
lege, Superior, Wisconsin. No ob- 
jections were made to the proposed 
reservation. 

(i) Racine. The Racine Public 
Library filed a sworn statement re- 
questing the reservation of a chan- 
nel for non -commercial education- 
al television use at Racine, Wis- 
consin. The Public Library stated 
that the reservation of a channel 
at Milwaukee did not provide for 
effective community participation 
in the Racine -Kenosha area. It 
was contended that the needs of 
the area would be better met by 
the reservation of a UHF channel 
at Racine. No specific channel was 
requested. Incorporated in the 
statement filed by the Library 
were letters from various educa- 
tional and labor organizations. No 
objections were filed to this pro- 
posal. 

(j) Support and Counterpro- 
posal of Wisconsin State Radio 
Council. The Wisconsin State Ra- 
dio Council supported the Commis- 
sion's proposal to reserve six chan- 
nels for non -commercial education- 
al television use in the State of 
Wisconsin. While supporting the 
Commission's proposal the State 
Radio Council stated that the six 
channels proposed for reservation 
were inadequate to provide a state- 
wide non -commercial educational 
television service. Accordingly, the 
Radio Council requested six addi- 
tional channel reservations to meet 
the educational needs of the State. 
The University of Wisconsin at 
Madison, Wisconsin, supported the 
State Radio Council in its request 
that six additional channels be 
reserved for non -commercial edu- 
cational television use. An engi- 
neering study conducted by the 
Radio Council indicated that a net- 
work of twelve stations would be 
needed to provide at least Class B 
service throughout Wisconsin. 
These could be interconnected and 
operated simultaneously through 
the establishment of twelve micro- 
wave relay stations. The Radio 
Council estimated that the pro- 
posed twelve station network could 
be constructed for less than $3,- 
000,000 and stated that this sum is 
but a fraction of the total amount 
invested in educational plant and 
equipment in the State. The Wis 
consin State Radio Council at Mad 
ison, Wisconsin, is a policy -mak 
ing, administrative and executive 
board created by the 1945 State 
legislature to "plan, construct, and 
develop a state system of radio 
broadcasting for the presentation 
of educational, informational and 
public service programs." The 
Governor of Wisconsin has desig- 
nated the Council as the appropri- 
ate agency to "take action to ac- 
quaint the Commission with the 
desire of the State of Wisconsin 
to have channels reserved for edu- 
cational use." The Council, as an 
indication of its interest in educa- 
tional broadcasting, pointed to its 
operation of an educational net- 
work of two AM stations and six 
FM stations with two additional 
FM stations under construction. 
No objections were made to the 
proposed additional six reserva- 
tions. 

Conclusions: Eau Claire, La Crosse, 
Marinette, Duluth, Minn. - 

Superior, Wisconsin 
580. On the basis of the record 

the proposed reservation of the fol- 
lowing channels for non- commer- 
cial educational use are finalized: 

city Channel No. 
Eau Claire 
La Crosse 
Marinette 
Duluth, Minn. 

Superior, Wis. 

*19 
*32 
*38 

*8 
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Conclusions: Madison 
581. It is our view that the 

counterproposal of Radio Wiscon- 
sin, Inc., requesting that the edu- 
cational reservation in Madison be 
shifted from UHF Channel 21 to 
VHF Channel 3 should be denied. 
We do not believe that the argu- 
ments advanced by Radio Wiscon- 
sin, Inc., for the assignment of all 
commercial stations in the UHF 
outweigh such other important 
factors, as wide VHF coverage, 
which have led to the adoption of 
our general policy concerning the 
reservation of VHF channels for 
non -commercial educational sta- 
tions. We have proposed the as- 
signment of only one VHF chan- 
nel to Madison; and in light of the 
fact that the educational interests 
in that community have not re- 
quested the reservation of that 
VHF channel for non -commercial 
educational use and have made 
no showing with respect to the 
utilization of a VHF channel we 
do not believe the record supports 
the shifting of the educational res- 
ervation to the only VHF channel 
in Madison. Accordingly, the coun- 
terproposal of Radio Wisconsin, 
Inc., is denied, and the reservation 
of Channel 21 in Madison for non- 
commercial educational use is final- 
ized. 
Conclusions: Additional Reserva- 

tions in Wisconsin 
582. On the basis of the record 

we believe the Wisconsin State 
Radio Council's counterproposal 
should be granted. Accordingly, 
the following additional reserva- 
tions of channels for use by non- 
commercial educational stations 
have been made in the State of 
Wisconsin: 

City UHF Channel No. 
Shell Lake *30 
Park Falls *18 
Wausau *46 
Adams *58 
Chilton *24 
Richland Center *66 

Conclusions: Racine 
583. In light of the action taken 

above finalizing the reservation of 
six channels proposed for non -com- 
mercial educational use in the 
Third Notice (including VHF 
Channel 8 at Milwaukee, approx- 
imately 20 miles from Racine) and 
making available six additional as- 
signments for such use, the Com- 
mission believes that adequate pro- 
vision has been made for non -com- 
mercial educational television in 
Wisconsin. Accordingly the re- 
quest from the Racine Public Li- 
brary is denied. 

Final Reservations 
584. The following reservations 

are finalized in Wisconsin: 
Channel Channel 

VHF UHF 
City No. No. 

*19 
*32 
*21 
*38 

Eau Clair 
La Crosse 
Madison 
Marinette 
Milwaukee *10 
Duluth, Minn: 

Superior, Wis. *8 
Shell Lake *30 
Park Falls *18 
Wausau *46 
Adams *58 
Chilton *24 
Richland Center *66 

COLUMBIA, MISSOURI: 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

585. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservation. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 3 
channels.. for Columbia: VHF 
Channel 8 and UHF Channels 16 
and 22. Columbia was designated 
as a "primarily educational cen- 
ter" and the Commission proposed 
the reservation of Channel 8 for 
non -commercial educational use. 

(b) Counterproposal of Univer- 
sity of Missouri. The University 
of Missouri requested that the 
Commission authorize "commercial 
operation on the channels reserved 
for educational institutions to an 
amount equal to 50% of the broad- 
cast day.' The sworn statement 
of the University again requested 
partial commercialization of the 
channel but made no reference to 
the degree of commercialization 
desired. 

(c) Statements in Support of 
University of Missouri Counterpro- 
posal. The University stated that 
funds for the construction of a 
station would be available but that 
funds for the maintenance and 
operation of the station would not 
be available for an indefinite per- 
iod. The Radio Committee of the 
University, after conferences with 
state officials, was convinced the 
State Legislature would not au- 
thorize the operation of the tele- 
vision station at State expense and 
that funds from commercial pro- 
grams must be used for the tele- 
vision operation. The University 
stated that unless the Commission 
permits partial commercialization 
for non -profit operation it would 
have no alternative but to apply 
for a commercial station. The Uni- 
versity stated that it did not de- 
sire to operate a commercial sta- 
tion for profit but preferred rather 
to operate a partially commercial 
non -profit station. The University 
stated that if the station were per- 
mitted to commercialize partially 
so that it could telecast programs 
originated by one of the major 
networks the station would have 
a sufficient variety of programs to 
make it attractive to the viewers 
and thus be able to hold an audi- 
ence against competing commercial 
stations. The University also stat- 
ed that if partial commercializa- 
tion were permitted it would in- 
tersperse commercial programs be- 
tween educational programs; that 
it proposed to inaugurate a series 
of educational programs in agri- 
culture, domestic science, farm 
management, animal husbandry, 
horticulture, music, music appreci- 
ation, the dramatic arts, sciences, 
and other programs of an educa- 
tional nature which might from 
time to time be desirable; and that 
in order to make the educational 
programs of the station most effec- 
tive and to cover the various 
phases of education, high schools 
and nearby colleges would be 
solicited to prepare and present 
educational programs if the pro- 
posed station should become a 
reality. 

(d) Stephens College, Columbia, 
supported the proposal of the Uni- 
versity of Missouri. The College 
stated that although it did not in- 
tend to operate a television sta- 
tion it was interested in a tele- 
vision station from the point of 
view of using it as a significant 
teaching aid. 

(e) No party affirmatively sup- 
ported the proposed reservation of 
Channel 8 for non -commercial edu- 
cational use. 

(f) Opposition of KFRU, Inc., 
Columbia, Missouri. KFRU op- 
posed the request of the University 
for partial commercial operation 
on VHF Channel 8 on the grounds 
that such an operation would give 
the University unfair competitive 
advantages over a commercial li- 
censee, and stated it had no objec- 
tion to the reservation of Channel 
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8 for non -commercial educational 
use.' 

Conclusions 
586. We have above in another 

portion of this Report denied the 
request of the University of Mis- 
souri that the Commission author- 
ize partial or limited commercial 
operation on channels reserved for 
use by educational stations. There 
is no evidence or support in the 
record for the reservation of a 
channel in Columbia for use by a 
non -commercial educational sta- 
tion. On the contrary, the Uni- 
versity of Missouri stated that it 
wishes to operate on Channel 8 as 
a commercial station if it cannot 
operate in a partial or limited com- 
mercial manner. The University 
cannot under these circumstances 
be given any preferential treat- 
ment by way of a reservation but 
will be required to compete equally 
with applicants for commercial 
channels. Accordingly, the coun- 
terproposal of the University of 
Missouri is denied, and, in view 
of the foregoing, the educational 
reservation is deleted and Channel 
8 is assigned to Columbia for com- 
mercial use. 

Final Assignments 
587. The following assignments 

are adopted: 

City 
Columbia 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 
8 16,22 

KANSAS CITY, MISSOURI AND 
LAWRENCE, KANSAS 

588. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 

"The Board of Curators of the Uni- 
versity of Missouri filed with the Com- 
mission Motions to Strike the entire 
affidavit of H. J. Waters, Jr., filed on 
behalf of KFRU, Inc., for the reason 
that it is hearsay; if the Commission 
does not Strike the entire affidavit, the 
Board moved that certain portions of 
the affidavit be stricken for the rea- 
sons that it is opinion testimony not 
supported by any facts, that the state- 
ments are conclusions of the afMant, 
and that the statements are irrelevant 
and immaterial to the issues in this 
proceeding. A Motion to Strike is di- 
rected against the entire affidavit of 
A. D. McLarty filed on behalf of 
KFRU, Inc., for the reason that the 
statements are immaterial and irrele- 
vant to the issues in this proceeding. 
KFRU, Inc., filed with the Commission 
a Reply to the Motions to Strike nega- 
tiving the objections raised by the 
Board of Curators. The Motions to 
Strike are DENIED Since they go only 
to the weight to be given to the evi- 
dence and not to its admissibility_ 
materiality and competency as evi- 
dence in this proceeding. KFRU, Inc., 
on October 15, 1951, filed with the 
Commission a Motion to Strike all or 
certain parts of the affidavit of Lester 
E. Cox, Member of the Board of Cura- 
tors of the University of Missouri, and 
of the verified letter of Homer P. 
Rainey, filed on behalf of the Univer- 
sity of Missouri on the grounds that 
they are irrelevant. immaterial and 
unsupported conclusions. Further ob- 
jection is made to the affidavits of Mr. 
Cox and Mr. Rainey for the reason 
that the sworn statements deal with a 
proposal for limited commercial oper- 
ation by educational stations, a matter 
relating to Appendix A of the Third 
Notice. while the University of Mis- 
souri in its initial Comments did not 
direct its statements to Appendix A. 
On October 29, 1951, the Board of 
Curators filed a reply to the Motion to 
Strike. The Board of Curators of the 
University of Missouri on July 16. 1951, 
filed with the Commission a request to 
amend its comments of May 7, 1951. to 
also refer to Appendix A of the Third 
Notice. Further, the sworn statements 
of Mr. Cox and Mr. Rainey of Septem- 
ber 24, 1951, are consistent with the 

.initial comments of the Board of Cura- 
tors. The other objections to the state- 
ments involved go only to the weight 
of the evidence and not to its admissi- 
bility. The Motion to Strike 1s there- 
fore DENIED. 

the following assignments and res- 
ervations: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Lawrence Kansas *11 17 
Kansas City, Mo. 4,5,*9 19,25 

(b) Census Data. The Kansas 
City standard metropolitan area 
has a population of 814,000 and 
the City of Kansas City has a pop- 
ulation of 457,000. The City of 
Lawrence has a population of 
23,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. Kansas 
City Star Company is licensed for 
the operation of Station WDAF- 
TV, Kansas City, on Channel 4. 

(d) The Lawrence Educational 
Reservation. The University of 
Kansas, Lawrence, supported the 
reservation of VHF Channel 11 in 
Lawrence for non -commercial edu- 
cational use. The University stated 
it was resolved to provide an edu- 
cational television service. It stat- 
ed that it had made careful analy- 
sis of cost, personnel, program- 
ming, equipment, opportunities for 
educational service, and financial 
resources; that it had pioneered 
in the use of closed -circuit tele- 
vision in its Medical Center; and 
that the sources which it could 
draw upon included eleven schools, 
sixty -eight departments, ten divi- 
sions, a thousand teachers, and a 
supporting staff of an additional 
thousand. The University also 
stated that its Bureau of Lectures 
and Concert Artists furnished dur- 
ing the year over three thousand 
programs to four hundred com- 
munities, and that its Bureau of 
Visual Instruction, as one of the 
great film libraries of America, 
has furnished more than twenty 
thousand educational film pro- 
grams in response to requests from 
all over the nation. As further 
evidence of its interest in educa- 
tional broadcasting, the University 
stated that it has operated radio 
station KFKU since 1924 and that 
the University's FM station 
KANU was scheduled to go on the 
air in January 1952 as a full time 
10,000 watt station. It was also 
stated that in June 1951 a new 
division, University of Kansas Ra- 
dio, was formed, a full -time Direc- 
tor of Radio appointed and the 
full -time staff for radio doubled. 
Plans were also approved for two 
new studios in addition to those 
already used for broadcasting. The 
University stated that its resources 
make it possible for television to 
be properly financed: and that in. 

fiscal year of 1951 -1952 it was 
operating on a budget of $13,000,- 
000 with additional funds of $10,- 
000,000 recently allocated for the 
construction of new buildings. 
While the University acknowledged 
that the 1951 Legislature did not 
appropriate specific funds for an 
educational television station, evi- 
dence was submitted indicating 
that the University had other 
sources of funds, such as gifts and 
endowments, which in 1950 were 
more than $1,000,000. It was also 
stated that the Kansas State Board 
of Regents, the governing body of 
the University, on April 20, 1951, 
authorized the University to apply 
for a license to operate a television 
station. The University said that 
engineering surveys have been pre- 
pared, that a University Commit- 
tee on Television has been formed, 
and that "plans are going forward 
swiftly for the establishment of a 
television station soon after ap- 
proval is granted by the F.C.C." 
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T e University stated that a UHF 
c annel would not be desirable as 
a = bstitute for the proposed VHF 

ignment since it believed that 
Ui F at the present time could not 
p ovide the desired service cover - 
a_e required by the needs of the 
a a; that of the hundreds of thou- 
s ds of sets in use in the area 
fe , if any, were equipped for 
U F reception; that since the citi- 
ze s of Kansas City, Missouri, also 
cl im the University of Kansas as 
th it University it was its intent 
to use its proposed television sta- 
ti.n to provide service not only to 
a arge portion of the population 
of Kansas, but also to metropoli- 
ta Kansas City, Missouri. The 
U iversity submitted a detailed 
lis of suggested television pro- 
gr s under the categories of 
M: divine and Public Health, Sci- 
en e, Education, Home Economics 
an. Miscellaneous. The Univer- 
sit, 's statement included letters of 
support for its proposed educa- 
ti. al television station from civic, 
ed cational and religious groups. 
( wrence, Kansas was designated 
as a "primarily educational ven- 
te '.) 

e) Counterproposal of the Mid- 
is d Broadcasting Company, 
K IMO Broadcasting Company and 
W B Broadcasting Co. The Mid - 
la Broadcasting Company, 
KSMO Broadcasting Company and 
W ;; B Broadcasting Company filed 
an opposition to the reservation 
of VHF Channel 11 for educa- 
tio al purposes at Lawrence and a 
joi t counterproposal for the as- 
si ment of that channel to Kan- 
sas City by making the following 
ch ges in the assignments pro - 
pos d by the Commission in the 
Th. xi Notice: 

City 
Lati¡rehce, Kansas 
Kagsas City, Mo. 

garda the University of Kansas, 
the petitioners stated that the Uni- 
versity is a State institution.sup- 
ported by biennial appropriations 
made by the Legislature of the 
state of Kansas whose appropria- 
tions for the University for 1951 
and 1952 contain no provisions for 
funds that could legally be used 
for the construction and operation 
of a non -commercial educational 
station. It was stated that the 
next regular session of the legis 
lature of Kansas at which appro- 
priations for the University of 
Kansas would be made will not 
convene until January 1953. Ac- 
cordingly, it was contended the 
reservation of VHF Channel 11 for 
non -commercial educational use in 
Lawrence, Kansas, will inevitably 
result in non -use of said channel 
in the foreseeable future. It was 
stated that UHF Channel 17 now 
assigned for commercial use in 
Lawrence, Kansas, could not now 
be successfully used for commer- 
cial telecasting since no dealer or 
distributor of television receiving 
equipment in this area has avail- 
able converters or other equipment 
necessary to adapt existing tele- 
vision sets to receive a UHF tele- 
vision broadcast service. It was 
stated that by the time the Uni- 
versity of Kansas, or any other 
educational body in Lawrence, 
Kansas, could obtain funds with 
which to build and operate a tele- 
vision station, a sufficient number 
of receivers equipped to receive 
UHF telecasts would then be in 
this area thus making the utiliza- 
tion of this channel feasible and 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
*11 17 
4,5,59 19,25 

Mi land individually proposed the 
ass gnment of Channel 11 to Kan- 
sas City by its deletion at Law- 
rence and the interchange of Chan- 
nels 2 and 9 between St. Joseph and 
Kansas City, as follows: 

City Third Notice 

Lawrence, Kansas 
Kansas City Mo. 
St. Joseph, Mo.. 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

*11 17 
4,5,59 19,25 
2 30, *36 

( ) The assignment of Channel 
11 .. Kansas City would result in 
a c.- channel separation in Zone II 
be een Kansas City and Des 
Moi es, Iowa, of 180 miles. The 
min mum separation for co -chan- 
nel assignments in this zone is 
190 iles. 

( ) Statement in Support of 
Mid : nd Broadcasting Company, et 
al., Counterproposal. It was as- 
se :d that VHF Channel 11 could 
not be successfully used now by 
the University of Kansas, pri- 
mar ly for the reason that it has 
no blic funds for acquiring and 
mai taming a television station; 
and stated that the only educa- 
tional bodies or institutions which 
could 
Char 
syste 
versi 
mitts 
publi 
were 
body 
neces 
a noi 
visiol 

apply for and use VHF 
nel 11 were the public school 
m of Lawrence or the Uni- 
ty of Kansas. It was sub - 
d that the revenues of the 
e school system of Kansas 

inadequate to permit that 
to incur the large expense 

cary to construct and operate 
1- commercial educational tele- 
i station in Lawrence. As re- 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

4,5,9,11t *19,251 

Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
t *17,641 

2í,4,5,11t *19,25 
91 30, *36 

practical for non- commercial edu- 
cational television use.'" 

mMidland Broadcasting Company. 
WHB Broadcasting Company and 
KCMO Broadcasting Company filed 
with the Commission a joint Motion to 
Strike certain portions of the evidence 
of the University of Kansas filed with 
the Commission on October 15, 1951, In 
support of the proposal to reserve 
Channel 11 for non -commercial educa- 
tional use in Lawrence, Kansas. 

The Motion to Strike is directed 
against material written by and de- 
rived from third parties, including all 
of Page 12 and Page 13, and Exhibit E 
in its entirety, on the ground that such 
material does not comply with para- 
graphs 5 and 6 of the Order of Hear- 
ing Procedure and is hearsay. The 
Motion to Strike is DENIED. The ma- 
terial is admitted for the limited pur- 
pose of establishing the resources of 
the University for television. 

The Motion to Strike is directed also 
against such portions of Exhibit B. 
Page 11 of the brochure, that refer to 
authorization of Deane W. Malcott, as 
Chancellor of the University of Kan- 
sas, to make application for a TV ra- 
dio license, on the ground that it ap- 
pears from the brochure that Deane 
W Malcott has been succeeded by 
Franklin D. Murphy as Chancellor of 
said University, and it does not appear 
that Deane W. Malcott is now author- 
ized to act as Chancellor of said Uni- 
versity. The Motion to Strike is DE- 
NIED. The material objected to is ad- 

(h) Alternate Counterproposal of 
the Midland Broadcasting Coin - 
pany and WHB Broadcasting Com- 
pany. The Midland Broadcasting 
Company and WHB Broadcasting 
Company requested the assign- 
ment of a fourth VHF assignment 
to Kansas City, Mo., by making 
the following changes in the as- 
signments proposed by the Com- 
mission in the Third Notice: 

City 

to or greater than those proposed 
in Appendices A and B for urban 
service. 

(k) Oppositions to the Midland 
and WHB Alternate Counterpro- 
posal. Oppositions to the alternate 
joint counterproposal were filed by 
KFEQ, Inc., St. Joseph, Missouri; 
the Courier Post Publishing Com- 
pany, Hannibal, Missouri; Four 
States Broadcasters, Inc., Joplin, 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Pittsburg, Kansas 
Joplin, Missouri 
Kansas City Missouri 
st. Joseph, Mo. 

7 
12 
4,5,59 
2 

(i) The foregoing changes in 
the assignments proposed in the 
Third Notice would result in the 
following co- channel separations 
in Zone IL 

Channel 12 Pittsburg, Kan: 
Hutchison, Kan., 181 miles. 

Channel 9 Joplin, Mo.-St. Jos- 
eph, Mo., 185 miles. 

Channel 7 Kansas City -Oma- 
ha, Nebr., 166 miles. 

Channel 7 Kansas City- Hanni- 
bal, Mo., 178.5 miles. 

(j) Statement in Support of Al- 
ternate Midland and WHB Coun- 
terproposal. It was urged that be- 
cause of its size and importance 
Kansas City should be assigned at 
least four VHF assignments; that 
the counterproposal has no effect 
on the Commission's priorities of 
allocation except priority 5; and 
that no community loses an as- 
signment as a result of the coun- 
terproposal. It was recognized that 
the counterproposal would result 
in the assignment of VHF Channel 
7 to Kansas City at a distance of 
166 miles from Omaha, Nebraska 
and 178.5 miles to Hannibal. It 
was urged, however, that Channel 
7 could be assigned to a commu- 
nity in the Kansas City metropoli- 
tan area such as Grandview, Mis- 
souri, which is 180 miles from 
Omaha and Hannibal. Grandview, 
Missouri, has a population of 1,556 
and is 14.5 miles south of Kansas 
City, Missouri, and within that 
metropolitan area. It was con- 
tended that the assignment of 
Channel 7 to Grandview, Missouri, 
would serve the Kansas City area 
with signal strength values equal 

missible for the purpose of establish- 
ing the intention of the University at 
the time of preparation of the brochure. 

The Motion to Strike is also directed 
against certain other portions of the 
brochure on the grounds that the state- 
ments are irrelevant, immaterial and 
conclusionary matter unsupported by 
facts. The Motion to Strike is DE- 
NIED. The objection goes only to the 
weight to be given to the evidence in 
this proceeding and not to its admis- 
sibility. 

On October 30, 1951, KCMO Broad- 
casting Company filed with the Com- 
mission a Motion to Strike Exhibit No. 
I. a sworn statement of Arthur B. 
Church, President of Midland Broad- 
casting Company. contained in the 
"Written Testimony in Support of Sup- 
plemental Petition of Midland Broad- 
casting Company" filed with the Com- 
mission on September 17, 1951. Exhibit 
No. 1 is devoted to the television ap- 
plication plans of Midland Broadcast- 
ing Company. The reason advanced 
for the Motion to Strike is that Exhibit 
No. 1 is wholly inappropriate to these 
proceedings in that it is an unfair 
attempt to aggrandize and build up 
a private and special position for the 
petitioner in the minds of the Commis- 
sioners and the Commission staff. The 
Motion to Strike is DENIED. There is 
nothing in the Third Notice of Further 
Proposed Rule Making or in the Order 
of Hearing Procedure of July 25, 
1951, which precludes the offering of 
testimony such as is given in Exhibit 
No. 1. The Motion to Strike goes only 
to the weight to be given to the evi- 
dence and not to its admissibility. 

38 
30 
19,25 
30, *36 

Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
lit 38 
9t 30 
2t,4,5,7t *191,25 
9t 30, *38 

Missouri; KFAB Broadcasting 
Company, Omaha, Nebraska, and 
Pittsburg Broadcasting Company, 
Inc., Pittsburg, Kansas. The coun- 
terproposal also conflicts with the 
counterproposal of WKY Radio- 
phone Company, Oklahoma City, 
Oklahoma. 

(1) The Kansas City Education- 
al Reservation. Midland, et al, pro- 
posed that UHF Channel 19 be re- 
served for non -commercial educa- 
tional use in lieu of VHF Channel 
9. The JCET made the same pro- 
posal. The JCET proposal was 
based on the statements of the 
University of Kansas City, Mis- 
souri, and the Board of Education 
of the School District of Kansas 
City, Missouri, requesting that 
"the Commission release for com- 
mercial use in Kansas City VHF 
Channel 9 in the final allocation 
table of the Commission, and that 
one of the UHF channels to be 
allocated to Kansas City be re- 
served for educational use...." 

Conclusions: Lawrence, Kansas 
Educational Reservation 

589. On the basis of the record, 
the Commission finds that the Uni- 
versity of Kansas has demon- 
strated its interest in establishing 
a non -commercial educational tele- 
vision station in Lawrence, which 
has been designated as a "primari- 
ly educational center." We are not 
able, on the basis of the record, to 
find that the University will not 
have the funds necessary to con -' 
struct and operate a non- commer- 
cial educational television station. 
In view of the record, the Com- 
mission believes that strong en- 
couragement should be given to 
the efforts of the University to 
construct an educational facility at 
the earliest date. The Commission 
in its Third Notice recognized the 
fact that educational institutions 
of necessity needed a longer period 
of time to prepare for television 
than did commercial interests. It 
was for this reason that the reser- 
vation principle was adopted. The 
Commission believes that the rea- 
sons for the reservation of a chan- 
nel for education purposes are 
particularly applicable here. More- 
over, a grant of the Midland, et al., 
counterproposal would result in a 
co- channel station separation be- 
tween Kansas City and Des Moines 
on Channel 11 of 180 miles in Zone 
II for which a minimum of 190 
miles was established. 

590. Accordingly, the joint peti- 
tion of the Midland Broadcasting 
Company, KCMO Broadcasting 
Company, and WHB Broadcasting 
Company, and the individual re- 
quest of Midland are denied; and 
the reservation of VHF Channel 11 
at Lawrence, Kansas, for non- 
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commercial educational television 
use is finalized. 

Conclusions: Kansas City 
Educational Reservation 

591. On the basis of the record, 
the Commission accepts the pro- 
posal of the parties that UHF 
Channel 19 be reserved for non- 
commercial educational television 
use and that VHF Channel 9 be 
assigned for commercial use at 
Kansas City, Missouri. 

Conclusions: Additional VHF 
Assignment in Kansas City 

592. It is our view that the rec- 
ord does not warrant a grant of 
the joint counterproposal of Mid- 
land Broadcasting Company and 
WHB Broadcasting Company for 
the assignment of a fourth VHF 
channel in Kansas City. As a re- 
sult of our decision herein, Chan- 
nel 19 has been reserved for non- 
commercial educational use in lieu 
of Channel 9 and Channel 9 has 
been retained in Kansas City as a 
commercial VHF station. Accord- 
ingly, our decision assigns 3 com- 
mercial VHF channels to Kansas 
City with a UHF channel reserved 
for non -commercial educational use 
and two UHF channels assigned 
for commercial use. A grant of 
the request for the assignment of 
a fourth VHF channel to Kansas 
City would require a deviation 
from the minimum mileage separa- 
tions adopted herein since it would 
result in co- channel separations of 
166 miles between Kansas City 
and Omaha on Channel 7, 178.6 
miles between Kansas City and 
Hannibal on Channel 7, 181 miles 
between Pittsburg, Kansas, and 
Hutchison, Kansas, on Channel 12, 
and 185 miles between Joplin, Mo., 
and St. Joseph, Mo., on Channel 9. 
The minimum assignment separa- 
tion in this Zone is 190 miles. 

593. The request to assign Chan- 
nel 7 to Grandview constitutes, in 
effect, a request that the Commis- 
sion measure the assignment mi- 
leage spacings from a specific pro- 
posed transmitter site in order to 
find compliance with our minimum 
assignment spacing requirements. 
We have above rejected this man- 
ner of measuring the mileage 
spacings for purposes of making 
new assignments in the Table. 
Moreover, the assignment of Chan- 
nel 7 to Grandview would result in 
the same number of violations of 
the minimum co- channel separa- 
tion requirements in Zone II, as 
are set forth in paragraph 592 
above. 

594. In view of the foregoing, 
the counterproposal of the Mid- 
land Broadcasting Company and 
the WHB Broadcasting Company 
is granted in so far as it requests 
that Channel 19 be reserved for 
non -commercial educational use in 
lieu of Channel 9 in Kansas City, 
and is denied in all other respects. 
Conclusions: Additional Channel 

for Kansas City 
595. We are of the view that 

the assignment of an additional 
channel in Kansas City is war- 
ranted on the basis of the record nt 
It was above noted that the coun- 
terproposals requesting additional 
VHF channels for Kansas City 
could not be granted. UHF Chan- 
nel 65 in Kansas City would meet 
the required mileage spacings for 
channel assignments in this Zone. 
Accordingly, Channel 65 will be 
added to Kansas City, Mo. 

naSee also our discussion above in 
connection with the addition of a 
UHF channel to Pittsburg. 
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Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

696. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Lawrence, Kensas *11 17 

Kansas City, Mo. 4,5,9 *19,25,65 

MANHATTAN, KANSAS 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

597. (a) Proposed Reservation. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
VHF Channel 8 for non- commer- 
cial educational use in Manhattan. 

(b) Kansas State College of 
Agriculture and Applied Science 
at Manhattan supported the reser- 
vation asserting that it proposed 
to utilize Channel 8 for non -com- 
mercial educational television sta- 
tion as far as conditions made such 
a step possible. It stated that an 
application would be filed if the 
rules governing non -commercial 
educational stations as adopted by 
the Commission permit construc- 
tion within the College's budget 
and present facilities. The College 
stated that it had available most 
of the equipment, facilities, and fi- 
nances for such a station, noting 
that it has held an experimental 
television station license since 
1932. The Office of Education of 
the Diocese of Salina Belleville, 
Kansas, and the JCET also sup- 
ported the reservation. No op- 
positions to the proposed reserva- 
tion were filed. 

Conclusions 
598. In view of the foregoing 

the reservation of Channel 8 for 
non -commercial educational use at 
Manhattan is finalized. 

TOPEKA, KANSAS, 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

599. (a) Proposed Reservation. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed to reserve UHF 
Channel 48 in Topeka, Kansas for 
non -commercial educational use. 

(b) Washburn Municipal Uni- 
versity of Topeka supported the 
reservation of UHF Channel 48 in 
Topeka for non -commercial educa- 
tional use, and submitted a resolu- 
tion of its Board of Regents stat- 
ing they were deeply interested in 
the use of television as an educa- 
tional medium. The University 
stated that it would make the nec- 
essary arrangements for the es- 
tablishment of an educational sta- 
tion when UHF is perfected for 
practical use; if costs are not ex- 
cessive. No oppositions to the pro- 
posed reservation were filed. 

Conclusions 
600. In view of the foregoing 

the reservation of UHF Channel 
48 for non -commercial educational 
use in Topeka is finalized. 

WICHITA, KANSAS 
601. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
assignment of 4 channels to Wichi- 
ta, Kansas: VHF Channels 3 and 
10 and UHF Channels 16 and 22, 
with Channel 22 reserved for non- 
commercial educational use. 

(b) Census Data. The Wichita 
standard metropolitan area has a 
population of 222,000 and the City 
of Wichita has a population of 
168,000. 

(c) Counterproposals of KFBI, 
Inc., and Taylor Television & Ra- 
dio Corporation. KFBI, Inc. and 
Taylor Television & Radio Cor- 
poration, both of Wichita, filed 
counterproposals seeking to add 
VHF Channel 6 to Wichita, Kan- 
sas. This assignment was pro - 

casting 

posed to be accomplished by 
changing channels in Dodge City, 
Kansas; Tulsa, Oklahoma; Law- 
ton, Oklahoma; and Wichita Falls, 
Texas. Oppositions were filed to 
this counterproposal by Cameron 
Television, Inc., Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
and Wichtex p.adio & Television 
Company, Wichita Falls, Texas. 
However, on July 11, 1951, KFBI, 
Inc. and Taylor Radio & Television 
Corporation withdrew their re- 
quest for the VHF Channel 6 in 
Wichita and it will not be dis- 
cussed further in this Report. 

(d) Counterproposal of Wichita 
Beacon Broadcasting Company. 
Wichita Beacon Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Wichita, Kansas, requested 
the additional assignment of UHF 
Channels 46 and 53 to Wichita. 

(e) Statement in Support of 
Wichita Beacon Broadcasting 
Company Counterproposal. Wichi- 
ta Beacon Broadcasting Company 
asserted that the City of Wichita 
has a population of over 166,000; 
that six broadcasting stations are 
presently operating in that com- 
munity; and that the demand for 
commercial television frequencies 
in Wichita will exceed the assign- 
ments proposed by the Commis- 
sion. The addition of two more 
channels in Wichita, it was sub- 
mitted, would carry out priority 5 
in a rapidly growing area where 
the demand of frequencies will ex- 
ceed those proposed by the Com- 
mission. 

(f) UHF Channels 45 and 53 
cannot be utilized in the same com- 
munity. Since these channels are 
spaced 8 apart in the spectrum, 
they must be at least 20 miles 
apart to prevent I.F. beat inter- 
ference. UHF Channel 45 at 
Wichita would be 173 miles from 
the co- channel assignment at Mus- 
kogee, Oklahoma. Both Wichita 
and Muskogee are situated in 
Zone II. Consequently, the assign- 
ment of UHF Channel 45 in Mus- 
kogee would not meet the required 
175 mile minimum assignment sep- 
aration for UHF channels in Zone 
II. With respect to UHF Channel 
53, this assignment in Wichita 
would be only 166 miles from the 
co- channel assignment at Shawnee, 
Oklahoma, which is also located in 
Zone II. Accordingly, UHF Chan- 
nel 53 in Wichita also would not 
meet the required 175 mile mini- 
mum assignment separation for 
UHF channels in Zone II. 

(g) Conflicting Counterpropos- 
als and Oppositions to the Wichita 
Beacon Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. No oppositions 
nor conflicting counterproposals to 
the counterproposal of Wichita 
Beacon Broadcasting Company 
have been filed. 

(h) Educational Reservation. The 
University of Wichita filed a state- 
ment supporting the reservation of 
UHF Channel 22 in Wichita for 
non -commercial educational use 
asserting that it had made prelimi- 
nary plans for the establishment 
and operation of a non -commercial 
educational station. The Depart- 
ment of Education of the Catholic 
Diocese of Wichita also supported 
the reservation stating that it ex- 
pected to work out an arrange- 
ment with the University of 
Wichita, the public school system 
of Wichita, the county school sys- 
tem and other private schools in 
the area. The JCET also filed a 
statement in support of the reser- 
vation. No oppositions to the res- 
ervation of UHF Channel 22 in 
Wichita were filed. 

Conclusions: 
Educational Reservation 

602. In view of the foregoing, 
the reservation of UHF Channel 
22 in Wichita for non -commercial 
educational use is finalized. 

Conclusions: 
Additional UHF Channels 

603. Wichita Beacon Broadcast- 
ing Company has requested that 
UHF Channels 45 and 53 be add- 
ed to Wichita. UHF Channels 45 
and 53 cannot be employed in the 
same community since they must 
be, under the requirements adopt- 
ed herein, at least 20 miles apart 
to avoid I.F. Beat interference. 
Moreover, neither Channel 45 nor 
Channel 53 would meet the re- 
quired 175 -mile minimum co -chan- 
nel assignment spacing for UHF 
channels in Zone II. UHF Chan- 
nel 45 would be only 173 miles 
from the co- channel assignment in 
Muskogee, and UHF Channel 53 
would be only 166 miles from the 
co- channel assignment at Shaw- 
nee. The counterproposal of Wich- 
ita Beacon Broadcasting Company 
must therefore be denied. 

Final Assignment and 
Reservation 

604. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Wichita, Kansas 3,10 10, *22 

NORTH DAKOTA EDUCA- 
TIONAL RESERVATIONS 

605. (a) Proposed Reservations. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the following reser- 
vations for non -commercial educa- 
tional use in North Dakota: 

City Channel No. 
Bismarck 
Dickinson 
Fargo 

Minot 
Williston 

17 
*34 

*6 
*34 

(b) Bismarck. The Board of 
Education of the City of Bismarck 
and JCET supported the reserva- 
tion of UHF Channel 24 at Bis- 
marck. The Board of Education 
asked that the channel be reserved 
for educational use until such time 
as the Bismarck Public Schools, 
either alone or in cooperation with 
other educational institutions, 
were able to establish and main- 
tain an educational television sta- 
tion. No objections to the reserva- 
tion were filed. 

(c) Dickinson. The Dickinson 
State Teachers College, the Board 
of Education, Dickinson and JCET 
supported the reservation of Chan- 
nel 17 at Dickinson. Dickinson 
State Teachers College stated that 
it was prepared to cooperate in the 
utilization of this channel with all 
the educational institutions in the 
area. The Board of Education in 
its sworn statement requested the 
reservation of the channel in an- 
ticipation of its use at some future 
date for educational television by 
the Board alone, or in cooperation 
with the other educational institu- 
tions in the area. No objections 
to the reservation were filed. 

(d) Fargo. The JCET support- 
ed the reservation of Channel 34 
and asked that the reservation be 
made final. The Board of Educa- 
tion of the City of Fargo requested 
that an educational channel be re- 
served -until the Board of Educa- 
tion either alone or in cooperation 
with other educational institu- 
tions, is able to establish and main- 
tain an educational television sta- 
tion for the people of the state. 
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Cncordia College, Moorehead, 
dfnnesota, which is located close 

Fargo, stated it was in favor of 
r = serving a generous number of 
c annels for non -commercial edu- 
c- ional use and stated that it 
hped to be in a position to engage 
in television. No objections to the 
r ervation were filed. 

(e) Grand Forks. The Univer- 
si y of North Dakota filed a sworn 
s tement in support of the reser- 
v: ion of Channel 2 at Grand 
Forks. The University stated that 
it as the intent of the University 
to apply for a license to operate a 
st tion. The University stated it 
in'-nded to initiate appropriate 
s :ps to secure the necessary ap- 
pr'priation to provide for the con - 
st uction of an educational tele- 
vi-'on station. No objections to the 

ervation were filed. 
f) Minot. The JCET support- 

ed the reservation of Channel 6 at 
Mi of and asked that it be final- 
ize . No objections to the reserva- 
tio were filed. 

g) Williston. Williston School 
District No. 1 and JCET support- 
ed he reservation. The School Dis- 
tri t stated that there was a like - 
lih od that the Williston area 
wo ld increase greatly in popula- 
tio as a result of recent oil ex- 
plo tations. This factor was ex- 
pec -d to develop a greater need 
for . educational television in the 
are . The School District further 
sta ed it wanted to be in a posi- 
tio to make use of television as 
a valuable teaching device and as 
a eans of reaching scattered 
sch of buildings. No objections to 
the reservation were filed. 

Conclusions 
6 6. On the basis of the record, 

the reservation of the following 
assi ments for non -commercial 
edu ational use are finalized: 

City Channel No. 
*24 
*17 
*34 
*2 

*34 

Bismarck 
Dickinson 
Fargo 

rand Forks 
inot 
illiston 

OUTH DAKOTA EDUCA- 
IONAL RESERVATIONS 

60 . (a) Proposed Reservations. 
In t e Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the following reser- 
vati ns for non -commercial edu- 
cati al use in South Dakota: 

City Channel No. 
Brookings *5 
Pierre *22 
S oux Falls *44 

rmillion *2 

(b 
Edu 
supp 
nel 
to t 

(c 
pend 
the r 
objec 
filed. 

Brookings. The Board of 
tion Brookings City Schools 
rted the reservation of Chan - 
in Brookings. No objections 

reservation were filed. 
Pierre. The Pierre Inde- 

nt School District supported 
servation of Channel 22. No 
ions to the reservation were 

(d Sioux Falls. Augustana 
Colle e supported the reservation 
of a channel in Sioux Falls, but 
requested that VHF Channel 11 or 
13, : -signed to Sioux Falls for 
commercial use, be reserved for 
educa ion instead of a UHF chan- 
nel. he College stated that since 
all oerating television stations 
were now in the VHF band the 
utilization of the UHF band ap- 
peared to be entirely in the ex- 
perim ntal stage. 

(e) Opposition of Midcontinent 
Broad sting Company. The Mid - 
contin nt Broadcasting Company, 
Sioux Falls, South Dakota, sup- 
port the Commission's assign - 
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ments for Sioux Falls and objected 
to the proposal of Augustana Col- 
lege to shift the reservation to a 
VHF channel. Midcontinent stated 
that Augustana College's proposal 
was apparently predicated upon a 
mistaken belief that UHF chan- 
nels were merely in an experi- 
mental stage at the present time, 
and that it might be some time be- 
fore operation in the UHF became 
technically feasible. It was urged 
that the plans of this College of 
some 800 students for utilization 
of television as an educational fa- 
cility were so indefinite and far in 
the future that a UHF television 
facility would be more appropriate 
for such operation. 

(f) Vermillion. The University 
of South Dakota and JCET sup- 
ported the reservation of VHF 
Channel 2. The University stated 
that it was investigating the pos- 
sibility of the cooperative owner- 
ship and operation of a television 
station together with other educa- 
tional institutions. The University 
stated it would take steps to util- 
ize the channel as soon as it deem- 
ed it advisable and as soon as 
money was available. No objec- 
tion to the reservation were filed.' 

Conclusions 
608. On the basis of the record, 

the proposed reservation of the 
foregoing assignments for non- 
commercial educational use are 
finalized. The Commission is not 
persuaded on the basis of the rec- 
ord that the educational reserva- 
tion in Sioux Falls should be made 
in the VHF rather than in the 
UHF as proposed in the Third 
Notice. We find no reason in the 
record to depart from our general 
policy with respect to the reserva- 
tion of VHF channels for use by 
non -commercial educational sta- 
tions. 

Final Reservations 
609. The following reservations 

are finalized: 
City Channel No. 

Brookings *8 
Pierre *22 
Sioux Falls *44 
Vermillion *2 

OMAHA AND LINCOLN, 
NEBRASKA 

610. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervations: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Lincoln 10,12 *18,24 
Omaha 3,6,*7 16,22,28 

(b) Census Data. The stand- 
ard metropolitan area of Omaha 
has a population of 366,000 and 
the City of Omaha has a popula- 
tion of 251,000. The standard met- 
ropolitan area of Lincoln has a 
population of 120,000 and the City 
of Lincoln has a population of 
99,000. 

(c) E x i s tin g Stations. May 
Broadcasting Company is licensed 
for operation of station KMTV, 
Omaha, on Channel 3. Radio Sta- 
tion WOW, Inc., is licensed for 
operation of station WOW -TV, 
Omaha, on Channel 6. 

'mThe Northwest Broadcasting Corn- 
pany, Fort Dodge, Iowa, proposed to 
substitute VHF Channel No. 5 for VHF 
Channel 2 at Vermillion as part of its 
proposal to add VHF Channel 5 to Fort 
Dodge, Iowa. The Independent Broad- 
casting Company, Des Moines, Iowa, 
proposed to substitute VHF Channel 4 
for VHF Channel 2 at Vermilion, as 
part of its proposal to add VHF Chan- 
nel 4 to Des Moines. Elsewhere in 
this Report the Northwest Broadcast- 
ing Company and Independent Broad - 
casting Company counterproposals 
have been denied. 
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(d) The Omaha Educational Res- 
ervation. The JCET supported the 
reservation of VHF Channel 7. 
The School District of Omaha, 
Nebraska, in a comment dated 
April 19, 1951, stated that it sup- 
ported the reservation of VHF 
Channel 7. However, it filed no 
evidence in support of its com- 
ment. 

(e) Opposition of KFAB Broad- 
casting Company to VHF Reser- 
vation. KFAB Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Omaha, requested that the 
educational reservation be moved 
from VHF Channel 7 to the UHF. 
KFAB submitted letters from offi- 
cials of educational institutions 
concerning the intentions of these 
institutions with respect to the 
construction and operation of a 
television station in the event the 
Commission reserved VHF Chan- 
nel 7. In these letters the follow- 
ing statements were made: The 
University of Omaha stated 
through its President that it did 
not plan to file an application for 
VHF Channel 7 because the re- 
quired expenditure was beyond its 
means and recommended that VHF 
Channel 7 be released for com- 
mercial operation. The University 
further stated that its needs would 
be satisfied by one of the UHF 
channels if at some future time it 
could render an effective full -time 
educational television service. A 
letter dated May 18, 1951, from 
the School District of Omaha to 
the KOWH Broadcasting Company, 
Omaha, Nebraska, said in part: 
"We are practical enough to know 
that the schools in this community 
can never support a television sta- 
tion nor a broadcasting station of 
their own." The School District 
said further: "We have taken the 
position that we are interested in 
non -commercial television service. 
We doubt whether this will ever be 
available for our use." The School 
District also stated that their com- 
ment to the Commission of April 
19, 1951, was "merely to protect 
our rights in being able to appear 
before the Federal Communications 
Commission on matters of tele- 
casting." 

(f) The Lincoln Educational Res- 
ervation. The University of Ne- 
braska and the JCET supported 
the reservation of UHF Channel 
18 in Lincoln for use by a non- 
commercial educational station. 
The Board of Regents of the Uni- 
versity stated it was investigating 
the possibilities of the use of this 
channel for educational televising. 
No objection was filed to the res- 
ervation. 

(g) Counterproposal of KFAB 
Broadcasting C o m pan y. KFAB 
Broadcasting Company requested 
that VHF Channel 12 be assigned 
to Omaha by deleting it from Lin- 
coln as follows: 

City 

Omaha, Nebraska 
Lincoln, Nebraska 

coin and that parts of this area 
would receive from 3 to 12 other 
UHF and VHF services. 

(i) Oppositions to KFAB Coun- 
terproposal. The Lincoln Broad- 
casting Corporation and the In- 
land Broadcasting Company, both 
of Lincoln, supported the proposed 
assignments for Lincoln and op- 
posed the KFAB Broadcasting 
Company counterproposal for the 
deletion of Channel 12 from Lin- 
coln and the replacement thereof 
with a UHF channel. The oppo- 
sition to the counterproposal urged 
the need for a second VHF chan- 
nel in Lincoln. It was stated that 
Lincoln is the capital city and the 
second largest city in the State 
of Nebraska; that the Grade B 
coverage of a UHF channel would 
be substantially less than that of 
a VHF channel; and that the area 
is largely rural and needs the wide 
coverage of a VHF channel. It 
was also pointed out in the oppo- 
sition that the grant of the KFAB 
counterproposal would result in 
the assignment of only one VHF 
channel in Lincoln which would 
give the licensee of that station 
a dominant position in the Lincoln 
area and could create a monopoly 
situation. Further it was pointed 
out that a grant of the KFAB 
counterproposal would result in 
the assignment to Omaha of four 
times as many VHF channels as 
Lincoln, although the population 
of Omaha is only 2% times the 
population of Lincoln. 

Conclusions: The Omaha Educa- 
tional Reservation 

611. On the basis of the record 
we cannot conclude that the res- 
ervation of a VHF channel in 
Omaha for non -commercial educa- 
tional use is warranted. No local 
educational interest offered evi- 
dence in support of the reservation 
of a VHF channel in Omaha for 
non -commercial educational use. 
The only evidence of record indi- 
cated that the educational inter- 
ests in Omaha do not intend to use 
a VHF channel for a non- commer- 
cial educational station. On the 
other hand, commercial interests 
have made clear their intention of 
proceeding with the construction 
and operation of a station in the 
event that VHF Channel 7 is made 
available for commercial use. We 
are, however, in light of the evi- 
dence indicating the interest of 
the educational institutions in 
Omaha in using a UHF channel for 
educational purposes, of the view 
that the record warrants the res- 
ervation of a UHF channel in 
Omaha. Accordingly, VHF Chan- 
nel '7 is assigned to Omaha for 
commercial use, and UHF Channel 
16 is assigned to Omaha and re- 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
3,6,*7 16,22,28 
10,12 *18,24 

(h) Statement in Support of 
KFAB Counterproposal. KFAB 
Broadcasting Company urged that 
its counterproposal would result in 
service to more people; that it 
would be consistent with the pri- 
orities, and that it would meet the 
required co- channel station sepa- 
rations. It was further urged that 
the area which would lose service 
as a result of the operation of 
Channel 44 in Lincoln in lieu of 
Channel 12 would receive other 
service from Channel 10 in Lin- 

Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
3,6,7t,12í 16,22,28 
10,1 *18,24,44t 

served for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. 

Conclusions: The Lincoln Edu- 
cational Reservation 

612. On the basis of the record, 
the reservation of UHF Channel 
18 for non -commercial educational 
use in Lincoln is finalized. 

Conclusions: Additional VHF 
Assignments in Omaha 

613. We do not believe that the 
addition of a fourth VHF channel 
to Omaha at the expense of delet- 
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ing the second VHF channel from 
Lincoln is warranted. This is es- 
pecially true in view of our action 
making available a third commer- 
cial VHF channel to Omaha. Ac- 
cordingly, the request of KFAB' 
for the assignment of Channel 12 
to Omaha is denied. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

614. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Lincoln, Nebraska 10,12 *18,24 
Omaha, Nebraska 3,8,7 *16,22,28 

JCET supported the reservation of 
UHF Channel 16 at Fort Smith for 
non -commercial educational use. 
No objection was filed to the res- 
ervation. 

(h) Little Rock Educational Res- 
ervation. The JCET, Arkansas 
State Teachers College, Conway, 
Arkansas, and the Arkansas State 
Department of Education support- 
ed the reservation of VHF Channel 
2 at Little Rock. No objection was 
made to the reservation. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservations 

616. In view of the foregoing 
FORT SMITH AND LITTLE the proposed reservations for Fort 

ROCK, ARKANSAS Smith and Little Rock are final - 
615. (a) Proposed Assignments ized. 

, and Reservations. In the Third Conclusions: Additional VHF 
Notice the Commission proposed Assignment to Fort Smith 
the following assignments and res- 617. A grant of the Southwest - 
ervations: ern Publishing Company counter- 

VHF UHF 
Channel proposal would result in a co- 

City 
Channel P ro P 

city o. No. channel assignment separation of 
Fort smith, Ark. 5 16,22 188 miles between Muskogee and 
Little Rock, Ark. *2,4,11 17,23 Little Rock. This separation would 

(b) Census Data. Fort Smith be in violation of the minimum 
has a population of 48,000. co- channel assignment separation 

(c) Counterproposal of South- requirements in Zone II. The coun- 
western P u b l i s h i n g Company. terproposal must therefore be 
Southwestern Publishing Company DENIED.' 
requested the additional assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 8 to Fort 
Smith, by making the following 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice: 

City 
Fort Smith, Arkansas 
Muskogee, Oklahoma 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

618. The following assignments 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
*16,22 5 
39,*45 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Southwestern Publishing Co. Coun- 
terproposal. Southwestern Pub- 
lishing Company stated that its 
counterproposal complies with the 
Commission's standards; that a 
grant of the counterproposal would 
not result in a loss of service else- 
where; and that a station operat- 
ing on Channel 8 at Fort Smith 
would provide an additional com- 
mercial television VHF service in 
Arkansas and Oklahoma. It was 
also urged that Arkansas with a 
population of 1,909,511 as com- 
pared to 2,233,351 in Oklahoma has 

3n assigned only 38 channels as 
compared to 54 channels which 

s', have been assigned to Oklahoma. 
(e) The counterproposal of 

Southwestern Publishing Company 
would result in the following co- 
channel assignment separations in 
Zone II: 

Channel 
11 
11 

Connterprovosxl 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

net No. nel No. 
5,6t *16,22 
lit 39,*45 

and reservations are adopted: 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
City No. No. 

Fort Smith, Ark. 5 *16,22 
Little Rock, Ark. *2,4,11 17,23 

FAYETTEVILLE, ARKANSAS, 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

619. Proposed Reservation. In 
the Third Notice the Commission 

Chan- 
nel in 
proposed 

13 hFayetteville 
reservation 

fornon- 
commercial educational use as a 
primarily educational center. The 
JCET supported the reservation 
and stated that the University of 
Arkansas at Fayetteville was 
studying the financial, program- 
ming, legal, and engineering re- 
quirements necessary for the es- 
tablishment and operation of a 
television station in cooperation 

Cities 
Muskogee, Okla. -Lawton, Okla. 
Muskogee, Okla.-Little Rock, Ark. 

(f) Conflicting Counterproposals 
to the Southwestern Publishing 
Company Counterproposal. The 
counterproposal of Southwestern 
Publishing Company is mutually 
exclusive with the counterpro- 
posals of All Oklahoma Broadcast- 
ing Company and Southwestern 
Sales Corp., Tulsa, and KTOK, 
Inc., Oklahoma City. 

(g) Fort Smith Educational Res- 
ervation. The Fort Smith Public 
Schools, the Arkansas State De- 
partment of Education and the 

"°KFAB has claimed the Commission 
is without power to reserve for educa- 
tional use channels regularly allocated 
for general television service. It is not 
clear whether this objection was di- 
rected solely to the proposed reserva- 
tion of Channel 7 or whether it was 
directed to the reservation of any 
channel at all. Insofar as it related to 
the latter, we have disposed of the 
contention for the reasons stated in 
the Commission's decision of July 13, 
1951 (FCC 51 -709). 

Mileage 
188 
188 

with other educational institutions 
in the area. The Arkansas State 
Department of Education also sup- 
ported the reservation stating that 
it would cooperate with these edu- 
cational institutions that would 
operate a non -commercial educa- 
tional station in Fayetteville. No 
oppositions to the proposed reser- 
vations were filed. 

Conclusions 

620. In view of the foregoing, 
the reservation of Channel 13 in 
Fayetteville for non -commercial 
educational use is finalized. 

mIt would also create a 188 -mile as- 
signment separation between Musko- 
gee and Lawton. This separation would 
be eliminated by our decision herein 
shifting Channel 11 from Lawton to 
Tulsa. In its place, however, would 
be a 44 -mile separation between Tulsa 
and Muskogee on Channel 11. 
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NORMAN, MUSKOGEE, ENID 
AND STILLWATER, OKLA- 

HOMA, EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATIONS 

621. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following reservations for non- 
commercial educational use: 

City Channel 
Norman, Oklahoma 37 
Muskogee, Oklahoma *45 
Enid, Oklahoma *27 

No channel was proposed to be 
reserved in Stillwater for non- 
commercial educational use. 

(b) Norman. The University of 
Oklahoma, Norman, and the Okla- 
homa Baptist University, Shaw- 
nee, Oklahoma, and the JCET sup- 
ported the reservation of UHF 
Channel 37 at Norman. The Uni- 
versity of Oklahoma stated that 
it was a pioneer in the field of 
educational radio broadcasting; and 
that "a considerable lapse of time 
must pass before we are fully pre- 
pared not only to file for an edu- 
cational television station but also 
plan for the installation and opera- 
tion of such a station on a scale 
comparable with better commercial 
operations in this field." While de- 
sirous of a reserved VHF channel, 
the University requested that the 
reservation of UHF Channel 37 for 
Norman, Oklahoma, be made final. 
No objection was filed to the reser- 
vation of UHF Channel 37. 

(c) Muskogee. Northeastern 
State College, Tahlequah, Okla- 
homa, and JCET supported the res- 
ervation of UHF Channel 45 at 
Muskogee, Oklahoma. No objec- 
tion was filed to the proposed res- 
ervation. 

(d) Enid. The JCET supported 
the reservation of UHF Channel 
27 at Enid. No objection was filed 
to the proposed reservation. 

(e) Stillwater. Stillwater is the 
site of the Oklahoma Agricultural 
and Mechanical College. 

(f) In connection with the fore- 
going proposed reservation of as- 
signments for non -commercial edu- 
cational use and requests for such 

City 

are finalizing the reservations pro- 
posed for Muskogee and Enid. 

Final Reservations 
623. The following reservations 

are adopted: 
City UHF Channel No. 

Norman, Oklahoma 
Muskogee, Oklahoma 
Enid, Oklahoma 
Stillwater, Oklahoma 

* 37 
+45 
*27 
+ 69 

OKLAHOMA CITY, TULSA AND 
LAWTON, OKLAHOMA 

624. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervations: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Oklahoma City, 

Oklahoma 7,9, *13 19,25 
Tulsa, Oklahoma 2,54,6 17,23 
Lawton, Oklahoma 11 28,34 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Oklahoma 
City has a population of 325,000 
and the City of Oklahoma City has 
a population of 244,000. The stand- 
ard metropolitan area of Tulsa has 
a population of 252,000 and the 
City of Tulsa has a population of 
183,000. Lawton has a population 
of 35,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. WKY Ra- 
diophone Company is licensed for 
the operation of Station WKY -TV 
on Channel 4 in Oklahoma City. 
WKY Radiophone Company was 
ordered to show cause why the 
license of Station WKY -TV should 
not be changed to specify Channel 
7 in lieu of Channel 4." Cameron 
Television, Inc., is licensed for the 
operation of Station KOTV on 
Channel 6 in Tulsa. 

Oklahoma City 
625. (a) Counterproposal of WKY 

Radiophone Company and Answer 
to Show Cause Order. WKY filed 
an opposition to the Commission's 
Order to Show Cause and a coun- 
terproposal which would permit it 
to continue operating on Channel 
4. The counterproposal of WKY 
would re qui re the following 
changes in assignments proposed 
in the Third Notice: 

Third Notice Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 
Muskogee, Oklahoma 
Oklahoma City, Okla. 
Tulsa, Oklahoma 

s 
7,9,s13 
2,54,6 

reservations, the JCET submitted 
a resolution of the State Legisla- 
ture of Oklahoma urging the Com- 
mission to reserve such channels 
in the VHF and UHF as will ade- 
quately serve the needs of the 
State. 

Conclusions 
622. With respect to the request 

of the University of Oklahoma for 
the assignment of a VHF channel 
to Norman, we have examined the 
assignments in the area and find 
that it is impossible to grant the 
request consistent with the Table 
of Assignments adopted herein. 
We must, therefore, deny the re- 
quest of the University of Okla- 
homa for the assignment and res- 
ervation of a VHF channel for non- 
commercial educational use in 
Norman. Accordingly, we are final- 
izing the reservation of UHF 
Channel 37 in Norman for non- 
commercial educational use. With 
respect to Stillwater, it is our 
view that an assignment should 
be made to that city for non -com- 
mercial educational use and we are 
assigning UHF Channel 69 to 
Stillwater for that purpose. Fur- 
ther, on the basis of the record, we 

39,545 
19,25 
17,23 

lit 39,545 
4t,7 *13 19,25 
2,6,*9t 17,23 

(b) Statement in Support of 
WKY Counterproposal. WKY Ra- 
diophone Company in its answer to 
the Commission's Order to Show 
Cause, and in support of its re- 
quest, urged that its counterpro- 
posal meets the minimum mileage 
separations for both co- channel 
and adjacent channel operation 
with a minimum co- channel sepa- 
ration of 188 miles. It was further 
stated that there are approximate- 
ly 92,000 VHF receivers in the 
WKY -TV service area at the pres- 
ent time, and it was contended 

"'On June 25, 1951, WKY filed a peti- 
tion requesting that the order to show 
cause be severed from this proceeding 
and that a formal hearing be held 
thereon. This petition was dismissed 
without prejudice as premature by 
Commission Order (FCC 51 -696) of 
July 11, 1951. In its statement filed in 
this proceeding on October 15, 1951. 
WKY stated that if in light of the evi- 
dence submitted therein the Commis- 
sion is not satisfied that the operation 
of Station WKY -TV should remain on 
Channel 4, it "renews its Petition here- 
tofore filed and requests the full. com- 
plete and fair hearing upon specified 
issues, to which it is entitled by law 
and the Commission's Rules and Reg- 
ulations, rior to the final adoption 
of any rule or regulation which would 
preclude the continued operation of 
WKY -TV on Channel 4." 
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t at if WKY -TV were required to 
s 'ft to Channel '7, a large number 
o persons would be compelled to 
i tall either new or modified an- 

nnas in order to continue to re- 
c ive service from WKY -TV and 
t at the proposed shift to Channel 
7 would result in a disruption of 
service to the public during the 
p riod of conversion. It was also 
a: serted that the cost to the licen- se for effecting the change pro - 
p sed by the Commission would 
e teed $138,000. 

(c) The counterproposal of WKY 
would result in the following co- 
t nnel assignment separations in 
Z e II: 

Channel 
11 
11 

of such channels in the VHF and 
the UHF as will adequately serve 
the needs of education. No objec- 
tion was filed to this proposed 
reservation. 

Tulsa 
626. (a) Counterproposal of All 

Oklahoma Broadcasting Company. 
All Oklahoma Broadcasting Corn - 
pany requested the assignment of 
Channel 8 to Tulsa by making the 
following changes in the proposed 
assignments: 

(f) Statement in Support of 
Southwestern Sales Counterpro- 
posal. Southwestern Sales Corp., 
Tulsa, Oklahoma, urged that the 
size, industrial development and 
strategic location of Tulsa evi- 
denced the need of that community 
for an additional VHF channel. 
It was also urged that the addi- 
tional VHF channel may be as- 
signed to Tulsa without violating 

Third Notice Counterproposal 
City VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 
Muskogee, Oklahoma 8 
Tulsa, Oklahoma 2, *4, 6 

Cities 
Muskogee, Okla.- Lawton, Okla. 
Muskogee, Okla.- Little Rock, Ark. 

d) Conflicting Counterproposals. 
e counterproposal of WKY is 

m tually exclusive with that of 
K OK, Inc., Oklahoma City, and 
AI Oklahoma Broadcasting Corn - 
paity, and Southwestern Sales 
Corp., both of Tulsa. 

e) Counterproposal of KTOK, 
Ina, Oklahoma City. KTOK, Inc., 
requested the assignment of Chan- 
nel 11 to Oklahoma City by mak- 
ing the following changes in pro- 
posed assignments: 

City 

Mileage 
188 
188 

(b) Statement in Support of All 
Oklahoma Counterproposal. All 
Oklahoma Broadcasting Company 
urged that Tulsa is a large metro- 
politan area which serves as the 
trade, service, entertainment and 
cultural center for eastern Okla- 
homa and adjoining areas of 
Kansas, Missouri, and Arkansas; 
that Tulsa has experienced the 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Dodge City, Kansas 6 
Elk City, Oklahoma 12 
Lawton, Oklahoma 11 
Oklahoma City Okla. 7,9, *13 
Woodward, Oklahoma 8 

() Statement in Support of 
KT K Counterproposal. KTOK, 
Inc stated that Oklahoma City is 
the capital and largest city of 
Okl oma and is centrally located 
in t e state. It was urged that the 
add tion of a VHF channel to Ok- 
lah ma City would provide addi- 
tio 1 television service to 514,470 
per ons in Central Oklahoma and 
wo d provide a net gain of addi- 
tion 1 television service to sub - 
sta ial number of persons. It was 
also urged that the co- channel and 
adj ent channel spacings result- 
ing rom a grant of its counter- 
pro sal would meet the minimum 
sep ations, and that the size and 
eco mie importance of Oklahoma 
City require the assignment of an 
addi ional VHF channel. 

(g) The KTOK counterproposal 
would create a 183 -mile co- channel 
separation in Zone II between 
'Woodward, Oklahoma, and Wich- 
ita Falls, Texas, on Channel 6. 
The minimum co- channel station 
separation for this zone is 190 
mile . 

(h Conflicting Counterproposals 
to he KTOK Counterproposal. 
The counterproposal of KTOK, 
Inc., is mutually exclusive with 
the counterproposal of WKY Ra- 
diop one Company and the South - 
we rn Publishing Company, Fort 
Smit , Arkansas;'" Southwestern 
Sales Company and All Oklahoma 
Broa casting Company, both of 
Tuls 

(i) The Oklahoma City Educa- 
tiona Reservation. The Oklahoma 
Agric ltural and Mechanical Col- 
lege, Stillwater, Oklahoma, and 
JCET supported the reservation of 
VHF hannel 13 at Oklahoma City. 
The ET submitted a resolution 
of th Legislature of the State of 
Oklah ma urging the reservation 

"'7'h counterproposal of the South- 
western Publishing Company at Fort 
Smith Arkansas, is denied elsewhere 

23 
15 

*28,34 
19,25 

84` 
121 
7,9,111 *13 
61 

23 
15 

*28,34 
19,25 

39, *45 
17, 23 

largest growth of any city in Okla- 
homa in the 10 year period since 
the 1940 census; that the assign- 
ment of Channel 11 to Muskogee 
and Channel 8 to Tulsa would meet 

Commission's requirements; 
and that under the counterproposal, 
an additional channel and service 
would be provided to Tulsa with 
no reduction in the service which 
would be afforded under the Third 
Notice- It was urged that the 
grant of the counterproposal would 
provide a more fair, efficient and 
equitable distribution of television 
facilities than does the Commis- 
sion's plan. 

(c) The All Oklahoma counter- 
proposal would create the follow- 
ing co- channel separations in Zone 
II below 190 miles: 
Channel Cities Mileage 

11 Muskogee, Okla. - 
Lawton, Okla. 188 

11 Muskogee, Okla: 
Little Rock, Ark. 188 

(d) Conflicting Counterproposal 
to All Oklahoma Broadcasting 
Company Counterproposal. The 
counterproposal of All Oklahoma 
Broadcasting Company is mutually 
exclusive with that of WKY Radio- 
phone Company, and KTOK, Inc., 
Oklahoma City; Southwestern 
Sales Company, Tulsa; and South- 
western Publishing Company, Fort 
Smith, Arkansas. 

(e) Counterproposal of South- 
western Sales Corporation. South- 
western Sales Corporation has re- 
quested the assignment of Channel 
11 to Tulsa by making the follow- 
ing changes in the proposed as- 
signments: 

tll 39, *45 
2, *4, 6, t8 17, 23 

the Commission's minimum mileage 
separation requirements. 

(g) T h e counterproposal of 
Southwestern Sales would create a 
187 mile co- channel separation on 
Channel 11 between Elk City, Okla- 
homa, and Lubbock, Texas, in Zone 
II. 

(h) Conflicting Counterproposals 
to Southwestern Sales Corp. Coun- 
terproposal. The counterproposal 
of Southwestern Sales Corp. is 
mutually exclusive with the coun- 
terproposals of WKY Radiophone 
Company; Southwestern Publish- 
ing Company, Fort Smith, Arkan- 
sas; v` KTOK, Inc., Oklahoma City 
and All Oklahoma Broadcasting 
Company, Tulsa. 

(i) The Tulsa Educational Re- 
servation. The JCET supported 
the reservation and submitted a 
resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of Oklahoma urging the 
Commission to reserve such chan- 
nels in the VHF and the UHF as 
will adequately serve the needs of 
education. No objection was made 
to the proposed reservation. 

(j) The Lawton Educational Re- 
servation. The JCET and the State 
Department of Public Instruction 
supported the reservation of Chan- 
nel 28 in Lawton for non- commer- 
cial educational use. No oppositions 
to this reservation were filed. 

Conclusions: Additional Assign- 
ment to Oklahoma City, Tulsa, and 
the WKY Counterproposal 

627. The foregoing conflicting 
counterproposals consist of (1) a 
request by WKY Radiophone Com- 

'H WREC Broadcasting Service and 
WMPS, Inc., both of Memphis, Tenn., 
have requested the assignment of a fourth VHF channel to Memphis, in alternate counterproposals. The first 
counterproposal requested the deletion 
of Channel 3 from Blytheville, Ark- 
ansas, and the assignment of that chan- 
nel to Memphis. The second alterna- 
tive counterproposal requested 19 VHF 
changed assignments in 14 cities and 5 
states. This second alternative counter - 
proposal is in conflict with the counter- 
proposals of the Tulsa, Oklahoma City 
and Fort Smith parties. In view of 
our decision elsewhere in this Report 
to grant the first alternative request 
to delete Channel 3 from Blytheville 
and the assignment of that channel to Memphis, we will not discuss the second alternative counterproposal of WREC and WMPS further in this connection. In addition, the counterproposal of Sherman Television Company. Sher- 
man, Texas, is in conflict with the 
counterproposal of Southwestern Sales 
Corporation. In view of our decision elsewhere in this Report to deny the counterproposal Af Sherman Television 
Company, that counterproposal will not be discussed further in this con- nection. 

Third Notice Counterproposal 
City VHF Channel UHF Channel VHF Channel UHF Channel No. No. No. No. 

Elk City, Oklahoma in this Report or the reasons there Lawton, Oklahoma stated. Tulsa, Oklahoma 
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12 
11 

2, *4, 6 

15 
*28, 34 
17,23 

+11 

2, *4'5,2111 

15 
*28, 34 
17, 23 

pony to retain Channel 4 pre- 
sently licensed to WKY -TV, (2) 
requests by various parties seek- 
ing the addition of a fourth VHF 
assingment to Tulsa, and (3) a 
request seeking a fourth VHF as- 
signment to Oklahoma City. 

628. The WKY counterproposal 
would create a co- channel assign- 
ment separation below the adopted 
190 mile minimum for Zone II. 
The distance between Muskogee 
and Little Rock is 188 miles.'" 
The KTOK counterproposal would 
create one co- channel assignment 
separation below the minimum on 
Channel 6 between Woodward, 
Oklahoma and Wichita Falls, Texas. 
The distance between these com- 
munities is 183 miles. The All Okla- 
homa counterproposal would create 
the same separation below the min- 
imum as would the WKY counter- 
proposal.'" The Southwestern Sales 
Corp. counterprosal would create 
one co- channel assignment separa- 
tion below the minimum between 
Elk City, Oklahoma and Lubbock, 
Texas, on Channel 11 of 187 miles. 
Since the counterproposals of the 
All Oklahoma Broadcasting Com- 
pany; KTOK Inc.; Southwestern 
Sales Corporation; and WKY 
Radiophone Company would result 
in co- channel separations below the 
minimum provided by our decision 
herein, they are denied. 

Conclusions: WKY Show Cause 
Order 

629. Although we are unable to 
grant the WKY counterproposal, 
the question remains whether the 
authorization for WKY -TV should 
be changed to specify operation on 
Channel 7 as proposed in the Third 
Notice. The Order to Show Cause 
was issued to WKY in an effort to 
"reduce interference, make avail- 
able a reasonable number of chan- 
nels and to effect the maximum 
utilization of VHF television chan- 
nels." It was believed that the 
assignment of Channel 4 in Tulsa 
instead of Oklahoma City would 
effect a more desirable utilization 
of the spectrum. It is true, how- 
ever, that the assignment of Chan- 
nel 4 ,in Oklahoma City would meet 
all reauired mileage spacings for 
Zone II. For example, the closest 
co- channel assignment separation to 4t 
WKY -TV on Channel 4 would be 
Station KRLD -TV operating in 
Dallas, Texas, at a distance of 196 
miles. 

630. We have in this proceeding 
followed the principle that we would 
not compel an existing licensee to 
change frequencies except for corn - 
pelling considerations such as the 
removal of a very low mileage sep- 
aration. In view of the circum- 
stances discussed above, and upon 
reconsideration of the whole record, 
we do not believe that WKY should 
be required to change frequencies. 
Accordingly, we have assigned 
Channel 4 to Oklahoma City, and 
are withdrawing the Show Cause 
Order to WKY. If the assignment 
of Channel 4 is maintained in Okla- 
homa City, the assignment of 
Channel 4 in Tulsa must be deleted, 
since Tulsa and Oklahoma City are 
only 98 miles apart. However, 
Channel 4 can be replaced in Tulsa 

'a It would also create a 188 mile as- signment separation between Muskogee and Lawton. This separation would be eliminated by our decision herein shift- ing Channel 11 from Lawton to Tulsa. In its place, however, would be a 44 mile separation between Tulsa and 
Muskogee on Channel 11. 
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by shifting Channel 11 from Law- 
ton to Tulsa. In turn, Channel 11 
in Lawton can be replaced by shift- 
ing Channel '7 from Oklahoma City 
to Lawton. The assignment of 
Channel 7 in Lawton and Channel 
11 in Tulsa would meet the re- 
quired minimum assignment sep- 
arations for Zone II. Accordingly, 
Channel 4 will be deleted from 
Tulsa and assigned to Oklahoma 
City; Channel 11 will be deleted 
from Lawton and assigned to Tulsa; 
and Channel 7 will be deleted from 
Oklahoma City and assigned to 
Lawton. 
Conclusions: Educational Reserva- 

tion in Tulsa 
631. We are of the view that the 

record supports the basis for re- 
serving a channel in Tulsa for non- 
commercial educational use in 
Tulsa. In the Third Notice the 
Commission proposed that Channel 
4 be so reserved. However, as 
noted above, Channel 4 must be de- 
leted from Tulsa in light of our 
decision to withdraw the order to 
show cause to WKY. It was also 
noted above that VHF Channel 11 
is being assigned in Tulsa to re- 
place Channel 4. Accordingly, VHF 
Channel 11 will be reserved for 
non -commercial educational use in 
Tulsa. 
Conclusions: Educational Reserva- 

tion in Oklahoma City and 
Lawton 

632. On the basis of the record 
the reservations of Channel 13 in 
Oklahoma City and Channel 28 in 
Lawton for non -commercial educa- 
tional use are finalized. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

633. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Oklahoma City, Okla. 4, 9, *13 19, 25 
Tulsa, Okla. 2, 6, *11 17, 23 
Lawton, Okla. 7 *28, 34 

MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE, AND 
BLYTHEVILLE, ARKANSAS 
634. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and 
reservation: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Blytheville, Arkansas 3 64 
Memphis, Tennessee 5, *10, 13 42, 48 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Memphis has 
a population of 482,000 and the City 
of Memphis has a population of 
396,000. The City of Blytheville has 
a population of 16,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. Memphis 
Publishing Company is licensed for 
the operation of Station WMCT at 
Memphis on Channel 4. The Com- 
mission ordered the Memphis Pub- 
lishing Company to show cause 
why the license of WMCT should 
not be modified to specify opera- 
tion on Channel 5 in lieu of Channel 
4. No opposition to the Commis- 
sion's Show Cause Order was filed 
by Memphis Publishing Company. 

(d) Alternative Counterproposal 
of Hoyt B. Wooten d/b as WREC 
Broadcasting Service and WMPS, 
Inc. WREC Broadcasting Service 
and WMPS,Inc.,requested the addi- 
tional assignment of a VHF chan -. 
nel to Memphis in two alternative 
counterproposals. In the first alter- 
native counterproposal it was re- 
quested that VHF Channel 3 be de- 
leted from Blytheville and assigned 
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to Memphis, and that UHF Chan- 
nels 17 and 23 be assigned to 
Blytheville in place of Channel 3 
as follows: 

City 
Blytheville, Ark 
Memphis, Tenn. 

The alternative counterproposal 
of WREC and WMPS would result 

Third Notice 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 
3 64 

5, *10, 13 42, 48 

(e) Statement in Support of 
WREC and WMPS Counterproposal 
I. WREC and WMPS urged that 
the size, population and economic 
importance of Memphis warranted 
the addition of a VHF channel and 
that Channel 3 could be assigned 
to Memphis without violating any 
of the Commission's standards for 
minimum separation of co- channel 
or adjacent channel assignments. 
It was pointed out that the near- 
est assignment of Channel 3 would 
be at Jackson, Mississippi, a dis- 
tance of 197 miles from Memphis; 
that more than half the population 
that would be served by the opera- 
tion of Channel 3 at Blytheville 
resides in the State of Tennessee 
in areas which have no common 
identity of interest with Blythe- 
ville; that Memphis is a vastly 
more important economic market 
than Blytheville and that the rural 
population surrounding Blythe- 
ville are more dependent on 
Memphis than upon Blytheville; 
and that it was unlikely that the 
assignment of Channel 3 in Blythe- 
ville would result in the operation 
of that facility with maximum 
power. Finally, it was asserted that 
the operation of the UHF channel 
in Blytheville would be adequate to 
serve the needs of that community 
for television service. 

(f) Opposition to WREC and 
WMPS Counterproposal I. Harold 
L. Sudbury, Blytheville, Arkansas, 
supported the assignments pro- 
posed by the Commission for 
Blytheville and opposed the Mem- 
phis counterproposal. In the op- 
position it was stated that Blythe- 
ville is situated in a large farm- 
ing and rural area and would be 
best served by a lower VHF chan- 
nel; that because of the rural area, 
extensive coverage was required in 
order to reach several hundred 
thousand persons; that no showing 
had been made by the Memphis 
parties of a need for the specific 
use of Channel 3 at Memphis; and 
that the assignments proposed by 
the Commission would result in a 
fair and equitable distribution of 
the available frequencies. 

(g) Alternative Counterproposal 
2 of WREC and WMPS. In alter- 
native counterproposal 2 WREC 
Broadcasting Service and WMPS, 
Inc. requested the addition of a 
VHF channel to Memphis by mak- 
ing the following changes in the 
assignments proposed in the Third 
Notice : 

City 

Counterproposal I 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 
* 1'17, t23, 64 

t3, 5, *10, 13 42, 48 

in the following co- channel separa- 
tions in Zone II: 
Channel Cities Mileage 

3 Little Rock, Ark: 
Springfield, Mo. 180 

8 Little Rock, Ark. - 
Muskogee, Okla. 188 

10 Jackson, Tenn. - 
Birmingham, Ala. 184 

(h) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to WREC and 
WMPS Alternative Counterpro- 
posal 2. Oppositions and mutually 
exclusive counterproposals to the 
alternative counterproposals of 
WREC Broadcasting Service and 
WMPS, Inc., were filed by the fol- 
lowing parties: Southwestern Pub- 
lishing Co., Fort Smith, Arkansas; 
Voice of Longview, Longview, 
Texas; Memphis Publishing Com- 
pany, Memphis, Tennessee; WKY 
Radiophone Co., Oklahoma City, 
Oklahoma ; Harold L. Sudbury, 
Blytheville, Arkansas; KTOK, Inc., 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma; All 
Oklahoma Broadcasting Co., Tulsa, 
Oklahoma; and Southwestern Sales 
Corporation, Tulsa, Oklahoma. 

(i) The Memphis Educational 
Reservation. The Board of Educa- 
tion of the Memphis City Schools, 
The Memphis Chamber of Com- 
merce, Shelby County Department 
of Education, Southwestern Uni- 
versity and the JCET supported 
the reservation of VHF Channel 
10 in Memphis for use by a non- 
commercial educational station. 
The JCET stated that an educa- 
tional television committee had 
been formed in Memphis and the 
Mayor of Memphis had appointed 
the President of the Board of Edu- 
cation of the Memphis City Schools 
as its Chairman in April, 1951. The 
Board of Education of the Memphis 
City Schools stated that it was 
using television to some extent in 
the schools and that the necessary 
finances would become available in 
the near future. No objection was 
filed to the proposed reservation. 

Conclusions: Memphis Educa- 
tion Reservation 

635. On the basis of the record 
the reservation of Channel 10 in 
Memphis for non -commercial edu- 
cational use is finalized. 

Conclusions: Additional Assign- 
ment to Memphis 

636. It is our view that the rec- 
ord supports the basis for the as- 
signment of a third commercial 
VHF channel to the Memphis area. 

Third Notice Counterproposal 2 

VHF Channel UHF Channel 
No. NO. 

VHF Channel UHF Channel 
No. No. 

Blytheville, Ark. 
El Dorado, Ark. 
Fort Smith, Ark. 
Hot Springs, Ark. 
Jonesboro Ark. 
Little Rock, Ark. 
Pine Bluff, Ark. 
Alexandria, La. 
Monroe, La. 
Shreveport, La. 
State College, Miss. 
Jackson, Tenn. 
Memphis, Tenn. 
Tyler, Texas 

asting 

3 64 t13 
10 
5 

26 
*1622 111 

s 52 t12 

*2, 4, 11 17, 23 t *3 its, t8 
7 36 110 

11, 13 t8, 13 

3812 
43 

*2, *11 
*2 t*4 

9 16 1.10 
5, *10, 13 42, 48 t2, t7, tí9, tll 

7 19 t12 

64 
*166 

,22 
52 
39 

17, 23 
36 

43 

16 
42,48 

19 

We believe that the size, popula- 
tion and economic importance of 
the City of Memphis warrant this 
additional assignment. It has been 
proposed that this be accomplished 
by the deletion of VHF Channel 
3 from Blytheville, a community 
of approximately 16,000 persons 
and the substitution of a UHF 
channel in that community. In 
view of the relative size, popula- 
tion and economic importance and 
resources of the City of Memphis 
as compared with the City of 
Blytheville, we believe the record 
supports the basis for the dele- 
tion of Channel 3 from Blytheville 
and the assignment of that channel 
to Memphis. The second alterna- 
tive counterproposal would result 
in three co- channel separations 
below the minimum adopted for 
Zone II and must be denied. 

637. WREC and WMPS sug- 
gested the assignment of UHF 
Channels 17 and 23, in addition to 
Channel 64 proposed for Blythe- 
ville in the Third Notice, to Blythe- 
ville to replace VHF Channel 3. It 
is our view, however, that 2 UHF 
channels are adequate to meet the 
needs of the Blytheville community. 
Further, since the assignment of 
either Channel 17 or 23 would re- 
sult in a co- channel assignment 
spacing below the minimum for 
Zone II we are making UHF Chan- 
nel '74 available to Blytheville. 

638. Accordingly, the first alter- 
native counterproposal of Hoyt B. 
Wooten d/b as WREC Broadcast- 
ing Service and WMPS, Inc. is 
granted, insofar as it requests the 
assignment of Channel 3 to Mem- 
phis and the second alternative 
counterproposal is denied. 

Conclusions: Show Cause Order 
639. An appropriate authoriza- 

tion will be issued to Memphis Pub- 
lishing Company to specify opera- 
tion of WMCT on Channel 5. 

Final Assignments and Reservation 
640. The following assignments 

and reservation are adopted: 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
City No. No. 

Blytheville, Ark. 64, 74 
Memphis, Tenn. 3, 5, *10, 13 42, 48 

TEMPLE, TEXAS 
641. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion 'proposed the assignment of 
two channels to Temple: UHF 
Channels 16 and 22. 

(b) Census Data. The popula- 
tion of Temple is 25,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Bell 
Broadcasting Company. Bell Broad- 
casting Company, Temple, Texas, 
requested the additional assign- 
ment of Channel 6 to Temple. No 
other changes in the assignments 
proposed in the Third Notice were 
requested. 

(d) Statement in Support of Bell 
Broadcasting Company Counter- 
proposal. Bell Broadcasting Com- 
pany contended that since the 
closest cities to Temple having 
VHF assignments under the Third 
Notice are Waco, 30 miles to the 
north, and Austin, 61 miles to the 
south, Temple would not receive 
reliable VHF service. It was 
pointed out that Fort Hood, con- 
taining approximately 35,000 mili- 
tary personnel, was located in the 
western portion of Bell County, 25 
miles from Temple and that Temple 
contains several large private hos- 
pitals, in addition to a large vet- 
erans hospital. It was also con- 
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ten ed that a UHF channel would 
not be adequate to cover the entire 
Te pie trading area and that a 
VH facility was, therefore, neces- 
sar 

(: ) Channel 6 at Temple would 
be 83 miles from the co- channel 
assi _ ment at San Angelo, Texas. 
Bot Temple and San Angelo are 
situ ted in Zone H. 

(f Conflicting Counterproposals 
and 9 ppositions to the Bell Broad- 
cast ng Company Counterproposal. 
The Bell Broadcasting Company 
cou erproposal does not conflict 
with any other counterproposal nor 
hay = any oppositions been filed 
ther to. 

Conclusions 
64 . The counterproposal of Bell 

Broadcasting Company would as- 
sign Channel 6 to Temple, at a 
dis : ce of only 183 miles from 
the : signment of Channel 6 at San 
Angelo. Since both Temple and 
San Angelo are located within 
Zone II, the counterproposal does 
not eet the 190 mile minimum 
assi ment separation. Accord- 
ingly the counterproposal of Bell 
Broa, casting Company is denied. 

Final Assignments 
The following assignments 
opted: 

UHF 
Ity Channel No. 
emple 16, 22 

64 
are 

B ECKENRIDGE, TEXAS 
644 (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In th Third Notice the Commis- 
sion .roposed the assignment of 
one e annel, UHF Channel 14, to 
Breck . nridge. 

(b) Census Data. The popula- 
tion of Breckenridge is 7,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Stephens 
Count Broadcasting Company. 
Steph ns County Broadcasting 
Comp ny, Breckenridge, requested 
the a itional assignment of Chan- 
nel 7 o Breckenridge. This coun- 
terpro osal conflicted with the 
count roposal of Trinity Broad - 
castin Corporation, Dallas, Texas, 
and a opposition thereto was filed 
by th Trinity Broadcasting Cor- 
porati n. Sworn evidence in sup- 
port o the Stephens County Broad - 
castin Company, which in ac- 
cords e with Paragraph 10 of the 
Order f Hearing Procedure (FCC 
51 -739 issued in the proceeding 
was d e on October 16, 1951, was 
not ti ely filed. On February 1, 
1952, tephens County Broadcast- 
ing Co pany filed a "petition for 
leave file late statement and 
exhibit ' in support of its counter - 
propos I. It was alleged therein 
that " ue to a misunderstanding 
of the procedure adopted by the 
Commi sion in its Order of July 
25, 19 , [its] consultant did not 
prepare the necessary supporting 
data until a very recent date." It 
was urged that the filing of sworn 
evidence at this late date would not 
unduly retard the instant proceed- 
ing nor prejudice any parties 
thereto. 

Conclusions 
645. e are of the view that the 

aforesa d petition does not make 
the req isite showing of good cause 
for the acceptance of sworn evi- 
dence fi ed more than three months 
late. T e petition for late filing is 
therefo denied and the sworn 
evident in support of the Stephens 
County Broadcasting Company is 
not acce ted in this proceeding. In 
light of ur above action, no sworn 
evident in support of the counter - 
proposa is before us and, accord- 

ingly, this counterproposal and 
the opposition relating thereto will 
not be considered further in this 
Report. 

Final Assignments 
646. The following assignment is 

adopted: 
UHF 

City Channel No. 
Breckenridge, Texas 14 

SHERMAN, DENISON AND 
DENTON, TEXAS 

647. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservation. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and 
reservation: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Sherman 46 
Denison 52 
Denton *2 17 

(b) Census Data. The popula- 
tion of Sherman is 20,000, the popu- 
tion of Denison is 18,000 and the 
population of Denton is 21,000. 

Sherman 
648. (a) Counterproposal of 

Sherman Television Company. Sher- 
man Television Company, Sher- 
man, requested the additional as- 
signment of VHF Channel 12 to 
Sherman. No other changes in the 
assignments proposed in the Third 
Notice were requested. 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Counterproposal of Sherman Tele- 
vision Company. Sherman Tele- 
vision Company contended that the 
Sherman area would probably not 
receive VHF service under the 
Third Notice since it is not located 
near any city to which the Com- 
mission has proposed the assign- 
ment of VHF channels. It was 
alleged that the proposed VHF 
facility in Sherman would serve 
"well over 100,000 people," and 
that during the summer vacation 
period this number would be ma- 
terially increased. 

(c) Under the Sherman counter- 
proposal, Channel 12 at Sherman 
would be 183 miles from Shreve- 
port, Louisiana. Both Sherman and 
Shreveport are situated within 
Zone II. 

(d) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the Sherman 
Television Company Counterpro- 
posal. The Sherman Television 
Company counterproposal conflicts with the counterproposals of 
KTOK, Inc., Oklahoma City, Okla- 
homa, and Voice of Longview, 
Longview, Texas. In addition, an 
opposition to the Sherman Televi- 
sion Company counterproposal was 
filed by KTOK, Inc. 

Denison 
649. (a) Counterproposals of 

Red River Valley Broadcasting 
Corporation and Red River Publish- 
ing Company. Counterproposals 
were filed by Red River Valley 
Broadcasting Corporation and Red 
River Valley Publishing Company, 
both of Sherman, requesting the 
additional assignment of VHF 
Channel 10 to Sherman- Denison, to 
be accomplished by substituting a 
UHF channel for VHF Channel 2 
in Denton and by making the fol- 
lowing other changes from the as- 
signments proposed in the Third 
Notice: 

City 

(b) Statement in support of the 
Red River Valley Broadcasting 
Corporation and the Red River 
Valley Publishing Company Coun- 
terproposals. Red River Valley 
Broadcasting Corporation and Red 
River Valley Publishing Company 
noted that Denison, Texas, is lo- 
cated approximately eight miles 
from Sherman and contended that 
Sherman and Denison are situated 
so closely together they should be 
considered as one area. It was sub- 
mitted that Sherman -Denison con- 
tains the largest concentration of 
population in northern Texas, and 
that with the exception of Dallas, 
located about 60 miles to the south, 
and Fort Worth farther to the 
southwest, there are no major 
population centers within 125 miles 
of Sherman- Denison. It was urged 
that the assignment of a VHF 
channel rather than a UHF channel 
to Sherman- Denison would result 
in service to a larger portion of the 
trade area. It was alleged that a 
UHF station would serve 100% of 
the Denton trade area as compared 
with only 81.2% of the Sherman - 
Denison trade area, while a VHF 
assignment would serve 94.8% of 
the Sherman -Dension area. 

(c) The assignment of Channel 
10 to Sherman -Denison would be 
accomplished by substituting UHF 
Channel 46 in Denton for VHF 
Channel 2, where it is reserved for 
non -commercial educational use, 
and by substituting Channel 2 in 
Fort Worth for Channel 10; Chan- 
nel 63 in Waxahachie for Channel 
45; and Channel 45 in Hillsboro for 
Channel 63. It was noted by Red 
River Valley that these changes 
would result in two UHF channels 
widely spaced in the spectrum, 
Channels 17 and 46, being assigned 
to Denton. It was suggested that 
instead Channels 46 and 52 could 
be assigned to Denton by substi- 
tuting Channel 52 in Denton for 
Channel 17; Channel 17 in Sher- 
man- Denison for Channel 52; and 
Channel 54 in Weatherford, Texas, 
for Channel 51. 

(d) Denison is 172 miles from 
Tulsa, Oklahoma, where Channel 17 
is assigned. Weatherford is 169 
miles from Bryan, Texas, where 
Channel 54 is assigned. Denison 
and Weatherford are situated with- 
in Zone II, and Bryan is situated 
within Zone III. 

(e) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the Red River 
Valley Broadcasting Corporation 
and the Red River Valley Publish- 
ing Company Counterproposals. 
The Red River Valley counterpro- 
oosals conflict with the Trinity 
Broadcasting Corporation counter- 
proposals for Dallas, Texas; and 
oppositions thereto have been filed 
by the Trinity Broadcasting Corpo- 
ration and the Houston Post Com- 
pany, Houston, Texas. 

Denton 
650. The Denton Educational 

Reservation. VHF Channel 2 was 
reserved by the Third Notice for 
non -commercial educational use in 
Denton as a "primarily educational 
center." North State Texas Col- 
lege of Denton filed a statement 

Third Notice 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 
Sherman, Texas 
Denison, Texas 
Denton, Texas *2 
Sherman -Denison, Texas 
Fort Worth, Texas 5, 10 
Waxahachie, Texas 
Hillsboro, Texas 
Weatherford, Texas 
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96 
52 
17 

20. *26 
45 
63 
51 

t 

t10 
t2,5 

t 

t 
t*46, f52 

20t;26 
t63 
t45 
1'54 

supporting the above reservation 
noting that the College was in- 
terested in television as a medium 
for general public instruction and 
that the Board. of Regents had 
pledged its support in this en- 
deavor. The JCET also filed a state- 
ment supporting the reservation in- 
cluding within its presentation a 
statement of the Texas State Col- 
lege for Women at Denton indicat- 
ing that it would support and par- 
ticipate in the establishment of a 
non -commercial educational station 
at Denton. 

Conclusions: Additional Assign- 
ment of Channel 12 in 

Sherman 
651. The Sherman Television 

Company counterproposal would 
assign Channel 12 to Sherman at 
a distance of only 183 miles from 
Shreveport, Louisiana. Since both 
Sherman and Denison are situated 
within Zone II, this assignment 
would violate the required 190 mile 
minimum assignment separation 
for this zone. Accordingly, the 
Sherman Television Company coun- 
ter proposal is denied. 

Conclusions: The Denton Educa- 
tional Reservation and Channel 

10 in Sherman -Denison 
652. In order to accomplish the 

assignment of Channel 10 in Sher- 
man- Denison, the Red River Valley 
Broadcasting Company and Red 
River Valley Publishing Company 
counterproposals would substitute 
UHF Channel 46 in Denton for 
VHF Channel 2 reserved for non- 
commercial educational use. VHF 
Channel 2 was assigned and re- 
served in Denton as a "primarily 
educational center." As noted else- 
where in this Report, we have as 
an assignment principle, assigned 
VHF channels to primarily educa- 
tional centers where VHF channels 
were available. We see no reason, 
on the basis of the record in this 
proceeding, for deviating from this 
principle in order to make possible 
the assignment of a VHF channel 
in Sherman- Denison. We are of the 
view, therefore, that Channel 2 
should not be deleted from Denton. 
Furthermore, the suggested 
changes in order to assign UHF 
Channels 46 and 52 to Denton in- 
stead of UHF Channels 17 and 46 
would require violations of min- 
imum assignment separation re- 
quirements. In order to make the 
above assignments, Channel 54 
would be assigned to Weatherford 
and Channel 17 to Sherman -Deni- 
son. Weatherford is only 169 miles 
from Bryan where Channel 54 is 
also assigned and Denison is only 
172 miles from Tulsa where Chan- 
nel 17 is also assigned. All of the 
above communities are situated in 
Zone II and accordingly the pro- 
posed assignments would not meet 
the 175 mile minimum separation 
required for UHF co- channel as- 
signments in this Zone. The coun- 
terproposals of Red River Valley 
Broadcasting Corporation and Red 
River Valley Publishing Company 
are therefore denied. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

653. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Sherman, Texas 46 
Denison, Texas 52 
Denton, Texas *2 17 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 



LONGVIEW, TEXAS 
654. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the assignment of 
two UHF channels to Longview, 
Texas: Channels 32 and 38. 

(b) Census Data. The popula- 
tion of Longview is 25,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Voice of 
Longview. Voice of Longview, 
Longview, Texas, requested the 
assignment of VHF Channel 12 to 
Longview, by substituting Channel 
10 in Shreveport, Louisiana, for 
Channel 12, Channel 5 in El Dorado, 
Arkansas, for Channel 10, as fol- 
lows: 

Third Notice 

(i) Statement in Support of East 
Texas Television Company Coun- 
terproposal. East Texas Television 
Company stated that within an 
area of 25 miles of Longview is a 
population of 121, 492 and 38,985 
housing units, and that Lufkin, on 
a comparable basis, has a popula- 
tion of 55,447 and 17,041 housing 
units. It was contended that Long- 
view, and its trade area, is able 
economically to support a VHF 
television broadcast facility while 
there is "serious and grave doubts 
that the Lufkin area could so sup- 

VHF Channel UHF Channel 
City No. No. 
Longview, Texas 32,38 
Shreveport, La. 3,12 
El Dorado, Ark. 10 26 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Voice of Longview Counterpro- 
posal. Voice of Longview urged 
that the assignment of Channel 
12 to Longview could be accom- 
plished without depriving any other 
community of a television assign- 
ment. It was suggested that as 
an alternative to assigning Chan- 
nel 12 to Longview, Channel 32 or 
38, presently proposed for Long- 
view in the Third Notice, could be 
assigned to either Gilmer or 
Tatum, Texas, communities near 
Longview. Voice of Longview con- 
tended that wherever possible at 
least one VHF channel should be 
assigned to each community. 

(e) The Voice of Longview 
counterproposal would assign 
Channel 5 to El Dorado, Arkansas, 
182 miles from the co- channel as- 
signment of Channel 6 at Fort 
Smith, Arkansas. Both El Dorado 
and Fort Smith are situated within 
Zone H. 

(f) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the Voice of 
Longview Counterproposal. Con- 
flicting counterproposals and op- 
positions to the Voice of Longview 
counterproposal were filed by East 
Texas Television Company, Long- 
view, Texas; Lamar Life Insurance 
Company, Jackson, Mississippi; and 
Sherman Television Company, 
Sherman, Texas. 

(g) In its opposition, East Texas 
Television Company opposed any 
removal of UHF Channel 32 or 38 
from Longview for assignment to 
Tatum or Gilmer. It was noted 
that the town of Tatum has a popu- 
lation of 599 persons; that it has 
less than 10 retail stores; and that 
Tatum cannot support a television 
station. The Gilmer population 
was alleged to be 4,114, and it was 
urged that this community also 
does not possess the economy necesr, 
sary to maintain a television facil- 
ity. It was also noted that neither 
Tatum nor Gilmer has an AM or 
FM outlet. In addition to the fore- 
going, International Broadcasting 
Corporation, Shreveport, Louisiana, 
supported the proposed assign- 
ments for Shreveport, including 
the assignment of Channel 12 but 
has not specifically opposed the 
Voice of Longview's request to 
substitute Channel 10 in Shreve- 
port. 

(h) Counterproposal of East 
Texas Television Company. East 
Texas Television Company re- 
quested the additional assignment 
of Channel 9 to Longview by sub- 
stituting Channel 10 in Lufkin for 
Channel 9 as follows: 

City 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 
t12 32, 38 

3, t10 
t5 26 

port one." It was urged that a VHF 
television station in Longview 
would reach a large population in 
East Texas which would not re- 
ceive such service from any other 
station proposed in the Third 
Notice. East Texas submitted that 
the public interest, convenience and 
necessity requires the assignment 
of a VHF television assignment in 
this area. It was urged that Chan- 
nel 10 in Lufkin would be adequate 
to provide service to that com- 
munity. 

(j) The East Texas Television 
Company would utilize Channel 
9 in Longview co- channel with Hot 
Springs, Arkansas. East Texas 
Television Company alleged that 
the distance between these cities 
was 176 miles but gave no indica- 
tion as to how this measurement 
was obtained and it appears to be 
in error. Forest Capital Broadcast- 
ing Company, in its opposition, 
alleged that the distance between 
Longview and Hot Springs is 168 
miles. We find the distance to be 
approximately 170 miles. Channel 
10 at Lufkin would be 176 miles 
from the co- channel assignment of 
Channel 10 at El Dorado, Arkansas, 
and 180 miles from the co- channel 
assignment of Channel 10 at Fort 
Worth, Texas. All of the above 
cities are in Zone II with the excep- 
tion of 'Lufkin, which is in Zone III. 

(k) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the East Texas 
Television Company Counterpro- 
posal. The counterproposal of East 
Texas Television Company conflicts 
with the counterproposal of Trinity 
Broadcasting Corporation, Dallas, 
Texas. Oppositions to the East 
Texas Television counterproposal 
have been filed by Trinity Broad 
casting Corporation; Julius M. 
Gordon & Associates, Inc., Lufkin, 
Texas; and Forest Capital Broad- 
casting Co., Lufkin, Texas. 

Conclusions: Voice of Longview 
Counterproposal 

655. The Voice of Longview coun- 
terproposal in assigning Channel 12 
to Longview would assign Channel 
5 at El Dorado, Arkansas, only 182 
miles from the co- channel assign- 
ment at Fort Smith, Arkansas. 
Since both El Dorado and Fort 
Smith are situated in Zone II, this 
assignment would not meet the re- 
quired 190 mile minimum separa- 
tion for co- channel assignments in 
this Zone. Accordingly, the Voice 
of Longview counterproposal is 
denied. 

Third Notice 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 

Proposed Changes 
VHF 'Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 

Longview, Texas 32, 38 

Lufkin, Texas 9 46 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 

t9 
t10 

32, 38 
46 

Conclusions: East Texas Television 
Company Counterproposal 

656. The East Texas Television 
Company counterproposal would 
assign Channel 9 in Longview at 
a distance of only 170 miles from 
Hot Springs, Arkansas, where this 
channel is assigned. This distance 
is well below the required 190 mile 
minimum separation for co- channel 
assignments in Zone II where these 
communities are situated. In addi- 
tion, in achieving the assignment 
of Channel 9 in Longview, East 
Texas Television Company would 
assign Channel 10 in Lufkin at a 
distance of only 176 miles from the 
co- channel assignment at El Do- 
rado, Arkansas, and 180 miles from 
the co- channel assignment at Fort 
Worth, Texas. Lufkin is situated 
in Zone III and Fort Worth and 
El Dorado in Zone II. Accordingly, 
the counterproposal does not meet 
the 190 mile minimum co- channel 
assignment separation. In light of 
the above violations of the min- 
imum separation requirements, the 
East Texas Television Company 
counterproposal is denied. 

Final Assignments 
657. The following assignments 

are adopted: 
UHF 

City Channel No. 
Longview, Texas 32, 38 

SAN ANTONIO AND VICTORIA 
TEXAS 

658. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and 
reservations: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. NO. 
San Antonio. Texas 4, 5, *9, 12 35, 41 
Victoria, Texas 19 

(b) Census Data. The population 
of the San Antonio standard metro- 
politan area is 500,000 and of the 
City of San Antonio, 408,000. The 
population of Victoria is 16,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. San An- 
tonio Television Company is li- 
censed for the operation of Station 
KEYL on Channel 5 and Southland 
Industries, Inc., is licensed for the 
operation of Station WOAI -TV on 
Channel 4, both in San Antonio, 
Texas. 

(d) Counterproposal of Lack's 
Stores, Inc. Lack's Stores, Inc. re- 
quested the additional assignment 
of VHF Channel 12 to Victoria by 
substituting UHF Channel 23 in 
San Antonio for Channel 12, as 
follows: 

tonio would still leave this city and 
its surrounding area with three 
VHF services. 

(f) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to Lack's Stores, 
Inc., Counterproposal. No conflict- 
ing counterproposals have been 
filed. Oppositions to the counter- 
proposal of Lack's Stores, Inc., 
have been filed by Texas State Net- 
work, Inc.,' and the Walmac Com- 
pany, both of San Antonio. 

(g) Educational Reservation in 
San Antonio. St. Mary's Uni- 
versity of San Antonio filed a state- 
ment in support of the reservation 
of Channel 9 in San Antonio for 
non -commercial educational use. 
The University stated that it was 
presently cooperating with the two 
commercial stations in San Antonio 
in providing programs of an educa- 
tional nature. It was noted that 
while the University had no definite 
solution for the problem of financ- 
ing, it proposed to work with other 
educational groups to find a means 
of establishing an educational tele- 
vision station. Additional support 
for the reservation was submitted 
by Our Lady of the Lake College 
at San Antonio. No oppositions to 
the proposed reservation were filed. 

Conclusions: Additional VHF 
Assignment for Victoria 

659. We are of the view that the 
record does not support the basis 
for assigning VHF Channel 12 to 
Victoria at the expense of deleting 
a VHF channel from San Antonio. 
In light of the wide disparity in 
population between San Antonio 
and Victoria, a community of 16,- 
000, we do not believe such an as- 
signment would be warranted. Ac- 
cordingly, the counterproposal of 
Lack's Stores, Inc., is denied. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation in San Antonio 

660. On the basis of the record 
the reservation of Channel 9 in 
San Antonio for non -commercial 
educational use is finalized. 

Final Assignments and Reservation 
661. The following assignments 

us On November 6, 1951, Texas State 
Network, Inc., Fort Worth, Texas, filed 
a Motion to Strike the statement of 
Lack's Stores, Inc., filed October 15. 
1951, in support of its May 7, 1951 com- 
ments, alleging that the October 15, 
1951 statement constituted a new pro- 

Third Notice 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 
4, 5, *9, 12 35, 41 

19 

City 
San Antonio, Texas 
Victoria, Texas 

(e) Statement in Support of 
Lack's Stores, Inc. Counterproposal. 
Lack's Stores, Inc. alleged that the 
nearest VHF assignments under 
the Commission's plan were pro- 
posed for Corpus Christi, San An- 
tonio, Galveston and Houston, all 
at least 75 miles from Victoria. It 
was noted that these cities form a 
triangle, with Victoria roughly in 
the center; and, accordingly, it 
was submitted that large areas sur- 
rounding Victoria would not receive 
reliable VHF service under the 
Commission's plan. It was urged 
that UHF would not be adequate, 
and that a UHF facility would not 
be utilized in Victoria in the fore- 
seeable future. It was contended, 
accordingly, that a maximum need 
for VHF service exists in Victoria. 
It was noted that the removal of 
one of the channels from San An- 

Counterproposal 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 
4,5, *9,t t23,35,41 

t12 19 

posai departing from the May 7, 1951 
comment and therefore not in conform- 
ity with Paragraph 5(b) of the Order of 
Hearing Procedure of July 25, 1951. 
The May 7, 1951 Comment of Lack's 
Stores, Inc., proposed the assignment 
of VHF Channel 12 in Victoria, Texas, 
rather than to San Antonio, Texas, and 
the engineering affidavit attached there- 
to stated "it is anticipated that an addi- 
tional UHF facility can be made avail- 
able to San Antonio to replace the VHF 
facility removed." hi its sworn state- 
ment of October 15, 1951, Lack's Stores, 
Inc., proposed the assignment of VHF 
Channel 12 to Victoria instead of San 
Antonio with UHF Channel 23 to re- 
place the deletion of Channel 12 at San 
Antonio. The engineering affidavit at- 
tached thereto supports this assign- 
ment. On November 13, 1951, Lack's 
Stores, Inc., filed an opposition to the 
Motion to Strike. We believe that the 
October 15, 1951 sworn statement of 
Lack's Stores, Inc.. is consistent with 
its Comment of May 7, 1951. Accord- 
ingly, the Motion to Strike is DENIED 
and the Lack's Stores, Inc., statement 
is being considered in this proceeding. 
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an reservations are adopted: 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
No. No. City 

S Antonio, Texas 4, 5, *9, 12 35, 41 
Victoria, Texas 19 

DALLAS, TEXAS 
62. (a) Proposed Assignments 

an Reservation. In the Third 
No ice the Commission proposed 
th assignment of five channels to 
Da las, Texas; VHF Channels 4, 
8, : nd 13 and UHF Channels 23 
an. 29, with Channel 13 reserved 
for non -commercial educational use. 

) Census Data. The Dallas 
standard metropolitan area has a 
po lation of 615,000 and the City 
of Dallas has a population of 
434 000. 

( ) Existing Stations. A. H. Belo 
Col i. oration is licensed for the 
ope ation of Station WFAA -TV on 
Ch nnel 8 and KRLD Radio Cor- 
por a tion is licensed for the opera - 
tio of Station KRLD -TV on Chan- 
nel 4, both in Dallas. 

( ) Statement in Support of 
Pro osed Assignments. A. H. Belo 
Co .oration, Dallas, Texas, sup - 
por d the proposed assignments 
for II allas. It was noted that the 
nea est co -channel assignment to 
Cha nel 8 in Dallas would be at 
Mu ogee, Oklahoma, a distance 
of 2'0 miles, and the nearest adja- 
cent channel assignment would be 
Cha nel 7 at Tyler, Texas, a dis - 
tanc of 92 miles. 

(e Counterproposal of Trinity 
Broadcasting Corporation. Trinity 
Bro dcasting Corporation, Dallas, 
requ sted the assignment of an ad- 
ditio al VHF channel to Dallas by 
delet ng Channel 8 from Dallas and 
subs 'tilting therefor Channels 7 
and , and making other changes as 
set orth below: 

City 
Dallas, Texas 
Tyler, Texas 
Lufkin, Texas 
Fort Worth, Texas 
Waco, Texas 
Lawtol, Oklahoma 

ing on Channel 8, which Trinity 
Broadcasting Corporation would 
delete, this station would have to 
move from Channel 8 to Channel 7. 
Trinity Broadcasting Corporation 
urged that this "minor move within 
the upper half of the VHF band 
is an extremely simple one tech- 
nically and involves relatively little 
cost." 

(g) The assignment of Channel 7 
at Dallas would result in a 182 mile 
co - channel separation between 
Dallas and Austin, Texas, where 
Channel '7 is assigned. The assign- 
ment of Channel 9 at Dallas would 
result in a 173 mile co- channel sep- 
aration between Dallas and Abilene, 
Texas, where Channel 9 is assigned. 
The assignment of Channel 8 at 
Tyler would result in a 179 mile 
co - channel separation between 
Tyler and Houston where Channel 
8 is assigned. The assignment of 
Channel 5 at Lufkin would result 
in a 180 mile co- channel separation 
between Lufkin and Fort Worth, 
Texas, where Channel 5 is assigned. 
Dallas, Fort Worth, Abilene and 
Tyler are all situated in Zone II. 
Houston, Lufkin and Austin are 
situated in Zone III. 

(h) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the Trinity 
Broadcasting Corporation Counter- 
proposal. The Trinity Broadcast- 
ing Corporation's counterproposal 
conflicts with the counterproposal 
of KTRH Broadcasting Company 
and Shamrock Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Houston, Texas; South Texas 
Television Company, H o u s t o n, 
Texas; Red River Valley Broad- 
casting Corporation and Red River 
Valley Publishing Company, Sher- 

Third Notice Proposed Changes 
VHF Channel UHF Channel VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. No. No. 
4, 8, *13 23, 29 4, t7, t9, *13 23, 29 

7 19 t8 19 
9 46 t5 46 

5, 10 20, *26 5, 111 20, *26 
11 *28, 34 t10 *28, 34 
11 *28, 34 t10 *28, 34 

(f) Statement in Support of 
Coun erproposal of Trinity Broad - 
casti g Corporation. Trinity Broad - 
casti Corporation pointed out 
that f the three VHF channels 
propo d for Dallas in the Third 
Notic two are presently in use 
and t e last, Channel 13, is pro- 
posed to be reserved for non -com- 
merci 1 educational use. Accord- 
ingly, it was noted that under the 
propo ed assignments, no VHF 
chann Is would be available for 
new c mmercial applicants in Dal- 
las. I view of the size of Dallas, 
its rapid growth, and its large and 
prosperous trading area, Trinity 
Broadcasting Corporation urged 
that t e maximum number of "wide 
covers a television facilities" 
should be assigned. Trinity Broad - 
castin Corporation submitted that 
assign ng only two VHF channels 
in Dal as for commercial purposes 
would create "monopolistic prob- 
lems f two dominant television 
networks in a large and prosperous 
area where competition should 
obviou ly be encouraged rather 
than li ited." It .was argued that 
it wou d be possible to reassign 
VHF c annels to five communities 
in Te s and one community in 
Oklaho a in such a way as not to 
reduce he number of VHF chan- 
nels p posed by the Commission 
for any of these communities while 
at the ame time achieving an ad- 
ditional VHF channel in Dallas. 
Since S tion WFAA -TV is operat- 
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man, Texas; East Texas Television 
Company, Longview, Texas; and 
Stephens C o u n t y Broadcasting 
Company, Breckenridge, Texas."' 
In addition, oppositions to the 
Trinity Broadcasting Corporation 
counterproposal were filed by A. H. 
Belo Corporation, Dallas, Texas; 
Julius M. Gordon & Associates, 
Inc., Lufkin, Texas; KTRH Broad- 
casting Company and Shamrock 
Broadcasting Company, Houston, 
Texas; Lucille Ross Buford, licensee 
of Station KGKB, Tyler, Texas, and 
Oil B e I t Television Company, 
Breckenridge, Texas.'" 

(i) Educational Reservation. The 
JCET filed a statement supporting 
the reservation of Channel 13 in 
Dallas for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. It was urged that Dallas 
was a great metropolitan area with 
many schools and colleges and that 
it was important that Channel 13 
be reserved. No oppositions to the 
proposed reservation have been 
filed. 

'^ No sworn evidence in support of the 
Breckenridge counterproposal was ac- 
cepted for filing, and, accordingly. this 
comment will not be considered in this 
Report. 

us Although Oil Belt Television Com- 
pany filed a comment in opposition to 
the counterproposal of Trinity Broad- 
casting Corporation on June 11, 1951, 
no sworn evidence was submitted in 
support of its oppositions; and, accord- 
ingly, the opposition will not be con- sidered further in this Report. 

Final TV Report 

Conclusions: Additional Commercia? 
VHF Assignments 

663. The Trinity Broadcasting 
Company counterproposal would 
assign an additional VHF channel 

Third Notice 
UHF Channel 

No. 

*20, 28 

VHF Channel 
City No. 
Amarillo 
Lubbock 

*2, 4, 5, 
11, 13 

7, 10 

Monahans 5 

the additional assignment of Chan- 
nel 5 to Lubbock by deleting this 
channel from Amarillo, Texas, and 
by making the following changes 
in the assignments proposed in the 
Third Notice: 

to Dallas only by deviating from 
the required minimum mileage sep- 
arations. Channel 7 at Dallas would 
be only 182 miles from the co -chan- 
nel assignment at Austin; Channel 
9 at Dallas would be only 173 miles 
from the co- channel assignment at 
Abilene; Channel 8 at Tyler would 
be only 179 miles from the co- 
channel assignment at Houston; 
and finally, Channel 5 at Lufkin 
would be only 180 miles from the 
co - channel assignment at Fort 
Worth. Since all of these measure- 
ments are between cities in Zone 
II, or between cities in Zone II and 
Zone III, they do not meet the re- 
quired 190 mile minimum separa- 
tion for co- channel assignments. 
Accordingly, the counterproposal of 
Trinity Broadcasting Corporation is 
denied. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

664. On the basis of the record, 
the reservation of VHF Channel 13 
in Dallas for non -commercial edu- 
cational use is finalized. 
Conclusions: Additional Channel 

for Dallas 
665. We are of the view that the 

assignment of an additional chan- 
nel in Dallas is warranted on the 
basis of the record.]" It was above 
noted that the counterproposal re- 
questing additional VHF channels 
for Dallas could not be granted. 
UHF Channel 73 in Dallas would 
meet the required mileage spacings 
for channel assignments in this 
zone. Accordingly, Channel 73 will 
be added to Dallas. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

666. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Dallas, Texas 4, 8, *13 23, 29, 73 

AMARILLO, LUBBOCK AND 
MONAHANS,TE %AS 

667. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervations: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Amarillo *2, 4, 5, 7, 10 
Lubbock 11,13 *20,26 
Monahans s 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Lubbock has 
a population of 101,000 with the 
City of Lubbock having a popula- 
tion of 72,000. The Amarillo stand- 
ard metropolitan area has a popu- 
lation of 87,000 and the City of 
Amarillo, a population of 74,000. 
The population of Monahans is 
6,000. 

Lubbock 
668. (a) Counterproposal of Plains 

Radio Broadcasting C o m pan y. 
Plains Radio Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Lubbock, Texas, requested 
w See also our discussion above in con- nection with the addition of a UHF channel to Pittsburgh. 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 
*2, 4, t 7, 10 

t5, 11, 13 *20, 26 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Plains Radio Broadcasting Com- 
pany Counterproposal. Plains Radio 
Broadcasting Company pointed out 
that the assignment of Channel 5 
to Lubbock, rather than to Ama- 
rillo, would provide three VHF 
channels to Lubbock, and four VHF 
channels to Amarillo. It was noted 
that the population of Amarillo 
and the population of Lubbock are 
practically equal. Accordingly, it 
was urged that the assignment of 
Channel 5 to Lubbock rather than 
to Amarillo would effect a more 
equitable distribution of television 
facilities. It was argued that there 
is no valid reason why Amarillo 
should be assigned five VHF chan- 
nels, with Lubbock only two. 

(c) It was pointed out that al- 
though in 1940 Amarillo had a sub- 
stantially larger population than 
did Lubbock, during the past ten 
years Lubbock has grown 124% in 
population. It is also noted that the 
1950 population figures for the 
metropolitan area of Lubbock are 
substantially greater than those for 
Amarillo. It was submitted that 
because of the comparable size of 
the two cities, and the comparable 
amount of business done in each 
city, a fair and equitable distribu- 
tion of television facilities requires 
that a comparable number of VHF 
channels be assigned to each of the 
cities. The closest co- channel as- 
signment to Channel 5 at Lubbock 
would be 268 miles, while the 
closest adjacent channel assign- 
ment would be 161 miles. Channel 
9 at Monahans would be 205 miles 
from the closest co- channel assign- 
ment, and 160 miles from the 
closest adjacent channel assign- 
ment. 

(d) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the Plains Radio 
Broadcasting Company Counter- 
proposal. No oppositions nor con- 
flicting counterproposals to the 
Plains Radio Broadcasting Com- 
pany counterproposal have been 
filed. 

(e) The Lubbock Educational 
Reservation. The JCET supported 
the reservation of UHF Channel 20 
in Lubbock for non -commercial edu- 
cational use and submitted state- 
ments by Texas Technological Col- 
lege and the Lubbock Independent 
School District supporting the res- 
ervation. No oppositions to the pro- 
posed reservation were filed. 

Amarillo 
669. The Amarillo Educational 

Reservation. The JCET and Ama- 
rillo Public Schools supported the 
reservation of VHF Channel 2 for 
non -commercial educational use in 
Amarillo. The JCET submitted a 
statement by West Texas College, 
Canyon, Texas, supporting the 
reservation. No oppositions to the 
proposed reservation were filed. 

Conclusions: Additional VHF 
Assignment in Lubbock 

670. We are of the view, that the 
record supports the basis for the 
assignment of VHF Channel 5 in 
Lubbock. In light of the compar- 
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ab e size and importance of Lub- 
bo k and Amarillo, we believe that 
th assignment of a third VHF 
ch nnel to .Lubbock would effect a 
mo e equitable distribution of tele- 
vis on facilities than the assign - 
me t of a fifth channel to Amarillo. 
Ac ordinglylthe counterproposal of 
Pla ns Radio Broadcasting Corn - 
pa y is granted. As noted above, 
the Mexican- United States Tele- 
vis ".n Agreement has been modi- 
fie to reflect the substitution of 

Channel 9 to Monahans for 
Ch: nnel 5. 

Con luxions: Lubbock and Amarillo 
Educational Reservations 

6 
rés 
boc 
non 
fina 

. In view of the foregoing, the 
ation of Channel 20 in Lub- 

and Channel 2 in Amarillo for 
commercial educational use are 
zed.tq 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

67'. The following assignments 
and eservations are adopted: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

C ty No. No. 
Lubb ck, Texas 5, 11, 13 *20, 26 
Ama no, Texas *2, 4, 7, 10 
Mona s, Texas 9 

ALLEN, BROWNSVILLE, 
H RLINGEN AND WESLACO, 

TEXAS 
67 . (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In t e Third Notice the Commis- 
sion . roposed the following assign- 
men t.: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 
20 

C 
McAll 
Brow < ville 
Har en 

4, 5 
23 

No assignments were proposed 
for "eslacoi 

(b) Census .Data. The City of 
Bro sville has a population of 
36,00'; the City of Harlingen a 
population of 23,000; the City of 
McAllen a population of 20,000; 
and ' eslaco a population of 8,000. 

674. ( 
Allen 
Televi 
Texas, 
signm 
Allen 
Brown 
ing C 
place o 

McAllen 
) Counterproposal of Mc- 
elevision Company. McAllen 
ion Comp Company, McAllen, 
requested the additional as- 
t of VHF Channel 6 to Mc- 
y moving Channel 5 from 
ville to McAllen and assign - 
nnel 12 to Brownsville in 
Channel 5, as follows: 

City 
McAllen, Texas 
Brownsville, Texas 

Channel 12 is proposed as a substi- 
tute for Channel 5. 

(d) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the McAllen 
Television Company Counterpro- 
posal. A conflicting counterpropos- 
al to the McAllen Television Com- 
pany counterproposal has been filed 
by Taylor Radio and Television 
Corporation, Weslaco, Texas. Op- 
positions to the McAllen Television 
Company counterproposal were 
filed by Brownsville Broadcasting 
Company, Brownsville, Texas, and 
Taylor Radio and Television Cor- 
poration, Weslaco. 

Harlingen 
675. (a) Counterproposal of Har- 

benito Broadcasting Company, Inc. 
Harbenito Broadcasting Company, 
Inc., Harlingen, Texas, requested 
the additional assignment of Chan- 
nel 4 to Harlingen, Texas. This 
assignment would be accomplished 
by deleting the Channel 4 assign- 
ment from Brownsville, Texas, and 
substituting UHF Channel 36 in 
Brownsville, as follows: 

City 

miles, while the closest adjacent 
channel assignment would be Chan- 
nel 3 at Laredo, Texas, at a dis- 
tance of 143 miles. The nearest 
co- channel assignment to Channel 
36 in Brownsville would be at Jack- 
sonville, Texas, at a distance of 
437 miles, and the nearest adjacent 
channel assignment would be Chan- 
nel 35 at San Antonio, 248 miles 
distant. 

(d) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the Harbenito 
Broadcasting Company, Inc., Coun- 
terproposal. Oppositions to the 
Harbenito Broadcasting Company, 
Inc., counterproposal were filed by 
Brownsville Broadcasting Corn - 
pany, Brownsville, Texas, and the 
Houston Post Company, Houston, 
Texas. Taylor Radio and Televi- 
sion Corporation, Weslaco, Texas, 
filed a counterproposal conflicting 
in part with the Harbenito Broad- 
casting Company, Inc. counterpro- 
posal. In its opposition, the 
Brownsville Broadcasting Company 
supported the Commission's pro- 

Third Notice 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 
Harlingen, Texas 
Brownsville, Texas 4, 5 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Harbenito Broadcasting Company, 
Inc., Counterproposal. Harbenito 
Broadcasting Company contended 
that its counterproposal would ef- 
fect a fair, efficient and equitable 
distribution of television facilities. 
It was urged that the assignment 
of a VHF channel at Harlingen 
would make available a second sta- 
tion to that community, and would 
provide service to a substantially 
greater population than that which 
would receive service from a sta- 
tion located in Brownsville. It was 
submitted that the use of Channel 
4 at Brownsville would result in a 
dissipation of the signal since a 
substantial amount of the service 
area would fall within the Gulf of 
Mexico, and since a greater portion 
of the service area would fall in 
Mexico than would be the case if 
Channel 4 were assigned to Har- 
lingen. It .was also noted that un- 
der the Harbenito counterproposal, 
the number of stations available 
to Brownsville would not be re- 
duced since UHF Channel 36 would 
be provided as a substitute for that 
community and that the assign- 

Third Notice 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 
20 

4, 5 

(b) Statement in Support of Mc- 
Allen Television Company Counter- 
proposal. McAllen Television Com- 
pany argued that two channels 
would of be utilized in Browns- 
ville; t t there is a Widespread in- 
terest n McAllen and Hidalgo 
County or VHF television service; 
and tha the removal of Channel 5 
from B ownsville and its assign- 
ment at McAllen would not deprive 
the Bros nsville population of VHF 
service, tine Charnel 4 would re- 
main in Brownsville. It was also 
sueges :, that Channel 12 could be 
utilized n Brownsville should ad- 
ditional television service be re- 
quired i that community. 

(c) A noted above, Channel 12 
is assi d to Reynosa, Mexico, by 
the Me 'can- United States Tele- 
vision A reement. Reynosa is only 
52 miles from Brownsville where 

i^ No re est was made in the record 
for a u educational reservation in 
Lubbock. 
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Proposed Changes 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 

4, t12 
20 

ment of Channel 4 at Harlingen 
would still provide Grade A service 
to Brownsville. Harbenito Broad- 
casting Company noted that Har- 
lingen is more centrally located in 
the Rio Grande `Valley than 
Brownsville; that the maximum 
population density occurs several 
miles west of Brownsville; and 
that, accordingly, a significant in- 
crease in population could be served 
by the assignment of Channel 4 to 
a community farther west than 
Brownsville. Harbenito Broadcast- 
ing Company, Inc., also asserted 
that a combination of the Harlingen 
and San Benito populations, San 
Benito being less than 4 miles 
from Harlingen, is slightly in ex- 
cess of that of Brownsville. 

(c) The closest co- channel as- 
signment to Channel 4 at Har- 
lingen would be the assignment in 
the Mexican- United States Televi- 
sion Agreement for Saltillo, Coa- 
huila, Mexico, at a distance of 214 

Final TV Report 

23 f9 23 
1, 5 136, 

posed assignments of VHF Chan- 
nels 4 and 5 in Brownsville. It was 
urged that Harlingen had a popu- 
lation of only 23,000 as compared 
with 36,000 for Brownsville; that 
the assignment of one VHF and 
one UHF channel to Brownsville 
would create a serious economic 
situation for the UHF broadcaster, 
while the problem of intermixture 
would not arise under the Commis- 
sion's proposal and that UHF 
Channel 54 or 60 could be assigned 
to Harlingen if added assignments 
were necessary in that community. 
In its opposition, the Houston 
objected to the use of Channel 4 
in Harlingen since it would be as- 
signed only 228 miles from the co- 
channel assignment at San An- 
tonio. The Houston Post Com- 
pany urged a minimum spacing of 
240 miles for assignments in this 
area on Channels 2 through 6. 

Weslaco- Harlingen 
676. (a) Counterproposal of Tay- 

lor Radio and Television Corpora- 
tion. Taylor Radio and Television 
Corporation of Weslaco, Texas, re- 
quested the additional assignments 
of Channels 4 and 5 to Weslaco - 
Harlingen by deleting Channels 4 
and 5 from Brownsville, and by 
making the following changes in 
the assignments proposed in the 
Third Notice: "' 

City 

5 at Brownsville would extend east- 
ward into the Gulf of Mexico. It 
was urged that the assignment of 
these channels in the Weslaco - 
Harlingen area would provide 
Grade A television service to a 
substantially larger number of res- 
idents in the Lower Rio Grande 
Valley Area. Taylor Radio and 
Television Corporation pointed out 
that Brownsville is but one city of 
an isolated compact group of cities, 
with the population of Brownsville 
being only 21% of the total popu- 
lation of the 15 cities situated in 
the Lower Rio Grande Valley. It 
was noted that Brownsville lies at 
the extreme eastern end of the 
Lower Rio Grande Valley, almost 
on the Gulf of Mexico, and that 
Harlingen, on the other hand, is t 
located much nearer to the geo- 
graphic center of the Valley. It 
was stated that Weslaco is 37.2 
miles west of Brownsville and 19 
miles west of Harlingen. Weslaco 
is 21.8 miles east of Mission, Texas, 
the westernmost heavily populated 
town in the Valley Area. 

(c) Channel 4 at Weslaco -Har- 
lingen would be 205 miles from the 
closest co- channel assignment at 
Saltillo, Coahuila, Mexico, and 137 
miles from the closest adjacent 
channel assignment. Channel 5 at 
Weslaco -Harlingen would be 228 
miles from the closest co- channel 
assignment at San Antonio, Texas, 
and 114 miles from the closest ad- 
jacent channel assignment. 

(d) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the Taylor Ra- 
dio and Television Corporation 
Counterproposal. Oppositions to 
the Taylor Radio and Television 
Corporation counterproposal were 
filed by' Brownsville Broadcasting 
Company, Brownsville, Texas; 
Houston Post Company, Houston, 
Texas; and McAllen Television 

len Television Company filed a con- 
flicting counterproposal and Har- 
benito Broadcasting Company, Inc., 
filed a counterproposal conflicting 
in part. In its opposition to the 
Taylor Radio and Television Cor- 
poration counterproposal, the Hous- 
ton Post Company urged that trop- 
ospheric propagation in this area 
requires greater separations than 
those that would result under the 
Taylor counterproposal. In the op- 
position of the Brownsville Broad- 
casting Company to the counter- 
proposal of Taylor Radio and Tele- 
vision Corporation, the same objec- 
tions were raised as those in its 
opposition to the Harbenito Broad- 
casting Company, Inc., counterpro- 
posal discussed above. In the op- 

Third Notice 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 
Brownsville, Texas 4, 5 
Weslaco -Harlingen, Texas 
Harlingen, Texas 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Taylor Radio and Television Cor- 
poration Counterproposal. Taylor 
Radio and Television Corporation 
contended that a large portion of 
the service areas of Channels 4 and 

'e Taylor Radio and Television Corpora- 
tion also proposed to add Channel 2 to 
Weslaco by deleting that channel from 
Monterrey, Nuevo Leon, Mexico, and 
adding it as well to Saltillo, Coahuila, 
Mexico. In light of the conflict between 
the Mexican -United States Television 
Agreement and the Taylor Radio and 
Television Corporation's counterpropo- 
sal seeking to shift Channel 2 from 
Monterrey to Saltillo in order to make 
available Channel 2 for Weslaco, Taylor 
Radio and Television Corporation aban- 
doned its proposal to assign Channel 2 
in Weslaco. Accordingly, it will not be 
discussed further in this Report. 

t4tt5 
23 23 

position of McAllen Television 
Company to the Taylor Radio and 
Television Corporation counterpro- 
posal, it was noted that Weslaco is 
a very small town. The removal of 
two channels from Brownsville, and 
their assignment in Weslaco, it was 
urged, would monopolize all of the 
VHF channels in the Lower Rio 
Grande Valley in this small inland 
town. It was submitted that it 
would be more appropriate and in 
the public interest to assign Chan - 
nel 5 to McAllen, Texas, as pro- 
posed by McAllen Television Com- 
pany. 

Conclusions: VHF Assignments 
677. As was noted above, the uti- 
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lization of VHF Channels 4 and 5 
in Brownsville would result in a 
large portion of the service areas 
of these stations falling over the 
Gulf of Mexico and within the Mex- 
ican border. The assignment of 
these channels in a city more cen- 
trally located in the Lower Rio 
Grande would provide a greater 
population and greater area with 
Grade A and B service. Moreover, 
these assignments would not neces- 
sarily deprive Brownsville of Grade 
A service. Accordingly, we are of 
the view that the VHF assignments 
for Brownsville should be assigned 
instead to Brownsville- Harlingen- 
Weslaco, rather than to Browns- 
ville alone. Channels 4 and 5, there- 
fore, will be assigned to Browns- 
ville- Harlingen -Weslaco. These as- 
signments may be utilized in any 
community lying within the tri- 
angle formed by Browsville, Har- 
lingen and Weslaco. However, we 
do not believe that McAllen should 
be added to Brownsville- Harlingen- 
Weslaco thereby making Channels 
4 and 6 available for assignment in 
that community. McAllen is lo- 
cated at a considerable distance to 
the west of Brownsville. A sta- 
tion in McAllen, for example, would 
not afford Grade A service to 
Brownsville. We are of the view 
that the request for the assign- 
ments of an additional channel to 
McAllen, Texas, must be denied. 
We do not believe that a VHF chan- 
nel should be deleted from Browns- 
ville- Harlingen -Weslaco in order to 
make an additional assignment 
available to McAllen. Further- 
more, in light of the Mexico -United 
States television agreement, Chan- 
nel 12 could not be assigned to 
Brownsville in order to replace 
Channel 5 in that community; 
Channel 12 in Brownsville would 
be only 52 miles from Reynosa, 
Tamaulipas, Mexico, where this 
channel is assigned by the Mexico - 
United States Television Agree- 
ment. 

Conclusions: UHF Assignments 
678. Channel 23 proposed for 

Harlingen cannot be utilized in all 
of Brownsville- Harlingen -Weslaco 
because of the required mileage 
spacings for UHF assignments. Ac- 
cordingly, Channel 23 will remain 
assigned to Harlingen. Channel 36 
proposed for Brownsville by Har- 
benito Broadcasting Company, Inc., 
similarly cannot be utilized in all 
of Brownsville- Harlingen -Weslaco. 
We believe, however, that the rec- 
ord supports the basis for assign- 
ing Channel 36 to Brownsville and 
it will be assigned to Brownsville. 

Final Assignments 
679. The following assignments 

are adopted: 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
City No. No. 

Brownsville- Harlingen- 
Weslaco, Texas'' 9, 5 

Brownsville, Texas 36 

Harlingen, Texas 23 

McAllen, Texas 20 

HOUSTON, TEXAS 
680. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
assignment of five channels to 
Houston: VHF Channels 2, 8 and 

,n These assignments may be used in 
any community lying within the tri- 
angle formed by Brownsville- Harlin- 
geh- Weslaco. 
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13 and UHF Channels 23 and 29, 
with VHF Channel 8 reserved for 
non -commercial educational use. 

(b) Census Data. The Houston 
standard metropolitan area has a 
population of 807,000 and the city 
has a population of 596,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. The Hous- 
ton Post Company is licensed for 
the operation of Station KPRC -TV 
on Channel 2. 

(d) Counterproposal of South 
Texas Television Company. South 
Texas Television Company request- 
ed thé additional assignment of 
Channels 5 and 10 to Houston, and 
that Channel 8, which is proposed 
to be reserved for non -commercial 
educational use, be made available 
instead for commercial purposes. 
These assignments would be 
achieved by the following changes 
in the assignments proposed in the 
Third Notice: 

City 
Houston, Texas 
Galveston, Texas 
Beaumont - 

Port Arthur, Tex. 
Port Arthur, Tex. 

dio station KTBS, Inc.'" Shreve- 
port, Louisiana; and Trinity Broad- 
casting Company, Dallas, Texas. 

(h) Counterproposal of KTRH 
Broadcasting Company and Sham- 
rock Broadcasting Company. A 
joint counterproposal was filed by 
KTRH Broadcasting Company and 
Shamrock Broadcasting Company, 
both of Houston, Texas, also re- 
questing the additional assignment 
of Channels 5 and 10 to Houston 
by making the following changes 
in the assignments proposed in the 
Third Notice: 

thur lies in Zone III and Shreve- 
port in Zone II. 

(k) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the KTRH 
Broadcasting Company and Sham- 
rock Broadcasting Company Coun- 
terproposals. The above counter- 
proposal conflicts with the counter- 
proposals of Trinity Broadcasting 
Company and East Texas Televi- 
sion Company, Longview, Texas. 
In addition, oppositions to the joint 
counterproposal of KTRH Broad- 
casting Company and Shamrock 
Broadcasting Company were filed 

Third Notice Proposed Changes 
VHF Channel 

City No. 
UHF Channel 

No. 
VHF Channel 

No. 
UHF Channel 

No. 
Houston, Texas 2, s8, 13 23, 29 2, t5, +8, t10, 13 23, 29 
Beaumont - 

Port Arthur, Texas 9, 6 31, *37 t, t 31, *37 
Galveston, Texas 11 35, 91, 47 t4 35, 41, 97 
Karnes City, Texas t93 
Port Arthur, Texas 112 
Beaumont, Texas 16 

Third Notice 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. 
2, 8, 13 

11 

9, 6 

23, 29 
35, 41, *47 

31, *37 

(e) Statement in Support of 
South Texas Television Company 
Counterproposal. South Texas Tele- 
vision Company urged that Chan- 
nels 5 and 10 could be employed in 
Houston without causing or receiv- 
ing undue interference, and that 
such assignments would result in 
substantial gains in service. It was 
stated that the closest co- channel 
assignment to Channel 5 at Hous- 
ton would be at San Antonio, a dis- 
tance of 189 miles. Channel 5 
would also be 204 miles from Alex- 
andria, Louisiana, where Channel 
5 is assigned as a result of our de- 
cision herein. All of the above com- 
munities are situated in Zone III. 
Channel 10 at Houston would be 
183 miles from Corpus Cristi, 
Texas, where this channel is as- 
signed. Port Arthur, Texas, on 
Channel 12 as proposed would be 
182 miles from the co- channel as- 
signment at Shreveport, Louisiana. 
Corpus Christi and Port Arthur 
are situated in Zone III and Shreve- 
port in Zone II. 

(f) With respect to the request 
that Channel 8 be made available 
for commercial use, South Texas 
Television Company asserted that 
there is no "evidence of a demand 
for purely educational television fa- 
cilities at Houston." South Texas 
Television Company also contended 
that the Commission did not have 
the authority to reserve channels 
for a particular "class" of appli- 
cants. "' 

(g) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the South Texas 
Television Company Counterpropo- 
sal. The South Texas Television 
Company counterproposal conflicts 
with counterproposals of Trinity 
Broadcasting Company, Dallas, 
Texas; and East Texas Television 
Company, Longview, Texas. In ad- 
dition, oppositions to the South 
Texas Television Company counter- 
proposal were filed by the following 
parties: Lufkin Amusement Com- 
pany, Beaumont, Texas; Houston 
Post Company, Houston, Texas; Ra- 

,a The contention that the Commission 
does not have authority to provide for 
educational reservations in the Table of 
Assignments has been disposed of in 
the Memorandum Opinion of July 13, 
1951. 

Telecasting 

2,15,8,110,13 
t4 

t6 
t12 

23, 29 
35, 41, *47 

31, *37 

(i) Statement in Support of 
Counterproposal of KTRH Broad- 
casting Company and Shamrock 
Broadcasting Company. KTRH 
Broadcasting Company and Sham- 
rock Broadcasting Company al- 
leged that all minimum require- 
ments for channel spacings as pro- 
posed in the Third Notice would be 
met. It was further urged that 
Houston ranks 14th in the United 
States in population and that, 
among the first twenty cities in the 
United States, Houston shows the 
fastest rate of increase in popula- 
tion. It was submitted that with 
the exception of Pittsburgh and 
Cleveland where five channels are 
proposed in the Third Notice, all 
cities ranking above Houston have 
anywhere from six to ten assign- 
ments. It was contended that, while 
the possibility of increased tropo- 
spheric propagation may cause in- 
terference over that expected on 
the basis of propagation curves, a 
balance must be sought between the 
number of assignments which can 
be added to cities and such inter- 
ference. It was contended that the 
assignment of one VHF channel to 
Beaumont and one to Port Arthur, 
as it proposed, was a more reason- 
able approach than assigning the 
channels to Beaumont -Port Arthur. 

(j) Channel 5 at Houston would 
be 189 miles from the co- channel 
assignment at San Antonio, and 
204 miles from the co- channel as- 
signment at Alexandria, Louisiana. 
Houston, San Antonio, and Alex- 
andria are all situated in Zone IIL 
Channel 10 at Houston would be 
183 miles from the co- channel as- 
signment at Corpus Christi, which 
is also located in Zone III. Channel 
12 in Port Arthur would be 182 
miles from the co- channel assigned 
at Shreveport, Louisiana. Port Ar- 

,w Although Radio Station KTBS, Inc. 
of Shreveport filed a comment in oppo- 
sition to the South Texas counterpro- 
posal, no evidence in support of its 
opposition was filed. Accordingly, the 
KTBS opposition will not be considered 
in this Report. 
lY This counterproposal originally also 
urged that UHF Channel 27 be assigned 
to Fredericksburg, Texas. This request, 
however, was withdrawn. 

by Lufkin Amusement Company, 
Beaumont, Texas; Houston Post 
Company, Houston, Texas; Radio 
Station KTBS, Inc., Shreveport, 
Louisiana]'; and Trinity Broad- 
casting Corporation, Dallas, Texas. 
Lufkin Amusement Company op- 
posed the Houston counterpropos- 
als in so far as they requested the 
assignment of Channel 12 to Port 
Arthur instead of to Beaumont-. 
Port Arthur. Lufkin also opposed 
the assignment of Channel 4 at 
Galveston in place of Channel 11 
and of Channel 5 to Houston. It 
was submitted that the Commis- 
sion's plan was to be preferred and 
that the service area of at least 
five proposed assignments would be 
degraded under the Houston plans. 
It was urged that both co- channel 
and adjacent channel station sep- 
arations would be substantially de- 
creased in an area recognized as 
being subject to abnormally high 
tropospheric propagation charac- 
teristics. It was stated that under 
the Commission's plan the nearest 
co- channel assignment to Channel 
4 at Beaumont -Port Arthur would 
be at New Orleans, a distance of 
242 miles from Beaumont and the 
nearest adjacent channel assign- 
ment at College Station, Texas, 
more than 130 miles from Beau- 
mont. It was alleged that under' 
the Houston counterproposals, 
Channel 12 at Port Arthur would 
be 180 miles from Shreveport where 
the same channel is assigned, and 
'79 miles from Houston where ad- 
jacent Channel 13 is proposed un- 
der the Third Notice. It was urged 
that the Houston counterproposals 
would aggravate this condition 
since the Port Arthur transmitter 
site would be closer to the gulf in 
order to maintain the required sep- 
aration between Port Arthur and 
Shreveport. It was noted that the 
center of Port Arthur is only 15 
miles from the gulf, while the cen 
ter of Beaumont is 29 miles from 
the coast. It was pointed out that 
the assignment of Channel 4 in- 
stead of Channel 11 at Galveston 
would mean a co -channel spacing 
of only 223 miles from San Antonio 
as opposed to 267 miles between 
Beaumont and San Antonio under 
the Commission's plan. Lufkin sub- 
mitted that while tropospheric 
propagation along the Gulf Coast 
would have little effect under the 
Third Notice assignments in this 
area, tropospheric propagation 
,e No sworn evidence in support of Its 
opposition opyyTwSa oorngly the positionill not 
considered in this Report. 
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w. d be a factor under the Hous- 
to counter -proposals and service 
wo Id be seriously degraded. It was 
co tended that the proposed as- 
s i . ments for Houston and the Bur- 
ro ding area in the Third Notice 
ar adequate to provide service to 
the t community, and that there 
wo d appear to be no justification 
for additional assignments. In its 
op .osition to the Houston counter - 
pri.osals the Houston Post Corn- 
pa .y supported the Commission's 
pr..osal to employ wider spacing 
be een stations in Gulf Coast area. 
It as contended that the station 
sep rations proposed by the Hous- 
ton counterproposals were insuffi- 
cie.t for this area. 

( ) The Educational Reservation. 
Th University of Houston sub- 
mit d a statement supporting the 
reservation of VHF Channel 8 in 
Ho ston, Texas. The University 
sta.d that there was extensive 
sup ort for the reservation from 
nu..erous organizations including 
edu ational institutions, the Cham- 
ber of Commerce, legislators, and 
the City Council. The University 
stated that it was "prepared to 
sub .. it immediately an application 
for . emit to construct an educa- 
tion 1 television station." It repre- 
sen d that the educational in- 
tere is in Houston are prepared to 
operate this station initially not 
less han six hours a day with ulti- 
mat- plans for twelve hour day 
operation. It was noted that the 
Uni -rsity is presently operating 
an station and is proposing to 
expe d an additional $250,000 for 
television equipment. The Univer- 
sity Mated that one source of funds 
is a pecial royalty annual income 
of a proximately $250,000, which 
will . available if needed for the 
esta.1ishment of the television sta- 
tion. The University stated that it 
is prepared to finance construction 
on it own, or in cooperation with 
the 'ouston Independent School 
Dist ct, and that all educational 
inte sts in the area have been 
assu d that in uniting they will 
have the privilege of using the 
facili y of the educational televi- 
sion - tation. It was stated that a 
corn dttee representing various in- 
teres t. will be set up to allocate 
time on an equitable basis. The 
JCET also supported the reserva- 
tion . VHF Channel 8 in Houston. 
As a art of its presentation, JCET 
subm ted a statement of the Hous- 
ton ndependent School District 
reque-ting the reservation. The 
Supe ntendent indicated that a 
comm ttee had formulated various 
progr : m suggestions. Detailed sta- 
tistic were submitted to show that 
the ouston School District has 
the fi ancial resources necessary 
for to vision. It was noted that the 
1950 actual budget was almost $19 
millio and that enrollment in the 
school totaled 95,757. In addition, 
it wa pointed out that the School 
Distri t has an extensive adult edu- 
cation program for the entire corn- 
munit and that during 1950 -1951 
over 1 ,000 adults were enrolled in 
the v rious activities and course 
offeri s of the adult education de- 
partm nt. 

Co elusions: Additional VHF 
Commercial Channels 

681. We are of the view that the 
record does not support the basis 
for as igning VHF Channels 5 and 
10 to ouston. These assignments 
can be achieved only at the expense 
of de sting from the required 220 
mile inimum assignment spacing 
Page 8 April 14, 1952 Part R 

for Zone III and 190 mile minimum 
spacing for Zone II in several in- 
stances. These counterproposals 
would also require the deletion of 
a VHF channel from Beaumont, 
Texas, since under the Commis- 
sion's plan channels are assigned to 
Beaumont -Port Arthur while the 
Houston counterproposals would 
assign VHF channels separately to 
Beaumont and Port Arthur. As we 
have noted above, we believe that 
in this Gulf Coast area, separations 
greater than the minimum for other 
parts of the country must be main- 
tained in order to prevent interfer- 
ence caused by tropospheric propa- 
gation that could result in a severe 
degradation of television service in 
that area. To illustrate the defects 
in the Houston counterproposals, in 
order to assign Channel 5 to Hous- 
ton, this channel would be employed 
189 miles from San Antonio, and 
204 miles from Alexandria, Louis- 
iana. In order to achieve the.as- 
signment of Channel 10 in Houston, 
a co- channel spacing of 183 miles 
between Houston and Corpus 
Christi, Texas, must be employed. 
It should be pointed out that Corpus 
Christi and Houston both lie along 
the Gulf Coast. The above separa- 
tions are well below the 220 mile 
minimum for Zone III. Channel 12 
at Port Arthur would be only 182 
miles from Shreveport, below the 
190 mile minimum for Zone II in 
which Shreveport lies. Accordingly, 
the counterproposals of South 
Texas Television Company and 
KTRH Broadcasting Company and 
Shamrock Broadcasting Company, 
in so far as they request the assign- 
ment of additional VHF channels, 
are denied. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

682. It is our view that the record 
warrants the reservation of VHF 
Channel 8 in Houston for non -com -' 
mercial educational use. The evi- 
dence indicates an early utilization 
of this frequency for use in Hous- 
ton. We see no merit, therefore, in 
the South Texas Television Com- 
pany's contention that no evidence 
of a demand for "purely educa- 
tional facilities" exists. We are of 
the view that no basis exists for 
deviating in this instance from the 
principle of making available for 
educational purposes a VHF chan- 
nel in those communities with three 
or more VHF assignments where 
all such VHF assignments are not 
in operation. Accordingly, the res- 
ervation of Channel 8 in Houston 
for non -commercial educational use 
is finalized. 

Conclusions: Additional Channel 
for Houston 

683. We are of the view that the 
assignment of an additional chan- 
nel in Houston is warranted on the 
basis of the record. "' It was above 
noted that the counterproposals re- 
questing additional VHF channels 
for Houston could not be granted. 
UHF Channel 39 in Houston would 
meet the required mileage spacings 
for channel assignments in this 
zone. Accordingly, Channel 39 will 
be added to Houston. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

684. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City - No. No. 
Houston, Texas 2, *8, 13 23, 29, 39 

... See also our discussion above in con- nection with the addition of a UHF channel to Pittsburgh. 
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BEAUMONT -PORT ARTHUR, 
TEXAS 

685. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
assignment of four channels to 
Beaumont -Port A r t h u r, Texas: 
VHF Channels 4 and 6 and UHF 
Channels 31 and 37, with Channel 
37 reserved for non -commercial ed- 
ucational use. 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Beaumont - 
Port Arthur has a population of 
195,000; the City of Beaumont has 
a population of 94,000; and the 
City of Port Arthur has a popula- 
tion of 58,000. 

(c) Statement in Support of Pro- 
posed Assignments. Beaumont 
Broadcasting Corporation, Beau- 
mont, Texas, filed a statement sup- 
porting the proposed assignments 
for Beaumont -Port Arthur!" 

(d) Educational Reservation. The 
JCET filed a statement supporting 
the reservation of Channel 37 for 
non -commercial educational use in 
Beaumont -Port Arthur and sub- 
mitted a statement by Lamar State 
College of Technology in support 
of the reservation. No oppositions 
to the proposed reservation were 
filed. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

686. In view of the foregoing, 
the reservation of Channel 37 for 
non -commercial educational use in 
Beaumont -Port Arthur is finalized. 
Final Assignments and Reservation 

687. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Beaumont - 

Port Arthur, Tex. 4, 6 31, *37 

WACO, TEXAS 
688. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
assignment of three channels to 
Waco, Texas: VHF Channel 11 and 
UHF Channels 28 and 34, with 
Channel 28 reserved for non -com- 
mercial educational use. 

(b) Census Data. The Waco 
standard metropolitan area has a 
population of 130,000 and the City 
of Waco has a population of 85,000. 

(c) Statement in Support of Pro- 
posed Assignments. KWTX Broad- 
casting Company, Waco, Texas, 
filed a statement supporting the 
Commission's proposed assign- 
ments for Waco. It was pointed 
out that Channel 11 in Waco would 
be 209 miles from the closest co- 
channel assignment, and 83 miles 
from the closest adjacent channel 
assignment'' 

(d) Educational Reservation. 
Baylor University, the Waco Inde- 
pendent School District, and the 
JCET supported the reservation of 
Channel 28 in Waco for non -com- 

,u The counterproposals of South Texas 
Television Company, and KTRH Broad- 
casting Company and Shamrock Broad- 
casting Company, requested that Chan- 
nels 12 and 6 be assigned to Beaumont 
and Port Arthur separately, rather than 
to Beaumont -Port Arthur. The Corn - 
mission has denied these counterpro- 
posals elsewhere in this Report. 
1O Trinity Broadcasting Corporation, 
Dallas, Texas, filed a counterproposal 
which, among other things, would 
change the VHF assignment in Waco 
to Channel 10. However. the Trinity 
counterproposal has been denied else- 
where in this Report. 

merciai educational use. No oppo- 
sitions to the proposed reservation 
have been filed. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

689. In view of the foregoing, the 
reservation of Channel 28 in Waco 
for non -commercial educational use 
is finalized. 
Final Assignments and Reservation 

690. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 
Waco, Texas 11 *28, 34 

WICHITA FALLS, TEXAS 
691. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third No- , 

tice the Commission proposed the - 
assignment of four channels to 
Wichita Falls, Texas; VHF Chan - 
nels 3 and 6 and UHF Channels 16 
and 22, with Channel 16 reserved 
for non -commercial educational use. 

(b) Census Data. Wichita Falls 
has a standard metropolitan area 
population of 98,000, and the City 
has a population of 68,000. 

(c) Statement in Support of Pro- 
posed Assignments. Rowley -Brown 
Broadcasting Company, Wichita 
Falls, Texas, supported the pro- 
posed assignments for Wichita 
Falls. It was pointed out that the 
assignment of Channel 3 at Wichita 
Falls would be 255 miles from the 
closest co- channel assignment, and 
91 miles from the closest adjacent 
channel assignment, and that Chan- 
nel 6 at Wichita Falls would be 203 - 

miles from the closest co- channel 
assignment, and 104 miles from the 
closest adjacent channel assign- 
ment. It was urged that there is 
a need for these assignments in 
Wichita Falls. 

(d) Educational Reservation. The 
JCET supported the reservation of 
Channel 16 in Wichita Falls for 
non -commercial educational use and 
submitted a statement of the Dean 
of Administration of Midwestern 
University, Wichita Falls, that the 
University is anxious to utilize 
television as soon as developments 
in UHF make it feasible to do so. 
No oppositions to the proposed res- 
ervation were filed. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

692. In view of the foregoing, the 
reservation of Channel 16 in Wichi- 
ta Falls for non -commercial edu- 
cational use is finalized. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

693. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF UHF 

City 
Channel Channel 

Wichita Falls, Texas 3, 6 *16, 22 

COLLEGE STATION, TEXAS: 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

694. (a) Proposed Reservation. In 
the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the reservation of VHF 
Channel 3 in College Station, Texas, 
for non -commercial educational use. 

(b) The JCET filed a statement 
supporting the reservation of Chan- 
nel 3 in College Station for non- 
commercial educational use. No op- 
positions to the proposal reserva- 
tion were filed. 

Conclusions 
695. In view of the foregoing, 

the reservation of Channel 3 for 
non -commercial educational use in 
College Station, Texas, is finalized. 
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LAREDO, TEXAS: EDUCA- 
TIONAL RESERVATION 

696. (a) Proposed Reservation. In 
the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the reservation of Chan- 
nel 15 in Laredo, Texas, for non- 
commercial educational use. 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Reservation. The JCET filed a state- 
ment supporting the reservation of 
Channel 15 in Laredo, Texas, for 
non - commercial educational pur- 
poses and submitted a statement 
of the Superintendent of Catholic 
Schools at Beeville, supporting the 
reservation. No opposition to the 
proposed reservation has been filed. 

Conclusions 
697. In view of the foregoing, the 

reservation of Channel 16 for non- 
commercial educational use in 
Laredo is finalized. 

SAN ANGELO, TEXAS: 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

698. (a) Proposed Reservation. In 
the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the reservation of Chan- 
nel 23 in San Angelo, Texas, for 
non -commercial educational use. 

(b) The City Manager of San 
Angelo supported the reservation 
of Channel 23 in San Angelo for 
non - commercial educational use 
stating that the City Commission 
had pledged cooperation in sharing 
the costs of construction of a tele- 
vision station. The JCET submitted 
a statement in support of the res- 
ervation, including statements of 
the San Angelo Public Schools and 
San Angelo College. No oppositions 
to the proposed reservation have 
been filed. 

Conclusions 
699. In view of the foregoing, the 

reservation of Channel 23 for non- 
commercial educational use in San 
Angelo is finalized. 

TEXARKANA, TEXAS: EDUCA- 
TIONAL RESERVATION 

700. (a) Proposed Reservation. In 
the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the reservation of Chan- 
nel 18 in Texarkana, Texas, for 
non -commercial educational use. 

(b) The JCET supported the 
reservation of Channel 18 in 
Texarkana for non - commercial 
educational use and submitted a 
statement of the Superintendent of 
Texarkana Public Schools express- 
ing an interest in and need for the 
reservation. No oppositions to the 
proposed reservation have been 
filed. 

Conclusions 
701. In view of the foregoing, the 

reservation of Channel 18 for non- 
commercial educational use in 
Texarkana is finalized. 

EL PASO, TEXAS: EDUCA- 
TIONAL RESERVATION 

'702. (a) Proposed Reservation. In 
the Third Notice, the Commission 
proposed the reservation of Chan- 
nel 7 in El Paso, Texas, for non- 
commercial educational use. 

(b) Texas Western College of El 
Paso supported the reservation of 
Channel '7 in El Paso for non -com- 
mercial educational use. No oppo- 
sitions to the proposed reservation 
have been filed. 

Conclusions 
'703. In view of the foregoing, the 

reservation of Channel 7 for non- 
commercial educational use at El 
Paso is finalized. 
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FORT WORTH, TEXAS: EDUCA- 
TIONAL RESERVATION 

704. (a) Proposed Reservation. In 
the Third Notice, the Commission 
proposed the reservation of Chan- 
nel 26 in Fort Worth, Texas, for 
non -commercial educational use. 

(b) The JCET filed a statement 
supporting the reservation of Chan- 
nel 26 in Fort Worth for non -com- 
mercial educational use and sub- 
mitted a statement of the Director 
of the Fort Worth Association sup- 
porting the reservation. No oppo- 
sitions to the proposed reservation 
have been filed. 

Conclusions 
705. In view of the foregoing, the 

reservation of Channel 26 for non- 
commercial educational use in Fort 
Worth is finalized. 

GALVESTON, TEXAS: EDUCA- 
TIONAL RESERVATION 

706. (a) Proposed Reservation. In 
the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the reservation of Chan- 
nel 47 for non -commercial educa- 
tional use in Galveston, Texas. 

(b) The JCET filed a statement 
supporting the reservation of Chan- 
nel 47 in Galveston for non -com- 
mercial educational use and sub- 
mitted a statement of the Acting 
Superintendent of Galveston Inde- 
pendent Schools indicating an in- 
terest in the reservation. No oppo- 
sitions to the proposed reservation 
have been filed. 

Conclusions 
707. In view of the foregoing, the 

reservation of Channel 47 for non- 
commercial educational use in Gal- 
veston, Texas, is finalized. 

CORPUS CHRISTI, TEXAS, EDU- 
CATIONAL RESERVATION 

708. (a) Proposed Reservation. In 
the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the reservation of Chan- 
nel 16 in Corpus Christi, Texas, for 
non -commercial educational use. 

(b) The Superintendent of the 
Corpus Christi Independent School 
District suported the reservation 
of Channel 16 in Corpus Christi for 
non -commercial educational use. 
The JCET also filed a statement 
supporting the reservation includ- 
ing testimony of the Dean and 
Acting President of the University 
of Corpus Christi expressing the 
interest of the University in the 
reservation. The JCET also sub- 
mitted a statement of the Superin- 
tendent of. Catholic Schools at Bee- 
ville, Texas, supporting the reser- 
vation and promising cooperation 
with other educational institutions 
in the area. No oppositions to the 
proposed reservation have been 
filed. 

Conclusions 
709. In view of the foregoing, the 

reservation of Channel 16 for non- 
commercial educational use in 
Corpus Christi is finalized. 

AUSTIN, TEXAS: EDUCA- 
TIONAL RESERVATION 

710. (a) Proposed Reservation. In 
the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed to reserve Channel 30 in 
Austin, Texas, for non -commercial 
educational use. 

(b) The University of Texas 
supported the reservation of Chan- 
nel 30 in Austin for non- commer- 
cial educational use, stating that 
the Board of Regents had instructed 
the Chancellor and officials of the 
University to continue the develop- 
ment of plans for the establishment 
of a non -commercial educational 
television station. No oppositions 

casting 

to the proposed reservation were 
filed. 

Conclusions 
711. In view of the foregoing, 

the reservation of Channel 30 for 
non -commercial educational use in 
Austin is finalized. 

MORGANTOWN, WEST VIR- 
GINIA: EDUCATIONAL 

RESERVATION 
712. (a) Proposed Reservation. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
Channel 24 for Morgantown. 

(b) West Virginia University 
supported the reservation of Chan- 
nel 24 in Morgantown for non- 
commercial educational use. No ob- 
jection was filed to the proposed 
reservation. 

Conclusions 
713. In view of the foregoing the 

reservation of Channel 24 in Mor- 
gantown for non -commercial edu- 
cational use is finalized. 

CHARLOTTE, HIGH POINT, 
WINSTON -SALEM, NORTH 
CAROLINA ; PRINCETON, 

BECKLEY, WEST VIRGINIA 
714. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervations: 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

City No. No. 

Greensboro, N. C. 2 *51, 57 
Charlotte, N. C. 3, 9 36, *42 
High Point, N. C. 15 
Winston- Salem, N. C. 12 26, *32 
Princeton, West Va. 
Beckley, W. Va. 21 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Charlotte has 
a population of 197,000 and the 
City of Charlotte has a population 
of 134,000. The Greensboro -High 
Point standard metropolitan area 
has a population the 
City of High Point has a popula- 
tion of 40,000. The City of Greens- 
boro has a population of 74,000. 
The standard metropolitan area of 
Winston -Salem has a population of 
146,000 and the City of Winston - 
Salem has a population of 88,000. 
The City of Princeton has a popu- 
lation of 8,000. The City of Beck- 
ley has a population of 19,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. Jefferson 
Standard Broadcasting Company is 
licensed for the operation of Sta- 
tion WBTV, Charlotte, on Channel 
3. Greensboro News Company is 
licensed for the operation of Sta- 
tion WFMY -TV, Greensboro, on 
Channel 2. 

Charlotte 
'715. (a) Joint Counterproposal 

of The Broadcasting Company of 
the South and Inter -City Advertis- 
ing Company, Charlotte, North 
Carolina. In a joint counterproposal 
The Broadcasting Company of the 
South and Inter -City Advertising 
Company requested the additional 
assignment of Channel 6 to Char- 
lotte, by making the following 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice: 

Third Notice 

assignments proposed by the Com- 
mission and that the size and eco- 
nomic importance of Charlotte war- 
ranted the assignment of a third 
VHF channel to that community. 

(c) The closest co- channel as- 
signment separations resulting 
from the requested changes in as- 
signments would be at a distance of 
183 miles on Channel 5 between 
Raleigh, North Carolina, and Co- 
lumbia, South Carolina; a distance 
of 183 miles on Channel 12 between 
Winston -Salem, North Carolina, 
and Wilmington, North Carolina; 
and a distance of 180 miles on 
Channel 6 between Knoxville, Ten- 
nessee, and Charlotte, North Caro- 
lina. 

(d) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Broadcasting 
Company of the South and Inter - 
City Advertising Company. Oppo- 
sitions and conflicting counterpro- 
posals were filed by High Point 
Enterprises, Inc., High Point, 
North Carolina ; Piedmont Publish- 
ing Company and Winston -Salem 
Broadcasting Company, Winston - 
Salem, North Carolina ; Daily Tele- 
graph Printing Company, Bluefield, 
West Virginia ; Radio Augusta, 
Inc., Augusta, Georgia ; Southeast- 
ern Broadcasting Company and 
Middle Georgia Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Macon, Georgia, and Joe L. 
Smith, Jr., Inc., Beckley, West Vir- 
ginia. 

(e) The Charlotte Educational 
Reservation. Davidson College, 
Davidson, North Carolina, and 
JCET supported the reservation of 
Channel 42 at Charlotte. The JCET 
submitted a resolution of the Char- 
lotte Board of School Commission- 
ers suporting the reservation. No 
objection was filed to this proposed 
reservation. 

High Point 
716. (a) Counterproposal of High 

Point Enterprises, Inc., High Point, 
North Carolina. High Point Enter- 
prises, Inc., requested the addi- 
tional assignment of VHF Channel 
6 to High Point, North Carolina, 
without making any other changes 
in the assignments proposed in the 
Third Notice. 

(b) Statement in Support of 
High Point Enterprises, Inc., Coun- 
terproposal. It was recognized by 
High Point Enterprises, Inc., that 
the operation of Channel 6 at High 
Point would result in the co -channel 
operation of that channel at Rich- 
mond, Virginia, and Wilmington, 
North Carolina, at distances of 178 
and 166 miles, respectively, from 
High Point. It was urged, how- 
ever, that there would be no diffi- 
culty in meeting the 170 mile re- 
quired separation between trans- 
mitters; and, moreover, that a sep- 
aration of 134.6 miles was all that 
was required to protect Grade A 
service and that the separations 
proposed by High Point Enter- 
prises, Inc., on Channel 6 would 
exceed that distance. 

(c) Oppositions and Conflicting 

Proposed Changes 

City 
VHF Channel UHF Channel VHF Channel UHF Channel 

No. No. No. No. 

Augusta, Georgia 6, 12 
Charlotte, N. C. 3, 9 36, *42 
Wilmington, N. C. 6 29, *35 
Charleston, S. C. 2, 5, *13 
Columbia, S. C. 7, 10 *19, 25 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Broadcasting Company of the 
South and Inter -City Advertising 
Company Counterproposal. It was 
urged that the adoption of the 
counterproposal would not result 
in the reduction of the number of 

i ic 29 

2, t4, *13 
t5. 10 

36, *42 
29, *35 

*19. 25 

Counterproposals to High Point En- 
terprises, Inc., Counterproposal. 
Conflicting counterproposals were 
filed by Broadcasting Company of 
the South and Inter -City Advertis- 
ing Company, Charlotte, N. C.; 
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Pied 
Win 
pan 
Tele 
field 
Smi 

hei 

ont Publishing Company and 
ton -Salem Broadcasting Coin- 

Winston-Salem, N. C.; Daily 
aph Printing Company, Blue - 
West Virginia, and Joe L. 
, Jr. Inc., Beckley, West Vir- 

. Havens & Martin opposed 
igh Point counterproposal. 

Winston -Salem 
71'.(a) Counterproposal of Pied - 

mon Publishing Company and 
Wins ton -Salem Broadcasting Com- 
pan In identical counterpropos- 
als iedmont Publishing Company 
and Winston -Salem Broadcasting 
Coin , any requested the additional 
assi ment of VHF Channel 6 to 
Winton- Salem, without making 
any ether changes in the assign - 
men < proposed by the Commission 
in t Third Notice. 

(b Statement in Support of the 
Pi ont Publishing Company and 
Win > on -Salem Broadcasting Com- 
pany Counterproposal. It was 
urge that the assignment of Chan- 
nel 6 to Winston -Salem would com- 
ply 'th the Commission's require- 
ment for minimum co- channel and 
adja.-nt channel separation; that 
the earest co- channel assignment 
woul be at Richmond, at a dis- 
tanc of 185 miles. It was further 
urge that the size and economic 
impo tance and population of the 
area 'ustified the assignment of a 
third VHF channel to that com- 
muni y; and that the resources of 
the ommunity were adequate to 
supp rt a third VHF channel. 

(c) The counterproposal would in 
addit on result in a co- channel as- 
sign ent separation of 183 miles 
on 6hannel 6 between Winston - 
Sale and Wilmington, North 
Caro 'na. 

(d Oppositions and Conflicting 
Coun erproposals to Piedmont and 
Wins on -Salem Counterproposals. 
Confl cting counterproprosals were 
filed y Broadcasting Company of 
the -outh and Inter -City Advertis- 
ing ompany, High Point Enter- 
prise, Inc., Daily Telegraph Print- 
ing ompany, Joe L. Smith, Jr. 
Inc., Beckley, West Virginia. 
Have s and Martin, Inc., Richmond, 
Virgi ia, opposed the foregoing 
coun rproposals. 

(e) The Winston -Salem Educa- 
tions Reservation. The Winston - 
Sale Teachers College supported 
the -servation of Channel 32 at 
Wins on -Salem for non -commercial 
educ ional use. No opposition to 
the reservation was filed. 

Princeton 
71: (a) Counterproposal of Daily 

Tele aph Printing Company, Blue- 
field, est Virginia. In a counter - 
prop al to the Commission's Third 
Notic the Daily Telegraph Print- 
ing Cmpany requested the assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 6 to Prince- 
ton, ' est Virginia, without any 
other changes in the assignments 
prop ed in the Third Notice. 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Daily Telegraph Counterproposal. 
Daily Telegraph urged that a grant 
of th - counterproposal would not 
adversely affect any assignment 
proposed by the Commission in the 
Third Notice. It was urged that 
the e unterproposal complies with 
the l' 'orities outlined in the Corn - 
missl n's Third Notice; that there 
are n co- channel or adjacent chan- 
nel a signments within 180 or 170 
miles, respectively, from Princeton, 
West Virginia; and that a grant 
of th counterproposal would con - 
stitut the only Grade A VHF tele- 
vision service to a substantial num- 
ber o people. In further support 
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of the counterproposal it was urged 
that UHF is not satisfactory for 
the area in view of the rugged and 
mountainous terrain surrounding 
Princeton. 

(c) The counterproposal would 
result in a 185 mile co- channel as- 
signment separation between 
Princeton and Knoxville, Tennessee 
on Channel 6 in Zone II. 

(d) Opposition and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Daily Tele- 
graph Counterproposal. Oppositions 
and conflicting counterproposals 
were filed by Broadcasting Com- 
pany of the South and Inter -City 
Advertising Company, High Point 
Enterprises, Inc., Piedmont Pub- 
lishing Co., Winston -Salem Broad- 
casting Company, and Joe L. Smith, 
Jr., Inc., Beckley, West Virginia. 

Beckley 
719. (a) Counterproposal of Joe 

L. Smith, Jr. Inc., Joe L. Smith, Jr. 
Inc., requested the additional as- 
signment of . Channel 6 to Beckley 
without making any other changes 
in the channels proposed in the 
Third Notice. 

(b) Statement in Support of Joe 
L. Smith, Jr. Inc., Counterproposal. 
Joe L. Smith, Jr. Inc., stated that 
the assignment of Channel 6 at 
Beckley would be in accordance 
with the assignments proposed by 
the Commission in the Third No- 
tice. The assignment of Channel 6 
at Beckley complies with the min- 
imum spacings adopted herein. 

(c) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Joe L. Smith, 
Jr. Inc., Counterproposal. Opposi- 
tions and conflicting counterpropos- 
als were filed by Winston -Salem 
Broadcasting Company and Pied- 
mont Publishing Company, both of 
Winston -Salem, North Carolina; 
Daily Telegraph Printing Company, 
Bluefield, West Virginia; Broad- 
casting Company of the South and 
Inter -City Advertising Company, 
both of Charlotte, North Carolina; 
and High Point Enterprises, Inc., 
High Point, North Carolina. Wins- 
ton -Salem Broadcasting Company 
suggested that Channel 9 could be 
utilized in Beckley in lieu of Chan- 
nel 6; and WSAZ, Inc., suggested 
that Channel 4 could be utilized in 
Beckley in lieu of Channel 6. 

(d) The assignment of Channel 
9 in Beckley would not comply with 
the minimum separations adopted 
in this Report. The assignment of 
Channel 9 in Beckley would create 
co- channel assignment separations 
of 160 miles from Beckley to 
Wheeling, West Virginia, and 177 
miles from Beckley to Charlotte, 
North Carolina. 

(e) The assignment of Channel 
4 in Beckley would likewise not 
comply with the minimum co -chan- 
nel assignment separations adopted 
in this Report. The assignment of 
Channel 4 in Beckley would create 
a co- channel assignment separa- 
tion between Beckley and Chapel 
Hill, North Carolina, on Channel 4 
of 176 miles under Plan 1, and be- 
tween Chapel Hill and Bristol, Ten- 
nessee, on Channel 5 of 178 miles 
under Plan 2, both separations be- 
ing in Zone II. 

Conclusion: The Educational 
Reservations in Charlotte and 

Winston -Salem 
720. On the basis of the record 

the reservation of Channel 42 in 
Charlotte and Channel 32 in Wins- 
ton -Salem for non -commercial edu- 
cational use are finalized. 
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Conclusions: Requests for 
VHF Assignments 

721. The counterproposals seek- 
ing the additional assignment of a 
VHF channel to Charlotte, High 
Point, Winston -Salem and Prince- 
ton would result in the following 
co- channel assignment separations 
below 190 miles in Zone II: 

Chan - 
Counterproposal nel 

Broadcasting Co. of the ( 5 
South and Inter -City Adv. Co. (12 

( 6 

High Point Enterprises, Inc. ( 6 

Winston -Salem Broadcasting Co. 6 
and Piedmont Publishing Co. 
Daily Telegraph Printing Co. 6 

722. Since these separations in 
Zone II are below the minimum for 
this area, the counterproposals 
must be denied. Accordingly, the 
counterproposals of Broadcasting 
Company of the South and Inter - 
City Advertising Company, High 
Point Enterprises, Inc., Piedmont 
Publishing Company, Winston - 
Salem Broadcasting Company and 
Daily Telegraph Printing Company 
are denied. 

723. With respect to the addition 
of a VHF assignment to Beckley, 
the suggested assignment of Chan- 
nel 4 and 9 to this city would result 
in the following co- channel assign- 
ment separations below 170 miles 
in Zone I and 190 miles in Zone II 

Party 
Winston -Salem 
Broadcasting Co. 
WSAZ, Inc. Plan 1 
WSAZ, Inc. Plan 2 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Norfolk - 
Portsmouth has a population of 
446,000. The City of Norfolk has 
a population of 214,000. The city 
of Portsmouth has a population of 
80,000. The City of Newport News 
has a population of 42,000. 

(c) Existing Station: The WTAR 
Radio Corporation is licensed to 

Cities Mileage 
Raleigh, N.C.-Columbia, S.C. 183 
Winston -Salem, N.C.-Wilming- 

ton, N.C. 183 
Knoxville, Tenn. -Charlotte, 

N.C. 
Wilmington, N.C. -High Point 

N.C. 
Winston -Salem, N.C.-Wil- 

mington, N.C. 
Princeton, W. Va.- Knoxville, 

Tenn. 

180 

166 

183 

185 

operate station WTAR -TV on 
Channel 4 at Norfolk. The licensee 
has been ordered to show cause 
why the license of WTAR -TV 
should not be modified to specify 
Channel 10 in lieu of Channel 4. 

Norfolk- Portsmouth 
728. (a) First Alternative Coun- 

terproposal and Answer to Order to 
Show Cause of WTAR Radio Cor- 
poration. In a counterproposal to 
the Commission's Third Notice and 
in its Answer to the Commission's 
Order to Show Cause, WTAR ob- 
jected to the proposal to modify the 
license of WTAR -TV to specify 
Channel 10 in lieu of Channel 4. 
In its counter -proposal to the as- 

Channel Cities Zone Mileage 
9 Beckley- Wheeling I 160 

Beckley- Charlotte II 177 
4 Beckley- Chapel Hill II 176 
5 Chapel Hill- Bristol II 178 

724. Since these separations in 
Zones I and II are below the mini- 
mum for these areas the counter- 
proposals must be denied. Accord- 
ingly, the counterproposals of 
WSAZ, Inc., and Winston -Salem 
Broadcasting Company are denied 
in so far as they request the assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 4 or VHF 
Channel 9. 

City 

signments proposed in the Third 
Notice, WTAR Radio Corporation 
requested the assignment of Chan- 
nel 3 to Norfolk -Portsmouth for 
the operation of WTAR -TV by the 
following changes in the assign- 
ments proposed in the Third 
Notice: 

Third Notice Counterproposal I 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 
Norfolk- Ports- 

mouth, Va. 
Richmond, Va. 

10, 12 15, *21, 27 3i, 10 15, *21, 27 
3, 6 *23, 29 6,12y 23, 29 

725. The assignment of Channel 
6 to Beckley would comply with the 
minimum separations adopted and 
in our view should be made. Ac- 
cordingly, the counterproposal of 
Joe L. Smith, Jr., Inc. is granted. 

Final Assignments 
726. The following assignments 

and reservations are adopted: 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
City No. No. 

Greensboro, N. C. 2 51,57 
Charlotte, N. C. 3, 9 36, *42 
High Point, N. C. 15 
Winston -Salem N. C. 12 26, 32 
Beckley, W. Va. 6 21 

NORFOLK -PORTSMOUTH, AND 
NEWPORT NEWS, VIRGINIA 
727. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservations: In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervations: 

City 

(b) Statement in Support of 
WTAR Counterproposal I. In sup- 
port of its first alternative counter- 
proposal and in opposition to the 
Commission's Order to Show Cause, 
WTAR Radio Corporation argued 
that WTAR -TV has been in oper- 
ation since April 2, 1950, on Chan- 
nel 4; that the shift to Channel 10 
would involve costs to the licensee 
in the amount of $56,000; that ad- 
ditional revenue would be lost as 
a result of the three to four week 
period of conversion; and that the 
public would be deprived of its only 
available television service during 
this period. It was further urged 
that the assignment of Channel 3 
to Norfolk and Channel 12 to Rich- 
mond were technically feasible and 
would comply with the Commis- 
sion's standards for minimum sep- 
aration of co- channel and adjacent 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

Newport News 
Norfolk - 

Portsmouth 
33 

10,12 15, 421, 27 
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GENERAL ELECTRIC TV `FIRSTS' 

PIONEER TRANSMITTER AND 

25 YEARS AGo... 

First Home TV Receiver. In 1927, of Schenectady, Dr. Alexanderson reveals his 
console model with a tiny 3" screen. The receiver used a rotating perforated disc to scan 
the image. Sound was received on a different wave length through speaker at right. 

Complete 1952 Line of Broadcast 
Equipment Shows Startling Advance 

in Electronic Science 

ON December 16, 1926, when Dr. E. F. W. 
Alexanderson, famed General Electric 

scientist, first demonstrated a system for trans- 
mitting pictures by radio, The New York 
Times hailed the event as a major achievement 
in electronic science. 

This prolific inventor, who was issued a 
patent on an average of every 7 weeks during 
his 45 -year active tenure with the company, 
established the tradition of bold, challenging 
television research that sparks the efforts of 
G -E engineers today. The first home receiver, 
the first remote pickup, the first theatre pro- 
jection of TV -all were developed in Alexan- 
derson's laboratory. He and his associates have 
kept up the pace for 25 years. 

OIGCQ//yzetz4 
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First Television "Camera." As light from electric arc 
at left is projected through 48 holes of revolving disc, 
the flashes are picked up by 4 electric eyes protruding 
from wooden frame on table. The impulses are then 
broadcast much the same as any radio message 

!s ; 1\ 
1t 

First Theatre Television. In May, 1930, Dr, Alexander - 
son produced a picture 7 feet square on a screen in 
Proctor's Theater, Schenectady. Receiver used a light 
cell developed by Dr. August Karolus. 

First Television "Transmitter" is dem 
by its inventor. Each of the 24 mirrors mounted 
on o wheel of the machine was set at a different 
angle to televise an image before 7 photocells. 

ed First Remote Pickup. Pioneer G -E equipment at 
Albany, 15 miles from Schenectady, picked up 
the image and voice of Governor Alfred E. Smith 
accepting Democratic presidential nomination. 



SPAN QUARTER CENTURY FROM 

RECEIVER TO LATEST UHF EQUIPMENT 

Today, with the greatest new industry in 
America on the threshold of unprecedented 
expansion -with UHF channels soon to be 
claimed by scores of applicants- G.E.'s latest 
television developments deserve your atten- 
tion. Complete studio units for VHF and 
UHF operation, television transmitters rang- 
ing in power from 100 watts to 50 kw, and 
antenna systems with effective power gains up 
to 25 times -are available to existing stations 
and prospective broadcasters. 

In an expensive business, it pays to examine 
carefully your investment in basic station 
equipment. Here at Electronics Park we be- 
lieve we have the most modern television fac- 
tory in the world. We'd like you to see it 
before you make any equipment decisions. 
Your General Electric Broadcast Man will be 
glad to make the arrangements. 

General Electric Company, Electronics Park, Syracuse, N. Y. 

TODAY.. 

0 To 1 Power Gain! A funda- 
rental new development of G -E 

engineering, this helical antenna 
for UHF is a 4 -bay radiator of 
side fire design. Only 4 feed 
points are required. Simplified 
de-king system. Also available: 
5 -bay, 25 -gain antenna. 

GENERAL ELECTRIC 

10 
World's Most Powerful UHF Television Transmitter. This 12 kw unit offers a unique tre- 
quency control system. One crystal oscillator controls both the visual and the aural carriers, 
locking them together with a fixed separation of 4.5 mc. A number of broadcasters have already 
placed orders for this UHF transmitter. 

High- Power. -'A successful solution to the dif- 
ficult problem of high power at UHF. Designed and built to G -E 

specifications, this tube's remarkable amplification and extreme 
stability actually make high -power UHF television a reality. 

M 



ch nel stations. In support of the 
cou terproposal it was urged that 
the operation of Channel 3 in Nor - 
fol would result in a total gain of 
se "ce; that the interference free 
are of a station operating on 
Channel 3 would be greater than 
the operation of a station on Chan- 
nel 12 in Norfolk. It was also 
ur d that as a result of the ex- 
cha ge of Channels 3 and 12 be- 
twe n Norfolk and Richmond, the 
are which would receive interfer- 
enc -free service and the area 
whi h would receive Grade A serv- 
ice ould be increased. 

( ) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Cou terproposals to the WTAR 
Cou terproposal I. An opposition to 
the counterproposal of WTAR 
Bro a dcasting Company was filed 
by arus and Brother Company, 
Inc. Richmond, Virginia, urging 
that the operation of Channel 
in 'ichmond would provide Grade 
B service to a greater area than 
the operation of Channel 12 in 
Richmond. A conflicting counter - 
pro osai was filed by Hampton 
Roa s Broadcasting Corporation, 
Ne ort News. 

( ) Second Alternative Counter - 
prop 1 of WTAR Broadcasting 
Com any. In its second alternative 
cou rproposal to the assignments 
prop sed by the Commission in the 
Thir Notice, WTAR Broadcasting 
Com any requested the additional 
assi ment of VHF Channel 2 to 
Norfolk and modification of the 
WTAR -TV license to specify oper- 
ation on that channel without 
changes in any other assignments 
proposed by the Commission in the 
Third Notice. 

(e Statement in Support of 
WT Counterproposal IL In sup- 
port f this counterproposal it was 
urge by WTAR Broadcasting Cor- 
pora ion that in the event that the 
Com ission assigned Channel 2 to 
No lk, WTAR would have no ob- 
ject, n to shifting the frequency of 
WT R -TV from Channel 4 to 
Cha el 2. It was further urged 
that he assignment of Channel 2 
to N rfolk would provide a third 
VHF channel to the area; that the 
poilu ation of the standard metro - 
poli n area of Norfolk- Portsmouth 
was 3110 of the population of 
the te of Virginia and that the 
ass, ment of a third VHF chan- 
nel, oar a sixth channel, to Norfolk - 
Ports outh was in accordance with 
the andates of Section 307 (b) of 
the Communications Act. It was 
recognized by the WTAR Radio 
Corporation that the minimum co- 
chan el separation which would re- 
sult nder this alternative counter - 
propo al would be 169 miles from 
Norf to Baltimore on Channel 
2 and that this separation was be- 
low the minimum proposed by the 
Commission. 

(f ) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposal to WTAR Counter- 
proposal II. The A. S. Abell Com- 
pany licensee of WMAR -TV, Balti- 
more, Maryland, opposed the sec- 
ond a ternative counterproposal of 
the TAR Radio Corporation as- 
sertin that interference would re- 
sult the service area of WMAR- 
TV a a result of the reduced sep - 
aratio on Channel 2 between Bal - 
timor and Norfolk. A conflicting 
counts roposal was filed by Hamp- 
ton Roads Broadcasting Company, 
Newp rt News. 

Newport News 
729. (a) The Counterproposal of 

Hampton Roads Broadcasting Cor - 
poratidn Hampton Roads Broad- 
casting Corporation requested the 
Page 88 April 14, 1952 Part II 

additional assignment of VHF 
Channel 12 to Newport News by 
deleting that channel from Nor- 
folk- Portsmouth and replacing it 
with VHF Channel. 2 as follows. 

City 
Newport News, Va. 
Norfolk- Ports- 

mouth, Va. 10, 12 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Hampton Roads Broadcasting Corp. 
Counterproposal. Hampton Roads 
urged that the economic and indus- 
trial importance of Newport News 
warrants the assignment of a first 
VHF channel; that the cities of 
Norfolk - Portsmouth - Newport 
News had previously been classi- 
fied as a metropolitan district 
in the Hampton Roads area; 
that in the television assign- 
ments proposed by the Com- 
mission in April of 1947 and in 
July of 1949 the Norfolk -Ports- 
mouth- Newport News were treated 
as one unit and were made a com- 
mon assignment. It was urged that 
Hampton Roads is a 50- square mile 
harbor and serves the ports of 
Norfolk, Portsmouth and Newport 
News; that the Hampton Roads 
area has traditionally been consid- 
ered as a composite area; that 
Newport News is situated across 
the Bay at a distance of 11.7 miles 
north of Norfolk; that Newport 
News has many large and diversi- 
fied industrial activities. It was 
urged by Hampton Roads Broad- 
casting Corporation that Newport 
News, with a population of 41,651 
and a thriving industrial capacity 
warrants the assignment of at 
least one VHF channel, particu- 
larly when no other community un- 
der the Hampton Roads proposal 
would be deprived of television 
service by making the changes re- 
quested in the counterproposal. It 
was recognized by Hampton Roads 
Broadcasting Corporation that a 
co- channel separation of 169 miles 
would result from the operation of 
Channel 2 at Norfolk and Balti- 
more. 

(c) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Hampton Roads 
Counterproposal. A. S. Abell, Balti- 
more, and the Beach View Broad- 
casting Corporation of Norfolk 
both opposed the counterproposal 
of Hampton Roads because of the 
169 miles separation that would 
be created by a grant thereof. 
WTAR Radio, Corp. filed a con- 
flicting counterproposal. 

(d) The Norfolk -Portsmouth 
Educational Reservation. The JCET 
and the School Board of Norfolk 
supported the reservation of Chan- 
nel 21 in Norfolk- Portsmouth for 
non -commercial educational use. 
No objection was made to the pro- 
posed reservation. 

Conclusions: The Norfolk- Ports- 
mouth Educational Reservation 
'730. On the basis of the record, 

the reservation of Channel 21 in 
Norfolk -Portsmouth for non -com- 
mercial educational use is finalized. 

Conclusions: Additional VHF 
Assignments in Norfolk -Ports- 

mouth and Newport News 
731. The counterproposals seek- 

ing the additional assignment of a 
VHF channel to Norfolk- Ports- 
mouth (WTAR second alternative 
counterproposal) and to Newport 
News would result in the following 
co- channel assignment separation 
below 170 miles in Zone I: 
Final TV Report 

Channel Cities Miles 
2 Norfolk -Baltimore 189 

(WMAR-TV) 

Since the minimum assignment sep- 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
33 

15, *21, 27 

Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
12t 33 

2t, 10 15, *21,27 

aration of co- channel stations in 
Zone I is 170 miles these counter- 
proposals must be denied. Accord- 
ingly, the second alternative 
counterprosal of WTAR Broad- 
casting Company and the counter- 
proposal of Hampton Roads Broad- 
casting Company are denied. 

Under the 1940 census Norfolk - 
Portsmouth- Newport News were 
contained in one metropolitan dis- 
trict. Under the revised 1950 cen- 
sus definitions Newport News was 
not included within the same area, 
since Newport News is located in 
Warwick County, whereas, Norfolk 
and Portsmouth are located in 
Norfolk County. We do not be- 
lieve, however, that the census 
definitions should be controlling 
here for assignment purposes. 
Newport News is located 11.7 miles 
from Norfolk and the record estab- 
lishes that the Norfolk- Portsmouth- 
Newport News area has tradition- 
ally been regarded as a unit and 
that there is a high degree of com- 
mon interests within these three 
cities. Accordingly, although the 
counterproposal of Hampton Roads 
cannot be granted because of the 
violation of our standards for min- 
imum co- channel spacing resulting 
under its proposal, we believe that 
the proposal of Hampton Roads 
should be granted in part by mak- 
ing available to Norfolk- Ports- 
mouth -Newport News the channels 
assigned to each of these cities. It 
is our view that the first alterna- 
tive counterproposal of WTAR is 
meritorious and it is therefore 
granted as modified above. 

Conclusions: Answer to Show 
Cause Order and First Alternative 

Counterproposal of WTAR 
Broadcasting Company 

732. The first alternative 
counterprosal of WTAR Radio 
Corporation for the assignment of 
Channel 3 to Norfolk is in compli- 
ance with the Commission's stand- 
ards and is consistent with the 
counterproposals of Shenandoah 
Valley Broadcasting Corporation, 
Harrisonburg, Virginia, and 
WSAZ, Inc., Huntington, West 
Virginia, both of which have been 
granted elsewhere in this Report. 

'733. It is our view that the 
first alternative counterproposal of 
WTAR Radio Corporation is meri- 
torious, and it is therefore granted. 
An appropriate authorization will 
be issued to WTAR Radio Corpora- 
tion to specify operation of WTAR - 
TV on Channel 3. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

'734. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

City Channel No. 
Norfolk- Portsmouth- 

Newport News 3, 10, 15, *21, 33 Norfolk- Portsmouth 150 27 

'so Channel 27 cannot be used under the table of minimum separations in New- port News. Accordingly, Channel 27 is assigned to Norfolk- Portsmouth only. 

RICHMOND, 
CHARLOTTESVILLE AND 
PETERSBURG, VIRGINIA 

735. (a) Prosoped Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervations: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan. City nel No. nel No. 
Charlottesville 45 Petersburg 8 41 
Richmond 3, ,a, 6 *23, 29 

(b) Census Data. The Standard 
metropolitan area of Richmond has 
a population of 328,000 and the 
City of Richmond has a population 
of 230,000. The City of Charlottes- 
ville has a population of 26,000. 
The City of Petersburg has a popu- 
lation of 35,000. 

(c) Existing Station. Havens 
and Martin, Inc., is licensed for the 
operation of WTVR, Richmond, on 
Channel 6. 

Richmond 
736. (a) Counterproposals of La- 

rus and Brother Company, Inc. and 
Richmond Newspapers, Inc. Larus 
and Brother Company, Inc. and 
Richmond Newspapers, Inc. re- 
quested the additional assignment 
of VHF Channel 8 to Richmond by 
deleting that channel from Peters- 
burg, Virginia and substituting 
therefor UHF Channel 59. 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Larus and Brother and Richmond 
Newspapers Counterproposal. La- 
rus and Brother Co., Inc. and Rich- 
mond Newspapers, Inc. urged that 
the economic importance and popu- 
lation of Richmond as compared 
with Petersburg justifies the dele- 
tion of Channel 8 from Petersburg 
and the assignment of that channel 
to Richmond. It was urged that 
the population of the City of Rich- 
mond had increased by more than 
19 %, and the population of the 
standard metropolitan area by 
more than 24% since 1940. It was 
also contended that its counterpro- 
posal would comply with the Com- 
mission's standards for minimum 
separation of co- channel and adja- 
cent channel assignments. It was 
pointed out that the closest co- 
channel assignment on Channel 8 
from Richmond would be at Lan- 
caster, Pennsylvania, a distance of 
184 miles. In further support of . 

the counterproposal it was urged 
that the operation of Channel 8 
at Richmond would render service 
to a substantial area and popula- 
tion; that the operation of Channel 
8 at Richmond would result in a 
net gain of coverage; and that the 
area losing Grade B service would 
be served by from two to nine 
other services. It was also urged 
that the operation of VHF Channel 
8 at Richmond would provide Grade 
A service to Petersburg. In further, 
support of the counterproposal 
of Richmond Newspapers, Inc. it 
was urged that a minimum of three 
or four VHF assignments is re- 
quired in Richmond to afford the 
required number of major outlets 
and to avoid monopoly. 

(c) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the Larus and 
Brother and Richmond Newspapers 
Counterproposals. An opposition to 
the counterproposals was filed by 
u, In accordance with our decision to grant the counterproposal of WTAR Radio Corp.. Norfolk, we have adopted the assignment of Channel 12 in Rich- mond in lieu of Channel 3 as proposed in the Third Notice. 
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Louis H. Peterson, Petersburg, Vir- 
ginia.' In the opposition it was 
urged that Channel 8 be retained 
in Petersburg. It was asserted 
that the City of Petersburg was not 
part of the Richmond standard 
metropolitan area and that the dis- 
tance between the cities was 23 
miles. It was urged that the dele- 
tion of Channel 8 from Petersburg 
and the assignment of that channel 
to Richmond would result in a sub- 
stantial loss of the only VHF Grade, 
B service to persons residing along 
the Virginia -North Carolina bound- 
ary. It was asserted that the 
operation of Channel 8 at Peters- 
burg would render service to a 
large area and population. The 
City of Charlottesville, the Cham - 

,,ber of Commerce of Charlottesville, 
Virginia, and Barham and Barham, 
Radio Station WCHV filed a con - 
flicting counterproposal to that of 
the Richmond parties. 

(d) The Richmond educational 
reservation. The City of Richmond 
supported the reservation of Chan- 
nel 23 in Richmond for non -com- 
mercial educational use. No objec- 
tion was filed to the reservation. 

Charlottesville 
'737. (a) Joint Counterproposal of 

City of Charlottesville, the Cham- 
ber of Commerce of Charlottesville, 
Virginia, and Barham and Barham, 
Radio Station WCHV. In a joint 
counterproposal the Charlottesville 
parties requested the deletion of 
VHF Channel 8 from Petersburg 
and the assignment of that channel 
to Charlottesville and the substitu- 
tion of UHF Channel 59 in Peters- 
burg for the deleted channel. 

(b) Statement in Support of 
C harlottesville Counterproposal. 
The Charlottesville parties urged 
that if Channel 8 were assigned to 
Charlottesville it was proposed to 
locate the transmitter at Bucks El- 
bow, at a distance of 13% miles 
from the city and at an elevation 
of 2,450 feet above average terrain 
and 3,180 feet above mean sea level. 

Larus and Brother Company, Inc. 
filed a Motion to Strike certain portions 
of the sworn statement of Louis H. 
Peterson, filed on August 27, 1951. In 
particular the Motion to Strike is di- 
rected against Exhibit A and B on the 
grounds of hearsay. A Motion to Strike 
was directed against evidence in Para- 
graph 7 of the sworn statement on the 
ground that they are conclusions pur- 
portedly 

to as inadmissible in evidence. 
which 

The Motions to Strike are DENIED for 
they go only to the weight to be given 
to the evidence and not to its admis- 
sibility. 

A Motion to Strike is directed against 
an 'Engineering Statement supporting 
Louis H. Peterson's Support of FCC 
Proposal to Assign Channel 8 to Peters- 
burg, Virginia ", sworn to by Peterson's 
consulting engineer and filed with the 
Commission on October 22, 1951. The 
last paragraph on Page 1 of this state- 
ment includes this sentence. "State- 
ments supporting the opposition of 
Louis H. Peterson to these proposals 
have been filed with the FCC and they 
are incorporated herein by reference." 
The Motion to Strike states that the 
aMant attempts to incorporate by 
reference the statement of Louis H. 
Peterson of June 8, 1951, on file with 
the Commission; that this statement was 
submitted on behalf of Louis H. Peter- 
son by his counsel prior to the adop- 
tion by the Commission of the Order 
of Hearing Procedure of July 25, 1951, 
that the statement was not sworn to by 
Louis H. Peterson, nor has he filed a 
"sworn statement verifying the matters 
of fact set out therein" as required by 
paragraph 5(b) of the Order of Hearing 
Procedure. This Motion to Strike is 
GRANTED. The aillant engineer may 
not incorporate this material by refer- 
ence under the Order of Hearing Pro- 
cedure. Such material in the affiant 
engineer's statement, other than that 
incorporated by reference, is properly 
before the Commission for consider- 
ation. 

It was urged that the operation of 
Channel 8 at Charlottesville as 
proposed at the mountain site 
would render service to very large 
area and population. It was fur- 
ther stated that the operation of 
VHF Channel 8 from a downtown 
site in Charlottesville would also 
render the first VHF service to a 
large area in the northern portion 
of the State of Virginia. It was 
also contended that a grant of the 
counterproposal would be consis- 
tent with the Commission's stand- 
ards for minimum separation of 
co- channel and adjacent channel 
assignments. In addition it was 
urged that the closest station 
which could render Grade A serv- 
ice to the area of Charlottesville 
was assigned to Waynesboro on 
Channel 42 at a distance of 23 
miles and that the Blue Ridge 
Mountains separate the two cities 
with elevations of about 3,000 feet. 
It was concluded that it was un- 
likely that satisfactory service 
would be provided to the city of 
Charlottesville from the operation 
of a UHF channel. 

(c) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the Charlottes- 
ville Counterproposal. Oppositions 
to the foregoing joint counter- 
proposal were filed by Larus and 
Brother Company, Inc., and Rich- 
mond Newspapers, Inc., both of 
Richmond, urging that it was in- 
appropriate to consider the use of 
Channel 8 in Charlottesville oper- 
ating with a transmitter site as- 
sumed at a mountain. It was urged 
that the use of Channel 8 at the 
downtown site of Charlottesville 
would not provide service to as 
many persons as would be served 
by the operation of that station 
from either Richmond or Peters- 
burg. It was also urged in the op- 
position that the use of Bucks 
Elbow mountain site would be 
equally advantageous in the UHF 
and that Channel 64 could be as- 
signed to Charlottesville. An oppo- 
sition to the counterproposal was 
also filed by Louis H. Peterson. 
WSAZ, Inc. has filed an opposition 
to this counterproposal since it 
would involve the assignment of 
Channel 8 in Charlottesville, a dis- 
tance of 173 miles from Charles- 
ton, West Virginia, where WSAZ- 
TV proposed the assignment of 
Channel 8. 

(d) The Charlottesville Educa- 
tional Reservation. The University 
of Virginia supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 45 in Charlottes- 
ville for non -commercial education- 
al use. No objections were made to 
the reservation.' 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservations in Richmond 

and Charlottesville 
738. On the basis of the record 

the reservation of Channel 23 and 
45 at Richmond and Charlottes- 
ville, respectively, for non- commer- 
cial educational use are finalized. 

Conclusione: Additional VHF 
Assignments in Richmond 

and Charlottesville 
739, We are of the view that no 

basis has been established on the 
record for the deletion of Channel 
8 assigned to Petersburg in order 
to assign that channel to Richmond 
or Charlottesville. 

740. We are of the view that 
the deletion of the sole VHF chan- 
I* A comment recommending that this 
channel be assigned for commercial use 
was filed by Radio Station WCHV and 
by the Charlottesville Chamber of 
Commerce. However, these parties 
failed to submit a sworn statement in 
this proceeding. 

nel from Petersburg, a city of 
35,000, in order to assign a third 
VHF channel to Richmond or a 
total of five channels to that city 
is in view of the circumstances 
presented unwarranted. Similarly, 
we believe that the assignment of 
a VHF channel to Charlottesville 
at the expense of deleting the only 
VHF channel proposed for Peters- 
burg, a larger community, is un- 
warranted. It is recognized that 
Charlottesville would not, under 
the Third Notice, have any com- 
mercial assignments. However, one 
of the parties has proposed the use 
of Channel 64 in Charlottesville for 
that purpose and we find that this 
channel should be assigned to 
Charlottesville. 

741. In view of the foregoing, 
the counterproposals of Larus and 
Brother Company, Inc., and Rich- 
mond Newspapers, Inc., and the 
counterproposal of the City of 
Charlottesville, the Chamber of 
Commerce of Charlottesville, Vir- 
ginia, and Barham and Barham, 
Radio Station WCHV, are denied. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

742. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Charlottesville *45, 64 
Petersburg 8 41 
Richmond 6,12 *23, 29 

BLACKSBURG, DANVILLE, 
LYNCHBURG, AND ROANOKE, 

VIRGINIA 
743. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervations: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Blacksburg *60 
Danville 24 
Lynchburg 13 16 
Roanoke 7, 10 27, *33 

(b) Blacksburg Educational Res- 
ervation. The JCET supported the 
reservation of Channel 60 in 
Blacksburg for non -commercial 
educational use. No objection was 
made to the proposed reservation. 

(c) Roanoke Educational Reser- 
vation. The JCET and the Virginia 
Polytechnic Institute supported the 
reservation of Channel 33 in Roa- 
noke for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. No objection was made 
to the proposed reservation. 

(d) Danville. The population of 
the city of Danville is 35,000. Pied- 
mont Broadcasting Corporation 
filed a sworn statement in support 
of the Commission's proposed as- 
signment for Danville, Virginia, 
stating that the location, size and 
economic position of Danville re- 
quire and can readily sustain a 
television broadcast station. No 
opposition to the Commission's pro- 
posed assignment for Danville has 
been filed in this proceeding. 

(e) Lynchburg. The city of 
Lynchburg has a population of 
48,000. Lynchburg Broadcasting 
Corporation, Lynchburg, Virginia, 
filed a sworn statement supporting 
the Commission's proposed assign- 
ments for Lynchburg, Virginia. In 
the sworn statement it was as- 
serted that the City of Lynchburg 
is within 14 miles of the geographi- 
cal center of the State of Virginia, 
and is the dominant city in the 
area in which it is located; that 
Lynchburg is the geographical, eco- 
nomic and cultural center of cen- 
tral Virginia and that the assign- 
ments proposed by the Commission 

are necessary to serve the needs of 
the area. Old Dominion Broadcast- 
ing Corporation also filed a sworn 
statement supporting the assign- 
ments proposed for Lynchburg. No 
opposition to the assignments pro- 
posed for Lynchburg has been filed 
in this proceeding. 

Conclusions 
'744. On the basis of the record 

the following assignments and 
reservations are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Blacksburg 
Danville 
Lynchburg 
Roanoke 

13 
7,10 

*60 
24 
16 

27, *33 

NASHVILLE AND COOKEVILLE, 
TENNESSEE 

745. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervations: 

VHF Chan - 
City nel No. 

Cookeville 
Nashville *2, 4, 8 

UHF Chan- 
nel No. 

24 
30, 36 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Nashville has 
a population of 322,000 and the 
City of Nashville has a population 
of 174,000. The City of Cookeville 
has a population of 7,000. 

(c) Existing Station: WSM, Inc., 
is licensed for the operation of Sta- 
tion WSM -TV at Nashville on 
Channel 4. 

Nashville 
746. (a) Joint Counterproposal 

of WLAC Broadcasting Station and 
WSIx Broadcasting Service, and 
Counterproposal of Capital Broad- 
casting Company. In a joint coun- 
terproposal WLAC Broadcasting 
Service and WSIx Broadcasting 
Station and in an identical counter- 
proposal, Capital Broadcasting 
Company, all requested an addi- 
tional assignment of VHF Channel 
5 in Nashville and the deletion of 
the educational reservation from 
Channel 2 without any other 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice. 

(b) Statement in Support of 
WLAC, WSIx, and Capital Coun- 
terproposals. In support of the re- 
quest for the additional assignment 
of VHF Channel 6 at Nashville it 
was urged that it would not re- 
quire any other changes in the as- 
signments proposed by the Com- 
mission in the Third Notice; that 
the assignment of Channel 5 to 
Nashville meets the Commission's 
standards for minimum separation 
of co- channel and adjacent channel 
stations. It was asserted that the 
operation of Channel 5 at Nash- 
ville would render service to a 
substantial area and populations; 
that there were approximately 43,- 
393 VHF television sets in the 
Nashville area. It was also as- 
serted that UHF channels would 
be inadequate to serve the needs of 
the Nashville area since UHF sta- 
tions would serve a substantially 
smaller service area than would 
VHF stations. 

(c) Conflicting Counterproposals 
to the WSIX, WLAC and Capital 
Counterproposals. A conflicting 
counterproposal was filed by 
WHUB, Inc., Cookeville, Tennesee. 

(d) The Nashville Educational 
Reservation. The JCET supported 
the reservation of VHF Channel 2 
for use by a non -commercial edu- 
cational station and submitted a 
sworn statement of Vanderbilt 
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U iversity in Nashville. The Uni- 
ve sity indicated that it was "fully 
c. scions of the advantage that 
su h a station would be to its oper- 
a on, and is proposing to make 
f 1 investigation and to seek the 
ne essary funds for this purpose." 
V : nderbilt University stated that 
it recognized the importance of 
th < opportunity and that it was 
th purpose of the University ad- 
mi . istration to make a thorough 
s dy of the situation. The Uni- 
ve,ity reported that it hoped that 
on its own account, it might find 
th way to avail itself of the use 
of : television channel. The David - 
so County Board of Education 
als supported the reservation. 

(. ) Opposition to Nashville Edn- 
eat nal Reservation. WLAC Broad - 
cas 'ng Service and WSIX Broad - 
cas 'ng Station, Nashville, Tenne- 
see and Capital Broadcasting 
Co. opposed the proposed reser- 
vat on of VHF Channel 2. Their 
sworn statement included an affi- 
dav t of the Mayor of Nashville 
stating that the commercial radio 
sta ons had been cooperative with 
the city educational institutions in 
the broadcasting of public service 
pro rams, and that the city was 
not nancially able within the pre - 
dic ble future to support an edu- 
cational television station. Affida- 
vits were also presented from 
Sea ritt College for Christian 
Wo ers, Fisk University, George 
Pea ody College for Teachers, and 
Da d Lipscomb College indicating 
that these institutions had no ob- 
jecti n to making Channel 2 avail- 
able for commercial use in light of 
the eat doubt that they would 
be a le to operate a station in the 
near future. 

Cookeville 
747. (a) Counterproposal of 

WHUB, Inc. In a counterproposal tote Commission's Third Notice, 
WHUB, Inc., requested the addi- 
tion assignment of VHF Channel 
5 to Cookeville without any other 
than es in the assignments pro- 
pose in the Third Notice. 

(b Statement in Support of 
WH B, Inc. Counterproposal. 
WH B urged that Cookeville is 
loco d about 72 miles east of 
Nash 'lle, 90 miles west of Knox- 
ville nd 80 miles north of Chat - 
tanoo a; that the population of 
Putn m County in which Cooke- 
ville is located is 29,825; that the 
trade area of Cookeville encom- 
passe an area of approximately 50 
miles around Cookeville with a 
pop lation of approximately 
300,0 0. It was further urged that 
the i dustrial, agricultural and 
econo is growth of the Cookeville 
regio and the importance to the 
natio of the continued develop- 
ment f the area warrant the best 
service possible in every field of 
comm nications including televi- 
sion. was urged that Cookeville's 
strate 'c location, its position as 
a ge raphic, cultural and eco- 
nomic center make it the logical 
site of a VHF station that will 
give service to the area and there- 
by ass st in the continuing growth 
and advancement of the area.'" In 
' Capi 
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el Broadcasting Company op- 
he principle of reservation for 
imercial educational use in gen- 
iddition to the specific objection 
ville. 
aI Broadcasting Company, Nash - 
nnessee, filed a Motion to Strike 
lavit of Luke Medley submitted 
ort of the WHUB counterpro- 
a the grounds that it was argu- 
e and an expression of the 
f the affiant in all material re- 

further support of the WHUB 
counterproposal it was asserted 
that the assignment of Channel 5 
to Cookeville would comply with 
the Commission's standards for 
minimum separation of co- channel 
and adjacent channel assignments 
and would provide a service to a 
substantial area and population. 

(c) The counterproposal would 
result in the following co- channel 
assignment separations below 190 
miles in Zone II: 

Cities 
Cookeville, Tenn. - 

Atlanta, Ga. 
Cookeville, Tenn. 

Bristol, Tenn. 

Channel 

5 

5 

Mileage 

180 

185 

(d) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to WHUB, Inc., 
Counterproposal. Oppositions and 
conflicting counterproposals were 
filed by Capital Broadcasting Co., 
WSIR Broadcasting Station and 
WLAC Broadcasting Service, all 
of Nashville, and the Fort Indus- 
try Company, Atlanta, Georgia. 

Conclusions: Nashville 
Educational Reservation 

748. We find on the basis of the 
evidence that the proposed reser- 
vation of VHF Chanel 2 in Nash- 
ville for use by a non -commercial 
educational station should be final- 
ized.'" The record establishes that 
Vanderbilt University is seriously 
considering the establishment of a 
non -commercial educational station 
in Nashville. It is our view that 
the educational community in 
Nashville must be afforded time in 
which to establish such a station. 
Accordingly, on the basis of the 
record, the proposed reservation of 
Channel 2 for use by a non -com- 
mercial educational station is fin- 
alized; and the counterproposal of 
WLAC Broadcasting Station, 
WSIR Broadcasting Service and 
Capital Broadcasting Company are 
denied insofar as they request the 
deletion of the reservation of Chan- 
nel 2 at Nashville. 

Conclusions: Additional VHF 
Assignments in Nashville and 

Cookeville 
749. The counterproposal of the 

Nashville parties seeking the addi- 
tional assignment of VHF Channel 
5 to Nashville and the counter- 
proposal of WHUB seeking the ad- 
ditional assignment of the same 
channel to Cookeville are mutually 
exclusive since Cookeville and 
Nashville are approximately '72 
miles apart. We believe on the 
basis of the record that the assign- 
ment of Channel 5 should be made 
to Nashville rather than to Cooke- 
ville. The Cookeville counterpro- 
posal would result in two co- 
channel assignment separations be- 
low the minimum adopted herein 
for Zone II; whereas, the assign- 
ment of Channel 6 to Nashville is 
in accordance with our standards. 
Moreover, it is our view that the 
assignment to Nashville, a city of 
174,000 with a metropolitan area 
of 322,000 is to be preferred to 
Cookeville with a population of 
spects and that such factual statements 
as appear in it are not material or rele- 
vant to any of the issues in this pro- 
ceeding. WHUB, Inc., filed an opposi- 
tion to the Motion to Strike saying that 
the affidavit is not argumentative and that it is a statement of facts which is 
material and relevant to the issues in 
this proceeding. The Motion to Strike 
is DENIED since it goes only to the 
weight to be given to the evidence and 
not to its admissibility as evidence in 
this proceeding. 
,m In arriving at this conclusion we 
have not relied on the filing dated No- 
vember 13, 1951, by the JCET. 
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7,000. In view of the foregoing, 
the joint counterproposal of 
WLAC Broadcasting Service, 
WSIR Broadcasting Station and 
the counterproposal of Capital 
Broadcasting Company are grant- 
ed and the counterproposal of 
WHUB, Inc., is denied. 
Final Assignments and Reservation 

'750. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Cookeville 24 
NashvWe *2, 4, 5, 8 30, 38 

CHATTANOOGA AND 
KNOXVILLE, TENNESSEE: 

EDUCATIONAL RESERVATIONS 
751. (a) Proposed Reservations. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the following reser- 
vations for non -commercial educa- 
tional use: 

VHF Chan -UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Chattanooga, Tenn. *55 
Knoxville, Tenn. *20 

(b) Chattanooga. The Board of 
Education of the Chattanooga Pub- 
lic Schools supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 55 for non -com- 
mercial educational use. No objec- 
tions were made to the proposed 
reservation. 

(o) Knoxville. The University of 
Tennessee supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 20 for non -com- 
mercial educational use. No ob- 
jections were made to the reserva- 
tion. 

Conclusions 
752. On the basis of the record, 

the reservations of Channels 55 
and 20 at Chattanooga and Knox- 
ville, respectively, are finalized. 

KINGSPORT, TENNESSEE 
753. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the assignment of 
one channel to Kingsport, Tenne- 
see, UHF Channel 28. 

(b) Census Data. The City of 
Kingsport has a population of 
20,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Kings - 
sport Broadcasting Company. The 
Kingsport Broadcasting Company 
requested the additional assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 2 to Kings- 
port without any other changes in 
the assignments proposed in the 
Third Notice. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Kingsport Counterproposal. Kings- 
port Broadcasting Company urged 
that the size, economic importance 
and population of Kingsport war- 
ranted the assignment of a VHF 
channel to that community. It was 
recognized that the assignment of 
Channel 2 to Kingsport would re- 
sult in a co-channel separation of 
159 miles to Greensboro, North 
Carolina, where that channel is 
also assigned but it was argued 
that consideration should be given 
by the Commission to the unusual 
terrain conditions which exist in 
the area. It was stated that a 
mountain range between Kings- 
port and Greensboro rises to an 
elevation of 5,000 feet or higher 
and that the normal separation re- 
quired between transmitters should 
not apply in this instance. It was 
also urged that more television 
services could be made available if 
the required separations were re- 
duced to 150 miles for VHF chan- 
nels. Finally, it was asserted that 
if Channel 2 were assigned to 
Kingsport that the interference 
level could be held to that value 
contemplated by the Commission 

170 mile rule for proposed trans- 
mitter to transmitter spacings by 
the proper site selection or reduc- 
tion in power below 20 dbk or 100 
kw. 

Conclusions 
754. It is our view that the 

counterproposal of the Kingsport 
Broadcasting Company, Inc., must 
be denied. The counterproposal 
would result in a co -channel as- 
signment separation of 159 miles on 
Channel 2 between Kingsport and 
Greensboro, North Carolina in Zone 
II. The minimum co- channel assign- 
ment separation for this Zone is 
190 miles. Elsewhere in this Re- 
port we have set forth the reasons 
for the denial of requests for a 
special class of low power stations 
and for assignments at reduced 
separations due to high intervening" 
terrain. Accordingly, the counter- 
proposal of Kingsport Broadcast- 
ing Company, Inc., is denied, and 
the assignments proposed by the 
Commission in the Third Notice 
for Kingsport are adopted. 

BRISTOL, TENNESSEE AND 
BRISTOL, VIRGINIA 

'755. (a) Proposed Assignments. 
In the Third Notice, the Commis- 
sion proposed to assign two chan- 
nels to Bristol, Tennessee, VHF 
Channel 5 and UHF Channel 46; 
and did not propose the assignment 
of any channels to Bristol, Vir- 
ginia. 

(b) Census Data. The population 
of the City of Bristol, Tennessee, 
is 17,000 and the population of the 
City of Bristol, Virginia is 16,000. 

(c) Support of Proposed Assign- 
ments to Bristol. Radio Phone 
Broadcasting Station supported the 
Commission's proposed assignment 
for Bristol, Tennessee, stating that 
the assignments proposed by the 
Commission were necessary to ren- 
der service to that area. 

(d) Counterproposal of Appala- 
chian Broadcasting Company, Bris- 
tol, Virginia. Appalachian Broad - 
casting Company requested that 
the assignments proposed by the 
Commission to Bristol, Tennessee, 
also be assigned to Bristol, Vir- 
ginia. It was urged that Bristol, 
Tennessee, and Bristol, Virginia, 
are adjacent municipalities sepa- 
rated by the state line; that al- 
though the two cities constitute 
one market, Bristol, Virginia, is, in 
many respects, the central com- 
munity; that two colleges are lo- 
cated within the City of Bristol, 
Virginia, and that Bristol, Vir- 
ginia compares favorably with 
Bristol, Tennessee, with respect to 
the number of retail stores, service 
establishments, wholesale estab- 
lishments, manufacturing estab- 
lishments and production works. 
No opposition was filed to the 
counterproposal of Appalachian 
Broadcasting Company. 

Conclusions 
'756. It is our view that, on the 

basis of the common identity of the 
two communities, the assignments 
proposed in the Third Notice for 
Bristol, Tennessee, should be re- 
vised to provide those assignments 
to Bristol, Tennessee -Bristol, Vir- 
ginia, rather than to Bristol, 
Tennessee, only. Accordingly, the 
assignments proposed by the Com- 
mission are revised to assign 
Channels 5 and 46 to Bristol, Ten - 
nesee- Bristol, Virginia. 

NORTH CAROLINA 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATIONS 

'757. (a) Proposed Reservations. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
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the following assignments for non- 
commercial educational use: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

*56 
*4 

City 
Asheville 
Chapel Hill 
Charlotte IT 
Durham 
Greensboro 
Raleigh 
Wilmington 
Winston -Salem a' 

*42 
*40 
*51 
*22 
*35 
*32 

(b) Asheville. Western Carolina 
Teacher s College, Cullowhee, 
North Carolina; City of Asheville, 
the Asheville Chamber of Com- 
merce and the Asheville Schools 
and the JCET supported the reser- 
vation of Channel 56 in Asheville. 
No objection was filed to the pro- 

, posed reservation. 
(c) Chapel Hill. The JCET, the 

Chapel Hill Schools and the Con- 
solidated University of North Car- 
olina supported the reservation of 
Channel 4 in Chapel Hill for non- 
commercial educational use. No 
objection was filed to the proposed 
reservation. 

(d) Durham. The Durham City 
Schools, Durham, North Carolina, 
Duke University and the JCET 
supported the reservation of Chan- 
nel 40 in Durham for non- commer- 
cial educational use. No objection 
was filed to the proposed reserva- 
tion. 

(e) Greensboro. The Greensboro 
Public Schools, the Agricultural 
and Technical College, Greensboro, 
North Carolina, and The Consoli- 
dated University of North Caro- 
lina, Chapel Hill, North Carolina, 
the Board of Trustees of Greens- 
boro City Administrative Unit and 
the JCET supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 51 at Greensboro 
for non -commercial educational 
use. No objection was filed to the 
proposed reservation. 

(f) Raleigh. The Consolidated 
University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill, Raleigh and Greens- 
boro and the JCET supported the 
reservation of Channel 22 at Ra- 
leigh for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. Incorporated in the fil- 
ing of the JCET were letters from 
the Raleigh Publio Schools and the 
East Carolina College, Greenville, 
North Carolina, supporting the 
reservation. No objection was filed 
to the proposed reservation. 

(g) Wilmington. The Board of 
Education, New Hanover County 
and Wilmington Schools, the Coun- 
ty Council of the P.T.A. of New 
Hanover County, Wilmington Col- 
lege and Williston College Sand the 
JCET supported the reservation of 
UHF Channel 35 in Wilmington 
for non -commercial educational use. 
Incorporated in the filing of the 
JCET was a telegram from the 
State Superintendent of Public In- 
struction supporting the Wilming- 
ton reservation. No objection was 
filed to the proposed reservation. 

Conclusions 
758. On the basis of the record 

the reservations of the following 
assignments for non -commercial 
educational television use are fin- 
alized: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
City nel No. nel No. 

Asheville 
Chapel Hill *4 
Durham 
Greensboro 
Raleigh 
Wilmington 

*56 

*40 
*51 
*22 
*35 

u, The Charlotte and Winston -Salem 
educational reservations are discussed 
and finalized in another portion of this 
Report. 

SPARTANBURG, COLUMBIA, 
SOUTH CAROLINA AND 

MIDDLESBOROUGH, KENTUCKY 
759. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervation: 

City 
Columbia 
Spartanburg 
Middlesborough 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

7,10 *19, 25 
17 

7 57 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Columbia has 
a population of 143,000 and the 
City of Columbia has a population 
of 87,000. The City of Spartanburg 
has a population of 37,000. The 
City of Middlesborough has a pop- 
ulation of 14,500. 

(c) Counterproposal of Spartan 
Radiocasting Company. Spartan 
Radiocasting Company requested 
the assignment of VHF Channel '7 

to Spartanburg by deleting this as- 
signment from Columbia and mak- 
ing the following changes in the 
assignments proposed in the Third 
Notice: 

City 

Broadcasting Company, Tuscaloosa, 
Alabama; Radio Athens, Inc., Ath- 
ens, Georgia; The Broadcasting 
Company of the South and Inter- 
city Advertising Company, Char- 
lotte, North Carolina; Atlanta 
Newspapers, Inc., Atlanta, Georgia; 
Marseco Broadcasting Company, 
Palmetto Broadcasting Corp., and 
the City of Columbia, Columbia, 
S. C. 

(f) Marseco Broadcasting Corn- 
pany, Palmetto Broadcasting Corp., 
and the City of Columbia urged 
that Columbia is the Capital of the 
State, that it is the largest city in 
the State and that it is centrally 
located within the State, that the 
population of the City of Columbia 
is 104,843 which is more than twice 
the population of the City of Spar- 
tanburg and is entitled under Sec- 
tion 307 (b) of the Communications 
Act to a second VHF channel in 
preference to a first VHF to the 
City of Spartanburg. It was fur- 
ther urged that the economic im- 
portance and educational interests 
of the City of Columbia justified 

Third Notice Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. 
UHF Chan- 

nel No. 
University, Ala. *7 *2t 
Rome, Ga. 
Middlesborough, Ky. 
State College, Miss. 
Columbia, S. C. 
Spartanburg, S. C. 
Chattanooga, Tenn. 
Knoxville, Tenn. 

9 59 It 59 
7 57 lot 57 

*2 54t 
7,10 *19, 25 t,10 *19, 25 

17 7t 17 
3,12 43, 49, *55 3, 9f 43, 49, *55 
6, 10 *20, 26 6, 12f *20, 26 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Spartan Radiocasting Company 
Counterproposal. Spartan Radio - 
casting Company urged that the 
assignment of VHF Channel 7 to 
Spartanburg in lieu of the assign- 
ment of that channel to Columbia, 
South Carolina, would result in a 

more efficient and equitable 
distribution of the available fre- 
quencies. It was contended that 
under the Commission's proposed 
assignments no Grade A VHF 
service would be available to a 
substantial number of persons in 
the Spartanburg area, and that in 
view of the size and particularly 
the economic importance of Spar- 
tanburg as compared with Colum- 
bia that the assignment of Channel 
'7 to Spartanburg is to be preferred. 
It was further urged that the oper- 
ation of Channel 7 at Spartanburg 
would render service to a greater 
area and population than would 
the operation of this channel at 
Columbia. With respect to the pop- 
ulation of the respective communi- 
ties it was asserted by Spartan 
Radiocasting Company that Spar- 
tanburg County, in which the City 
of Spartanburg is located, has a 
population of 150,349 whereas 
Richland County, in which the City 
of Columbia is located has a popu- 
lation of 142,565. The counter- 
proposal would result in a 188 mile 
co- channel assignment separation 
on Channel 2 between University, 
Alabama, and WSB -TV at Atlanta 
in Zone II. 

(e) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the Spartan 
Radiocasting Company Counterpro- 
posal. Oppositions and conflicting 
counterproposals were filed by the 
following parties; Meridian Broad- 
casting Company, Meridian, Mis- 
sissippi; Southeastern Broadcast- 
ing Company and Middle Georgia 
Broadcasting Company, Macon, 
Georgia; Johnstown Broadcasting 
Company and Voice of Dixie, Inc., 
Birmingham, Alabama; Tuscaloosa 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 

City 
Columbia, S. C. 
Spartanburg, S. C. 
Middlesborough, Ky. 

the retention of the second VHF 
channel in Columbia. Further, it 
was urged that evidence adduced 
on behalf of the counterproposal 
of Spartan Radiocasting Company 
did not include data with respect 
to the UHF services that would be 
available to the area that would 
be served by the operation of 
Channel 7 in Spartanburg and that 
in fact between four and eleven 
other services would be available 
to the Grade B service area of a 
station operating on Channel '7 in 
Spartanburg. 

Columbia 
760. The Columbia Educational 

Reservation. The JCET supported 
the reservation of Channel 19 at 
Columbia for non -commercial edu- 
cational use. Attached to its filing 
was a sworn statement of Benedict 
College at Columbia expressing a 
definite interest in the channel. 
The JCET submitted sworn state- 
ments of support from the Mayor 
of Columbia, The University of 
South Carolina at Columbia, and 
the Superintendent of Schools in 
Columbia. No objections to the 
proposed reservation were filed. 

Conclusions: Columbia 
Educational Reservation 

761. On the basis of the record 
the reservation of Channel 19 at 
Columbia for non -commercial edu- 
cational use is finalized. 

Conclusions: Additional VHF 
Assignment to Spartanburg 

762. We believe on the basis of 
the record that a VHF channel 
should be assigned to Spartanburg 
as proposed by Spartan Radio - 
casting Company. We have in this 
Report consistently followed the 
policy that cities of the size and 
importance of Spartanburg will be 

assigned a first VHF assignment 
before another community will be 
assigned a second VHF assign- 
ment. In view of the size of the 
City of Spartanburg and the ex- 
tensive population living in the 
surrounding area in Spartanburg 
County, we believe the record re- 
quires the deletion of one of the 
two VHF assignments proposed 
for Columbia so that Spartanburg 
may receive a first VHF assign- 
ment. However, because of the 
mileage separation of 188 miles on 
Channel 2 between University, 
Alabama, and Atlanta, Georgia 
(WSB -TV), the Commission is un- 
able to grant the proposal of Spar- 
tan Radiocasting Company. Chan- 
nel '7, however, may be assigned 
to Spartanburg by the deletion of 
that channel from Middlesborough, 
Kentucky, a city of 14,500. We be- 
lieve, on the basis of the record, in 
view of the size and importance of 
Spartanburg and the extensive 
population surrounding Spartan- 
burg that Channel 7 should be de- 
leted from Middlesborough, Ken- 
tucky, in order to make possible the 
assignment of Channel '7 to Spar- 
tanburg. We believe, however, in 
view of these reassignments that 
Channel 67 should be assigned to 
Columbia, South Carolina, and 
Channel 63 to Middlesborough, 
Kentucky. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

'763. The following assignments 
are adopted: 

VHF Chan- 
nel No. 

10 
7 

UHF Chan- 
nel No. 

*19, 25, 67 
17 

57, 63 

CHARLESTON, CLEMSON AND 
GREENVILLE, 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

764. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and 
reservations: 

City 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
UHF Chan- 

nel No. 
Charleston 2, 5, *13 
Greenville 4 23, *29 

No channel was assigned to Clem- 
son in the Third Notice. 

(b) Charleston Educational Res- 
ervation. The JCET supported the 
reservation of Channel 13 in 
Charleston for non -commercial 
educational use. Attached to its 
filing were statements of support 
from the Medical College of the 
State of South Carolina and the 
Charleston Public Schools at 
Charleston. The College stated 
that it has under construction a 
large teaching hospital and labora- 
tory addition, and has provided in 
plans and specifications for the 
development of educational tele- 
vision. No objection was made to 
the proposed reservation. 

(c) Clemson Educational Reser- 
vation. Clemson Agricultural Col- 
lege requested that a channel be 
assigned to Clemson and that it be 
reserved for educational use. Clem- 
son College stated that it origi- 
nates remote live broadcasts which 
are carried by Radio Stations 
WSPA, Spartanburg, and WIS, 
Columbia and that it furnishes a 
transcription service to 26 radio 
stations. The Board of Trustees 
indicated that they are planning to 
survey the matter of costs of con- 
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strue ion and operation of a tele- 
visio station, and that a television 
atatio would be used in the agri- 
cultu al extension program of the 
Colle e. Since Clemson has a popu- 
lation of approximately 3,000, the 
Colle:. - stated that it was unlikely 
that : commercial station would be 
establ shed in the community. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Green ille Assignments. Greenville 
News I iedmont Company, Green- 
ville, outh Carolina, supported the 
Com 'Won's proposed assignments 
for ereenville. It was asserted 
that ' e assignments proposed by 
the C mmission meet the Commis- 
sion's tandards for minimum sep - 
aratio of co- channel and adjacent 
chann l stations; that the opera- 
tion o a VHF channel in Green- 
ville ould render service to a 
suba :.tial population and area; 
that e wholesale and retail trade 
sales ach approximate one -half 
billion dollars and that there are 
more than 100,000 employees with- 
in the coverage area of the station 
with a payroll of nearly a quarter 
of a illion dollars. It was asserted 
that e importance of the area 
establishes the need for the assign- 
ments roposed by the Commission. 
No op ositions to the Commission's 
proposed assignments for Green- 
ville h ve been filed in this pro - 
ceedin 

(e) he Greenville Educational 
Resery tion. Furman University 
at Grenville and JCET supported 
the reservation of Channel 29 in 
Green lle for use by a non-corn- 
mercia educational station. The 
University stated that it was sur- 
veying the costs of construction 
and 'op ration. The University re- 
ported that it has assets amount- 
ing to .ver 5 million dollars, and 
in addi on is one of the beneficiar- 
ies in e Duke Endowment to the 
extent .f 5 percent of the income 
from a fund of $40,000,000. The 
JCET submitted a statement of 
the Sc ool District of,Greenville 
County in support of the reserva- 
tion. o objection was made to 
the pr .. osed reservation. 

Conclusions 
n the basis of the record 

wing assignments and res- 
a are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

765. 
the foil 
emetic, 

City 
Charlestón 2, 5, *13 
Clemson I *68 
Greene e 4 23, *29 

AT S, ATLANTA, MACON, 
GEORGIA 

766. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervations: 

City, 
Athens 
Atlanta 
Macon 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

*8 60 
2, 5, 11 *30, 36 

13 *41, 47 

(b) Census Data. The City of 
Athens has a population of 28/000. 
The standard metropolitan area of 
Atlanta has a population of 672,000 
and the ity of Atlanta has a popu- 
lation o 331,000. The standard 
metropol tan area of Macon has a 
populati n of 135,000 and the City 
of Mac n has a population of 
70,000. 

(c) isting Stations. Broad- 
casting, nc., is licensed for the 
operatio of Station WLTV, At- 
lanta, G orgia, on Channel 8. The 
Commies n ordered Broadcasting, 
Inc., formerly Atlanta Newspapers, 

Inc., to show cause why the license 
of WLTV (formerly WSB -TV) 
should not be modified to specify 
operation on Channel 11 in lieu of 
Channel B. No opposition to the 
Order to Show Cause was filed by 
Broadcasting, Inc. The Fort In- 
dustry Company is licensed for the 
operation of Station WAGA -TV, 
Atlanta on Channel 5. Atlanta 
Newspapers, Inc., has a construc- 
tion permit for Station WSB -TV, 
Atlanta, on Channel 2 an is oper- 
ating under special authority. 

Athens 
'767. (a) The Athens Educational 

Reservation. The University of 
Georgia supported the reservation 
of Channel 8 in Athens for non- 
commercial educational use. The 
University described its experience 
in producing radio and television 
programs over commercial stations. 
The University stated that its com- 
mittee on television has been con- 
sidering the problems presented by 
the construction and operation of 
an educational televisaion station 
including such matters as the serv- 
ices to be rendered, programming 
methods, the cost of installation 
and annual operating costs, and 
the administrative organization. It 
estimated that the cost of con- 
structing a television station would 
be between $250,000 and $300,000, 
and that by utilizing staff person- 
nel it could operate with an annual 
budget of $100,000. 

(b) Counterproposals of Radio 
Athens. Inc. Radio Athens, Inc. 
submitted two alternative counter- 
proposals for the additional assign- 
ment of one commercial VHF 
channel to Athens. The first alter- 
native counterproposal requested 
the reservation of UHF Channel 
60 for non -commercial use in lieu 
of Channel 8 and the assignment 
of Channel 8 in Athens for com- 
mercial use. The second alternative 
proposal requested the assignment 
of VHF Channel 11 in Athens by 
making the following changes in 
the assignments proposed in the 
Third Notice: 

City 

173 miles; that the closest adjacent 
channel separation under the coun- 
terproposal would be between At- 
lanta on Channel 7 and Athens on 
Channel 8 at a distance of 60 miles. 
It was further urged that the 
counterproposal would assign a 
second channel to Huntsville, Ala- 
bama. 

(e) The counterproposal would, 
in addition, result in a co- channel 
assignment separation of 185 miles 
on Channel 7 between Atlanta and 
University, Alabama, in Zone II. 

(f) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the Radio 
Athens Counterproposal. Opposi- 
tions and conflicting counterpro- 
posals were filed by the following 
parties: Southeastern Broadcast- 
ing Company and Middle Georgia 
Broadcasting Company, Macon, 
Georgia; Spartan Radiocasting 
Company, Spartanburg, South 
Carolina; WEAS, Inc., Decatur, 
Georgia; Georgia Institute of Tech- 
nology, Atlanta, Georgia; Johns- 
town Broadcasting Company and 
Voice of Dixie, Inc., Birmingham, 
Alabama; Broadcasting, Inc., At- 
lanta, Georgia and WJKL, Inc., 
Johnson City, Tennessee. 

Atlanta 
768. (a) Counterproposals of 

WEAS, Inc., Decatur, Georgia and 
Georgia Institute of Technology, 
Atlanta, Georgia. WEAS, Inc. re- 
quested the assignment of Channel 
8 to Atlanta by the deletion of that 
channel from Athens, where it was 
proposed to be reserved by the 
Commission for non -commercial 
educational use. In identical coun- 
terproposals the Georgia Institute 
of Technology and WEAS, Inc., re- 
quested the additional assignment 
of Channel 7 to Atlanta. The addi- 
tion of Channel 7 to Atlanta would 
be accomplished with no other 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice. 

(b) Statement in Support of the 
WEAS and Georgia Institute of 
Technology, Counterproposal. In 
support of its counterproposals to 
assign Channel 8 to Atlanta by de- 

Counterproposal Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 

Huntsville, Ala. 
Athens, Ga. 
Atlanta, Ga. 

*8 
2, 5, 11 

(c) Statement in Support of 
Radio Athens Counterproposals. In 
support of the request for the res- 
ervation of a UHF channel in lieu 
of a VHF channel in Athens for 
non -commercial educational use, 
Radio Athens asserted that it had, 
in the operation of Station WRFC, 
cooperated with the University in 
the broadcast of educational pro- 
grams; that the construction of an 
educational station would be de- 
layed for a long period of time; 
and that commercial interests 
would construct a station immedi- 
ately in order to meet the need for 
television service. 

(d) In support of the counter- 
proposal to add Channel 11 to 
Athens it was urged that the oper- 
ation of Channel 11 in Athens 
would meet the Commission's re- 
quirements for minimum separa- 
tion of co- channel and adjacent 
channel stations; that the closest 
co- channel separation resulting 
from the operation of Channel 11 
in Athens would be at Johnson 
City, Tennessee, at a distance of 
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31 
60 

*30, 36 

lit 
8,11} 
2, 5, 7t 

31 
60 

*30, 36 

leting this assignment from Athens 
WEAS urged that the Atlanta 
area was the most important cen- 
ter of industry and population in 
the entire south and that a nation- 
wide television service required at 
least four commercial VHF sta- 
tions in Atlanta. It was further 
asserted that Atlanta would be de- 
prived of service by one of the 
major networks unless it was as- 
signed four commercial VHF 
channels. 

(c) In support of the identical 
counterproposal of Georgia Insti- 
tute and WEAS it was urged that 
the assignment of Channel 7 to At- 
lanta would not violate any of the 
Commission's standards for mini- 
mum separation of co- channel and 
adjacent channel stations; that the 
nearest co- channel assignment re- 
sulting from its counterproposal 
would be at University, Alabama, 
a distance of 185 miles, and the 
nearest adjacent channel assign- 
ment would be Channel 8 at 
Athens, Georgia, at a distance of 

BROAD 

60 miles. It was further urged that 
the assignment of Channel 7 to 
Atlanta would result in a net gain 
of VHF service to a substantial 
area and population. 

(d) Conflicting Counterproposals 
to the WEAS and Georgia Institute 
of Technology Counterproposals. 
Conflicting counterproposals were 
filed by the following parties: 
Radio Athens, Inc., Athens, Geor- 
gia; Southeastern Broadcasting 
Company and Middle Georgia 
Broadcasting Co., Macon, Georgia; 
Johnstown Broadcasting Co. and 
Voice of Dixie, Inc., Birmingham, 
Alabama; Spartan Radiocasting 
Co., Spartanburg, S.C.; and Broad- 
casting Company of the South and 
Intercity Advertising Co., Char- 
lotte, North Carolina. 

(e) The Atlanta Educational Res- 
ervation. The Atlanta Board of 
Education supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 30 in Atlanta for 
non -commercial educational use. 
The Board of Education stated 
that it has been licensed to operate 
a non -commercial educational FM 
station, WABE -FM since 1949; 
that the facilities of this station 
have been made available to six 
public school systems, serving 4,100 
classrooms and 125,000 students; 
and that the Board has one of the 
finest film libraries which would 
be available for use on television. 
It was also stated that various FM 
programs produced by the Board 
could be adopted for television 
presentation. No objection was 
filed to the proposed reservation. 

Macon 
769. (a) The Macon Educational 

Reservation. The JCET supported 
the reservation of Channel 41 in 
Macon, Georgia, and submitted a 
statement in support of this reser- 
vation from Mercer University at 
Macon. No objections to the pro- 
posed reservation were filed. 

(b) Joint Counterproposal of 
Southeastern Broadcasting Com- 
pany and Middle Georgia Broad- 
casting Company. In a joint coun- 
terproposal Southeastern Broad- 
casting Company and Middle Geor- 
gia Broadcasting Company re- 
quested the additional assignment 
of Channel 7 to Macon, Georgia. 
No other changes in the assign- 
ments proposed in the Third No- 
tice were requested. 

(c) Statement in Support of 
Southeastern Broadcasting Com- 
pany and Middle Georgia Broad- 
casting Company Counterproposal. 
It was urged that the assign- 
ment of Channel 7 to Macon 
was in accordance with the Com- 
mission's standard for minimum 
separation of co - channel and 
adjacent channels. It was stated 
that the closest co- channel 
separation to Macon on Channel 7 
would be at Columbia, South Caro- 
lina, at a distance of 170 miles. 
Further it was urged that the op- 
eration of Channel 7 at Macon 
would result in a net gain of serv- 
ice to a substantial area and popu- 
lation. 

(d) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Southeastern 
Broadcasting Company and Middle 
Georgia Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. Oppositions and 
conflicting counterproposals were 
filed by the following parties: 
Radio Athens, Inc., Athens, Geor- 
gia; WEAS, Inc., Decatur, Georgia; 
Georgia Institute of Technology, 
Atlanta, Georgia; Spartan Radio - 
casting Company, Spartanburg, 
South Carolina; Broadcasting 
CASTING Telecasting 



Company of the South and Inter- 
city Advertising Company, Char- 
lotte, North Carolina and Marseco 
Broadcasting Company, Columbia, 
South Carolina. 
Conclusions: Athens Educational 

Reservation 
770. The request of Radio 

Athens, Inc., for the shift of the 
educational reservation in Athens 
to a UHF channel is based on the 
asserted need of that city for the 
assignment of a VHF commercial 
channel. The request of WEAS, 
Inc., for the deletion of Channel 8 
from Athens in order to assign 
that channel to Atlanta is based on 
the asserted need of Atlanta for a 
fourth VHF channel. On the other 
hand, the University of Georgia 
has established its interest in con- 
structing a station to serve the 
community and believes that the 
maintenance of the reservation will 
serve to aid the University in its 
plan. 

771. With respect to the re- 
quest of WEAS, Inc., we find no 
merit in the deletion of the only 
VHF channel from Athens to pro- 
vide a fourth VHF channel to At- 
lanta. With respect to both re- 
quests for the deletion of the res- 
ervation it is to be noted that 
Athens has been designated as a 
"primarily educational center." In 
the Third Notice, we stated that 
we would reserve, where possible, 
a VHF channel for non -commercial 
use in primarily educational cen- 
ters. We see no basis in the record 
for deviating here from this policy. 
Accordingly, the counterproposal 
of Radio Athens, Inc., is denied in 
so far as it requests the reserva- 
tion of a UHF channel in lieu of 
a VHF channel in Athens for non- 
commercial educational use; and 
the counterproposal of WEAS, 

the of Channel 8 
from Athens is denied. The reser- 
vation of VHF Channel 8 in Athens 
for non -commercial educational use 
is finalized. 

Conclusions: Requests for 
Additional VHF Assignments in 

Athens, Atlanta and Macon 
'772. The counterproposals seek- 

ing the additional assignment of a 
VHF channel to Athens, Atlanta 
and Macon, respectively would re- 
sult in the following co- channel as- 
signment separations below 190 
miles in Zone II: 

Counterproposal Channel 
Radio Athens, Inc. (H) 11 
Radio Athens, Inc. (H) 7 
WEAS. Inc. & Ga. Inst. of Tech. 7 
S. E. Broadcasting Co. & Middle .. .. 

Georgia Broadcasting Co. 7 

Since the minimum separation of 
co- channel stations in Zone II is 
190 miles these counterproposals 
must be denied. Accordingly, the 
counterproposals of Radio Athens, 
WEAS, Inc., Georgia Institute of 
Technology, Southeastern Broad- 
casting Company and Middle Geor- 
gia Broadcasting Company, are 
denied. 

'773. An appropriate authoriza- 
tion will be issued to Broadcasting, 
Inc.. to specify operation of WLTV 
on Cannel 11. 

Conclusions: Atlanta and Macon 
Educational Reservations 

774. On the basis of the record 
the reservation of Channel 30 in 
Atlanta and Channel 41 in Macon 
are finalized. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

'775. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

City 
Athens 
Atlanta 
Macon 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

8 60 
2, 5, Il +30, 36 

13 *41, 47 

COLUMBUS AND SAVANNAH, 
GEORGIA, EDUCATIONAL 

RESERVATIONS 
776. (a) Proposed Reservations. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed to reserve the follow- 
ing assignments for non- commer- 
cial educational use: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Columbus *34 
Savannah 9 

(b) Columbus. The JCET sup- 
ported the reservation of Channel 
34 in Columbus for non -commercial 
educational use. No objection was 
made to the reservation. 

(c) Savannah. The JCET sup- 
ported the reservation of Channel 
9 in Savannah for non -commercial 
educational use. No objection was 
made to the proposed reservation. 

Conclusions 
777. On the basis of the record 

the reservation of Channels 34 and 
9 in Columbus and Savannah, re- 
spectively, for non -commercial edu- 
cational use is finalized. 

DAYTONA BEACH AND 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 

'778. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservation. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervation: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Daytona Beach 2 
Tallahassee 2, *11 24 

(b) The foregoing proposed as- 
signments would result in a sep- 
aration of 214 miles between Day- 
tona Beach and Tallahassee on 
Channel 

(c) Census Data. The City of 
Daytona Beach has a population of 
30,000. The City of Tallahassee 
has a population of 27,000. 

(d) Tallahassee Educational Res- 
ervation. The JCET and Florida 
State University supported the res- 
ervation of VHF Channel 11 in 
Tallahassee for non -commercial 
educational use. The University 
stated that the reservation was 
necessary to provide it with the 
time to obtain funds and organize 

Cities 
Athens--Johnson City 
Atlanta- University 
Atlanta- University 

Mues 
173 
185 
185 

Macon -Columbia 170 

its resources. No objection to the 
reservation was filed. 

Conclusions: Deletion of Proposed 
VHF Assignment 

779. In the Third Notice the 
Commission proposed the assign- 
ment of Channel 2 to Daytona 
Beach and Tallahassee at a separ- 
ation of 214 miles in Zone III. 
Since this separation in Zone III 
is below the minimum adopted here- 
in for zone III we are required to 
delete one of the two assignments 
to comply with the separation re- 
quirements. The population of 
Daytona Beach is somewhat larger 
than the population of Tallahassee 
and Channel 2 is the only assign- 
ment proposed for Daytona Beach. 
On the other hand three channels 
were proposed to be assigned to 
Tallahassee. In view of the rela- 
tive size of these cities and the 
number of channels proposed to be 

assigned to these cities, we believe 
the deletion of Channel 2 from Tal- 
lahassee and the assignment of 
that channel to Daytona Beach is 
warranted. In replacement for 
Channel 2 in Tallahassee we are 
assigning UHF Channel 51. 

Conclusions: Tallahassee 
Educational Reservation 

780. On the basis of the record 
the reservation of Channel 11 in 
Tallahassee for non -commercial 
educational use is finalized. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

781. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Daytona Beach 2 
Tallahassee *11 24, 51 

PENSACOLA, FLORIDA, 
ALBANY, GEORGIA AND 
JACKSON, MISSISSIPPI 

'782. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations: In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervations: 

City 
Pensacola 
Albany 
Jackson 

VHF Chan- 
nel No. 

3, 10 
30 

3, 12 

UHF Chan- 
nel No. 
15, *21 

25 
*19,25 

(b) The foregoing proposed as- 
signments would result in the fol- 
lowing separations below 220 miles 
in Zone III: 
Channel Cities Separation 

3 Pensacola -Jackson 218 
30 Pensacola -Albany 199 

(c) Census Data. The City of 
Pensacola has a population of 
43,000. The City of Albany has a 
population of 31,000. The standard 
metropolitan area of Jackson has 
a population of 142,000. The City 
of Jackson has a population of 
98,000. 

Pensacola 
783. The Educational Reserva- 

tion. C. P. Mason, Mayor of Pensa- 
cola, supported the reservation of 
UHF Channel 21 in Pensacola for 
non -commercial educational use. 
No objection to the reservation was 
filed. 

Jackson 
784. (a) Counterproposal of 

Lamar Life Insurance Co., Jackson, 
Mississippi. Lamar Life Insurance 
Company requested the additional 
assignment of VHF Channel 5 to 
Jackson by making the following 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice: 

City 
Jackson 
Mobile 
Pensacola 

(c) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the Lamar 
Life Insurance Co. Counterproposal. 
The following parties filed opposi- 
tions and conflicting counterpro- 
posals to the counterproposal of 
Lamar Life Insurance Co.: Gid- 
dens and Rester, Mobile, Alabama; 
the Houston Post Co., licensee of 
Station KPRC -TV, Houston, Tex- 
as; Voice of Longview, Longview, 
Texas; and Deep South Broadcast- 
ing Co., Montgomery, Alabama. 

(d) The Jackson Educational 
Reservation. The JCET supported 
the reservation of UHF Channel 
19 in Jackson for non -commercial 
educational use. No objection to 
the reservation was filed. 

Conclusions: Deletion of 
Proposed Assignment 

785. In the Third Notice the 
Commission proposed the assign- 
ment of Channel 3 to Pensacola 
and to Jackson at a separation of 
218 miles; and the assignment of 
Channel 10 to Pensacola, and to 
Albany at a separation of 199 
miles. Since these separations are 
below the minimum for Zone III 
we are required to delete one as- 
signment of Channel 3 and one 
assignment of Channel 10 to pro- 
vide the requisite seperations. 

786. With respect to Channel 10 
we are presented with the choice 
of deleting that channel from Pen- 
sacola or Albany. The City of 
Pensacola with a population of 43,- 
000 is somewhat larger than the 
City of Albany. In the Third 
Notice two VHF and two UHF 
channels were proposed to be as- 
signed to Pensacola, and only one 
VHF and one UHF channel were 
proposed to be assigned to Albany. 
In view of the fact that Channel 
10 is the only channel proposed for 
Albany we believe that the deletion 
of that channel from Pensacola 
and the assignment to Albany is 
warranted. In replacement for 
Channel 10 in Pensacola we are 
assigning UHF Channel 46. With 
respect to Channel 3 we are pre- 
sented with the choice of deleting 
that channel from Pensacola or 
from Jackson. The City of Jackson 
has a population of 98,000 and the 
standard metropolitan area has a 
population of 142,000. In the Third 
Notice we proposed the assignment 
of two VHF and two UHF chan- 
nels to Jackson. Since our decision 
herein has deleted Channel 10 from 
Pensacola, there remains assigned 
to that city only one VHF channel. 
It is our view that the deletion of 
the second channel assigned to 

Third Notice Proposal 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
3, 12 
5, 8 
3,10 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Lamar Life Insurance Co. Counter- 
proposal. It was asserted that the 
assignment of VHF Channel 5 to 
Jackson would not result in the re- 
duction of the number of VHF as- 
signments proposed by the Com- 
mission for any other city in the 
Third Notice; and that the lowest 
co- channel separation resulting un- 
der the counterproposal would be 
Lafayette, Louisiana, on Channel 
5 at a distance of 180 miles. The 
counterproposal would, in addition, 
result in the following co- channel 
assignment separations below 220 
miles in Zone III: 

Channel 
5 

10 

UHF Chan- 
nel No. 

VHF Chan- 
nel No. 

UHF Chan- 
nel No. 

*19, 25 
*42, 48 
15, *21 

3, 5t, 12 
8, lot 
3, 5t 

*19, 25 
+42, 48 
15, *21 

Jackson is to be preferred to the 
deletion of the only remaining 
VHF channel assigned to Pensa- 
cola. In replacement for VHF 
Channel 10 in Jackson we are as- 
signing UHF Channel 47. 

Conclusions: Request for VHF 
Assignment in Jackson 

'787. Since the counterproposal 
of Lamar Life Insurance Company 
for the assignment of Channel 5 to 
Jackson would create a co- channel 
assignment separation of 180 miles 
between Jackson and Lafayette, 
Louisiana, on Channel 5, 218 miles 
between Pensacola, Florida, and 

Cities 
Pensacola, Fla.- Jacason, Miss. 
Mobile, Ala. -Baton Rouge, La. 

Mileage 
218 
188 
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Jac n, Miss., on Channel 5, and 
188 iles between Mobile, Alabama 
and aton Rouge, Louisiana, on 
Chan el 10, in Zone III, the coun- 
terpr posai is denied. 

Con usions: Jackson Educational 
Reservation 

78 On the basis of the record 
the servation of UHF Channel 
21 in Pensacola and UHF Channel 
19 in Jackson are finalized. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

789 The following assignments 
and r servations are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Pensacola, Fla. 3 15, 21, 46 
Albany, Ga. 10 25 
Jackson, Miss. 12 19, 25, 47 

A BURN, MOBILE, AND 
U IVERSITY, ALABAMA 

EDU TIONAL RESERVATIONS 
790 (a) Proposed Reservations. 

In th Third Notice the Commis- 
sion p oposed the following reser- 
vation for non -commercial educa- 
tional use: 

City 
Aubu 
Mobile 
Calve 

(b) 
techni 
ported 
56 in 
educat 
filed 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

*56 
42 

ty *7 

uburn. The Alabama Poly - 
Institute and JCET sup - 

the reservation of Channel 
uburn for non -commercial 
nal use. No objection was 
this proposed reservation. 

(c) Mobile. The JCET and the 
Mobile Public Schools supported 
the re ervation of Channel 42 in 
Mobile for non -commercial educa- 
tional se. No objection to the pro- 

servation was filed. 
(d) niversity. The University 

of Ala ama supported the reser- 
vation f Channel 7 in University 
for n n- commercial educational 
use, an submitted lettera in sup- 
port of the reservation of VHF 
Channel 7 from the Superinten- 
dent, City Schools, Tuscaloosa, Ala- 
bama, he Superintendent of the 
Tuscal sa County Schools and the 
State S perintendent of Education. 
The U 'versity of Alabama stated 
throng its President that it has 
had more than twenty years of 
experie ce in educational radio 
broadca ting and that "It is our 
sincere ope that we shall be able 
to begi operating our own tele- 
vision tation within a period of 
two or three years following the 
final al cation of television chan- 
nels." o one objected to the pro- 
posed r servation of VHF Channel 
7 for e cational purposes in Uni - 
versity,'Alabama.w 

Conclusions 
'791. On the basis of the record, 

the following reservations for non- 

,se The Tuscaloosa Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Tuscaloosa, Ala., proposed as part 
of one of its plans to add a VHF chan- 
nel in Tuscaloosa to shift the VHF 
channel in University, Ala., from VHF 

Channel 7 to VHF Channel 2. The same 
shift for niversity, Ala., was proposed 
by the ice of Dixie, Inc., Birming- 
ham, Ala , as part of its plan to add 
VHF Cha el 7 to Birmingham. Neither 
company objected to the reservation of 
a VHF channel in University, Ala. The 
Commission has, however, in another 
portion of this Report denied the re- 
quests of the Tuscaloosa Broadcasting 
Company, Tuscaloosa, Ala.. and the 
Voice of Dixie, Inc.. Birmingham, Ala. 
Accordingly, no shift in the proposed 
VHF reservation is required. 
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commercial educational use are 
finalized: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Auburn 
Mobile 
University *7 

5g 
* 42 

BIRMINGHAM, MONTGOMERY, 
AND TUSCALOOSA, ALABAMA 

'792. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervations: 

City 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
UHF Chan- 

nel No. 

Birmingham 6, 10, 13 42, 48 
Montgomery 12 20, *26, 32 
Tuscaloosa 45,51 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Birmingham 
has a population of 559,000 and the 
City of Birmingham has a popula- 
tion of 326,000. The standard 
metropolitan area of Montgomery 
has a population of 139,000 and 
the City of Montgomery has a 
population of 107,000. The City of 
Tuscaloosa has a population of 
46,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. Voice of 
Alabama, Inc., is licensed for the 
operation of Station WAFM -TV, 
Birmingham, Alabama, on Chan- 
nel 13. Birmingham Broadcasting 
Company is licensed for the opera- 
tion of Station WBRC -TV, Bir- 
mingham, Alabama, on Channel 4. 
The Commission ordered Birming- 
ham Broadcasting Company to 
show cause why the license of 
WBRC should not be modified to 
specify operation on Channel 6 in 
lieu of Channel 4. Birmingham 
Broadcasting Company stated that 
it did not object to the modification 
of license of WBRC -TV to specify 
Channel 6. 

Birmingham 

793. (a) The Birmingham Edu- 
cational Reservation. The Jefferson 
County Board of Education and 
the JCET supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 10 in Birmingham 
for non -commercial educational 
use. The Jefferson County Board 
of Education requested the per- 
manent reservation of VHF Chan- 
nel 10 until the five public school 
systems and three institutions of 
higher learning in Jefferson 
County could perfect arrangements 
for establishing and maintaining 
an educational television station. 

(b) Counterproposals of Johns- 
ton Broadcasting Company and 
Voice of Dixie, Inc., Birmingham, 
Alabama. Johnstown Broadcasting 
Company and Voice of Dixie, Inc., 
in separate counterproposals, re- 
quested the additional assignment 
of Channel 7 to Birmingham. 
Johnstown Broadcasting Company 
requested the assignment of Chan- 
nel 7 by making the following 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice: 

City 

Voice of Dixie, Inc., requested the 
additional assignment of Channel 
7 by making the following changes 
in the assignments proposed in the 
Third Notice: 

City 

nel 3 to Montgomery and the other 
changes requested in the counter- 
proposal .are in accordance with 
the Commission's standards for 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Birmingham, Ala. 6, 10, 13 
University, Ala. e7 
Meridian, Miss. 11 
State College, Miss. 2 
West Point, Miss. 8 

(c) Statement in Support of 
Johnston Broadcasting Company 
and Voice of Dixie, Inc. Counter - 
proposals. In support of both coun- 
terproposals for the additional 
assignment of Channel 7 to Bir- 
mingham it was urged that two 
stations are presently on the air 
in Birmingham and that there are 
601000 sets in the area that would 
receive service from the operation 
of an additional VHF station in 
that community. It was also urged 
that UHF stations are undesirable 
in the Birmingham area because 
of the mountainous terrain, and 
because licensees of UHF stations 
would not be able to compete suc- 
cessfully with VHF operations. In 
addition it was urged by Voice of 
Dixie, Inc., that a grant of its 
counterproposal would permit the 
operation of Channel 11 in Biloxi 
as requested by Deep South Broad- 
casting Company. The counterpro- 
posals would result in the follow- 
ing co- channel assignment separa- 
tions: 

Channel Cities 

42, 48 6, 7t, *10, 13 42, 48 
2t 

30, *36 4t 30, *36 
*st 

56 lit 56 

minimum co- channel and adjacent 
channel station separation. It was 
stated that the nearest co- channel 
assignment to Montgomery on 
Channel 3 would be at Chattanooga 
at a distance of 193 miles and that 
the nearest adjacent channel would 
be at Columbus, Georgia, on Chan- 
nel 4 at a distance of 77 miles. In 
further support of the counterpro- 
posal it was urged that the size, 
economic importance and popula- 
tion of Montgomery required the 
assignment of a second VHF chan- 
nel to that community. The coun- 
terproposal would result in a 185 - 
mile co- channel assignment sep- 
aration between Meridian, Miss., 
and New Orleans, La., on Channel 
4 in Zone III. 

(c) Oppositions and Counterpro- 
posals to Deep South Broadcasting 

Mileage Zone 
2 University, Ala. -Atlanta, Ga. 

(WSB -TV) 
4 Meridian, Miss. -New Orleans, La. 

(d) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Johnstown 
Broadcasting Co. and Voice of 
Dixie, Inc. Oppositions and con- 
flicting counterproposals were filed 
by the following parties: WEAS, 
Inc. and Georgia Institute of 
Technology, Atlanta, Georgia, 
Radio Athens, Inc., Athens, 
Georgia, Tuscaloosa Broadcasting 
Co., Tuscaloosa, Ala., Spartan 
Radiocasting Co., Spartanburg, 
S. C., Atlanta Newspapers, Inc. 
(now Broadcasting, Inc.), Atlanta, 
Ga., and Deep South Broadcast- 
ing Co., Montgomery, Ala. 

Montgomery 
794. (a) Counterproposal of 

Deep South Broadcasting Company. 
Deep South Broadcasting Company 
requested the additional assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 3 to Mont- 
gomery by making the following 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice: 

188 H 
III 

185 

Oppositions 
to the counterproposal of Deep 
South Broadcasting Company were 
filed by the following parties: 
Loyola University of the South, 
New Orleans, La., Lamar Life 
Insurance Company, Jackson, 
Miss., Meridian Broadcasting Co., 
Meridian, Miss., Tuscaloosa Broad- 
casting Co., Tuscaloosa, Ala., Voice 
of Dixie, Inc., and Johnston Broad- 
casting Co., Birmingham, Ala. 

(d) The Montgomery Educational 
Reservation. The Montgomery 
Public Schools and the JCET sup - 
reported the reservation of Channel 
26 in Montgomery for non -com- 
mercial educational use. No Objec- 
tion was filed to the proposed res- 
ervation. 

Third Notice Counterproposal 

City 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 
Montgomery, Ala. 
Pensacola, Fla. 
Biloxi, Miss. 
Meridian, Miss. 

12 
3,10 

13 

11 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Deep South Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. Deep South urged 
that the assignment of VHF Chan- 

Third Notice Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 
Birmingham, Ala. 
University, Ala. 
State College, Miss. 

Final TV Report 

6, *10, 13 
*7 
*2 

42, 48 6, 7t, 10,13 42, 48 
2t 
Ht 

20, *26, 32 
15, *21 
*44, 50 
30, *36 

3t, 12 
30, 13f 

11t 
4t 

20, *26, 32 
15, *21 
44, 50 
30, *36 

Tuscaloosa 
795. (a) Counterproposal of 

Tuscaloosa Broadcasting Company. 
Tuscaloosa Broadcasting Company 
requested the additional assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 2 to Tus- 
caloosa. This additional assignment 
of Channel 2 to Tuscaloosa would 
be accomplished by the substitu- 
tion of Channel 4 for educational 
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use in State College, Miss., as fol- 
lows: 3" 

City 

Tuscaloosa, Ala. 
State College, Miss. 

Johnstown Broadcasting Co., Voice 
of Dixie, Inc., Deep South Broad- 

Third Notice Counterproposal) 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 
45, 51 2t 45, 51 

*2 *4t 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Tuscaloosa Broadcasting Co. Coun- 
terproposal. It was urged that the 
additional assignment of Channel 
2 to Tuscaloosa would meet the 
Commission's standards for mini- 
mum separation of co- channel and 
adjacent channel stations. It was 
urged that the operation of Chan- 
nel 2 in Tuscaloosa would provide 
service to a substantial area and 
population. The counterproposal 
would result in a 188 mile co-chan- 
nel assignment separation between 
University and WSB -TV at At- 
lanta on Channel 2 in Zone IL 

(c) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Tuscaloosa 
Broadcasting Co. Counterproposal. 
Oppositions and conflicting coun- 
terproposals were filed by the fol- 
lowing parties : Spartan Radiocast- 
ing Co., Spartanburg, S. C., John- 
stown Broadcasting Co., and Voice 
of Dixie, Inc., Birmingham, Ala., 
Deep South Broadcasting Co., 
Montgomery, Ala., Atlanta News- 
papers, Inc., Atlanta, Ga., and 
Meridian Broadcasting Co., Meri- 
dian, Miss. 
Conclusions: The Birmingham and 

Montgomery Educational 
Reservations 

796. On the basis of the record 
the reservations of Channel 10 in 
Birmingham and Channel 26 in 
Montgomery, for non -commercial 
educational use are finalized. 

Conclusions: Requests for 
Additional VHF Assignments in 

Montgomery and 
Tuscaloosa 

797. The counterproposals seek- 
ing the additional assignment of a 
VHF channel to Birmingham, 
Montgomery, and Tuscaloosa, re- 
spectively, would result in the fol- 
lowing co- channel assignment sepa- 
rations: 

Counterproposal Channel 
Johnstown Broadcasting Co. 2 

Voice of Dixie, Inc. 2 
Voice of Dixie, Inc. 4 
Deep South B /cng. Co. 4 
Deep South B /cng. Co. 4 

798. Since the minimum separa- 
tions of co- channel stations in 
Zones II and III are 190 and 220 
miles, respectively, these counter- 
proposals must be denied. Accord- 
ingly, the counterproposals of 

uu Tuscaloosa Broadcasting Company 
filed an alternate counterproposal re 
questing the additional assignment of 
Channel 8 to Tuscaloosa. Tuscaloosa 
Broadcasting Company made this alter- 
native counterproposal contingent upon 
the second alternative counterproposal 
of WREC Broadcasting Service and 
WMPS, Inc., Memphis, Tennessee. Un- 
der the alternative counterproposal of 
Tuscaloosa Broadcasting Company it 
was requested that in addition to the 
changes of the proposed assignments 
in the Commission's Third Notice set 
forth in the second alternative of the 
Memphis proposal, Tuscaloosa Broad- 
casting Company would make five other 
changes in the Commission's proposed 
assignments. Elsewhere in this Report 
we have denied the second alternative 
counterproposal of the Memphis par- 
ties. Since the alternative counterpro- 
posal of Tuscaloosa Broadcasting Corn- 
pany was made expressly contingent 
upon the grant of that second alterna- 
tive counterproposal of the Memphis 
parties the alternative counterproposal 
of the Tuscaloosa Broadcasting Coin- / pang will not be discussed further. 

casting Co., and Tuscaloosa Broad- 
casting Co. are denied. 

799. Conclusions: Show Cause Or- 
der. An appropriate authorization 
will be issued to Birmingham 
Broadcasting Company to specify 
operation of 'Station WBRC -TV on 
Channel 6 in lieu of Channel 4. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

800. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Birmingham 6, *10, 13 
Montgomery 
Tuscaloosa 

92, 48 
12 20, *26, 32 

45, 51 

MERIDIAN, MISSISSIPPI 
801. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposes the 
following assignments and reserva- 
tion: 

City 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Meridian 11 30, *36 

(b) Census Data. The City of 
Meridian has a population of 42,- 
000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Meridian 
Broadcasting Company, Meridian, 
Mississippi. Meridian Broadcasting 
Company requested the additional 
assignment of VHF Channel 4 to 
Meridian. No other changes in the 
assignments proposed in the Third 
Notice were requested. The coun- 
terproposal of Meridian Broadcast- 
ing Company is mutually exclusive 
with the counterproposals of Tus- 
caloosa Broadcasting Company, 
Tuscaloosa, Ala., Voice of Dixie, 
Inc., and Johnstown Broadcasting 
Co., both of Birmingham, Ala. 

Cities 
University -Atlanta 

(WSB -TV) 
University -Atlanta 
Meridian -New Orleans 
Meridian -New Orleans 
University- Atlanta 

(WSB -TV) 

Miles Zone 
188 U 

188 II 
185 IH 
185 III 
188 H 

However, it was suggested 'by Meri- 
dian Broadcasting Company that 
the conflict between the counter- 
proposals requesting an additional 
assignment to Tuscaloosa and 
Meridian could be resolved as fol- 
lows: 

City 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Meridian Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposals. Meridian Broad- 
casting Company urged that the 
City of Meridian is the second lar- 
gest city in the State of Missis- 
sippi; that the size, population and 
economic importance of Meridian 
warrant the assignment of a sec- 
ond VHF channel to that commu- 
nity; that the population of the city 
is largely rural and that television 
service must be supplied to such 
rural areas by the operation of 
VHF stations rather than by the 
operation of UHF stations. It was 
urged that the operation of Channel 
4 in Meridian, Mississippi, would 
provide service to a substantial 
area and population. The three 
alternative counterproposals would 
each result in a 185 -mile co- channel 
separation on Channel 4 between 
Meridian and New Orleans in Zone 
III. 

(e) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Meridian Coun- 
terproposals. In addition to the 
two parties mentioned above oppo- 
sitions and conflicting counterpro- 
posals were filed by the following 
parties: Deep South Broadcasting 
Co., Montgomery, Ala., and Spartan 
Broadcasting Co., Spartanburg, 
S. C. 

(f) The Meridian Educational 
Reservation. Meridian Municipal 
Junior College and the JCET sup- 
ported the reservation of Channel 
36 in Meridian for non -commercial 
educational use. No party objected 
to the reservation. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

802. On the basis of the record 
the reservation of Channel 36 in 
Meridian, for non -commercial edu- 
cational use is finalized. 

Conclusions: Request for 
Additional VHF Assignment in 

Meridian 
803. The counterproposals seek- 

ing the additional assignment of 
a VHF channel to Meridian would 
result in .a 185 mile co- channel as- 
signment separation on Channel 4 
between Meridian and New Orleans 
in Zone III. Since the minimum 
separation of a co- channel station 
in Zone III is 220 miles this coun- 
terproposal must be denied. Ac- 
cordingly, the counterproposal of 
Meridian Broadcasting Company is 
denied. 

Third Notice Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel Ne. nel No. nel No. 
Tuscaloosa, Ala. 
Meridian, Miss. 
State College, Miss. 
West Point, Miss. 

i2 
s 

Alternatively it was also sug- 
gested by Meridian Broadcasting 
Company that the conflict between 
the counterproposals seeking an 
additional assignment to Birming- 
ham and Meridian could be resolved 
as follows: 

City 

45, 51 2t 45, 51 
30, *36 4t,11 30, *36 

*8t 
56 y 56 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

804. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
City nel No. nel No. 

Meridian 11 30, *36 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. 
Birmingham, Ala. 
University, Ala. 
Meridian. Miss. 
State College, Miss. 
West Point, Miss. 

6, *10, 13 
*7 

sp 
S 

42, 48 

30, *36 

56 

Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
UHF Chan- 

nel No. 
6, 7t, *10, 

4t, 
2 

11 
*8i 

13 42, 

30, 

48 

*36 

1 56 

'BILOXI, STATE COLLEGE AND 
UNIVERSITY, MISSISSIPPI 

EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATIONS 

805. (a) Proposed Reservations. 
In the Third Notice the Com- 
mission proposed the following 
reservations for non -commercial 
educational use: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Biloxi *44 
State College *2 
University *20 

(b) Biloxi. The JCET supported 
the reservation of Channel 44 at 
Biloxi for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. No objections were 
filed to the reservation. 

(c) State College. Mississippi 
State College and the JCET sup- 
ported the reservation of VHF 
Channel 2 for a non -commercial 
educational television station at 
State College, Mississippi. It was 
pointed out that Mississippi State 
College is the land grant institu- 
tion of the State and as such it 
anticipated using television to 
bring programs of interest to the 
farm population of Mississippi. The 
College also anticipated that the 
television station would serve as an 
important training ground for stu- 
dents. Included with the Joint 
Committee's filing was a sworn 
statement of the Mississippi State 
College for Women supporting the 
reservation..W No objection was 
filed to the proposed reservation. 

(d) University. The University 
of Mississippi and the Board of 
Trustees for State Institutions of 
Higher Learning supported the 
reservation of UHF Channel 20 in 
University for non -commercial edu- 
cational use. No objection was filed 
to the proposed reservation. 

CONCLUSIONS 
806. On the basis of the record 

the following reservations for non- 
commercial educational use are 
finalized: 

City 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

Biloxi 
State College *2 
University 

*44 

*20 

FORT LAUDERDALE, 
GAINESVILLE, JACKSONVILLE, 

ORLANDO, PANAMA CITY, 
WEST PALM BEACH, FLORIDA 

807. Proposed Assignments and 
Reservations. In the Third Notice 
the Commission proposed the fol- 
lowing assignments and reserva- 
tions: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Fort Lauderdale 17,23 
Gainesville *5 20 
Jacksonville 4, *7, 12 30,36 
Orlando 6, 9 18, *24 
Panama City 7 *30, 36 
West Palm Beach 5, 12 *15, 21 

Fort Lauderdale 
808. (a) Census Data. The City 

of Fort Lauderdale has a popula- 
tion of 36,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of Gore 
Publishing Company. Gore Pub- 
lishing Company requested the as- 
signment of Channel 9 to Fort 

100 Voice of Dixie, Inc., Birmingham, 
Ala., Tuscaloosa Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Tuscaloosa, Ala., Hoyt B. Wooten. 
d/b as WREC Broadcasting Service and 
WMPS, Inc., Memphis, Tenn., and Spar- 
tan Radlocasting Company, Spartan- 
burg, S. C., proposed to delete VHF 
Channel 2 from State College, Miss., 
and substitute another VHF channel 
there as part of a plan to add another 
VHF channel to their respective cities. 
No such shift is required, however, 
since these counterproposals have been 
denied for the reasons stated elsewhere 
in this Report. 
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OTHER GREAT ZIV SHOWS 

THE CISCO KID STORY THEATER 

YESTERDAY'S NEWSREEL EASY ACES 
SPORTS ALBUM FEATURES 

WESTERNS CARTOONS 

All Ziv Shows are Produced Expressly for Television by 

Expert Ziv Technicians, Writers, Musicians, Directors, and 

Actors, Using the Finest and Latest Television Techniques. 
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OSTON8«i1 TELEVISION'S 

SUPER - SLE 
GREATEST 

COMBINATION SLEUTH, CO Hollywood 
movie stars andPER 

- SALESMAN ! cast. Action - packed 
co cast. Ac roof- 

an 

half -tor rupporting top chases, hour motorcycle 
pursuits., 

chases, 
Careenin episodes TV. Three full-le taxi 

RATINGS T . T 

full-length 
selling corn possible in 'rliVe" commercials. JUMP-VIEWERS 

BUY. 
WRITE FOR SENSATIONAL 

G 

WITH B 
RATING 

SACK /E! 
WITH 

! 

ROM 

F- c,ttMFWrt 
AHC4.1 

HUMOR! 
MYSTERY! 

ACTION! 

INCOMPARABLE 
DRAMA! MYSTERY! COMEDY ! ADVENTURE! INTRIGUE! 

Top Hollywood actors, outstanding music and brilliant original scripts ore combined in this intriguing, suspense- ful series. Each half -hour program a complete, provoca- tive episode ... planned 
commercials. for three 1- minute selling 

TV'S GREAT SERIES WITH THE UNEXPECTED ENDINGS! 

Louis Jean Heydt Roc F. ells Hudson 

Jeanne Cooney Morjo rie Reynolds 

TELEVISION'S 
c 

ia 
MARKET- MINDED DYNAMIC 

Virg in Grey 

MiC DRAMATIC SHOW! 
Craie Stevens 

. and many more 

2W/ 
1529 MADISON ROAD 
CINCINNATI 6, OHIO 

488 MADISON AVENUE 5255 CLINTON AVE. 
NEW YORK HOLLYWOOD 
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Laude 
lowing 
propos 

City 

dale by making the fol- interference within the Grade B 
changes in the assignments service of the Albany station and 
d in the Third Notice: 

FortM ers 
Fort La derdale 
Miami 
West P Beach 

(c) 
Gore 
terpro 
pany 
with a 
had in 
that d 
popula 
ceeds 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
11 

*2, 4, 7, 10 

Proposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

17, 23 191' 
*2, 4, 7,13+ 

5, 12 *15, 21 5,11+ 

Statement in Support of 
blishing Company Coun- 

sal. Gore Publishing Com- 
ged that Fort Lauderdale, 
opulation of 37,000 persons 

reased by 100% since 1940; 
ring the tourist season the 
'on of Fort Lauderdale ex- 
00,000: that of the 248 

cities i the United States with a 
popula 'on between 25,000 to 
50,000 ort Lauderdale ranks 19th 
in tote retail sales; that the as- 
signme to proposed by the Corn - 
misslo were inadequate to meet 
the ne =ds of the Fort Lauderdale 
commu ity; and that the assign- 
ment .' a first VHF channel to 
that co munity would result in a 
fair, _.uitable and efficient dis- 
tributi of the available channels. 

(d) ppositions and Conflicting 
Counte . roposals to Gore Publish- 
ing Co pany Counterproposal. Op- 
positio s and conflicting coun- 
terprop.sals to the counterpro- 
posal o Gore Publishing Company 
with led by Miami Bros d- 
casting Company, Isle of Dreams 
Broadcasting Corporation, the 
Fort ndustry Company and 
WKAT Inc. 

(e) e Gore Publishing Com- 
pany C.unterproposal would result 
in a c. channel separation of 183 
miles o Channel 9 between Fort 
Lauder ale and Orlando in Zone 
III. 

809. 
The J 
tion of 
ville f 

Gainesville 
he Educational Reservation. 

T supported the reserva- 
HF Channel 5 in Gaines - 

r non -commercial educa- 
tional use. No objection to the 
reservation was filed. 

Jacksonville 
810. (á) Census Data. The stand- 

ard me ropolitan area of Jackson- 
ville ha a population of 304,000. 
The City of Jacksonville has a 
population of 205,000. 

(b) xisting Stations. Florida 
Broadc sting Company is licensed 
for the operation of WMBR -TV, 
Jackso 'Ile on Channel 4. 

(c) ounterproposal of Jack- 
sonville Broadcasting Corporation. 
Jackson 'lle Broadcasting Cor - 
poratio requested the additional 
assign nt of Channel 10 to Jack- 
sonville No other changes in the 
assign nts proposed by the Com- 
mission in the Third Notice were 
reques d. 

(d) tatement in Support of 
Jacksonville Broadcasting Corpora- 
tion Counterproposal. Jacksonville 
Broadcasting Corporation urged 
that the nearest assignments on 
Channel 10 proposed by the Com- 
mission are at Tampa -St. Peters- 
burg, a d Albany; that the dis- 
tance f om Jacksonville to Albany 
and to Tampa is 171 miles, the 
distance to St. Petersburg is 186 
miles. I was further stated that 
the nearest adjacent channel as- 
signments would be to Orlando on 
Channel 9 at a distance of 124 
miles from Jacksonville. It was 
stated that the operation of Chan- 
nel 10 in Jacksonville would cause 
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17, 23 
*15, 21 

to the operation of Channel 10 in 
Tampa. It was urged, however, 
that two or more services would 
be provided from the operation of 
other stations to the area receiving 
interference. 

(e) Opposition to the Jackson- 
ville Broadcasting Corporation 
Counterproposal. The Tribune 
Company, Tampa, Florida, opposed 
the counterproposal of Jacksonville 
Broadcasting Corporation urging 
that the operation of Channel 10 
in Jacksonville might preclude the 
use of Channel 10 in Tampa. 

(f) Counterproposal of City of 
Jacksonville, Jacksonville, Florida. 
The City of Jacksonville requested 
the additional assignment of VHF 
Channel 2 to Jacksonville by mak- 
ing the following changes in the 
assignments proposed in the Third 
Notice: 

quested that it be made available 
for commercial use. It contended 
that the Commission is without 
authority to reserve any channels 
for non -commercial educational 
stations; ' that the reservation of 
VHF Channel 7 at Jacksonville is 
arbitrary and capricious as no 
showing was made in this proceed- 
ing of any need or interest in the 
use of any channel in Jacksonville; 
that the Jacksonville Junior Col- 
lege is the only educational insti- 
tution in the area which possibly 
could use the channel and it has as 
yet shown no interest in owning 
and operating a television station. 

Orlando 
811. (a) Census Data. The stand- 

ard metropolitan area of Orlando 
has a population of 115,000. The 
City of Orlando has a population 
of 62,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of Central 
Florida Broadcasting Company. 
Central Florida Broadcasting Com- 
pany requested the assignment of 
VHF Channel 2 to Orlando, 
Florida by making the following 

City Third Notice 

Daytona Beach, Fla. 
Jacksonville, Fla. 
Tallahassee, Fla. 
Thomasville, Ga. 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

2 
4, *7,12 30, 36 
2, *11 24 

6 27 

(g) Statement in Support of City 
of Jacksonville Counterproposal. 
The City of Jacksonville urged 
that a grant of its counterproposal 
would not decrease the number of 
channels proposed by the Commis- 
sion in the Third Notice and that 
the economie importance of the 
City of Jacksonville warranted the 
assignment of a third VHF chan- 
nel. 

(h) The City of Jacksonville 
counterproposal would result in 
the following co- channel assign- 
ments in Zone III. 

Channel 
3 

11 

Proposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No 
11t 

2t, 4, *7, 12 30, 36 
6t, *11 24 

3t 27 

changes in the assignments pro 
posed in the Third Notice: 

Reservation: John B. Stetson Uni- 
versity, Leland, Florida, and the 
JCET supported the reservation 
of UHF Channel 24 in Orlando, 
for non -commercial educational 
use. The University stated that it 
is equipped to train students in the 
preparation and presentation of 
educational and religious television 
programs and that it expects to use 
television as an instrument of edu- 
cation. No opposition was filed to 
the proposed reservation. 

Panama City 
812. The Educational Reserva- 

tion. The JCET supported the 
reservation of UHF Channel 30 in 
Panama City for non -commercial 
education use. No objection to the 
reservation was filed. 

West Palm Beach 
813. The Educational Reserva- 

tion. The Board of Public Instruc- 
tion of Palm Beach County sup- 
ported the reservation of UHF 
Channel 15 in West Palm Beach 
for non -commercial educational 
use. No objection to the reserva- 
tion was filed. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservations in Gainesville, 

Panama City, West Palm Beach 
and Orlando 

814. On the basis of the record 
the reservation of VHF Channel 5 
in Gainesville and UHF Channels 
30 in Panama City, 15 in West Palm 
Beach and 24 in Orlando are 
finalized. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation in Jacksonville, Florida 

815. Educational institutions in 

City Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nei No. 
Daytona Beach, Fla. 2 
Orlando, Fla 6, 9 18, *24 

(c) Statement in Support of 
Central Florida Broadcasting Coun- 
terproposal. It was urged that the 
counterproposal would result in 
providing Orlando with an addi- 
tional VHF channel and Daytona 
Beach with a second channel. 

Cities 
Thomasville, Ga.- Pensacola 
Daytona Beach -Tallahassee 

(i) Opposition and Conflicting 
Counterproposal to the Counter- 
proposal of City of Jacksonville. 
Opposition to the counterproposal 
of the City of Jacksonville was 
filed by Central Florida Broadcast - 
casting Company since the coun- 
terproposal was mutually exclusive 
with its counterproposal to assign 
VHF Channel 2 to Orlando, 
Florida. 

(j) The Jacksonville Educational 
Reservation. The Duval County 
Board of Public Instruction and 
the JCET supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 7 in Jacksonville 
for non = commercial educational 
purposes. The Board stated that 
the educational needs of the county 
warranted the reservation of a 
channel; and that although the 
Board has no present plans to con- 
struct a television station it is 
proposed to conduct a survey to 
determine whether, alone or in 
cooperation with other educational 
institutions, it could construct or 
use a television station. 

(k) Opposition to the Jackson- 
ville Reservation. Jacksonville 
Broadcasting Corporation opposed 
the reservation of VHF Channel 7 
for educational purposes, and re- 
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Distance 
195 
215 

(d) The Central Florida coun- 
terproposal would result in the 
following co- channel assignments 
in Zone III. 
Channel Cities Distance 

11 Daytona Beach -Tallahassee 215 
11 Daytona Beach -Fort Meyers 184 

2 Orlando -Miami 204 

(e) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals. Oppositions and 
conflicting counterproposals to the 
counterproposal of Central Florida 
Broadcasting Company were filed 
by the following parties: WKAT, 
Inc., Miami, Florida; the New 
Journal Corporation, Daytona 
Beach, Florida; the Isle of Dreams 
Broadcasting Corporation, Miami, 
Florida, the City of Jacksonville, 
Jacksonville, Florida. 

(f) The Orlando Educational 
lc The contention that the Commission 
is without authority to reserve chan- 
nels for non -commercial educational 
use was disposed of in the Commission's 
decision of July 12, 1951. 

Counterproposals Channel 

Proposal 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
11t 

2f, 6, 9 

UHF Chan- 
nel No. 

181' 
t, *24 

Jacksonville supported the reserva- 
tion of VHF Channel 7 for non- 
commercial educational use. The 
Jacksonville Broadcasting Cor- 
poration opposed the reservation. 
We are of the view that the edu- 
cational reservation in Jackson- 
ville should be maintained. In the 
Third Notice we stated that a f VHF channel would be reserved in 
all communities with three or more 
VHF channels where all such 
VHF assignments were not in 
operation. In view of the evidence 
adduced by educational institu- 
tions in Jacksonville on behalf of 
the reservation of Channel '7, we 
are of the view that no basis has 
been established in this record for 
a deviation from the policy an- 
nounced in the Third Notice. Ac- 
cordingly, the counterproposal of 
Jacksonville Broadcasting Cor- 
poration, in so far as it requested 
the deletion of the reservation of 
Channel 7 for non -commercial 
educational use, is denied. 

Conclusions: Requests for 
Additional VHF Assignments 

816. The counterproposals seek- 
ing the additional assignment of a 
VHF channel to Fort Lauderdale, 
Jacksonville and Orlando would re- 
sult in the following do- channel 
assignment separations below 220 
miles in Zone III: 

Cities Separation 
Gore Publishing Co. 
Jacksonville B /cng. Co. 
City of Jacksonville 
City of Jacksonville 
Central Florida B /cng. Co. 
Central Florida B /cng. Co. 
Central Florida B /cng. Co. 

9 Fort Lauderdale- Orlando 
10 Jacksonville- Albany 
3 Thomasville, Ga.-Pensacola 

11 Daytona Beach -Tallahassee 
2 Orlando -Miami 

11 Daytona Beach -Tallahassee 
11 Daytona Beach -Fort Myers 

183 
171 
195 
215 
184 
215 
184 
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817. Since each of the counter - 
pr 'posais would result in one or 
m re co-channel assignment sep- 
arations below the minimum they 
must be denied. Accordingly, the 
counterproposals of Gore Publish- 
ing Company, Jacksonville Broad- 
casting Company, City of Jackson- 
ville and Central Florida Broad- 
casting Company are denied. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

818. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Fort Lauderdale 17, 23 
Gainesville *5 20 
Jacksonville 4, *7, 12 30, 36 
Orlando 6, 9 18,414 
Panama City 7 *30, 36 
West Palm Beach 5, 12 *15, 21 

MIAMI AND TAMPA - 
ST. PETERSBURG, FLORIDA 

VALDOSTA, GEORGIA 
819. Proposed Assignments and 

Reservations. In the Third Notice 
the Commission proposed the fol- 
lowing assignments and reserva- 
tions: 

VHF Chan - 
City nei No. 

Miami, Fla. *2, 4, 7,10 
Tampa -St. Petersburg, Fla. *3, 8, 10, 13 
Valdosta, Ga. 8 

820. The foregoing proposed as- 
signments would result in the fol- 
lowing co- channel separations be- 
low 220 miles in Zone III: 

State of Florida; that Miami is a 
well known resort center whose 
population is swelled by tourists 
and vacationists each year and that 
Miami is one of the country's play- 
grounds, a center of entertainment, 
talent, showmanship and events of 
special interest; that Miami is lo- 
cated in the Southern Peninsula 
and where few outside television 
services would be available; that 
Miami supports 11 AM and 6 FM 
stations; that the economic re- 
sources of the area are adequate 
to support the operation of addi- 
tional television stations; that there 
are presently pending 5 applica- 
tions for commercial television as- 
signments for the City of Miami; 
and that the assignments proposed 
by the Commission for Miami, of 4 
VHF channels are inadequate to 
meet the needs of the Miami area 
in view of the proposed reserva- 
tion of one VHF channel for educa- 
tional purposes. 

(e) The Miami counterproposals 
would result in the following co- 
channel separations below 220 
miles in Zone III: 

ISLE OF DREAMS 
Plan 1 

Channel 9 

Miami -Orlando 204 miles 
Channel 13 

Miami -Tampa 205 miles 

Channel Cities separation 
8 Tampa -St. Petersburg -Valdosta 

10 Tampa -St. Petersburg -Miami 

Miami 
821. (a) Census Data. The stand- 

ard metropolitan area of Miami 
has a population of 495,000. The 
City of Miami has a population of 
249,000. 

(b) Existing Stations. Southern 
Radio and Television Equipment 
Company has a construction per- 
mit for WTVJ: Miami, on Chan- 
nel 4, and is operating under 
special authority. 

(c) Counterproposals of Miami 
..roadcasting Company, Isle of 
Dreams Broadcasting Corp., The 
Fort Industry Company and WKAT, 
Inc. Miami Broadcasting Company, 
Isle of Dreams Broadcasting Corp., 
The Fort Industry Company and 
WKAT, Inc., requested the addi- 
tional assignment of one or more 
VHF and UHF channels to the 
City of Miami. Isle of Dreams 
Broadcasting Corp., and Fort In- 
dustry Company submitted three 
alternative plans to accomplish the 
additional assignments requested. 
Following are the plans submitted 
by the Miami parties: 

NOTE: A blank space opposite a city 
ndicates that under the plan no change 
n channel assignments were requested 
or that city. 

(d) Statements in Support of 
Miami Broadcasting Co., Isle of 
Dreams Broadcasting Corp., The 
Fort Industry and WKAT, Inc. 
Counterproposals. In support of 
the foregoing Miami counterpro- 
posals it was urged that a fair, ef- 
ficient and equitable distribution of 
facilities among the several states 
and communities warranted the as- 
signment of additional channels to 
the Miami area;. that the City of 
Miami is the second largest city in 
Florida and the Miami metropoli- 
tan area has the greatest popula- 
tioiï of any metropolitan area in the 

203 
204 

Plan 2 
Channel 9 

Miami -Orlando 204 miles 
Channel 13 

Miami -Tampa 205 miles 
Plan 3 

Channel 11 
Daytona Beach -West 
Palm Beach 182 miles 

Channel 5 
Fort Myers - 
Gainesville 209 miles 

Channel 6 
Miami -Tampa 205 miles 

Channel 9 
' Miami -Orlando 204 miles 

Channel 2 
Orlando -Miami 204 miles 

" FORT INDUSTRY CO. 

Plan 1 

Channel 9 
Miami -Orlando 

Channel 13 
Miami -Tampa 

Plan 2 
Channel 9 

Miami -Orlando 
Channel 13 

Miami -Tampa 
Plan 3 

Channel 9 
Miami -Orlando 

Channel 13 
Miami -Tampa 

204 miles 

205 miles 

204 miles 

205 miles 

204 miles 

206 miles 

MIAMI BROADCASTING CO. 
Channel 9 

Miami -Orlando 204 miles 
Channel 13 

Miami -Tampa 205 miles 

WKAT, INC. 
Channel 11 

Daytona Beach -West 
Palm Beach 182 miles 

Channel 9 
Miami -Tampa 205 miles 

Channel 13 
Miami -Tampa 

Channel 8 
Orlando -Valdosta 

Channel 2 
Tampa -Miami 

Channel 4 
Tampa -Miami 

205 miles 

198 miles.® 

205 miles 

205 miles 

(f) Oppositions a nd Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the Miami 
Counterproposals. Gore Publishing 
Company, Fort Lauderdale,'Florida, 
filed a mutually exclusive counter- 
proposal seeking the additional as- 
signment of VHF Channel 9 to Fort 
Lauderdale, and opposed the mutu- 
ally exclusive counterproposal of 
the Miami parties. 

(g) The Miami Educational Res- 
ervation. The Board of Public In- 
struction of Dade County, Florida, 
and University of Miami supported 
the reservation of VHF Channel 2 
in Miami for non -commercial edu- 
cational use. The Board of Public 
Instruction of Dade County, Flor- 
ida, submitted statements in sup- 
is We have below deleted the assign- 
ment of Channel 8 at Valdosta. 

port of the reservation from 
numerous organizations and in- 
dividuals, including the Mayor of 
the City of Miami, The Mayor of 
Miami Shores Village, The Greater 
Miami Council of Churches, certain 
members of the Board of County 
Commissioners, Miami, Florida, 
State Congressman Dante B. Fas- 
cell and the Classroom Teachers' 
Association of Dade County. The 
Board of Public Instruction stated 
that non -commercial educational 
broadcasting facilities were neces- 
sary to meet the educational needs 
of the Dade County area and that 
the Superintendent of Schools was 
directed to include in the education 
budget for the scholastic year 
1951 -1952 sufficient funds to finance 
the television station. The Board 
asserted that Dade County has an 
annual budget of approximately 
$30 million and is therefore able to 
construct and operate a television 
station. The Board presently oper- 
ates educational radio Station 
WTHS -FM, and the Board asserted 
that it spent approximately $60,000 
in the operation of that station to 
provide a modern educational radio 
service to Dade County. The Board 
also stated that it proposes to 
utilize the television station to 
present a wide range of educational 
programs to serve the schools and 
the general public, in cooperation 
with other educational institutions. 

(h) Opposition to the Miami 
Reservation. The Fort Industry 
Company us opposed the reserva- 
tion of VHF Channel 2 in Miami 
and proposed the reservation of 
both UHF Channels 29 and 35 for 
non -commercial educational use in 
lieu of VHF Channel 2. The Fort 
Industry Company stated the reser- 
vation would tend to impair free- 
dom of competition by limiting the 
number of commercial stations with 
substantially equal facilities, and 
that the reservation would prolong 
the length of time the public would 
have to wait for the inception of a 
second commercial service since the 
scarcity of commercial channels 
thus created might well result in 
protracted hearings. The Fort In- 
dustry Company claimed the most 
that would be expected of an edu- 

Third Notice Miami Broadcasting Co. Proposal 
City 

Fort Myers, Fla. 
Miami, Fla. 
West Palm Beach, Fla. 

City 
Daytona Beach, Fla. 
Fort Myers, Fla. 
Melbourne, Fla. 
Miami, Fla. 
Orlando, Fla. 
Tampa -St. Petersburg, Fla. 
West Palm Beach, Fla. 

City 

VHF Channel No UHF Channel No. 
11. 

*2, 4, 7, 10 
5, 12 *15, 21 

Third Notice 
VHF Channel No. UHF Channel No. 

2 
11 

*2,4,7,10 
6, 9 18, *24 

*3, 8, 10, 13 
5, 12 *15, 21 

Third Notice 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
No. No. 

VHF Channel No. 

*2, 4, 9t, 11t, 13t 
5, It 

WHAT, 
VHF Channel No. 

11t 
12t 

*2, 4f,17,t9f, 13t 
3t, 8t 

2t, 4t, *6f, 9f, 13t 
5, lit 

Isle of Dreams Alternative Proposals 
Plan 1 Plan 2 

VHF UHF VHF UHF 
Channel Channel Channel Channel 

No. No. No. No. 

UHF Channel No. 

27t, 33t 
*15, 21 

Inc. Proposal 
UHF Channel No. 

18, *24 

*15, 21 

Plan 3 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
No. No. 

Daytona Beach, Fla. 2 
Fort Myers, Fla. 11 
Jacksonville, Fla. 4, *7, 12 
Miami, Fla. *2, 4, 7,10 
Orlando, Fla. 6, 10 
Tampa -St. Petersburg, Fla. *3, 8, 10, 13 
West Palm Beach, Fla. 5, 12 

City 

30, 36 

18, *24 

*15, 21 

Third Notice 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
No. No. 

121' 

*2, 4, 9t, 11t,13t 

5,7t *15,21 

12t 

*2, 4, 7, 9t, 13t 

5, lit *15,21 

Fort Industry Alternative Proposals 
Plan 1 Plan 2 

VHF UHF VHF UHF 
Channel Channel Channel Channel 

No. No. No. No. 

lit 
4, *7, 13t 

*2, 4, 6t, 7, 9t 
2t, 9 

*3, 6t, 8, 10, 12t 
11t, 13t 

30, 36 

18, *24 

*15, 21 

Plan 3 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
No. No. 

Fort Myers, Fla. ' 11 12t 
Fort Pierce 19 
Miami, Fla. *2, 4, 7, 10 2, 4, 7, 9t, 13t 

West Palm Beach, Fla. 5,12 *15, 21 5, lit 
BROADCASTING Telecasting 

121, 19 
124 

31t 
*29t, *35t 2, 4, 7, 10, 13t *291,, *35t 2, 4, 5t, 7, 9t *29t, *35t 

11t, 
t, t 

134 1 t *15, 21 5, *15 21 27 *15, 21, 27t, 33t 
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cati na1 television station was a 
se 'ce designed primarily to train 
stu ents in television techniques, 
sup lemented by perhaps a few 
hou s weekly of regular education- 
al rograms. The Fort Industry 
Co pany contended a commercial 
UH station would be at a compe- 
titi e disadvantage in the Miami 
market since a substantial number 
of HF sets were in the hands of 
the .ublic. =a 

Tampa -St. Petersburg 
8.2. (a) Census Data. The Tam- 

pa- t. Petersburg standard metro - 
poli .: n area has a population of 
409,100. The City of Tampa has a 
pop lation of 125,000. The City of 
St. 'etersburg has a population of 
97,0 O. ( I Tampa -St. Petersburg Edu- 
cati nal Reservation. The Public 
Sch..1 System of Hillsborough 
Cou ty, The Pinellas County 
Sch..l System, Pinnellas Broad- 
cast g Co., and the JCET sup - 
por d the reservation of VHF 
Cha nel 3 in Tampa -St. Peters- 
bur for non -commercial educa- 
tion a l use. The Public School Sys- 
tern stated it would act in coopera- 
tion with the School System of 
Pine las County and possibly other 
educ - tional institutions to bring 
non- ommercial educational tele- 
visio to the area; that several 
departments of the School system 
now develop and produce radio 
programs and that an educational 
television station would render a 
type lof service which could not be 
expe ted from commercial televi- 
sion. The Pinellas County School 
Sys m stated that the reserva- 
tion as indispensable to the estab- 
lish ent of an educational tele- 
visio station. Pinellas Broad - 
casti g Company stated that edu- 

al television was a new field, 
and hat it would require time for 
the ormulation of practical and 
detai ed plans for the utilization 
of no -commercial educational pur- 
pose in St. Petersburg -Tampa 
area; that such an educational 
stati could be financed by the 
Boars of Education of five sur - 
roun ing counties, the University 
of T mpa, the General Extension 
Divis on of the University of 
Flori a and the St. Petersburg 
Junio College. 

(c) Opposition to the Tampa -St. 
Peter burg Reservation. The Tampa 
Time Company and The Tribune 
Company opposed the reservation 
of V$IF Channel 3 in Tampa -St. 
Peteriburg and proposed that it 
be made available for commercial 
, The Fort Industry Company proposal 
that the Commission adopt a rule pro- 
viding for a six -month review of steps 
taken by educational institutions to 
utilize the reserved channels has been 
considered in another portion of this 
Report. 
16 The Fort Industry Company filed a 
Motio to Strike those portions of the 
brief f The Board of Public Instruc- 
tion w ich it is alleged introduce new 
eviden iary matter and raise new con - 
tentio in contravention of the Com- 
missio 's Order of Hearing Procedure at 
such time in the proceedings as to 
deny Cher interested parties an op- 
portun ty to reply. A response to this 
Motions was filed by the Board of Public 
Instruction of Dade County in which it 
contends that the material objected to 
is entirely appropriate for fair com- 
ment and argumentation in a legal 
brief. a Motion to Strike is GRANT- 
ED s ce the material objected to is 
clearly raised for the first time, not 
suppo ed by sworn written testimony 
and no in accordance with Paragraphs 
5(b) or 5(c) of the Commission's Order 
of Hea ng Procedure. 

In vi w of the action herein taken it 
is unnecessary to rule upon the alter 
native request of The Fort Industry 
Company for other appropriate relief. 

use. The Tampa Times stated 
there was a public need for the 
commercial use of Channel 3 as 
evidenced by the filing of five ap- 
plications for television stations 
in the Tampa -St. Petersburg mar- 
ket; that there was a definite pro- 
bability that educational organiza- 
tions would not apply for a non- 
commercial educational television 
station because of a lack of funds; 
and that a channel in the 782 -890 
Mc. band could be assigned for 
non -commercial educational pur- 
poses if and when a need should 
arise. The Tribune Company op- 
posed the reservation of non -com- 
mercial educational channels on 
the grounds that it was illegal 
under Sections 307, 309 and 326 of 
the Communications Act, and on 
the further ground that reserva- 
tion was unwise."' 

Valdosta, Georgia 
823. Census Data. The City of 

Valdosta has a population of 
20,000. 
Conclusions: Deletion of Proposed 

Assignments 
824. In the Third Notice the 

Commission proposed the assign- 
ment of Channel 10 to Tampa -St. 
Petersburg and to Miami at a sep- 
aration of 204 miles, and the as- 
signment of Channel 8 to Tampa - 
St. Petersburg and to Valdosta at 
a separation of 203 miles. Since 
these separations in Zone III are 
below the minimum for this area 
we are required to delete one as- 
signment of Channel 10 and one 
assignment of Channel 8 to comply 
with the requisite separations. 

825. With respect to Channel 10 
we are presented with a choice of 
deleting that channel from Tampa - 
St. Petersburg or from Miami. In 
the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the assignment of 4 VHF 
channels to Miami and 4 VHF 
channels to Tampa -St. Petersburg. 
In both communities one VHF 
channel was proposed to be re- 
served for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. The City of Miami has 
a population of 247,000 and the 
metropolitan area has a population 
of 495,000. The City of Tampa has 
a population of 126,000, the City 
of St. Petersburg has a population 
of 97,000 and the metropolitan area 
has a population of 409,000. It is 
our view based on the record in 
this proceeding and relative size of 
these communities that the deletion 
of Channel 10 from Tampa -St. 
Petersburg and the assignment of 
that channel to Miami is war- 
ranted. In replacement for Chan- 
nel 10 in Tampa -St. Petersburg we 
are assigning Channel 30 to that 
community. 

826. With respect to Channel 8 
we are presented a choice of delet- 
ing that channel from Tampa -St. 
Petersburgh or from Valdosta. The 
City of Valdosta has a population 
of about 20,000. In view of the 
great disparity in the size in these 
communities we believe the deletion 
of Channel 8 from Valdosta and 
the assignment of that channel to 
Tampa -St. Petersburg is war- 
ranted. In replacement for Chan- 
nel 8 in Valdosta we are assigning 
UHF Channel 37 to that com- 
munity. 

Conclusions: Additional VHF 
Assignment in Miami 

827. As indicated above each of 
the counterproposals submitted by 
the Miami parties for the addi- 
tional assignment of one or more 
VHF channels to that community 
ie The Commission's decision of July 
13, 1951, disposed of this contention. 
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would result in assignment sep - 
arations below the minimum of 
220 miles in Zone III. Accordingly, 
the counterproposals of Isle of 
Dreams, Fort Industry, Miami 
Broadcasting Company and WKAT, 
Inc., are denied in so far as these 
counterproposals request the addi- 
tional assignment of one or more 
VHF channels to Miami. 
Conclusions: Miami and Tampa -St. 

Petersburg Educational 
Reservations 

828. Educational institutions in 
Miami supported the reservation 
of VHF Channel 2 and educational 
institutions in Tampa -St. Peters- 
burg supported the reservation of 
VHF Channel 3 for non- commer- 
cial educational use in their re- 
spective communities. The Fort 
Industry in Miami, The Tampa 
Times Company and the Tribune 
Company in Tampa -St. Petersburg 
opposed the reservations in their 
communities and requested the 
substitution of UHF channels for 
educational use. 

829. We are of the view that 
the educational reservation in 
Miami and Tampa -St. Petersburg 
should not be shifted to the UHF. 
In the Third Notice we stated that 
a VHF channel would be reserved 
in all communities with three or 
more VHF channels where all 
such VHF assignments were not 
in operation. In view of the evi- 
dence adduced by educational insti- 
tutions in Miami and Tampa -St. 
Petersburg on behalf of the reser- 
vation of the VHF channel we are 
of the view that no basis has been 
established in this record for a 

City 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
UHF Chan - 

nel No. 
Baton Rouge 10 28, *34, 40 
Houma 30 
Lake Charles 7 *19, 25 
New Orleans *2, 4, 6, 7 20, 26, 32 
Shreveport 3,12 

The foregoing proposed assign- 
ments would result in the follow- 
ing co- channel assignment separa- 
tion below 220 miles in Zone III: 
Channel Cities Mileage 

7 Lake Charles -New Orleans 189 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Baton Rouge 
has a population of 168,000, and 
the City of Baton Rouge has a 
population of 126,000. The popu- 
lation of the City of Houma is 
12,000. The standard metropolitan 
area of New Orleans has a popu- 
lation of 685,000 and the City of 
New Orleans has a population of 
570,000. The City of Lake Charles 
has a population of 41,000. The 
standard metropolitan area of 
Shreveport has a population of 
177,000 and the City of Shreveport 
has a population of 127,000. 

(c) Existing Station. WDSU 
Broadcasting Corporation is: 
licensed for the operation of Sta- 
tion WDSU -TV on Channel 6 in 
New Orleans. 

Baton Rouge 
833. (a) Counterproposal of 

Baton Rouge Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Inc. Baton Rouge Broadcast- 
ing Company requested the addi- 
tional assignment of VHF Chan- 
nel 2 to Baton Rouge by making 
the following changes in the as- 
signments proposed by the Corn - 
mission in the Third Notice: 

Third Notice Proposal 

City 
Baton Rouge, La. 
New Orleans, La. 
Hattiesburg, Miss. 
Meridian, Miss. 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 

10 
*2, 4, 5, 7 

9 
11 

deviation from the policy an- 
nounced in the Third Notice. 
Accordingly, the counterproposal 
of Fort Industry, The Tampa 
Times Company and The Tribune 
Company in so far as they re- 
quested the substitution of UHF 
channels for the VHF channels 
reserved for non -commercial edu- 
cational use in Miami and Tampa - 
St. Petersburg are denied. 

Conclusions: Additional UHF 
Assignments in Miami 

830. Miami Broadcasting Corn - 
pany requested the additional as- 
signment of UHF Channels 27 and 
33 to Miami. It is our view that 
the record supports the assignment 
of these channels to Miami. Ac- 
cordingly, a counterproposal of 
Miami Broadcasting Company is 
granted in so far as it requests 
the additional assignments of 
UHF Channels 27 and 33 to 
Miami. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

831. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Tampa -St. Peters- *3, 8,13 38 
burg, Fla. 

Miami, Fla. *2, 4, 7, 10 27, 33 
Valdosta, Ga. 37 

BATON ROUGE, HOUMA, LAKE 
CHARLES, NEW ORLEANS, AND 

SHREVEPORT, LOUISIANA 
832. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservations: In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and 
reservations: 

28, *34, 40 2f, 10 28, *34, 40 
20, 26, 32 4, 6, 7, *9f 20, 26, 32 

17 11t 17 
30, *36 9y 30, *36 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Baton Rouge Counterproposal. 
Baton Rouge Broadcasting Com- 
pany urged that Baton Rouge is 
the third largest city and the 
Capital of the State of Louisiana; 
that the population of Baton Rouge 
had increased by 262% between 
1940 and 1950; that the City of 
Shreveport with approximatelÿa 
the same population as Baton 
Rouge and the City of Alexandria 
with approximately one -fourth the 
population of Baton Rouge were 
each assigned two VHF channels. 
It was urged that the size and eco- 
nomic importance of Baton Rouge 
warrant the assignment of two 
VHF channels to that community. 
It was further urged that the 
assignment of Channel 2 would be 
in conformance with the Commis- 
sion's standards for minimum sepa- 
ration of co- channel and adjacent 
channel stations. It was pointed out 
that under the counterproposal the 
closest resultant co- channel separa- 
tion would be between New Orleans 
and Meridian, Mississippi on Chan- 
nel 9 at a distance of 185 miles; and 
between Alexandria, Louisiana. and 
Hattiesburg, Mississippi, on Chan- 
nel 11 at a distance of 187 miles.166 
It was asserted that the operation 
of Channel 2 in Baton Rouge would 
afford a total gain of VHF service 
to a substantial area and popula- 
tion. The counterproposal would in 
addition result in a co- channel as- 
signment separation on Channel 9 
between Meridian, Mississippi, and 
Dothan, Alabama, of 210 miles. 
,m In view of the action taken elsewhere 
in this Report this assignment separa- 
tion in violation of the minimum would 
be removed. - 
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(c) Conflicting Counterproposal 
to the Baton Rouge Broadcasting 
Company Counterproposal. A con- 
flicting counterproposal was filed 
by Loyola University of the South, 
New Orleans. 

(d) The Baton Rouge Education- 
al Reservation: Louisiana State 
University and Agricultural and 
Mechanical College at Baton Rouge, 
Louisiana, supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 34 at Baton Rouge 
for non -commercial educational 
use stating that advanced students 
in the College of Engineering and 
the Department of Physics will be 
available to assist in the technical 
aspects of television. The Univer- 
sity stated that it is presently 
negotiating a one -year interim con- 
tract with local commercial televi- 
sion stations for the production of 
educational television programs 
pending the time it can put into 
operation a non -commercial educa- 
tional television station. No objec- 
tions were filed to the proposed 
reservation. 

Houma 
834. (a) Counterproposal of 

Charles Wilbur Lamar, Jr. Charles 
Wilbur Lamar, Jr., requested the 
aditional assignment of VHF 
Channel 12 to Houma, without any 
other changes in the assignments 
proposed in the Third Notice. 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Lamar Counterproposal. Lamar 
urged that the assignment of Chan- 
nel 12 to Houma would comply with 
the Commission's minimum stand- 
ards for co- channel and adjacent 
channel separation. It was pointed 
out that the nearest assignments 
on Channel 12 proposed by the 
Commission are at Jackson, Missis- 
sippi, and Shreveport, Louisiana, 
which are 190 and 270 miles, re- 
spectively, from Houma. Adjacent 
channel assignments proposed by 
the Commission which are nearest 
to Houma are at Biloxi, Mississippi, 
and Alexandria, Louisiana, at dis- 
tances of 122 and 165 miles, re- 
spectively, from Houma. It was 
urged that the operation of Channel 
12 in Houma would render service 
to a substantial area and popula- 
tion. 

(c) Conflicting Counterproposal 
p Charles W. Lamar, Jr. Counter - 
proposal. A conflicting counterpro- 
posal was filed by Loyola Univers- 
ity of the South. New Orleans. 

New Orleans 
835. (a) Counterproposal of Loy- 

ola University of the South. Loyola 
University requested the additional 
assignment of VHF Channel 11 to 
New Orleans, without any other 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice. 

(b) Statement in Support of Loy- 
ola University Counterproposal. 
Loyola University urged that VHF 
Channel 11 could be assigned to 
New Orleans without reducing the 
number of channels proposed by 
the Commission for assignments to 
any other city, or without changing 
the assignments proposed by the 
Commission for any other city. It 
was urged that the UHF assign- 
ments proposed by the Commission 
for New Orleans were inadequate 
to serve the needs of that area 
since a considerable period of time 
would elapse before converters or 
new receivers capable of utilizing 
ultra high frequency signals could 
be distributed in the area. It was 
urged that this circumstance would 
prolong for an indefinite period the 
existing television monopoly in the 
New Orleans area. 

(c) The Loyola counterproposal 
would result in the following co- 
channel separations in Zone III: 

Channel Cities 
11 New Orleans -Alexandria '8' 
11 New Orleans- Meridian, Miss. 

(d) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Loyola Univer- 
sity Counterproposal Oppositions 
and conflicting counterproposals 
were filed by the following parties: 
Charles W. Lamar, Jr., Houma; 
Baton Rouge Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Baton Rouge; The Houston 
Post Company, Houston; and Deep 
South Broadcasting Company, 
Montgomery. 

(e) The New Orleans Education- 
al Reservation. Tulane University 
supported the reservation of Chan- 
nel 2 at New Orleans for non -com- 
mercial educational use, stating 
that it hoped the Commission 
would maintain the reservation un- 
til such time as the educational 
groups in the area could complete 
their studies on educational tele- 
vision. 

(f) Opposition of Loyola Univer- 
sity to New Orleans Educational 
Reservation. Loyola University con- 
tended that the Commission's pro- 
posed reservation of VHF Channel 
2 at New Oreans for non- commer- 
cial educational use, and the attend- 
ant withdrawal of that channel 
from use for general broadcasting 
purposes, was beyond the power and 
discretion of the Commission. This 
contention that the Commission is 
without legal power to reserve 
channels in the Table of Assign- 
ments for use by non -commercial 
educational stations has been dis- 
posed of in the Commission's Opin- 
ion of July 12, 1951. 

Lake Charles 
836. (a) Support of Proposed 

Assignments. Calcasieu Broadcast- 
ing Company filed a sworn state- 
ment supporting the assignments 
proposed by the Commission for 
Lake Charles. It was stated that 
the assignment of a total 
channels to Lake Charles, with one 
channel reserved for educational 
use, appears to be an equitable 
assignment of the available chan- 
nels to that city. 

(b) Educational Reservation. The 
JCET supported the reservation of 
Channel 19 at Lake Charles for non- 
commercial educational use. Vari- 
ous other civic and educational 
leaders of Lake Charles also sup- 
ported the reservation. No objec- 
tions were made to the reservation. 

Shreveport 
837. Support of Proposed Assign- 

ments. International Broadcasting 
Corporation, Shreveport, Louisiana 
filed a statement supporting the 
assignments proposed by the Com- 
mission for Shreveport. No opposi- 
tions have been filed to the Com- 
mission's assignments for Shreve- 
port. 

Conclusions: Baton Rouge and 
New Orleans Educational 

Reservations. 
838. On the basis of the record. 

the reservations of Channel 34 at 
Baton Rouge and Channel 2 at 
New Orleans, for non -commercial 
educational use are finalized. 
Conclusions: Request for Additional 
VHF Assignments in Baton Rouge. 

Houma and,New Orleans 
839. The counterproposals seek- 

ing the additional assignment of a 
VHF channel in those cities would 
result in the following co- channel 
assignment separations below 220 
miles in Zone III: 

Proposal Channel 

Mileage 
170 
185 

Accordingly, the counterproposals 
of Baton Rouge Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Charles W. Lamar, Jr., and 
Loyola University of the South are 
denied. 
Conclusions: Deletion of Proposed 

Assignment 
840. In the Third Notice the 

Commission proposed the assign- 
ment of Channel 7 to Lake Charles 
and New Orleans at a separation 
of 189 miles. Since this separation 
is below the minimum of 220 miles 
for Zone III we are required to de- 
lete one assignment of Channel 7 to 
comply with the requisite minimum 
separation. 

841. The City of Lake Charles 
has a population of 41,000 and the 
City of New Orleans has a popu- 
lation of 570,000. In the Third No- 
tice only 1 VHF Channel was pro- 
posed for Lake Charles while 4 
VHF channels were proposed for 
New Orleans. We believe on the 
basis of the record that the dele- 
tion of Channel 7 from New Or- 
leans and the assignment of that 
channel to Lake Charles is war- 
ranted. In replacement of Chan- 
nel 7 at New Orleans we are as- 
signing UHF Channel 61. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations. 

842. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Baton Rouge 10 
Houma 
Lake Charles 7 
New Orleans *2, 4, 6 
Shreveport 3,12 

ALEXANDRIA AND LAFAY- 
ETTE, LOUISIANA, BILOXI, 

MISSISSIPPI 
843. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservations: In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and res- 
ervations: 

28, *34, 40 
30 

*19, 25 
20, 26, 32, 61 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan. 
City nel No. nel No. 

Alexandria, La. 
Lafayette, La. 
Biloxi, Miss. 
Galveston, Texas 
Houston, Texas 

11,13 
5 

13 
11 

2, *8, 13 

38 
*44, 50 

35, 41, *47 
23, 29 

(b) The foregoing proposed as- 
signments would result in the fol- 
lowing co- channel assignment sep- 
arations below 200 miles in Zone 
III. 
Channel Cities Mileage 

11 Galveston- Alexandria 197 
13 Houston -Alexandria 204 
13 Alexandria- Biloxi 217 

(c) Census Data. The City of 
Alexandria has a population of 
35,000. The City of Lafayette has a 
population of 34,000. The City of 
Biloxi has a population of 37,000. 
The standard metropolitan area of 
Galveston has a population of 113,- 
000 and the City of Galveston has a 
population of 67,000. The standard 
metropolitan area of Houston has 
a population of 807,000 and the 
City of Houston has a population of 
596,000. 
Conclusions: Deletion of Proposed 

VHF Assignments 
844. In the Third Notice, the 

Commission proposed the assign- 
ments of Channel 13 to Alexandria 
and Houston at a separation of 204 
miles and to Alexandria and Biloxi 
at a separation of 217 miles in 

Cities Mileage 
Baton Rouge Broadcasting Co. 

Charles W. Lamar 12 
Loyola University 11 

"7 In view of our action elsewhere in 
this Report this co- channel assignment 
separation would no longer exist. 
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Meridian, Miss.- Dothan, Ala. 210 
New Orleans- Meridian, Miss. 185 
Houma -Jackson, Miss. 192 
New Orleans- Meridian, Miss. 185 

Zone III. Since these separations in 
Zone III are below the minimum for 
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the area we are required to delete 
one or two assignments on Chan- 
nel 13 to comply with the requisite 
separation. The population of both 
Houston and Biloxi is greater than 
that of Alexandria. Two VHF 
channels were proposed for Alexan- 
dria, one for Biloxi and three for 
Houston. In order to remove the 
sub -standard separation on Channel 
13 we are faced with the choice of 
deleting this channel from Alexan- 
dria or from both Houston and 
Biloxi. In view of the foregoing, 
we believe the deletion of Channel 
13 from Alexandria is warranted. 
In replacement for Chanel 13 in 
Alexandria we are assigning UHF 
Channel 62. 

845. Further the assignments 
proposed in the Third Notice would 
result in the assignment of Chan- 
nel 11 to Alexandria and Galveston 
at a separation of 197 miles in Zone 
III. Since this separation is below 
the minimum for this area we are 
required to delete one assignment 
of Channel 11 to comply with the 
requisite separation. The popula- 
tion of Galveston is approximately 
twice that of Alexandria. In view 
of the relative size of these cities 
we believe the deletion of Channel 
11 from Alexandria and the assign- 
ment of that channel to Galveston 
is warranted. 

846. In view of the action taken 
above the City of Alexandria would 
be left with no VHF assignments. 
In the Third Notice Channels 5 and 
38 were proposed to be assigned 
to Lafayette, a city of 34,000. Since 
we are required to delete the as- 
signments proposed for Alexandria, 
that city with a somewhat larger 
population than Lafayette, would 
have no VHF channels assigned to 
it. In view of the comparative size 
of Lafayette and Alexandria, it is 
our view that the deletion of Chan- 
nel 5 from Lafayette and the as- 
signment of that channel to Alex- 
andria is warranted. As a replace- 
ment for Channel 5 at Lafayette 
we are assigning UHF Channel 67. 

Final Assignment "' 
847. The following assignments 

are adopted: 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 

City nel No. nel No. 
Alexandria, La. 5 62 
Lafayette. La. 38, 67 
Biloxi, Miss. 13 *44, 50 

PROPOSED UHF ASSIGNMENTS 
IN AREA II BELOW THE 
MINIMUM CO- CHANNEL 

ASSIGNMENT SEPARATIONS 
848 (a) In the Third Notice the 

Commission proposed the following 
LHF assignments which do not 
meet the minimum co- channel as- 
signment separations: 

City UHF Channel No. 
Kingston, N. C. 
Bad Axe, Mich. 
Clinton, Mo. 
Muskogee, Okla.l® 
Pryor Creek, Okla. 
Harriman, Tenn. 
Maryville. Tenn. 
Shelbyville, Tenn. 

26 
15 
15 
39 
64 
45 
42 
52 

(b) The foregoing proposed as- 
signments would result in the 
following co- channel assignment 
separations below 175 miles in Zone 
II: 

Channel Cities Mileage 
26 Kinston, N. C: 

Winston Salem, N. C. 162 
15 Bad Axe, Mich: 

Manistee, Mich 168 
39 Duncan, Okla. - 

Muskogee, Okla. 170 
64 Pryor Creek. Okla: 

Chickasha, Okla. 171 

,^" The final assignments for Galveston 
and Houston appear elsewhere in this 
Report. 
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4 Springfield, Tenn: 
Maryville, Tenn. 171 

6 Gainesville, Ga.- 
Shelbyville, Tenn. 172 

1 Clinton, Mo.- 
Claremore, Okla. 173 

4 Laurens, S. C.- 
Harriman, Tenn. 173 

S nce the above co- channel as- 
si ment separations are below the 
mi mum for Zone II we are faced 
wit the necessity of changing 8 
ass nments in order to comply 
wit the requisite separation. Ac- 
cor ingly, we have deleted the UHF 
assi nments listed above and sub - 
stit ted other UHF assignments 
whi h meet the minimum separa- 
tion in Zone II. 

FINAL ASSIGNMENTS 
9. The following assignments 
dopted: 

UHF Channel No. 
45 
46 
49 
66 
54 
67 
51 

8 
are 

Cl 
Kin n, N. C. 
Bad xe, Mich. 
Clinton, Mo. 
Muskogee, Okla. 
Pryok Creek, Okla. 
Harr 
Mara 
Shell 

man, Tenn. 
ville, Tenn. 
iyvWe, Tenn. 62 

D VER, BOULDER, CRAIG, 
CO RADO SPRINGS, PUEBLO, 
DU ANGO. GRAND JUNCTION, 

A MONTROSE, COLORADO; 
LARAMIE, WYOMING 

86 . Proposed Assignments and 
Res vations. In the Third Notice 
the Commission proposed the fol- 
lowing assignments and reserva- 
tions: 

City 
Denver 
Boulder 
Craig 
Colorado Springs 
Pueblo 
Durango 
Grand Junction 
Montrose 
Laramie 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

2, 4, *6, 7 20, 26 
*9 22 

19 
10, 12 *17, 23 
3,5, *8 28,34 

15 
21 
18 

*8 18 

Denver 
851. (a) Census Data. The stand - 

netropolitan area of Denver 
population of 564,000 and the 
if Denver has a population of 
0. 
Counterproposals of Senator 

i C. Johnson. Senator John - 
iroposed that an additional 
channel be assigned to Den- 
y the adoption of one of the 
ing three alternative pro- 

and 
has 
City 
416,01 

(b) 
Edwil 
son 
VHF 
ver, 1 

foliov 
posali 

City 

mic potential and marketing fa- 
cilities of Denver are more than 
sufficient to support adequately five 
commercial VHF stations. It was 
also stated that priorities set forth 
in the Commission's Third Notice 
for the assignment of television 
channels should not control where 
extraordinary or peculiar factors 
require otherwise. It was claimed 
that as a consequence of having 
only three commercial VHF chan- 
nels the people of Denver would be 
deprived of the programs of a num- 
ber of networks and the adverse 
influence of monopoly would affect 
national and local advertisers who 
seek Denver markets. In this con- 
nection it was urged that no com- 
petitive nationwide network system 
could be effected without service to 
and through the City of Denver. In 
view of the foregoing it was 
claimed that the proposed assign- 
ments to Denver did not constitute 
a fair and equitable assignment of 
facilities. 

(d) First Alternative Counter- 
proposal of Senator Johnson. The 
first alternative counterproposal of 
Senator Johnson would delete 
Channel 9 from Boulder and assign 
that channel to Denver, Colorado 
and redesignate UHF Channel 22 
in Boulder as reserved for non- 
commercial educational use. It was 
stated that Boulder, which is only 
a short distance from Denver, 
would be able to receive television 
service without difficulty from Den- 
ver. It was also urged that Boul- 
der is within the retail trade area 
of Denver and that the people of 
Boulder look to Denver as the cen- 
ter of their business and cultural 
interests. It was submitted that 
the assignment of a VHF channel 
to Boulder, less than 26 miles away 
from Denver, is not justified since 
such a channel would not be 
operated in the foreseeable future 
on a non -commercial basis. It was 
claimed that the Commission could 
impose a condition upon the com- 
mercial user of this channel in 
Denver to reserve time on it for 
educational purposes by the Uni- 
versity of Colorado. Finally, it was 
urged that the reassignment of 
Boulder's Channel 9 to Denver 
would not seriously affect, in any 
practical way, the priorities set 
forth in the Commission's Third 

proposal of Senator Johnson. The 
third counterproposal would add a 
VHF channel to Denver by shift- 
ing assignments proposed by the 
Commission in the Third Notice for 
five other cities and without reduc- 
ing the number of assignments pro- 
posed by the Commission for these 
cities. In support of the third al- 
ternative counterproposal it was 
urged that the Commission could 
maintain its present proposed plan 
and add an additional VHF chan- 
nel to Denver without degrading 
the Commission's engineering 
principles and standards. It was 
also stated that the Commission 
had proposed the assignment of 
only ten channels to Colorado state, 
with three reserved for non -com- 
mercial education use; whereas 
other states, such as New Mexico, 
Arizona and Utah, each with less 
than half of Colorado's population 
were assigned, proportionately, a 
greater number of channels. New 
Mexico was assigned fifteen VHF 
channels with three reserved for 
non -commercial educational use; 
Arizona was assigned fourteen 
VHF channels with two reserved 
for non -commercial educational 
use; Utah was assigned nine VHF 
channels with one reserved for non- 
commercial educational use. Wyo- 
ming, which has one -quarter of 
Colorado's population, was as- 
signed ten VHF stations with one 
reserved for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. In addition, it was 
pointed out that such cities as 
Grand Junction, Montrose, Ala - 
mosa, Fort Collins, Greeley and 
Trinidad, all in Colorado, and other 
progressive Colorado cities, were 
not assigned a VHF channel. 

(g) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Senator John- 
son's Counterproposal (Plan 3). 
Northwestern Broadcasting Com- 
pany filed a counterproposal to as- 
sign VHF Channel 5 to Craig, 
which is in conflict with Senator 
Johnson's Plan 3. Northwestern 
Broadcasting Company stated that 
the conflict could be resolved by as- 
signing VHF Channel 13 to Craig 
in lieu of VHF Channel 6. This 
would be accomplished by the sub- 
stitution of VHF Channel 8 for 
VHF Channel 13 at Rock Springs, 
Wyoming. Western Slope Broad- 
casting Company filed a counter- 
proposal to assign VHF Channel 3 

Third Notice 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
No. No. 

Counterproposals 
Plan 1 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 

Plan 2 Plan 3 
VHF UHF 

Channel Channel 
No. No. 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. Denver, Colo. 2, 4, *6, 7 20, 26 
Boulder, Colo. *9 22 
Colorado Springs, 

Colo 10, 12 *17, 23 
Cheyenne, Wyo. 11, 13 
Rawlings, Wyo. 12 
Alliance, Nebr. 12 21 

(e) Statement in Support of 
Senat r Johnson's Counterproposal. 
Senat r Johnson stated that Denver 
is th largest city in the Rocky 
Moun in area encompassing more 
than states; that Denver is the 
hub o the rail, motor, air, banking, 
comm nications and commercial ac- 
tivitie of the West; and the econo- 
ie Cha nels 8 and 45 were also pro- 
posed or Muskogee. 
"o Eac of the three alternative counter - 
propos is of Senator Johnson included 
a requ t for the shift of the educational 
reserve 'on in Denver from VHF Chan- 
nel 6 t UHF Channel 26. This request 
will be considered separately. Senator 
Eugene D. Millikin also filed a com- 
ment uk ging additional assignments to 
Denver but submitted no sworn evi- 
dence in support of the comment. 
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Notice and that such reassignment 
could be done without causing in- 
terference to other proposed as- 
signments in the Commission's 
plan. 

(e) Second Alternative Counter- 
proposal of Senator Johnson. The 
second alternative counterproposal 
of Senator Johnson would delete 
Channel 12 from Colorado Springs, 
and assign that channel to Denver. 
It was stated that the grant of this 
request would result in a much im- 
proved assignment plan without 
causing any interference with any 
co- channel or adjacent channel 
operation. 

(f) Third Alternative Counter - 
Final TV Report 

to Grand Junction, which is in con- 
flict with Senator Johnson's Plan 
3. Western Slope Broadcasting 
Company stated that the conflict 
could be resolved by assigning 
VHF Channel 5 to Grand Junction 
in lieu of VHF Channel 3. Un- 
compahgre Broadcasting Company 
filed a counterproposal requesting 
the assignment of VHF Channel 11 
to Montrose, which is in conflict 
with Senator Johnson's Plan 3. Un- 
compahgre Broadcasting Company 
stated that the conflict could be re- 
solved by the assignment of either 
VHF Channel 8 or 9 or 10 to Mont- 
rose in lieu of VHF Channel 11. 
Warren M. Mallory filed a counter- 

proposal requesting the assignment 
of either Channel 3 or VHF Chan- 
nel 5 to Laramie, which is conflict 
with Senator Johnson's Plan 3. 
Warren M. Mallory stated that the 
conflict could be resolved by the as- 
signment of one channel to Chey- 
enne in lieu of two channels as pro- 
posed. 

(h) The Denver Educational 
Reservation. The ..Denver ..Public 
Schools (School District Number 
One, City and County of Denver), 
the University of Denver (Color- 
ado Seminary), the Adult Educa- 
tion Council of Denver, the Denver 
Public Library, and the Colorado 
State Department of Education 
supported the reservation of VHF 
Channel 6 at Denver, Colorado for 
non -commercial educational use. 
The University of Colorado, Bould- 
er, Colorado also requested the 
Commission to reserve channels in 
Denver for such use. It appears 
that an executive committee has 
been established in Denver, con- 
sisting of representatives of the 
University of Denver, the Board of 
Education of the City and County 
of Denver, the Public Library Sys- 
tem of Denver and the Adult Edu- 
cational Council of Denver. The 
task of the executive committee is 
to set up a program of specific 
study of Denver's educational needs 
and resources as they pertain to 
the reservation. In addition, an 
analysis of the problems of pro- 
gramming, costs, and audience in 
terest has been undertaken by a 
faculty group of the University of 
Denver. The University of Denver 
stated it possessed resources and 
facilities which could be used in 
television broadcasting. In antici- 
pation of the arrival of television 
to the Denver area, the University 
in 1948 employed a full -time tele- 
vision expert. University officials 
conferred in 1948 -1949 with studio 
design engineers of the Radio Cor- 
poration of America to develop 
plans for a community television 
studio. A thorough study was made 
of equipment and program costs 
and the problems of programming. 
The University stated that although 
"the cost factors in that 1948 -1949 
study are no longer valid, the geit 
eral conclusions that a co- opera' 
tive educational television under- 
taking can be practicable in Denver 
remain unshaken ..." The Denver 
Public Schools, as evidence of the 
financial responsibility of the 
school system for any educational 
program that it might undertake, 
stated that their budget for 1950- 
1951 was $18,443,000. The Denver 
Public Schools said it believed that 
the schools had the staff and or- 
ganization which would make a 
television program feasible, and 
that its possibilities are being thor- 
oughly studied. Pending the results 
of such study they requested that a 
suitable channel for television be 
reserved for educational use in 
Denver. In accordance with this 
view, the Public Schools stated that 
they had embarked on a program 
of study of the uses of television in 
cooperation with other educational 
institutions and cultural organiza- 
tions of Denver. 

(i) Opposition to the Denver Ed- 
ucational Reservation. Senator 
Johnson opposed the reservation of 
a VHF channel in Denver for non- 
commercial educational use, and 
Senator Johnson's Plans 1, 2 and 3 
would substitute the reservation of 
a UHF channel in Denver for the 
VHF channel. Senator Johnson 
stated: "Television is a powerful 
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and effective medium for the 
teacher. It is the forest educational 
tool of our time. However, televi- 
sion is far too valuable as a na- 
tional resource and much too intri- 
cate and delicate a process to waste 
away through idleness, lack of 
funds and in experience. I want this 
medium to be available to the 
people of Colorado now. I am posi- 
tive that neither the University of 
Denver nor any other educational 
group will be ready during the next 
ten years to apply for a license and 
state that they are 'fit, willing and 
able' to operate a television sta- 
tion." Senator Johnson also recom- 
mended that the Commission could 
and should impose a condition in 
all television licenses that a certain 
amount of time be made available 
for educational purposes in the 
public interest. 

Boulder "' 
852. The Education Reservation. 

Boulder is the site of the Univer- 
sity of Colorado and has been desig- 
nated as "a primarily educational 
center." Boulder is approximately 
26 miles from Denver. The Uni- 
versity of Colorado and the Board 
of Regents supported the reserva- 
tion of a television channel for 
Boulder. The Board of Regents 
stated the University would con- 
tinue to make studies of the feasi- 
bility and the cost of educational 
television and educational televi- 
sion operations and the progress 
being made at other educational in- 
stitutions. The University reported 
it would then make a determination 
within a reasonable period of time 
as to when the University of Colo- 
rado might construct a television 
facility. The University of Colo- 
rado stated that if educational tele- 
vision lived up to its potentialities, 
it would be educationally sound to 
invest the large sums required to 
operate and build the facilities. 
Otherwise, the University stated, it 
would be forced to limit its televi- 
sion services to producing programs 
for presentation on commercial sta- 
tions. The Colorado State Depart- 
ment of Education also supported 
the reservation. 

Craig 
853. (a) Census Data. The popu- 

lation of Craig is 3,000. 
(b) Counterproposal of North- 

western Colorado Broadcasting 
Company. Northwestern Colorado 
Broadcasting Company requested 
the assignment of VHF Channel 5 
to Craig without any other changes 
in the assignment proposed in the 
Third Notice. In the alternative it 
was requested that VHF Channel 
13 be assigned to Craig by the sub- 
stitution of Channel 8 for Channel 
13 at Rock Springs. 

(c) Statement in Support of 
Northwestern Colorado Broadcast- 
ing Company Counterproposal. 
Northwestern Colorado Broadcast- 
ing Company stated that assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 5 or VHF 
Channel 13 to Craig would afford a 
first and second television service 
to an appreciable area; and, ac- 
cordingly, a grant of the counter- 
proposal would constitute an equi- 
table assignment to the area. 

(d) Conflicting Counterproposal 
to Northwestern Colorado Broad- 
casting Company Counterproposal. 
The third alternative counterpro- 
posal of Senator Edwin Johnson to 
assign Channel 5 to Cheyenne is in 
conflict with the Northwestern Col- 
m Plan 1 of Senator Johnson's counter- 
proposal would reserve UHF Channel 
22 in lieu of VHF Channel 9 in Boulder 
for non -commercial educational use. 

orado Broadcasting Company coun- 
terproposal to assign Channel 5 to 
Craig. The request of Northwest- 
ern Colorado Broadcasting Com- 
pany to assign VHF Channel 5 to 
Craig and the request of Senator 
Johnson (Plan 3) to assign Chan- 
nel 5 to Cheyenne would result in 
a co- channel separation of 152 
miles in Zone II. The request of 
Northwestern Colorado Broadcast-. 
ing Company to assign VHF Chan- 
nel 5 to Craig and the request of 
Warren M. Mallory to assign Chan- 
nel 5 in Laramie would result in a 
co- channel separation of 117 miles 
in Zone II. The alternative request 
of Northwestern Colorado Broad- 
casting Company to assign VHF 
Channel 13 to Craig requires the 
assignment of VHF Channel 8 to 
Rock Springs and would result in 
a co- channel separation of 189 
miles between Rock Springs and 
Laramie on Channel 8 in Zone II. 
Senator Johnson's counterproposal 
(Plan 3) would assign VHF Chan- 
nel 13 to Colorado Springs; and 
the assignment of VHF Channel 13 
to Craig would result in a co -chan- 
nel separation of 186 miles between 
Craig and Colorado Springs in 
Zone II. 

Colorado Springs 
854.(a) Census Data. The popu- 

lation of Colorado Springs is 45,000. 
(b) The Educational Reservation. 

The JCET supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 17 in Colorado 
Springs for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. Included in the state- 
ment of the JCET was a letter 
from the Colorado Springs Fine 
Arts Center stating that it sup- 
ported the efforts of the JCET to 
obtain the reservation of television 
channels for the region. No op- 
position to this reservation was 
filed. 

Pueblo 
855. The Educational Reserva- 

tion. The Pueblo Public Schools, 
District 60 and the Pueblo Junior 
College supported the reservation 
of Channel 8 in Pueblo for non- 
commercial educational use. Reso- 
lutions of the Board of Education 
of the Pueblo Public Schools and 
the Pueblo Junior College Commit- 
tee requested this reservation, 
pending completion of studies of 
the problems of educational tele- 
vision broadcasting such as costs 
and areas of use. No opposition to 
this reservation was filed. 

Durango 
856. (a) Census Data. The popu- 

lation of Durango is 7,000. 
(b) Counterproposal of San Juan 

Broadcasting Co., Inc. San Juan 
Broadcasting Company, Inc., re- 
quested the assignment of VHF 
Channel 6 to Durango. In support 
of the counterproposal it was urged 
that the assignment of a VHF 
channel to Durango would provide 
a first television service to an ap- 
preciable area. 

Grand Junction 
857. (a) Census Data. The popu- 

lation of Grand Junction is 15,000 
(b) Counterproposal of Western 

Slope Broadcasting Company. 
Western Slope Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Grand Junction, requested 
that VHF Channel 3 be assigned to 
Grand Junction without any 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice. Since 
the counterproposal of Western 
Slope Broadcasting Company con- 
flicted with Senator Johnson's Plan 
3, Western Slope Broadcasting 
Company suggested that the con- 
flict could be resolved by the as- 
signment of Channel 5 to Grand 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 

Junction in. lieu of Channel 3. 
(c) Statement in Support of 

Western Slope Broadcasting Co. 
Counterproposal. Western Slope 
stated that its proposal would sup- 
ply a first and second television 
service to an appreciable area. In 
addition it was urged that the as- 
signment of a VHF channel is jus- 
tified because the economic re- 
sources and size of Grand Junction 
evidence the ability of that com- 
munity to support a VHF televi- 
sion station. 

Montrose 
868. (a) Census Data. The popu- 

lation of Montnose is 5,000. , 

(b) Counterproposal of Uncom- 
pahgre Broadcasting Co. Uncom- 
pahgre Broadcasting Company re- 
quested the assignment of VHF 
Channel 11 to Montrose without any 
otrer changes in the assignments 
proposed in the Third Notice. Since 
the counterproposal of Uncompah- 
gre conflicted with Senator John- 
son's Plan 3, Uncompahgre sug- 
gested that the conflict could be re- 
solved by the assignment of Chan- 
nel 8 or 9 or 10 to Montrose. 

(c) Statement in Support of Un- 
compahgre Counterproposal. Un- 
compahgre Broadcasting Company 
urged that the assignment of a 
VHF channel to Montrose would 
result in a first television service 
to an appreciable area. 

Laramie 
859. (a) Census Data. The popu- 

lation of Laramie is 16,000. 
(b) Counterproposal of Warren 

M. Mallory. Warren M. Mallory, 
Laramie, requested that either VHF 
Channel 3 or VHF Channel 5 be 
assigned to Laramie in addition to 
the assignments proposed in the 
Commission's Third Notice. 

(c) Statement in Support of 
Mallory Counterproposal. Mallory 
urged that commercial interests in 
Laramie could not establish a tele- 
vision station in the immediate fu- 
ture on UHF Channel 18 proposed 
for Laramie because no UHF trans- 
mitting equipment is presently 
available on the market, but that if 
a VHF channel were made avail- 
able commercial interests in Lara- 
mie have expressed a willingness 
to establish immediately a commer- 
cial station which would not only 
provide commercially sponsored en- 
tertainment but would also provide 
time for educational programs 
sponsored by the University of 
Wyoming, located in Laramie. It 
was also urged that the isolation of 
Laramie due to mountainous geo- 
graphical terrain would prevent 
that city from receiving service 
from stations located in such other 
communities as Cheyenne, Wyo- 
ming, and Denver, Colorado. 

(d) Conflicting Counterproposals 
to Mallory Counterproposal. The 
counterproposal of Warren M. Mal- 
lory and the third alternative coun- 
terproposal of Senator Johnson are 
mutually exclusive. Mallory, how- 
ever, suggested that the conflict be- 
tween the two counterproposals 
could be resolved by the assign- 
ment of Channel 3 to Laramie and 
Channel 5 to Cheyenne or the as- 
signment of Channel 5 to Laramie 
and the assignment of Channel 3 to 
Cheyenne. The counterproposal of 
Warren H. Mallory to assign Chan- 
nel 6 to Laramie is mutually ex- 
clusive with the counterproposal of 
Northwestern Colorado Broadcast- 
ing Company to add that channel 
to Craig, Colorado. 

(e) The Educational Reserva- 
tion.172 The University of Wyom- 
ing and its Board of Trustees sup- 

ported the reservation of VHF 
Channel 8 at Laramie for use by a 
non -commercial educational station. 
No oppositions to this proposed 
reservation were filed. 

Conclusions: Denver Educational 
Reservation 

860. We have in another portion 
of this Report considered the pro- 
posal of Senator Johnson that the 
Commission impose a condition on 
all television licensees that a cer- 
tain amount of time be made avail- 
able for educational purposes as an 
alternative to the establishment of 
reservations for non- commercial 
educational use. Accordingly, it 
will not be discussed further. 

861. We believe on the basis of 
the record that the proposed edu- 
cational reservation of Channel 6 
in Denver should be finalized. The 
educational institutions in Denver 
have demonstrated on the record 
their interest in establishing a non- 
commercial educational television 
station. They have banded together 
to solve the problems connected 
with the establishment and opera- 
tion of such a station; the Univer- 
sity of Denver, in particular, has 
shown on the record a strong in- 
terest in bringing educational tele- 
vision to the Denver area; and the 
educational institutions established 
on the record that they are pro- 
ceeding to develop plans for the 
early establishment of a non -com- 
mercial educational television sta- 
tion in Denver. On the basis of the 
record, and in view of the forego- 
ing, the Commission finds it must 
deny the counterproposal of Sena- 
tor Edwin Johnson insofar as it 
would substitute UHF Channel 26 
for VHF Channel 6 as the reserved 
channel in Denver, Colorado. Ac- 
cordingly, the reservation of VHF 
Channel 6 in Denver, Colorado for 
non -commercial educational televi- 
sion use is finalized. 

Conclusions: The Boulder Educa- 
tional Reservation 

862. We find no adequate basis 
on the record for deleting the pro- 
posed reservation of Channel 9 for 
non -commercial educational use in 
Boulder. Boulder has been desig- 
nated as a "primarily educational 
center" and the University of Col- 
orado has established its interest 
in establishing a non -commercial 
educational station in Boulder. Un- 
der these circumstances we find no 
adequate basis for deviating from 
our policy of attempting to provide 
VHF educational reservations it 
"primarily educational centers"ft 
On the basis of the record and in 
view of the foregoing, the Commis- 
sion finds that it must deny the 
counterproposal of Senator Edwin 
Johnson insofar as the reservation 
of UHF Channel 22 instead of 
VHF Channel 9 at Boulder, Colo- 
rado is concerned. In view of our 
grant of Senator Johnson's third 
plan, Channel 12 will be substituted 
at Boulder for Channel 9. Accord- 
ingly, the Commission is finalizing 
the reservation of Channel 12 in 
Boulder for use by a non- commer- 
cial educational station. 
Conclusions: The Colorado Springs 

and Pueblo Educational 
Reservations 

863. The Commission is of the 
opinion, on the basis of the record, 
that a reservation for non -commer- 
m In its Comments of May 7, 1951 War- 
ren M. Mallory requested the reserva- 
tion of UHF Channel 18 in Laramie for 
non -commercial educational use in lieu 
of VHF Chanel 8. No sworn state- 
ment in support of this request wag 
filed. Accordingly, it will not be con- 
sidered further. 
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cial e ucational television is war- 
rante in Colorado Springs and 
Puebl . Accordingly, the reserva- 
tion UHF Channel 17 in Colo- 
rado prings, and VHF Channel 8 
in Pu blo, are finalized. 
Concl lions: The Laramie Educa- 

tional Reservation 
864. On the basis of the record 

the r servation of Channel 8 in 
Lars ie for non -commercial educa- 
tional use is finalized. 

Sum ary of Requests for Addi- 
tional VHF Assignments 

866. The remaining counterpro- 
posals consist of: (1) a proposal 
by Senator Johnson for the assign- 
ment of either VHF Channel 9 or 
12 to Denver; (2) a proposal by 
North estern Colorado Broadcast- 
ing C pang for the assignment of 
either VHF Channel 6 or 13 to 
Craig; (3) a proposal by the San 
Juan roadcasting Company, Inc., 
for th assignment of VHF Chan- 
nel 6 to Durango, Colorado; (4) a 
proposal of Western Slope Broad - 
castin for the assignment of VHF 
Chann 1 3 or 5 to Grand Junction, 
Colora o; (5) a proposal by the 
Unco pahgre Broadcasting Com- 
pany or the assignment of either 
VHF hannel 8, 9, 10 or 11 to Mont- 
rose, olorado; (6) a proposal by 
Warre M. Mallory for the assign- 
ment either VHF Channel 3 or 5 
to Lar mie. 

Co lusions: Additional VHF 
ssignments to Denver, 
Craig and Laramie 

866. The first and second alter - 
nativeCounterproposals of Senator 
Johnson would add a 4th commer- 
cial VHF assignment or a total of 
5 VHF assignments to Denver by 
deletin the only VHF assignment 
to Bo lder and the second VHF 
assign ent to Colorado Springs, re- 
spectiv ly. We have above denied 
the fi t counterproposal in con - 
nectio with Boulder educational 
resery tion discussion. With re- 
spect o the second alternative 
counte roposal, we do not believe 
the re ord supports the basis for 
the de etion of the second VHF 
channe in Colorado Springs, a city 
of 45,00, in order to effect the 
assign ent of a 4th commercial 
VHF channel (with a total of 5 
VHF Channels) to Denver. The 
third alternative counterproposal of 
Senator Johnson would result in 
the ad itional assignment of VHF 
Channe 9 to Denver without delet- 
ing a c annel from any other com- 
munity This counterproposal is, 
however, mutually exclusive with 
the counterproposal seeking the as- 
signments of VHF channels in 
Craig and Laramie. The Commis- 
sion is of the opinion that a fifth 
VHF et annel in Denver, one of the 
major cities of the United States 
and a c ty of 416,000, is to be pre- 
ferred o the assignment of a first 
VHF c annel to Craig, a city of 
3,000 a d a second VHF channel to 
Larami , a city of 16.000. We be- 
lieve th t in view of the great dis- 
parity size, population and im- 
portanc between Denver and the 
Cities Craig and Laramie that 
the as gnment of an additional 
VHF ch nnel to Denver is warrant- 
ed. The Northwestern Colorado 
Broadcasting Company's counter - 
proposa to resolve the conflict be- 
tween Senator Johnson's and its 
proposal would result in a mileage 
separation of 189 miles between 
Rock S ings, Wyoming, and Lara- 
mie, W oming, and of 186 miles 
between Craig, and Colorado 
Springs in Zone II. Since the mini- 
mum co hannel separation in Zone 

II is 190 miles the alternative coun- 
terproposal of Northwestern Colo- 
rado Broadcasting Company must 
be denied. 

867. The counterproposal of Mal- 
lory to resolve the conflict between 
Senator Johnson's and his proposal 
would require the deletion of a 
VHF channel from Cheyenne. We 
do not believe the record warrants 
the deletion of one of the two VHF 
channels from Cheyenne, a city of 
32,000, in order to provide a second 
VHF assignment for Laramie, a 
city of 16,000. Accordingly, the sec- 
ond alternative counterproposal of 
Senator Johnson, the counterpro- 
posal of Northwestern Colorado 
Broadcasting Co., and the counter- 
proposal of Warren M. Mallory are 
denied and the third alternative 
counterproposal of Senator Johnson 
in so far as it requests the addition 
of a VHF channel to Denver is 
granted. 
Conclusions: Additional VHF As- 

signment to Grand Junction, 
Durango and Montrose 

868. It is the Commission's view 
that the counterproposals of West- 
ern Slope Broadcasting Company 
for a VHF channel in Grand Junc- 
tion; San Juan Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Inc., for a VHF channel in 
Durango and the Uncompahgre 
Broadcasting Company for a VHF 
channel in Montrose should be 
granted. The assignments are con- 
sistent with the Rules and stand- 
ards adopted herein and will re- 
sult in television service to areas 
and persons which would otherwise 
not receive VHF service. Accord- 
ingly, the counterproposals of 
Western Slope Broadcasting Com- 
pany and San Juan Broadcasting 
Co., Inc., as modified and the coun- 
terproposal of Uncompahgre Broad- 
casting Company are granted. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

869. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

VHF Chan -UHF Chan- 
City nel No. nel No. 

Boulder, Colo. *12 22 
Colorado Springs, 

Colo. 11, 13 *17, 23 
Denver, Colo. 2, 4, *8, 7, 9 20, 26 
Durango, Colo. 6 15 
Grand Junction 

Colo. 5 21 
Montrose, Colo. 10 18 
Pueblo, Colo. 3,5,*8 28,34 
Alliance, Nebr. 13 21 
Cheyenne. Wyo. 8 Laramie, Wyo. 18 
Rawlins, Wyo. 11 
Craig, Colo. 19 

WALLA WALLA, WASHINGTON 
870. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the assignment of 
VHF Channels 5 and 8 to Walla 
Walla. 

(b) Census Data. The population 
of the City of Walla Walla is 24,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Salt Lake 
Pipe Line Company. Salt Lake Pine 
Line Company requested that VHF 
Channel 5 not be assigned to Walla 
Walla. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Galt Lake Pipe Line Company 
Counterproposal. Salt Lake Pine 
Line Company stated that it is the 
permittee of operational fixed sta- 
tions in the Petroleum Radio Serv- 
ice at Pasco, Washington on '72.15 
Mc. Adams, Oregon on 74.02 Mc, 
and Mt. Emily, Oregon on 75.74 Mc, 
'74.50 Mc, and 74.42 Mc, in the band 
72 -76 Mc; that these stations are a 
part of a communication system 
constructed at a cost of more than 
$400,000 for the operation and 
maintenance of its petroleum pipe 
line; that when construction per- 
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mits were requested a check was 
made of possible interference to 
television channels based upon an 
earlier Notice in these proceedings 
which did not propose assignment 
of Channel 5 to Walla Walla; that 
equipment operating on other fre- 
quencies was used at locations 
where interference might occur to 
television but no interference was 
then expected in the vicinity of 
Walla Walla; that the above sta- 
tions are located 37 miles, 25 miles, 
and 46 miles, respectively, from 
Walla Walla, and thus may be ex- 
pected to cause interference to a 
television station operating on 
Channel 5 at Walla Walla where 
the channel is proposed to be as- 
signed under the Third Notice; and 
that to redesign the communica- 
tions system by changing frequency 
of the stations at Pasco, Adams, 
and Mt. Emily in order to elimi- 
nate television interference would 
require the erection of other sta- 
tions at heavy expense. 

(e) In its Report and Order re- 
leased May 6, 1948, in Docket 8487 
with respect to the sharing of tele- 
vision channels and assignments of 
frequencies to television and non - 
government fixed and mobile serv- 
ices the Commission stated: 

Allocation of the Band 72 -76 
Megacycles 

The band 72 to '76 megacycles, 
except for the guard band around 
the 75 Mc marker, is presently 
allocated to non -government 
fixed and mobile services. It is in 
between television Channel 4 (66 
to 72 Mc) and Channel 5 ('76 to 
82 Mc) and hence is a source of 
potential adjacent channel inter- 
ference to each channel. The evi- 
dence showed that at least so far 
as mobile operations are con- 
cerned, operation in this band is 
not feasible since destructive in- 
terference to television reception 
is inevitable. However, the evi- 
dence did show that some use 
can be made of these frequencies 
with no interference to television 
on the basis of careful engineer- 
ing and the formulation of engi- 
neering and interference stand- 
ards. The establishment and ap- 
plication of such standards ap- 
pear to be capable of solution for 
the fixed service. They do not 
appear to be practical in the case 
of the land mobile service whose 
requirements are most acute in 
the same areas - which require 
either television Channels 4 or 5, 
or both. Accordingly, the Com- 
mission has determined that the 
frequencies 72 to 76 megacycles 
should be assigned only to the 
fixed service on an engineered 
basis and on condition that no ad- 
jacent channel interference will 
result to the reception of televi- 
sion stations which may be au- 
thorized or provided for in the 
Commission's Rules. The Com- 
mission recognizes that this allo- 
cation does remove some of the 
flexibility in the television allo- 
cation table but this is restricted 
to television Channels 4 and 5 
and not all the television chan- 
nels, as would be the case if as- 
signments were made for shared 
use of television channels on an 
engineered basis. Morever, if the 
band 72 to 76 megacycles is not 
to be used by the fixed service on 
an engineered basis, it would be 
difficult to assign any service 
therein. This would constitute a 
waste of frequencies. 
(f) Pursuant to the above Re- 

port and Order, Part 2 of the Com- 
mission's Rules and Regulations- 

Rules Governing Frequency Allo- 
cations and Radio Treaty Matters; 
General Rules and Regulations - 
provides that: 

Operational fixed stations may 
be authorized to use frequencies 
in this band [72 -76 Mc] in ac- 
cordance with columns 10 and 11 
of the table of frequency alloca- 
tions, on the condition that harm- 
ful interference will not be caused 
to the reception of television sta- 
tions on Channels 4 and 5. 
(g) Part 11 -Rules Governing 

Industrial Radio Services -provided 
in Section 11.303(a): 

Subject to the condition that 
no harmful interference will be 
caused to reception of television 
Channels Number 4 or 5, the fol- 
lowing frequencies are available 
for assignment to fixed stations 
in the Petroleum Radio Service 
on a shared basis with other serv- 
ices: [72 -76]. 

Conclusions 
871. The Commission has given 

careful consideration to the possi- 
bility of substituting another VHF 
television channel at Walla Walla 
for Channel 5 but the assignments 
for Walla Walla are closely interre- 
lated with the proposals for other 
cities in the Pacific Northwest area 
and with Canadian assignments. 
Such a substitution would deprive 
another city of a VHF television 
channel without an adequate VHF 
substitute and, therefore, does not 
appear to be feasible. In view of 
the foregoing and the fact that the 
authorizations of operational fixed 
stations in the 72 -76 Mc band were 
expressly made on the basis of non- 
interference to television assign- 
ments, the counterproposal of Salt 
Lake Pipe Line Company is denied. 
Other pipe line companies have em- 
ployed microwave frequencies for 
communications systems of the 
type which Salt Lake operates. 
Such frequencies possess character- 
istics suitable to the fixed opera- 
tions and present no problem of in- 
terference to television. It is our 
opinion that the potentiality of 
interference to television in Walla 
Walla can best be avoided by Salt 
Lake Pipe Line Company changing 
its communications to microwave 
frequencies. Accordingly, the Salt 
Lake City Pipe Line Company will 
have to vacate the frequencies in- 
volved when a television station is 
nrepared to commence operation on 
Channel 5 in Walla Walla. 

Final Assignments 
872. The assignments of VHF 

Channels 5 and 8 to Walla Walla 
are adopted.178 

TACOMA AND OLYMPIA, 
WASHINGTON 

873. (a) Proposed Assignments. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the following assign- 
ments and reservation: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Tacoma, Wash. 11,13 *56, 62 
Olympia, Wash. 60 

(b) Census Data. The metropoli- 
tan area of Tacoma has a popula- 
tion of 276,000. The City of Tacoma 
has a population of 144,000. The 
City of Olympia has a population of 
16,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Tom 01- 
sen. Tom Olsen requested the addi- 
tional assignment of VHF Channel 
11 to Olympia by the deletion of 
that channel from Tacoma. 

(d) Statement in Support of Tom 
Olsen Counterproposal. Tom Olsen 
513 The assignment of UHF Channel 22 
in Walla Walla and its reservation for 
non -commercial educational use is dis- 
cussed elsewhere in this Report. 
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stated that the operation of Chan- 
nel 11 in Olympia would not cause 
objectionable interference to any 
proposed assignment; that it would 
provide additional Grade A service 
and a second television station for 
Olympia; and that Tacoma would 
receive a total of 8 VHF and 7 
UHF services of at least Grade A 
quality under the FCC allocation 
proposal: 4 from Tacoma, 2 from 
Bremerton, 6 from Seattle, and 1 
from Olympia. 

(e) Opposition to Tom Olsen 
Counterproposal. The Tribune Pub- 
lishing Company, Tacoma, Wash- 
ington, opposed the counterproposal 
of Tom Olsen to move VHF Chan- 
nel 11 from Tacoma to Olympia. 

(f) The Tacoma Educational Res- 
ervation. Tacoma Public Schools 
Tacoma Vocational - Technical 
School, College of Puget Sound, and 
the State Superintendent of Public 
Instruction supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 56 at Tacoma. No 
objection was filed to the proposed 
reservation. 

Conclusions: Tacoma Educational 
Reservation 

874. On the basis of the record the 
reservation of Channel 56 at Taco- 
ma is finalized. 
Conclusions: Olympia and Tacoma 

875. It is our view, on the basis 
of the record, that the deletion of 
Channel 11 from Tacoma to pro- 
vide a VHF assignment to Olympia 
is not warranted. Tacoma has a 
population of 144,000, as compared 
to Olympia with a population of 
16,000; and Tacoma is one of the 
largest cities in the State of Wash- 
ington. Accordingly, the counter- 
proposal of Tom Olsen is denied. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation 

876. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Tacoma, Wash. 11, 13 56, 62 
Olympia, Wash. 60 

BELLINGHAM, SEATTLE, 
LONGVIEW, WASHINGTON, 

AND ALBANY, OREGON 
877. Proposed Assignments. In 

the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the following assignments 
and reservation: 

City VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

Bellingham 
Seattle 
Longview 
Albany 

4, 5, 7, 9 18, 24 
20, 26 

33 
55 

Bellingham 
878. (a) Census Data. The City 

of Bellingham has a population of 
34,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of KVOS, 
Inc. KVOS, Inc., Bellingham, Wash- 
ington, requested the additional as- 
signment of VHF Channel 12 to 
Bellingham. The assignment of 
Channel 12 to Bellingham would 
be accomplished by the assignment 
of Channel 3 to Chilliwack, Canada, 
in lieu of Channel 12. 

(c) Statement in Support of 
KVOS, Inc., CounterproposaL 
KVOS, Inc., stated that the assign- 
ment of Channel 12 to Bellingham 
would not deprive any city listed in 
the Third Notice of a VHF or a 
UHF channel; that the shift of 
Channel 12 from Chilliwack meets 
the mileage separation require- 
ments; that a grant of the counter- 
proposal would provide additional 
Grade A service; and that a VHF 
channel would provide a more de- 
pendable service to a considerable 
area than would a UHF service. 

(d) The KVOS, Inc., counter- 
proposal would result in an adja- 
cent channel separation of 81 miles 
between Chilliwack on Channel 3 
and Victoria, Canada, on Channel 
2 and an adjacent channel separa- 
tion of 105 miles between Chilli - 
wack on Channel 3 and Seattle, 
Washington, on Channel 4. 

(e) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to KVOS, Inc. 
Counterproposal. Oppositions and 
conflicting counterproposals were 
filed by Fisher's Blend Station, 
Inc., Seattle; Totem Broadcasters, 
Inc., Seattle; Twin Cities Broad- 
casting Corp., Longview, all of 
Washington; and Central Willam- 
ette Broadcasting Company, Al- 
bany, Oregon. 

Seattle 
879. (a) Census Data. The Seat- 

tle metropolitan area has a popula- 
tion of 733,000. The City of Seattle 
has a population of 468,000. 

(b) Counterproposal of Totem 
Broadcasters, Inc. Totem Broad- 
casters, Inc., requested the addi- 
tional assignment of VHF Channel 
2 to Seattle,' by the assignment 
of Channel 3 to Victoria, Canada, 
in lieu of Channel 2. 

(c) Statement in Support of To- 
tem Broadcasters, Inc. Counterpro- 
posal. Totem Broadcasters, Inc., 
stated that Channel 2 at Seattle 
would comply with the standards, 
that the economic resources of 
Seattle were adequate to support 
an additional channel and that the 
assignment of 4 VHF commercial 
channels to Seattle would result in 
a healthy competitive situation. 

(d) The Totem Broadcasters, 
Inc., counterproposal would create 
an adjacent channel separation of 
75 miles between Victoria, Canada, 
on Channel 3 and Seattle on Chan- 
nel 2. 

(e) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposal to Totem Broad- 
casters, Inc., Counterproposals. Op- 
positions and conflicting counter- 
proposals were filed by KVOS, Inc., 
Bellingham, Twin Cities Broad- 
casting Corp., Longview, both of 
Washington, and Central Willam- 
ette Broadcasting Co., Albany, 
Oregon. The Totem Broadcasters, 
Inc., counterproposal together with 
the counterproposal of KVOS, Inc., 
would create an 81 mile co- channel 
separation between Victoria and 
Chilliwack on Channel 3. 

(f) Counterproposal of Fisher's 
Blend Station, Inc. Fisher's Blend 
Station, Inc., requested the addi- 
tional assignment of VHF Channel 
2 to Seattle in two alternative 
counterproposals. Plan 1 would 
add Channel 2 to Seattle by the 
assignment of Channel 3 to Vic- 
toria, Canada, in lieu of Channel 
2.1" Plan 2 would make the follow- 
ing changes in the assignments 
proposed in the Third Notice. 

Fisher's Blend Station, Inc. Coun- 
terproposal. Fisher's Blend Sta- 
tion, Inc., stated that the assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 2 to Seattle 
would comply with the Standards, 
would provide a gain of Grade B 
interference -free service, that 
Seattle is the largest city in the 
Pacific Northwest located in the 
center of the most densely popu- 
lated region in that area, that the 
population of Seattle had increased 
since 1940; that nearly one -third 
of the entire population of the 
State of Washington resides in the 
Seattle metropolitan area; and that 
the economic resources of the area 
were adequate to support the addi- 
tional station requested. 

(h) The Fisher's Blend Plan 1 
would create an adjacent channel 
separation of 75 miles between 
Victoria, B. C., on Channel 3 and 
Seattle on Channel 2. Plan 2 would 
create an adjacent channel separa- 
tion of 90 miles between Victoria, 
B. C., on Channel 12 and Tacoma, 
Washington, on Channels 11 and 
13. 

(i) Opposition and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Fisher's Blend 
Station, Inc., Counterproposal. Op- 
positions and conflicting counter- 
proposals were filed by KVOS, Inc., 
Bellingham, Washington; Twin 
Cities Broadcasting Corporation, 
Longview, Washington; and Cen- 
tral Willamette Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Albany, Oregon. The Fisher's 
Blend Plans 1 and 2, together with 
the counterproposal of KVOS, Inc., 
would create, respectively, an 81 
mile co- channel separation between 
Victoria and Chilliwack on Channel 
3 and a 48 mile co- channel separa- 
tion between Victoria and Belling- 
ham on Channel 12. 

(j) The Seattle Educational Res- 
ervation. Educational institutions 
in Seattle supported the reserva- 
tion of VHF Channel 9 for non- 
commercial educational use. No 
objections were filed to the proposed 
reservation. 

Longview 
880. (a) Census Data. The City 

of Longview has a population of 
20,000. 

(b) Counterproposal to Twin 
Cities Broadcasting Corporation. 
Twin Cities Broadcasting Corpora- 
tion requested the additional as- 
signment of VHF Channel 2 to 
Longview. Plan 1 would assign 
Channel 2 to Longview without 
making any other changes in the 
assignments proposed in the Third 
Notice. Plan 2 would shift Chan- 
nel 6 or 8 or 10 from Vancouver, 
Canada, to Victoria, Canada, shift 

City Third Notice Proposed Changes (Plan 2) 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 

Seattle, Wash. 4, 5, 7, 9 
Victoria, B. C. 2 

Chilliwack, B. C. 12 

(g) Statement in Support of 

", Queen City Broadcasting Company 
also filed a comment in which it stated 
that it had no objection to the assign- 
ment of Channel 2 to Seattle provided 
such assignment does not result in the 
removal of Channel 4 from Seattle, but 
submitted no sworn statement. Accord- 
ingly, the request has not been con- 
sidered further. 
"T^ Plan 1 of Fisher's Blend Station, Inc., 
is identical with the counterproposal of 
Totem Broadcasters, Inc. 
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20, 26 
40, 46 

42 

21., 4, 5, 7, 9 20, 26 
121' 40,46 
31 42 

Channel 2 from Victoria to Van- 
couver, and make the additional 
assignment of Channel 2 to Long- 
view. 

(c) Statement in Support of 
Twin Cities Broadcasting Corpora- 
tion Counterproposal. Twin Cities 
Broadcasting Corporation stated 
that the City of Longview has a 

diversity of industries; that it is 
the center of a trading territory 
of more than 75,000 people; that 
the area could support a VHF chan- 
nel; that the population of the City 
of Longview has increased 63% 
since 1940; that Cowlitz County in 
which the city is located has a 
population of 53,132 persons and 
has increased 32% since 1940; and 
that VHF channels were not made 
available for use in the southwest 
section of the State of Washington 
due to the fact that they were as- 
signed to the large areas in north- 
ern Washington. 

(d) Plan 1 would result in a 
co- channel separation of 158 miles 
between Longview and Victoria, 
B. C., on Channel 2. Plan 2 would 
create a 75 mile adjacent channel 
separation between Victoria on 
Channel 6 or 8 or 10 and Seattle, 
Washington, on Channels 7 and 9; 
and 190 mile co- channel seperation 
between Vernon, B. C., and Van- 
couver, B. C. on Channel 2. 

(e) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Twin Cities 
Broadcasting Corporation Counter- 
proposal. Opposition and conflict- 
ing counterproposals to the coun- 
terproposal of Twin Cities Broad- 
casting Corporation were filed by 
Central Willamette Broadcasting 
Co., Albany, Oregon; KVOS, Inc., 
Bellingham, Washington; Totem 
Broadcasters, Inc., KING Broad- 
casting Co.; and Fisher's Blend 
Station, Inc., of Seattle, Washing- 
ton. The Twin Cities Broadcasting 
Corporation Plan 2 together with 
the counterproposal of KVOS, Inc., 
would create an adjacent channel 
separation between Vancouver -New 
Westminster on Channel 2 and 
Chilliwack on Channel 3. The dis- 
tance from Vancouver to Chilli - 
wack is 58 miles and the distance 
from New Westminster to Chilli - 
wack is 47 miles. 

Albany 

881. (a) Census Data. The City 
of Albany has a population of 10; 
000. 

(b) Counterproposal of Central 
Willamette Broadcasting Company. 
Central Willamette Broadcasting 
Company requested that VHF 
Channel 4 be assigned to Albany,,e 

In a counterproposal filed May 7. 

1951, Central Willamette Broadcasting 
Company requested the assignment of 
VHF Channel 12 to Albany. In its sworn 
statement, however, Central Willamette 
requested Channel 4 in lieu of Channel 
12. Although several parties have op- 
posed the request for the assignment 
of Channel 4 on the merits, no party 
has objected to the acceptance of the 
new counterproposal in this proceeding. 
Accordingly, the Commission is consid- 
ering the request for the assignment of 
Channel 4 in Albany on the merits. 
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by eking the following changes 
in assignments proposed in the 
Thir Notice: 

Cl 

posal would result in a 200 mile 
co- channel assignment spacing be- 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Albany, Ore. 55 Medford, Ore. 4, 5 
Yreka, Calif. 11 
Eugene, Ore. *9 
Sale Ore. 3 
Portl n d, Ore. 6, 8, *10, 12 
Long ew, Wash. 
Sea e, Wash.'" 
Bell gham, Wash. 
Vic ia, B. C. 
Ch ack, B. C. 
Vane uver -New 

We tmnnster, B. C. 

20, 26 
*18, 24 
21, 27 

4, 5, 

6, 

7,79 

2 
12 

8,10 

33 
20, 26 
18,24 
40, 46 

42 

14, 30, 36 

(c Statement in Support of Cen- 
tral ' illamette Broadcasting Com- 
pany Counterproposal. Central Wil- 
lame te Broadcasting Company 
state that the proposed assign- 
ment of 1 UHF channel to Albany 
is in dequate, that the City of Al- 
bany had a 78% increase in popula- 
tion etween 1940 and 1950, that 
the errain in the area is better 
adap ed to VHF than UHF, and 
that he assignments in the coun- 
terprposal would result in a fairer 
and ore efficient utilization of the 
avail ble frequencies. 

(d The Central Willamette 
Broa. casting Company counterpro- 
posal would result in co- channel 
separ <tions of 200 miles between 
Victoria and Portland on Channel 
5, and 212 miles between Van - 
couve -New Westminster and Long- 
view on Channel 3; an adjacent 
chan el separation of 75 miles be- 
twee Victoria on Channel 5 and 
Seatt e on Channel 6; and the dele- 
tion Channel 12 from Chilliwack. 
It s suggested in the counter - 
prop al that the Canadian Govern- 
ment could assign Channel 3 to 
Chilli ack to replace Channel 12 
inste of to Vancouver -New West - 
minet r. This suggestion, however, 
would result in the deletion of 
Channel 6 from Vancouver -New 
Westminster with no VHF replace- 
ment It was also suggested that 
the anadian Government could 
assi a UHF channel to Chilli- 
wack to replace Channel 12. In 
any e ent the Central Willamette 
Broad asting Company counterpro- 
posal ould require the deletion of 
a VH assignment from a Cana- 
dian city. 

(e) Opposition and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the Central 
Willamette Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. Oppositions and 
conflicting counterproposals to the 
counterproposal of Central Willam- 
ette Broadcasting Company have 
been fled by King Broadcasting 
Comp ny, Seattle; KVOS, Inc., 
Bellin: ham, Totem Broadcasters, 
Inc., eattle; Twin Cities Broad- 
castin Corp., Longview; Fisher's 
Blend Station, Inc., Seattle, all of 
Wash' gton; and Lane Broadcast- 
ing C mpany, Eugene, Oregon. 

Cone usions: Seattle Educational 
Reservation 

882. On the basis of the record 
the reservation of Channel 9 at 
Seattl for non -commercial educa- 
tional use is finalized. 

Conclusions: Albany 
883. The Central Willamette 

Broad asting Company counterpro- 
1T7 King Broadcasting Corporation is 
license for the operation of Station 
KING- on Channel 5 in Seattle. The 
Central Willamette counterproposal to 
delete * hannel 5 from Seattle would re- 
quire of the KING -TV li- 
cense o terminate its operation on 
Channel 5. 
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Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

5, 98t 
55 

*9 llt 20,26 
2t *18, 24 

5t, 6,710, 12 21,27 
3t 33 

2t, 4, 6t, 7, *9 20, 26 
12t 18, 24 
5t 40,46 t 42 

3t, 8, 10 14, 30, 30 

tween Victoria, B.C. and Portland 
on Channel 5, and a 212 mile co- 
channel assignment spacing be- 
tween Vancouver -New West- 
minster, B.C. and Longview on 
Channel 3; and Channel 5 at Vic- 
toria would be 75 miles from the 
adjacent channel assignment, 
Channel 6, at Seattle. Further, this 
counterproposal would require the 
deletion of Channel 12 from Chilli- 
wack in Canada. Central Willam- 
ette Broadcasting Company sug- 
gested that Channel 12 could be 
replaced in Chilliwack by assigning 
Channel 3 to Chilliwack instead of 
to Vancouver -New Westminster as 
proposed in the Central Willamette 
counterproposal, or by assigning an 
additional UHF channel to Chilli- 
wack. However, in any event, the 
Central Willamette Broadcasting 
Company counterproposal would 
require the deletion of a VHF as- 
signment from a Canadian com- 
munity. The Central Willamette 
Broadcasting Company counterpro- 
posal must be denied for the rea- 
sons set forth above in our dis- 
cussion of Canadian -United States 
television assignments. 

Conclusions: Bellingham, Long- 
view, Seattle 

884. Twin Cities Broadcasting 
Corporation (Plan 1) would assign 
Channel 2 to Longview, without 
making any other changes in as- 
signments. However, Channel 2 at 
Longview would be 158 miles from 
the co- channel assignment at Vic- 
toria, B.C. The Twin Cities Broad- 
casting Corporation (Plan 1) 
counterproposal must be denied for 
the reasons set forth above in the 
discussion of Canadian -United 
States television assignments. 

885. The remaining counterpro- 
posal of Twin Cities Broadcasting 
Corporation (Plan 2), seeks a first 
VHF channel for Longview; the 
counterproposal of KVOS, Inc: 
seeks a first VHF channel for Bel - 
lingham; and the counterproposals 
of Fisher's Blend Station, Inc. and 
Totem Broadcasters, Inc. seek a 
fifth VHF channel for Seattle. Only 
one of the above counterproposals 
can be granted since they are all 
conflicting. We are of the view that 
the assignment of a first VHF 
channel to Bellingham, a city of 
34,000 people, is to be preferred to 
the assignment of a first VHF 
channel to Longview, a city with 
a population of only 20,000, or to 
the assignment of a fifth VHF 
channel to Seattle. Accordingly, 
the KVOS, Inc. counterproposal is 
granted and Channel 12 is assigned 
to Bellingham. In order to ac- 
complish this, Channel 3 will be 
assigned to Chilliwack, B.C. in 
place of Channel 12. 

886. Since we have granted the 
KVOS, Inc. counterproposal for 
Bellingham, the conflicting counter- 
proposals of Fisher's Blend Sta- 
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tions' Inc., (Plans 1 and 2), Totem 
Broadcasters, Inc., and Twin City 
Broadcasting Corporation (Plan 2) 
must be denied. 

887. Fisher's Blend Stations, Inc. 
(Plan 1) and Totem Broadcasters, 
Inc., in assigning a fifth VHF 
channel to Seattle, would assign 
Channel 3 to Victoria, B.C. How- 
ever, the KVOS, Inc. counterpro- 
posal assigns Channel 3 to Chilli- 
wack, B.C., 81 miles from Victoria. 
The Totem Broadcasters, Inc. 
counterproposal and Fisher's Blend 
Stations, Inc. (Plan 1) counter- 
proposal must be denied for the 
reasons set forth above in our dis- 
cussion of Canadian- United States 
television assignments. 

888. The Fisher's Blend Sta- 
tions, Inc. (Plan 2) counterpro- 
posal, in assigning a fifth VHF 
channel to Seattle, would assign 
Channel 12 at Victoria, B.C. How- 
ever, Channel 12 at Victoria would 
be only 48 miles from the assign- 
ment of Channel 12 in Bellingham 
resulting from our grant of the 
KVOS, Inc., counterproposal. The 
Fisher's Blend Stations, Inc. (Plan 
2) counterproposal must be denied 
for the reasons set forth above in 
our discussion of Canadian -United 
States television assignments. 

889. The Twin City Broadcast- 
ing Corporation (Plan 2) counter- 
proposal, in assigning a VHF chan- 
nel to Longview, would assign 
Channel 2 to Vancouver -New West- 
minster, B.C. However, in grant- 
ing the KVOS, Inc. counterproposal 
for Bellingham, Channel 3 is as- 
signed to Chilliwack, B.C. Channel 
3 at Chilliwack would be 47 miles 
from New Westminster and 58 
miles from Vancouver where ad- 
jacent Channel 2 is proposed to be 
assigned by Twin City. The Twin 
City Broadcasting Corporation 
(Plan 2) counterproposal must be 
denied for the reasons set forth 
above in our discussion of Cana- 
dian- United States television as- 
signments. 
Final Assignments and Reservation 

890. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted:'re 

City 
Bellingham, Wash. 
Longview, Wash. 
Seattle, Wash. 
Albany, Ore. 

ELLENSBURG, WASHINGTON 
891. (a) Proposed Assignment. 

In the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the assignment of UHF 
Channel 49 to Ellensburg. 

(b) The Central Washington 
Broadcasters, Inc., supported the 
proposed assignment of Channel 49 
to Ellensburg. No objections were 
filed to the assignment of this chan- 
nel.'" 

Conclusions 
892. In view of the foregoing 

the proposed assignment of Chan- 
nel 49 for Ellensburg is adopted. 

THE WASHINGTON 
EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATIONS 

893. (a) Proposed Reservations. 
In the Third Notice, the Commis- 
sion proposed the following reser- 
vations in Washington for non- 
commercial educational use: 

la VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Pullman 
Seattle 
Spokane 
Tacoma 

*10 
*9 
*7 

*56 

1T8 No request was made on the record for an educational reservation in Bell- ingham. 

(b) Pullman. The State College 
of Washington and the State 
Superintendent of Public Instruc- 
tion supported the reservation of 
Channel 10 in Pullman for non 
commercial educational use. No 
objections were filed to the reserva- 
tion of this channel. 

(c) The Spokane Public Schools 
and the State Superintendent of 
Public Instruction supported the 
reservation of Channel 7 in Spo- 
kane for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. No objections were filed 
to the reservation of this channel. 

(d) Counterproposal of Wash- 
ington State Superintendent of 
Public Instruction. The State Su- 
perintendent of Public Instruction 
requested the assignment of one 
channel at each of the following 
communities and its reservation for 
non -commercial educational use: 
Omak- Okanogan, Wenatchee, El- 
lensburg, Yakima, Kennewick- 
Richland -Pasco and Walla Walla. 

(e) Statement in Support of 
Counterproposal of State Superin- 
tendent of Public Instruction. The 
State Superintendent of Public In- 
struction stated that the middle 
portion of the State of Washington 
could not receive educational cover- 
age from the educational reserva- 
tions proposed for Tacoma, Seattle, 
Spokane, and Pullman. No objec- 
tions were filed to the counterpro- 
posal of the State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction. 

Conclusions 
894. It is our view that the 

record supports the reservation of 
Channel 10 at Pullman and Chan- 
nel 7 at Spokane for non- commer- 
cial educational use. It is our view 
that the record also supports the 
assignment and reservation for 
non -commercial educational use of 
a UHF channel in Omak- Okano- 
gan, Wenatchee, Ellensburg, Yaki- 
ma, Kennewick-Richland-P asco, 
and Walla Walla. Accordingly, the 
counterproposal of the State Su- 
perintendent of Public Instructions 
for the assignment and reservation 
of channels to these communities 

VHF Chan- 
nel No. 

12 

4, 5, 7, *9 

UHF Chan- 
nel No. 

18, 24 
33 

20, 26 
55 

4I 

for non -commercial educational use 
is granted. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservation& 

895. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

VHF Chan -UHF Chan - City nel No. nel No. 
Pullman, Wash. *10 
Spokane *7 
Omak -Okamogan *35 
Wenatchee *45 
Ellensburg *65 
Yakima *47 
Kennewick -Rich- 

land -Pasco *41 
Walla Walla *22 

BOISE, IDAHO EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATION 

896. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservations. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
assignment to Boise of VHF Chan- 
nels 4, 7 and 9 with Channel 4 re- 
us The additional assignment of Channel 
65 to Ellensburg and its reservation for 
non -commercial use is discussed else- 
where in this Report. 
uo The Seattle and Tacoma educational 
reservations are discussed elsewhere in 
this Report. 
m The Seattle and Tacoma educational reservations are discussed elsewhere in 
this report. 
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served for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. 

(b) The JCET and the College 
of Idaho supported the reservation 
of Channel 4 in Boise for non- 
commercial educational use. 

(c) Counterproposal of KIDO, 
Inc. KIDO, Inc. requested that 
Channel 9 be reserved for non- 
commercial educational use instead 
of Channel 4. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
KIDO, Inc. CounterproposaL KIDO, 
Inc. stated that VHF Channels 2 -6 
were preferable to VHF Channels 
'7-13 for coverage of rural areas 
such as surround Boise; that it did 
not appear likely a non -commercial 
educational station would be estab- 
lished in the community in the fore- 
seeable future; and that Channel 
4 should be assigned for commer- 
cial use. 

(e) Counterproposal of Boise 
Valley Broadcasters. Boise Valley 
Broadcasters requested that VHF 
Channel '7 or 9 be reserved for 
non-commercial educational use in- 
stead of Channel 4. 

(f) Statement in Support of 
Boise Valley Broadcasters Counter- 
proposal. It was asserted that it 
did not appear likely that a non- 
commercial educational station 
would be established in the fore- 
seeable future and that Channel 4 
should be assigned for commercial 
use. 

Conclusions 
897. We are of the view that the 

record supports the reservation of 
Channel 4 in Boise for non -com- 
mercial educational use. We do not 
recognize differences in VHF chan- 
nels for assignment purposes; ac- 
cordingly, the requests of KIDO, 
Inc., and Boise Valley Broadcasters 
that the educational reservation be 
shifted to Channel 7 or 9 are denied 
and the reservation of Channel 4 in 
Boise for non -commercial use is 
finalized. 

MOSCOW, IDAHO 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

898. (a) Proposed Reservation. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
UHF Channel 15 in Moscow for 

.11ton- commercial educational use. 
(b) The University of Idaho 

supported the reservation of Chan- 
nel 15 in Moscow for non-commer- 
cial educational use. No objection 
was filed to the proposed reserva- 
tion of this channel. 

Conclusions 
899. In view of the foregoing the 

reservation of Channel 15 in Mos- 
cow for non-commercial educa- 
tional use is finalized. 

LOGAN, SALT LAKE CITY, 
OGDEN, PRICE. PROVO, 

VERNAL, UTAH 
900. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
following assignments and reserva- 
tion. 

City 
Logan 
Ogden 
Price 
Provo 
Salt Lake City 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

2 30 
12 *18, 24 
11 

9 22, *28 
4, 5, *7 20, 26 

No assignment was proposed for 
Vernal. 

(b) Census Data. The standard 
metropolitan area of Salt Lake 
City has a population of 275,000 
and Salt Lake City has a popula- 
tion of 182,000. The City of Price 
has a population of 6,000. The City 
of Vernal has a population of 3,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. Inter- 

mountain Broadcasting and Tele- 
vision Corporation is licensed to 
operate Station KDYL -TV in Salt 
Lake City on Channel 4. Radio 
Service Corporation of Utah is 
licensed to operate Station KSL- 
TV in Salt Lake City on Channel 5. 

Salt Lake City 
901. (a) Counterproposal of Salt 

Lake City Broadcasting Company. 
Salt Lake City Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Inc. requested that VHF 
Channel 2 be assigned to Salt Lake 
City by making the following 
changes in the assignments pro- 
posed in the Third Notice: 

(c) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Eastern Utah 
Broadcasting Co. Counterproposal. 
Salt Lake City Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Inc. stated that its proposed 
" . move of Channel 2 to Salt 
Lake City can be accomplished with 
either Channel 6 or Channel 3 sub- 
stituted for Channel 11 assigned to 
Price," and therefore that it had 
no objection to the assignment of 
Channel 6 to Price. 

Vernal 
903. (a) Counterproposal of Uin- 

tah Broadcasting Company. Uintah 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 

City nel No. nel No. 
Logan 2 30 

Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
12t 30 

Ogden 12 *18,24 9t *18,24 
Price 11 3t 
Provo 9 22, *28 11t 22, *28 
Salt Lake City 4, 5, *7 20, 26 2t, 4, 5, *7 20, 26 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Salt Lake City Broadcasting Co. 
Counterproposal. Salt Lake City 
Broadcasting Co. stated that the 
counterproposal would afford an 
additional channel to Salt Lake 
City without depriving any other 
community or state of a television 
facility proposed under the Com- 
mission's Third Notice; that the 
assignment of VHF Channel 2 as 
requested would meet the Commis- 
sion's standards; that petitioner 
proposed to use a site located on 
Ocquirrh Mountain Ridge which is 
about 5,000 feet above the popu- 
lated area in and around Salt Lake 
City; that the operation of Channel 
2 in Salt Lake City as proposed 
would result in a first service to 
a substantial area and population; 
that the large number of persons 
in Salt Lake City justified the 
grant of an additional VHF as- 
signment to that city; and that the 
population of Salt Lake City had 
increased approximately 20% dur- 
ing the ten -year period following 
the 1940 census. No oppositions 
were filed to the Salt Lake City 
counterproposal.'m 

(c) The Salt Lake City Educa- 
tional Reservation. Utah State 
Board of Education, Ogden City 
Board of Education, Brigham 
Young University at Provo, Uni- 
versity of Utah at Salt Lake City, 
and Utah State Agricultural Col- 
lege at Logan supported the reser- 
vation of Channel 7 at Salt Lake 
City for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. No objections were filed 
to the proposed reservation. 

Price 
902. (a) Counterproposal of 

Eastern Utah Broadcasting Co. 
Eastern Utah Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Price, Utah, requested that 
VHF Channel 6 be assigned to 
Price, Utah, in lieu of Channel 11. 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Eastern Utah Broadcasting Co. 
Counterproposal. It was urged that 
the assignment of Channel 6 to 
Price in lieu of Channel 11 would 
result in greater coverage and that 
the operation of Channel 6 in Price 
would comply with the Commis- 
sion's Standards for minimum co- 
channel and adjacent channel sepa- 
rations. 
,es Oquirrh Radio and Television Com- 
pany filed a mutually exclusive counter- 
proposal requesting the assignment of 
VHF Channel 2 to Tooele, Utah. On 
October 1, 1951, Oquirrh Radio and Tele- 
vision Company withdrew its counter- 
proposal for the use of Channel 2 at 
Tooele "... in favor of the allocation 
of that channel to Salt Lake City." Ac- 
cordingly, t h e counterproposal o f 
Oquirrh Radio and Television Com- 
pany will not be considered further. 
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Broadcasting Company requested 
the assignment of VHF Channel 8 
to Vernal. In addition, Uintah 
Broadcasting Company pointed out 
that conflicts resulting from the 
requested assignment of Channel 8 
to Vernal could be resolved by the 
assignment of Channel 3 to Vernal 
in lieu of Channel 8. 

(b) Statement in Support of 
Uintah Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. Uintah Broad- 
casting Company urged that opera- 
tion on Channel 3 or Channel 8 in 
Vernal would afford a first tele- 
vision service to a substantial area 
and population. 

Ogden 
904. The Educational Reserva- 

tion. The Utah State Board of 
Education supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 18 in Ogden. The 
Board requested that this reserva- 
tion be maintained until educa- 
tional institutions in the area had 
the opportunity to secure adequate 
data upon which to base decisions 
as to how this channel might best 
be used co- operatively for educa- 
tional television. No objections to 
the reservation were filed. 

PROVO 
905. The Educational Reserva- 

tion. The Utah State Board of 
Education supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 28 in Provo. The 
Board requested that this reserva- 
tion be continued until educational 
institutions in the area had the 
opportunity to secure adequate 
data upon which to base decisions 
as to how this channel might best 
be used co- operatively for educa- 
tional television. Brigham Young 
University also supported the res- 
ervation of the channel and sub- 
mitted resolutions from the Provo 
School District Board of Education, 
the Nebo School District, the Al- 
pene School District, and the Cen- 
tral Utah Vocational School favor- 
ing the development of non-com - 
merical educational television in 
Provo. No objections to the reser- 
vation were filed. 

Logan 
906. The Educational Reserva- 

tion. Utah State Agricultural Col- 
lege at Logan, Utah, requested the 
reservation of a channel on 782- 
890 Mc band for non -commercial 
educational use in Logan. The Col- 
lege stated that its administration 
and faculty believe it to be their 
responsibility to make the educa- 
tional resources of the College 
available to as many persons as 
possible through the means of an 
educational television station. Ac- 
cordingly, the College reported that 

it would give all possible support 
to a non -commercial educational 
television station by providing 
talent, information, and technical 
assistance. No objections were filed 
to the College's request. 

Conclusions: Utah Educational 
Reservations 

907. On the basis of the record 
the proposed reservations for non- 
commercial educational use in the 
State of Utah are finalized. With 
regard to Logan, the Commission 
is of the opinion, on the basis of 
the record, that an assignment to 
that city for educational use is 
warranted. Accordingly, UHF 
Channel 46 is assigned to Logan, 
Utah, and reserved for non -com- 
mercial educational use. 

Conclusions: Additional VHF 
Assignments in Salt Lake City 

and Vernal 
908. The counterproposals for 

additional VHF assignments in 
Salt Lake City and Vernal are in 
conformance with the Rules and 
standards adopted herein. We be- 
lieve, on the basis of the record, 
that the assignment of a 4th VHF 
channel to Salt Lake City and a 1st 
VHF channel to Vernal are war- 
ranted. Accordingly, the counter- 
proposals of Salt Lake City Broad- 
casting Co. and Uintah Broadcast- 
ing Company are granted. 

909. With respect to the request 
of Eastern Utah Broadcasting Co. 
for the assignment of Channel 6 in 
Price in lieu of Channel 11, we 
would deny this request since the 
Commission does not recognize dif- 
ferences in VHF or UHF channels 
for assignment purposes. However, 
since the Salt Lake City counter- 
proposal which we have granted 
above required a change in the 
Price assignment and since Chan- 
nel 6 at Price would be consistent 
with that proposal, the request of 
Eastern Utah Broadcasting Co. is 
granted. 

Final Assignments and 
Reservations 

910. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

City - 

Logan 
Ogden 
Price 
Provo 
Salt Lake City 
Vernal 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

12 30, *46 
9 *18, 24 
6 

11 22, *28 
2, 4, 5, *7 20, 26 

3 

PORTLAND, OREGON 
911. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservations. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
assignment to Portland of VHF 
Channels 6, 8, 10 and 12 and UHF 
Channels 21 and 27, with Channel 
10 reserved for non -commercial 
educational use. 

(b) Support of Proposed Assign- 
ments. KOIN, Inc. supported the 
assignments proposed for Portland. 

(c) The Portland Educational 
Reservation. The University of 
Portland, the Portland Public 
Schools and the Portland Art 
Museum supported the reservation 
of Channel 10 in Portland for non- 
commercial educational use. No 
objection was filed to the reserva- 
tion of this channel. 

Conclusions: The Educational 
Reservation 

912. It is our view that the 
record supports the proposed reser- 
vation of Channel 10 in Portland 
for non -commercial educational 
use. 
Final Assignments and Reservation 

913. The following assignments 
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an reservation are adopted: 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 

C nel No. nel No. 
Por d, Ore. 6, 8, *10, 12 21, 27 

EUGENE, OREGON 
9 4. (a) Proposed Assignments 

an Reservation. In the Third No- 
tic the Commission proposed the 
ass gnment to Eugene of VHF 
Ch nnel 9 and UHF Channels 20 
an 26 with Channel 9 reserved for 
non ommercial educational use. 

( ) Census Data. The City of 
Eu ne has a population of 36,000. 
Th City of Medford has a popula- 
tio of 17,000. 

( ) Counterproposal of KUGN, 
Inc. KUGN, Inc. requested the ad- 
diti nel assignment of VHF Chan- 
nel 11 to Eugene without making 
any other changes in the assign - 
me proposed in the Third 
No ce. 

( ) Statement. in Support of 
K G N, Inca CounterproposaL 
KU N, Inc. stated that the City 
of ugene and Lane County in 
whi h it is situated contain the 
seco d largest concentration of 
pop lotion in the State of Oregon; 
KU N, Inc. recognized that the 
sep ration between Eugene and 
Yre a City, California, where 
Channel 11 is proposed to be as- 
signed by the Third Notice is 163 
mile ¢, but asserted that the inter - 
venijlg terrain is composed of 
rough mountainous areas and that 
no serious interference would oc- 
cur. 

() Channel 13 can be assigned 
at ugene in accordance with the 
stan ards without making any 
othe changes in the assignments 
prop sed in the Third Notice. 

(f Opposition and Conflicting 
Coulniterproposals to KUGN, Inc., 
Counterproposal. No opposition 
conflicting counterproposals were 
filed to the counterproposal of 
KU N, Inc. 

( Counterproposal of Lane 
Broadcasting Company, Eugene, 
Oregon. Lane Broadcasting Corn- 
pan requested that either VHF 
Cha nel 4 or 5, proposed to be as- 
sign d in the Third Notice to Med- 
ford, Oregon, be deleted from that 
corn unity and assigned to 
Eug ne. 

(h Statement in Support of 
Lane Broadcasting Counterpro- 
posal. Lane Broadcasting Company 
stated that Eugene is one of the 
prin ipal market areas of the State 
of regon and with respect to 
popu ation, commercial market 
data and cultural background is 
seco d only in the State of Oregon 
to the City of Portland. 

(i) Opposition and Conflicting 
Counterproposal to Lane Broadcast- 
ing company Counterproposal. A 
conflicting counterproposal was 
filed y Central Willamette Broad- 
cast' g Company, Albany, Oregon. 
We ave elsewhere in this Report 
denie this proposal for the rea- 
sons there stated. 

The Eugene Educational Res- (i) 
erva4on. The University of Oregon 
at Eúgene and School District No. 
4 of Lane County supported the 
reservation of Channel 9 in Eugene 
for non -commercial educational 
use. o objection was filed to the 
reservation of this channel. 

Conclusions: The Educational 
Reservation 

915 In view of the foregoing, 
the nervation of Channel 9 in 
Euge e for non-commercial educa- 
tions use is finalized. 

Conclusions: Additional VHF 
Assignment in Eugene 

916. We believe that the record 
supports the addition of a VHF 
channel in Eugene. The counter- 
proposal of KUGN, Inc., to assign 
Channel 11 to that community can- 
not be granted since it would result 
in an assignment separation below 
the minimum separation require- 
ments adopted herein. 

917. The counterproposal of 
Lane Broadcasting Company would 
result in the deletion of a VHF 
channel proposed to be assigned to 
Medford. Although it is our view 
that the record supports the basis 
for the assignment of an additional 
VHF channel to Eugene, we do not 
believe that this assignment need 
be achieved at the expense of de- 
leting one of the two VHF chan- 
nels assigned to Medford. We are 
persuaded to this conclusion in 
view of the feasibility of the as- 
signment of VHF Channel 13 at 
Eugene. Accordingly, the counter- 
proposal of KUGN, Inc., and Lane 
Broadcasting Company in so far 
as they request the assignment of 
an additional VHF channel to 
Eugene are granted by the assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 13 to that 
community. 
Final Assignments and Reservation 

918. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - City nel No. nel No. 
Eugene, Ore. *9, 13 20, 26 

CORVALLIS, OREGON: 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

919. (a) Proposed Reservation. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
VHF Channel 7 in Corvallis for 
non -commercial educational use. 

(b) Oregon State Agricultural 
College supported the reservation 
of Channel '7 in Corvallis for non- 
commercial educational use. No ob- 
jections were filed to the reser- 
vation of this channel. 

Conclusions 
920. In view of the foregoing, 

the reservation of Channel 7 in 
Corvallis for non -commercial use 
is finalized. 

SALEM, OREGON: 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

921. (a) Proposed Reservation. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
UHF Channel 18 in Salem for non- 
commercial educational use. 

(b) Willamette University and 
Oregon State Department of Edu- 
cation supported the reservation of 
Channel 18 in Salem for non -com- 
mercial educational use. No ob- 
jections were filed to the reser- 
vation of this channel. 

Conclusions 
922. In view of the foregoing, 

the reservation of Channel 18 in 
Salem for non-commercial educa- 
tional use is finalized. 

BUTTE, MONTANA 
923. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
assignment to Butte of VHF Chan- 
nels 4, 6, and 7 with Channel 7 
reserved for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. 

(b) Census Data. The City of 
Butte has a population of 33,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Copper 
Broadcasting Company. Copper 
Broadcasting Company requested 
the additional assignment of UHF 
Channel 15 to Butte without mak- 
ing any other changes in the chan- 
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nels proposed in the Third Notice. 
(d) Statement in Support of 

Copper Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. Copper Broad- 
casting Company stated that two 
commercial VHF channels were 
insufficient to meet the needs of 
Butte. 

(e) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to Counterpro- 
posal of Copper Broadcasting Com- 
pany. No oppositions or conflicting 
counterproposals were filed to the 
counterproposal of Copper Broad- 
casting Company. 

(f) The Butte Educational Res- 
ervation. The JCET supported the 
reservation of Channel 7 in Butte 
f o r non -commercial educational 
use. No objections were filed to 
the reservation of this channel. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

924. In view of the foregoing, 
the reservation of VHF Channel 7 
in Butte for non-commercial educa- 
tional use is finalized. 

Conclusions: Channel 15 
925. It is our view that the 

record supports the basis for the 
grant of an additional channel to 
Butte. Accordingly, the counter- 
proposal of Copper Broadcasting 
Company is granted and Channel 
15 is assigned to Butte. 
Final Assignments and Reservation 

926. The following assignments 
and reservation are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Butte, Mont. 4, 6, *7 15 

STATE OF MONTANA: 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

927. (a) Proposed Reservations. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the following reser- 
vations for non -commercial educa- 
tional 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Billings, Mont. *11 
Bozeman, Mont. *9 
Great Falls, Mont. *23 
Mlles City, Mont. *5 
Missoula, Mont. *11 

(b) Billings. The Eastern Mon- 
tana College of Education support- 
ed the reservation of VHF Chan- 
nel 11 at Billings. The following 
educational organizations and 
groups joined with Eastern Mon- 
tana College in support of the 
reservation: Billings Business Col- 
lege; Billings Commercial Club; 
Mayor of Billings; Billings Minis- 
terial Association; Superintendent 
of Schools, Laurel, Montana; 
County Superintendent of Schools, 
Yellowstone County, Billings; 
Rocky Mountain College; Post- 
master, U.S. Post Office, Billings; 
F.T.A. City Council; Superin- 
tendent School District #2, Bill- 
ings; and Central Catholic High 
School. The JCET also supported 
this reservation. No objection was 
filed to this reservation. 

(c) Bozeman and Miles City. The 
JCET supported the reservation of 
VHF Channel 9 in Bozeman and 
VHF Channel 6 in Miles City and 
requested that these reservations 
be made final. No objections were 
filed to these reservations. 

(d) Great Falls. The College of 
Great Falls supported the reserva- 
tion of Channel 23 at Great Falls. 
The JCET also supported this 
reservation. The College of Great 
Falls requested that UHF Channel 
23 be reserved until it, either alone 
or in cooperation with other educa- 
tional institutions, was able to 
establish and maintain an educa- 

tional television station. No oppo- 
sitions to the reservation were filed. 

(e) Missoula. The University of 
Montana and the Executive Board 
of the University supported the 
reservation of VHF Channel 11 at 
Missoula, Montana. Support of the 
reservation was also received from 
the Public Schools of Missoula and 
the Missoula P.T.A. Council, Mis- 
soula County Schools, Missoula 
County High School, and the Mon- 
tana Federation of Women's Clubs. 
No objection to the proposed reser- 
vation was received. 

Conclusions 
928. In view of the foregoing, 

the proposed reservation of the 
above channels for non -commercial 
educational use are finalized. 

Final Reservations 
929. The following reservations 

are adopted: 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 

City nel No. nel No. 
Billings, Mont. *11 
Bozeman, Mont. *9 
Great Falle, Mont. *23 
Niles City, Mont. *6 
Missoula, Mont. *11 

ALBUQUERQUE, ROSWELL, 
AND SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 

EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATIONS 

930. (a) Proposed Reservations: 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
the following channels in New 
Mexico: 

City 
Albuquerque 
Roswell 
Santa Fe 

VHF Channel N.o 
*5 
*3 
*9 

(b) Albuquerque. The JCET sup- 
ported the reservation of Channel 
5 in Albuquerque submitting state- 
ments of the University of Mexico 
and the New Mexico State Depart- 
ment of Education. No oppositions 
to the proposed reservations were 
filed. 

(c) Roswell. The JCET sup- 
ported the reservation of Channel 
3 in Roswell submitting a state- 
ment of the New Mexico Military 
Institute at Roswell. In addition, 
the University of Eastern Negg 
Mexico and the New Mexico Boazq. 
of Education supported the reser- 
vation. No oppositions to the pro- 
posed reservation were filed. 

(d) Santa Fe. The Santa Fe Mu- 
nicipal Schools supported the reser- 
vation of Cannel 9 in Santa Fe. 
The Board of Education of New 
Mexico stated that it was engaged 
in a survey as to the needs of the 
community, the costs of construc- 
tion and operation, and the extent 
that educational television could be 
used in the community. The JCET 
also supported the reservation, sub- 
mitting a statement of the Arch- 
diocese of Santa Fe expressing 
interest in and a willingness to 
cooperate with other education& 
agencies in the establishment and 
support of a non -commercial educa- 
tional television station. No oppo- 
sitions to the proposed reservation 
were filed. 

Conclusions 
931. In view of the foregoing, 

the reservation of Channel 5 in 
Albuquerque, Channel 3 in Roswell 
and Channel 9 in Santa Fe for 
non -commercial educational use are 
finalized. 

GALLUP, RATON AND SILVER 
CITY, NEW MEXICO 

932. (a) Proposed Assignments. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
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sion proposed the following assign- 
ments: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Gallup 3,10 
Raton 
Silver City 12 
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(b) Census Data. Gallup has a 
population of 9,000; Raton a popu- 
lation of 8,000; and Silver City a 
population of 7,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of New 
Mexico State Department of Edu- 
cation. The New Mexico State De- 
partment of Education requested 
the reservation of channels in 
Gallup, Raton, and Silver City for 
non -commercial educational use, as 
follows: 

Final Assignments 
and Reservations 

934. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Gallup 3, *8, 10 
Raton 46, *52 
Silver City *10, 12 

YUMA, ARIZONA 
935. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the assignment of 

SACRAMENTO, FRESNO, 
SANTA BARBARA, VISALIA, 

CALIFORNIA 
939. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservations. In the Third 
Notice the Commission proposed 
the following assignments and 
reservations: 

City 
Sacramento 
Fresno 
Santa Barbara 
Visalia 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

6, 10 *40, 46 
12 *18, 24 

20, 26 
3 

Third Notice 

(c) Counterproposal of Harmco, 
Inc., and KCRA., Inc. Harmco, Inc. 
and KCRA, Inc., filed a joint coun- 
terproposal requesting the assign- 
ment of an additional VHF channel 
to Sacramento. Two plans for ac- 
complishing this assignment were 
proffered: Plan 1 would substitute 
Channel 2 or 4 in Reno for Channel 
3, and Plan 2 would substitute a 
UHF channel in Monterey for 
VHF Channel 8 and Channel 11 for 
Channel 8 in Reno, as follows: 

Counterproposal 1 Counterproposal 2 

City 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 

VHF UHF 
Channel Channel 

No. No. 
Monterey 
Sacramento 
Reno 

8 
6, 10 
3, 8 

*40, 46 
*21,27 

8 3, 6, 10 
2Yor4Y,8 

*40, 46 
*21, 27 

Third Notice Counterproposal 

City 
Gallup 3, 10 

Silver City 12 

(d) Statement in Support of 
New Mexico State Department of 
Education CounterproposaL The 
Department of Education pointed 
out that New Mexico is a rural 
state with population unevenly dis- 
tributed and that approximately 
one -half of the counties in the 
state, the more rural counties, do 
not have supervisors or special 
teachers to aid the state's educa- 
tional program. The Department 
'of Education urged that the use of 
educational television would enable 
available personnel to extend their 
services and made them more effec- 
tive. The Department of Education 
stated that the education of adults 
is a particularly pressing problem 
in the state, and that it believes 
the use of television would make it 
possible and feasible to carry on 
adult educational programs with- 
out the expenditure of large sums 
which are not now available. The 
Department of Education stated 
that the reservation of six channels 
in New Mexico (three proposed in 
the Third Notice and three addi- 
tional requested) would afford ade- 
quate coverage to the State. It was 
contended that the topography re- 

.)quires six stations to obtain the 
desired coverage. The Department 
of Education argued that the reser- 
vation of these channels was in- 
dispensable in order to provide 
sufficient time to explore all aspects 
of educational television and to 
raise funds necessary for the con- 
struction and operation of the non- 
commercial educational television 
stations. No oppositions to the pro- 
posed reservations were filed. 

Conclusions 
933. The Commission is of the 

view that the record supports the 
basis for reserving channels in 
Gallup, Raton and Silver City for 
non -commercial educational use. 
However, we do not believe the only 
channels in Raton and Silver City 
and one of two channels in Gallup 
should be reserved in light of the 
needs in these communities for 
commercial service. Accordingly, 
Channel 8 will be added to Gallup, 
Channel 52 will be added to Raton, 
and Channel 10 will be added to 
Silver City, all to be reserved for 
non-commercial educational use. 
The addition of Channel 10 in 
Silver City, which is within 250 
miles of the Mexican border, has 
been' reflected in the Mexican - 
United States Television Agree- 
ment, as modified. 

VHF Chan- 
nel No. 

UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. nel No. 

*3y, 10 
46 *461 

*121 

two channels to Yuma, Arizona: 
VHF Channels 11 and 13. 

(b) Census Data. Yuma, Ari- 
zona has a population of 9,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Ameri- 
can Broadcasting Company, Inc. 
American Broadcasting Company, 
Inc., Los Angeles, California, filed 
a counterproposal which, among 
other changes, would substitute 
VHF Channel 9 and UHF Channel 
47 in Yuma for VHF Channels 11 
and 13 in an effort to avoid dupli- 
cation of VHF Channels 7 and 9 
in Los Angeles and Mexicali, Mexi- 
co as proposed in the Third Notice. 
Since the filing of the ABC 
counterproposal, however, the 
Mexican -United States Television 
Agreement has substituted Channel 
3 in Mexicali for Channels 7 and 
9 and ABC has supported these 
assignments. Accordingly, t h e 
counterproposal of ABC for Yuma 
is moot and will not be discussed 
further in this Report. 

Final Assignments 
936. The following assignments 

are adopted: 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 

City nel No. nel No. 
Yuma, Ariz. 11, 13 

PHOENIX AND TUCSON, 
ARIZONA EDUCATIONAL 

RESERVATION 
937. (a) Proposed Reservation. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the reservation of 
VHF Channel 8 in Phoenix and 
VHF Channel 6 in Tucson for non- 
commercial educational use. 

(b) Phoenix. The JCET sup- 
ported the reservation of Channel 
8 in Phoenix submitting statements 
of the Dean of Phoenix College and 
Arizona State College at Tempe, 
Arizona, in support of the reser- 
vation. No oppositions to the pro- 
posed reservation were filed. 

(c) Tucson. The University of 
Arizona supported the reservation 
of Channel 6 in Tucson stating that 
the Tucson Public Schools had ex- 
pressed a willingness to cooperate 
in the establishment and operation 
of an educational television station. 
The JCET also supported the 
reservation. No oppositions to the 
proposed reservation were filed. 

Conclusions 
938. In view of the foregoing the 

reservation of Channel 8 in 
Phoenix and Channel 6 in Tucson 
for non -commercial educational 
use is finalized. 

(b) Census Data. The Sacra- 
mento standard metropolitan area 
has a population of 277,000 and the 
City of Sacramento a population 
of 138,000. The Fresno standard 
metropolitan area has a population 
of 277,000 and the City of Fresno 
has a population of 92,000. Santa 
Barbara has a population of 45,000. 
Visalia has a population of 12,000. 

Sacramento 
940. (a) Counterproposal of Mc- 

Clatchy Broadcasting Company. 
McClatchy Broadcasting Company 
requested the additional assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 3 to Sacra- 
mento by substituting VHF Chan- 
nel 4 in Reno, Nevada for VHF 
Channel 3, as follows: 

19t, 581- or 64$ 
6, 8Y, 10 46 
3,11 *21, 27 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Harmco - KCRA Counterproposal 
Harmco, Inc., and KCRA, Inc., 
noted that there are four AM and 
three FM stations operating in 
Sacramento; and that there were 
18,500 VHF television receivers in 
use in the Sacramento trading area 
as of September 1, 1951. It was 
urged that Sacramento could sup- 
port an additional VHF channel 
and that such assignment would 
enable the establishment of "a truly 
competitive television service." 

(e) Channel 3 in Sacramento 
would be 209 miles from the closest 
co- channel assignment in Eureka, 
California; and 80 miles from the 
adjacent channel Station KRON- 

Third Notice Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 

City nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 
Sacramento, Calif. 6,10 *40, 46 3t, 6, 10 *40, 46 
Reno, Nevada 3, 8 *21, 27 41, 8 *21, 27 

(b) Statement in Support of Mc- 
Clatchy Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. McClatchy Broad- 
casting Company stated that 
Sacramento is the capital of Cali- 
fornia and is one of the fastest 
growing metropolitan areas in the 
United States. It was asserted that 
Sacramento increased 28.1% in 
population in the 10 year period 
between 1940 and 1950, and that 
during this same period, the Sacra- 
mento metropolitan area increased 
61.8% in population. McClatchy 
urged that the assignment of Chan- 
nel 3 in Sacramento is justified, in 
that it would meet the objectives 
of Sections 1 and 307(b) of the 
Communications Act, to provide a 
fair, more efficient and equitable 
distribution of television facilities 
than would the Third Notice. It 
was submitted that this assignment 
would conform to the principles ex- 
pressed by the priorities. McClat- 
chy Broadcasting Company sub- 
mitted that those counterproposals 
conflicting with the assignment of 
VHF Channel 3 to Sacramento 
should be rejected in light of the 
urgent need for an additional VHF 
assignment at Sacramento. 
McClatchy pointed out that the 
Commission has proposed five VHF 
and five UHF channels for San 
Francisco and a total of only four 
channels for Sacramento, and 
argued that the equities favor the 
assignment of an additional chan- 
nel to Sacramento. It was also 
contended that an additional VHF 
channel in Sacramento is to be pre- 
ferred over an additional channel 
for Fresno. 

,m It was stated that Channels 2, 5, and 
11 could also be assigned to Reno. 

TV operating on Channel 4 in San 
Francisco; and 75 and 68 miles, 
respectively, from the adjacent 
channel assignment of Channel 2 
in San Francisco -Oakland. Channel 
4 in Reno would be 190 miles from 
the transmitter of KRON -TV oper- 
ating in San Francisco on Channel 
4. All of the above communities 
are situated in Zone II and the 
above assignments would meet the 
minimum required separations for 
assignments in this Zone. Channel 
2, 5, or 11 in Reno, however, would 
not meet the required 190 mile 
minimum separation for co-channel 
assignments. Channel 8 at Sacra- 
mento would meet the minimum 
required mileage spacings for Zone 
H. 

(f) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the McClatchy 
Broadcasting Company and Harm- 
co -KCRA Counterproposals. The 
McClatchy Broadcasting Company 
counterproposal was opposed by 
the California Inland Broadcasting 
Company, Fresno, California; Co- 
lumbia Broadcasting System, Inc.; 
and the Chronicle Publishing Com- 
pany, licensee of Station KRON- 
TV operating on Channel 4 in San 
Francisco. The McClatchy counter- 
proposal conflicts with the Cali- 
fornia Inland Broadcasting Com 
pany counterproposal and several 
counterproposals seeking additional 
VHF channels for San Francisco - 
Oakland. The San Francisco -Oak- 
land counterproposals have been 
denied elsewhere in this Report. 
The Harmco -KCRA counterpro- 
posal was opposed by the Monterey 
Radio -Television Company, Mon- 
terey, California; Kenyon Brown, 
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Re o, Nevada; the American 
Br dcasting Company, Inc., oper- 
ati g Station KGO -TV on Channel 
7 n San Francisco; and the 
Chr nicle Publishing Company. 
The Harmco -KCRA counterpro- 
pos 1 conflicts with the counterpro- 
posáls of Television California, 
Oa and, California; California In- 
lan Broadcasting Company, Fres- 
no, California; Kenyon Brown, 
Ren , Nevada; Tribune Building 
Co any, Oakland, California; 
Sali as Broadcasting Company, 
Sali as, California; KROW, Inc., 
Oak nd, California; and CBS, Inc., 
San Francisco, California. In its 
oppo itions to the Sacramento coun- 
terprosal, CBS argued that it was 
more important, in order to afford 
the opportunity for a nationwide 
com etitive television service, to 
pro de an additional VHF channel 
in S Francisco than to provide an 
addi onal VHF assignment for 
Sacr mento. Chronicle Publishing 
Company opposed the assignment of 
Channel 3 in Sacramento contend- 
ing that it would degrade the serv- 
ice of Station KAON -TV on Chan- 
nel in San Francisco. For the 
same reason, KRON -TV opposed 
the ssignment of Channel 4 in 
Reno Monterey Radio-Television 
Com any opposed the Harmco- 
KCR plan insofar as it would 
delet VHF Channel 8 from Mon- 
terey and urged that it was pos- 
sible assign an additional VHF 
chan el to Sacramento without de- 
letin the Monterey assignment. 
ABC, Inc., opposed the assignment 
of C nnel 8 in Sacramento if it 
would mean a limitation on the 
power of Station KGO -TV operat- 
ing of.i Channel 7 in San Francisco. 

(g) Sacramento Educational 
Reservation. The Sacramento City 
Unified School District supported 
the proposed reservation of UHF 
Channel 40 in Sacramento for non- 
commercial educational use, stating 
the preparations were under way 
to study and advise with the Sacra- 
mento Area Educational Television 
Committee concerning the joint co- 
operation in the operation of an 
educational station. The Director 
of the! Grant Union High School 
and T chnical College filed a re- 
quest ón behalf of the Sacramento 
Area Educational Television Com- 
mittee that VHF Channel 6 be re- 
served in Sacramento rather than 
UHF Channel 40. This Committee 
represents the Amador, Colusa, 
Sacramento, Stanislaus, Yolo, and 
Yuba County Public School Sys- 

....--- tems. It was contended that a 
VHF assignment was required in 
Sacramento to provide adequate 
covers e in a region of high 
moun n ranges and large valleys. 
No op ositions to the proposed 
resery ion or the request for a 
VHF reservation were filed. 

Fresno 
941. a) Counterproposal of Mc- 

Clatch Broadcasting Company. 
McCla by Broadcasting Company 
request d the additional assign- 
ment f three additional VHF 
channel to Fresno by substituting 
Channe 11 for Channel 5 in Gold- 
field, Nevada; Channel 13 for 
Channel 9 in Tonopah, Nevada; 
and Channel 12 for Channel 13 in 
Las Vegas, Nevada, as indicated 
below: 

(b) Statement in Support of Mc- 
Clatchy Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. McClatchy Broad - 
casting Company urged that Fres- 
no is the central city of the Fresno 
standard metropolitan area, which 
increased in population 53.6% since 
1940. It was also stated that the 
Fresno city population increased 
49.3% since 1940. It was urged 
that the assignments proposed 
for Fresno in the Third Notice 
are inadequate, particularly since 
only one VHF channel is as- 
signed to that community and 
one of the two UHF channels 
is reserved for non -commercial 
educational use. It was argued 
that the size and importance of 
Fresno requires the assignment of 
at least three additional VHF 
channels. McClatchy argued that 
the operation of Channels 5, 7 and 
9 would be feasible in Fresno. It 
was stated that Channel 5 at Fres- 
no would be 161 miles from Station 
KPIX operating on Channel 5 in 
San Francisco; Channel 7 would be 
162.5 miles from Station KGO -TV 
operating on Channel 7 in San 
Francisco; and Channel 9 would 
be 161 miles from San Francisco 
and 155 miles from Oakland, where 
Channel 9 is assigned. McClatchy 
submitted that while these assign- 
ments would result in separations 
"somewhat less than those speci- 
fied" in the Third Notice, the safety 
factor provided by the mountain 
range between Fresno and San 
Franciso "will set off the effect of 
reduced distance and enable full 
power operations from the Fresno 
site." It was argued that where 
there are unusual terrain condi- 
tions, such as exist in California, 
it would be good engineering prac- 
tice to apply these geographical 
advantages to the assignment of 
television facilities. Data has been 
submitted concerning high fre- 
quency field intensity measure- 
ments made across a mountain path 
between the period of August 17 
and September 17, 1951, in support 
of McClatchy's proposal. McClat- 
chy contended that mountainous 
terrain has a substantial effect on 
the propagation along the same 
length path over relatively smooth 
terrain. It was argued that the 
measurements submitted by 
McClatchy demonstrate that the 
reduction in signal due to the 
mountainous terrain would be on 
the order of 7 db, and that such a 
reduction should permit closer 
spacings of co -channel stations in 
this area. McClatchy also submit- 
ted that the same degree of pro- 
tection afforded by a co- channel 
spacing of 170 miles could be ob- 
tained by a slight reduction in 
power. McClatchy urged that the 
Commission must strike a balance 
between the need for more VHF 
service and an endeavor to give a 
few stations a wider service range. 
It was also urged that, if neces- 
sary, distances could be maintained 
by proper site selection. 

(c) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to McClatchy 
Broadcasting Company Counter- 
proposal. Oppositions to the Mc- 
Clatchy Company counterproposal 
have been filed by KPIX, Inc., and 
American Broadcasting Company, 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 

City nel No. nel No. 
Fresno, Calif. 12 18, 24 
Goldfield, Nevada 5 
Las Vegas, Nevada 8, *10,13 
Tonopah, Nevada 9 
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Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
St, 7t, 9t, 12 18, 24 

lit 
8, *10, 12t 

13t 
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Inc., San Francisco, California. 
American Broadcasting Company, 
Inc., licensee of Station KGO -TV 
operating on Channel 7 in San 
Francisco, pointed out that the 
McClatchy counterproposal would 
involve co-channel operation be- 
tween KGO -TV and Fresno at 
162.5 miles. ABC urged that, while 
there is no question that the terrain 
may affect the coverage which a 
television station may expect to 
provide, the terrain between the 
transmitter and the receiver, sepa- 
rated by a distance comparable to 
that between Fresno and San Fran- 
cisco, may have little or no effect 
on the tropospheric propagation 
over that path. It was noted that 
tropospheric propagation includes 
all transmissions resulting from 
departure from the standard at- 
mosphere and that the troposphere 
is that portion of the earth's at- 
mosphere occupying the space 
above the earth up to about 6 miles. 
ABC contended that when this is 
taken into consideration, the exist- 
ence of a mountain range of only 
a few thousand feet in height, 
occupying but a small percentage 
of the total path, might have little 
influence on interfering signals 
propagated through the tropo- 
sphere. It was stated that, more- 
over, service field calculations in- 
dicate that under certain conditions 
higher than a normal field behind 
a mountain might be expected than 
would be predicted from propaga- 
tion curves based on the assump- 
tion of a smooth earth. It was also 

City 
Fresno, Calif. 
Ely, Nevada 
Goldfield, Nevada 
Tonopah, Nevada 

level on Channel 7 might be the 
same or entirely different from the 
field intensities which were actually 
recorded. It was also noted that 
there was no information indicat- 
ing that the field intensity of the 
stations which were recorded and 
of the other stations in San Fran- 
cisco might be the same or entirely 
different, 10, 20, or 30 miles farther 
from San Francisco. ABC pointed 
out that there was no information 
in the report indicating what level 
field intensity might be expected in 
the San Francisco service area 
from a television station operating 
in Fresno. Accordingly, ABC con- 
cluded that the only thing that 
might be derived from this report 
is that during the period from 
August 17 to September 17, 1951, 
the received field intensity of 
KRON -TV, KNBC -TV and KCRA- 
FM was of the magnitude shown 
in this report at the particular re- 
ceiving location selected. ABC 
argued that in light of the fore- 
going it would be unsound to as- 
sign Channel 7 to Fresno. 

(d) Counterproposal of KARM, 
The George Harm Station. KARM, 
The George Harm Station, Fresno, 
California, requested the assign- 
ment of three additional VHF 
channels to Fresno, by substituting 
Channel 11 for Channel 5 in Gold- 
field, Nevada; Channel 6 for Chan- 
nel 9 in Tonopah, Nevada; and., 

Channel 12 for Channel 6 in Ely, 
Nevada, as indicated below: 

Third Notice Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 
12 18, 24 St, It, 9t, 12 18, 24 

3, 6 3, 12t 
5 lit 
9 6t 

urged by ABC that the field in- 
tensity measurements submitted on 
behalf of McClatchy were made at 
a single point approximately 100 
miles from the transmitter site of 
KRON -TV in the direction of 
Fresno. The measurements con- 
sisted of continuous recordings of 
the field strength of KRON -TV 
over a period of only one month. 
It was noted in the discussion of 
these field intensity measurements 
that no information was offered as 
to whether investigations were 
made to determine that the site se- 
lected for the recordings was one 
in which a generally homogenous 
field existed, nor was informaion 
given as to whether the general 
area was probed at pertinent loca- 
tions or at antenna heights differ- 
ent from those used for the record- 
ings. It was also noted that 
Channel 7 is in a different portion 
of the spectrum from Channel 4, 
and from the FM frequencies under 
which the measurements were 
made. It was, therefore, submitted 
by ABC that any conclusions drawn 
from these measurements can only 
be applicable to the FM frequency 
spectrum or to Channels 2 through 
6. It was urged that it would be 
unsound to assign co- channel tele- 
vision stations in Fresno and San 
Francisco based on very limited 
data such as that offered by Mc- 
Clatchy. It was also pointed out 
that there was no indication given 
whether the fields received were 
due to ground wave transmissions 
or to tropospheric propagation and 
that there was no information to 
indicate whether the field intensity 

It was suggested, as an alternative, 
that only UHF channels be as- 
signed to Fresno. 

(e) Statement in Support of 
KARM, The George Harm Station, 
CounterproposaL K A R M, The 
George Harm Station, stated that 
there were seven pending applica- 
tions for new television stations in 
Fresno. KARM asserted that addi- 
tional VHF channels for Fresno L 
could only be obtained by co- 
channel assignments with San 
Francisco -Oakland. It was con- 
ceded that since the distance from 
Fresno to San Francisco is 161 
miles, such co- channel assignments 
would require deviations from the 
required minimum assignment 
spacing. However, it was argued 
that the assignment of channels to 
both cities would be feasible with 
operation in Fresno so situated as 
to provide the grade of service to 
Fresno specified in the Third No- 
tice, and at the same time to main- 
tain a 170 mile transmitter -to- 
transmitter spacing. It was urged 
that such operation could be 
achieved from a transmitter loca- 
tion midway between Fresno and 
Visalia. 

(f) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the KARM, The 
George Harm Station, Counterpro- 
posal. Oppositions to the counter- 
proposal of KARM, The George 
Harm Station, were filed by KPIX, 
Inc., and the American Broadcast- 
ing Company, Inc., both of San 
Francisco. 

(g) Counterproposal of Califor- 
nia Inland Broadcasting Company. 
California Inland Broadcasting 
Company, Fresno, California, re- 
quested the additional assignment 
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of a VHF channel to Fresno by (b) Statement in Support of 
substituting UHF Channel 49 for Counterproposal of Radio KIST, 
VHF Channel 3 in Visalia, Cali- Inc. Radio KIST, Inc., urged that 
fornia, as indicated below: 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 

City nel No. nel No. 
Fresno, Calif. 12 *18, 24 
Visalia, Calif. 3 

(h) Statement in Support of Cal- 
ifornia Inland Broadcasting Com- 
pany Counterproposal. California 
Inland Broadcasting Company con- 
tended that Channel 3 would be 
capable of widespread rural cover- 
age only if transmitting facilities 
capable of radiating maximum 
power, with maximum permissible 
antenna height are utilized. It was 
argued that such would not be the 
case in Visalia, a community of 
only approximately 11,000 people. 
It was argued that the priorities 
would be better served by assign- 
ing VHF Channel 3 to Fresno 
where it would be utilized "to its 
maximum effectiveness." Under its 
counterproposal, California Inland 
Broadcasting Company stated that 
the closest co- channel assignment 
to Channel 3 at Fresno would be at 
Reno, Nevada, 192 miles distant. 
It was also stated that UHF Chan- 
nel 49 at Visalia would meet all 
minimum mileage spacing require- 
ments. 

(i) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to California In- 
land Broadcasting Company Coun- 
terproposal. The California Inland 
Broadcasting Company counterpro- 
posal conflicts with the counterpro- 
posal of McClatchy Broadcasting 
Company, Sacramento, California; 
Harmco, Inc., and KCRA, Inc., 
Sacramento; Tribune Building 
Company, Oakland, California; Co- 
lumbia Broadcasting System, Inc., 
San Francisco, California; Tele- 
vision California, San Francisco, 
California; and Radio KIST, Inc., 
Santa Barbara, California. Op- 
positions to the California Inland 
Broadcasting Company counterpro- 
posal have been filed by Television 
California; Tribune Building Com- 
pany; Columbia Broadcasting Sys- 
tem, Inc., and Radio KIST, Inc. 

(j) Fresno Educational Reserva- 
tion. The JCET supported the res- 

- ervation of UHF Channel 18 in 
Fresno for non -commercial educa- 
tional use, submitting statements 
of the Superintendent of the Fres- 
no County Schools and Reedley 
College located in Fresno County. 
No oppositions to the reservation 
were filed. 

Santa Barbara and Visalia 
942. (a) Counterproposal of Ra- 

dio KIST, Inc. Radio KIST, Inc., 
Santa Barbara, California, origin- 
ally filed a counterproposal seeking 
the assignment of Channel 8 at 
Santa Barbara. Subsequently, 
Radio KIST, Inc., filed an alternate 
counterproposal's' requesting the 
assignment of VHF Channel 3 to 
Santa Barbara to be accomplished 
by deleting Channel 3 from Visalia 
and substituting two UHF chan- 
nels as indicated below: 

City 
Santa Barbara 
Visalia 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
3t, 12 
t 

UHF Chan- 
nel No. 
*18, 24 

49t 

in light of the Mexican -United 
States Television Agreement re- 
moving VHF Channel 3 from San 
Diego, the assignment of VHF 
Channel 3 be made to Santa Bar- 
bara. It was noted that the dis- 
tance from Santa Barbara to Mexi- 
cali, where VHF Channel 3 is 
assigned by the Mexican -United 
States Television Agreement, is 274 
miles. It was urged that the dis- 
tance to the adjacent channel 
transmitter on VHF Channels 2 
and 4 on Mount Wilson, Los 
Angeles, would be 94 miles and that 
this distance meets the minimum 
separation requirements. The dis- 
tance between Santa Barbara and 
San Diego where VHF Channel 8 
is assigned is 188 miles. 

(c) Oppositions and Conflicting 
Counterproposals to the Radio 
KIST, Inc. Counterproposal. Oppo- 
sitions to the counterproposal of 
Radio KIST, Inc., seeking the as- 
signment of VHF Channel 8, were 
filed by the following parties: 
American Broadcasting Company, 
Inc., Los Angeles, California; Ken- 
nedy Broadcasting Company, San 
Diego, California; McClatchy 
Broadcasting Company, Bakers- 
field, California; and Thomas S. 
Lee Enterprises, Inc., Los Angeles, 
California. This counterproposal 
conflicts with the McClatchy Broad- 
casting Company counterproposal 
for Bakersfield. Oppositions to the 
counterproposal of Radio KIST, 
Inc., seeking the assignment of 
VHF Channel 3 in Santa Barbara, 
were filed by Columbia Broadcast- 
ing System, Inc., Los Angeles, Cali- 
fornia; California Inland Broad- 
casting Company, Fresno, Cali- 
fornia; and National Broadcasting 
Company, Inc., Los Angeles, Cali- 
fornia. This counterproposal con- 
flicts with the California Inland 
Broadcasting Company counterpro- 
posal for Fresno. 

(d) In its opposition to the 
Radio KIST, Inc., counterproposal, 
National Broadcasting Company, 
Inc., licensee of KNBH operating 
on VHF Channel 4 in Los Angeles 
from Mount Wilson, alleged that a 
station in Santa Barbara on VHF 
Channel 3 would cause interference 
to an area of approximately 1,600 
square miles within the KNBH 
service area. NBC urged that this 
would represent a substantial part 
of the entire KNBH interference 
free service area, and that the 
population within such area would 
be 109,612 persons. If the Santa 
Barbara station would operate at 
greater height than 500 feet, or at 
a lesser distance from KNBH, NBC 
noted that the interference area 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nei No. 
20, 26 

3 

uw On December 11, 1951, Radio KIST, 
Inc., filed a petition for leave to file 
further comments and evidence in the 
proceeding requesting, as an alterna- 
tive to its previous counterproposal, 
that VHF Channel 3 be assigned to Santa 
Barbara. The Commission granted this 
petition 

ary 9, 1952 and accept d the new Radio 
KIST, Inc., counterproposal in this pro- 
ceeding. 

Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
3t 20, 26 
t 43t, 494' 

would be correspondingly greater. 
(e) In its opposition to Radio 

KIST, Inc., CBS urged that the 
KIST counterproposal for VHF 
Channel 3 is contrary to the public 
interest. CBS noted that although 
Santa Barbara is 87 miles from 
Los Angeles, signals transmitted 
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on VHF Channels 2 and 4 in Los 
Angeles are received in Santa Bar- 
bara, and that several thousand 
VHF receivers are on hand in 
Santa Barbara receiving programs 
from Los Angeles. The assignment 
of VHF Channel 3 to Santa Bar- 
bara as proposed, because of re- 
sulting interference, would prevent 
reception of VHF Channels 2 and 
4 in the Santa Barbara area. It was 
also urged, in addition, that the 
assignment of VHF Channel 3 in 
Santa Barbara would create an in- 
termixture problem since the li- 
censee of the station on Channel 3 
would operate the only VHF sta- 
tion in that community competing 
against two UHF stations. 

(f) In its opposition to the KIST 
counterproposal, California Inland 
Broadcasting Company urged that 
while Fresno and Santa Barbara 
are only 160 miles apart, trans- 
mitter sites could be obtained in 
the Fresno area to maintain a 170 
mile spacing. On this basis, Cali- 
fornia Inland Broadcasting Com- 
pany interposed no objection to a 
finding by the Commission that 
both counterproposals of Radio 
KIST, Inc., and California Inland 
Broadcasting Company requesting 
the assignment of VHF Channel 3 
to Santa Barbara and Fresno could 
be granted and are not in conflict. 
However, California Inland urged 
that if a determination must be 
made between the two proposals, 
the California Inland proposal 
should be preferred. 

Conclusions: Additional VHF 
Channels in Sacramento 

943. We are of the view that the 
record supports the basis for as- 
signing an additional VHF chan- 
nel to Sacramento. Counterpro- 
posals have been filed requesting 
both VHF Channels 8 and 3 for 
Sacramento: Harmco -KCRA has 
suggested that VHF Channel 8 be 
assigned to Sacramento by sub- 
stituting a UHF channel for VHF 
Channel 8 in Monterey and VHF 
Channel 11 for VHF Channel 8 in 
Reno. However, VHF Channel 11 
in Reno being only 188 miles from 
the co- channel assignment in San 
Jose would not meet the 190 mile 
minimum assignment separation 
for Zone II. VHF Channel 8, there- 
fore, cannot be assigned to Sacra- 
mento as proposed by Harmco- 
KCRA. McClatchy Broadcasting 
Company and Harmco -KCRA have 
requested that VHF Channel 3 be 
assigned to Sacramento by sub- 
stituting VHF Channel 4 for VHF 
Channel 3 in Reno. Both Channel 
3 in Sacramento and Channel 4 in 
Reno would meet the minimum 
mileage separation requirements 
for assignments in Zone II. We 
can see no merit, therefore, in the 
opposition to these counterpro- 
posals by The Chronicle Publishing 
Company, which operates Station 
KRON -TV on VHF Channel 4 at 
San Francisco. The assignment of 
VHF Channel 3 in Sacramento con- 
flicts with counterproposals seeking 
the assignment of additional VHF 
channels in San Francisco -Oakland 
and Fresno. We believe that the 
assignment of a third VHF channel 
to Sacramento is to be preferred to 
the assignment of a sixth VHF 
channel to San Francisco -Oakland. 
As noted in our discussion of the 
San Francisco counterproposals, 
we are of the view that the assign- 
ment of five VHF and five UHF 
channels to San Francisco -Oakland 
constitute a fair and equitable as- 
signment to those communities in 
view of the needs of other areas 

for television service. With respect 
to the conflicting Fresno counter- 
proposal which requests the assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 3 in Fresno 
as a second VHF channel, it should 
be pointed out that the California 
Inland Broadcasting Company 
counterproposal f or Fresno also 
conflicts with the counterproposal 
of Radio KIST, Inc., seeking the 
assignment of a first VHF channel 
for Santa Barbara. VHF Channel 
3 can be utilized in both Sacra- 
mento and Santa Barbara; but, on 
the other hand, the assigment of 
Channel 3 in Fresno would pre- 
clude the assigment of this fre- 
quency in both Sacramento and 
Santa Barbara. We believe, there- 
fore, that the assignment of VHF 
Channel 3 in Fresno would effect 
the more efficient and equitable 
distribution of VHF assignments. 
Accordingly, VHF Channel 3 is 
assigned to Sacramento and VHF 
Channel 4 is substituted in Reno 
for Channel 3. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation in Sacramento 

944. In the Third Notice the 
Commission pointed out that a 
VHF channel was reserved for 
non -commercial educational use in 
all communities having three or 
more VHF channels where all VHF 
channels were not in operation. 
Since only two VHF channels were 
proposed for Sacramento in the 
Third Notice, UHF Channel 40 
was reserved in that city for non- 
commercial educational use. Grant 
Union High School and Technical 
College requested that VHF Chan- 
nel 6 in Sacramento be reserved 
for non-commercial educational 
use. No oppositions to this request 
were filed. We have above assigned 
Channel 3 as a third VHF channel 
to Sacramento. We are of the view, 
therefore, that the reservation 
should be shifted in Sacramento 
from UHF Channel 40 to VHF 
Channel 6. We believe that such 
action is necessary and proper in 
light of the principle in the Third 
Notice set out above and the un- 
opposed request for the VHF reser- 
vation. Accordingly, VHF Channel 
6 will be reserved in Sacramento 
for non-commercial educational 
use, and UHF Channel 40 will be 
available for commercial purposes. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation in Fresno 

945. On the basis of the record, 
the reservation of Channel 18 in 
Fresno for non -commercial educa- 
tional use is finalized. 

Conclusions: VHF Channels 
5, 7 and 9 in Fresno 

946. McClatchy Broadcasting 
Company and KARM, The George 
Harm Station, have requested the 
additional assignment of VHF 
Channels 5, 7 and 9 to Fresno. 
However, such assignments would 
result in substantial deviations 
from the required 190 mile mini- 
mum co- channel assignment sepa- 
ration for Zone II: Channel 5 
would be 161 miles from KPIX on 
Channel 5 in San Francisco; Chan- 
nel 7 would be 162.5 miles from 
KGO -TV on Channel 7 in San 
Francisco; and Channel 9 would be 
161 miles from San Francisco and 
155 miles from Oakland where this 
channel is assigned. It was urged 
that in light of the mountainous 
terrain that would separate the 
stations involved, the distances 
would be adequate safeguards to 
prevent interference. Measure- 
ments were submitted to substan- 
tiate this contention. We are of 
the view, however, that we cannot, 
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deviate from our required 
um. The Commission will 

ermit assignment separations 
the minimum between sta- 

cut off by mountain ranges 
a sufficient body of pertinent 
gation information on this 
can be assembled and an- 

alyz d. It was also contended that 
stati n separation could be met by 
loca ng a site outside of Fresno. 
We o not believe that there is any 
basi for making assignments de- 
viati g from the required minimum 
assi ment spacings on the basis 
of t s contention. Nor, as we have 
note elsewhere in this Report, do 
we b lieve that assignments can be 
made in cases such as this on the 
basis of operation with less than 
maximum power. We also see no 
adequate basis in the record upon 
which we may grant the request 
that all commercial assignments in 
Fresno be relegated to the UHF 
porti.n of the spectrum. Accord- 
ingl the counterproposals of 
McC : tchy Broadcasting Company 
and KARM, The George Harm 
Stati,n, are denied. 
Con lugions: Channel 3 in Fresno 

94 . California Inland Broad - 
casti g Company requested the as- 
sign ent of Channel 3 as a second 
VHF channels, to Fresno, to be 
acco plished by substituting a 
UHF channel for Channel 3 in 
Visai a. This request conflicts with 
the ounterproposals of Radio 
KIS Inc., seeking a first VHF 
chan el for Santa Barbara and 
McCI tchy Broadcasting Company 
and ' armco -KCRA seeking a third 
VHF channel for Sacramento. The 
assi ment of Channel 3 in Fresno 
woul, preclude the assignment of 
this equency in both Santa Bar - 
bara : nd Sacramento, while Chan- 
nel 3 can be employed in Santa 
Barbara and Sacramento at the 
same time. As we have noted 
above, we are of the view that the 
granting of the Santa Barbara and 
Sacra ento assignments is to be 
prefe ed since such action would 
effect the more equitable and effi- 
cient ssignments in this area. Ac- 
cordi ly, the counterproposal of 
Calif nia Inland Broadcasting 
Comp ny is denied. 
Conci lions: Additional Channels 

for Fresno 
948. We believe that the record 

suppo is the basis for assigning 
additi nal channels to Fresno, a 
city of 92,000 in a metropolitan 
area of 277,000. Accordingly, two 
additional UHF channels, Channels 
47 and 53, are assigned to Fresno. 

Conclusions: Additional VHF 
Channel in Santa Barbara 

949. Radio KIST, Inc., has re- 
quested the assignment of VHF 
Channel 3 or 8 as a first VHF chan- 
nel fo Santa Barbara. Channel 8 
in Salta Barbara, however, would 
be only 188 miles from the co -chan- 
nel assignment in San Diego and 
thus would not meet the 190 mile 
minimum co- channel assignment 
spacing for Zone II. Channel 3 in 
Santa Barbara, on the other hand, 
would meet all minimum spacing 
requirements. In order to assign 
Channel 3 to Santa Barbara, Radio 
KIST, Inc., suggests that UHF 
Chann is 43 and 49 be substituted 
in Visalia for Channel 3. Santa 
Barbara has a population of 45,000 
as compared to Visalia with a popu- 
lation of 12,000. We believe, there- 
fore, that a first VHF chan- 
nel in anta Barbara is to be pre- 
ferred to a first VHF channel in 
Page 1 2 April 14, 1952 Part II 

Visalia. The assignment of Chan- 
nel 3 in Santa Barbara conflicts 
with the California Inland Broad- 
casting Company counterproposal 
for Fresno. We believe 'that in 
view of the population of Santa 
Barbara, that city is entitled to a 
first VHF assignment before a sec- 
ond VHF assignment is made in 
Fresno. Moreover, as we have noted 
above, we believe that the assign- 
ment of Channel 3 in both Santa 
Barbara and Sacramento is to be 
frequency in Fresno alone. CBS 
prequency in Fresno alone. CBS 
and NBC who operate adjacent 
channel stations in Los Angeles on 
Mount Wilson (Channels 2 and 4) 
have opposed the assignment of 
Channel 3 in Santa Barbara. How- 
ever, since the assignment of Chan- 
nel 3 in Santa Barbara meets the 
minimum mileage spacing require- 
ment, we see no merit in these 
oppositions. Accordingly, Channel 
3 is assigned to Santa Barbara and 
UHF Channels 43 and 49 are sub- 
stituted for Channel 3 in Visalia. 
As noted in connection with our 
discussion of international consider- 
ations, this assignment has been 
reflected in the Mexican -United 
States Television Agreement, as 
modified. 

Final Assignments 
and Reservations 

950. The following assignments 
and reservations are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
City nel No. nel No. 

Sacramento 3, *6, 10 40, 46 
Fresno 12 *18, 24, 47, 53 
Santa Barbara 3 20, 26 
Visalia 43, 49 

SAN FRANCISCO - OAKLAND, 
CALIFORNIA 

951. (a) Proposed Assignments 
and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
assignment of 10 channels for San 
Francisco -Oakland: VHF Channels 
2, 4, 5, 7 and 9 and UHF Channels 
20, 26, 32, 38, and 44, with Channel 
9 reserved for non -commercial use. 

(b) Census Data. The popula- 
tion of San Francisco is 775,000; 
and the population of Oakland is 
385,000. The population of the San 
Francisco -Oakland standard met- 
ropolitan area is 2,241,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. Chronicle 
Publishing Company is licensed for 
the operation of Station KRON- 
TV on Channel 4; KPIX, Inc. is 
licensed for the operation of Station 
KPIX on Channel 5; and American 
Broadcasting Company, Inc. is 
licensed for the operation of Sta- 
tion KGO -TV on Channel 7, all in 
San Francisco. 

(d) Counterproposal of Columbia 
Broadcasting System, Inc. Colum- 
bia Broadcasting System, Inc. filed 
a counterproposal containing four 
alternate plans requesting the as- 
signment of additional VHF chan- 
nel for San Francisco- Oakland: 
Plan 1 would add Channel 11 to San 
Francisco Oakland by substituting 
Channel 30 in Stockton, California 
for Channel 42; Channel 43 in Ma- 
dera, California for Channel 30; 
Channel 51 in Salinas, California 
for Channel 28; and UHF Channel 
42 in San Jose, California for VHF 
Channel 11. Plan 2 would add VHF 
Channel 13 to San Francisco -Oak- 
land by substituting UHF Channel 
64 for VHF Channel 13 in Stock 
ton. Plan 3 would add VHF Chan- 
nels 11 and 13 to San Francisco 
Oakland by substituting UHF 
Channels 30 and 64 for VHF Chan- 
nel 13 and UHF Channel 42 in 
Stockton; UHF Channel 42 for 
VHF Channel 11 in San Jose; Chan - 
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nel 51 for Channel 28 in Salinas; 
and Channel 43 for Channel 30 in 
Madera. Plan 4 would add VHF 
Channel 13 to San Francisco -Oak- 
land by substituting Channel 6 in 
Stockton for Channel 13; Channel 
3 in Sacramento for Channel 6; 
and Channel 5 for Channel 3 in 
Reno. The four plans are set out 
below:1B6 

(e) Statement in Support of 
Columbia Broadcasting System, Inc. 
Counterproposal. In requesting ad- 
ditional VHF channels for San Fran- 

City 

71,000. 
(g) CBS Plan 4 would assign 

Channel 6 to Stockton in place of 
Channel 13 at a distance of 188 
miles from the co- channel assign - 
situated in Zone II; and, accord- 
ingly, this separation would not 
meet the 190 mile minimum for 
co- channel assignments in this 
zone. This plan would also assign 
Channel 5 at Reno at a distance 
of 185 miles from KPIX operating 
on Channel 5 in San Francisco. 

Plan 1 

Third Notice Counterproposal 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
UHF Chan- 

nel No. 
Madera 
Salinas 
San Francisco- 

Oakland 
San Jose 
Stockton 

San Francisco - 
Oakland 

Stockton 

Madera 
Salinas 
San Francisco - 

Oakland 
San Jose 
Stockton 

2, 4, 5, 7, *9 
11 
13 

30 
28 

20, 26, 32, 38, 44 
48, *54, 60 

36, *42 

Plan 2- 

2, 4, 5, 7, *9 lit 
t 

13 

43t 

20, 26, 32, 38, 44 
42t, 48, *54, 60 

*30t, 36 

2, 4, 5, 7, *9 20, 26, 32, 38, 44 2, 4, 5, 7, *9, 13t 20, 26, 32, 38, 44 
13 36, *42 

2, 4, 5, 7, *9 
11 
13 

San Francisco 
Oakland 2, 4, 5, 7, *9 

Sacramento 6, 10 
Stockton 13 
Reno 3, 8 

Plan 3 

30 

28 
20, 26, 32, 38, 44 

48, *54, 60 
36, *42 

Plan 4 

20, 26, 32, 38, 44 
*40, 46 
36, *42 
*21, 27 

cisco, Oakland, CBS advanced the 
same reasons offered in support of 
its requests for additional VHF 
channels in Boston and Chicago. 
CBS urged that additional commer- 
cial VHF channels were needed in 
San Francisco -Oakland as in Bos- 
ton and Chicago to assure a nation- 
wide competitive television service. 
CBS also argued that a network 
must own facilities in markets such 
as Boston, Chicago and San Fran- 
cisco to enable it to compete with 
other networks and submitted that 
it is essential that such facilities 
be VHF. 

(f) The CBS plans 1, 2 and 3 
would delete VHF channels from 
San Jose and Stockton. In the 
Third Notice the Commission pro- 
posed four channels for San Jose: 
VHF Channel 11 and UHF Chan- 
nels 48, 54 and 60, with Channel 
54 reserved for non -commercial ed- 
ucational use. The San Jose stand- 
ard metropolitan area has a popu- 
lation of 291,000 and the City of 
San Jose has a population of 95,000. 
In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed three channels for 
Stockton, VHF Channel 13 and 
UHF Channels 36 and 42, with 
Channel 42 reserved for non -corn- 
mercial educational use. The Stock- 
ton standard metropolitan area has 
a population of 201,000 and the 
City of Stockton a population of 
vn CBS also requested, in the alterna- 
tive. that the educational reservation 
be shifted from VHF Channel 9 to a 
UHF channel. 

City Third Notice 

t 36, *42, 64t 

2, 4, 5, 7, *9 
lit, 13t 

t 
t 

2, 4, 5, 7, *9, 131 
3t, 10 

6 
5t, 8 

43t 
51t 

20, 26, 32, 38, 44 
42f, 48, *54, 60 
*30f, 36, 64t 

20, 26, 32, 38, 44 
*40, 46 
36, *42 
*21, 27 

(h) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the CBS Conn - 
ment at San Luis Obispo. Both 
Stockton and San Luis Obispo are 
terproposals. CBS Plan 1, which 
would substitute a UHF channel 
in San Jose for VHF Channel 11, 
was opposed by the San Jose Tele- 
vision Broadcasting Company of 
San Jose. CBS Plan 2, which would 
substitute a UHF channel for VHF 
Channel 13 in Stockton, was op- 
posed by E. F. Peffer, Radio Diablo, 
Inc., and McClatchy Broadcasting 
Company, Stockton. CBS Plan 3, 
which would substitute UHF chan- 
nels for VHF Channels 11 and 13, 
in San Jose and Stockton, was op- 
posed by San Jose Television 
Broadcasting Company, San Jose, 
and E. F. Peffer, Radio Diablo, Inc. 
and McClatchy Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Stockton. CBS Plan 4 was 
opposed by KPIX, Inc., San Fran- 
cisco and E. F. Peffer, Radio 
Diablo, Inc., and McClatchy Broad- 
casting Company. This plan con- 
flicts with the counterproposals of 
McClatchy Broadcasting Company 
and Harmco, Inc. and KCRA, Inc. 
seeking an additional VHF channel 
for Sacramento. 

(i) Counterproposal of Televi- 
sion California. Television Cali- 
fornia, San Francisco, requested 
the assignment of an additional 
VHF channel to San Francisco- 
Oakland to be accomplished by sub- 
stituting Channel 4 for Channel 3 
in Reno; Channel 3 for Channel 6 
in Sacramento; and Channel 6 for 
Channel 13 in Stockton, as in- 
dicated below:]°' 

Counterproposal 
r ̂ _ : VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
UHF Chan- 

nel No. 
VHF Chan- 11HF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
Sacramento 6,10 
San Francisco- 2, 4, 5, 7, *9 

Oakland 
Stockton 13 
Reno 3, 8 

*40, 46 
20, 26, 32, 

38, 44 
36, *42 
*21, 27 

3t, 10 
2, 4, 5, 7, 
*9, 13f 

6t 
4t, 8 

*40, 46 
20, 26, 32, 

38, 44 
36,W2 
*21, 27 
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(j) Statement in Support of Tel- 
evision California Counterproposal. 
Television California urged that 
the assignment of Channel 13 in 
San Francisco- Oakland can be ac- 
complished without depriving any 
community of a television facility. 
Television California noted that its 
counterproposal conflicted with that 
of McClatchy Broadcasting Com- 
pany and Harmco, Inc., and KCRA, 
Inc., requesting the addition of a 
VHF channel to Sacramento. How- 
ever, it was argued that Sacra- 
mento is assigned almost half as 
many channels as San Francisco 
while the population of Sacramento 
is scarcely 1 /10th that of San 
Francisco. It was contended, also, 
that the San Francisco metropoli- 
tan area is more extensively in 
area than is the Sacramento met - 
tropolitan area, which is relatively 
compact. Television California 
submitted that, with these factors 
considered, together with the na- 
ture of the rugged terrain sur- 
rounding San Francisco, the as- 
signment of an additional VHF 
channel to San Francisco would 
comply more fully with the man- 
date of Sections 1 and 307(b) of 
the Communications Act and of 
the Commission's priorities, than 
would the assignment of an addi- 
tional VHF channel to Sacramento. 
Television California also urged 
that the assignment of an addi- 
tional channel to San Francisco- 
Oakland is justified in light of those 
applicants who have participated 
in a hearing for television stations 
in San Francisco.' 

(k) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to Television Cali- 
fornia Counterproposal. The Tele- 
vision California counterproposal 
conflicts with the counterproposals 
of McClatchy Broadcasting Corn - 
pany and Harmco, Inc., and KCRA, 
Inc. for Sacramento. Oppositions 
to the Television California coun- 
terproposal have been filed by E. F. 
Peffer; McClatchy Broadcasting 
Company; KPIX, Inc., San Fran- 
cisco; Radio Diablo, Inc., and 
Harmco, Inc. and KCRA, Inc. 

(1) The Television California 
r Ounterproposal would assign 

no Television California requested that 
the Commission in its "final order" 
make it clear that Channel 2 is not 
"reserved" in San Francisco -Oakland 
for any particular applicant. Television 
California noted that it has pending be- 
fore the Commission a petition that 
Don Lee's application for Channel 2 be 
dismissed because it was no longer be- 
ing prosecuted by Thomas S. Lee. We 
are here concerned with the assign- 
ments for the various communities. We 
do not believe that this is the appropri- 
ate proceeding in which to determine 
which applicant in a particular coin - 
milnity will receive a television assign- 
ment. Accordingly, the Commission is 
not ruling here concerning the status 
of Channel 2 in San Francisco -Oakland 
in so far as it affects any specific appli- 
cant. Television California has also re- 
quested that the procedural rights of 
he parties whose applications have 

-ueen heard should be fully preserved. 
Television California argued that those 
applicants who were heard are in a spe- 
cial category. The question of the 
status of those applicants whose appli- 
cations have been heard has been dis- 
posed of elsewhere. 
isr Television California raised the ques- 
tion of the Commission's authority to 
reduce the number of VHF channels in 
San Francisco in view of the fact that 
hearings were held on applications for 
channels in that community. The Com- 
mission, however, is of the view that 
its opinion issued on December 12, 1951, 
in connection with the request for oral 
hearing of Daily News Television Corn - 
pany, et al., makes clear that the Com- 
mission, in a proceeding such as this. 
may change the assignment of VHF 
channels for San Francisco- Oakland 
under the circumstances presented. 

Channel 6 to Stockton at a distance 
of 188 miles from the co- channel 
assignment at San Luis Obispo. 
Both Stockton and San Luis Obispo 
are situated in Zone II; and, there- 
fore, this separation would not 
meet the 190 miles minimum for 
co- channel assignments in this 
zone. 

(m) Counterproposal of Tribune 
Building Company. Tribune Build- 
ing Company, Oakland, requested 
the assignment of an additional 
VHF channel in San Francisco- 
Oakland to be accomplished by sub- 
stituting Channel 3 for Channel 13 
in Stockton; Channel 2 for Channel 
3 in Visalia; and Channel 4 for 
Channel 3 in Reno, as indicated 
below: 

Third Notice 

The Tribune Building Company 
stated that its proposal would not 
require the deletion of channels 
from any community. However, 
it was noted that the distance be- 
tween the center of Los Angeles 
and Visalia where co- channel oper- 
ation is proposed on Channel 2, is 
only 168 miles. Further, the dis- 
tance from Visalia to station 
KNXT operating in Los Angeles 
on Channel 2 from a Mount Wilson 
site is only 160 miles. Since both 
Los Angeles and Visalia are situ- 
ated in Zone II, the assignment of 
Channel 2 in Visalia would not 
meet the 190 -mile minimum spac- 
ing for co- channel assignments in 
this zone. The Tribune Building 
Company urged, however, that the 

Counterproposal 

City 
San Francisco- 

Oakland 

Stockton 
Reno 
Visalia 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No. nel No. 

2, 4, 5, 7, *9 

13 
3, 8 

3 

20, 26, 32, 
38, 44 

36, *42 
*21, 27 

(n) Statement of Support of 
Tribune Building Company Coun- 
terproposal. The Tribune Building 
Company contended that the need 
for television service in the Oak- 
land -East Bay area can be met 
only by the assignment of an addi- 
tional VHF channel exclusively for 
use by a licensee located in Oak- 
land. It was urged that the Oak- 
land -East Bay area has a greater 
population than that of San Fran- 
cisco -West Bay area and is politi- 
cally, economically and culturally 
a separate area. With respect to 
the use of UHF channels, the 
Tribune Building Company argued 
that during the period of initial 
development of UHF service, the 
existing VHF stations in San 
Francisco 
and the Oakland -East Bay area, 
during this period, would have no 
television outlet. It was noted that 
the three stations now operating 
in the San Francisco -Oakland met- 
ropolitan area are licensed to oper- 
ate in the San Francisco -West Bay 
area. The Tribune Building Com- 
pany argued that the Third Notice 
did not provide for a fair, efficient, 
and equitable distribution of tele- 
vision facilities insofar as the Oak- 
land -East Bay area is concerned, 
contending that the Oakland -East 
Bay area should be considered as 
one community, and as such, is the 
only population center of over one 
Million that is not assigned a VHF 
channel in the Third Notice. How- 
ever, the Tribune Building Com- 
pany stated that it does not ad- 
vocate the creation of "a new met- 
ropolitan area" but seeks the as- 
signment of Channel 13 to the San 
Francisco - Oakland metropolitan 
area. The Tribune Building Com- 
pany stated that if such an assign- 
ment is made, it proposed to file 
an application for a construction 
permit to be utilized in the Oak- 
land -East Bay area. The Tribune 
Building Company also argued that 
the hearing that has been held in 
the San Francisco -Oakland area 
gives the participants in such hear- 
ing no "vested" or other rights.' 
' *° The Tribune Building Company re- 
quested oral argument if the Commis- 
sion ruled that the applicants who par- 
ticipated in the hearing in San Fran- 
cisco in Docket No. 7283, el al had any 
"vested" rights. In light of our action 
in connection with those applicants who 
have participated in the hearing in San 
Francisco, the request for oral argu- 
ment by the Tribune Building Company 
is moot. 
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2, 4, 5, 7, 20, 26, 32, 
*9, 13$ 38, 44 

3t 36, *42 
41-, 8 *21, 27 

21- 

terrain between Visalia and Los 
Angeles is very rugged, with three 
intervening mountain ranges, and 
that these mountains would pro- 
duce a triple defraction of signals 
attenuating them greatly in the 
path between the two cities thereby 
making it technically possible to 
employ closer separations than 
would be necessary over flat terrain. 

(o) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to Tribune Build- 
ing Company Counterproposal. Op- 
positions to the Tribune Building 
Company counterproposal have 
been filed by E. F. Peffer; Mc- 
Clatchy Broadcasting Company; 
Radio Diablo, Inc.; The Chronicle 
Publishing Company; and Harmco, 
Inc. and KCRA, Inc. This counter- 
proposal conflicts with the 
proposals of Harmco, Inc. and 
KCRA, Inc., and McClatchy Broad- 
casting Company of Sacramento. 

(p) Counterproposal of KROW, 
Inc. KROW, Inc., Oakland, filed a 
counterproposal containing four 
alternate plans for adding VHF 
Channel 13 to San Francisco -Oak- 
land. Plan 1 would add VHF Chan- 
nel 13 to San Francisco -Oakland 
by substituting Channel 6 for 
Channel 13 in Stockton; Channel 3 
for Channel 6 in Sacramento; and 
Channel 11 or Channel 13 for Chan- 
nel 3 in Reno. Plan 2 would add 
VHF Channel 13 to San Francisco- 
Oakland by substituting Channel 8 
for Channel 13 at Stockton ; Channel 

11 or Channel 13 for Channel 8 at 
Reno; and UHF Channel 19 for 
VHF Channel 8 at Monterey. Plan 3 
would add VHF Channel 13 to San 
Francisco -Oakland by substituting 
UHF Channel 58 for VHF Channel 
13 at Stockton. Plan 4 would as- 
sign VHF Channel 13 to San Fran- 
cisco- Oakland by substituting 
Channel 8 for Channel 6 at Sacra- 
mento; Channel 6 for Channel 13 
at Stockton; Channel 11 or Chan- 
nel 13 for Channel 3 at Reno, and 
UHF Channel 19 for VHF Channel 
8 at Monterey, California. The 
four plans are set forth below' 

(q) Statement in Support of 
KROW, Inc. Counterproposal. 
KROW, Inc. urged that the assign- 
ment of six commercial VHF chan- 
nels should be maintained in the 
San Francisco- Oakland metropoli- 
tan area.' KROW asserted that 
no city in Central California com- 
pares in size or importance with 
the San Francisco -Oakland metro- 
politan area, and contended that 
only 4 VHF commercial channels 
in this area, as proposed in the 
Third Notice, would encourage 
monopoly and lack of competitive 
programming. It was urged that 
if the Commission did not assign 
an additional VHF channel to San 
Francisco -Oakland, the City of 
Oakland might be deprived of a 
VHF assignment, and that Section 
307(b) of the Communications Act 
requires such as assignment. 

(r) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to KROW, Inc. 
Counterproposal. Oppositions to 
KROW'S Plan 1 have been filed 
by McClatchy Broadcasting Com- 
pany; E. F. Peffer; Radio Diablo, 
Inc.; and Harmco, Inc. and KCRA, 
Inc. This plan conflicts with the 
McClatchy and Harmco - KCRA 
counterproposals for Sacramento. 
Plan 2 has been opposed by Radio 
Diablo, Inc.; E. F. Peffer; Mc- 
in Know, Inc. also opposed the reser- 
vation of VHF Channel 9 in San Fran- 
cisco- Oakland for non -commercial edu- 
cational use and suggested that a UHF 
channel be reserved instead. 

ICROW, Inc. argued that since it has 
gone through a hearing in San Fran- 
cisco on its application for a television 
station in that community, the Com- 
mission cannot change the assignments 
that were assigned to San Francisco 
Oakland at the time of the hearing. We 
believe, however, that the opinion of 
the Commission issued on December 12, 
1951, in connection with the request for 
oral hearing of Daily News Television 
Co., et al., makes clear that the Com- 
mission, in a proceeding such as this, 
may change the assignment of VHF 
channels for San Francisco- Oakland 
under the circumstances presented. 

Plan I 

Third Notice Counterproposal 

City 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 

Reno 
Sacramento 
San Fra ncis:o- 

Oakland 
Stockton 

Monterey 
Reno 
San Francisco - 

Oakland 
Stockton 

3, 8 *21, 27 
6, 10 *40, 46 

2, 4, 5, 7, *9 
13 36, *42 

20, 26, 32, 38, 44 

8 
3, 8 

2, 4, 5. 7, *9 
13 

Plan 2 

*21, 27 

20. 26. 32, 38, 44 
36, *42 

Plan 3 

San Francisco - 
Oakland 2, 4, 5, 7, *9 20, 26, ?2.33, 44 

Stockton 13 36, *92 

Monterey 
Reno 
Sacramento 
San Francisco- 

Oakland 
Stockton 

8, 11t or 13f *21, 27 
3t, 10 *40, 46 

2, 4, 5, 7, *9, 13f 20, 26. 32, 38, 44 
6t 36, *42 

3, llttor 13t *21, 27 

2, 4, 5, 7, *9, 13t 20, 26. 32, 38, 44 
8t 36, *42 

2, 4, 5, 7, *9, 13t 20, 26, 32, 38. 44 
t 36, *42, 58t 

Plan 4 

388 *21,27 3,11$or13$ *21,27 
6, 10 *40, 46 8f, 10 *40, 46 

2, 4, 5, 7, *9 20, 26, 32, 38, 44 2, 4, 5, 7, *9, 13f 20, 26. 32, 38, 44 
13 36, *42 61- 36, *42 
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tchy Broadcasting Company; 
terey Radio -Television Corn- 
y; and American Broadcasting 
pany, Inc., San Francisco. 

n 3 has been opposed by E. F. 
er; McClatchy Broadcasting 
pany; and Radio Diablo, Inc. 

OW'S Plan 4 has been opposed 
i onterey Radio -Television Corn- 
y; American Broadcasting 
pany; McClatchy Broadcasting 
pany; E. F. Peffer; and Radio 

blo, Inc. This plan conflicts 
the counterproposals of Mc- 

tchy Broadcasting Company and 
co -KCRA for Sacramento. 

s) KROW's Plan 1 would as- 
si Channel 6 in Stockton at a 
dis ance of 188 miles from the co- 
ch nnel assignment at San Luis 
Ob spo. KROW's Plan 2 would as- 
sig Channel 11 at Reno 188 miles 
fro the co- channel assignment at 
Sa Jose, or Channel 13 at Reno, 
18i miles from San Francisco and 
17: miles from Oakland, where 
Channel 13 is also proposed by 
K OW. KROW's Plan 3 would 
similarly assign Channel 11 or 13 
to Reno and Channel 6 to Stockton. 
Si ce all of the above communities 
ar situated in Zone II, the pro - 
po ed assignments would not meet 
th 190 -mile minimum for co- 
ch nnel assignments in this zone. 

t) Educational Reservation. 
Th Superintendent of Schools of 
Al meda County at Oakland, filed 
a tatement supporting the res- 
e tion of Channel 9 for non- 
co merciai educational use in San 
Fr ncisco- Oakland. The statement 
wa filed on behalf of the Bay 
Ar Public Schools Television 
Co ncil, composed of the public 
sch of districts in the counties of 
Al meda, Contra Costa, Marin, San 
Fr ncisco, San Joaquin, San Mateo, 
Sa to Clara, Solano, and Sonoma; 
an in behalf of the San Francisco 
Ba Area Educational Television 
Co mittee, composed of the Uni- 
versity of California at Berkeley, 
S ord University, Mills College, 
Sa Francisco State College, San 
Jos .State College, and the junior 
col ges in the area. It was mo- 
res nted that the reservation would 
be sed jointly and cooperatively 
by he various educational organ - 
iza ions in the area. which have an 
enr.Jlment of 350,000 with an addi- 
tio al 200,000 adults participating 
in arious educational programs. 
It as explained that the group 
pro .osed to utilize educational tel- 
evi ion by a joint effort through 
the organization of a non -profit 
cor.oration or other representative 
bo.i . It was stated that the or- 
ga zations could finance the capi- 
tal outlay believed necessary to 
construct and operate a television 
sta ion. The JCET and California 
Co press of Parents and Teachers 
als supported the reservation. The 
Superintendent of Schools of Ala - 
me a opposed the CBS and KROW, 
Inc suggestions that the reserva- 
tio be shifted to a UHF channel 
ar ing that the educators should 
not be required to carry the burden 
of eveloping UHF. 

( 1 Opposition to the Educa- 
tio al Reservation. Columbia Broad - 
cas ing System, Inc. and KROW, 
Inc opposed the reservation of 

n Channel 9 in San Francisco- 
Oa land. CBS requested that a 
U F channel be reserved rather 
tha a VHF channel advancing the 
sa e reasons as those urged in 
con ection with its opposition to 

i reservations in Boston and 
Ch cago. KROW, Inc. contended 
Pa 114 April 14, 1952 Part II 

that the reservation should be 
shifted to a UHF channel because 
the commercial operators can not 
afford to operate in the UHF in 
view of the hundreds of thousands 
of VHF receivers already in the 
area. Educators, on the other hand, 
it was urged were not dependent 
on circulation and could pioneer in 
the popular acceptance of UHF. 
Further, KROW submitted that 
commercial interests should have 
the VHF channel because they 
would provide a multi -purpose pro- 
gram service whereas an educa- 
tional station would be limited to 
a single purpose use. KROW con- 
tended, also, that the reservation 
of Channel 9 deprived the San 
Francisco -Oakland hearing appli- 
cants of prior rights to such chan- 
nel under the Commission's Rules. 
KROW argued that the reservation 
of this channel on behalf of pros- 
pective non -hearing applicants was 
in direct violation of established 
rules and policies of the Commis- 
sion. Since no educational appli- 
cants appeared in the San Fran- 
cisco- Oakland hearing case, and 
since no application was filed by 
any educational group requesting 
any of the VHF channels which 
had been designated for hearing, 
KROW contended that the appli- 
cants who had completed their 
hearing were entitled to priority 
with respect to Channel 9. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

952:; We are of the view that the 
record supports the basis for re- 
serving VHF Channel 9 in San 
Francisco -Oakland for non- commer- 
cial educational use. We believe 
that the educational interests in the 
San Francisco -Oakland area have 
demonstrated on the record a strong 
interest in and a firm intention to 
proceed with the task of instituting 
a non -commercial educational serv- 
ice in this area. We are impressed 
with the fact that steps have been 
taken to coordinate the interests of 
a large number of educational in- 
terests. This area is one of the 
great cultural centers of the coun- 
try, and the Commission believes 
it should lend every encouragement 
to the early establishment of an 
educational television service in 
this area. With four other VHF 
stations and five UHF channels 
available to the commercial inter- 
ests, we believe that the reserva- 
tion of one VHF channel for edu- 
cational use is an equitable distri- 
bution of the channels available for 
assignment in this area.` Accord- 
ingly, the reservation of Channel 
9 in San Francisco -Oakland for 
non -commercial educational use is 
finalized.'" 
Conclusions: Additional Commer- 

cial VHF Channels 
953. Four parties: CBS, Tele- 

vision California, The Tribune 
Building Company, and KROW, 
Inc., have requested the assign- 
ment of additional VHF channels 
to San Francisco- Oakland. We are 
of the view, however, that the rec- 
ord does not support the basis for 
im See also our decision with respect to 
the educational reservation in Boston, 
Mass. 
,m With respect to the contention of 
KROW concerning its legal rights as a 
participant in a hearing prior to the 
"freeze" raised in connection with the 
reservation of Channel 9, the Commis- 
sion pointed out above that its opinion 
issued on December 12, 1951, in connec- 
tion with the requests for oral hearing 
of Daily News Television Co., et al. 
makes clear that the Commission, in a 
proceeding such as this, may change the 
assignments of VHF channels for San 
Francisco- Oakland. 
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assigning additional VHF channels 
to this community. CBS has sub- 
mitted four alternate requests: 
CBS Plan 1 would assign an addi- 
tional VHF channel by substituting 
a UHF channel for the only VHF 
channel in San Jose, a city with a 
population of 95,000 in a metropoli- 
tan area of 291,000. CBS Plan 2 
would assign an additional VHF 
channel by substituting a UHF 
channel for the only VHF channel 
in Stockton, a city with a popula- 
tion of 71,000 in a metropolitan 
area of 201,000. CBS Plan 3 would 
assign two additional VHF chan- 
nels by substituting UHF channels 
for the only VHF channels in both 
San Jose and Stockton. CBS Plan 
4 would assign an additional VHF 
channel by substituting VHF Chan- 
nel 3 for VHF Channel 6 in Sacra- 
mento, thereby precluding the as- 
signment of an additional VHF 
channel to Sacramento as requested 
by several parties. Further, this 
plan would make the assignment 
of Channel 6 in Stockton at a dis- 
tance of only 188 miles from the 
co- channel assignment in San Louis 
Obispo and would thus violate the 
190 -mile minimum spacing for co- 
channel assignments in Zone II. 
Television California would simi- 
larly assign an additional VHF 
channel to San Francisco- Oakland 
by substituting Channel 3 for Chan- 
nel 6 in Sacramento. The Tele- 
vision California counterproposal 
would also preclude the assignment 
of an additional VHF channel in 
Sacramento. The Television Cali- 
fornia request would also assign 
Channel 6 in Stockton in violation 
of the 190 -mile minimum spacing 
for co- channel assignments in Zone 
II. The Tribune Building Company 
would assign an additional VHF 
channel to San Francisco -Oakland 
by substituting Channel 3 for Chan- 
nel 6 in Sacramento, thereby pre- 
cluding the assignment of an addi- 
tional VHF channel to Sacramento. 
In addition, the Tribune Building 
Company counterproposal would 
assign Channel 2 in Visalia at a 
distance of only 160 miles from 
Station KNXT operating on Chan- 
nel 2 in Los Angeles. This separa- 
tion, also, does not meet the 190 - 
mile minimum for co- channel as- 
signments in Zone II. Finally, 
KROW, Inc. has submitted four 
alternate plans seeking an addi- 
tional VHF assignment for San 
Francisco- Oakland: KROW Plan 1 
would assign an additional VHF 
channel by substituting Channel 3 
for Channel 6 in Sacramento, 
thereby precluding the assignment 
of an additional VHF channel to 
Sacramento. In addition, this plan 
would assign Channel 6 in Stock- 
ton, only 188 miles from the co- 
channel assignment in San Louis 
Obispo, and Channel 11 or 13 in 
Reno. Channel 11 at Reno would be 
only 188 miles from San Jose, and 
Channel 13 at Reno would be only 
185 miles from San Francisco and 
178 miles from Oakland, where 
Channel 13 is proposed to be as- 
signed by KROW. These co -chan- 
nel separations, therefore, would 
not meet the 190 -mile minimum for 
Zone II. KROW Plan 2 would 
assign an additional VHF channel 
to San Francisco- Oakland by sub- 
stituting a UHF channel for VHF 
Channel 8, the only channel as- 
signed to Monterey -Salinas, a com- 
munity with a population of 30,- 
000.'" This plan would also assign 
IS' As a result of our decision herein 
Channel 8 will be assigned to Monterey - 
Salinas. 

Channel 11 or 13 to Reno in viola- 
tion of the 190 -mile minimum for 
co- channel assignments in Zone II. 
KROW Plan 3 would assign an 
additional VHF channel to San 
Francisco -Oakland by substituting 
a UHF channel for the only VHF 
channel in Stockton. Finally, 
KROW Plan 4 would assign an ad- 
ditional VHF channel to San Fran- 
cisco- Oakland by substituting a 
UHF channel for a VHF channel 
in Monterey. This plan would also 
assign Channel 6 in Stockton, and 
Channel 11 or 13 in Reno, in viola- 
tion of the 190 -mile minimum for 
co- channel assignment separations 
in Zone II. 

954. As will be noted from the 
foregoing, the requests for addi- 
tional VHF channels in San Fran- 
cisco- Oakland consist of (1) those 
substituting UHF channels for 
VHF channels in San Jose, Stock- 
ton, or Monterey- Salinas; and (2) 
those making changes in assign- 
ments without deleting a VHF 
channel from any community. With 
respect to the first group, we do 
not believe that the record supports 
the basis for assigning an addi- 
tional VHF channel in San Fran- 
cisco- Oakland at the expense of de- 
leting the only VHF channel from 
cities as large and as important as 
San Jose, Stockton or Monterey 
Salinas. We are of the view thai 
the only VHF channel should not 
be deleted from those communities 
in order to afford a sixth VHF 
channel to San Francisco -Oakland 
In addition, the KROW Plans 2 am 
4, which would delete VHF Chan- 
nel 8 from Monterey, would assign 
Channel 11 or 13 in Reno in viola- 
tion of the 190 -mile minimum for 
co- channel assignments; and 
KROW Plan 4 would similarly as- 
sign Channel 6 in Stockton. With 
respect to the second group of re- 
quests, those which do not delete 
VHF channels from other commu- 
nities, it will be noted that all such 
requests conflict with the counter- 
proposals of McClatchy Broadcast- 
ing Company and Harmco, Inc. and 
KCRA, Inc. seeking the addition of 
a third VHF channel for Sacra- 
mento. In the Third Notice four 
channels were proposed for Sac- 
ramento; VHF Channels 6 and 10 
and UHF Channels 40 and 46, wire 
Channel 40 reserved for non -com- 
mercial educational use. Sacra- 
mento has a population of 138,000 
and the Sacramento standard met - 
ronolitan area has a Population of 
277,000. We are of the view that 
the assignment of a third VHF 
cannel to Sacramento is to be pre- 
ferred to the assignment of a sixth 
VHF channel. and eleventh chan- 
nel. for San Francisco -Oakland. We 
believe that the assignment of ten 
channels, five VHF and five UHF, 
with one VHF channel reserved for 
non -commercial educational use, is 
a fair and equitable distribution for 
San Francisco -Oakland in light o' 
the need for facilities in other con 
munities. Furthermore, every re- 
quest seeking an additional VHF 
assignment for San Francisco -Oak- 
land without deleting a VHF chan- 
nel from another community would 
violate the 190 -mile minimum for 
co- channel assignments in Zone II. 
In view of the foregoing, the coun- 
terproposals of CBS, Television 
California, The Tribune Building 
Company, and KROW, Inc. are de- 
nied. With respect to the Tribune 
Building Company and KROW, Inc. 
contentions that an additional as- 
signment is needed in Oakland, it 
should be pointed out that the as. 
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signment of 10 channels have been 
made to San Francisco -Oakland 
and that the question of the stand- 
ing of parties from Oakland is 
properly to be determined in a 
licensing proceeding. In view of 
the assignments that have been 
made, we do not believe it appro- 
priate in this proceeding to deter 
mine which channel should be 
granted to Oakland or to an Oak- 
land applicant. 

Final Assignments 
955. The following assignments 

and reservation are adopted: 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 

City nel No. nel No. 
San Fran- 

cisco- 2, 4, 5, 7, *9 20, 26, 32, 38, 44 
Oakland 

PORT CHICAGO, CALIFORNIA 
956. (a) Proposed Assignments. 

In the Third Notice, no assignments 
were proposed for Port Chicago. 

(b) Census Data. The popula- 
tion of Port Chicago is estimated 
at 3,290. It is an unincorporated 
town lying within the San Fran- 
cisco- Oakland urbanized district. 

(c) Counterproposal of KECC, 
Inc., Pittsburg, California. KECC, 
Inc. requested that Channel 15 be 
assigned to Port Chicago, Califor- 
nia without any other changes in 
the assignments proposed by the 
Commission in the Third Notice. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
KECC, Inc. Counterproposal. KECC 
pointed out that Port Chicago was 
located in Contra Costa and that 
no assignments were proposed by 
the Third Notice for this entire 
county. It was alleged that the 
assignment of Channel 15 to Port 
Chicago would meet the Commis- 
sion's required mileage separations 
and would effectuate priorities 1 
and 3 in providing a first television 
service to certain communities in 
the County, and a first and only 
local service to Port Chicago and 
the entire County. It was alleged 
that Contra Costa County ranks 
fifth in California in population and 
is "the fastest growing County in 
the State." It was argued that Sec- 
tion 307 (b) of the Communications 
&ct and the Commission's priorities 
require the assignment of a chan- 
nel to Contra Costa County. It was 
submitted that the great bulk of 
population of Contra Costa County 
lies northeast of San Francisco, 
20 -30 wiles distant, behind a large 
range of hills east of San Fran- 
cisco Bay, and that these areas 
form an entirely separate and 
largely isolated community from 
the metropolitan centers of San 
Francisco and Oakland. Because 
of these terrain features, it was 
argued, television service would 
not be adequate for most of the 
County if it would have to rely on 
San Francisco stations for service. 

(e) Conflicting Counterproposal 
and Oppositions. The assignment 
of Channel 15 to Port Chicago 
would preclude the assignment of 
Channel 30 to Stockton as requested 
by CBS in its counterproposals 1 
and 3 for San Francisco. The CBS 
counterproposals for San Fran- 
cisco have been denied elsewhere in 
this Report and will, therefore, not 
be considered further in this con- 
nection. 

Conclusions 
957. The assignment of Channel 

15 to Port Chicago would meet our 
standards for minimum separations 
and it is our view that the record 
warrants the assignment of Chan- 
nel 15 to that community. Accord- 

ingly, the counterproposal of 
KECC, Inc. is granted. 

Final Assignments 
958. The following assignment 

is adopted: 
VHF Chan - 

City nel No nel No. 
Port Chicago, Calif. 15 

UHF Chan- 

BAKERSFIELD, CALIFORNIA 
959. (a) Proposed Assignment. 

In the Third Notice the Commis- 
sion proposed the assignment of 
two channels to Bakersfield: VHF 
Channel 10 and UHF Channel 29. 

(b) Census Data. Bakersfield 
has a population of 35,000. 

(c) Counterproposal of Paul R. 
Bartlett and Gene DeYonng. Paul 
R. Bartlett and Gene DeYoung, 
Bakersfield, California requested 
the additional assignment of VHF 
Channel 8 to Bakersfield. No other 
changes are suggested to accom- 
plish this assignment. 

(d) Statement in Support of 
Counterproposal of Paul R. Bart- 
lett and Gene DeYoung. Paul R. 
Bartlett and Gene DeYoung urged 
that the assignment of Channel 8 
to Bakersfield can be effected with- 
out modifying or adversely affect- 
ing any assignment proposed in the 
Third Notice. It was alleged that 
such assignment would be in full 
accordance with the standards and 
would meet the priorities as speci- 
fied in the Third Notice, in that it 
would make available an additional 
service to Bakersfield and the sur- 
rounding area without limiting or 
depriving any other community or 
area of television service. 

(e) Counterproposal of Mc- 
Clatchy Broadcasting Company. Mc- 
Clatchy Broadcasting Company also 
requested the additional assign- 
ment of VHF Channel 8 at Bakers- 
field, to be accomplished without 
changing any other assignments. 

(f) Statement in Support of Mc- 
Clatchy Broadcasting Company 
Counterproposal. McClatchy Broad- 
casting Company alleged that the 
assignment of Channel 8 in Bakers- 
field would meet the channel spac- 
ing requirements as set out in the 
Third Notice. It was noted that 
the distance between Bakersfield 
and the closest co- channel assign- 
ment at Monterey, California would 
be 182 miles. It was argued that 
the assignment of Channel 8 to 
Bakersfield would further the ob- 
jectives of Sections 1 and 307(b) 
of the Communications Act, and 
that such assignment would con- 
form to the principles expressed in 
the priorities. It was noted that 
the Bakersfield 1950 population 
increased 18.1% over that of 1940, 
and that Kern County, in which 
Bakersfield is located, has a 1950 
population 68.1% greater than that 
of 1940. 

(g) Channel 8 in Bakersfield 
would be 182 miles from the co- 
channel assignment at Monterey, 
California. Both Bakersfield and 
Monterey are situated in Zone II; 
and accordingly, the assignment of 
Channel 8 in Bakersfield would not 
meet the 190 mile minimum re- 
quired assignment separation for 
this Zone. 

(h) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the Bakersfield 
Counterproposals. Radio KIST, 
Inc., Santa Barbara, California, 
originally filed a counterproposal 
seeking the assignment of Channel 
8 to Santa Barbara. This counter- 
proposal conflicts with the Bakers- 
field counterproposals, since Ba- 
kersfield and Santa Barbara are 
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only 76 miles apart. KIST, how- 
ever, later filed an alternate coun- 
terproposal seeking the assignment 
of Channel 3 to Santa Barbara, 
which has been granted elsewhere 
in this Report. KIST filed opposi- 
tions to the Bakersfield counterpro- 
posals since it conflicted with its 
original counterproposal request- 
ing Channel 8 in Santa Barbara. 
The Salinas Broadcasting Company 
filed a counterproposal seeking the 
assignment of VHF Channel 8 in 
Salinas, California, at a distance of 
172 miles from Bakersfield and in 
conflict with the Bakersfield coun- 
terproposals. This counterproposal 
is denied elsewhere in this Report. 

Conclusions 
960. Paul R. Bartlett and Gene 

DeYoung and the McClatchy Broad- 
casting Company requested the as- 
signment of VHF Channel 8 to 
Bakersfield to be accomplished 
without changing any other as- 
signments. As noted above, how- 
ever, Channel 8 at Bakersfield 
would be only 182 miles from the 
co- channel assignment at Monterey. 
Since both these communities lie 
in Zone II, the assignment of Chan- 
nel 8 in Bakersfield would violate 
the 190 mile minimum spacing for 
co- channel assignments. The coun- 
terproposals of Paul R. Bartlett, 
Gene DeYoung and McClatchy 
Broadcasting Company are, there- 
fore, denied. 

Final Assignments 
961. The following assignments 

are adopted: 

City 

County, which has a population of 
130,498, and that of this figure, 
48,755 persons reside in Monterey 
and "towns located on the Monterey 
Peninsula and unincorporated areas 
on the Peninsula," and that, on the 
other hand, 81,743 persons reside 
in Salinas and the eastern portion 
of Monterey County of which Sa- 
linas is the hub. It was noted that 
Salinas has a Class III regional 
AM station while Monterey has 
only a Class IV local AM station. 
It was noted that Salinas lies on 
the main line of the Southern 
Pacific Railroad while Monterey is 
only on a branch spur. It was 
stated that the California Depart- 
ment of Employment reported that 
the "Salinas city area" had a popu- 
lation of 38,200, while the "Mon- 
terey city area" had a population 
of only 17,000, and that, accord- 
ingly, Salinas has a 2 -1 advantage 
over Monterey in population. The 
Salinas Broadcasting Company 
urged that, in view of the relative 
standing and comparative statistics 
of Salinas and Monterey, the pro- 
posed assignments should be 
shifted, assigning VHF Channel 8 
to Salinas and UHF Channel 28 
to Monterey. The distance between 
the two communities is 15 miles. 
It was urged that where a VHF 
channel can be assigned to a larger 
community without "serious dislo- 
cation" of the overall assignment 
plan, the larger community should 
be assigned the VHF channel. 

(f) Oppositions and Conflicting 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 
nel No nel No. 

Bakersfield, Calif. 

SALINAS AND MONTEREY, 
CALIFORNIA 

962. (a) Proposed Assignments. 
In the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the following assignments 
for Salinas and Monterey: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Monterey, Calif. 8 
Salinas, Calif. 28 

(b) Census Data. The popula- 
tion of Monterey is 16,000 and the 
population of Salinas is 14,000. 

(c) Support for Proposed Mon- 
terey Assignment. Steven A. Cis - 
ler and Monterey Radio -Television 
Company supported the assignment 
of VHF Channel S to Monterey. It 
was stated that the closest co -chan- 
nel assignment would be at Reno, 
Nevada at a distance of 232 miles, 
and the closest adjacent channel as- 
signment would be Channels 7 and 
9 at San Francisco -Oakland, a dis- 
tance of 86 miles. It was asserted 
that Monterey's population of 16,- 
000 represented a 59.9% increase 
over its 1940 population. 

(d) Counterproposal of Salinas 
Broadcasting Company. Salinas 
Broadcasting Company, Salinas, re- 
quested the assignment of a VHF 
channel to Salinas, to be accom- 
plished by deleting Channel 8 from 
Monterey and substituting therefor 
Channel 28, as follows: 

10 29 

Counterproposals to the Salinas 
Broadcasting Company Counterpro- 
posal. The Salinas Broadcasting 
Company counterproposal conflicts 
with the counterproposals of Harm - 
co, Inc., and KCRA, Inc., Sacra- 
mento, California; Columbia Broad- 
casting System, Inc., San Francisco, 
California (proposals 1 and 3); Mc- 
Clatchy Broadcasting Company, 
Bakersfield, California; and KROW, 
Inc., San Francisco, California. Op- 
positions to the Salinas Broadcast- 
ing Company counterproposal were 
filed by McClatchy Broadcasting 
Company; CBS; and the Monterey 
Radio -Television Company. All of 
the conflicting counterproposals 
have been denied elsewhere in this 
Report for the reasons there stated. 
In its opposition the Monterey Ra- 
dio- Television Company urged that 
Salinas has a population of 14,000 
representing an increase of only 
19.9% over the 1940 census figures, 
while Monterey has a population of 
over 16,000 representing a 59.9% 
increase. It was contended, there- 
fore, that not only is Monterey the 
larger community, but it is grow- 
ing more rapidly. 

Conclusions 
963. The distance between Sa- 

linas and Monterey is approxi- 
mately 15 miles. Stations in either 
community would provide Grade A 
service to the other on both Chan- 

Third Notice Counterproposal 

City 
VHF Chan - 

nel No. 
UHF Chan- 

nel No. 
VHF Chan- 

nel No. 
UHF Chan- 

nel No. 
Monterey, Calif. 
Salinas, Calif. 

8 
28 

t 
st 

28t 
t 

(e) Statement in Support of Sa- 
linas Broadcasting Company Coun- 
terproposal. Salinas Broadcasting 
Company pointed out that Salinas 
is the county seat of Monterey 
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nels 8 and 28. The population of 
Monterey is only slightly greater 
than that of Salinas. In view of 
the foregoing, we are of the view 
that Channel 8 and 28 should be 
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ned to Monterey and Salinas 
ly rather than Channel 8 to 
terey and Channel 28 to Salinas 
rately. Channels 8 and 28 in 

Salinas and Monterey will 
the required mileage spac- 

for assignments in this zone. 
rdingly, Channels 8 and 28 will 
signed to Monterey- Salinas. 

Final Assignments 
9 4. In view of the foregoing, the 

foil wing assignments are adopted: 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 

Ci y nel No. nel No. 
Mon erey -Salinas 8 28 

RENO, NEVADA 
9 5. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
assi ment of four channels to 
Ren., Nevada: VHF Channels 3 
and 8 and UHF Channels 21 and 
27, 'th Channel 21 reserved for 
non commercial educational use'" 

(.) Census Data. The popula- 
tion of Reno is 32,000. 

( ) Counterproposals of Kenyon 
Bro . Kenyon Brown, Reno, re- 
que ted the assignment of VHF 
Cha nel 11 as an additional assign - 
me to Reno. No other changes in 
assignments are suggested in order 
to a complish this assignment. 

(.) Statement in Support of 
Ken on Brown Counterproposal. 
Ken on Brown urged that Reno is 
the largest city in Nevada, with 
app oximately 31% of the state's 
pop lation. It was noted that Reno 
is I cated in Washoe County, the 
larg st county in Nevada, with a 
pop lation of 50,205. Kenyon Brown 
ar ed that an equitable_ distribu- 
tion of television facilities requires 
that Reno be assigned an additional 
VH : channel and that the assign - 
men of Channel 11 in Reno could 
be hieved without involving pri- 
oriti s 1 through 4, and would meet 
prio ity 5 in providing an addi- 
tion 1 facility for the largest city 
in N vada. It was stated that under 
its unterproposal the closest co- 
cha" el assignment would be Chan- 
nel 1 at San Jose, California, 188 
mile from Reno. 

(e Oppositions and Conflicting 
Cou ternroposals to the Kenyon 
Bro Counterproposal. The Ken- 
yon rown counterproposal conflicts 
with the counterproposal of Harm - 
co, I c. and KCRA, Inc., for Sacra - 
men o, California and an opposition 
has been filed by Harmco and 
KC 

(f Educational Reservation. The 
Ren School District No. 10 filed a 
stat ent supporting the reserva- 
tion f Channel 21 in Reno for non- 
com ercial educational use. No 
oppo itions to the proposed reser- 
vati n were filed. 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

ì. In view of the foregoing, the 
vation of Channel 21 in Reno 
on- commercial educational use 
alized. 
elusions: Additional VHF 

Assignment 
. Kenyon Brown has re- 
ed the additional assignment 

F Channel 11 to Reno. How - 
Channel 11 in Reno would be 
88 miles from the co- channel 
ment at San Jose, California. 
Reno and San Jose are situ - 

in Zone II. Accordingly, the 
on Brown counterproposal 
l not meet the required 190 
minimum co- channel assign- 

ment separation for this Zone and 
is th refore denied. It should also 
,^ In connection with our discussion of 
Sacramento, California, Channel 4 is 
substituted for Channel 3 in Reno. 
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be noted that in light of the re- 
quired separations, no VHF chan- 
nel can be assigned as an additional 
assignment to Reno. 

Final Assignments 
and Reservation 

968. In connection with our dis- 
cussion of Sacramento, California, 
VHF Channel 4 has been substi- 
tuted for VHF Channel 3 in Reno 
in order to make possible the as- 
signment of an additional VHF 
channel in Sacramento. In view of 
the foregoing, the following assign- 
ments are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

Reno, Nevada 4, 8 *21, 27 

LAS VEGAS, NEVADA: 
EDUCATIONAL RESERVATION 

969. In the Third Notice, the 
Commission proposed the reserva- 
tion of VHF Channel 10 for non- 
commercial educational use in Las 
Vegas, Nevada. The JCET filed a 
statement supporting the reserva- 
tion. No oppositions to the pro- 
posed reservation were filed. 

Conclusions 
970. In view of the foregoing, the 

reservation of Channel 10 for non- 
commercial educational use in Las 
Vegas, Nevada is finalized. 

SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA 
971. (a) Proposed Assignments 

and Reservation. In the Third No- 
tice the Commission proposed the 
assignment of six channels to San 
Diego, California: VHF Channels 
3, 8 and 10 and UHF Channels 21, 
27, and 33, with Channel 3 reserved 
for non -commercial educational use. 
However, as noted in connection 
with our discussion of international 
considerations above, the Mexican - 
United States Television Agree- 
ment assigns Channel 3 to Mexi- 
cali, Baja California, Mexico rather 
than San Diego." 

(b) Census Data. San Diego has 
a population of 334,000. The San 
Diego standard metropolitan area 
has a population of 557,000. 

(c) Existing Stations. Kennedy 
Broadcasting Company is licensed 
for the operation of Station KFMB- 
TV in San Diego on Channel 8. 

(d) Counterproposal of Charles 
E. Salik. Charles E. Salik, San 
Diego, requested the assignment of 
an additional VHF channel to San 
Diego, to be accomplished by de- 
leting VHF Channel 6 or 12 from 
Tijuana, Mexico as indicated below: 

City 
San Diego, Calif. 
Tijuana, Mexico 

channels be assigned to San Diego 
for commercial purposes to afford 
a sound assignment of channels in 
the public interest and in con- 
formity with Section 307(b) of the 
Communications Act. It was sug- 
gested that UHF channels could 
be utilized in Tijuana in place of 
VHF Channel 12 or VHF Channel 
6. Charles E.. Salik argued that 
the assignment of both VHF Chan- 
nels 6 and 12 in Tijuana is "con- 
trary to principles of sound assign- 
ment within the United States and 
contrary to any just obligations or 
principles of international accord 
with Mexico; and therefore con- 
trary to the public interest." 

(f) Counterproposal of Airf an 
Radio Corporation, Ltd. Airfan 
Radio Corporation, Ltd., San Diego, 
California, requested the additional 
assignment of a VHF channel to 
San Diego by deleting VHF Chan- 
nel 6 or 12 from Tijuana, Mexico 
as indicated below: 

City 
San Diego. Calif. 
Tijuana, Mexico 

deleting VHF channel from Tiju- 
ana, Mexico. These counterpro- 
posals conflict with the Mexican - 
United States Television Agree- 
ment. Accordingly, for, the reasons 
stated above in connection with our 
discussion of the Mexican- United 
States Television Agreement, the 
counterproposals of Charles E. Sa- 
lik and Airfan Radio Corporation, 
Ltd., must be denied. However, we 
are of the view that the record does 
support the basis for assigning an 
additional commercial channel to 
San Diego. A VHF channel is not 
available for assignment in San 
Diego in accordance with the Table 
of Assignments adopted herein, and 
the Mexican -United States Tele- 
vision Agreement" However, 
Channel 39 will meet all required 
mileage spacings for Zone II in 
which San Diego is situated. Ac- 
cordingly, we are assignin? UHF 
Channel 39 to that community. 

Third Notice 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
( *3), 8, 10 21, 27, 33 

6,12 

(g) Statement in Support of 
Counterproposal of Airfan Radio 
Corporation, Ltd. Airfan Radio 
Corporation, Ltd., submitted that 
the assignment of two VHF chan- 
nels to.Tijuana, Mexico would not 
be an equitable distribution of tele- 
vision facilities corresponding to 
the legitimate needs of the area to 
be served. It was suggested that 
UHF Channels 39, 45, 51, 57 and 
63 could be assigned to Tijuana to 
replace VHF Channel 6 or 12. 

(h) Conflicting Counterproposals 
and Oppositions to the Counterpro- 
posals of Charles E. Salik and Air- 
fan Radio Corporation, Ltd. The 

Proposed Change 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. 
6f or 12t, 8,10 21, 27, 33 

12t or 6f 39, 45, 51, 57, 63 

Conclusions: Educational 
Reservation 

973. We are of the view that the 
record supports the basis for re- 
serving a channel in San Diego for 
non -commercial educational use. 
However as noted above, Channel 
3 which was proposed in the Third 
Notice to be so reserved cannot be 
assigned to San Diego in light of 
the Mexican- United States Tele- 
vision Agreement. Accordingly, we 
are assigning UHF Channel 15 to 
San Diego and are reserving this 
channel for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. Channel 15 meets all 
required mileage spacings for Zone 
II. 

American Broadcasting Company, Final Assignments and Reservation 
Inc., Los Angeles, California, filed 974. The following assignments 
an opposition to the Charles E. are adopted: 

VHF Chan- UHF Chan - 
City nel No. nel No. 

San Diego, Calif. 8,10 *15, 21, 27, 33, 39 

Salik and Airfan Radio Corpora- 
tion, Ltd. counterproposals.' 

(i) Educational Reservation. The 
Superintendent of Schools sup- 
ported an educational reservation 
in San Diego on behalf of the San 
Diego City Schools, the San Diego 
County Schools, and the San Diego 
State College. It was asserted that 

Third Notice Proposed Changes 
VHF Chan- UHF Chan- VHF Chan- UHF Chan- 

nel No. nel No. nel No. nel No. 
( *3) 8, 10 21, 27, 33 6t or 121, 8,10 21, 27, 33 

6, 12 12t or 6t 

(e) Statement in Support of 
Counterproposal of Charles E. Sa- 
lik. Charles E. Salik pointed out 
that the assignment of Channels 6 
and 12 in Tijuana precludes the 
assignment of these channels in 
San Diego. It was noted, that of 
the VHF channels proposed for 
San Diego, Channel 8 is already in 
operation and that only one other 
VHF channel remains unassigned. 
Charles E. Salik stated that there 
would be other applicants in addi- 
tion to himself for this assignment 
and urged that additional VHF 

'n' Television Broadcasting Company, 
San Diego. California, filed a counter- 
proposal seeking the assignment of VHF 
Channel 12 and UHF Channel 15 to San 
Diego and assigning VHF Channel 6 
and UHF Channels 27 and 33 to Tijuana. 
However, Television Broadcasting Corn- 
pany has filed no sworn evidence in 
support of its counterproposal and it 
will not be considered further in this 
Report. 
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the $32 million budget for the above 
organizations would make possible 
the financing of an educational tele- 
vision station. A resolution of the 
San Diego City Council supporting 
the reservation was also submitted. 

The JCET and California Con- 
gress of Parents and Teachers also 
supported the reservation. No op- 
positions to a reservation in San 
Diego were filed. 

Conclusions: Additional 
Commercial Channels 

972. Both Charles E. Salik and 
Airfan Radio Corporation, Ltd. 
seek additional VHF channels for 
San Diego to be accomplished by 
,^ Earle C. Anthony, Los Angeles, Cali- 
fornia, also filed oppositions to the 
Airfan Radio Corporation, Ltd. and 
Charles E. Salik counterproposals. How- 
ever. evidence in support of its oppo- 
sitions was not filed and will not be 
considered in this Report. 

LOS ANGELES, SAN BERNAR- 
DINO, SAN JOSE AND 

STOCKTON, CALIFORNIA: 
EDUCATIONAL 
RESERVATIONS 

975. (a) Proposed Reservations 
In the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the following reservations 
for non -commercial educational 
use: 

City UHF Channel No. 
Los Angeles, Calif. *28 
San Bernardino, Calif. *24 
San Jose, Calif. *54 
Stockton, Calif. *42 

(b) Los Angeles. The reserva- 
tion of Channel 28 at Los Angeles 
was supported by the Superintend- 
ent of the Los Angeles City Schools, 
Occidental College, Chapman Col- 
lege, and the College of Medical 
Evangelists at Los Angeles. In 
addition, the JCET filed a state- 
ment supporting the reservation 
and submitted a statement support- 
ing the reservation by the Long 
Beach Public Schools. No opposi- 
tions to the proposed reservation 
were filed. 

(c) San Bernardino. The Presi- 
dent and Superintendent of San 
Bernardino Valley College filed a 
statement supporting the reserva- 
tion of Channel 24 for non- commer- 
cial educational television use at 
San Bernardino. The Statement 
was filed on behalf of the River- 
side and San Bernardino Counties 
Educational Television Council, 
',, In this connection see our discussion 
in paragraph 239 above concerning VHF 
assignments in the San Diego-Tijuana- 
Mexicali area. 
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which represents all of the public 
school districts in the counties of 
Riverside and San Bernardino, as 
well as the University of California, 
Riverside Campus; Redlands Uni- 
versity; San Bernardino Valley Col- 
lege; Chaffey College; Riverside 
College; and other various colleges 
and public schools in the counties. 
It was stated that the channel will 
be used jointly and cooperatively 
by the members of the Committee. 
No oppositions to the reservation 
were filed. 

(d) San Jose. San Jose State 
College filed a statement support- 
ing the reservation of Channel 54 
for non -commercial educational use 
in San Jose. Statements support- 
ing the reservation were also filed 
by the University of Santa Clara 
located in the same county, and the 
Santa Clara County Television 
Council. In addition, the JCET filed 
a statement to which was attached 
evidence of support for the reser- 
vation by the Santa Clara County 
Schools. No oppositions to the res- 
ervation were filed. 

(e) Stockton. The JCET filed a 
statement supporting the reserva- 
tion of Channel 42 in Stockton for 
non -commercial educational use. 
The JCET submitted a statement 
of the City Manager of Stockton 
indicating support of the reserva- 
tion by the Stockton City Council, 
College of the Pacific, Modesto Jun- 
ior College and the Superintendent 
of Schools of the Stockton Unified 
School District. No oppositions to 
the proposed reservation were filed. 

Conclusions 
976. In view of the foregoing the 

following reservations for non -com- 
mercial use are finalized: 

City UHF Channel No. 
Los Angeles, Calif. *28 
San Bernardino *24 
San Jose, Calif. *54 
Stockton, Calif. *42 

THE TERRITORIES 
977. In the Third Notice the 

Commission stated that it would 
determine whether any issue had 
been raised which would prevent 
the early lifting of the `freeze" 
with respect to channel assign- 
ments in Alaska, the Hawaiian 
Islands, Puerto Rico and the Virgin 
rslands. In the absence of any 
such issue, the Commission pro- 
posed to lift the "freeze" without 
waiting to reach a final determina- 
tion with respect to all the assign- 
ments proposed in Appendix C. 
Further consideration of this mat- 
ter has, however, led to the con- 
clusion that the "freeze" in the 
Territories could not be lifted until 
final Rules and standards had been 
adopted for the television broadcast 
service. The Commission has not, 
however, until this time been in a 
position to issue its new and revised 
television Rules and standards. In 
the absence of such a final decision 
with respect to these Rules and 
standards, it has, therefore, not 
been able to lift the "freeze" in the 
Territories before this date. 

Educational Reservations in 
The Territories 

978. (a) Proposed Reservations. 
In the Third Notice the Commission 
proposed the following reservations 
for non -commercial educational 
use: 

City VHF Channel No. 
Anchorage, Alaska 
Fairbanks, Alaska 
Juneau, Alaska 
Ketchikan, Alaska 
Libni, Hawaiian Islands 
Honolulu, Hawaiian Islands 
Wafluku, Hawaiian Islands 
Hilo, Hawaiian Islands 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 

*7 
*9 
*3 
*9 
*6 
*2 

*10 
*4 
*6 

(b) Counterproposal of Pacific 
Frontier Broadcasting Co., Ltd. 
Pacific Frontier Broadcasting Com- 
pany, Ltd., urged that "the reser- 
vation of Channel 2 for a non -com- 
mercial educational station at Hon- 
olulu, T.H., be eliminated and that 
such reservations be made instead 
of any one of Channels 7, 9, 11 or 
13. [We suggest Channel 7]." It 
was argued by Pacific Frontier 
that, due to rugged terrain, Chan- 
nel 2 would provide optimum cov- 
erage on the Island of Oahu from 
the transmitter site contemplated 
on the Loolaun Range and that in 
view of the propagation character- 
istics of this frequency over rough 
terrain such operation would pro- 
vide optimum coverage of the Is- 
land of Oahu and would therefore 
make a most efficient use of that 
television facility. Pacific Frontier 
stated that it desired to use a chan- 
nel in the lower half of the VHF 
spectrum and that "in order to save 
expenses by joint use of the an- 
tenna structure, from both Chan- 
nels 2 and 4, petitioner requests 
that the asterisk be removed from 
Channel 2, and transferred to one 
of the channels in the high band 
portion of the VHF spectrum." In 
response to the Pacific Frontier 
counterproposal the JCET stated 
that it "has no objection to the 
granting of the request of the Pa- 
cific Frontier Broadcasting Com- 
pany to shift the channel at Hono- 
lulu reserved for non -commercial 
educational television station from 
VHF Channel 2 to VHF Channel '7." 

(c) The Remaining Reservations 
in the Territories. The JCET sup- 
ported the reservation of Channel 
7 in Honolulu and Channel 6 in San 
Juan for non -commercial educa- 
tional use. No objections were filed 
to the proposed reservations. 

Conclusions: Honolulu 
Educational Reservation 

979. In light of the stipulation of 
the JCET concerning the reserva- 
tion of Channel '7 in Honolulu in 
place of Channel 2, the educational 
reservation in Honolulu is shifted 
to Channel '7 and Channel 2 will be 
available for commercial use. 

Conclusions: Anchorage, Fairbanks, 
Juneau, Ketchikan, Lihui, Waluku, 

Hilo, San Juan Educational 
Reservations 

980. On the basis of the record, 
and in view of the fact that no 
oppositions were filed, the proposed 
reservations of channels for non- 
commercial educational use in Fair- 
banks, Alaska; Anchorage, Alaska; 
Juneau, Alaska; Ketchikan, Alaska; 
Lihui, Hawaii; Wailuku, Hawaii; 
Hilo, Hawaii, and San Juan, Puerto 
Rico are finalized. 

Final Reservations 
981. The following reservations 

in the Territories for non- commer- 
cial educational use are finalized: 

City VHF Channel No. 
Anchorage, Alaska 
Fairbanks, Alaska 
Juneau, Alaska 
Ketchikan, Alaska 
Lihui, awaiian Islands 
Honolulu, Hawaiian Islands 
Wailuku Hawaiian Islands 
Hilo, Hawaiian Islands 
San Juan, Puerto Rico 

*7 
*9 
*3 
*9 
*g 
*7 

*10 
*4 
*6 

REMAINING COMMERCIAL AS- 
SIGNMENTS PROPOSED IN 

THE THIRD NOTICE 
982. As indicated above (para- 

graph 248) no comments have 
been received in this proceeding 
with respect to the large majority 
of assignments proposed in the 
Third Notice. It is our view that 
the proposed assignments for 
which no comments have been filed 
and which we have not considered 
elsewhere in this Report constitute 
a fair and equitable distribution 
of the available channels. Accord- 
ingly, these assignments are in- 
cluded in the Table of Assign- 
ments (Section 3.606(b) of the 
Rules) and are adopted herewith. 

TEMPORARY PROCESSING 
PROCEDURE 

983. At the conclusion of this 
proceeding the Commission expects 
to receive, within a relatively short 
period of time, an unprecedented 
number of applications for new 
television broadcast stations. The 
filing and processing of these ap- 
plications will be the first step to- 
ward the development of the na- 
tionwide television broadcast serv- 
ice provided for in the new Table 
of Assignments and the new rules 
and regulations. The Commission 
is, therefore, amending Section 
1.371 of its Rules and Regulations 
by deleting footnote 10 as it pres- 
ently reads and substituting a new 
footnote 10. The new footnote 10 
to Section 1.371, designated as Ap- 
pendix C -1, sets forth the pro- 
cedure to be followed, until further 
order of the Commission, in the 
processing of television broadcast 
applications. 

984. Footnote 10 sets forth in 
detail the manner in which the 
Commission will process applica- 
tions for permits to construct new 
television broadcast stations, ap- 
plications for permits and modifi- 
cations thereof relating to present- 
ly operating television stations and 
stations authorized after April 14, 
1952, applications for licenses and 
modifications thereof, and petitions 
relating to television authoriza- 
tions. 

985. Supplementing the underly- 
ing principles of the Table of As- 
signments, the processing pro- 
cedure adopted today is designed to 
make television service available to 
the greatest number of people in 
the shortest period of time" con- 
sistent with the provisions of the 
Communications Act and the pub- 
lic interest. Separate processing 

"Although the Commission has pre- 
viously processed applications for new 
television broadcast stations upon the 
basis of the date of Ming, that pro- 
cedure cannot appropriately be applied 
to the present situation. In its order 
of September 30, 1948 adopting footnote 
10 to Section 1.371, the Commission 
stated that pending applications and 
those thereafter flied would not be 
acted upon, but would be placed in 
the pending file. In its Notice of Fur- 
ther Proposed Rule Making of July 
Il, 1949, and its Third Notice of March 
22, 1951, the Commission requested new 
applicants to refrain from filing ap- 
plications because of the amendments 
which would be required when the 
"freeze" would be lifted. Implicit in 
these requests was the assurance that 
persons 

y I t diá ot be placed 
complying 

disadvantageous 
position position vis -a -vis persons who might 
file new applications in disregard of 
the Commission's requests. Processing 
by date of filing would therefore be 
inequitable under these circumstances. 

lines are being provided for differ- 
ent categories of applications. 
With the exception of applications 
for channels designated for use by 
non -commercial educational sta- 
tions, applications will be grouped 
within these categories and given 
a processing priority by category. 
The categories are set up on the 
basis of the present lack of tele- 
vision service in the communities 
for which they are filed. Appli- 
cations for non -commercial educa- 
tional television stations, which 
are expected to be relatively few 
in number during the period for 
which the temporary processing 
procedure is being set up, will be 
processed separately in the order 
in which they are filed, beginning 
July 1, 1952, except that the prior- 
ities set up for applications for 
other new television stations will 
be effective with respect to non- 
commercial educational stations 
where there is a conflict of trans- 
mitter sites cutting across the 
category lines. The same procedure 
will be followed for applications 
for Puerto Rico, Alaska, Hawaiian 
Islands, and Virgin Islands. 

986. The first applications to be 
processed, however, will be those 
arising out of final determinations 
made by the Commission with re- 
spect to presently operating tele- 
vision stations whose channel as- 
signments will be changed as a 
result of the orders to show cause 
set forth in the Commission's 
Third Notice, since the implemen- 
tation of these changes will affect 
the orderly implementation of the 
Table of Assignments. These ap- 
plications will be processed begin- 
ning with the effective date of the 
new rules. 

987. Upon the completion of 
processing the applications flow- 
ing from the orders to show cause, 
two processing lines will be estab- 
lished to operate concurrently. The 
operation of these lines will not be- 
gin before July 1, 1952, in order 
to allow a reasonable period for 
filing new applications and amend- 
ing those now on file. One line will 
process applications for new tele- 
vision stations in all cities not 
presently receiving television serv- 
ice.' The other line will process 
applications for new television sta- 
tions in cities presently receiving 
service. Within the group in the 
first processing line, the cities for 
which applications are filed will 
be taken in the order of their pop- 
ulations, so that the largest con- 
centrations of population now re- 
ceiving no service will be handled 
first. 

988. On the second processing 
line, five separate groupings are 
being made, each group to be 
handled upon completion of the 
preceding group. The first two of 
these groups give precedence to 
the UHF service, where either no 
VHF channels (excluding non- 
commercial educational channels) 
are assigned or all VHF channels 
(excluding non -commercial educa- 

n*A standard of 40 miles from the 
nearest main transmitter in operation 
has been adopted as the test of 
whether a city is receiving service. 
This is a reasonable standard for pro- 
cessing purposes based upon the rec- 
ord herein. The method for computing 
distances for this purpose is also spe- 
cifically set forth in footnote 10. 
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ti. al channels) are already occu- 
pi d. Since all existing stations 
ar in the VHF band, and all 
pr sent receivers require at least 
so e modification to receive sta- 
ti s in the UHF band, this prece- 
de ce will help enable the younger 
se 'ce to make a firm start, a 
mater of great importance to the 
de elopinent of the assignment pat - 
te provided for in the Table of 
A ignments. The three remaining 
gr ups provide, in order, for cities 
wi h one service but no local sta- 
tio , for cities with one local sta- 
tio but no other service, and for 
cit es receiving service from two 
or more stations, thus carrying 
ou the principle of making service 
av ilable first to cities now receiv- 
in none, and then making avail - 
ab e a local service before other 
cit es are provided with multiple 
se ices. Further priorities are 
pr vided within the categories in 
th second processing line, depend - 
in . upon the number of operating 
television stations in the city, 
w re the nature of the category 
pe its a distinction on that basis, 
and otherwise upon a population 
ba =is, except for the group of cities 
presently receiving service but to 
w ch only UHF channels are as- 
si ed, which will be processed 
upon the basis of the number of 
se ices presently being received. 

89. A separate processing line 
wil be set up to handle applica- 
tio s to modify construction per - 
mi s granted on and after July 1, 
19 , petitions for reconsideration 
of : ctions taken with respect to ap- 
pli ations for new television sta- 
tio s, and petitions for waiver of 
he ring of these applications, all 
to processed as filed. The new 
pr essing procedure also provides 
th applications for changes in 
exi ting facilities (other than 
tho a required under the orders to 
show cause), and license applica- 
tioñs, which clearly are not as 
ur nt as applications for con - 
st ction permits for new televi- 
sio stations, will be processed at 
a 1 ter date, and that priority will 
dep nd upon the number of oper- 
ati g stations in the city, with pop - 
ula ion a secondary standard of 
pri rity. 

9 0. The Commission will pub- 
lish from time to time, lists of 
citi s for which application for 
ne television stations falling 
wit in the above -mentioned cate- 
gor es are filed, so that the gen- 
era public and all applicants and 
oth r interested parties may be 
kept informed of the progress of 
the processing procedure. These 
list will be revised periodically 
to l' fleet the insertion in the proc- 
essi g lines of new applications, 
and will show the order on the 
app opriate processing line of each 
city for which one or more ap- 
plie tions are filed. 

9 1. In order to expedite the 
pro edure with respect to the li- 
cen 'ng of new television broad- 
cast stations, applications will be 
con 'dered for grant only on the 
spe fie channel designated there- 
in. earings held because of con- 
flict in channel requests within 
any city or hyphenated community 
will be limited to the applicants 
seeking the same channel. Where 
two or more applications for new 
stations in different cities, or appli- 
cations for changes in existing fa- 
cilit' s, are in conflict because the 
diet nce between their respective 
prop sed transmitter sites is less 
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than that provided in the rules, 
they will, of necessity, also be 
designated for hearing on a corn - 
petitive basis. It should be par- 
ticularly noted, because of the fact 
that some applications will normal- 
ly be reached for processing before 
others, that applications whose 
transmitter sites may conflict with 
other applications in communities 
which would be reached for proc- 
essing at an earlier stage will, in 
order to receive comparative con- 
sideration with such other appli- 
cations, have to be filed at least 
one day before Commission action 
on the other application, or, in the 
event that the other application 
has been designated for hearing, 
20 days before the designated 
hearing date. This procedure is 
identical with that which has been 
in force heretofore, but is men- 
tioned because the provisions made 
herein for the staggered order of 
processing might otherwise give 
potential applicants an erroneous 
impression of their rights. 

992. The new rules and regula- 
tions herein adopted will require 
substantial amendments in exist- 
ing applications before they may 
be considered, and the new foot- 
note to Section 1.371 contains in- 
structions with respect to filing 
such amendments, as well as with 
respect to amendments which may 
be made by new applicants prior 
to the completion of Commission 
processing of applications for the 
city or community involved. 

AMENDMENT AND RECODIFI- 
CATION OF THE RULES 

993. Subpart E of Part 3 of the 
Commission's Rule s governing 
Television Broadcast Stations has 
been amended and recodified. The 
new rules which have been added 
to the Subpart and the rules 
which have been revised imple- 
ment the decisions reached by the 
Commission in these proceedings. 
Rules which were inconsistent with 
the new rules and obsolete rules 
have been deleted. In addition, the 
Standards of Good Engineering 
Practice Concerning Television 
Broadcast Stations have been 
amended to reflect the Commis- 
sion's decisions in these proceed- 
ings and have been recodified and 
made a part of Subpart E. Final- 
ly. new Subpart E also contains 
editorial changes and improve- 
ments in and clarification of cer- 
tain of the language of the exist- 
ing Rules which make no changes 
in their substantive requirements. 

994. In view of the foregoing. 
it is ordered that Seltìon 1.371 of 
Part 1 of the Commission's Rules 
and Regulations relating to the 
processing of applications for 
television broadcast stations is 
amended as set forth in Appendix 
C(1) below. 

995. In view of the foregoing, it 
is ordered that FCC Form 301, 
"Application for Authority to Con- 
struct a New Broadcast Station 
or Make Changes in an Existing 
Station," is amended as set forth 
in Appendix C(2) below. 

996. In view of the foregoing, it 
is ordered that the "Standards of 
Good Engineering Practice Con- 
cerning Television Broadcast Sta- 
tions" are deleted and Subpart E 
of Part 3 of the Commission's 
Rules and Regulations, "Rules 
Governing Television Broadcast 
Station," is amended as set forth 
in Appendix D below. 

997. The amended Rules and 
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amended FCC Form 301, as set 
forth in Appendices C and D be- 
low, are promulgated pursuant to 
Sections 1, 4(i) and (j), 301, 
303(a), (b), (c), (d), (e), (f), 
(g), (h) and (r), and 307(b) of 
the Communications Act of 1934, 
as amended, and pursuant to the 
provisions of Section 4 of the Ad- 
ministrative Procedure Act. 

998. It is ordered that the above 
amendments as set forth in Ap- 
pendices C and D will become ef- 
fective 30 days from the date of 
publication in the Federal Regis- 
ter. 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

T. J. Slowie 
Secretary 

APPENDIX A -Table I 
Population Density Per Square Mile by Zones, 1950 

Land Area Population 
Population 

Per Square Mile 

Total United States 2,974,725 150,697,361 50.7 
Zone I 329,805 73,250,736 222.1 
Zone II 2,405,479 65,999,295 27.4 
Zone III 239,441 11,447,330 47.8 

ZONE I 
District of Columbia 61 802,178 13,150.5 
Rhode Island 1,057 791,896 749.2 
New Jersey 7,522 4,835,329 642.8 
Massachusetts 7,867 4,690,514 596.2 
Connecticut 4,899 2,007,280 409.7 
New York (Part) 35,386 14,446,405 408.2 
Wisconsin (Part) 5,033 1,512,731 300.6 
Michigan (Part) 21,867 5,524,484 252.6 
Maryland 9,881 2,343,001 237.1 
Pennsylvania 95,045 10,498,012 233.1 
Ohio 41,000 7,946,627 193.8 
Delaware 1,978 318,085 160.8 
Illinois 55,935 8,712,176 158.8 
Indiana 36,205 3,934,224 108.7 
Virginia (Part) 21,571 2,331,241 108.1 
New Hampshire (Part) 4,541 433,519 95.5 
West Virginia (Part) 19,363 1,483,938 76.7 
Maine (Part) ' 9,129 586,232 64.2 
Vermont (Part) 1,465 52,864 36.1 

Total Zone I 329,805 73,250,736 222.1 

ZONE II 
West Virginia (Part) 4,717 521,614 110.6 
North Carolina 49,097 4,061,929 82.7 
Tennessee 41,797 3,291,718 78.8 
Alabama (Part) 24,791 1,874,263 75.6 
Kentucky 39,864 2,944,806 73.9 
Georgia (Part) 40,116 2,819,324 70.3 
South Carolina 30,305 2,117,027 69.9 
California 156,740 10,586,223 67.5 
Louisiana (Part) 9,268 534,181 57.6 
Missouri 69,226 3,954,653 57.1 
Virginia (Part) 18,322 987,439 53.9 
Mississippi (Part) 24,849 1,175,818 47.3 
Iowa 56,045 2,621,073 46.8 
Vermont (Part) 7,813 324,883 41.6 
Wisconsin (Part) 49,672 1,921,844 38.7 
Minnesota 80,009 2,982,483 37.3 
Arkansas 52,675 1,909,511 36.3 
Washington 66,786 2,378,963 35.6 
Oklahoma 69,031 2,233,351 32.4 
New York (Part) 12,558 383,787 30.6 
Michigan (Part) 35,155 847,282 24.1 
Kansas 82,108 1,905,299 23.2 
New Hampshire (Part) 4,476 99,723 22.3 
Texas (Part) 181,281 4,000,334 22.1 
Nebraska 76,663 1,325,510 17.3 
Oregon 96,315 1,521,341 15.8 
Maine (Part) 21,911 327,542 14.9 
Colorado 103,922 1,325;089 12.8 
North Dakota 70,057 619,636 8.8 
South Dakota 76,536 652,740 8.5 
Utah 82,346 688,862 8.4 
Idaho 82,769 588,637 7.1 
Arizona 113,575 749,587 6.6 
New Mexico 121,511 681,187 5.6 
Montana 145,878 591,024 4.1 
Wyoming 97,506 290,529 3.0 
Nevada 109,789 160,083 1.5 

Total Zone II 2,405,479 65,999,295 27.4 

ZONE III 
Louisiana (Part) 35,894 2,149,355 59.9 
Florida 54,262 2,771,305 51.5 
Alabama (Part) 26,287 1,187,480 45.2 
Texas (Part) 82,232 3,710,840 45.1 
Mississippi (Part) 22,399 1,003,096 44.8 
Georgia (Part) 18,367 625,254 34.0 

Total Zone III 239,441 11,447,330 47.8 
Source: 1950 U. S. Census of Population. 

APPENDIX A -Table II 
Number of Cities Over 50,000 and 

Land Area By Zone and State 

New Jersey 
Connecticut 
Wisconsin (Part) 
Delaware 

19 
6 
4 
1 

7,522 
4,899 
5,033 
1,978 

1950 Michigan (Part) 9 21,867 
Zone Number Land Ohio 14 41,000 

or of Cities Area New York (Part) 12 35,386 
State Over (Square Pennsylvania 15 45,095 

50,000 Miles) Indiana 9 36,205 

Total United 
States 232 2,974,725 

New Hampshire 
(Part) 1 4,541 

Zone I 128 329,805 Illinois 12 55,935 
Zone II 86 2,405,479 Virginia (Part) 4 21,571 
Zone III 18 239,441 West Virginia (Part) 3 19,363 

Zone I Maryland 1 9,881 
District of Maine (Part) 1 9,129 

Columbia 1 61 Vermont (Part) ... 1,465 
Rhode Island 4 1,057 

Total Zone I 128 329,805 Massachusetts 17 7,867 
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WATCH TOUR STEP 
AFTER THE THAW! 

Danger of management errors 
unknowingly made 

after the thaw 
is so great 

as to threaten reduced TV earnings 
for years to come. 

For low cost, thoroughly adequate TV operation 
for insurance against costly errors 

uncovered too late 
depend on 

a tried and proven management counsel. 

Talk things over with 
the pioneer TV management counsel. 

Demonstrated ability and reputation are 
dependable yardsticks in selecting your TV 
Management Counsel. 

Our background -seven continuous years 
of pioneering in the consulting field, twenty 
other fruitful years of professional service in 
the industry and a reputation earned by serv- 
ice to clients in all parts of the country. 

Our activities include complete guidance 
for entering TV, capital structure, profit pro- 

National 2173 

jeetion, complete operational planning and 
expert testimony before FCC. This work is 
coordinated with consulting engineers and at- 
torneys without overlap. 

CAPABLE EXECUTIVE PERSONNEL 

Our Broadcasters Executive Placement 
Service establishes confidential contact be- 
tween available qualified TV broadcast execu- 
tives and career opportunities. 

HOWARD S. FRAZIEf 
Television and Radio Management Consultants 

Broadcasters Executive Placement Service Suite 728 gond Buildrìg' 

Washirigioin 5, D. C. 

11 
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NI1mber of Cities Over 50,000 and 

and Area By Zone and State 

Number Land 
Zone of Cities Area 

or Over (Square 
Spite 50,000 Miles) 

Zone II 

California 20 156,740 

Georgia (Part) 5 40,116 

North Carolina 6 49,097 

Louisiana (Part) 1 9,268 

South Carolina 3 30,305 

Tennessee 9 41,797 

Iowa 5 56,045 

Alabama (Part) 2 24,791 

Kentucky 3 39,864 
CL Missouri 4 69,226 

Virginia (Part) 1 18,322 IS 

Washington 3 66,786 li 
Texas (Part) 8 181,281 p 
Minnesota 3 80,009 p 

Kansas 3 82,108 3c 

Oklahoma 2 69,031 

Michigan (Part) 1 35,155 

Nebraska 2 76,663 

Utah 2 82,346 

Wisconsin (Part) 1 49,672 
Q. 

Colorado 2 103,922 à 
Arkansas 1 52,675 

o 
South Dakota 1 76,536 

Oregim 1 96,315 
O 

Arizona 1 113,575 i 
New Mexico 1 121,511 Q 

Idaho ... 82,769 á 
Maine (Part) ... 21,911 

Mississippi (Part) ... 24,849 c 
Montana ... 195,878 

Nevada ... 109,789 

New Hampshire oi o l o 
(Pat) ... 4,476 

Li) 

New York (Part) ... 12,558 O 

North Dakota ... 70,057 ¿12. 

Vermont (Part) ... 7,813 

West Virginia 

(Part) ... 4,717 

Wyoming ... 97,506 

Total Zone II 86 2,905,479 

Number of Cities Over 50,000 and 
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Number Land 
Zone of Cities Area 

or Over (Square 
State 50,000 Miles) 

Zone IH 

Texas (Part) 8 82,232 

Florida 5 54,262 

Alabama (Part) 2 26,287 

Louisiana (Part) 2 35,894 

Mississippi (Part) 1 22,399 

Georgia (Part) 0 18,367 

Total Zone III 18 239,441 

Source: 1950 U. S. Census of Population 
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Transmilling Antenna height in Feel 

TELEVISION CHANNELS 2 -6 
ESTIMATED FIELD STRENGTH EXCEEDED AT 50 PERCENT OF THE POTENTIAL 

RECEIVER LOCATIONS FOR AT LEAST 10 PERCENT OF THE TIME 
AT A RECEIVING ANTENNA HEIGHT OF 30 FEET 

APPENDIX B FIGURE I 
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APPENDIX C(1) 
Section 1.371 of the Commis- 

sion's Rules is amended by deleting 
footnote 10 from the heading there- 
to and substituting new footnote 
10 reading as follows: 
'Temporary Processing Procedure 

for Television Broadcast 
Applications 

Until further order of the Com- 
mission, the following temporary 
procedures shall apply with re- 
spect to applications for permits 
to construct new television broad- 
cast stations, applications for per- 
mits and modifications thereof re- 
lating to operating television sta- 
tions and to stations authorized 
after April 14, 1952, applications 
for licenses and modifications 
thereof, and to petitions specified 
below. The term "operating tele- 
vision station" means a television 
broadcast station for which a con- 
struction permit or license was is- 
sued prior to April 14, 1952. 

(a) Applications accepted for 
filing which request the television 
authorizations described above will 
be separated into the following 
groups: 

Group A-(1) applications 
filed pursuant to final deter- 
minations reached by the Com- 
mission on its proposals to 
change channel assignments of 
31 operating television stations 
as set forth in paragraphs "8" 
and "9" of the Commission's 
"Third Notice of Further Pro- 
posed Rule Making" issued on 
March 22, 1951, (FCC 51 -244) 
in Docket Nos. 8736 et al.; and 
(2) applications for new tele- 
vision stations on channels in 
cities located 40 or more miles 
from the main transmitter in 
use of the nearest operating 
television station. 

Group B-(1) applications 
for new television stations on 
channels in cities which are lo- 
cated less than 40 miles from 
the main transmitter in use of 
one or more operating televi- 
sion stations and to which cities 
only UHF channels are as- 
signed in the Commission's Ta- 
ble of Assignments (excluding 
non - commercial educational 
VHF channels) ; (2) applica- 
tions for new television stations 
on channels in cities in which 
there are one or more operat- 
ing television stations and in 
which cities all the VHF chan- 
nels (excluding non -commercial 
educational channels) have been 
authorized and only UHF chan- 
nels are available for authoriza- 
tion; (3) applications for new 
television stations on channels 
in cities in which there are no 
operating television stations 
and which are located less than 
40 miles from the main trans- 
mitter in use of not more than 
one operating television sta- 
tion; (4) applications for new 
television stations or channels 
in cities in which there is only 
one operating television station 
and which are located 40 or 
more miles from the main trans- 
mitter in use of any other oper- 
ating television station; and 
(5) applications for new tele- 
vision stations on channels in 
cities which are located less 
than 40 miles from the main 
transmitters in use of two or 
more operating television sta- 
tions. 

Group C-(1) applications to 
modify construction permits 
granted on and after July 1, 
1952; (2) petitions for recon- 
sideration of actions taken by 
the Commission with respect to 
Group A(2) and Group B appli- 
cations; and (3) petitions for 
waiver of hearings on such ap- 
plications under Section 1.391 
of the Commission's Rules. 

Group D -(1) applications 
for changes in existing facili- 
ties filed prior to April 14, 1952, 
by licensees and permittees of 
operating television stations, 
which applications were placed 
in the Commission's pending 
file pursuant to the provisions of 
the Commission's "freeze" order 
of September 30, 1948; (2) all 
other applications for changes 
in existing facilities filed on and 
after April 14, 1952, by li- 
censees and permittees of oper- 
ating television stations; and 
(3) all applications for televi- 
sion broadcast station licenses 
filed on and after April 14, 1952. 
Applications, and requests for 
Special Temporary Authority 
and extensions thereof sub- 
mitted pursuant to the provi- 
sions of the Commission's Fifth 
Report and Order (FCC 51 -752) 
in Dockets 8736 et al., are ex- 
cluded from Group D. 

(b) In computing the distances 
specified in Group A(2) and Group 
B, the geographical coordinates 
listed in Special Publication No. 
238 of the U.S. Department of 
Commerce (entitled "Airline Dis- 
tances Between Cities in the 
United States ") shall be used as 
the reference point for the city 
under consideration, and the geo- 
graphical coordinates on file with 
the Commission of the nearest 
operating television station shall 
be used as the other reference 
point. The computation of distance 
shall be made in accordance with 
the method set forth in Section 
3.611 of the Commission's Rules. 
Where the city under considera- 
tion is not listed in the above 
Publication, the geographical co- 
ordinates of the main post office 
of that city (determined to the 
nearest second) shall be used as 
the reference point. Where an ap- 
plication requests a station in a 
city not listed in the Table of 
Assignments but said city is with- 
in 15 miles of a city so listed (Sec- 
tion 3.607(b) of the Rules), the 
point of measurement shall be the 
listed city. Where an application re- 
quests a station in a city which 
is one of two or more cities listed 
in combination in the Table of 
Assignments, i.e., "San Francisco- 
Oakland", the point of measure- 
ment shall be the geographical co- 
ordinates of the city farthest re- 
moved from the nearest operating 
television station(s). Where one 
combination city receives less serv- 
ice than the other, the lesser 
served city shall determine the 
group in which they fall. 

(c) Group A(1) applications 
filed prior to July 1, 1952, and 
which are in a position to be acted 
on by the Commission will be pro- 
cessed promptly after the effective 
date of Subpart E of Part 3 of the 
Commission's Rules. On July 1, 
1952, the Commission will com- 
mence processing pending Group 
A(1) applications not theretofore 
processed. When processing of 
these applications has been com- 
pleted, the Commission will esta- 
blish two processing lines, one for 
Group A(2) applications and the 
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other for the Group B applica- 
tions, and will commence process- 
ing both Groups simultaneously. 
Group C applications and petitions 
will be acted upon as filed and a 
separate processing line will be 
established for such requests. Pro- 
cessing of Group D applications 
will not be commenced before No- 
vember 1, 1952. At the earliest 
practicable date, the Commission 
will issue an announcement con- 
cerning the processing of Group D 
applications. 

(d) Applications for new televi- 
sion stations which are filed on 
and after July 1, 1952, will be 
placed in their respective Groups 
and will be processed in accord- 
ance with the priorities set forth 
in subparagraph "(e)" below. 
Group A (1) applications contain- 
ing requests which fall in Group 
D will be considered in their en- 
tirety as Group A(1) applications. 

(e) Within each Group, priority 
in processing will follow the order 
in which the Group is subdivided, 
as follows: 

(1) Priority in processing ap- 
plications in Group A (1) will 
be determined on the basis of 
the factual situation existing in 
each case taking into consider- 
ation such factors as the par- 
ticular problems presented by 
such applications and the de- 
pendence of certain applica- 
tions on prior action to be tak- 
en by the Commission with re- 
spect to other applications in 
the same group. 

(2) Priority in processing 
Group A (2) applications will 
be based on the population 
(1950 Census) of the city for 
which an application has been 
filed, i.e., applications in the 
city having the largest popu- 
lation will be processed first; 
applications in the next largest 
city will be processed second, 
and so on until all cities have 
been completed. 

(3) Priority in processing 
Group B (1) applications will 
be based on the number of serv- 
ices (stations less than 40 
miles away) being received in 
the city for which an applica- 
tion has been filed and the pop- 
ulation (1950 Census) of that 
city. Thus, cities receiving one 
service will be processed first; 
cities receiving two services 
will be processed second, and 
so on. The cities will be ar- 
ranged so that in each priority 
group the city with the largest 
population will be processed 
first, and so on. Priority in 
processing Group B (2) appli- 
cations will be based on the 
number of operating television 
stations in the city for which 
an application has been filed 
and the population (1950 Cen- 
sus) of that city. Thus, cities 
with one television station will 
be processed first; cities with 
two television stations will be 
processed second, and so on. The 
cities will be arranged so that 
in each priority group the city 
with the largest population will 
be processed first, and so on. 
Priority in processing Group B 
(3) and Group B (4) applica- 
tions will be based on the popu- 
lation (1950 Census) of the city 
for which an application has 
been filed, i.e., applications in 
the city having the largest 
population will be processed 
first; applications in the next 
largest city will be processed 
second, and so on until all cities 

April 14, 1952 Part 

in each group have been com- 
pleted. Priority in processing 
applications in Group B (5) will 
be based on the number of oper- 
ating television stations in the 
applicant's city. Thus, applica- 
tions in a city which receives 
two or more television services 
but has no local operating tele- 
vision station will be processed 
first; if it has one local station, 
it will be processed second, and 
so on. The cities will be ar- 
ranged so that in each priority 
group the city with the largest 
population (1950 Census) will 
be processed first, and so on. 

(4) Where cities in Group A 
(2) and Group B are listed in 
the Table of Assignments in 
combination, the total popula- 
tion of both cities shall be con- 
sidered for the purposes of this 
subparagraph. Where an appli- 
cation requests a station in a 
city not listed in the Table but 
said city is within 15 miles of 
a city so listed, priority will be 
based on the population of the 
listed city only. 

(5) Group C applications and 
petitions will be processed in 
the order in which they are ac- 
cepted for filing. Where the 
number of such requests re- 
quires a determination as to 
which shall be processed first, 
priority in processing will par- 
allel the priorities provided for 
above for the respective cities 
for which applications have 
been filed. 

(6) Priority in processing 
applications in Group D will be 
based on the number of oper- 
ating television stations in the 
applicant's city and the popula- 
tion of each city. Thus, appli- 
cations in cities in which the 
respective applicants operate 
the stations in 
those cities will be processed 
first; two station cities will be 
processed second, and so on. 
The cities will be arranged so 
that in the first priority group, 
the city with the largest popu- 
lation (1950 Census) will be 
processed first, and so on. 

(7) Where applications in 
Groups A, Band D are mutual- 
ly exclusive because the dis- 
tance between their respective 
proposed transmitter sites is 
contrary to the station sepa- 
ration requirements set forth in 
Section 3.610 of the Commis- 
sion's Rules, said applications 
will be designated for hearing 
at the time the application with 
the higher priority is processed. 
If the question concerning 
transmitter sites is resolved be- 
fore a decision is rendered in 
the matter, the application with 
the lower priority will be re- 
turned to its appropriate place 
on the processing line. In order 
to be considered mutually exclu- 
sive with a higher priority ap- 
plication, the lower priority ap- 
lication must have been ac- 
cepted for filing and must be in 
compliance with the provisions 
of paragraph (j) herein at least 
one day before the higher pri- 
ority application has been acted 
upon by the Commission. If the 
higher priorities application is 
in hearing status at the time the 
lower priority application is ac- 
cepted for filing, the 20 -day cut- 
off date specified in Section 
1.387(b) (3) will be applicable. 
(f) As soon after July 1, 1952, 

as is practicable, the Commission 
will make public the list of cities 
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which applications have been 
falling in Group A (2) and 

oup B based on the priorities 
forth above. From time to 

e, the Commission will issue 
isions of these lists so that in- 
ested parties may be fully fin- 

ed of the progress of the 
oup A (2) and Group B process- 

lines. Provision for the pub- 
tion of the Group D list will 
announced at a later date. 
g) The foregoing priority pro - 
urea shall not be applicable to 
-commercial educational tele- 

vi: ion stations, except where an 
ap'lication for such a station is 
m tually exclusive with a Group 
A, B or D application. Applica- 
tio s for non -commercial educa- 
tio al television stations will be 
se arately processed, beginning 
Ju h 1, 1952, in the order in which 
th .y are accepted for filing. 

h) On and after July 1, 1952, 
ap lications for television sta- 
tio s in Puerto Rico, Alaska, Ha- 
w ian Island and Virgin Islands 
wil be separately processed in the 

order in which they are accepted 
for filing. 

(i) An application for a new 
television broadcast station must 
request a specific channel provided 
for in the Commission's Table of 
Assignments for the city in which 
the applicant proposes to construct 
his station. Regardless of the 
number of applications filed for 
channels in a city or the number 
of assignments available in that 
city, those applications which are 
mutually exclusive, i.e., which re- 
qqùest the same channel, will be 
designated for hearing. All other 
applications for channels will if 
the applicants are duly qualified, 
receive grants. For example, if 
Channels 6, 13, 47 and 53 have 
been assigned to City X and there 
are pending two applications for 
Channel 6, and one application for 
each of the remaining channels, 
the latter three applications will 
be considered for grants without 
hearing and the two mutually ex- 
clusive applications requesting 
Channel 6 will be designated for 

hearing. If there are two pending 
applications for Channel 6 and 
two applications for Channel 13, 
separate hearings will be held. 

(j) Applications for new televi- 
sion stations which were desig- 
nated for hearing prior to April 
14, 1952, and on which final action 
has not been taken by the Com- 
mission are, by order in each dock- 
et, being removed from hearing 
status. Said applications and all 
other applications for construc- 
tion permits for television broad- 
cast stations which were filed prior 
to April 14, 1952, shall be amend- 
ed by the filing of a new and com- 
plete FCC Form 301 as revised 
April 14, 1952. In preparing such 
forms, applicants shall set forth 
complete answers to all questions 
contained therein and shall sub- 
mit new and complete exhibits, 
data and other attachments. Ap- 
plicants may not answer questions 
or submit exhibits, data and at- 
tachments by cross -reference to 
other applications or documents on 
file with the Commission except 

The following pages of FCC Form 301 (Revised 3- 21 -52) supersede 
page 1 of Section I, pages 1, 2 and 3 of Section V -C, and Section V -G 
(Antenna) of FCC Form -301 (revised 6- 16 -48), and are to be substituted 
for the superseded pages in all applications filed with the Commission in 
April, May and June, 1952. The new pages are identified in the lower 
right hand corner by the date 6- 30 -52. A complete reprinting of the 
Form 301 incorporating these pages is in progress. After it becomes 
available the pages identified by the date 6 -30 -52 will no longer be used. 

where proposed exhibits, data and 
attachments are not obtainable 
without undergoing undue hard- 
ship. In such instances, cross -ref- 
erence must be specific and shall 
include the file number, page and 
paragraph of the application and 
amendment referred to, the num- 
ber of the exhibit and a descrip- 
tion thereof. Applicants shall not 
cross- reference by using such 
phrasing as "on file," "previously 
filed" or similar phraseology. Ap- 
plications which have not been 
amended by the filing of a com- 
pleted FCC Form 301, or which 
fail to comply with the above re- 
quirements by the time they are 
reached for processing, will be 
dismissed. 

(k) Except with r es p e c t to 
Group A (1) applications, an ap- 
plication by a licensee or permittee 
of a television broadcast station 
which seeks to modify an out- 
standing license or permit to spe- 
cify a channel other than that 
authorized in said license or permit 
will not be accepted for filing by 
the Commission. 

there isn't time to read them all 

Annual subscription rate for 52 weekly 
issues -$7.00. 

Annual subscription rate including 
either BROADCASTING Yearbook (53rd 
issue) -$9.00 or TELECASTING Year- 
book (54th issue) $9.00. 
Annual subscription to BROADCAST- 
ING TELECASTING including 54 
issues -$1100. 

Yearbook issues $5.00 each. 

Let's not kid ourselves. No advertiser, no account execu- 
tive, no agency time buyer has either the hours or the 
physical stamina to read all the trade publications that 
stream across his desk. 

BROADCASTING TELECASTING is the only journal that 
gives everybody concerned with radio and television the 
fullest coverage of everything new, everything significant, 
everything affecting radio -TV and the allied arts. And 
BROADCASTING o TELECASTING is covering this beat now 
for more than 21 years. 

This double -duty newsweekly is easy to scan, easier to 
read. You select the news you want. A separate section 
for RADIO, a TV section all its own. 

BROADCASTING TELECASTING 

¿a4ß'4 alsa/Te7a á,e 
National Press Bldg., Washington 4, D.C. 
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FCC Form 301 Form Approved 
Section I Budget Bureau No. 52- 11014.IO 

United States of America 

Federal Commaications Commission 

APPLICATION FOR AUTHORITY TO CONSTRUCT A NEW BROADCAST 
STATION OR MAKE CHANGES IN AN EXISTING BROADCAST STATION 

(Revised 3- 21 -52) 

File No. 

Name and post office address of applicant (See Instruction D) 

INSTRUCTIONS 

A. This form is to be used in applying for authority to con- 

struct a new AM (standard), commercial FM (frequency modula- 

tion), or commercial television broadcast station, or to mike 

changes in existing commercial broadcast stations. This form 

consists of this part, Section I, and the following sections: 

Section II, Legal Qualifications of Broadcast Applicant 

Section III, Financial Qualifications of Broadcast Applicant 

Section IV, Statement of Program Service of Broadcast 
Applicant 

Section V -A, Standard Broadcast Engineering Data 

Section V.13, FM Broadcast Engineering Data 

Section V -C, Television Broadcast Engineering Data 

Section V -G, Antenna and Site Information 

B. Prepare threecopies of this form and all exhibits. Swear 
to one copy of Section I. Prepare two additional copies (a 

total of five) of Section V-C and associated exhibits. File 
all the above with Federal Cammxnications Commission, Wash- 
ington 25, D. C. 

C. Wafter exhibits seriallyinthe space provided in the body 
of the form and list each exhibit in the space provided on 
the back of this sheet. Show date of preparation of each 
exhibit, antenna pattern, and map, and show date when each 
photograph was taken. 

D. The name ofthe applicant stated in Section I hereof shall 
be the exact corporate name, if a corporation; if a partner- 
ship, the names of all partners and the name under which the 
partnership doea business; if an unincorporated association, 
the turn of an executive officer, hisoffice; and the name of 
the association. Inother Sections of the form the name need 
be only sufficient for identification of the applicant. 

E. Information called for by this application which is al- 
ready an file with the Commission (except that called for in 

Send notices and communications to the following -named person 

at the post office address indicated 

1. Requested facilities 

Frequency Channel 

No. 

Power in kilowatts Minimum hours 
operation daily Night Day 

Hours of operation 

Unlimited 

Daytime only 11 

Limited iii 

Sharing with 
(Specify Stations) 

Other 
(Specify) 

Type of station (as Standard, FM, Television) 

Location of main studio 

City State 

2. If authority to make changes in an existing station is 
requested 

a. Present facilities 

Frequency Call Channel 

No. 

power in kilowatts Minimum hours 
operation daily Night Day 

Hours of operation 

Unlimited Il 

Dayt ire only 

Limited II 

Sharing with 

(Specify Stations) 
Other 
(Specify) 

Location of main studio Section V -G) neednot be refiled in this application provided 
(1) the information is nay on file in another application or 
FOC foam filed by or on behalf of this applicant; (2) the in- 

formation is identified filly by reference to the file camber 
(if any), the FCC form member, and the filing date of the ap- 
plication or other form containing the information and the 
page of paragraph referred to, and (3) after making the ref- 
erence, the applicant states: 'No change since date of fil- 

ing." Any such reference will be considered to incorporate 
into this application all information, confidentialor other - 
wise, containedin the application or other form referred to. 
The incorporated application or other form will thereafter, 
in its entirety, be open to the public. 

F. This application nest be executed by applicant, if ffin in- 
dividual; by a partner of applicant, if a partnership; by an 
officer of applicant, if a corporation or association; or by 
attorney of applicant only under conditions shown in Section 
1.303, Rules Relating to Organization and Practice and Pro- 
cedure, inwhich event satisfactory evidence of disability of 
applicant or his absence ¡ran the Continental United States 
and authority of attorney to act most be submitted with ap- 
plication. 

G. Before filling out this application, the applicant should 

familiarize himself with the Cammunicatiens Act of 1934, as 
amended, Parts 1, 2, 3 and 17 of the Cammission's Rules and 
Regulations and the Standards of Good FYngineering Practice. 

H. BE SURE ALL NECESSARY INFORMATION IS FURNISHED AND ALL 

PARAGRAPHS ARE FULLY ANSWERED. IF ANY PORTIONS OF THE AP- 

PLUGTION ARE NOT APPLICABLE, SPECIFICALLY SD STATE. DEFEC- 

TIVE OR INCOMPLETE - APPLICATIONS MAY BE RETURNED WITHOUT 
CONSIDERATION. 

City State 

b. If this application is for changes in an existing authori- 
cation, complete Section 1 am. any other sections necessary 
to show all substantial changes in information filed with 
the Commission in prior applications or reports. In the 
spaces below check Sections submitted herewith and as to 
Sections not submitted herewith refer to the prim applica- 
tion or report containing the requested information in ac- 
cordance with Instruction E. (If contemplated expenditures 
are less than 81,000, do not complete Section III. Section 
N not required for applications for minor changes not in- 
volving change in power, change in frequency, change in hours 
of operation, or moving from city to city.) 

Section No. Para. No. Reference (File or FormNo. and Date) 

Section II 

D Section III 
Section IV 

Il Section V 

llave there been any substantial changes Yes No O 
in the information incorporated in this 

application by reference in this paragraph? 

this if this application is contingent on the grant of another 

Pendrn'' application, state name of other applicant and file 

number of other application. 

s 
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Broadcast Application FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION Section V-C 

TELEVISION BROADCAST" 
ENGINEERING DATA 

of applicant 

1. ßaoose of authorization applied for: (Indicate by check nark) 

(If.application is for a new station or for any of the changes numbered B through E, complete all paragraphs of this form; if 

change F is of a character which will change coverage or increase the overall height of the antenna structure more than 20 
feet, answer all paragraphs, otherwise complete only paragraphs 2 and 3 and the appropriate other paragraphs; for changes G 
through I, complete only paragraph 2 and the appropriate other paragraphs; for change J, complete only paragraphs 2 and 16) 

A Construct a new station F. O Change antenna system 
B. D Change effective radiated paver or G. Change transmitter 

antenna height above average terrain 
R. Install auxiliary or alternate 

C. D Change transmitter location main transmitter 

D. Charge frequency I. Other changes (specify) 

F.0 Approval of site and antenna J. Change studio location 

2. Facilities requested 4. Transmitters 

Frequency 

Mc. 

Charnel number Ja) Visual 

Make Type No. Rated power 

In dbk: 

In kw: 

Effective Radiated Power 

(visual) 

In dbk: 

In kw: 

Antenna height above average 

terrain in feet. (1Must agree 

with height given in Para. 12 

of this Section) 

(h) 
Aural 

Make Type No. Rated power 

In dbk: 

t kw: 
If the above transmitters are composite or of types for which data 
have not been filed with the F.C.C., attach as FSrhibit No. 
a complete showing of transmitter details in accordance with the 

Commissions Rules. The stowing should include schematic diagram, 
makes and types of tubes, operating constants of the last radio 
stages, uí111 mints of frequency control, vestigial 

networks. 
arks. I fil- 

ter (if used), multiplex networks and isolation networks. If 
changes are to be made in a licensed transmitter, include a sche- 
mât1C diagram and give full details of the changes. 

3. (a) Antenna structure 

Is the proposed construction in Yes No 
the immediate vicinity or does it 
serve to modify the construction of any standard broadcast 
station, FM broadcast station, television broadcast station, , 
or other class of radio station? If "Yes ", attach as Exhibit 
'b. complete engineering data thereon. 

Will proposed structure be constructed Yes No 
on the top of an existing structure? 
, "Yes", describe and give height above ground of existing structure. 

(c) Describe in Exhibit No. means which wí11 be used for 
determining and maintaining paver output of the trananittere to 
the values specified in this application. 

Overall height in feet above 
ground. (Do not include the 
height of any obstruction light- 
ing which may be required.) 

Overall height in feet 

above mean sea level. (Do 

not include the height of 
any obstruction lighting 
which may be required.) 

5 Modulation monitors 

(a) Visual monitor or monitoring equipment 

Make Type No 

(b) Aural monitor 

Make Type No. 

t;eipfit of antenna radiation center in feet above mean sea level. 

6. Frequency ntaritors 

(a) Visual monitor 
(b) Antenna data 

Make Type No. Accuracy lisual 

:lake Type No. 
(b) Aural monitor 

Make Type No. Accuracy 

*umber of sections tower gain in db 
7. If the above monitors or monitoring equipment have not been 
approved by the F.C.C., include as Exhibit No. a brief 
technical description of each. 

Aural (if separate) 
8. Tlansnission line proposed to supply paver to the antenna 
from the transnitter Vake Type No. 

(a) Visual 

Make Type No. Description 

Mmber of sections Fewer gain in db 

Size (rzminal inside trans - 
verse dimensions) in inches 

Length in feet Fever loss in db 
for this length Is directional antenna proposed? Yes No 

If "Yes ", attach as Exhibit No. 

complete engineering data thereon. 
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Brea. cast Application E EVIS sN :RAD AST ENGINEERIN DATA Section V-C, Lège 2 

B. Transmission line (Continued) 
10 Will the studios, cameras, microphones, /Sari No 

and other equiprent proposed for trans- 
mission of programs be designed for can - 
pliace with the Camission's Rules? 

(b) Aural (if separate) 

Make Type N. Description 

Size (nominal inside 
transverse dimension) in 

inches 

Length in 
feet 

Romer loss in db for 
this length 11. (a) Attach as Exhibit No. a map(s) (topographic where 

obtainable, such as U. S. Geological Survey quadrangles) for 

the area within 15 miles of the proposed transmitter location 

and show drawn thereon the following data: 

1. Proposed transmitter location -- accurately plotted; 

2. Transmitter location and call letters of all known 
radio stations (except amateur) and the location of 
known commercial and goverment receiving stations 
within 2 miles of the proposed transmitter location; 

3. Proposed location of main studio; 

4. Character of the area within 2 miles of proposed 

transmitter location, suitably designated as to resi- 

dential, business, industrial, and rural nature; 

5. At least eight radials each extending to a distance 

of ten or more miles fran the proposed transmitter 
location, one or more of which must extend through 
the principal city or cities to be served. 

9. Proposed operation 

(a) Visual 

Transmitter per output 
;after vestigial side - 
band filter, if used) 

In dbk: 

In Ion 

Multiplexer loss 

in db: 

Input to trans- 

mission line in 

dbk: 

Transmission 
line power 
loss in db: 

Antenna input 
power in dbk: 

Antenna per 
gain in db: 

Effective radi- 

atad per 

In dbk: 

In Ion 

(b) Aural 

Transmitter poser output 

In dbk: 

In law: 

Idrltiplexer loss 

in db: 

Input to trans- 
mission line in 

dbk: 
(b) Attach as Exhibit No. profile graphs with 

reasonably large scales for the radials in (a)(5) above. 
Each graph shall show the elevation of the antenna redi- 
ation center. Identify each graph by its bearing from the 
proposed transmitter location. Direction of true north 
shall be zero azimuth, with angles neasu ed clockwise. 
Show source of topographical data on each. Peep 

Transmission 
line paver 
loss in db: 

Antenna input 

power in k: 

Antenna power 
gain in db: 

Effective radi- 

ated paver 

In dbk: 

In kw: 

12. From the profile graphs in 

and in accordance with the procedure 
Grade B contours are those in 

Radial Average elevation 

bearing of radial 

(degrees true) in feet above 
sea level 

o 

Antenna height above average terrain 

11(b), for 

prescribed 
the absence 

(2 -10 mi.) 
flan 

the eight mile distance 

in the Commission's 
of interference.) 

height in feet of 
antenna radiation 
center above aver- 
age elevation of 
radial (2 -10 mi.) 

feet 

feet (Must be 

between two and ten miles fran the proposed transmitter location, 
Rules, supply the following tabulation of data: (Grade A 

Effective ra- predicted Predicted 
dieted power distance in distaroe in 
in radial miles to the miles to the 
direction Grade A Grade B 

contour contour 

dbk mi. mi. feet 

identical with Paragraph 2) 

L3. Attach as Exhibit No. maps) (Sectional Aeronautical 

charts where obtainable, preferably without aeronautical over- 

lay) of the area proposed to be served and shown drawn thereon: 

(a) Proposed transmitter location and the radials along 

which the profile graphs have been prepared; 

(b) The predicted Grade A and Grade B contours from 12 above; 

(c) Scale of miles. 

14. Attach as Exhibit No. a sufficient punter of aerial 

photographs taken in clear weather at appropriate altitudes 

and angles to show the nature of the surrounding terrain in 

the vicinity of the proposed transmitter site. The photo- 

graphs crust be marked so as to show carcass directions. Photo- 

graphs taken in eight different directions from an elevated 

position on the ground will be acceptable in lieu of the 

aerial photographs if'the area can be clearly sham. 
Cive date photographs were taken. 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 
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Broadcast Application TELEVISION BROADCAST ENGINEERING DATA Section V-C, Page 3 

L5. Proposed location of transmitter 

State County Geographical coordinates (to be determined to nearest second) of 
the proposed TV antenna structure. 

City or tam Street address 

'orth latitude 
o 

West longitude 
m 

Ikxn were coordinates 

determined? 

16. Proposed location of main studio 

State County Other studios proposed 

City or tam Street address 

17. State the minimum value of field strength in dbu, predicted 'n accordance with the method prescribed in the Commission's Rules, 
that will be provided over the entire city in which the main studio is located. 

18. (a) Does the proposed transmitter location comply with the minimum separation requirements of the 

Commission's Rules? Yes f do 

(b) If any co- channel separations are proposed that are less than the applicable minimum separation requirement plus 20 miles, 

or if other channel separations are proposed that are less than the applicable minimum separations plus 10 miles, list 

such separations belay. (Include existing stations, proposed stations and assigrvments; the location and geographical 

coordinates of each antenna; the distance to each from the proposed transmitter location; and the method used in each 
instance to measure the distance.) If none, so state. 

I certify that I am the Technical 

cation is submitted and that 

best of my lorohledge and belief. 

from which the information 

Date 

Director, Chief Fngineer, or Consulting Pngineer of the radio station for which this appli- 

I have examined the foregoing statement of technical information and that it is true to the 

(This signature may be omitted provided the engineer's original signed report of the data 

contained herein has been obtained is attached hereto.) 

Technical Director, Chief Engineer or Consulting Engineer 
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Broadcast Application FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION Section V-G (Antenna) 

ANTENNA AND SITE INFORMATION 
(see instruction B 

Section I) 

Narre of applicant 

Address where applicant can be reached in person 

Since the Section is submitted to tre Regional Airspace Subcce'tttee of the Air Zoadtnating Committee tor clearw a In CNlectfm with obscructtae Mali' 
naviation, It Is necessary Oaten the data called for be applied. Previously and separately :lied date mat not On incarpOtated by rereretice. 

Legal Counsel Piop a of application (Crerk appropriate box) 

a. New antenna construction MI 
b. Alteration of existing antenna structures O 
c Qtage in location C 

' 

Address 

Consulting Engineer 
2. matures of autovding terrain 
List any natural formations or existing manmade strictures (hills, 
trees, water tanks, towers, etc.) vhnich, in the opinion of the aipli- 

cart, world tend to shield the antena bran aircraft and thereby mini- 
mize the ser iaitiral hazard of the antenna. 

Address 

Class of station Facilities requested 

1. Location of antenna 
State Canty City or Town 

Sunnit as Exhibit No. a chart on which is plotted the exact 
location of the antenna site, and also the relative location of 
the natural formations and /or the existing mar -made structures 
listed above. 
The chart used shall be an Innstrnent Approach chart (or the 
landing chart on reverse side thereof), or a Sectional Aeronauti- 
cal Chart, choice depending upon proximity of the antenna site to 
landing areas. j/ In general, the Sectional Aeronautical Chart 
should be used only when the antenna site is more than 10 miles 
from a landing area or when an Instnnert Approach Chart is un- 
obtainable. J/ These charts may be purchased fron the U. S. 

Coast and Geodetic Survey, Washington 25, D. C. 

j/ acception - Where the proposed antenna site is within the 
boundary of a landing area for which no Instrn Chart Approach art 
is available, submit a self -made, large scale map showing antenna 
Site rrtrav(s) and existing n n-rrede structures listed above. 

Exact antenna location (street address 
give distance and direction fr s, and 

(If outside city limits, 
none of nearest town) 

Geographic coordinates (to be determined to nearest second. 

for directional antenna give coordinates of center of array.) 

Fbr single vertical radiator give Lower location. 

North latitude 

o " 

West longitude 

o 

3. Designation, distance, and bearing tc center line of 

nearest established airway w thin 5 miles 

4. List all larding areas with ?n 10 miles Of antenna site. Give distance and direction to the nearest boundary of each landing 

area Pram the antenna site. 
Landing Area Distance Direction 

(a) - - -- - - -- 

(b) -- -- 

(a) _ - ---- - --- --------- 

5. Description of antenna system (If directional, give spacing and orientation of towers). 

Description of toner(s) 

Self- supporting Guyed I Tubular (Ible) 

Tower (height figures should not include 

obstruction lighting) 
#1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 

Height of radiating elements 

Overall height above ground 

Overall height above mean sea level 

If a combination of Standard, FM, or TV operation is proposed on the sane multi-element array (either existing or proposed) sub- 

mit as Exhibit No. a horizontal plan for the proposed antenna system, giving heights of the elements above ground and showing 

their orientation and spacing in feet. Clearly indicate if any towers are existing. 

Submit as Exhibit No. a vertical plan sketch for the proposed total structure (including supporting building if any) giving 
heights above ground in feet for all significant features. Clearly indicate existing portions, noting painting and lighting. 

Is the proposed antenna system designed so that obstruction lights may be 
installed and maintained at the uppermost point(s)? 

Yes O Nb 0 
6. Is the proposed site the sane or immediately 

adjoining the transmitter -antenna site of other 
stations authorized by the Commission or 

another 

speci- 

fied 
Yes II 

fied in nther application pending before the OomdssionT 

rate 

If the answer is 'Yee ", give 
Owl 
letters 

File 
ntrbers 

Signature of engineer preóaring data 
- 

Y.C.C. - Washington, D. C. 
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Broadcast Application FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION Section V-G (Antenna) 

ANTENNA AND SITE INFORMATION 
(see instruction B 

Section I) 

Nerve of applicant 

Address where applicant can be reached in person 

Since this Section Is submitted to the Regional Airspace Subcommittee of the Alr Coordinating Committee for clearance In connection with obstmetlons to air 
navigation, It Is necessary that all the data called for be upplled. Previously and separately filed data must not be incorporated by reference. 

Legal Counsel Anpoee of application (f}eck appropriate box) 

a. New anteme construction M 
b. Alteration of existing antenna structures CD 
c Change in location On 

Address 

Consulting Engineer 2. Fhet,ues of auxnrxiing terrain 

List any natural fbtrratims or existing manmade structures (hills, 

trees, water tans, towns, etc.) which, in the opinion of the appli- 
call, waild tend to shield the antenna flan airoraft aid thereby mini- 
mize the aeronautical hazard of the ',interns. 

Address 

Class of station Facilities requested 

1. Location of antenna 

State Canty City or Tam 

Buhrnit as Exhibit M. a chart on which is plotted the exact 
location of the antenna site, and also the relative location of 
the natural formations and /or the existing man-made structures 
listed above. 

The chart used shall be an Instilment Approach Chart (or the 
landing chart on reverse side thereof), or a Sectional Aeronauti- 
cal Chart, choice depending upon proximity of the antenna site to 

landing areas. 3,/ In general, the Sectional Aeronautical Chart 
should be used only when the antenna site is more than 10 miles 
from a landing area or when an Instnmalt Approach Chart is ln- 
obtainable. ,1,./ These charts may be purchased frm the U. S. 

Coast and Geodetic Survey, Washington 25, D. C. j) Exception - Where the proposed antenna site is within the 
boundary of a landing area for which no Instnrnent Approach Chart 
is available, submit a self -made, large scale map showing antenna 
site. nawav(s) and existing rvui -oede structurew listei above. 

Exact antenna location (street address 
give distance and direction firm, and 

(If outside city limits, 
name of nearest tam) 

Geographic coordinates (to be determined to nearest second. 

Fbr directional antenna give coordinates of center of array.) 

Fbr single vertical radiator give tower location. 

North latitude 

o " 
West longitude 

o 

3. Oesigiation, distance, and çearirg to center line of 

nearest established airway within 5 miles 

4. List all landing areas within 10 miles of antenna site. Give distance and direction to the nearest boundary of each landing 

area from the antenna site. 
Larding Area Distance Direction 

(a) 

(b) ____ __.. -- 

(c) 

5. Description of antenna system (If directional, give spacing and orientation of towers). 

TYpe 

Description of tower(s) 

Self- supporting OJyed I Tubular (Pole) 

Tower (height figures should not include 

obstruction lighting) 
Jjl #2 (/3 #4 j/5 #6 

Height of radiating elements 

Overall height above ground 

Overall height above mean sea level 

If a combination of Standard, FM, or TV operation is proposed on the sane multi -element array (either existing or proposed) sub- 

mit as Exhibit No. a horizontal plan for the proposed antenna system, giving heights of the elements above ground and showing 
their orientation and spacing in feet. Clearly indicate if any taxers are existing. 
Submit as Exhibit No. a vertical plan sketch for the proposed total structure (including supporting building if any) giving 

heights above gnuad in feet for all significant features. Clearly indicate existing portions, noting painting and lighting. 

Is the proposed antenna system designed so that obstruction lights may be 

installed and maintained at the uppenrost point(s)? 
Yes ,o 

6. Is the proposed site the sane or irmnediately 

adjoining the transmitter-antenna site of other 

stations authorized by the Cannission or speci- 

fied in another application pending before the Omxdssim? 
Yes Fb 

Date 

If the answer is 'Tee ", give 

Call 
letters 

File Signature of gneinee+ p- searing data 

F.C.C. - feshinetan, D. C. 
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APPENDIX D 
Table of Contents 

Federal Communications 
Commission 

Part 3 -Radio Broadcast Services 
Subpart E -Rules Governing Tele- 

vision Broadcasting Stations 
Section Heading 

General 
3.601 Scope of rules. 
3.602 Other pertinent rules. 
3.603 Numerical designation of 

television channels. 
Channel Utilization 

3.606 Table of Assignments. 
3.607 Availability of channels. 
3.608 International agreements. 
3.609 Changes in Table of As- 

signments. 
3.610 Separations. 
3.611 Reference points and dis- 

tance computations. 
3.612 Protection from interfer- 

ence. 
3.613 Main studio location. 
3.614 Power and antenna height 

requirements. 
Applications and 
Authorizations 

3.621 Noncommercial educational 
stations. 

3.622 Application for television 
stations. 

3.623 Full disclosures. 
3.624 Repetitious applications. 
3.625 Installation of apparatus. 
3.626 Period of construction. 
3.627 Forfeiture of construction 

permits; extension of time. 
3.628 Equipment tests. 
3.629 Program tests. 
3.630 Normal license period. 
3.631 Renewal of license. 
3.632 Temporary extension of sta- 

tion licenses. 
3.633 License, simultaneous modi- 

fication and renewal. 
3.634 Assignment or transfer of 

control. 
3.635 Use of common antenna 

site. 
3.636 Multiple ownership. 
3.637 Alternate main transmitters. 
3.638 Auxiliary transmitter. 
3.639 Changes in equipment and 

antenna system. 
3.640 Administrative changes in 

authorizations. 
General Operating 

Requirements 
3.651 Time of operation. 
3.652 Station identification. 
3.653 Mechanical reproductions. 
3.654 Sponsored programs, an- 

nouncement. 
3.655 Rebroadcast. 
3.656 Lotteries and give - away 

programs. 
3.657 Broadcasts by candidates for 

public office. 
3.658 Affiliation agreements. 
3.659 Special rules relating to 

contracts providing for res- 
ervation of time upon sale 
of a station. 

3.660 Station license, posting of. 
3.661 Operator requirements. 
3.662 Inspection of tower lights 

and associated control equip- 
ment. 

3.663 Logs, maintenance of. 
3.664 Logs, retention of, etc. 
3.665 Station inspection. 
3.666 Experimental operation. 
3.667 Discontinuance of operation. 

Technical Standards 
3.681 Definitions. 
3.682 Transmission standards and 

changes. 
3.683 Field intensity contours. 
3.684 Prediction of coverage. 
3.685 Transmitter location and 

antenna system. 

3.686 Measurements for rule mak- 
ing purposes and upon re- 
quest of the Commission. 

3.687 Transmitters and associated 
equipment. 

3.688 Indicating instruments. 
3.689 Operating power. 
Appendix A -Maps of Zones I and 

III. 

Appendix B- Tables for Distance 
Computations. 

Appendix C- Engineering Charts. 
Cross- Reference to Recodification 

Subpart E of Part 3 

Old New 
Number Number 
3.601 Revised. 3,603 
3.602 Deleted 
3.603 (a) and (b) 

Revised. 3,607, 3,614 
3.603 (c) Revised. 3613 
3.604 (a) and (b) 

Revised. 3.607, 3.614 
3.604 (c) Revised. 3.613 
3.605 (a) and (b) 

Revised. 3.607, 3.614 
3.605 (c) Revised. 3.613 
3.606 (a) Revised. 3.606, 3.609 
3.606 (b) Revised. 3.610 
3.606 (c) Revised. 3.622 
3.611 Revised. 3.622 
3.612 3.623 
3.613 3.625 
3.614 3.626 
3.615 3.627 
3.616 Revised. 3.628 
3.617 3.629 
3.618 3.630 
3.619 3.633 
3.620 3.361 
3.621 3.632 
3.622 3.624 
3.623 3.634 
3.631 3.658 (a) 
3.632 3.658 (b) 
3.633 3.658 (c) 
3.634 3.658 (d) 
3.635 3.658 (e) 
3.636 3.658 (f) 
3.637 3.658 (g) 
3.638 3.658 (h) 
3.639 3.635 
3.640 Revised. 3.636 
3.641 3.659 
3.651 Deleted. See 3.689 
3.652 Revised. 3.687 (c) 
3.653 (a) Revised. 3.687 

(b) (7) and (a) (7) 
3.653 (b) and (c) 

Revised. 3.687 (c) 
3.654 Deleted. See 3.681 et 

seq. 
3.655 3.638 
3.656 3.637 
3.657 3.639 
3.658 3.688 (a) and (f) 
3.661 Revised. 3.651 
3.662 3.666 
3.663 3.665 
3.664 3.660 
3.665 3.661 
3.666 Deleted. See 3.689 
3.667 3.687 (b) (7) 
3.668 Revised. 3.687 

(c) (1) 
3.669 3.662 (Revised as 

per Section 17.29) 
3.670 3.667 
3.681 Revised. 3.663 (Re- 

vised also as per 
Section 17.30) 

3.682 3.664 (a) 
3.683 3.664 (b) 
3.684 3.664 (c) 
3.685 3.664 (d) 
3.686 3.664 (e) 
3.687 3.652 
3.688 3.653 
3.689 3.654 
3.690 3.657 
3.691 3.656 
3.692 3.656 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 

Cross -Reference to Recodification of Standards of Good Engineering 
Practice Concerning Television Broadcast Stations 

Old Sections New Number (of Rules) 
1. Definitions Revised. 3.681 
2. Transmission Standards and Revised. 3.682 

changes or modifications thereof 
3. Engineering Standards of Allo- 

cation 
3A. 
3B. 

Deleted. 

Revised. 
3.683, 3.684 (a), 3.685 

Revised. first paragraph víaed. 3.684 (d) 
second paragraph Revised. 3.684 (c) and (d) 
third paragraph Revised. 3.684 (c) and (e) 
fourth paragraph Revised. 3.684 (1) 
fifth paragraph Deleted. 

4. Topographical Data 3.684 (g) 
5. Interference Standards Revised. 3.610 and 3.612 
6. Field Intensity Measurements in 

Allocation 
first to fifth paragraphs, indu- Revised. 3.686 (a) to (e), incl. 
sive 
sixth and seventh paragraphs Deleted. 
eighth paragraph Revised. 3.686 (f) 
ninth paragraph Revised. 3.686 (g) 

7. Transmitter Location 
7A. Revised. 3.685 (b) 
7B. Revised. 3.685 (b) 
7C. 3.685 (c) 
7D. first paragraph 3.685 (d) 

second paragraph Revised. 3.685 (i) 
8. Antenna Systems 

8A. 3.685 (b) 
8B. Revised. 3.685 (f) 
8C. 3.685 (g) 
8D. Revised. 3.685 h) 
8E. and 8F. Revised. 3.685 (i) 

9. Transmitters and Associated 
Equipment 

9A. Visual Transmitter Design 
9B. Aural Transmitter Design 
9C. Design Applicable to Both Vis- 

ual and Aural Transmitters 
9D. Construction 
9E. Wiring and Shielding 
9F. Installation 
9G. Spare Tubes 
9H. Operation 
9I. Studio Equipment 
10. Indicating Instruments 

10A. first paragraph 3.688 (a) 
second paragraph 3.688 (b) 

10B. Revised. 3.688 (f) 
10C. 3.688 (c) 
10D. 3.688 (d) 
10E. 3.688 (e) 

11. Operating Power - Determina- 
tion and Maintenance 

11A. Determination Revised. 3.689 (a) 
11B. Maintenance 3.689 (b) 

12. Auxiliary Transmitters 3.687 (f) 
Old Appendices New Appendices (to Rules) 

I. Television Synchronizing Wave- Appendix C, Figure 4 
form 

II. Idealized Picture Transmission Appendix C, Figure 3 
Amplitude Characteristic 

III. Assumed Ideal Detector Output Appendix C, Figure 7 
IV. Figure 1. Ground Wave Signal Deleted. 

Range, 46 Mc. 
IV. Figure 2. Ground Wave Signal 

Range, 63 Mc. 
IV. Figure 3. Ground Wave Signal 

Range, 82 Mc. 
IV. Figure 4. Ground Wave Signal 

Range, 195 Mc. 
V. (Not in Standards) 

VI. Standard Pre -Emphasis Curve 

Subpart E - Rules Governing 
Television Broadcast Stations. 

3.687 (a) 
3.687 (b) 
Revised. 3.687 (c), 3.687 (a) (7) 
and 3.687 (b) (7) 
3.687 (d) 
3.687 (e) 
3.687 (g) 
3.687 (h) 
3.687 (i) 
3.687 (j) 

General 
3.601. Scope of rules. This Sub- 

part contains the rules and regula- 
tions (including engineering stand- 
ards) governing television broad- 
cast stations, including non -com- 
mercial educational television 
broadcast stations, in the United 
States, its Territories and Posses- 
sions. 

3.602. Other pertinent rules. 
Other pertinent provisions of the 
Commission's rules and regula- 
tions relating to the television 

Revised. Appendix C, Figure 5 

Revised. Appendix C, Figure 5 

Revised. Appendix C, Figure 6 

Appendix C, Figure 8 

broadcast service are included in 
the following Parts: 

Part 1 - Rules Relating to 
Practice and Procedure 

Part 2 -Rules Governing Fre- 
quency Allocation and 
Radio Treaty Matters; 
General Rules and Regu- 
lations 

Part 4 - Experimental and 
Auxiliary Broadcast 
Services 

Part 17 -Rules Concerning the 
Construction, Marking, 
and Lighting of An- 
tenna Structures 
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3. 03. Numerical designation of 
tele ision channels. 
Ch nel 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
0 

Frequency band 
(Megacycles) 

54 -60 
60 -66 
66-72 
76 -82 
82 -88 

174 -180 
180 -186 
186 -192 
192 -198 
198 -204 
204 -210 
210 -216 
470 -476 
476 -482 
482 -488 
488 -494 
494 -500 

19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 

500 -506 
506 -512 
512 -518 
518 -524 
524 -530 
530 -536 
536 -542 
542 -548 
548 -554 
554 -560 
560 -566 
566 -572 
572 -578 
578 -584 
584 -590 
590 -596 
596 -602 
602 -608 
608 -614 
614 -620 
620 -626, 
626 -632 

41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 

632 -638 
638 -644 
644 -650 
650 -656 
656 -662 
662 -668 
668 -674 
674 -680 
680 -686 
686 -692 
692 -698 
698 -704 
704 -710 
710 -716 
716 -722 
722 -728 
728 -734 
734 -740 
740 -746 
746 -752 
752 -758 
758 -764 
764 -770 

64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
'79 
80 
81 
82 
83 

770 -776 
776 -782 
782 -788 
788 -794 
794 -800 
800 -806 
806 -812 
812 -818 
818 -824 
824 -830 
830 -836 
836 -842 
842 -848 
848 -854 
854 -860 
860 -866 
866 -872 
872 -878 
878 -884 
884 -890 

FLANNEL UTILIZATION 
3. 06. Table of Assignments. 

(a) The following Table of As- 
sign ente contains the channels 
assi ned to the listed communities 
in t e United States, its Terri- 
tories, and Possessions. Channels 
desi ated with an asterisk are 
assi ed for use by non- commer- 
cial ducational broadcast stations 
only. A station on a channel iden- 
tifie by a plus or minus mark is 
requ red to operate with its car- 
rier requencies offset 10 kc above 
or ..low, respectively, the normal 
carri -r frequencies.' 

'Thése identifications are now being 
prep ed and will be included in the 
Tabl as soon as it is practicable to 
do so New television stations author- 
ized operate subsequent to the issu- 
ance of these Rules will be required 
to op rate with their carrier frequen- 
cies ffset where it is so specified in 
the able. Offset carrier frequencies 
of a isting television broadcast sta- 
tions perating on channels so affected 
will a listed in all construction per- 
mits, licenses. or renewal of licenses, 
upon issuance thereof. Permittees and 
Iicen es who wish to so operate 
prior to the time offset carrier fre- 
quen es are specified in their author - 
izatio s may request authority for 
such peratinn by filing informal re- 
ques therefor. 

ALABAMA Channel No. 
Andal si 29 
Ann is n 37 
Aubur *56 
Besse er 54 
Birmi gham 6, *10, 13, 42, 48 
Brewt n 23 
ClantonR 14 
Cullman 60 
Decatur 23 
Demopolis 18 
Dothan 19 
Enterprise 

9 
40 

Eufaula 44 
Floren a 41 
Fort yne . 19 
Gadsd n 15, 21 
Green De 49 
Gnnte vine 40 
Hunts a 31 
Jasper 17 
Mobile 5, 8, M2, 48 
Monte mery 12, 20, *26, 32 
Opellk 22 
Selma 58 
Shefiie d 47 
Sylaca ga 24 
Talladega 64 
Thomasville 27 
Troy 38 
Tuscal¢osa 45, 51 
Tuskeg a 16 
University *7 

ARIZONA 
A)o 14 
Bisbee 15 
Casa rande 18 
Clifton 25 
Coolid 30 
Dougla 3 
Eloy 24 
Flagsta - 9, 13 
Globe 34 
Holbro k 14 
Kingm n 6 
Mesa . 12 
Miami 28 
Morenc 31 
Nogale 17 
Phoeni 3, 5, *8, 10 
Fresco 15 
Safford 21 

Table of A ssignments 
Channel No. Channel No. 

Tucson 4, *6, 9, 13 Lamar 18 
Williams 25 Leadville 14 
Winslow 16 Longmont 32 
Yuma 11, 13 Loveland 38 

Montrose 10, 18 ARKANSAS Pueblo 3, 5, *8, 28, 34 
Arkadelphia 34 Salida 25 Batesville 30 Sterling 25 
Benton 40 Trinidad 21 
Blytheville 64, 74 Walsenburg 30 
Camden 50 
Conway 49 CONNECTICUT 
EI Dorado 10, 26 Bridgeport 43, 49, *71 
Fayetteville *13, 41 Hartford 3, 18, *24 
Forrest City 22 Meriden 65 
Fort Smith 5, *16, 22 New Britain 30 
Harrison 24 New Haven 8, 59 
Helena 54 New London 26, 81 
Hope 15 Norwalk (see Stamford) 
Hot Springs 9, 52 Norwich . 

Jonesboro 8, 39 Stamford -Norwalk 
57, *63 

27 Little Rock *2, 4, 11, 17, 23 Waterbury 53 Magnolia 28 
Malvern 46 DELAWARE 
Morrilton 43 Dover 40 
Newport 28 Wilmington 12, 53, *59 
Paragould 44 DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Pine Bluff 7, 36 Washington 4, 5, 7, 9, *20, *26 Russellville 19 
Searcy 33 FLORIDA 
Springdale 35 Belle Glade 25 
Stuttgart 14 Bradenton 28 

CALIFORNIA Clearwater 32 
Daytona Beach 2 Alturas 9 De Land . 44 Bakersfield 10, 29 Fort Lauderdale 17, 23 Brawley 25 Fort Myers 11 Chico 12 Fort Pierce 19 Corona 52 Gainesville *5, 20 Delano 33 Jacksonville 

14, 20 
36 EI Centro 16 Key West 

4, *7, 12, 30, 

Eureka 3, 13 Lake City 33 Fresno 12, *18, 24, 47, 53 Lakeland 16, 22 Hanford 21 Lake Wales 14 Los Angeles 2, 4, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 22, *28, 34 Leesburg 26 Madera 30 Marianna 17 Merced 34 Miami *2, 4, 7, 10, 27, 33 Modesto 14 Ocala 15 Monterey (see Salinas) Orlando 6, 9, 18, *24 Napa 62 Palatka 17 Oakland (see San Francisco) Panama City 7, *30, 36 Oxnard 32 Pensacola 3, 15, *21, 46 Petaluma 56 Quincy 54 Port Chicago 15 St. Augustine 25 Red Bluff 16 St. Petersburg (see Tampa) Redding 7 Sanford 35 Riverside 40, 46 Sarasota 34 Sacramento 3, *6, 10, 40, 46 Tallahassee *11, 24, 51 Salinas- Monterey 8, 28 Tampa -St. Petersburg *3, 8, 13, 38 San Bernardino 18, *24, 30 West Palm Beach 5, 12, *15, 21 San Buenaventura 38 
San Diego 8, 10, *15, 21, 27, 33, 39 GEORGIA San Francisco - 

Oakland ..2, 4, 5, 7, *9, 20, 26, 32, 38, 44 Albany 10, 25 
San Jose 11, 48, *54, 60 Americus 31 
San Luis Obispo 6 Athens *8, 60 
Santa Barbara 3, 20, 26 Atlanta 2, 5, 11, *30, 36 
Santa Cruz 16 Augusta 6, 12 
Santa Maria 44 Bainbridge 35 
Santa Paula 16 Brunswick 28, 34 
Santa Rosa 50 Cairo 45 
Stockton 13, 36, *42 Carrollton 33 
Tulare 27 Cartersville 63 
Ukiah 18 Cedartown 53 
Visalia 43, 49 Columbus 4, 28, *34 
Watsonville 22 Cordele 43 
Yreka City 11 Dalton 25 
Yuba City 52 Douglas 32 

Dublin 15 COLORADO Elberton 16 
Alamosa 19 Fitzgerald 23 
Boulder *12, 22 Fort Valley 18 
Canon City 36 Gainesville 52 
Colorado Springs 11, 13, *17, 23 Griffin 39 
Craig 19 La Grange 50 Delta 24 Macon 13, Ml, 47 
Denver 2, 4, *6, 7, 9, 20, 26 Marietta 57 
Durango 6, 15 Milledgeville 51 Fort Collins 44 Moultrie 48 Fort Morgan 15 Newnan 61 Grand Junction 5, 21 Rome 9, 59 
Greeley So Savannah 3, *9, 11 
La Junta 24 Statesboro 22 

Channel No. 
Swainsboro 20 
Thomasville 6, 27 
Tifton 14 
Toccoa 35 
Valdosta 37 
Vidalia 26 
Waycross 16 

IDAHO 
Blackfoot 33 
Boise *4, 7, 9 
Burley 15 
Caldwell 2 
Couer d'Alene 12 
Emmett 26 
Gooding 23 
Idaho Falls 3, 8 
Jerome 17 
Kellogg 33 Lewiston 3 
Moscow *15 
Nampa 6, 12 
Payette 14 
Pocatello 6, 10 
Preston 41 
Rexburg 27 
Rupert 21 
Sandpoint 9 
Twin Falls 11, 13 
Wallace 27 
Weiser 20 

ILLINOIS Alton 48 
Aurora 16 Belleville 54 
Bloomington 15 
Cairo 24 
Carbondale 34, *61 
Centralia 32, 59 
Champaign- Urbana ....3, *12, 21, 27, 33 Chicago ...2, 5, 7, 9, *11, 20, 26, 32, 38, 44 Danville 24 
Decatur 17, 23 
De Kalb *67 
Dixon 47 
Elgin 28 
Freeport 23 
Galesburg 40 
Harrisburg 22 
Jacksonville 29 
Joliet 48 
Kankakee 14 Kewanee 60 
La Salle 35 Lincoln 53 Macomb 61 Marion 40 
Mattoon 46 
Moline (see Davenport, Iowa) 
Mt. Vernon 38 
Olney 16 
Pekin 49 
Peoria 8, 19, *37, 43 Quincy 10, 21 Rockford 13, 39, *45 
Rock Island (see Davenport, Iowa) 
Springfield 2, 20, *26 Streator 65 Urbana (see Champaign) 
Vandalia 28 
Waukegan 22 

INDIANA 
Anderson 61 Angola 15 
Bedford 39 
Bloomington 4, *30, 36 
Columbus 42 
Connersville 38 Elkhart 52 Evansville 7, 50, *56, 62 Fort Wayne 21, *27, 33 Gary 50, *66 
Hammond 56 
Indianapolis 6, 8, 13, *20, 26, 67 
Jasper 19 
Kokomo 31 Lafayette *47, 59 Lebanon 18 
Longansport 51 
MMarlon adison 25 

Michigan City 
29 

49, Muncie 49 55, *71 Richmond ' 32 
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Channel No. 
Shelbyville 58 
South Bend 34, *40, 46 
Tell City 31 
Terre Haute 10, *57, 63 
Vincennes 44 
Washington 60 

IOWA 
Algona 37 
Ames 5, 25 
Atlantic 45 
Boone 19 
Burlington 32, 38 
Carroll 39 
Cedar Rapids 2, 9, 20, *26 
Centerville 31 
Charles City 18 
Cherokee 14 
Clinton 64 
Creston .. 43 
Davenport -Rock Island & 

Moline, Illinois 4, 6, *30, 36, 42 
Decorah . 44 
Des Moines 8, *11, 13, 17, 23 
Dubuque 56, 62 
Estherville 24 
Fairfield 54 
Fort Dodge 21 
Fort Madison SO 
Grinnell 46 
Iowa City *12, 24 
Keokuk 44 
Knoxville 33 
Marshalltown 49. 
Mason City 3, 35 
Muscatine 58 
Newton 29 
Oelwein 28 
Oskaloosa 52 
Ottumwa 15 
Red Oak 32 
Shenandoah 20 
Sioux City 4, 9, *30, 36 
Spencer 42 
Storm Lake 34 
Waterloo 7, 16, *22 
Webster City 27 

KANSAS 
Abilene 31 
Arkansas City 49 
Atchison 60 
Chanute co 
Coffeyville 33 
Colby 22 
Concordia 47 
Dodge City 6, 23 
El Dorado 55 
Emporia 39 
Fort Scott 27 
Garden City 9, 11 
Goodland 31 
Great Bend 2, 28 
Hays 7, 20 
Hutchinson 12, 18 
Independence 20 
Iola 44 
Junction City 29 
Lamed . 15 
Lawrence *11, 17 
Leavenworth 54 
Liberal 14 
McPherson . 26 
Manhattan *8, 23 
Newton 14 
Olathe 52 
Ottawa 21 
Parsons 46 
Pittsburg 7, 38 
Pratt 36 
Salina 34 
Toneka 13, 42, *48 
Wellington .. 24 
Wichita 3, 10, 16, *22 
Winfield 43 

KENTUCKY 
Ashland 59 
Bowling Green 13, 17 
Campbellsville 40 
Corbin 16 
Danville 35 
Elizabethtown 23 
Frankfort 43 
Glasgow 28 
Harlan 36 
Hazard 19 
Hopkinsville 20 
Lexington 27, 33 
Louisville 3, 11, *15, 21, 41, 51 
Madisonville 26 
Mayfield 49 
Maysville . 24 
Middlesborough 57, 63 
Murray 33 
Owensboro 14 
Paducah 6, 43 
Pikeville 14 
Princeton 45 
Richmond 60 
Somerset 22 
Winchester 37 

LOUISIANA 
Abbeville 42 
Alexandria 5, 62 
Bastrop 53 
Baton Rouge 10, 28, *34, 40 
Bogalusa 39 
Crowley 21 
De Ridder 14 
Eunice 64 
Franklin 46 
Hammond 51 

Channel No. 
Houma 30 
Jackson 18 
Jennings 48 
Lafayette 38, 67 
Lake Charles 7, *19, 25 
Minden 30 
Monroe 8, 43 
Morgan City 36 
Natchitoches 17 
New Iberia 15 
New Orleans *2, 4, 6, 20, 26, 32, 61 
Oakdale 54 
Opelousas 58 
Ruston 20 
Shreveport 3, 12 
Thibodaux 24 
Winnfield 22 

MAINE 
Auburn 23 
Augusta 10, 29 
Bangor 2, 5, *16 
Bar Harbor 22 
Bath 65 
Belfast 41 
Biddeford 59 
Calais 7, 20 
Dover- Foxcroft 18 
Fort Kent 17 
Houlton 24 
Lewiston 8, 17 
Millinocket 14 
Orono *12 
Portland 6, 13, *47, 53 
Presque Isle 8, 19 
Rockland 25 
Rumford 55 
Van Buren 15 
Waterville 35 

MARYLAND 
Annapolis 14 
Baltimore 2, 11, 13, 18, *24, 30 
Cambridge 22 
Cumberland 17 
Frederick 62 
Hagerstown 52 
Salisbury 16 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Barnstable 52 
Boston *2, 4, 5, 7, 44, 50, 56 
Brockton 62 
Fall River 40, 46 
Greenfield 42 
Holyoke (see Springfield) 
Lawrence 38 
Lowell 32 
New Bedford - 28, 34 
North Adams 15 
Northampton 36 
Pittsfield 64 
Springfield -Holyoke 55, 61 
Worcester 14, 20 

MICHIGAN 
Alma 41 
Alpena 9, 30 
Ann Arbor 20, *26 
Bad Axe 46 
Battle Creek 58, 64 
Bay City 5, 63, *73 
Benton Harbor 42 
Big Rapids 39 
Cadillac 13, 45 
Calumet 13 
Cheboygan 4, 36 
Coldwater 24 
Detroit 2, 4, 7, 50, *56, 62 
East Lansing 60 
East Tawas 25 
Escanaba 3 
Flint 12, 16, *22, 28 
Gladstone 40 
Grand Rapids 8, *17, 23 
Hancock 10 
Houghton 19 
Iron Mountain 9, 27 
Iron River 12 
Ironwood 31 
Jackson 48 
Kalamazoo 3, 36 
Lansing 6, 54 
Ludington 18 
Manistee 15 
Manist)que 14 
Marquette 5, 17 
Midland 19 
Mount Pleasant 47 
Muskegon 29, 35 
Petoskey 31 
Pontiac 44 
Port Huron 34 
Rogers City 24 
Saginaw 51, 57 
Sault Ste. Marie 8, 10, 28, *34 
Traverse City 7, 20, *26 
West Branch 21 

MINNESOTA 
Albert Lea 57 
Alexandria 36 
Austin 6, 51 
Bemidji 24 
Brainerd 12 
Cloquet 44 
Crookston 21 
Detroit Lakes 18 
Duluth -Superior, Wis..... 3,6, *8, 32, 38 
Ely 16 
Fairmont 40 
Faribault 20 
Fergus Falls 16 
Grand Rapids 20 
Hastings 29 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 

Channel No. 
Hibbing 10 
International Falls 11 
Little Falls 14 
Mankato 15 
Marshall 22 
Minneapolis -St. Paul *2, 4, 5, 9, 11, 17, 23 
Montevideo 19 
New Ulm 43 
Northfield 26 
Owatonna 45 
Red Wing 63 
Rochester 10, 55 
St. Cloud ... .... ........ 7, 33 
St. Paul (see Minneapolis) 
Stillwater 39 
Thief River Falls 15 
Virginia 26 
Wadena 27 
Willmar 31 
Winona 61 
Worthington 32 

MISSISSIPPI 
Biloxi 13, *44, 50 
Brookhaven 37 
Canton 16 
Clarksdale 6, 32 
Columbia 35 
Columbus 28 
Corinth 29 
Greenville 21, 27 
Greenwood 24 
Grenada 15 
Gulfport 56 
Hattiesburg 9, 17 
Jackson 12, *19, 25, 47 
Kosciusko 52 
Laurel 33 
Louisville 46 
McComb 31 
Meridian II, 30, *36 
Natchez 29 
Pascagoula 22 
Picayune 14 
Starkville 34 
State College *2 
Tupelo 
University 
Vicksburg 
West Point 
Yazoo City 

38 
*20 
41 

8, 56 
49 

MISSOURI 
Cape Girardeau 12, 18 
Carthage 56 
Caruthersville 27 
Chillicothe 14 
Clinton 49 
Columbia 8, 16, 22 
Farmington 52 
Festus 14 
Fulton 24 
Hannibal 7, 27 
Jefferson City 13, 33 
Joplin 12, 30 
Kansas City 4 5, 9, *19, 25, 65 
Kennett 21 
Kirksville 3, 18 
Lebanon 23 
Marshall 40 
Maryville 26 
Mexico 45 
Moberly 35 
Monett 14 
Nevada 18 
Poplar Bluff 15 
Rolla ,31 
St. Joseph 2, 30, *36 
St. Louis 4, 5, *9, 11, 30, 36, 42 
Sedalia 6, 28 
Sikeston . 37 
Springfield 3, 30, *26, 32 
West Plains 20 

MONTANA 
Anaconda 2 
Billings 2, 8, *11 
Bozeman *9, 22 
Butte 4, 6, *7, 15 
Cut Bank 20 
Deer Lodge 25 
Dillon 20 
Glasgow 16 
Glendive 18 
Great Falls 3, 5, *23 
Hamilton 17 
Hardin 4 
Havre 9, 11 
Helena 10, 12 
Kalispell 8 
Laurel 14 
Lewistown 13 
Livingston 16 
Miles City 3, *6, 10 
Missoula *11, 13, 21 
Poison 18 
Red Lodge 18 
Shelby 14 
Sidney 14 
Whitefish 16 
Wolf Point 20 

NEBRASKA 
Alliance 13, 21 
Beatrice 40 
Broken Bow 14 
Columbus 49 
Fairbury 35 
Falls City 38 
Fremont 52 
Grand Island 11, 21 
Hastings 5, 27 
Kearney 13, 19 
Lexington 23 
Lincoln 10, 12, *18, 24 

April 

Channel No. 
McCook 8, 17 
Nebraska City 50 
Norfolk 33 
North Platte 2, 4 
Omaha . 3, 6, 7, *16, 22, 28. 
Scottsbluff 10, 16 
York 15 

NEVADA 
Boulder City 4 
Carlin 14 
Carson City 37 
Elko 10 
Ely 3, 6 
Fallon 29 
Goldfield 5 
Hawthorne 31 
Henderson 2 
Las Vegas 8, *10, 13 
Lovelock 18 
McGill 8 
Reno 4, 8, *21, 27 
Tonopah 9 
Winnemucca 7 
Yerington . 33 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
Berlin 26 
Claremont 37 
Concord 27 
Durham *11 
Hanover - *21 
Keene 45 
Laconia 43 
Littleton 24 
Manchester 9, 48 
Nashua 54 
Portsmouth 19 
Rochester 51 

NEW JERSEY 
Andover *69 
Asbury Park 58 
Atlantic City 46, 52 
Bridgeton 64 
Camden *80 
Freehold *74 
Hammonton *70 
Montclair *77 
Newark . 13 
New Brunswick *19, 47 
Paterson 37 
Trenton 41 
Wildwood 48 

NEW MEXICO 
Alamagordo 17 
Albuquerque 4, *5, 7, 13 
Artesia .. 21 
Atrisco -Five Points . 18 
Belen 24 
Carlsbad 6, 23 
Clayton 27 
Clovis 12, 35 
Deming 14 
Farmington 17 
Gallup 3, *8, 10 
Hobbs 46 
Hot Springs 19 
Las Cruces 22 
Las Vegas 14 
Lordsburg 23 
Los Alamos 20 
Lovington 27 
Portales 22 
Raton 46, *52 
Roswell *3, 8, 10 
Santa Fe 2, *9, 11 
Silver City *10, 12 
Socorro 15 
Tucumcari 25 

NEW YORK 
Albany -Schenectady -Troy.. 6, *17,23,41 
Amsterdam 52 
Auburn 37 
Batavia 33 
Binghamton 12, 40, *46 
Buffalo (also see 

Buffalo -Niagara Falls) 17, *23 
Buffalo -Niagara Falls 2, 4, 7, 59 
Cortland 56 
Dunkirk 46 
Elmira . 18, 24 
Glens Falls 39 
Gloversville 29 
Hornell 50 
Ithaca *14, 20 
Jamestown 58 
Kingston 66 
Malone 20, *66 
Massena 14 
Middletown 60 
New York 2, 4, 5, 7, 9, 11, *25, 31 
Niagara Falls (see Buffalo - 

Niagara Falls) 
Ogdensburg 24 
Olean 54 
Oneonta 62 
Oswego 31 
Plattsburg 28 
Poughkeepsie 21, *83 
Rochester 5, 10, 15, *21, 27 
Rome (see Utica) 
Saranac Lake 18 
Schenectady (also see Albany).... ..35 
Syracuse 3, 8, *43 
Troy (see Albany) 
Utica -Rome 13, 19, *25 
Watertown 48 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Ahoskie 53 
Albemarle 20 
Asheville 13, *56, 62 
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Channel No. 
Burliigton 63 
Chapel Hill *4 
Cha lotte 3, 9, 36, *42 
Dur ram 11, *40, 46 

. Eliz$beth City 31 
Fayetteville 18 
Gastonia 48 
Goldsboro 34 
Greensboro 2, *51, 57 
Greenville 9 
Henderson 52 
Hendersonville 27 
Hickory 30 
High Point 15 
Jacksonville 16 
Kannapolls 59 
Kinston 45 
Laurinburg 41 
Lumberton 21 
Mount Airy 55 
New rn 

5, *22, 28 
Roanoke Rapids 30 
Rocky Mount 50 
Sant 53 
Sa I bbu 38 
Shelby 39 
Sou Pines 49 
Stat sville 64 

Wilmington 8, 29, *35 
Wilson 56 
Winston -Salem 12, 26, *32 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Bismarck 5, 12, 18, no 
Bott neau 16 
Carr ngton 26 
Dev s Lake 8,14 
Dick 2, 4, *17 
Fart 6, 13, *34, 40 
Graf n 17 
Gr d Forks *2, 10 
Aar y 22 
Jam stown 7,42 
Lisbon . 23 
Minot N, 30, 13 
New Rockford 20 

Val ley City 4, 32 
Wahpeton 45 
Wi1115ton 8, 11, *34 

OHIO 
Akron 49, *55, 61 
Ashtabula 15 
Athens 62 
Bellefontalne 63 
Cambridge 26 
Canton 29 
Chillicothe 56 
Cincinnati 5 9 12, *48, 54, 74 
Cleveland 3, 5, 8, 19, *25, 65 
Colutnbus 4, 6, 10, *34, 40 
Coshocton 20 
Dayton 2, 7, *16, 22 
Defiance 43 
Findlay 53 
Gallipolis 18 
Hamilton -Middletown 65 

Lim a aster 35, 28 
Loral 31 
Mans eld 36 
Mario 17 
Massi on 23 
Middl town (see Hamilton) 
Moun Vernon 58 
Newa k 60 
Oxfor *14 
Piqua 44 
Portsmouth 30 
Sandtisky 42 
Springfield 46, 52 
Steubçnvllle (see Wheeling, W. Va.) 
Tiffin 61 47 
Toled 11, 13, *30 
Warren 21 
Youngstown 27, 33, 73 
Zanesville 50 

OKLAHOMA 
Ada SO 
Altus 36 
Alva 30 
Anadarko 58 
Ardmore 55 
Bartlesville 62 
Blackwell 51 
Chickasha 64 
Claremore 15 
Clinton 32 
Duncan 39 
Durant 27 
Elk City 12, 15 
El Reno 56 
Enid 5, 21, *27 
Frederick 44 
Guthrie 48 
Guymon 20 
Hobart 23 
Holdenville 14 
Hugo 21 
Lawton 7, *21, 34 
McAlester 47 
Miami 58 
Muskogee 6, *45, 66 
Norman 31, +,37 
Oklahoma City ...... , ...4, 9, *13, 19, 25 
Okmulgee 26 
Pauls Valley 81 
Ponca City 40 
Pryor Creek 54 
Sapulpa 42 

Channel No. 
Seminole 59 
Shawnee 53 
Stillwater 29, *69 
Tulsa 2, 6, *11, 17, 23 
Vlnita 28 
Woodward 8 

OREGON 
Albany 55 
Ashland 14 
Astoria 30 
Baker 37 
Bend 15 
Burns 16 
Corvallis *7, 49 
Eugene *9, 13, 20, 26 
Grants Pass 30 
Klamath Falls 2 
La Grande 13 
Lebanon 43 
McMinnville 46 
Medford 4, 5 
North Bend 16 
Pendleton 28 
Portland 6, 8, *10, 12, 21, 27 
Roseburg 28 
Salem 3, *18, 24 
Springfield 37 
The Dalles 32 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Allentown 39, 45 
Altoona 10, 19, 25 
Bethlehem 51 
Bradford 48 
Butler 43 
Chambersburg 46 
Du Bols 31 
Easton 57 
Emporium 42 
Erie 12, 35, *41, 66 
Harrisburg 27, 33, 71 
Hazleton 63 
Johnstown 6, 56 
Lancaster 8, 21 
Lebanon 15 
Lewistown 38 
Lock Haven 32 
Meadville 37 
New Castle 45 
Oil 
Philadelphia 3, 6, 10, 17, 23, 29, *35 
Pittsburgh 2, 11, *13, 16, 47, 53 
Reading 55, 61 
Scranton 16, 22, 73 
Sharon 39 
State College *44 
Sunbury 65 
Uniontown 14 
Washington 63 
Wilkes -Barre 28, 34 
Williamsport 36 
York 43, 49 

RHODE ISLAND 
Providence 10, 12, 16, *22 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Aiken 54 
Anderson 58 
Camden 14 
Charleston 2, 5, *13 
Clemson *68 
Columbia 10, *19, 25, 67 
Conway 23 
Florence 8 
Georgetown 27 
Greenville 4, 23, *29 
Greenwood 21 
Lake City 55 
Lancaster 31 
Laurens 45 
Marion 43 
Newberry 37 
Orangeburg 44 
Rock Hill 61 
Spartanburg 7,17 
Sumter 47 
Union . 65 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Aberdeen 9, 17 
Belle Fourche 23 
Brookings *8, 25 
Hot Springs 17 
Huron 12, 15 
Lead 5, 26 
Madison 46 
Mitchell 5, 20 
Mobridge 27 
Pierre 6, 10 *22 
Rapid City 1!, 15 
Sioux Falls 11, 13, 38, *44 
Sturgis 20 
Vermillion *2, 41 
Watertown 3, 35 
Winner 18 
Yankton 17 

TENNESSEE 
Athens 14 
Bristol, Tenn.-Bristol, Va. 5, 46 
Chattanooga 3, 12, 43, 49, *55 
Clarksville 53 
Cleveland 38 
Columbia 39 
Cookeville 24 
Covington 19 
Dyersburg 46 
Elizabethton 40 
Fayetteville 27 
Gallatin 43 
Harriman 67 
Humboldt 25 
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Channel No. 
Jackson 9, 16 
Johnson City 11, 34 
Kingsport 28 
Knoxville 6, 10, *20, 26 
Lawrenceburg SO 
Lebanon 58 
McMinnville 46 
Maryville 51 
Memphis 3, 5, *10, 13, 42, 48 
Morristown 54 
Murfreesboro 18 
Nashville *2, 4, 5, 8, 30, 36 
Oak Ridge 32 
Paris 51 
Pulaski 44 
Shelbyville 62 
Springfield 42 
Tullahoma 65 
Union City 55 

Abilene 
Alice 
Alpine 
Amarillo 
Athens 
Austin 
Ballinger 
Bay City 
Beaumont -Port Arthur 
Beeville 

TEXAS 
9, 33 

34 
12 

*2, 4, 7, 10 
25 

7, 18, 24, *30 
25 
33 

4, 6, 31, *37 
38 

Big Spring 4 
Bonham 43 
Borger 33 
Brady 15 
Breckenridge 14 
Brenham 52 
Brownfield 15 
Brownsville (also see Brownsville- 

Harlingen-Weslaco) 36 
Brownsville- Harlingen-W eslaeoa 4, S 
Brownwood 19 
Bryan 54 
Childress 40 
Cleburne 57 
Coleman 21 
College Station *3, 48 
Conroe 20 
Corpus Christi 6, 10, *16, 22 
Corsicana 47 
Crockett 56 
Crystal City 
Cuero 
Dalhart 
Dallas 
Del Rio 
Denison 
Denton 
Eagle Pass 
Edinburg 
El Campo 
El Paso 
Falfurrias 
Floydada 
Fort Stockton 
Fort Worth 
Gainesville 
Galveston 11, 35, 41, *47 
Gonzales 64 
Greenville 62 
Harlingen (also see Brownsville- 

Harlingen-Weslaco) 23 
Hebbronvtlle 58 
Henderson 42 
Hereford 19 
Hillsboro 63 
Houston 2, *8, 13, 23, 29, 39 
Huntsville 15 
Jacksonville 36 
Jasper 49 
Kermit 14 
Kilgore 59 
Kingsville 40 
Lamesa 28 
Lampasas 40 
Laredo 5, 13, *15 
Levelland 38 
Littlefield 32 
Longview 32, 38 
Lubbock 5, 11, 13, *20, 26 
Lufkin 9, 46 
McAllen 20 
McKinney 65 
Marra 19 
Marshall 16 
Mercedes 32 
Mexia 50 
Midland 2, 18 
Mineral Wells 38 
Mission 14 
Monahans 9 
Mount Pleasant 35 
Nacogdoches 40 
New Braunfels 62 
Odessa 7, 24 
Orange 43 
Pampa 17 
Paris 33 
Pearsall 31 
Pecos 16 
Perryton 22 
Plainview 29 
Port Arthur (see Beaumont) 
Quanah 42 
Raymondville 42 
Rosenberg 17 
San Angelo 8, 8, 17 *23 
San Antonio 4, 5, *9, 12, 35, 41 
San Benito 48 
San Marcos 53 

28 
25 
16 

4, 8, *13, 23, 29, 73 
16 
52 

*2, 17 
26 
26 
27 

4, *7, 9, 13, 20, 26 
52 
45 
22 

5, 10, 20, *26 
49 

These assignments may be utilized in 
any community lying within the area 
of the triangle formed by Browns- 
ville, Harlingen and Weslaco. 

Channel No. 
Seguin 14 
Seymour 24 
Sherman 46 
Snyder 30 
Stephenville 32 
Sulphur Springs 41 
Sweetwater 12 

Temple 16, 22 
Terrell 53 
Texarkana 6, *18, 24 
Tyler 7, 19 
Uvalde 20 
Vernon 18 
Victoria 19 
Waco 11, *28, 34 
Waxahachie 45 
Weatherford 51 
Weslaco (see Brownsville - 

Barlingen- Weslaco) 
Wichita Fans 3, 6, *16, 22 

UTAH 
Brigham 36 
Cedar City 5 
Logan 12, 30, *46 
Ogden 9, *18, 24 
Price 6 
Provo 11, 22, *28 
Richfield 13 
St. George 18 
Salt Lake City 2, 4, 5, *7, 20, 26 
Tooele 44 
Vernal 3 

VERMONT 
Bennington 33 
Brattleboro 55 
Burlington *16, 22 
Montpelier 3, 40 
Newport 46 
Rutland 49 
St. Albans 34 
St. Johnsbury 30 

VIRGINIA 
Blacksburg *60 
Bristol (see Bristol, Tenn.) 
Charlottesville *45, 64 
Covington 44 
Danville 24 
Emporia 25 
Frmville 19 
Fredericksburg 47 
Front Royal 39 
Harrisonburg 3, 34 
Lexington 54 
Lynchburg 13,16 
Marion 50 
Martinsville 35 
Newport News (see Norfolk - 

Portsmouth- Newport News) 
Norfolk- Portsmouth (also 

see Norfolk-Portsmouth- 
Newport News) 27 

Norfolk-Portsmouth- 
Newport News (also see 
Norfolk- Portsmouth) 3, 10, 15, *21, 33 

Norton 52 
Petersburg 8, 41 
Portsmouth (see Norfolk- Portsmouth 

and also see Norfolk-Portsmouth- 
Newport News) 

Pulaski 37 
Richmond 6, 12, *23, 29 
Roanoke 7, 10, 27, *33 
South Boston 14 
Staunton 36 
Waynesboro 42 
Williamsburg 17 
Winchester 28 

WASHINGTON 
Aberdeen 58 
Anacortes 34 
Bellingham 12, 18, 24 
Bremerton 44, SO 
Centralia 17 
Ellensburg 49, *65 
Ephrata 43 
Everett 22, 28 
Grand Coulee 37 
Hoquiam 52 
Kelso 39 
Kennewick (also see Kennewick- 

Richland- Pasco) 25 
Kennewick -Richland -Pasco *41 
Longview 33 
Olympia 60 
Omak -Okanogan *35 
Okanogan (see Omak) 
Pasco (also see Kennewlek- 

Richland- Pasco) 19 
Port Angeles 16 
Pullman *10, 24 
Richland (also see Kennewiek- 

Richland- Pasco) 31 
Seattle 4, 5, 7, *9, 20, 26 
Spokane 2, 4, 6, *7 
Tacoma 11, 13, *56, 62 
Walla Walla 5, 5, *22 
Wenatchee *45, 55 
Yakima 23, 29, *47 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Beckley 6,21 
Bluefield 41 
Charleston 8, *43, 49 
Clarksburg 12, 22 
Elkins 40 
Fairmont 35 
Hinton 31 
Huntington 3, 13, *53 
Logan 23 
Martinsburg 58 
Morgantown *24 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 
t 



o 

MUM. DYNAMICS 
proved in TV... Broadcasting...Recording...P.A. 

ffuaélalte /iz Tmmed4ze De/if/el 

You see ... and hear ... the E -V 
Slim -Trim on network and local 
telecasts and broadcasts. You find 
it in the studios and on remote 
hook -ups. You find it on impor- 
tant P.A. jobs, too. And you 
know it's there because it has met 
the most exacting tests ... because 
it serves so superbly in every way 
for voice and music. First in dy- 
namic ... it has features only 
Electro -Voice can provide . . . 

features that enable you to meet 
every need. 

... for wide range high fidelity 
response ... for fixed position or 

man -in- motion ... for ruggedness 

and versatility ... for exclusive 

Acoustalloy diaphragm ... for pop- 

proof pick-up indoors and outdoors 

FOR TELECASTING-BROADCASTING+ 

"654 " - Response 50- 14,000 c.o.s., 
substantially flat. Power rating -55. 
Omnidirectional. 50 -250 ohm imped- 
ance selector. Swiv I head. List $90 

'655 " -Response 40- 15,000 c.p.s., 
±2.5 db. Power rating -53. Omnidirec-. 
tional. Changeable low impedance. 
Removable swivel. List $200 

FOR PUBLIC ADDRESS 7 

"636"- Response 60- 13,000 c.o.s., 
substantially flat. Power rating -55. 
Omnidirectional. High or low imped- 
ance. Swivel head. List $70 

Ask your E -V Distributor 
or send for full facts now! 

MICROPHONES PHONO-PICKUPS 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 

Suppliers to the Radio and TV Networks 

glecZrokz 
402 CARROLL STREET BUCHANAN, MICHIGAN 
Export: 13 East 40th 5t., N. Y. 16, U. S. A., Cables: Arlob 

HI -Fl SPEAKERS TV BOOSTERS TV DISTRIBUTION SYSTEMS 

t 
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Channel No. 
Par ersburg 15 
Wel h 25 
Wes n 32 

Wh 11ng (also see Wheeling - 
S ubenville, Ohio) *57 

Whe ling- Steubenville, Ohio 7, 9, 51 
W amson 17 

WISCONSIN 
Ad s *58 
App eton 42 

Ashl d 15 

Bea er Dam 37 
Belot 57 

Chil n *24 
Eau laire 13, *19, 25 
Fond du Lac 54 
Gre Bay 2, 6 

Jane. ville 63 
Ken sha 61 
La rosse 8, *32, 38 
Mad son 3, *21, 27, 33 

Ma towoc 65 
Mar' ette 11, 32, *38 
Mil ukee 4, *10, 12, 19, 25, 31 
Os osh 48 
Park Falls *18 
Po ge 17 

Prat le du Chien 34 
Rac e 49, 55 
Rhin - lander 22 
Rice eke 21 

Ric nd Center 15, *66 

Sheb.ygan 59 

She Lake *30 
Spa 50 
Stev:ns Point 20, 26 

Stur, eon Bay 44 
Supe 
Wau 
Wise 

for (see Duluth, Minn.) 
u 7, 16, *46 

nsin Rapids 14 

Buff 
Casp r 
Chey nne 
Cody 
Doug as 
Evan n 
Gille e 
Gree River 
Grey ull 
Land r 
Laramie 
Love 
Lusk 
Newcastle 
Powell 
Rawl s 
River n 
Rock Springs 
Sheridan 
Thermopolis 
Torrington 
Wheatland 
W orl$nd 

WYOMING 
29 

2, 6 

3, 5 
24 
14 
14 
31 
16 
40 
17 

*8, 18 

36 
19 

28 
30 

11 
10 
13 

9, 12 
15 
27 
24 
34 

U. S. TERRITORIES 
AND POSSESSIONS 

ALASKA 
Anch rage 2, *7, 11, 13 

Fairb nke 2, 4, 7, *9, 11, 13 

Juneaú *3, 8, 10 
Ketchikan 2, 4, *9 
Sews 4, 9 

Sitka 13 

HAWAIIAN ISLANDS 
Llhue Kauai 3, *8, 10, 12 

Honol lu, Oahu 2, 4, *7, 9, 11, 13 

Wall u, Maui 3, 8, *10, 12 

Hilo, await 2, *4, 7, 9, 11, 13 

PUERTO RICO 
Arec' o 13 
Cagu4 11 

Mayaguez 3, 5 

Ponce' 7, 9 

San Juan 2, 4, *6 

VIRGIN ISLANDS 
Christ*anted 8 

Charlgtte Amalie 10, 12 

3.6 
(a) 
subp 

Page 

7. Availability of channels. 
ubject to the provisions of 
ragraph (b) herein, applica- 
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tions may be filed to construct 
television broadcast stations only 
on the channels assigned in the 
Table of Assignments and only in 
the communities listed therein. 
Applications which fail to comply 
with this requirement, whether or 
not accompanied by a petition to 
amend the Table, will not be ac- 
cepted for filing. 

(b) A channel assigned to a 
community listed in the Table of 
Assignments is available upon ap- 
plication in any unlisted community 
which is located within 15 miles of 
the listed community. Where 
channels are assigned to two or 
more communities listed in com- 
bination in the Table, such chan- 
nels are also available to any un- 
listed communities which are lo- 
cated within 16 miles of any of 
such listed communities. The dis- 
tance between such listed and un- 
listed communities shall be deter- 
mined by the distance between the 
respective coordinates thereof as 
set forth in the publication of the 
United States Department of Com- 
merce entitled "Air Line Distances 
Between Cities in the United 
States. "' If said publication does 
note contain the coordinates of 
either or both communities, the 
coordinates of the main post office 
in either or both of such communi- 
ties shall be used. The method to 
be followed in making the meas- 
urements is set forth in Section 
3.611 of this Subpart. 

3.608. International agreements. 
Authorizations issued by the Com- 
mission for television broadcast fa- 
cilities will be subject to the pro- 
visions of any agreements entered 
into by the United States with 
Canada and Mexico concerning 
television assignments and au- 
thorizations.' Where, pursuant to 
such an agreement, timely objec- 
tion is received from the foreign 
country involved to an authoriza- 
tion granted by the Commission, 
the Commission may, on its own 
motion, set aside such authoriza- 
tion pending consideration of such 
objection. Upon receipt of such ob- 
jection, the Commission will notify 
the person to whom such authori- 
zation has been issued. 

3.609. Changes in Table of As- 
signments. Except as provided be- 
low, the Table of Assignments 
(Section 3.606) and the rules relat- 
ing to separations as set forth in 
Section 3.610 of this Subpart, shall 
not be subject to amendment on 
petition within the one year period 
following the effective date of 
these Rules. Petitions to amend 
the Table of Assignments will be 
eligible for consideration during 
said period under the following cir- 
cumstances, provided that the re- 
quests therein comply with the 
minimum assignment separations 
set forth in Section 3.610 of this 
Subpart and that the petitions do 
not request any deletions or sub- 
stitutes of channels in any com- 
munity listed in the Table: 

'This publication may be purchased 
from the Government Printing Office, 
Washington, D. C. 

'These agreements when formalized, 
will be published as part of these 
rules. 
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(a) Where the petitioner seeks 
the assignment of a channel to a 
community which is not listed in 
the Table and which is not located 
within 15 miles of a listed com- 
munity. 

(b) Where the petitioner seeks 
the assignment of a noncommer- 
cial educational channel to a com- 
munity listed in the Table and to 
which such a channel has not been 
assigned. 

(c) Where the petitioner seeks 
the assignment of a channel other 
than a noncommercial educational 
channel to a community listed in 
the Table and to which such a 
channel has not been assigned. 

3.610. Separations. The follow- 
ing provisions relate to assign- 
ment separations and station sepa- 
rations. Petitions to amend the 
Table of Assignments (other than 
those also expressly requesting 
amendment of this subparagraph) 
will be dismissed and all applica- 
tions for new television broadcast 
stations or for changes in the 
transmitter sites of existing sta- 
tions will not be accepted for filing 
if they fail to comply with the 
requirements specified in the fol- 
lowing subparagraphs.' 

(a) Minimum co- channel assign- 
ment and station separations: 

(1) Channels Channels 
Zone 2 -13 14 -83 

I 1'70 miles 155 miles 
II 190 miles 175 miles 

III 220 miles 206 miles 
(i) Zone I consists of that 

portion of the United States lo- 
cated within the confines of the 
following lines drawn on the 
United States Albers Equal 
Area Projection Map (based on 
standard parallels 291/2 ° and 
45% ° ; North American datum): 
Beginning at the most easterly 
point on the state boundary line 
between North Carolina and 
Virginia; thence in a straight 
line to a point at the junction 
of the Ohio, Kentucky and West 
Virginia State boundary line; 
thence westerly along the 
the southern boundary linea of 
the States of Ohio, Indiana and 
Illinois to a point at the junc- 
tion of the Illinois, Kentucky 
and Missouri State boundary 
lines; thence northerly along 
the western boundary line of 
the State of Illinois to a point 
at the junction of the Illinois, 
Iowa, and Wisconsin State 
boundary lines; thence easterly 
along the northern state bound- 
ary line of Illinois to the 90th 
meridian; thence north along 
this meridian to the 43.5° paral- 
lel; thence east along this paral- 
lel to the 71st meridian; thence 
in a straight line to the intersec- 

4Licensees and permittees of televi- 
sion broadcast stations which were 
operating on April 14,1952 pursuant 
to one or more separations below those 
set forth in Section 3.610 may continue 
to so operate, but in no event may 
they further reduce the separations 
below the minimum. As the existing 
separations of such stations are in- 
creased the new separations will be- 
come the required minimum separa- 
tions until separations are reached 
which comply with the requirements 
o. Section 3.610. Thereafter, the pro - 
visions of said Section shall be ap- 
plicable. 

tion of the 69th meridian and 
the 45th parallel; thence east 
along the 45th parallel to the 
Atlantic Ocean. When any of 
the above lines pass through a 
city, the city shall be considered 
to be located in Zone I. (See 
Appendix A, Figure 1.) 

(ii) Zone II consists of that 
portion of the United States 
which is not located in either 
Zone I or Zone III, and Puerto 
Rico, Alaska, Hawaiian Islands 
and the Virgin Islands. 

(iii) Zone III consists of that 
portion of the United States 
located south of a line, drawn 
on the United States Albers 
Equal Area Projection Map, 
(based on standard parallels 
291/2° and 45% ° ; North Ameri- 
can datum), beginning at a 
point on the east coast of Geor- 
gia and the 31st parallel and 
ending at the Muted States - 
Mexican border, consisting of 
arcs drawn with a 150 mile ra- 
dius to the north from the fol- 
lowing specified points. 

North 
Latitude 

a) 29°40' 
b) 30°07' 
c) 30°31' 
d) 30°48' 
e) 30°23' 
f) 30°04'30" 
g) 29°46' 
h) 28°43' 
i) 27°52'30" 

West 
Longitude 
83 °24' 
84 °12' 
86 °30' 
87 °58'30" 
90 °12' 
93 °19' 
95 °05' 
96 °39'30" 
97 °32' 

When any of the above arcs 
pass through a city, the city 
shall be considered to be located 
in Zone II. (See Appendix A, 
Figure 2.) 

(2) The minimum co- channel 
mileage separation between a 
station in one zone and a sta- 
tion in another zone shall be 
that of the zone requiring the 
lower separation. 

(b) Minimum assignment and 
station adjacent channel separa- 
tions applicable to all Zones: 

(1) Channels Channels 
2 -13 - 14 -83 

60 miles 55 miles 
(2) Due to the frequency 

sapcing which exists between 
Channels 4 and 5, between 
Channels 6 and '7, and between 
Channels 13 and 14, the mini- 
mum adjacent channel separa- 
tions specified above shall not 
be applicable to these pairs of 
channels. (See Section 3.603.) 

(c) In addition to the foregoing, 
the following minimum assign- 
ment and station separations be- 
tween stations on Channels 14 -83, 
inclusive, must be met in either 
rulemaking proceedings looking 
toward the amendment of the 
Table of Assignments or in licens- 
ing proceedings. No channel list- 
ed in column (1) will be assigned 
to any city, and no application for 
an authorization to operate on such 
a channel will be granted unless 
the mileage separations indicated 
at the top of columns (2) -(7), in- 
clusive, are met with respect to 
each of the channels listed in these 
columns and parallel with the 
channel in column (1).° 

'The parenthetical reference beneath 
the mileage figures in columns 2 to 7. 
inclusive, indicate, in abbreviated 
form, the bases for the required mile- 
age separations. For a discussion of 
these bases, see the "Sixth Report and 
Order" of the Commission (FCC 52- 
294). The hyphenated numbers listed 
in column (3) are both inclusive. 
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(1) 
Channel 

(2) 
20 miles 

(I.F. 
beat) 

(3) 
20 urnes 

(Intermod- 
ulation) 

(4) 
55 miles 

(Adjacent 
channel) 

(5) 
60 miles 
(Oscil- 
lator) 

(6) 
60 miles 
(Sound 
Image) 

(7) 
75 miles 
(Picture 
image) 

14 22 16-19 15 21 28 29 
15 23 17-20 14,16 22 29 30 
16 24 14,18-21 15,17 23 30 31 
17 25 14-15,19-22 16,18 24 31 32 
18 26 14-16,20-23 17,19 25 32 33 
19 27 14-17,21-24 18,20 26 33 34 
20 2S 15-18,22-25 19,21 27 34 35 
21 29 16-19,23-26 20,22 28,14 35 36 
22 30,14 17-20,24-27 21,23 29,15 36 37 
23 31,15 18-21,25-28 22,24 30,16 37 38 
24 32,16 19-22,26-29 23,25 31,17 38 39 
25 33,17 20-23,27-30 24,26 32,18 39 40 
26 34,18 21-24,28-31 25,27 33,19 40 41 
27 35,19 22-25,29-32 26,28 34,20 41 42 
28 36,20 23-26,30-33 27,29 35,21 42,14 43 
29 37,21 24-27,31-34 28,30 36,22 43,15 44,14 
30 38,22 25-28,32-35 29,31 37,23 94,16 45,15 
31 39,23 26-29,33-36 30,32 38,24 45,17 46,16 
32 40,24 27-30,34-37 31,33 39,25 46,18 47,17 
33 41,25 28-31,35-38 32,34 40,26 47,19 48,18 
34 42,26 29-32,36-39 33,35 41,27 98,20 49,19 
35 43,27 30-33,37-40 34,36 42,28 49,21 50,20 
36 44,28 31-34,38-41 35,37 43,29 50,22 51,21 
37 45,29 32-35,39-42 36,38 44,30 51,23 52,22 
38 96,30 33-36,40-43 37,39 45,31 52,24 53,23 
39 47,31 34-37,41-44 38,40 46,32 53,25 54,24 
40 48,32 35-38,42-45 39,41 97,33 54,26. 55,25 
41 49,33 36-39,43-46 40,92 48,34 55,27 56,26 
42 50,34 37-40,44-47 41,43 49,35 56,28 57,27 
43 51,35 38-41,45-48 42,44 50,36 57,29 58,28 
44 52,36 39-42,46-49 43,45 51,37 58,30 59,29 
45 53,37 40-43,47-50 44,46 52,38 59,31 60,30 
46 54,38 41-94,48-51 45,47 53,39 60,32 61,31 
47 55,39 42-45,49-52 46,48 54,40 61,33 62,32 
48 56,40 43-46,50-53 47,49 55,41 62,34 63,33 
49 57,41 44-47,51-54 48,50 56,42 63,35 64,34 
50 58,42 45-48,52-55 49,51 57,43 64,36 65,35 
51 59,43 46-49,53-56 50,52 58,49 65,37 66,36 
52 60,44 47-50,54-57 51,53 59,45 66,38 67,37 
53 61,45 48-51,55-58 52,54 60,46 67,39 68,38 
54 62,46 49-52,56-59 53,55 61,47 68,40 69,39 
55 63,47 50-53,57-60 54,56 62,48 69,41 70,40 
56 64,48 51-54,58-61 55,57 63,49 70,42 71,41 
57 65,49 52-55,59-62 56,58 64,50 71,43 72,42 
58 66,50 53-56,60-63 57,59 65,51 72,44 73,43 
59 67,51 54-57,61-64 58,60 66,52 73,45 74,44 
60 68,52 55-58,62-65 59,61 67,53 74,46 75,45 
61 69,53 56-59,63-66 60,62 68,54 75,47 76,46 
62 70,54 57-60,64-67 61,63 69,55 76,48 77,47 
63 71,55 58-61,65-68 62,64 70,56 77,49 78,48 
64 72,56 59-62,66-69 63,65 71,57 78,50 79,49 
65 73,57 60-63,67-70 64,66 72,58 79,51 80,50 
66 74,58 61-64,68-71 65,67 73,59 80,52 81,51 
67 75,59 62-65,69-72 66,68 74,60 81,53 82,52 
68 76,60 63-66,70-73 67,69 75,61 82,54 83,53 
69 77,61 64-67,71-74 68,70 76,62 83,55 54 
70 78,62 65-68,72-75 69,71 77,63 56 55 
71 79,63 66-69,73-76 70,72 78,64 57 56 
72 80,64 67-70,74-77 71,73 79,65 58 57 
73 81,65 68-71,75-78 72,74 80,66 59 58 
74 82,66 69-72,76-79 73,75 81,67 60 59 
75 83,67 70-73,77-80 74,76 82,68 61 60 
76 68 71-74,78-81 75,77 83,69 62 61 
77 69 72-75,79-82 76,78 70 63 62 
78 70 73-76,80-83 77,79 71 64 63 
79 71 74-77,81-83 78,80 72 65 64 
80 72 75-78,82-83 79,81 73 66 65 
81 73 76-79,83 80,82 74 67 66 
82 74 77-80 . 81,83 75 68 67 
83 75 78-81 82 76 69 68 

3.611 Reference points and dis- 
tance computations. (a) In consid- 
ering petitions to amend the Table 
of Assignments, the following ref- 
erence points shall be used by the 
Commission in determining as- 
signment separations between com- 
munities: 

(1) Where transmitter sites 
for the pertinent channels have 
been authorized in communities 
involved in a petition to amend 
the Table of Assignments, sepa- 
rations between such communi- 
ties shall be determined by the 
distance between the coordi- 
nates of the authorized trans -. 
mitter sites in the respective 
communities as set forth in the 
Commission's authorizations 
therefor. 

(2) Where an authorized 
transmitter site is available for 
use as a reference point in one 
community but not in the other 
for the pertinent channels, sepa- 
rations shall be determined by 
the distance between the co- 
ordinates of the transmitter site 
as set forth in the Commission's 
authorization therefor and the 
coordinates of the other com- 
munity as set forth in the pub- 
lication of the United States De- 
partment of Commerce entitled 
"Air Line Distances Between 
Cities in the United States." If 
said publication does not con- 

tain the coordinates for said 
other community, the coordi- 
nates of the main post office 
thereof shall be used. 

(3) Where no authorized 
transmitter sites are available 
for use as reference points in 
both communities for the per- 
tinent channels, the distance 
between the two communities 
listed in the above publication 
shall be used. If said publica- 
tion does not contain such dis- 
tance, the separation between 
the two communities shall be 
determined by the distance be- 
tween the coordinates thereof 
as set forth in said publication. 
Where such coordinates are not 
contained in said publication, 
the coordinates of the main post 
offices of said communities shall 
be used. 
(b) Station separations in li- 

censing proceedings shall be deter- 
mined by the distance between the 
coordinates of the proposed trans- 
mitter site in one community and 

(1) The coordinates of an au- 
thorized transmitter site for the 
pertinent channel in the other 
community; or, where such 
transmitter site is not available 
for use as a reference point, 

(2) The coordinates of the 
other community as set forth 
in the above -described publica- 
tion of the United States De- 
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partment of Commerce; or, if 
not contained therein, 

(3) The coordinates of the 
main post office of such other 
community. 

(4) In addition, where there 
are pending applications in 
other communities which, if 
granted, would have to be con- 
sidered in determining station 
separations, the coordinates of 
the transmitter sites proposed 
in such applications must be 
used to determine whether the 
requirements with respect to 
minimum separations between 
the proposed stations in the 
respective cities have been met. 
(c) In measuring assignment 

and station separations involving 
cities listed in the Table, in com- 
bination, where there is no author- 
ized transmitter site in any of the 
combination cities on the channel 
involved, separation measurements 
shall be made from the reference 
point which will result in the low- 
est separation. 

(d) The distance between ref- 
erence points is considered to be 
the length of the hypotenuse of a 
right triangle, one side of which 
is the difference in latitude of the 
reference points and the other side 
the difference in longitude of the 
two reference points, and shall be 
computed as follows:* 

(1) Determine the difference 
in latitude and the difference in 
longitude between the two ref- 
erence points. Convert these 
two differences into degrees and 
decimal parts of a degree in 
accordance with Appendix B, 
Table I. 

(2) Determine the middle 
latitude of the two reference . 
points to the nearest second of 
latitude (average the latitudes 
of the two points). 

(3) Multiply the difference in 
latitude by the number of miles 
per degree of latitude difference 
obtained from Table II of Ap- 
pendix B for the appropriate 
middle latitude (interpolate lin- 
early)? ' This determines the 
North -South distance in statute 
miles. 

(4) Multiply the difference in 
longitude by the number of 
miles per degree of longitude 
difference obtained from Table 
III of Appendix B, for the ap- 
propriate middle latitude (in- 
terpolate linearly). This de- 
termines the East -West distance 
in statute miles. 

(5) Determine the distance 
between the two reference 
points by the square root of 

°This method is appropriate for de- 
termining distances up to 220 miles, 
and for such distances will normally 
be more accurate than by using 
spherical trigonometry without cor- 
rection for the spheroidal shape of 
the earth. However, its accuracy de- 
teriorates rapidly at distances beyond 
300 miles and this method should not 
be used to compute greater distances. 

'Tables II and III of Appendix B 
were computed from Clarke's Refer- 
ence Spheroid of 1866. In the interest 
of clarity, the first two digits in the 
mileage tabulation in Table III have 
been omitted. The appropriate num- 
bers before the decimal point are ob- 
tained in the tabulation at the point 
where the second digit changes by 
one unit. 

In determining necessary distance 
computations for the Territories, the 
appropriate mileage per degree may 
be obtained by linear interpolation of 
the data given on pages 122 and 123 of 
the tables in publication H.O. No. 9 
(Bowditch- American Practical Navi- 
gator -1943 Edition) of the U.S. Navy 
Dept., Hydrographic Office. This pub- 
lication may be Purchased from the 
Government Printing Office, Washing- 
ton, D. C. 

the sum of the squares of the 
distances obtained in (3) and 
(4) above, i.e. 

D = (L. + L.) 
Where: D = Distance in stat- 

ute miles 
L. = North -South dis- 

tance in miles 
from (3) above 

L. = East -West d i s - 
tance in miles 
from (4) above 

In computing the above, suffi- 
cient decimal figures shall be 
used to determine the distance 
to the nearest mile. 
3.612. Protection from interfer- 

ence. Permittees and licensees of 
television broadcast stations are 
not protected from any interfer- 
ence which may be caused by the 
grant of a new station or of au- 
thority to modify the facilities of 
an existing station in accordance 
with the provisions of the Subpart. 
The nature and extent of the pro- 
tection from interference accorded 
to television broadcast stations is 
limited solely to the protection 
which results from the minimum 
assignment and station separation 
requirements and the rules with 
respect to maximum powers and 
antenna heights set forth in this 
Subpart° 

3.613. Main studio location. (a) 
The main studio of a television 
broadcast station shall be located 
in the principal community to be 
served. 

(b) In cases where a showing is 
made that, due to the existence 
of unusual circumstances, compli- 
ance with the provisions of the 
above subparagraph will result in 
severe and undue hardship, the 
Commission will give considera- 
tion to the use of a main studio 
location than that specified 
above. The licensee or permittee 
of a television broadcast station 
shall not move his main studio 
outside the borders of the com- 
munity in which it is located with- 
out first securing a modification of 
construction permit or license. 
Such licensee or permittee shall 
notify the Commission promptly 
of any change in the location of 
the main studio within the com- 
munity. 

3.614. Power and antenna height 
requirements. (a) Minimum re- 
quirements- Applications filed for 
television broadcast stations in 
cities in the population groupings 
set forth below will not be ac- 
cepted for filing if they fail to 
comply with the following require- 
ments as to power at the specified 
antenna heights above average 
terrain: 

Population of City 
(Excludes adjacent areas) 

(1950 Census) 
1,000,000 and above 

250,000 -1,000,000 
50,000- 250,000 
Under 50,000 

Minimum effective radiated 

°The nature and extent of the pro- 
tection from interference accorded to 
television broadcast stations which 
were authorized prior to April 14, 
1952, and which were operating on 
said date is limited not only as spe- 
cified above but is further limited 
by any smaller separations existing 
between such stations on said date. 
Where, as a result of the adoption 
of the Table of Assignments, or of 
changes in transmitter sites made by 
such stations after said date, separa- 
tions smaller than the required mini- 
mum are increased but still remain 
lower than the required minimum, 

stations protection 
be limit d to the new separatio 

will 
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power in db above one kilowatt 
(dbk) for the antenna height 

shown 
7 dbk (50 kw) /500 ft. antenna 
0 dbk (10 kw) /500 ft. antenna 
3 dbk ( 2 kw) /500 ft. antenna 
0 dbk ( 1 kw) /300 ft. antenna 
o minimum antenna height is 
edited. Where antenna heights 

'ffer from those listed above, 
he Grade A field intensity cou- 
rage shall not be less than that 
esulting from the use of the 
inimum powers with the an- 
nna heights shown above. 

Equivalent coverage shall be 
based on the chart designated 
is Appendix C, Figure 1; how - 
ver, the effective radiated pow - 

er may not exceed the figures 
pecified in subparagraph (b) 
elow. In no event shall less 
an 0 dbk effective radiated 

over be authorized for any 
tation. 

() Maximum power- Except as 
pro 'ded in subparagraph (1) be- 
lo the maximum effective radi- 
a powers of television broadcast 
sta 'ons operating on the channels 
set forth below with antenna 
hei hts not in excess of 2,000 feet 
abo a average terrain shall be as 
foil ws: 

Maximum Effective 
Radiated Power in 
db above one kilo - 

Channel Nos. watt (dbk) 
2 -6 20 dbk ( 100 kw) 
'7-13 25 dbk 

14 -83 30 dbk (1000 kw) 
(1) In Zone I, on Channels 

2 -13 inclusive, the maximum 
powers specified above for these 
channels may be used only with 
antenna heights not in excess 
of 1000 feet above average ter- 
rain. Where antenna heights 
exceeding 1000 feet above aver- 
age terrain are used on Chan- 
nels 2 -13, or antenna heights 
exceeding 2000 feet above aver- 
age terrain are used on Chan- 
nels 14 -83, the maximum power 
shall be based on the chart des- 
ignated as Appendix C, Figure 
2a. 

(2) In Zones II and III, the 
maximum powers which may be 
used by television broadcast sta- 
tions operating on the respec- 
tive channels set forth in the 
above table with antenna 
heights exceeding 2000 feet 
shove average terrain- shall be 
based on the chart designated 
ab Appendix C, Figure 2b. 

Applications and Authorizations 
3. 21. Noncommercial education- 

al *Lions. In addition to the other 
provisions of this Subpart, the 
foil. wing shall be applicable to 
noncommercial educational televi- 
sion broadcast stations: 

(a) Except as provided in sub- 
paragraph (c) below, noncommer- 
cial educational broadcast stations 
will be licensed only to nonprofit 
educational organizations upon a 
showing that the proposed stations 
will be used primarily to serve the 
educational needs of the commu- 
nity; for the advancement of edu- 
cational programs, and to furnish 
a nonprofit and noncommercial 
television broadcast service. 

(1) In determining the eligibil- 
ity of publicly supported educa- 
tional organizations, the accredita- 
tion of their respective state de- 
partments of education shall be 
take into consideration. 

(2 In determining the eligibil- 
ity privately controlled educe- 
ti organizations, the accredi- 
tatio of state departments of edu- 
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cation or recognized regional and 
national educational accrediting or- 
ganizations shall be taken into 
consideration. 

(b) Where a municipality or 
other political subdivision has no 
independently constituted educa- 
tional organization such as, for 
example, a board of education hav- 
ing autonomy with respect to car- 
rying out the municipality's educa- 
tional program, such municipality 
shall be eligible for a noncommer- 
cial educational television broad- 
cast station. In such circum- 
stances, a full and detailed show- 
ing must be made that a grant of 
the application will be consistent 
with the intent and purpose of the 
Commission's Rules relating to 
such stations. 

(c) Noncommercial educational 
television broadcast stations may 
transmit educational, cultural and 
entertainment programs, and pro- 
grams designed for use by schools 
and school systems in connection 
with regular school courses, as 
well as routine and administrative 
material pertaining thereto. 

(d) An educational station may 
not broadcast programs for which 
a consideration is received, except 
programs produced by or at the 
expense of or furnished by others 
than the licensee for which no 
other consideration than the fur- 
nishing of the program is received 
by the licensee. The payment of 
line charges by another station or 
network shall not be considered as 
being prohibited by this subpara- 
graph. 

(e) To the extent applicable to 
programs broadcast by a noncom- 
mercial educational station pro- 
duced by or at the expense of or 
furnished by others than the li- 
censee of said station, the provi- 
sions of Section 3.654 relating to 
announcements regarding spon- 
sored programs shall be applicable, 
except that no announcements 
(visual or aural) promoting the 
sale of a product or service shall 
be transmitted in connection with 
any program; provided, however, 
that where a sponsor's name or 
product appears on the visual 
image during the course of a 
simultaneous or rebroadcast pro- 
gram either on the backdrop or in 
similar form, the portions of the 
program showing such information 
need not be deleted. 

3.622. Applications for television 
stations. Applications for new sta- 
tions or for modification of exist- 
ing authorizations shall be filed 
on FCC Form 301; for licenses, 
on FCC Form 302; for renewal of 
licenses, on FCC Form 303. Sepa- 
rate applications shall be filed by 
each applicant for the voluntary 
sharing of television channels. 
Such applications shall be accom- 
panied by copies of the time -shar- 
ing agreements under which the 
applicants propose to operate. 

3.623. Full disclosures. Applica- 
tions shall contain full and com- 
plete disclosures with regard to 
the real party or parties in inter- 
est, and their legal, technical, 
financial, and other qualifications, 
and as to all matters and things 
required to be disclosed thereby. 

3.624. Repetitious applications. 
(a) Where an applicant has been 
afforded an opportunity to be 
heard with respect to a particular 
application for a new television 
broadcast station, or for change 
of existing service or facilities, and 
the Commission has, after hearing 
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or default, denied the application 
or dismissed it with prejudice, the 
Commission will not consider an- 
other application for a station of 
the same class to serve in whole 
or in part the same area, by the 
same applicant or by his successor 
or assignee, or on behalf of or for 
the benefit of the original parties 
in interest, until after the lapse of 
12 months from the effective date 
of the Commission's order. 

(b) Where an appeal has been 
taken from the action of the Com- 
mission in denying a particular ap- 
plication, another application for 
the same class of broadcast sta- 
tion and for the same area, in 
whole or in part, filed by the same 
applicant or by his successor or 
assignee, or on behalf or for the 
benefit of the original parties in 
interest, will not be considered 
until the final disposition of such 
appeal. 

3.625. Installation of apparatus. 
Applications for construction per - 
mite or modification thereof in- 
volving the installation of new 
transmitting apparatus should be 
filed at least 60 days prior to the 
contemplated installation. 

3.626. Period of construction. 
Each construction permit will 
specify a maximum of 60 days 
from the date of granting thereof 
as the time within which construc- 
tion of the station shall begin, and 
a maximum of 6 months there- 
after as the time within which 
construction shall be completed 
and the station ready for opera- 
tion, unless otherwise determined 
by the Commission upon proper 
showing in any particular case. 

3.627. Forfeiture of construc- 
tion permits; extension of time. 
(a) A construction permit shall 
be automatically forfeited if the 
station is not ready for operation 
within the time specified or with- 
in such further time as the Com- 
mission may have allowed for com- 
pletion, and a notation of the for- 
feiture of any construction permit 
under this provision will be placed 
in the records of the Commission 
as of the expiration date. 

(b) An application (FCC Form 
No. '701) for extension of time 
within which to construct a sta- 
tion shall be filed at least 30 days 
prior to the expiration date of 
such permit if the facts support- 
ing such application for extension 
are known to the applicant in time 
to permit such filing. In other 
cases, such applications will be ac- 
cepted upon a showing satisfac- 
tory to the Commission of sufficient 
reasons for filing within less than 
30 days prior to the expiration 
date. Such applications will be 
granted upon a specific and de- 
tailed showing that the failure to 
complete was due to causes not 
under control of the grantee, or 
upon a specific and detailed show- 
ing of other matters sufficient to 
justify the extension. 

(c) If a construction permit has 
been allowed to expire for any 
reason, application may be made 
for a new permit on FCC Form 
321, "Application for Construction 
Permit to Replace Expired Per- 
mit." 

3.628. Equipment tests. (a) 
During the process of construction 
of a television broadcast station, 
the permittee, after notifying the 
Commission and Engineer in 
Charge of the radio district in 
which the station is located may, 
without further authority of the 

Commission, conduct equipment 
tests for the purpose of such ad- 
justments and measurements as 
may be necessary to assure com- 
pliance with the terms of the con- 
struction permit, the technical 
provisions of the application there- 
for, and the rules and regulations. 

(b) The Commission may notify 
the permittee to conduct no tests 
or may cancel, suspend, or change 
the date for the beginning of 
equipment tests as and when such 
action may appear to be in the 
public interest, convenience, and 
necessity. 

(c) Equipment tests may be 
continued so long as the construc- 
tion permit shall remain valid. 

(d) Inspection of a station will 
ordinarily be required during the 
equipment test period and before 
the commencement of program 
tests. After construction and after 
adjustments and measurements 
have been completed to show com- 
pliance with the terms of the con- 
struction permit, the technical 
provisions of the application there- 
for, and the rules and regulations, 
the permittee should notify the 
Engineer in Charge of the radio 
district in which the station is 
located that it is ready for inspec- 
tion. 

(e) The authorization for tests 
embodied in this section shall not 
be construed as constituting a li- 
cense to operate but as a necessary 
part of the construction. 

3.629. Program tests. (a) Upon 
completion of construction of a 
television broadcast station in ac- 
cordance with the terms of the 
construction permit, the technical 
provisions of the application there- 
for, and the rules and regulations, 
and when an application for sta- 
tion license has been filed showing 
the station to be in satisfactory 
operating condition," the permittee 
may request authority to conduct 
program tests: Provided, That such 
request shall be filed with the 
Commission at least ten (10) days 
prior to the date on which it is 
desired to begin such operation 
and that the Engineer in Charge 
of the radio district in which the 
station is located is notified. 

(b) Program tests shall not 
commence until specific Commis- 
sion authority is received. The 
Commission reserves the right to 
change the date of the beginning 
of such tests or to suspend or re- 
voke the authority for program 
tests as and when such action may 
appear to be in the public interest, 
convenience, and necessity. 

(c) Unless sooner suspended or 
revoked, the program test author- 
ity continues valid during Commis- 
sion consideration of the applica- 
tion for license and during this 
period further extension of the 
construction permit is not required. 
Program test authority shall be 
automatically terminated by final 
determination upon the application 
for station license. 

(d) All operation under pro- 
gram test authority shall be in 
strict compliance with the rules 
governing television broadcast sta- 
tions and in strict accordance with 
representations made in the ap- 
plication for license pursuant to 
which the tests were authorized. 

(e) The granting of program 
test authority shall not be con- 

"AIl data necessary to show compli- 
ance with the terms and conditions of 
the construction permit must be filed 
with the license application. 
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strued as approval by the Commis- 
sion of the application for station 
license. 

3.630. Normal license period. (a) 
All television broadcast station li- 
censes will be issued for a nor- 
mal license period of one year. Li- 
censes will be issued to expire at 
the hour of 3:00 a.m., eastern 
standard time, in accordance with 
the following schedule and at one 
year intervals thereafter." 

(1) For stations located in 
Delaware, Pennsylvania, Tennes- 
see, Kentucky, Indiana and Texas, 
August 1, 1951. 

(2) For stations located in 
Maryland, District of Columbia, 
Virginia, West Virginia, Ohio, 
Michigan, Wyoming, Nevada, Ari- 
zona, Utah, New Mexico and Idaho, 
October 1, 1951. 

(3) For stations located in 
North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Illinois, Wisconsin and California, 
December 1, 1951. 

(4) For stations located in 
Florida, Puerto Rico, Virgin Is- 
lands, Iowa, Missouri, Washington, 
Oregon, Alaska and Hawaii, Feb- 
ruary 1, 1952. 

(5) For stations located in Ala- 
bama, Georgia, Minnesota, North 
Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, 
Colorado, Connecticut, Maine, 
Massachusets, New Hampshire, 
Rhode Island and Vermont, April 
1, 1952. 

(6) For stations located in 
Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, 
Kansas, Oklahoma, Nebraska, New 
Jersey and New York, June 1, 
1952. 

3.631. Renewal of license. (a) 
Unless otherwise directed by the 
Commission, each application for 
renewal of a television station li- 
cense shall be filed at least 90 days 
prior to the expiration date of the 
license sought to be renewed (FCC 
Form No. 303). No application 
for renewal of a television broad- 
cast station will be considered un- 
less there is on file with the Com- 
mission the information currently 
required by SS 1.341- 1.344, refer- 
ence to which by date and file 
number shall be included in the 
application. 

(b) Whenever the Commission 
regards an application for a re- 
newal of a television station li- 
cense as essential to the proper 
conduct of a hearing or investiga- 
tion, and specifically directs that 
it be filed by a certain date, such 
application shall be filed within 
the time thus specified. If the li- 
censee fails to file such applica- 
tion within the prescribed time, the 
hearing or investigation shall pro- 
ceed as if such renewal applica- 
tion had been received. 

"Renewals of licenses will be granted 
for the period specified in the rule: 
Provided, however, That if as a result 
of the transition from the present 
schedule to the proposed schedule the 
period for which a license is renewed 
is 4 months or less, the licensee may 
within 30 days of the expiration date 
of such renewed license file, in lieu 
of renewal application (FCC Form 
303), a written application under oath 
for the next renewal of license which 
shall consist of (1) a request that its 
license be renewed and (2) a state- 
ment that no substantial changes have 
been made in its operations or in its 
plans for future operations since its 
last renewal application; or if changes 
have been made or proposed, a state- 
ment specifying such changes. Upon 
review of such statement, the Com- 
mission may grant a renewal of li- 
cense for the full period provided for 
in the rule; or, if the Commission re- 
quires additional information, it may 
require the filing of renewal applica- 
tion (FCC Form 303). 

3.632. Temporary extension of 
station licenses. Where there is 
pending before the Commission 
any application, investigation, or 
proceeding which, after hearing, 
might lead to or make necessary 
the modification of, revocation of, 
or the refusal to renew an exist- 
ing television license, the Commis- 
sion may, in its discretion, grant 
a temporary extension of such 
license: Provided, however, That no 
such temporary extension shall be 
construed as a finding by the Com- 
mission that the operation of any 
television station thereunder will 
serve public interest, convenience, 
and necessity beyond the express 
terms of such temporary exten- 
sion of license: And provided fur- 
ther, That such temporary exten- 
sion of license will in nowise affect 
or ..limit the action of the Com- 
mission with respect to any pend- 
ing application or proceeding. 

3.633. License, simultaneous 
modification and renewal. When an 
application is granted by the Com- 
mission necessitating the issuance 
of a modified license less than 60 
days prior to the expiration date 
of the license sought to be modi- 
fied, and an application for re- 
newal of said license is granted 
subsequent or prior thereto (but 
within 30 days of expiration of the 
present license), the modified li- 
cense as well as the renewal li- 
cense shall be issued to conform to 
the combined action of the Com- 
mission. 

3.634. Assignment or transfer of 
control -(a)Voluntary. Application 
for consent to voluntary assign- 
ment of a television station con- 
struction permit or license or for 
consent to voluntary transfer of 
control of a corporation holding a 
television station construction per- 
mit or license shall be filed with 
the Commission on FCC Form No. 
314 (Assignment of License), FCC 
Form No. 315 (Transfer of Con- 
trol) or FCC Form No 316 (Short 
Form) at least 60 days prior to the 
contemplated effective date of as- 
signment or transfer of control. 

(b) Pro forma. Assignment or 
transfer application shall be filed 
on FCC Form 316 where: 

(1) There is an assignment from 
an individual or individuals (in- 
cluding partnerships) to a corpora- 
tion owned and controlled by such 
individuals or partnerships without 
any substantial change in their 
relative interests; 

(2) There is an assignment from 
a corporation to its individual 
stock -holders without effecting any 
substantial change in the disposi- 
tion of their interests. 

(3) There is an assignment or 
transfer by which certain partners 
or stockholders retire but no new 
ones are brought in, provided that 
the interest transferred is not a 
controlling one; 

(4) There is a corporate reor- 
ganization which involves no sub- 
stantial change in the beneficial 
ownership of the corporation; 

(5) There is an involuntary 
transfer to an Executive, Admin- 
istrator or other court appointed 
officer caused by death or legal dis- 
ability, except that this form does 
not cover assignments (or trans- 
fers) from the Executor, Adminis- 
trator or other court appointed 
officers to the ultimate beneficiary; 

(6) There is an assignment or 
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transfer from a corporation to a 
wholly owned subsidiary thereof or 
vice versa, or where there is an as- 
signment from a corporation to a 
corporation owned or controlled by 
the assignor stockholders without 
substantial change in their inter- 
ests; 

(7) There is an assignment of 
less than a controlling interest in 
a partnership. 

(c) Involuntary. In the event of 
the death or legal disability of a 
permittee or licensee, or a member 
of a partnership, or a person di- 
rectly or indirectly in control of a 
corporation, which is a permittee or 
licensee: 

(1) The Commission shall be 
notified in writing promptly of the 
occurrence of such death or legal 
disability, and 

(2) Within thirty days after the 
occurrence of such death or legal 
disability, application on FCC Form 
No. 316 shall be filed for consent to 
involuntary transfer of control of 
such corporation to a person or 
entity qualified to succeed to the 
foregoing interests under the laws 
of the place having jurisdiction over 
the estate involved. 

3.635. Use of common antenna 
site. No television license or re- 
newal of a television license will 
be granted to any person who owns, 
leases, or controls a particular site 
which is peculiarly suitable for 
television broadcasting in a partic- 
ular area and (a) which is not 
available for use by other television 
licensees; and (b) no other com- 
parable site is available in the area; 
and (c) where the exclusive use of 
such site by the applicant or li- 
censee would unduly limit the num- 
ber of television stations that can 
be authorized in a particular area 
or would unduly restrict competi- 
tion among television stations. 

3.636. Multiple ownership. (a) No 
person (including all persons under 
common control) u shall, directly or 
indirectly, own, operate, or control 
more than one television broadcast 
station that would serve substan- 
tially the same area as another 
television broadcast station owned, 
operated, or controlled by such per- 
son. 

(b) No person (including all per- 
sons under common control) shall, 
directly or indirectly, own, operate, 
or control more than one television 
broadcast station, except upon a 
showing (1) that such ownership, 
operation, or control would foster 
competition among television broad- 
cast stations or provide a television 
broadcasting service distinct and 
separate from existing services, 
and (2) that such ownership, 
operation, or control would not re- 
sult in the concentration of control 
of television broadcasting facilities 
in a manner inconsistent with pub- 
lic interest, convenience, or neces- 
sity; Provided however, That the 
Commission will consider the own- 
ership, operation, or control of 
more than five television broadcast 
stations to constitute the concentra- 
tion of control of television broad- 
casting facilities in a manner in- 
consistent with public interest, 
convenience, or necessity. 

(c) Subparagraphs (a) and (b) 
are not applicable to noncommer- 

n The word "control" as used herein is 
not limited to majority stock owner- 
ship but includes actual working con- 
trol in whatever manner exercised. 
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cial educational stations. 
3.637. Alternate main trans- 

mitters. The licensee of a televi- 
sion broadcast station may be 
licensed for alternate main trans- 
mitters provided that a technical 
need for such alternate transmit- 
ters is shown and that the following 
conditions are met: 

(a) Both transmitters are located 
at the same place. 

(b) Both transmitters shall have 
the same power rating. 

(c) Both transmitters shall meet 
the construction, installation, oper- 
ation and performance require- 
ments of this Subpart. 

3.638. Auxiliary transmitter. 
Upon showing that a need exists 
for the use of auxiliary transmit- 
ters in addition to the regular 
transmitters of a television station, 
a license therefor may be issued: 
Provided, That: 

(a) Auxiliary transmitters may 
be installed either at the same loca- 
tion as the main transmitters or at 
another location. 

(b) A licensed operator shall 
be in control whenever auxiliary 
transmitters are placed in opera- 
tion. 

(c) The auxiliary transmitters 
shall be maintained so that they 
may be put into immediate opera- 
tion at any time for the following 
purposes: 

(1) The transmission of the reg- 
ular programs upon the failure of 
the main transmitters. 

(2) The transmission of regular 
programs during maintenance or 
modification " work on the main 
transmitters necessitating discon- 
tinuance of their operation for a 
period not to exceed five days. 

(3) Upon request by a duly au- 
thorized representative of the 
Commission. 

(d) The auxiliary transmitters 
shall be tested at least once each 
week to determine that they are in 
proper operating condition and 
that they are adjusted to the 
proper frequency, except that in 
case of operation in accordance 
with paragraph (c) of this section 
during any week, the test in that 
week may be omitted provided the 
operation under paragraph (c) is 
satisfactory. A record shall be 
kept of the time and result of 
each test operation under para- 
graph (c). 

(e) The auxiliary transmitters 
shall be equipped with satisfactory 
control equipment which will en- 
able the maintenance of the fre- 
quency emitted by the station 
within the limits prescribed by the 
regulations in this Subpart. 

(f) The operating power of an 
auxiliary transmitter may be less 
than the authorized power of the 
main transmitters, but in no event 
shall it be greater than such power. 

3.639. Changes in equipment and 
antenna system. Licensees of tele- 
vision broadcast stations shall ob- 
serve the following provisions with 
regard to changes in equipment 
and antenna system: 

(a) No changes in equipment 
shall be made: 

u This includes the equipment changes 
which may be made without authority 
as set forth elsewhere in the rules and 
regulations or as authorized by the 
Commission by letter or by construc- 
tion permit. Where such operation is 
required for periods in excess of 5 
days, request therefor shall be in ac- 
cordance with Section 1.324 of the 
Commission's Rules. 
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( ) That would result in the 
emission of signals outside of the 
aut orized channel. 

(') That would result in the ex- 
te -1 performance of the trans- 
mit er being in disagreement with 
tha prescribed in this Subpart. 

( ) Specific authority upon filing 
fo al application therefor (FCC 
Fo No. 301 or such other form 
as i provided therefor), is required 
for ny of the following changes: 

( ) Changes involving an in- 
cre:se or decrease in the power 
rati g of the transmitters. 

( -) A replacement of the trans- 
mit ' rs as a whole. 

( ) Change in the location of the 
tra smitting antenna. 

( ) Change in antenna system, 
incl ding transmission line. 

(;) Change in the power deliv- 
ere to the antenna. 

(;) Change in frequency control 
and or modulation system. 

(.) Other changes, except as 
abo e provided for in this section 
or i the provisions of this Sub - 
pa may be made at any time 
wit put the authority of the Com- 
miss'on, provided that the Commis- 
sion shall be promptly notified 
the of and such changes shall be 
oho in the next application for 
rene al of license. 

3.:40. Administrative changes in 
ant rizations. In the issuance of 
television broadcast station au- 
tho zations, the Commission will 
spec fy the transmitter power out- 
put and effective radiated power, 
when calculated to the figures in 
the anges shown in Column (1) 
belo , to the accuracy indicated by 
the orresponding figure in Column 
(2) elow. Power in decibels will 
be specified to the nearest 0.1 dbk 
and ntenna heights above average 
terr in will be specified to the 
near st 10 feet. Midway figures 
will be authorized in the lower 
alte ative. 

Coln n i Column 2 
0.1 0.3 kw 0.005 kw 
0. 1.0 kw 0.01 kw 
1. 3.0 kw 0.05 kw 
3 10.0 kw 0.1 kw 

10 30.0 kw 0.5 kw 
30 100.0 kw 1.0 kw 

100 300.0 kw 5.0 kw 
300 1000.0 kw 10.0 kw 

Gen' ral Operating Requirements 
3. 1. Time of operation. (a) 

All elevision broadcast stations 
will e licensed for unlimited time 
oper tion. Each such station shall 
main in a regular program oper- 
atin schedule as follows: not less 
than two hours daily in any five 
broadcast days per week and not 
less than a total of twelve hours 
per eek during the first eighteen 
mont s of the station's operation; 
not ss than two hours daily in 
any ve broadcast days per week 
and of less than a total of sixteen 
hour , twenty Hours and twenty - 
four ours per week for each suc- 
cessi e six month period of opera- 
tion, respectively; and not less 
than two hours in each of the 
seve days of the week and not 
less han a total of twenty -eight 
hour per week thereafter. "Opera- 
tion" includes the period during 
whit a station is operated pur- 
suan to special temporary au- 
thori y or during program tests, as 
well : s during the license period. 
Time devoted to test patterns, or 
to au al presentations accompanied 
by th incidental use of fixed visual 
imag s which have no substantial 
relationship to the subject matter 

of such aural presentations, shall 
not be considered in computing 
periods of program service. If, in 
the event of an emergency due to 
causes beyond the control of a 
licensee, it becomes impossible to 
continue operation, the Commis- 
sion and the Engineer in Charge 
of the radio district in which the 
station is located shall be notified 
in writing immediately after the 
emergency develops and immedi- 
ately after the emergency ceass 
and operation is resumed. 

(b) Noncommercial educational 
television broadcast stations are 
not required to operate on a regu- 
lar schedule and no minimum num- 
ber of hours of operation is spec- 
ified; but the hours of actual oper- 
ation during a license period shall 
be taken into consideration in con- 
sidering the renewal of non -com- 
mercial educational television 
broadcast licenses. 

(c) (1) The aural transmitter of 
a television station shall not be 
operated separately from the visual 
transmitter except for the follow- 
ing purposes: 

(i) For actual tests of station 
equipment or actual experimenta- 
tion in accordance with Section 
3.666; and 

(ii) For emergency "fills" in case 
of visual equipment failure or un- 
scheduled and unavoidable delays 
in presenting visual programs. In 
such situations the aural trans- 
mitter may be used to advise the 
audience of difficulties and to 
transmit for a short period pro- 
gram material of such nature that 
the audience will be enabled to 
remain tuned to the station; for 
example, music or news accom- 
panying a test pattern or other 
visual presentation. 

(2) During periods of trans- 
mission of a test pattern on the 
visual transmitter of a television 
station, aural transmission shall 
consist only of a single tone or 
series of variable tones. During 
periods when still pictures or 
slides are employed to produce 
visual transmissions which are ac- 
companied by aural transmissions, 
the aural and visual transmissions 
shall be integral parts of a pro- 
gram or announcement and shall 
have a substantial relationship to 
each other: Provided, That nothing 
herein shall preclude the transmis- 
sion of a test pattern, still pictures 
or slides for the following purposes 
and periods: 

(i) To accompany aural an- 
nouncements of the station's pro- 
gram schedule and aural news 
broadcasts or news commentaries, 
for a total period not to exceed one 
hour in any broadcast day. 

(ii) To accompany aural trans- 
missions for a period of time not 
to exceed fifteen minutes imme- 
diately prior to the commence- 
ment of a programming schedule. 

Examples: (1) Duplication of 
AM or FM programs on the aural 
transmitter of a television station 
while the same program is broad- 
cast on the visual transmitter (i.e., 
a "simulcast ") is consistent with 
this paragraph. 

(2) Duplication of AM or FM 
programs on the aural transmitter 
of a television station while a test 
pattern is broadcast on the visual 
transmitter is not consistent with 
this paragraph, except for the 
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specific purposes and periods spec- 
ified in paragraph (b) (2). 

(3) A travel lecture in which the 
words of the lecturer are broadcast 
simultaneously with still pictures 
or slides of scenes illustrating the 
lecture, and a newscast in which 
the words of the newscaster are 
broadcast simultaneously with still 
pictures or slides of the news 
events, are examples of programs 
in which the aural and visual trans- 
missions are integral parts of the 
same program having a substantial 
relationship to each other, within 
the meaning of paragraph (b) (2). 
Mood music unrelated to the visual 
transmission is not consistent with 
this paragraph. 

(4) The broadcast of a test pat- 
tern accompanied by a musical 
composition for the purpose -of 
demonstration, sale, installation or 
orientation of television receivers, 
or receiving antennas is not con- 
sistent with this paragraph. 

(5) Music accompanying the 
transmission of a test pattern upon 
which is visually imposed a moving 
text consisting of continuous pro- 
gram material, such as a running 
newscast or news commentary, is 
consistent with this paragraph. 

(6) Music accompanying the 
transmission of a test pattern upon 
which is visually imposed a clock 
indicating the time of day, or a 
text that is changed at spaced 
intervals, is not consistent with 
this paragraph. 

3.652. Station identification. (a) 
A licensee of a television broadcast 
station shall make station identi- 
fication announcement (call letters 
and location) at the beginning and 
ending of each time of operation 
and during the operation on the 
hour. The announcement at the 
beginning and ending of each time 
of operation shall be by both aural 
and visual means. Other an- 
nouncements may be by either 
aural or visual means. 

(b) Identification announcements 
during operation need not be made 
when to make such announcement 
would interrupt a single consecu- 
tive speech, play, religious service, 
symphony concert, or any type of 
production. In such cases, the 
identification announcement shall 
be made at the first interruption 
of the entertainment continuity and 
at the conclusion thereof. 

3.653. Mechanical reproductions. 
(a) Each program which consists 
in whole or in part of one or more 
mechanical reproductions, either 
visual or aural, shall be accom- 
panied by an appropriate an- 
nouncement to that effect either 
at the beginning or end of such 
reproduction or at the beginning 
or end of the program in which 
such reproduction is used. No such 
announcement shall be required 
where a mechanical reproduction is 
used for background music, sound 
effects, station identification, pro- 
gram identification (theme music 
of short duration) or identification 
of sponsorship of the program 
proper. 

(b) The exact form of identif y- 
ing announcement is not prescribed 
but the language shall be clear and 
in terms commonly used and under- 
stood. The licensee shall not at- 
tempt affirmatively to create the 
impression that any program being 
broadcast by mechanical reproduc- 
tion consists of live talent. 

3.654. Sponsored programs, an- 
nouncement. (a) In the case of 
each program for the broadcasting 
of which money, services, or other 
valuable consideration is either 
directly or indirectly paid or prom- 
ised to, or charged or received 
by, any television broadcast station, 
the station broadcasting such pro- 
gram shall make, or cause to be 
made, an appropriate announce- 
ment that the program is spon- 
sored, paid for, or furnished, either 
in whole or in part. 

(b) In the case of any political 
program or any program involving 
the discussion of public contro- 
versial issues for which any films, 
records, transcriptions, tale n t, 
scripts, or other material or serv- 
ices of any kind are furnished, 
either directly or indirectly, to a 
station as an inducement to the 
broadcasting of such program, an 
announcement shall be made both 
at the beginning and conclusion of 
such program on which such mate- 
rial or services are used that such 
films, records, transcriptions, tal- 
ent, scripts, or other material or 
services have been furnished to 
such station in connection with the 
broadcasting of such program: 
Provided, however, That only one 
such announcement need be made 
in the case of any such program of 
5 minutes' duration or less, which 
announcement may be made either 
at the beginning or conclusion of 
the program. 

(e) The announcement required 
by this section shall fully and 
fairly disclose the true identity of 
the person or persons by whom or 
in whose behalf such payment is 
made or promised, or from whom 
or in whose behalf such services 
or other valuable consideration is 
received, or by whom the material 
or services referred to in paragraph 
(b) of this section are furnished. 
Where an agent or other person 
contracts or otherwise makes ar- 
rangements with a station on be- 
half of another, and such fact is 
known to the station, the an- 
nouncement shall disclose the iden- 
tity of the person or persons in 
whose behalf such agent is acting 
instead of the name of such agent. 

(d) In the case of any program, 
other than a program advertising 
commercial products or services, 
which is sponsored, paid for or 
furnished, either in whole or in 
part, or for which material or serv- 
ices referred to in paragraph (b) of 
this section are furnished, by a cor- 
poration, committee, association or 
other unincorporated group, the 
announcement required by this sec- 
tion shall disclose the name of such 
corporation, committee, association 
or other unincorporated group. In 
each such case the station shall re- 
quire that a list of the chief execu- 
tive officers or members of the 
executive committee or of the board 
of directors of the corporation, 
committee, association or other 
unincorporated group shall be 
made available for public inspec- 
tion at one of the television broad- 
cast stations carrying the program. 

(e) In the case of programs ad- 
vertising commercial products or 
services, an announcement stating 
the sponsor's corporate or trade 
name or the name of the sponsor's 
product shall be deemed sufficient 
for the purposes of this section 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 



and only one such announcement 
need be made at any time during 
the course of the program. 

3.655. Rebroadcast. (a) The term 
"rebroadcast" as used below means 
reception by radio of the program " 
of a television broadcast station, 
and the simultaneous or subsequent 
retransmission of such programs 
by a broadcast station. The broad- 
casting of a program relayed by 
an auxiliary broadcast station li- 
censed to the television broadcast 
station is not considered a rebroad- 
cast. 

(b) The licensee of a television 
broadcast station may, without fur- 
ther authority of the Commission, 
rebroadcast the program of a 
United States television broadcast 
station, provided the Commission 
is notified of the call lettera of 
each station rebroadcast and the 
licensee certifies that express au- 
thority has been received from the 
licensee of the station originating 
the program.' 

(e) No licensee of a television 
broadcast station shall rebroadcast 
the program of any United States 
radio station not designated in 
paragraph (b) of this section with- 
out written authority having first 
been obtained from the Commission 
upon application (informal) accom- 
panied by written consent or cer- 
tification of consent of the licensee 
of the station originating the pro- 
gram." 

3.656. Lotteries and give -away 
programs." (a) An application for 
construction permit, license, re- 
newal of license, or any other au- 
thorization for the operation of a 
television broadcast station, will 
not be granted where the applicant 
proposes to follow or continue to 
follow policy or practice of broad- 
casting or permitting "the broad- 
casting of any advertisement of or 
information concerning any lottery, 
gift enterprise, or similar scheme, 
offering prizes dependent in whole 
or in part upon lot or chance, or 
any list of the prizes drawn or 
awarded by means of any such 
lottery, gift enterprise, or scheme, 
whether said list contains any part 

" As used in this section, program in- 
cludes any complete program or part 
thereof. 
"The notice and certification of con- 
sent shall be given within 3 days of 
any single rebroadcast, but in case of 
the regular practice of rebroadcasting 
certain programs of a television broad- 
cast station several times during a 
license period, notice and certification 
of consent shall be given for the en- 
suing license period with the applica- 
tion for renewal of license. or at the 
beginning of such rebroadcast practice 
if begun during a license period. 
"By Order No. 82, dated and effective 
June 24, 1941, until further order of 
the Commission, Section 3.655(c) is 
suspended only insofar as it requires 
prior written authority of the Commis- 
sion for the rebroadcasting of pro- 
grams originated for that express pur- 
pose by U.S. Government radio 
stations. 
u The Commission on September 21. 
1949. adopted an order which read in 
part as follows: 

It is ordered, That, effective imme- 
diately, the effective date of Sections 
3.192, 3.292 and 3692 [now Section 
3.656] of the Commission's rules is 
hereby postponed until a date to be 
fixed by further order, which shall be 
at least thirty days after a final deci- 
sion by the Supreme Court of the 
United States, or thirty days after the 
time within which an appeal to the 
Supreme Court may be taken has ex- 
pired without such an appeal being 
taken, in pending litigation with re- 
spect to these rules. 
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or all of such prizes." (See 18 
U.S.C. sec. 1304.) 

(b) The determination whether 
a particular program comes within 
the provisions of paragraph (a) of 
this section depends on the facts 
of each case. However, the Com- 
mission will in any event consider 
that a program comes within the 
provisions of paragraph (a) of this 
section if in connection with such 
program a prize consisting of 
money or thing of value is awarded 
to any person whose selection is 
dependent in whole or in part upon 
lot or chance, if as a condition of 
winning or competing for such 
prize: 

(1) Such winner or winners are 
required to furnish any money or 
thing of value or are required to 
have in their possession any prod- 
uct sold, manufactured, furnished 
or distributed by a sponsor of a 
program broadcast on the station 
in question; or 

(2) Such winner or winners are 
required to be listening to or view- 
ing the program in question on a 
radio or television receiver; or 

(3) Such winner or winners are 
required to answer correctly a 
question, the answer to which is 
given on a program broadcast over 
the station in question or where 
aid to answering the question cor- 
rectly is given on a program broad- 
cast over the station in question. 
For the purposes of this provision 
the broadcasting of the question to 
be answered over the television 
station on a previous program will 
be considered as an aid in answer- 
ing the question correctly; or 

(4) Such winner or winners are 
required to answer the phone in a 
prescribed manner or with a pre- 
scribed phrase, or are required to 
write a letter in a prescribed man- 
ner or containing a prescribed 
phrase, if the prescribed manner 
of answering the phone or writing 
the letter or the prescribed phrase 
to be used over the phone or in the 
letter (or an aid in ascertaining 
the prescribed phrase or the pre- 
scribed manner of answering the 
phone or writing the letter) is, or 
has been, broadcast over the station 
in question. 

3.657. Broadcasts by candidates 
for public office -(a) Legally qual- 
lified candidate. A "legally quali- 
fied candidate" means any person 
who has publicly announced that 
he is a candidate for nomination 
by a convention of a political party 
or for nomination or election in a 
primary, special, or general elec- 
tion, municipal, county, state or 
national, and who meets the qual- 
ifications prescribed by the ap- 
licable laws to hold the office for 
which he is a candidate, so that he 
may be voted for by the electorate 
directly or by means of delegates 
or electors, and who: 

(1) Has qualified for a place on 
the ballot, or 

(2) Is eligible under the appli- 
cable law to be voted for by sticker, 
by writing in his name on the 
ballot, or other method, and (i) 
has been duly nominated by a 
political party which is commonly 
known and regarded as such, or (ii) 
makes a substantial showing that 
he is a bona fide candidate for 
nomination or office, as the case 
may be. 

(b) General requirements. No 
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station licensee is required to per- 
mit the use of its facilities by any 
legally qualified candidate for pub - 
lice office, but if any licensee shall 
permit any such candidate to use 
its facilities, it shall afford equal 
opportunities to all other such 
candidates for that office to use 
such facilities: Provided, That such 
licensee shall have no power of 
censorship over the material broad- 
cast by any such candidate. 

(c) Rates and practices. The 
rates, if any, charged all such can- 
didates for the same office shall 
be uniform and shall not be re- 
bated by any means, directly or 

' indirectly; no licensee shall make 
any discrimination in charges, 
practices, regulations, facilities, or 
services for or in connection with 
the service rendered pursuant to 
the regulations in this part, or 
make or give any preference to any 
candidate for public office or sub- 
ject any such candidate to any 
prejudice or disadvantage; nor 
shall any licensee make any con- 
tract or other agreement which 
shall have the effect of permitting 
any legally qualified candidate for 
any public office to broadcast to 
the exclusion of other legally quali- 
fied candidates for the same public 
office. 

(d) Inspection of records. Every 
licensee shall keep and permit pub- 
lic inspection of a complete record 
of all requests for broadcast time 
made by or on behalf of candidates 
for public office, together with an 
appropriate notation showing the 
disposition made by the licensee 
of such requests, and the charges 
made, if any, if request is granted. 

3.658. Affiliation agreements. - 
(a) Exclusive affiliation of station. 
No license shall be granted to a 
television broadcast station having 
any contract, arrangement, or un- 
derstanding, express or implied, 
with a network organization " un- 
der which the station is prevented 
or hindered from, or penalized for, 
broadcasting the programs of any 
other network organization. 

(b) Territorial exclusivity. No 
license shall be granted to a tele- 
vision broadcast station having 
any contract, arrangement, or un- 
derstanding, express or implied, 
with a network organization which 
prevents or hinders another broad- 
cast station serving substantially 
the same area from broadcasting 
the network's programs not taken 
by the former station, or which 
prevents or hinders another broad- 
cast station serving a substantially 
different area from broadcasting 
any program of the network or- 
ganization. This regulation shall 
not be construed to prohibit any 
contract, arrangement, or under- 
standing between a station and a 
network organization pursuant to 
which the station is granted the 
first call in its area upon the pro- 
grams of the network organization. 

(c) Term of affiliation. No li- 
cense shall be granted to a tele- 
vision broadcast station having any 
contract, arrangement, or under- 
standing, express or implied, with 
a network organization which pro- 
vides, by original terms, provisions 
for renewal, or otherwise for the 

" The term "network organization" as 
used herein includes national and re- 
gional network organizations. See ch. 
VII. J. of Report on Chain Broad- 
casting. 

affiliation of the station with the 
network organization for a period 
longer than 2 years: Provided, That 
a contract, arrangement, or under- 
standing for a period up to 2 years 
may be entered into within 6 
months prior to the commence- 
ment of such period. 

(d) Option time. No license shall 
be granted to a television broad- 
cast station which options " for net- 
work programs any time subject to 
call on less than 56 days' notice, or 
more time than a total of 3 hours '° 
within each of four segments of 
the broadcast day, as herein de- 
scribed. The broadcast day is 
divided into four segments, as fol- 
lows: 8 a.m. to 1 p.m.; 1 p.m. to 
6 p.m.; 6 p.m. to 11 p.m.; 11 p.m. 
to 8 a.m." Such options may not 
be exclusive as against other net- 
work organizations and may not 
prevent or hinder the station from 
optioning or selling any or all of 
the time covered by the option, or 
other time, to other network or- 
ganizations. 

(e) Right to reject programs. No 
license shall be granted to a tele- 
vision broadcast station having any 
contract, arrangement, or under- 
standing, express or implied, with 
a network organization which (a), 
with respect to programs offered 
pursuant to an affiliation contract, 
prevents or hinders the 'station 
from rejecting or refusing network 
programs which the station rea- 
sonably believes to be unsatisfac- 
tory or unsuitable; or which (b) 
with respect to network programs 
so offered or already contracted 
for, prevents the station from re- 
jecting or refusing any program 
which, in its opinion, is contrary 
to the public interest, or from sub- 
stituting a program of outstanding 
local or national importance. 

(f) Network ownership of sta- 
tions. No license shall be granted 
to a network organization, or to 
any person directly or indirectly 
controlled by or under common 
control° of a network organiza- 
tion, for a television broadcast 
station in any locality where the 
existing television broadcast sta- 
tions are so few or of such unequal 
desirability (in terms of coverage, 
power, frequency, or other related 
matters) that competition would 
be substantially restrained by such 
licensing. 

"As used in this section, an option is 
any contract, arrangement, or under- 
standing, express or implied, between 
a station and a network organization 
which prevents or hinders the station 
from scheduling programs before the 
network agrees to utilize the time 
during which such programs are sched- 
uled, or which requires the station to 
clear time already scheduled when the 
network organization seeks to utilize 
the time. 
"All time options permitted under this 
section must be specified clock hours, 
expressed in terms of any time system 
set forth in the contract agreed upon 
by the station and network organiza- 
tion. Shifts from daylight saving to 
standard time or vice versa may or may 
not shift the specified hours corre- 
spondingly as agreed by the station and 
network organization. 
s, These segments are to be determined 
for each station in terms of local time 
at the location of the station but may 
remain constant throughout the year 
regardless of shifts from standard to 
daylight saving time or vice versa. 

The word "control" as used in this 
section, is not limited to full control 
but includes such a measure of control 
as would substantially affect the avail- 
ability of the station to other networks. 
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) Dual network operation. No 
lic nse shall be issued to a tele- 
via on broadcast station affiliated 
wi a network organization which 
ma ntains more than one network 
of television broadcast stations: 
Pr vided, That this section shall 
not be applicable if such networks 
are not operated simultaneously, 
or there is no substantial over- 
lap in the territory served by the 
gro of stations comprising each 
suc network. 

( ) Control by networks of sta- 
tio rates. No license shall be 
gra ted to a television broadcast 
station having any contract, ar- 
rangement, or understanding, ex- 
pre s or implied, with a network 
org nization under which the sta- 
tio is prevented or hindered from, 
or enalized for, fixing or altering 
its rates for the sale of broadcast 
time for other than the network's 
pro rams. 

3. 59. Special rules relating to 
con ratts providing for reservation 
of time upon sale of a station. (a) 
No icense, renewal of license, as- 
si ent of license, or transfer of 
con of of a corporate licensee shall 
be anted or authorized to a tele- 
visi n broadcast station which has 
a c ntract, arrangement or under - 
sta ing, express or implied, pur- 
suant to which, as consideration or 
partial consideration for the as- 
signment of license or transfer of 
control, the assignor of a station 
lice or the transferor of stock, 
whe a transfer of a corporate li- 
cens a is involved, or the nominee 
of s ch assignor or transferor re- 
tain any right of reversion of the 
lice a or any right to the reas- 
si ent of the license in the fu- 
ture or reserves the right to use 
the (facilities of the station for 
any period whatsoever. 

(b) In the case of assignment of 
license or transfer of control of a 
corporate licensee approved by the 
Co ision before the effective 
date of this section, February 15, 
1949 involving a contract, arrange - 
men or understanding of the type 
cove ed by paragraph (a) of this 
secti n and the existence and 
term of which were fully disclosed 
to t e Commission at the time of 
exec Lion, the Commission will give 
consi eration to the issuance of a 
licen e despite the existence of 
such contract, arrangement or un- 
derstanding, if the parties thereto 
modify such contract within 6 
months from the effective date of 
this section. Such modifications 
will pe considered on the facts of 
each krcase but no such modification 
will e approved unless the modi- 
fied Contract contains at least the 
following provisions: 

(1). A maximum limitation of 
the time subject to reservation so 
that no more than 12 hours per 
week shall be subject to reserva- 
tion, of which no more than 4 
hours shall be on any given day. 

(2) A clause providing that the 
licensee reserves the right to re- 
ject or refuse programs which he 
reasonably believes to be unsatis- 
factory or unsuitable or for which, 
in his opinion, a program of out- 
standing local or national impor- 
tance should be substituted, but 
provision may be made for the 
substitution of other television 
time for programs so rejected or 
for the payment at the station 
card ¡ate for the time made un- 
availaple. 
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(3) A prohibition against the 
resale or reassignment of any of 
the broadcast time reserved by 
such modified contract. 

(4) An express negation of any 
right with respect to reversion or 
reassignment of license. 

(5) An express provision setting 
forth a definite expiration date of 
the contract, arrangement or un- 
derstanding. Such expiration date 
shall not extend beyond February 
15, 1964, and shall in no event 
extend beyond the expiration date 
originally provided for in any such 
contract, agreement or understand- 
ing, in the event that such expira- 
tion date is a date prior to Feb- 
ruary 15, 1964. 

(6) An express provision giving 
to the licensee the right to termi- 
nate the contract, arrangement or 
understanding for substantial 
cause, including, but not limited 
to the assignment of license or the 
transfer of control of a corporate 
licensee, consistent disagreement 
over programs between the parties, 
or the acquisition of a network 
affiliation by the licensee, upon the 
payment of a lump sum or periodic 
payments, and providing that the 
amount initially fixed shall there- 
after decrease as the amount of 
time reserved is decreased by per- 
formance of the contract. Any 
such payment should not be so 
unduly large as to constitute in 
practice an effective deterrent to 
the licensee exercising the right. 
In determining whether the amount 
is unduly large, the Commission 
will consider the amount by which 
consideration in return for the 
transfer of the station was de- 
creased by reason of the reserva- 
tion of time or the present value 
of the television time still reserved 
and unused as of the date of the 
exercise of the right of termina- 
tion. 

3.660. Station license, posting 
of. The original of each station 
license shall be posted in the 
transmitter room. 

3.661. Operator requirements. 
One or more licensed radio-tele- 
phone first class operators shall be 
on duty at the place where the 
transmitting apparatus of each 
station is located and in actual 
charge thereof whenever it is being 
operated. The original license (or 
FCC Form No. 759) of each station 
operator shall be posted at the 
place where he is on duty. The 
licensed operator on duty and in 
charge of a television broadcast 
transmitter may, at the discretion 
of the licensee, be employed for 
other duties or for the operation 
of another station or stations in 
accordance with the class of opera- 
tor's license which he holds and 
by the rules and regulations gov- 
erning such stations. However, 
such duties shall in nowise inter- 
fere with the operation of the 
broadcast transmitter. 

3.662. Inspection of tower, lights 
and associated control equipment. 
The licensee or permittee of any 
television broadcast station which 
has an antenna structure requiring 
illumination pursuant to the provi- 
sions of Section 303(q) of the 
Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended: 

(a) (1) Shall make an observa- 
tion of the tower lights at least 

once each 24 hours either visually 
or by observing an automatic and 
properly maintained indicator de- 
signed to register any failure of 
such lights, to insure that all such 
lights are functioning properly as 
required; or alternatively, 

(2) Shall provide and properly 
maintain an automatic alarm sys- 
tem designed to detect any failure 
of such lights and to provide indi- 
cation of such failure to the li- 
censee. 

(b) Shall report immediately by 
telephone or telegraph to the near- 
est Airways Communication Sta- 
tion or office of Civil Aeronautics 
Administration any observed or 
otherwise known failure of a code 
or rotating beacon light or top 
light not corrected within thirty 
minutes, regardless of the cause of 
such failure. Further notification 
by telephone or telegraph shall be 
given immediately upon resumption 
of the required illumination. 

(c) Shall inspect at intervals not 
to exceed three months all auto- 
matic or mechanical control de- 
vices, indicators and alarm sys- 
tems associated with the tower 
lighting to insure that such appa- 
ratus is functioning properly. 

3.663 Logs; Maintenance of. The 
licensee or permittee of each tele- 
vision station shall maintain pro- 
gram and operating logs and shall 
require entries to be made as fol- 
lows: 

(a) In the program log: 
(1) An entry of the time each 

station identification announce- 
ment (call letters and location) is 
made. 

(2) An entry briefly describing 
each program broadcast, such as 
"music," "drama," "speech," etc., 
together with the name or title 
thereof and the sponsor's name, 
with the time of the beginning 
and ending of the complete pro- 
gram. If a mechanical reproduc- 
tion, either visual or aural, is used, 
the entry shall show the exact 
nature thereof and the time it is 
announced as a mechanical repro- 
duction. If a speech is made by a 
political candidate, the name and 
political affiliations of such speak- 
er shall be entered. 

(3) An entry showing that each 
sponsored program broadcast has 
been announced as sponsored, paid 
for, or furnished by the sponsor; 
or that the broadcast is under the 
auspices of a non -profit educational 
organization other than the li- 
censee or permittee. 

(4) An entry showing, for each 
program of network origin, the 
name of the network originating 
the program. 

(b) In the operating log: 
(1) An entry of the time the 

station begins to supply power to 
the antenna, and the time it stops. 

(2) An entry of the time the 
program begins and ends. 

(3) An entry of each interrup- 
tion to the carrier wave, its cause, 
and duration. 

(4) An entry of the following 
each 30 minutes: 

(i) Operating constants of last 
radio stage of the aural transmit- 
ter (total plate current and plate 
voltage). 

(ii) Transmission line meter 
readings for both transmitters. 

(iii) Frequency monitor read- 
ings. 

(5) Log of experimental opera- 
tion during experimental period 
(if regular operation is maintained 
during this period, the above logs 
shall be kept). 

(i) A log must be kept of all 
operation during the experimental 
period. If the entries required 
above are not applicable thereto, 
then the entries shall be made so 
as to describe the operation fully. 

(c) Where an antenna and an- 
tenna supporting structure(s) is 
required to be illuminated, the li- 
censee or permittee shall make en- 
tries in the radio log as follows: 

(1) The time the tower lights 
are turned on and off each day if 
manually controlled. 

(2) The time the daily check of 
proper operation of the tower 
lights was made. 

(3) In the event of any observed 
or otherwise known failure of a 
tower light: 

(i) Nature of such failure. 
(ii) Date and time the failure 

was observed, or otherwise noted. 
(iii) Date, time and nature of 

the adjustments, repairs, or re- 
placements that were made. 

(iv) Identification of Airways 
Communication Station (Civil 
Aeronautics Administration) noti- 
fied of the failure of any code or 
rotating beacon light not corrected 
within thirty minutes, and the date 
and time such notice was given. 

(v) Date and time notice was 
given to the Airways Communica- 
tion Station (Civil Aeronautics 
Administration) that the required 
illumination was resumed. 

(4) Upon completion of the 
periodic inspection required at 
least once each three months: 

(i) The date of the inspection 
and the condition of all tower 
lights and associated tower light- 
ing control devices, indicators and 
alarm systems. 

(ii) Any adjustments, replace- 
ments, or repairs made to insure 
compliance with the lighting re- 
quirements and the date such ad- 
justments, replacements, or repairs 
were made. 

3.664. (a) Logs, retention of. 
Logs of television broadcast sta- 
tions shall be retained by the li- 
censee or permittee for a period of 
two years; Provided, however, 
That logs involving communica- 
tions incident to a disaster or 
which include communications in- 
cident to or involved in an investi- 
gation by the Commission and 
concerning which the licensee or 
permittee has been notified, shall 
be retained by the licensee or per - 
mittee until he is specifically au- 
thorized in writing by the Com- 
mission to destroy them; Provided 
Further,. That logs incident to or 
involved in any claim or complaint 
of which the licensee or permittee 
has notice shall be retained by the 
licensee or permittee until such 
claim or complaint has been fully 
satisfied or until the same has been 
barred by statute limiting the time 
for the filing of suits upon such 
claims. 

(b) Logs, by whom kept. Each 
log shall be kept by the person or 
persons competent to do so, having 
actual knowledge of the facts re- 
quired, who shall sign the log 
when starting duty and again when 
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going off duty. The logs shall be 
made available upon request by an 
authorized representative of the 
Commission. 

(c) Log form. The log shall be 
kept in an orderly manner, in suit- 
able form, and in such detail that 
the data required for the particu- 
lar class of station concerned are 
readily available. Key letters or 
abbreviations may be used if 
proper meaning or explanation is 
contained elsewhere in the log. 

(d) Correction of logs. No log 
or portion thereof shall be erased, 
obliterated, or wilfully destroyed 
within the period of retention pro- 
vided by the rules. Any necessary 
correction may be made only by 
the person originating the entry 
who shall strike out the erroneous 
portion, initial the correction made, 
and indicate the date of correction. 

(e) Rough logs. Rough logs may 
be transcribed into condensed 
form, but in such case, the orig- 
inal log or memoranda and all por- 
tions thereof shall be preserved 
and made a part of the complete 
log. 

3.665. Station inspection. The 
licensee of a television broadcast 
station shall make the station 
available for inspection by repre- 
sentatives of the Commission at 
any reasonable hour. 

3.666. Experimental operation. 
Television broadcast stations may 
(upon informal application) con- 
duct technical experimentation di- 
rected to the improvement of tech- 
nical phases of operation and for 
such purposes may utilize a signal 
other than the standard television 
signal subject to the following con- 
ditions: 

(a) That the licensee complies 
with the provisions 
with regard to the minimum num- 
ber of hours of transmission with 
a standard television signal. 

(b) That no transmissions are 
radiated outside of the authorized 
channel and subject to the condi- 
tion that no interference is caused 
to the transmissions of a standard 
television signal by other television 
broadcast stations. 

(c) No charges either direct or 
indirect shall be made by the li- 
censee of a television broadcast 
station for the production or trans- 
mission of programs when con- 
ducting technical experimentation. 

3.667. Discontinuance of opera- 
tion. The licensee of each station 
shall notify the Commission in 
Washington, D. C., and the Engi- 
neer in Charge of the radio district 
where such station is located of per- 
manent discontinuance of opera- 
tion at least two days before oper- 
ation is discontinued. The licensee 
shall, in addition, immediately for- 
ward the station license and other 
instruments of authorization to 
the Washington, D. C., office of 
the Commission for cancellation. 

Technical Standards 
3.681. Definitions - 
(a) Amplitude modulation (AM). 

A system of modulation in which 
the envelope of the transmitted 
wave contains a component similar 
to the wave form of the signal to 
be transmitted. 

(b) Antenna height above aver- 
age terrain. The average of the 
antenna heights above the terrain 
from two to ten miles from the 
antenna. (In general, a different 

antenna height will be determined 
in each direction from the antenna. 
The average of these various 
heights is considered as the an- 
tenna height above average ter- 
rain.) 

(c) Antenna power gain. The 
square of the ratio of the root - 
mean- square free space field in- 
tensity produced at one mile in the 
horizontal plane, in millivolts per 
meter for one kilowatt antenna 
input power to 137.6 my /m. This 
ratio should be expressed in deci- 
bels (db). (If specified for a par- 
ticular direction, antenna .power 
gain is based on the field strength 
in that direction only.) 

(d) Aspect ratio. The numeri- 
cal ratio of the frame width to 
frame height, as transmitted. 

(e) Aural transmitter. The radio 
equipment for the transmission of 
the aural signal only. 

(f) Black level. The amplitude 
of the modulating signal corre- 
sponding to the scanning of a 
black area in the transmitted pic- 
ture. 

(g) Center frequency (aural). 
(1) The average frequency of 

the emitted wave when modu- 
lated by a sinusoidal signal. 

(2) The frequency of the 
emitted wave without modula- 
tion. 
(h) Color field. Scanning 

through the picture area once in 
the chosen scanning pattern and 
in each of the primary colors. 
In the line interlaced scanning pat- 
tern of two to one, the scanning 
of the alternate lines of the picture 
area once in each of the primary 
colors. 

(i) Color frame. Scanning all of 
the picture area once in each of the 
primary colors. In the line inter- 
laced scanning pattern of two to 
one, a color frame consists of two 
color fields. 

(j) Color transmission. The 
transmission of color television 
signals which can be reproduced 
with different values of hue, sat- 
uration, and luminance. 

(k) Effective radiated power. 
The product of the antennae peak 
input power and the antenna 
power gain. This product should 
be expressed in kilowatts and in 
decibels above one kilowatt (dbk). 
(If specified for a particular direc- 
tion, effective radiated power is 
based on the antenna power gain 
in that direction only. The licensed 
effective radiated power is based 
on the average antenna power gain 
for each horizontal plane direc- 
tion.) 

(1) Field. Scanning through the 
picture area once in the chosen 
scanning pattern and in a single 
color. In the line interlaced scan- 
ning pattern of two to one, the 
scanning of the alternate lines of 
the picture area once in a single 
color. 

(in) Frame. Scanning all of the 
picture area once in a single color. 
In the line interlaced scanning pat- 
tern of two to one, a frame con- 
sists of two fields. 

(n) Free space field intensity. 
The field intensity that would exist 
at a point in the absence of waves 
reflected from the earth or other 
reflecting objects. 

(o) Frequency modulation (FM). 
A system of modulation where the 
instantaneous radio frequency 
varies in proportion to the instan- 

taneous amplitude of the modulat- 
ing signal (amplitude of modulat- 
ing signal to be measured after 
pre -emphasis, if used) and the in- 
stantaneous radio frequency is in- 
dependent of the frequency of the 
modulating signal. 

(p) Frequency swing. The in- 
stantaneous departure of the fre- 
quency of the emitted wave from 
the center frequency resulting from 
modulation. 

(q) Interlaced scanning. A scan- 
ning process in which successively 
scanned lines are spaced an integral 
number of line widths, and in 
which the adjacent lines are 
scanned during successive cycles of 
the field frequency. 

(r) Monochrome transmission. 
The transmission of television sig- 
nals which can be reproduced in 
gradations of a single color only. 

(s) N e g a ti v e transmission. 
Where a decrease in initial light 
intensity causes an increase in the 
transmitted power. 

(t) Peak power. The power over 
a radio frequency 'cycle corre- 
sponding in amplitude to syn- 
chronizing peaks. 

(u) Percentage modulation. As 
applied to frequency modulation, 
the ratio of the actual frequency 
swing to the frequency swing de- 
fined as 100 percent modulation, 
expressed in percentage. For the 
aural transmitter of television 
broadcast stations, a frequency 
swing of ±25 kilocycles is defined 
as 100 percent modulation. 

(v) Polarization. The direction 
of the electric field as radiated 
from the transmitting antenna. 

(w) Positive transmission. Where 
an increase in initial light inten- 
sity causes an increase in the 
transmitted power. 

(x) Progressive scanning. A 
scanning process in which scan- 
ning lines trace one dimension sub- 
stantially parallel to a side of the 
picture area and in which succes- 
sively traced lines are adjacent. 

(y) Scanning. The process of 
analyzing successively, according 
to a predetermined method, the 
light values of picture elements 
constituting the total picture area. 

(z) Scanning line. A single con- 
tinuous narrow strip of the picture 
area containing highlights, shad- 
ows, and halftones, determined by 
the process of scanning. 

(aa) Standard television signal. 
A signal which conforms to the 
television transmission standards. 

(bb) Synchronization. The main- 
tenance of one operation in step 
with another. 

(cc) Television broadcast band. 
The frequencies in the band ex- 
tending from 54 to 890 megacycles 
which are assignable to television 
broadcast stations. These frequen- 
cies are 54 to 72 megacycles (chan- 
nels 2 through 4), 76 to 88 mega- 
cycles (channels 5 and 6), 174 to 
216 megacycles (channels 7 through 
13), and 470 to 890 megacycles 
(channels 14 through 83). 

(dd) Television broadcast sta- 
tion. A station in the television 
broadcast band transmitting simul- 
taneous visual and aural signals 
intended to be received by the 
general public. 

(ee) Television channel. A band 
of frequencies 6 megacycles wide in 
the television broadcast band and 
designated either by number or by 

the extreme lower and upper fre- 
quencies. 

(ff) Television transmission 
standards. The standards which 
determine the characteristics of a 
television signal as radiated by a 
television broadcast station. 

(gg) Television transmitter. The 
radio transmitter or transmitters 
for the transmission of both visual 
and aural signals. 

(hh) Vestigial sideband trans- 
mission. A system of transmission 
wherein one of the generated side - 
bands is partially attenuated at the 
transmitter and radiated only in 
part. 

(ii) Visual frequency. The fre- 
quency of the signal resulting from 
television scanning. 

(jj) Visual transmitter. The ra- 
dio equipment for the transmission 
of the visual signal only. 

(kk) Visual transmitter power. 
The peak power output when trans- 
mitting a standard television sig- 
nal. 

3.682 Transmission standards 
and changes 

(a) Transmission standards 
(1) The width of the television 
broadcast channel shall be six 

megacycles per second. 
(2) The visual carrier shall be 

located 4.5 megacycles lower in 
frequency than the aural center 
frequency. 

(3) The aural center frequency 
shall be located 0.25 megacycles 
lower than the upper frequency 
limit of the channel. 

(4) The visual transmission 
amplitude characteristic shall be 
in accordance with the chart 
designated as Appendix C, Fig- 
ure 3. 

(5) For monochrome trans- 
mission the number of scanning 

interlaced two to one in succes- 
sive fields. The frame fre- 
quency shall be 30, the field fre- 
quency 60, and the line frequency 
15,750 per second. 

(6) For color transmissions 
the number of scanning lines per 
frame shall be 405, interlaced 
two to one in successive fields of 
the same color. The frame fre- 
quency shall be 72, the field fre- 
quency 144, the color frame fre- 
quency 48, and the line frequency 
29,160 per second. 

(7) The aspect ratio of the 
transmitted television picture 
shall be 4 units horizontally to 3 
units vertically. 

(8) During active scanning 
intervals, the scene shall be 
scanned from left to right hori- 
zontally and from top to bottom 
vertically, at uniform velocities. 

(9) A carrier shall be modu- 
lated within a single television 
channel for both picture and 
synchronizing signals, the two 
signals comprising different mod- 
ulation ranges in amplitude, in 
accordance with the charts des- 
ignated as Appendix C, Figures 
3 and 4. 

(10) A decrease in initial 
light intensity shall cause an in- 
crease in radiated power (nega- 
tive transmission). 

(11) The black level shall be 
represented by a definite car- 
rier level, independent of light 
and shade in the picture. 

(12) The pedestal level (nor- 
mal black level) shall be trans- 
mitted at '75 percent (with a 
tolerance of plus or minus 2.5 
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ercent) of the peak carrier am- 
litude. 

(13) The level at maximum 
uminance shall be 15% or less 
f the peak carrier level. 

(14) The signals radiated 
ball have horizontal polarize - 
ion. 

(15) A radiated power of the 
ural transmitter not less than 
0 percent nor more than 160 
ercent of the peak radiated 
ower of the video transmitter 
hall be employed. 

(16) Variation of output. The 
eak -to -peak variation of trans - 
itter output within one frame 

f video signal due to all causes, 
eluding hum, noise, and low - 

requency response, measured at 
oth synchronizing peak and 
edestal level, shall not exceed 5 
ercent of the average synchro- 
izing peak signal amplitude." 

(17) Black level. The black 
1-vel should be made as nearly 

quai to the pedestal as the state 
f the art will permit. If they 
re made essentially equal, satis- 
ctory operation will result and 

i proved techniques will later 
1 a to the establishment of the 
tlerance if necessary." 

(18) Brightness characteristics. 
he transmitter output shall 
ry in substantially inverse 

I garithmic relation to the 
ightness of the subject. No 

t.lerances are set at this time." 
(19) The color sequence for 

color transmission shall be re- 
eated in the order red, blue, 
een, in successive fields. 
(20) The transmitter color 

c aracteristics for color trans- 
ission shall be such as to re- 
oduce the transmitted colors 

a correctly as the state of the 
a will permit on a receiver hay - 
i g the following trichromatic 
c -efficients, based on the stand - 
a dized color triangle of the In- 
t rnational Commission on Illu- 

jnations: 
Red Blue Green 

x =0.674 x = 0.122 x = 0.227 
y =0.326 y =0.142 y =0.694 
hen equal amplitudes of red 

b e, and green are transmitted, 
s ch a receiver will furnish a 

ite corresponding to illumin- 
a, t C with the trichromatic co- 
e ients x = .310 and y = .316. 
( ) Changes in transmission 

sta dards. The Commission will 
con<ider the question whether a 
pro osed change or modification of 
tra smission standards adopted for 
tele -'sion would be in the public 
inte est, convenience and necessity, 
upo petition being filed by the 
per .n proposing such change or 
mod fication, setting forth the fol - 
lowi g: 

( ) The exact character of the 
c nge or modification proposed; 
( ) The effect of the proposed 
e nge or modification upon all 
of er transmission standards that 
h been adopted by the Com- 
m ssion for television broadcast 
s tions; 
(3i The experimentation and 
fi d tests that have been made 
to show that the proposed change 
or modification accomplishes an 
i rovement and is technically 
fe cible; 
(4 The effect of the proposed 
ch nge or modification in the 
Th se items are subject to change but e considered the best practice 

wide the present state of the art. 
They will not be enforced pending a furth r determination thereof. 

adopted standards upon opera- 
tion and obsolescence of receiv- 
ers; 
(5) The change in equipment re- 
quired in existing television 
broadcast station for incorpor- 
ating the proposed change or 
modification in the adopted stand- 
ards; and 
(6) The facts and reasons upon 
which the petitioner bases his con- 
clusion that the proposed change 
or modification would be in the 
public interest, convenience, and 
necessity. 
Should a change or modification 

in the transmission standards be 
adopted by the Commission, the 
effective date thereof will be de- 
termined in the light of the con - 
sidrations mentioned in subpara- 
graph (4) above. 

3.683 Field intensity contours. 
(a) In the authorization of tele- 
vision broadcast stations, two field 
intensity contours are considered. 
These are specified as Grade A 
and Grade B and indicate the ap- 
proximate extent of coverage over 
average terrain in the absence of 
interference from other television 
stations. Under actual conditions, 
the true coverage may vary greatly 
from these estimates because the 
terrain over any specific path is 
expected to be different from the 
average terrain on which the field 
strength charts were based. The 
required field intensities, F(50, 50), 
in decibels above one microvolt per 
meter (dbu) for the Grade A and 
Grade B contours are as follows:" 

Grade A Grade B 
Channels 2- 6 68 dbu 47 dbu 
Channels 7 -13 71 dbu 56 dbu 
Channels 14 -83 74 dbu 64 dbu 

(b) The field intensity contours 
provided for herein shall be con- 
sidered for the following purposes 
only: 

(1) In the estimation of cover- 
age resulting from the selection 
of a particular transmitter site 
by an applicant for a television 
station. 
(2) In connection with problems 
of coverage arising out of appli- 
cation of Section 3.636 of the 
Rules. 
(3) In connection with problems 
of coverage arising out of appli- 
cation of Section 3.658(b) of the 
Rules. 
(4) In determining compliance 
with Section 3.658(a) of the 
Rules concerning the minimum 
field intensity to be provided over 
the principal community to be 
served. 
3.684 Prediction of coverage 
(a) All predictions of coverage 

made pursuant to this paragraph 
shall be made without regard to 
interference and shall be made 
only on the basis of estimated 
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r It should be realized that the F(50, 
50) curves when used for Channels 14 -83 
are not based on measured data at 
distances beyond about 30 miles. 
Theory would indicate that the field 
intensities for Channels 14 -83 should 
decrease more rapidly with distance be- 
yond the horizon than for Channels 
2 -6, and modification of the curves for 
Channels 14 -83 may be expected as a 
result of measurements to be made at 
a later date. For these reasons, the 
curves should be used with apprecia- 
tion of their limitations in estimating 
levels of field intensity. Further, the 
actual extent of service will usually be 
less than indicated by these estimates 
due to interference from other sta- 
tions. Because of these factors, the 
predicted field intensity contours give 
no assurance of service to any specific 
percentage of receiver locations within 
the distances indicated. In licensing 
proceedings these variations will not 
be considered. 
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field intensities. The peak power of 
the visual signal is used in mak- 
ing predictions of coverage. 

(b) Predictions of coverage shall 
be made only for the same pur- 
poses as relate to the use of field 
intensity contours as specified in 
Section 3.683(b). 

(e) In predicting the distance to 
the field intensity contours, the F 
(50,50) field intensity charts (Ap- 
pendix C, Figures 5 and 6) shall 
be used. If the 50% field intensity 
is defined as that value exceeded for 
50% of the time, these F(50,50) 
charts give the estimated 50% field 
intensities exceeded at 50% of the 
locations in decibels above one 
microvolt per meter. The charts 
are based on an effective power of 
one kilowatt radiated from a half - 
wave dipole in free space, which 
produces an unattenuated field 
strength at one mile of about 103 
db above one microvolt per meter 
(137.6 millivolts per meter). To 
use the charts for other powers, 
the sliding scale associated with the 
charts should be trimmed and used 
as the ordinate scale. This sliding 
scale is placed on the charts with 
the appropriate gradation for power 
in line with the horizontal 40 db 
line on the charts. The right edge 
of the scale is placed in line with 
the appropriate antenna height 
gradations, and the charts then be- 
come direct reading (in uv /m and 
in db above 1 uv /m) for this power 
and antenna height. Where the 
antenna height is not one of those 
for which a scale is provided, the 
signal strength or distance is de- 
termined by interpolation between 
the curves connecting the equidis- 
tant points. Dividers may be used 
in lieu of the sliding scale. In pre- 
dicting the distance to the Grade 
A and Grade B field intensity con- 
tours, the effective radiated power 
to be used is that in the horizontal 
plane in the pertinent direction. In 
predicting other field intensities 
over areas not in the horizontal 
plane, the effective radiated power 
to be used is the power in the direc- 
tion of such areas; the appropriate 
vertical plane radiation pattern 
must, of course, be considered in 
determining this power. 

(d) The antenna height to be used 
with these charts is the height of 
the radiation center of the antenna 
above the average terrain along the 
radial in question. In determining 
the average elevation of the ter- 
rain, the elevations between 2 and 
10 miles from the antenna site are 
employed. Profile graphs must be 
drawn for at least eight radials 
from the proposed antenna site. 
These profiles should be prepared 
for each radial beginning at the 
antenna site and extending to 10 
miles therefrom. Normally, the 
radials are drawn for each 45° of 
azimuth; however, where feasible, 
the radials should be drawn for 
angles along which roads tend to 
follow. (The latter method may 
be helpful in obtaining topographi- 
cal data where otherwise unavail- 
able, and is particularly useful in 
connection with mobile field inten- 
sity measurements of the station 
and the correlation of such meas- 
urements with predicted field inten- 
sities.) In each case, one or more 
radials must include the principal 
city or cities to be served, par- 
ticularly in cases of rugged terrain, 
even though the city may be more 
than 10 miles from the antenna 

site. The profile graph for each 
radial should be plotted by contour 
intervals of from 40 to 100 feet 
and, where the data permits, at 
least 50 points of elevation (gen- 
erally uniformly spaced) should be 
used for each radial. In instances 
of very rugged terrain where the 
use of contour intervals of 100 feet 
would result in several points in a 
short distance, 200- or 400 -foot 
contour intervals may be used for 
such distances. On the other hand, 
where the terrain is uniform or 
gently sloping the smallest contour 
interval indicated on the topo- 
graphic map (see below) should be 
used, although only relatively few 
points may be available. The pro- 
file graphs should indicate the 
topography accurately for each 
radial, and the graphs should be 
plotted with the distance in miles 
as the abscissa and the elevation in 
feet above mean sea level as the 
ordinate. The profile graphs should 
indicate the source of the topo- 
graphical data employed. The 
graph should also show the eleva- 
tion of the center of the radiating 
system. The graph may be plotted 
either on rectangular coordinate 
paper on or special paper which 
shows the curvature of the earth. 
It is not necessary to take the 
curvature of the earth into consid- 
eration in this procedure, as this 
factor is taken care of in the charts 
showing signal intensities. The av- 
erage elevation of the 8 -mile dis- 
tance between 2 and 10 miles from 
the antenna site should then be 
determined from the profile graph 
for each radial. This may be ob- 
tained by averaging a large num- 
ber of equally spaced points, by 
using a planimeter, or by obtain- 
ing the median elevation (that ex- 
ceeded-for 50 percent of the dis- 
tance) in sectors and averaging 
these values. 

(e) In instances where it is de- 
sired to determine the area in 
square miles within the Grade A 
and Grade B field intensity con- 
tours, the area may be determined 
from the coverage map by plani- 
meter or other approximate means; 
in computing such areas, exclude 
(i) areas beyond the borders of the 
United States, and (ii) large bodies 
of water, such as ocean areas, 
gulfs, sounds, bays, large lakes, 
etc., but not rivers. 

(f) In cases where the terrain 
in one or more directions from the 
antenna site departs widely from 
the average elevation of the 2 to 
10 mile sector, the prediction meth- 
od may indicate contour distances 
that are different from what may 
be expected in practice. For ex- 
ample, a mountain ridge may in- 
dicate the practical limit of service 
although the prediction method 
may indicate otherwise. In such 
cases the prediction method should 
be followed, but a supplemental 
showing may be made concerning 
the contour distances as determined 
by other means. Such supple- 
mental showing should describe the 
procedure employed and should in- 
clude sample calculations. Maps 
of predicted coverage should in- 
clude both the coverage as pre- 
dicted by the regular method and 
as predicted by a supplemental 
method. When measurements of 
area are required, these should in- 
clude the area obtained by the 
regular prediction method and the 
area obtained by the supplemental 
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method. In directions where the 
terrain is such that . special prob- 
lems may arise, a supplemental 
showing of expected coverage must 
be included together with a de- 
scription of the method used in 
predicting such coverage. In spe- 
cial cases, the Commission may re- 
quire additional information as to 
terrain and coverage. 

(g) In the preparation of the 
profile graphs previously described, 
the elevations or contour intervals 
shall be taken from the United 
States Geological Survey Topo- 
graphic Quadrangle Maps for all 
areas for which such maps are 
available. If such maps are not 
published for the area in question, 
the next best topographic informa- 
tion should be used. Topographic 
data may sometimes be obtained 
from State and municipal agencies. 
Data from Sectional Aeronautical 
Charts (including bench marks) or 
railroad depot elevations and high- 
way elevations from road maps 
may be used where no better infor- 
mation is available. In cases where 
limited topographic data is avail- 
able, use may be made of an alti- 
meter in a car driven along roads 
extending generally radially from 
the transmitter site. 

Ordinarily the Commission will 
not require the submission of 
topographical maps for areas be- 
yond 15 miles from the antenna 
site, but the maps must include 
the principal city or cities to be 
served. If it appears necessary, 
additional data may be requested. 
United States Geological Survey 
Topographic Quadrangle Maps may 
be obtained from the Department 
of the Interior, Geological Survey, 
Washington, D. C. Sectional Aero- 
nautical Charts are available from 
the Department of Commerce, 
Coast and Geodetic Survey, Wash- 
ington, D. C. 

3.685 Transmitter location and 
antenna system. (a) The transmit- 
ter location shall be chosen so that, 
on the basis of the effective radi- 
ated power and antenna height 
above average terrain employed, 
the following minimum field inten- 
sity in decibels above one microvolt 
per meter (dbu) will be provided 
over the entire principal commu- 
nity to be served: 

Channels Channels Channels 
2-0 7 -13 14 -83 

74 dbu 77 dim 80 dbn 

(b) Location of the antenna at 
a point of high elevation is neces- 
sary to reduce to a minimum the 
shadow effect on propagation due 
to hills and buildings which may 
reduce materially the intensity of 
the station's signals. In general, 
the transmitting antenna of a sta- 
tion should be located at the most 
central point at the highest eleva- 
tion available. To provide the best 
degree of service to an area, it is 
usually preferable to use a high 
antenna rather than a low antenna 
with increased transmitter power. 
The location should be so chosen 
that line -of -sight can be obtained 
from the antenna over the prin- 
cipal city or cities to be served; 
in no event should there be a major 
obstruction in this path. The an- 
tenna must be constructed so that 
it is as clear as possible of sur- 
rounding buildings or objects that 
would cause shadow problems. It 
is recognized that topography, 
shape of the desired service area, 
and population distribution may 

make the choice of a transmitter 
location difficult. In such cases, 
consideration may be given to the 
use of a directional antenna system, 
although it is generally preferable 
to choose a site where a nondirec- 
tional antenna may be employed. 

(c) In cases of questionable an- 
tenna locations it is desirable to 
conduct propagation tests to in- 
dicate the field intensity expected 
in the principal city or cities to be 
served and in other areas, particu- 
larly where severe shadow prob- 
lems may be expected. In con- 
sidering applications proposing the 
use of such locations, the Commis- 
sion may require site tests to be 
made. Such tests should be made 
in accordance with the measure- 
ment procedure hereafter described, 
and full data thereon must be sup- 
plied to the Commission. Test 
transmitters should employ an an- 
tenna having a height as close as 
possible to the proposed antenna 
height, using a balloon or other 
support if necessary and feasible. 
Information concerning the author- 
ization of site tests may be ob- 
tained from the Commission upon 
request. 

(d) Present information is not 
sufficiently complete to establish 
"blanket areas" of television broad- 
cast stations. A "blanket area" 
is that area adjacent to a trans- 
mitter in which the reception of 
other stations is subject to inter- 
ference due to the strong signal 
from this station. The authoriza- 
tion of station construction in areas 
where blanketing is found to be 
excessive will be on the basis that 
the applicant will assume full re- 
sponsibility for the adjustment of 
reasonable complaints arising from 
excessively strong signals of the 
applicant's station or take other 
corrective action. 

(e) Á directional antenna is con- 
sidered to be an antenna that is 
designed or altered for the purpose 
of obtaining a noncircular radiation 
pattern. Directional antennas may 
not be used for the purpose of re- 
ducing minimum mileage separa- 
tion requirements but may be em- 
ployed for the purpose of improv- 
ing service or for the purpose of 
using a particular site; the provi- 
sions under which they may be 
authorized are as follows: 

(1) Directional antennas with a 
ratio of minimum to maxi- 
mum radiation in the hori- 
zontal plane of more than 
10 decibels will not be per- 
mitted. 

(2) The minimum effective radi- 
ated power in any horizontal 
direction shall meet the 
minimum power require- 
ments of Section 3.614 and 
Appendix C, Figure 1. 

(3) The effective radiated power 
in any horizontal or vertical 
direction may not exceed the 
maximum values permitted 
by Section 3.614 and Appen- 
dix C, Figures 2(a) and 
2(b). 

(4) The maximum effective radi- 
ated power in any direction 
above the horizon shall be as 
low as the state of the art 
permits and may not exceed 
the effective radiated power 
in the horizontal direction in 
the same vertical plane. 

(f) Applications proposing the 
use of directional antenna systems 
must be accompanied by the follow- 
ing: 

(4) Complete description of the 
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proposed antenna system. 
(2) Orientation of array with 

respect to true north; time 
phasing of fields from ele- 
ments (degrees leading or 
lagging); space phasing of 
elements (in feet and de- 
grees); and ratio of fields 
from elements. 

(3) Horizontal and vertical plane 
radiation patterns showing 
the free space field intensity 
in millivolts per meter at one 
mile and the effective radi- 
ated power, in dbk, for each 
direction. The method by 
which the radiation patterns 
were computed or measured 
shall be fully described, in- 
cluding formulas used, equip- 
ment employed, sample cal- 
culations and tabulations of 
data. Sufficient vertical plane 
patterns shall be included to 
indicate clearly the radiation 
characteristics of the an- 
tenna above and below the 
the horizontal plane. The 
horizontal plane pattern 
shall be plotted on polar co- 
ordinate paper with refer- 
ence to true north. The 
vertical plane patterns shall 
be plotted on rectangular co- 
ordinate paper with refer- 
ence to the horizontal plane. 

(4) Name, address, and quali- 
fications of the engineer 
making the calculations. 

(g) Applications proposing the 
use of television broadcast anten- 
nas within 200 feet of other tele- 
vision broadcast antennas operating 
on a channel within 20 percent in 
frequency of the proposed channel, 
or proposing the use of television 
broadcast antennas on channels 5 
or 6 within 200 feet of FM broad- 
cast antennas, must include a show- 
ing as to the expected effect, if 
any, of such proximate operation. 

(h) Where simultaneous use of 
antennas or antenna structures is 
proposed, the following provisions 
shall apply: 

(1) In cases where it is proposed 
to use a tower of a standard 
broadcast station as a sup- 
porting structure for a tele- 
vision broadcast antenna, an 
appropriate application for 
changes in the radiating 
system of the standard 
broadcast station must be 
filed by the licensee thereof. 
A formal application (FCC 
Form 301) will be required 
if the proposal involves sub- 
stantial change in the phy- 
sical height or radiation 
characteristics of the stand- 
ard broadcast antennas; 
otherwise an informal ap- 
plication will be acceptable." 
An application may be re- 
quired for other classes of 
stations when the tower is 
to be used in connection with 
a television station. 

(2) When the proposed televi- 
sion antenna is to be mounted 
on a tower in the vicinity 
of a standard broadcast di- 
rectional array and it ap- 
pears that the operation of 
the directional antenna sys- 
tem may be affected, an en- 
gineering study must be filed 
with the television applica- 
tion concerning the effect of 

n In case of doubt, an informal appli- 
cation ( letter) together with complete 
engineering data should be submitted. 

the television antenna on 
the directional pattern. Re- 
adjustment and field inten- 
sity measurements of the 
standard broadcast station 
may be required following 
construction of the television 
antenna. 

(i) The provisions of Part 17 of 
the Commission's Rules shall gov- 
ern the construction, marking and 
lighting requirements of antenna 
structures used by television broad- 
cast stations. In the event a com- 
mon tower is used by two or more 
licensees or permittees for anten- 
na and /or antenna supporting pur- 
poses, the licensee or permittee who 
is owner of the tower shall assume 
full responsibility for the installa- 
tion and maintenance of any 
painting and /or lighting require- 
ments. In the event of shared 
ownership, one licensee or permit - 
tee shall assume such responsibili- 
ty and advise the Commission ac- 
cordingly. 

3.686. Measurements for rule 
making purposes and upon request 
of the Commission. (a) Except as 
provided for in Section 3.612 above, 
television broadcast stations shall 
not be protected against any type 
of interference or propagation ef- 
fect. Persons desiring to submit 
testimony, evidence, or data to the 
Commission for the purpose of 
showing that the technical stand- 
ards contained in this Subpart do 
not properly reflect any given types 
of interference or propagation ef- 
fects may do so only in appropriate 
rule making proceedings to amend 
such technical standards. Persons 
making field intensity measure- 
ments for formal submission to the 
Commission in rule making pro- 
ceedings, or making such measure- 
ments upon the request of the 
Commission, should comply with 
the procedure for making such 
measurements as outlined below: . 

(b) Measurements made to de- 
termine field intensities of televi- 
sion broadcast stations should be 
made with mobile equipment along 
roads which are as close and simi- 
lar as possible to the radials show- 
ing topography which were sub- 
mitted with the application for 
construction permit." Suitable 
measuring equipment and a con- 
tinuous recording device must be 
employed, the chart of which is 
either directly driven from the 
speedometer of the automobile in 
which the equipment is mounted or 
so arranged that distances and 
identifying landmarks can be readi- 
ly noted. The measuring equip- 
ment must be calibrated against 
recognized standards of field inten- 
sity and so constructed that it will 
maintain an acceptable accuracy 
of measurement while in motion or 
when stationary. The equipment 
should be so operated that the 
recorder chart can be calibrated 
directly in field intensity in order 
to facilitate analysis of the chart. 
The receiving antenna must be 
horizontally polarized and should 
be nondirectional. 

(c) Mobile measurements should 
be made with a minimum chart 
speed of 3 inches per mile and 
preferably 5 or 6 inches per mile. 
Locations shall be noted on the 
recorder chart as frequently as nec- 
essary to fix definitely the relation 

e Cluster and spot measurements may 
also be submitted. if accompanied by 
a complete showing of the procedures 
employed. 
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ween the measured field inten- 
and the location. The time 

stant of the equipment should 
such as to permit adequate anal - 
s of the charts, and the time 
stant employed shall be shown. 
asurements should be made to 
oint on each radial well beyond 
particular contour under inves- 
tion. 
d) While making field intensity 

m= :surements either the visual or 
th aural transmitter may be used. 
If the visual transmitter is used, 
it is recommended that a black 
pi ure be transmitted or that the 
transmitter be operated at black 
le el without synchronization 
pe. ks. Operation at a power 
so ewhat less than black level is 
pe missible but too great a reduc- 
tio in power is not recommended 
du to the difficulty of recording 
weak signals. In any event, an 
appropriate factor shall be used 
to convert the readings obtained 
to the field strength that would 
exist on synchronization peaks 
while operating at the authorized 
po er. 

e) After the measurements are 
co pleted, the recorder chart 
sh uld be divided into not less than 
15 sections on each equivalent 
ra ial from the station. The field 
int nsity in each section of the 
ch rt should be analyzed to deter - 
mi e the field intensity received 50 
pe cent of the distance (median 
fiel) throughout the section, and 
thi median field intensity associ- 
ate with the corresponding sector 
of he radial. The field intensity 
fi res must be corrected for a 
rec iving antenna elevation of 30 
fee and for any directional effects 
of he automobile and receiving an- 
ten a not otherwise compensated. 
Th data should be plotted for each 
ra 'al, using log -log coordinate 
pa er with distance as the abscissa 
an field intensity as the ordinate. 
A mooth curve should be drawn 
thr ugh these points (of median 
fiel s for all sectors) and this 
cu a used to determine the dis- 
tan a of the desired contour. The 
dis noes obtained for each radial 
ma then be plotted on the map 
of redicted coverage or on polar 
coo dinate paper (excluding water 
are s, etc.) to determine the serv- 
ice and interference areas of a 
sta ion. 

() In certain cases the Com- 
mis ion may desire more informa- 
tio or recordings and in these 
ins ances special instructions will 
be ssued. 

(_) Data obtained in conjunction 
wit field intensity measurements 
sha 1 be submitted to the Coin - 
mis.ion in affidavit form in tripli- 
ca including the following: 

( 

( 

) Map or maps showing the 
roads or points where meas- 
urements were made, the 
service and /or interference 
areas determined by the 
prediction method and by 
the measurements, and any 
unusual terrain characteris- 
tics existing in these areas. 
The maps, preferably of a 
type showing topography in 
the area, should show the 
Grade A and Grade B field 
intensity contours. 

) If a directional transmitting 
antenna is employed, a dia- 
gram on polar coordinate 
paper showing the predicted 
free space field intensity in 
millivolts per meter at one 
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mile in all directions. 
(3) A full description of the pro- 

cedures and methods em- 
ployed, including the type of 
equipment, the method of 
installation and operation, 
and calibration procedures. 

(4) Complete data obtained dur- 
ing the survey, including 
calibration. (Only the orig- 
inal or one photostatic copy 
of the recording tapes, or 
representative samples, need 
be submitted.) 

(5) Antenna system and power 
employed during the survey. 

(6) Name, address, and quali- 
fications of the engineer or 
engineers making the meas- 
urements. 

3.687 Transmitters and associ- 
ated equipment. 

(a) Visual transmitter. 
(1) The overall attenuation char- 

acteristics of the transmit- 
ter, measured in the antenna 
transmission line after the 
vestigial sideband filter (if 
used), shall not, be greater 
than the following amounts 
below the ideal demodulated 
curve. (See Appendix C, 
Figure 7.) 

2 db at 0.5 Mc 
2 db at 1.25 Mc 
3 db at 2.0 Mc 
6 db at 3.0 Mc 

12 db at 3.5 Mc 
The curve shall be substan- 
tially smooth between these 
specified points, exclusive of 
the region from 0.75 Mc to 
1.25 Mc." 

(2) The field strength or voltage 
of the lower sideband, as 
radiated or dissipated and 
measured as described in (3) 
below, shall not be greater 
than -20 db for a modu- 
lating frequency of 1.25 Mc 
or greater." 

(3) The attenuation characteris- 
tics of a visual transmitter 
shall be measured by appli- 
cation of a modulating signal 
to the transmitter input 
terminals in place of the 
normal composite television 
video signal. The signal ap- 
plied shall be a composite 
signal composed of a syn- 
chronizing signal to estab- 
lish peak output voltage plus 
a variable frequency sine 
wave voltage occupying the 
interval between synchron- 
izing pulses. The axis of the 
sine wave in the composite 
signal observed in the output 
monitor shall be maintained 
at an amplitude 0.5 of the 
voltage at synchronizing 
peaks. The amplitude of 
the sine wave input shall be 
held at a constant value. 
This constant value should 
be such that at no modu- 
lating frequency does the 
maximum excursion of the 
sine wave, observed in the 
composite output signal 
monitor, exceed the value 
0.75 of peak output voltage. 
The amplitude of the 100 - 
kilocycle sideband shall , be 
measured and designated 
zero db as a basis for corn - 
parison. The modulation 

n Output measurement shall be made 
with the transmitter operating into a 
dummy load of pure resistance and the 
demodulated voltage measured across 
this load. The ideal demodulated 
curve is that shown in Appendix C, 
Figure 7. 
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signal frequency shall then 
be varied over the desired 
range and the field strength 
or signal voltage of the cor- 
responding sidebands meas- 
ured. As an alternate meth- 
od of measuring, in those 
cases in which the automa- 
tic d -c insertion can be re- 
placed by manual control, 
the above characteristic may 
be taken by the use of a 
video sweep generator and 
without the use of pedestal 
synchronizing pulses. The 
d -c level shall be set for 
midcharacteristic operation." 

(4) The radio frequency signal, 
as radiated, shall have an 
envelope as would be pro- 
duced by a modulating sig- 
nal in conformity with Ap- 
pendix C, Figure 4, as modi- 
fied by vestigial sideband 
operation specified by Ap- 
pendix C, Figure 3. 

(5) The time interval between 
the leading edges of succes- 
sive horizontal pulses shall 
vary less than one half of 
one percent of the average 
interval. 

(6) The rate of change of the 
frequency of recurrence of 
the leading edges of the hori- 
zontal synchronizing signals 
shall not be greater than 
0.15 percent per second, the 
frequency to be determined 
by an averaging process car- 
ried out over a period of not 
less than 20, nor more than 
100 lines, suoh lines not to 
include any portion of the 
vertical blanking signal. 

(7) Sufficient monitoring equip- 
ment shall be employed to 
determine whether the visual 
signal complies with the re- 

of this Subpart. 
(b) Aural transmitter. 
(1) The transmitter shall oper- 

ate satisfactorily with a fre- 
quency swing of ± 25 kilo- 
cycles, which is considered 
100 percent modulation. It 
is recommended, however, 
that the transmitter be de- 
signed to operate satisfac- 
torily with a frequency swing 
of at least ±40 kilocycles. 

(2) The transmitting system 
(from input terminals of 
microphone pre - amplifier, 
through audio facilities at 
the studio, through tele- 
phone lines or other circuits 
between studio and transmit- 
ter, through audio facilities 
at the transmitter, a n d 
through the transmitter, but 
excluding equalizers for the 
the correction of deficiencies 
in microphone response) 
shall be capable of trans- 
mitting a band of frequen- 
cies from 50 to 15,000 cycles. 
Pre -emphasis shall be em- 
ployed in accordance with 
the impedance -frequency 
characteristic of a series in- 
ductance- resistance network 
having a time constant of 75 
microseconds. (See Appen- 

"Field strength measurements are de- 
sired. It is anticipated that these may 
not yield data which are consistent 
enough to prove compliance with the 
attenuation standards prescribed above. 
In that case, measurements with a 
dummy load of pure resistance, to- 
gether with data on the antenna char- 
acteristics, shall be taken in place of 
overall field measurements. The "syn- 
chronizing signal" referred to in these 
paragraphs means either a standard 
synchronizing wave form or any pulse 
that will properly set the peak. 

dix C, Figure 8.) The devia- 
tion of the system response 
from the standard pre -em- 
phasis curve shall lie be- 
tween two limits as shown 
by Appendix C, Figure 8. 
The upper of these limits 
shall be uniform (no devia- 
tion) from 50 to 15,000 
cycles. The lower limit shall 
be uniform from 100 to 7,500 
cycles, and three db below 
the upper limit; from 100 to 
50 cycles the lower limit 
shall fall from three db 
limit at a uniform rate of 
one db per octave (4 db at 
50 cycles); From 7,500 to 
15,000 cycles the lower limit 
shall fall from 3 db limit 
at a uniform rate of two db 
per octave (5 db at 15,000 
cycles). 

(3) At any modulating fre- 
quency between 50 and 
15,000 cycles and at modula- 
tion percentages of 25 per- 
cent, 50 percent, and 100 
percent, the combined audio 
frequency harmonics meas- 
ured in the output of the 
system shall not exceed the 
root -mean -square values 
given in the following table: 

Distortion 
Modulation frequency (Percent) 
50 to 100 cycles 3.5 
100 to 7,500 cycles 2.5 
7,500 to 15,000 cycles 3.0 

(i) Measurement shall be 
made employing '75 Mi- 
crosecond de- emphasis in 
the measuring equip- 
ment and '75 microsec- 
ond pre- emphasis in the 
transmitting equipment, 
and without compression 
if a compression ampli- 
fier is employed. Har- 
monics shall be included 
to 30 kc." 

(ii) It is recommended that 
none of the three main 
divisions of the system 
(transmitter, studio to 
transmitter circuit, and 
audio facilities) contri- 
bute over one -half of 
these percentages, since 
at some frequencies the 
total distortion may be- 
come the arithmetic sum 
of the distortions of the 
divisions. 

(4) The transmitting system out- 
put noise level (frequency 
modulation) in the band of 
50 to 15,000 cycles shall be 
at least 55 db below the au- 
dio frequency level repre- 
senting a frequency swing of 
±25 kc.a 

(5) The transmitting system out- 
put noise level (amplitude 
modulation) in the band of 
50 to 15,000 cycles shall be 
at least 50 db below the level 
representing 100 percent 
amplitude modulation." 

(6) If a limiting or compression 
amplifier is employed, pre- 

" Measurements of distortion using de- 
emphasis in the measuring equipment 
are not practical at the present time 
for the range 7,500 to 15,000 cycles for 
25 and 50 percent modulation. There- 
fore, measurements should be made at 
100 percent modulation and on at least 
the following modulating frequencies: 
50, 100, 400, 1,000, 5,000. 10,000 and 
15,000 cycles. At 25 and 50 percent 
modulation, measurements should be 
made on at least the following modu- 
lating frequencies: 50, 100, 400, 1,000 
and 5,000 cycles. 
w For the purpose of these measure- 
ments, the visual transmitter should be inoperative since the exact amount of noise permissible from that source is not known at this time. 
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caution should be maintained 
in its connection in the cir- 
cuit due to the use of pre - 
emphasis in the transmitting 
system. 

(7) A modulation monitor shall 
be in operation at the aural 
transmitter. The percentage 
of modulation of the aural 
transmissions shall be main- 
tained as high as possible 
consisstent with good qual- 
ity of transmission and good 
broadcast practice and in no 
case less than 85 percent nor 
more than 100 percent on 
peaks of frequent recurrence 
during any selection which 
normally is transmitted at 
the highest level of the pro- 
gram under consideration. 

(c) Requirements applicable to 
both visual and aural transmitters. 

(1) Automatic means shall be 
provided in the visual trans- 
mitter to maintain the car- 
rier frequency within one 
kilocycle of the authorized 
frequency; automatic means 
shall be provided in the aural 
transmitter to maintain the 
carrier frequency within four 
kilocycles of the assigned 
aural carrier frequency or, 
alternatively, 4.5 megacycles 
above the actual visual car- 
rier frequency within five 
kilocycles. When required by 
Section 3.606, the visual and 
aural carrier frequencies are 
to be offset in frequency by 
10 kilocycles (plus or minus, 
as indicated) from the nor- 
mal carrier frequencies .n 

(2) The transmitters shall be 
equipped with suitable indi- 
cating instruments for the 
determination of operating 
power and with other instru- 
ments necessary for proper 
adjustment, operation, and 
maintenance of the equip- 
ment. 
Adequate provision shall be 
made for varying the output 
power of the transmitters 
to compensate for excessive 
variations in line voltage or 
for other factors affecting 
the output power. 

(4) Adequate provisions shall be 
provided in all component 
parts to avoid overheating at 
the rated maximum output 
powers. 
Frequency monitors for the 
visual and aural transmit - 
ters, independent of the fre- 
quency control of the trans- 
mitters, shall be in opera- 
tion at the transmitters. 

(6) In the event the visual moni- 
toring equipment, the aural 
modulation monitor, or the 
visual or aural frequency 
monitor becomes defective, 
the station may be operated 
without such equipment 
pending its repair or replace- 
ment for a period not in ex- 
cess of 60 days without 

(3) 

(5) 

, Television broadcast stations author- 
ized as of April 1, 1952, are permitted 
a frequency tolerance of 0.002% from 
the assigned visual and aural carrier 
frequencies until April 1, 1953. 

further authority of the 
Commission, Provided, 
That - 
(i) Appropriate entries shall 

be made in the operat- 
ing log of the station to 
show the date and time 
the equipment was re- 
moved from and re- 
stored to service. 

(ii) The Engineer in Charge 
of the radio district in 
which the station is lo- 
cated shall be notified 
both immediately after 
the equipment is found 
to be defective and im- 
mediately after the re- 
paired or replacement 
equipment- has been in- 
stalled and is function- 
ing properly. 

(iii) During the period when 
the station is operated 
without the aural modu- 
lation monitor or the 
visual monitoring equip- 
ment, the licensee shall 
provide other suitable 
means for insuring that 
the aural modulation is 
maintained within the 
tolerance prescribed in 
subparagraph b(7) 
above and that the vis- 
ual signal is maintained 
in accordance with the 
requirements of this 
Subpart. 

(iv) During the period when 
the station is operated 
without the visual or 
aural frequency moni- 
tor, the respective car- 
rier frequency shall be 
compared with an ex- 
ternal frequency source 
of known accuracy at 
sufficiently frequent in- 
tervals to insure that 
the frequency is main- 
tained within the toler- 
ance prescribed in (1) 
above. An entry shall be 
made in the station log 
as to the method used 
and the results thereof. 

(v) If the conditions beyond 
the control of the licen- 
see or permittee prevent 
the restoration of the 
monitor or monitoring 
equipment to service 
within the above allowed 
period, an informal re- 
quest in accordance with 
Section 1.332(d) may be 
filed with the Engineer 
in Charge of the radio 
district in which the sta- 
tion is, located for such 
additional time as may 
be required to complete 
repairs of the defective 
instrument or equip- 
ment. 

(d) Construction. In general, the 
transmitters shall be mounted 
either on racks and panels or in 
totally enclosed frames protected 
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as required by article 810 of the 
National Electrical Code,' and as 
set forth below: 

(1) Means shall be provided for 
making all tuning adjust- 
ments, requiring voltages in 
excess of 350 volts to be ap- 
plied to the circuit, from the 
front of the panels with all 
access doors closed. 

(2) Proper bleeder resistors or 
other automatic means shall 
be installed across all the 
capacitor banks to lower any 
voltage which may remain 
accessible with access door 
open to less than 350 volts 
within two seconds after the 
access door is opened. 

(3) All plate supply and other 
high voltage equipment, in- 
cluding transformers, filters, 
rectifiers and motor genera- 
tors, shall be protected so as 
to prevent injury to operat- 
ing personnel. 
(i) Commutator guards shall 

be provided on all high 
voltage rotating machin- 
ery. Coupling guards 
should be provided on 
motor generators. 

(ii) Power equipment and 
control panels of the 
transmitters shall meet 
the above requirements 
(exposed 220 -volt A. C. 
switching equipment on 
the front of the power 
control panels is not rec- 
ommended but is not 
prohibited). 

(iii) Power equipment lo- 
cated at a television 
broadcast station not di- 
rectly associated with 
the transmitters (not 
purchased as part of 
same), such as power 
distribution panels, are 
not subject to the provi- 
sions of this Subpart. 

(4) The following provisions 
shall be applicable to meter- 
ing equipment: 
(i) All instruments having 

more than 1,000 volts 
potential to ground on 
the movement shall be 
protected by a cage or 
cover in addition to the 
regular case. (Some in- 
struments are designed 
by the manufacturers to 
operate safely with volt- 
ages in excess of 1,000 
volts on the movement. 
If it can be shown by 
the manufacturer's ra- 

The pertinent sections of article 810 
of the National Electrical Code read as 
follows: "8191. General- Transmitters 
shall comply with the following: 

"a. Enclosing. - The transmitter 
shall be enclosed in a metal frame or 
grille. or separated from the oper- 
ating space by a barrier or other 
equivalent means, all metallic parts 
of which are effectually connected to 
ground. 

"b. Grounding of controls. -All ex- 
ternal metallic handles and controls 
accessible to the operating personnel 
shall be effectually grounded. No 
circuit in excess of 150 volts shall 
have any parts exposed to direct con- 
tact. A complete dead -front type of 
switchboard is preferred. 

"c. Interlocks on doors. -All access 
doors shall be provided with inter- 
locks which will disconnect all volt- 
ages in excess of 350 volts when any 
access door is opened." 
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ting that the instrument 
will operate safely at 
the applied potential, 
additional protection is 
not necessary.) 

(ii) In case the plate volt- 
meters are located on 
the low potential side of 
the multiplier resistors 
with the high potential 
terminal of the instru- 
ments at or less than 
1,000 volts above ground, 
no protective case is re- 
quired. However, it is 
good practice to protect 
voltmeters subject to 
more than 5,000 volts 
with suitable over -volt- 
age protective devices 
across the instrument 
terminals in case the 
winding opens. 

(iii) Transmission line meters 
and any other radio fre- 
quency instrument 
which may be necessary 
for the operator to read 
shall be so installed as 
to be read easily and 
accurately without the 
operator having to risk 
contact with circuits 
carrying high potential 
radio frequency energy. 

(e) Wiring and Shielding. 
(1) The transmitter panels or 

units shall be wired in ac- 
cordance with standard prac- 
tice, such as insulated leads 
properly cabled and sup- 
ported, coaxial cables, or 
rigid bus bar properly in- 
sulated and protected. 

(2) Wiring between units of the 
transmitters, with the excep- 
tion of circuits carrying 
radio frequency energy or 
video energy, shall be in- 
stalled in conduits or ap- 
proved fiber or metal race- 
ways to protect it from me- 
chanical injury. 

(3) Circuits carrying radio fre- 
quency or video energy be- 
tween units shall be coaxial 
cables, two wire balanced 
lines, or properly shielded 
lines. 

(4) All stages or units shall be 
adequately shielded and fil- 
tered to prevent interaction 
and radiation. 

(5) The frequency and modula- 
tion monitors and associated 
radio frequency lines to the 
transmitter shall be thor- 
oughly shielded. 

(f) Auxiliary transmitters. Aux- 
iliary transmitters may not exceed 
the power rating of the main 
transmitters. As a general guide, 
specifications for auxiliary trans- 
mitters should conform as much as 
possible to those of the main trans- 
mitters. No requirements are set 
forth at this time. 

(g) Installation. 
(1) The installation of transmit- 

ting equipment shall be made 
in suitable quarters. 

(2) Suitable facilities shall be 
provided for the welfare and 
comfort of the operator. 
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(h) Spare tubes. 
(1) A spare tube of every type 

employed in the transmitters 
and the frequency and modu- 
lation monitors shall be kept 
on hand at the equipment lo- 
cation. When more than one 
tube of any type is em- 
ployed, the following table 
determines the number of 
spares of that type required: 

umber of each type Spares 
employed: required 

1 or 2 1 

3 to S 2 

6 to 6 3 

9 or more 4 

(2) An accurate circuit diagram 
and list of required spare 
tubes, as furnished by the 
manufacturer of the equip- 
ment, shall be supplied and 
retained at the transmitter 
location. 

i) Operation. 
(1) Spurious emissions, includ- 

ing radio frequency harmon- 
ics, shall be maintained at as 
low a level as the state of the 
art permits. 

(2) If a limiting or compression 
amplifier is used in conjunc- 
tion with the aural transmit- 
ter, due operating precau- 
tions should be maintained 
because of pre- emphasis in 
the transmitting system. 

(j) Studio equipment. Studio 
e uipment shall be subject to all 

e above requirements where ap- 
p icable, except as follows: 

(1) If properly covered by an un- 
derwriters' certificate, it will 
be considered as satisfying 
safety requirements. 

(2) Section 8191 of article 810 
of the National Electrical 
Code shall apply for voltages 
only in excess of 500 volts. 

(3) No specific requirements are 
made relative to the design 
and acoustical treatment of 
studios. However, the de- 
sign of studios, particularly 
the main studio, shall be 
compatible with the required 
performance characteristics 
of television broadcast sta- 
tions. 

688. Indicating instruments. (a) 
E ch television broadcast station 
sh 11 be equipped with indicating 
in truments for measuring the 
di ect plate voltage and current of 
th last radio stage of the visual 
and aural transmitters and the 
transmission line radib frequency 
current, voltage, or power of both 
tr nsmitters; such instruments 
sh 11 conform to the specifications 
th refor set forth in this Subpart. 

b) The following requirements 
an specifications shall apply to 
in jesting instruments used by 
P e 148 April 14, 1952 Part II 

television broadcast stations in 
compliance with (a) above: 

(1) Length of scale shall be not 
less than 2 3/10 inches. 

(2) Accuracy shall be at least 2 
percent of the full scale 
reading. 

(3) Scale shall have at least 40 
divisions. 

(4) Full scale reading shall be 
not greater than five times 
the minimum normal indi- 
cation. 

(5) No specifications are pre- 
scribed at this time regard- 
ing the peak indicating de- 
vice required by Section 
3.689(b). 

(c) Any required instrument, the 
accuracy of which is questionable, 
shall not be employed. Repairs and 
calibration of instruments shall be 
made by the manufacturer, or by 
an authorized instrument repair 
service of the manufacturer, or by 
some other properly qualified or 
equipped instrument repair service. 
In any case, the repaired instru- 
ment must be supplied with a cer- 
tificate of calibration. 

(d) Recording instruments may 
be employed in addition to the in- 
dicating instruments to record the 
direct plate current and /or voltage 
to the last radio stage provided 
that they do not affect the opera- 
tion of the circuits or accuracy of 
the indicating instruments. If the 
records are to be used in any pro- 
ceeding before the Commission, as 
representative of operation, the 
accuracy must be the equivalent of 
the indicating instruments and the 
calibration shall be checked at such 
intervals as to insure the retention 
of such accuracy. 

(e) The function of each instru- 
ment used in the equipment shall 
be clearly and permanently shown 
on the instrument itself or on the 
panel immediately adjacent thereto. 

(f) In the event that any one of 
the indicating instruments re- 
quired by subparagraph (a) of this 
Section becomes defective when no 
substitute which conforms with the 
required specifications is available, 
the station may be operated with- 
out the defective instrument pend- 
ing its repair or replacement for a 
period not in excess of 60 days; 
Provided, That- 

(1) 

(2) 

Appropriate entries shall be 
made in the operating log of 
the station, showing the date 
and time the meter was re- 
moved from and restored to 
service. 

The Engineer in Charge of 
the radio district in which 
the station is located shall 
be notified both immediately 
after the instrument is found 
to be defective and immedi- 
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ately after the repaired or 
replacement instrument has 
been installed and is func- 
tioning properly. 

(3) If the defective instrument 
is a plate voltmeter or plate 
ammeter in the last radio 
stage, the operating power 
shall be maintained by 
means of the radio frequency 
transmission line meter. 

(4) If conditions beyond the 
control of the licenses pre- 
vent the restoration of the 
meter to service within the 
above allowed period, infor- 
mal request may be filed in 
accordance with Section 
1.332(d) with the Engineer 
in charge of the radio dis- 
trict in which the station is 
located for such additional 
time as may be required to 
complete repairs of the de- 
fective instrument. 

3.689 Operating power. 

(a) Determination: 

(1) Visual transmitter. -The op- 
erating power of the visual 
transmitter shall be deter- 
mined at the output terminal 
of the vestigial sideband fil- 
ter, if such filter is used; 
otherwise, at the transmitter 
output terminal. The aver- 
age power shall be measured 
while operating into a dummy 
load of substantially zero 
reactance and a resistance 
equal to the transmission 
line surge impedance, while 
transmitting a standard 
black television picture. The 
peak power shall be the 
power obtained by this meth- 
od, multiplified by the factor 
1.68. During this measure- 
ment the direct plate voltage 
and current of the last radio 
stage and the peak output 
voltage or current shall be 
read for use below. 

(2) Aural transmitter. -The op- 
erating power of the aural 
transmitter shall be deter- 
mined by the indirect meth- 
od. This is the product of the 
plate voltage (Ep) and the 
plate current (Ip) of the last 
radio stage, and an efficiency 
factor, F; that is: 

Operating power = Ep x Ip x F 

(i) The efficiency factor, F, 
shall be established by 
the transmitter manu- 
facturer for each type 
transmitter for which he 
submits data to the 
Commission, and shall 
be shown in the instruc- 
tion books supplied to 
the customer with each 
transmitter. In the case 

of composite equipment 
the factor F shall be 
furnished to the Corn 
mission by the applican 
along with a statemen 
of the basis used in de 
termining such factor. 

Maintenance: 

Visual transmitter. - Thi 
peak power shall be moni 
tored by a peak reading de. 
vice which reads proportion 
ally to voltage, current, of 
power in the radio frequency 
line, the meter to be cali 
brated during the measure 
ment described in subparts 
graph (a)(1) of this Section 
The operating power as sc 

monitored shall be main 
tained as near as practicable 
to the authorized operating 
power and shall not exceed 
the limits of 10 percent 
above and 20 percent below 
the authorized power except 
in emergencies. As a further 
check, both the plate voltage 
and plate current of the out- 
put stage shall be measured 
with a standard black tele- 
vision picture with the trans- 
mitter operating into the 
antenna. These values must 
agree substantially with cor- 
responding readings taken 
under paragraph (a)(1) of 
this Section. 

(2) Aural transmitter. -The op- 
erating power of the aural 
transmitter shall be main- 
tained as near as practicable 
to the authorized operating 
power, and shall not exceed 
the limits of 10 percent 
above and 20 percent below 
the authorized power except 
in emergencies. 

(3) Reduced power. - In the 
event it becomes impossible 
to operate with the author- 
ized power, the station may 
be operated with reduced 
power for a period of 10 days 
or less provided :the Com- 
mission and the Engineer in 

Charge of the radio district 
in which the station is lo- 

cated shall be notified in 

writing immediately there- 
after and also upon the re- 
sumption of the normal oper- 
ating power.' 

See Part O of the Commission's Rules 
for addresses of the Commission's Engi- 
neering Field Offices. 
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APPENDIX B 

Table I 

MINUTES TO DECIMAL PARTS OF A DEGREE 

Minutes Degrees Minutes Degrees Minutes Degrees 

1 0.01667 21 0.35 41 0.68333 

2 .03333 22 .36667 42 .70 

3 .05 23 .38333 43 .71667 

4 .06667 24 .40 44 .73333 

5 .08333 25 .41667 45 .75 

6 .10 26 .43333 96 .76667 

7 .11667 27 .45 47 .78333 

s .13333 28 .46667 48 .80 

9 .15 29 .48333 49 .81667 

10 .16667 30 .50 50 .83333 

11 .18333 31 .51667 51 .85 

12 .20 32 .53333 52 .86667 

13 .21667 33 .55 53 .88333 

14 .23333 34 56667 54 .90 

15 .25 35 .58333 55 .91667 

16 .26667 36 .60 56 .93333 

17 .28333 37 .61667 57 .95 

18 .30 38 .63333 58 .96667 

19 .31667 39 .65 59 .98333 

20 .33333 40 .66667 60 1.00 

SECONDS TO DECIMAL PARTS OF A DEGREE 

Seconds Degrees Seconds Degrees Seconds Degrees 

1 0.00028 21 0.00583 41 0.01139 

2 .00056 22 .00611 42 .01167 

3 .00083 23 .00639 43 .01194 

4 .00111 24 .00667 44 .01222 

5 .00139 25 .00694 45 .0125 

6 .00167 26 .00722 46 .01278 

7 .00194 27 .0075 97 .01306 

8 .00222 28 .00778 48 .01333 

9 .0025 29 .00806 49 .01361 

10 .00278 30 .00833 50 .01389 

11 .00306 31 .00861 51 .01417 

12 .00333 32 .00889 52 .01444 

13 .00361 33 .00917 53 .01472 

14 .00389 34 .00994 54 .015 

15 .00417 35 .00972 55 .01528 

16 .00444 36 .01 56 .01556 

17 .00472 37 .01028 57 .01583 

18 .005 38 .01056 58 .01611 

19 .00528 39 .01083 59 .01639 

20 .00556 40 .01111 60 .01667 

r 

APPENDIX B 

Table II 
MILES PER DEGREE OF LATITUDE DIFFERENCE 

Middle 
Latitude 

Statute 
Miles 

Middle 
Latitude 

Statute 
Miles 

25° 0' 68.828 40° 0' 68.992 

30 68.833 30 68.998 

26 0 68.837 41 0 69.004 

30 68.842 30 69.011 

27 0 68.847 42 0 69.017 

30 68.852 30 69.023 

28 0 68.857 42 0 69.029 
30 68.862 30 69.035 

29 0 68.867 44 0 69.041 

30 68.873 30 69.047 

30 0 68.878 45 0 69.053 

30 68.883 30 69.060 

31 0 68.889 46 0 69.066 

30 68.894 30 69.072 

32 0 68.899 47 0 69.078 

30 68.905 30 69.084 

33 0 68.911 48 0 69.090 

30 68.916 30 69.096 

34 0 68.922 49 0 69.102 

30 68.928 30 69.108 

35 0 68.933 50 0 69.115 

30 68.939 
36 0 68.945 

30 68.951 
37 0 68.957 

30 68.962 
38 0 68.968 

30 68.974 
39 0 68.980 

30 68.986 

Have you read 

r 

the first 
1 

J 

TELECASTING YEARBOOK 

Read it and join the 5500 radio and TV station and 

network personnel, the z5oo advertising agencies, 3000 

national and regional advertisers -more than 5000 of 

the most influential buyers of television time. 

It takes a book like this first Telecasting Yearbook 

to sum up the business of telecasting, underscore its 

economic and programming aspects. In fact, and in 

short, only the Telecasting Yearbook gives buyers every- 

thing basic about the business of television. 

*This 54th issue .. . 
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Middle 
APPENDIX B TABLE III 

Miles per Degree of Longitude Difference 
Latitude 
Degrees 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 

Statute Miles 
Min. 

0 62.726 62.211 61.675 61.120 60.547 59.955 59.345 58.716 58.070 57.406 
1 .720 .202 .666 .111 .537 .945 .335 .706 .059 .395 
2 .712 .193 .657 .101 .52ö .935 .324 .695 .046 .384 

3 .703 .184 .648 .092 .517 .925 .314 .664 .037 .373 

4 .694 .176 .639 .082 .508 .915 .303 .674 .026 .362 

5 .666 .167 .630 .073 .498 .905 .293 .663 .015 .350 
6 .677 .158 .621 .064 .488 .895 .282 .652 58.004 .339 

7 .669 .149 .611 .054 .478 .885 .272 .642 57.994 .328 
8 .660 .140 .602 .045 .469 .875 .262 .631 .983 .316 

9 .652 .132 .593 .035 .459 .865 .252 .620 .972 .305 

lo .644 .123 584 .026 .449 .855 .241 .610 .961 .294 
u .635 .17.4 .575 .017 .440 .845 .231 .599 .950 .283 
12 .627 .105 .566 61.007 .430 .835 .221 .588 .939 .271 
13 .613 .096 .557 60.997 .420 .825 .210 .578 .928 .260 
14 .609 .088 .547 .988 .410 .914 .200 .567 .917 .249 
15 .601 .079 .538 .979 .400 .804 .189 .556 .906 .238 

16 .592 .070 .529 .969 .390 .794 .179 .546 .895 .227 
17 .5e3 .061 .520 .959 .381 .784 .168 .535 .884 .215 

18 .575 .052 .510 .950 .371 .774 .158 .524 .873 204 
19 .567 .044 .501 .940 .361 .764 .147 .574 .862 .192 

20 .559 .035 492 .931 .352 .754 .137 .503 .851 .161 
21 .550 .026 .433 .921 .342 .744 .127 .492 .84o .170 

22 .541 .017 .474 .912 .332 .734 .116 .481 .829 .159 

23 .532 62.008 .465 .902 .322 .723 .106 .470 .818 .147 

24 .524 61.999 .455 .893 .312 .713 .095 .460 .807 .136 

25 .515 .990 .446 .883 .302 .703 .085 .449 .796 .125 

26 .507 .981 .437 .874 .292 .693 .074 .438 .785 .113 
27 .498 .972 .428 .865 .262 .683 .064 .426 .774 .102 
28 .489 .963 .419 .855 .273 .672 .054 .417 .763 .090 
29 .480 .955 .409 .345 .263 .662 .043 .406 .752 .079 

30 .472 .946 .400 .836 .253 .652 .033 .396 .741 .068 
31 .463 .937 .391 .826 .243 .642 .022 .385 .729 .057 

32 .455 .928 .381 .817 .233 .632 .012 .374 .718 .045 

33 .446 .918 .372 .807 .223 .622 59.001 .363 .707 .034 

34 .436 .909 .363 .798 .213 .611 58.991 .352 .696 .022 

35 .429 .900 .354 .788 .203 .601 .980 .341 .635 57.011 
36 .420 .391 .344 .778 .194 .591 .970 .331 .674 56.999 
37 .412 .382 .335 .768 .184 .581 .960 .320 .663 .988 
38 .403 .874 .325 .759 .174 .571 .949 .309 .652 .977 

39 .395 .865 .316 .750 .164 .561 .939 .298 .641 .966 

40 .386 .856 .307 .740 .154 .550 .928 .288 .629 .954 
41 .377 .647 .298 .730 .144 .540 .917 .277 .618 .943 
42 .369 .8313 .239 .721 .134 .530 .907 .266 .607 .931 
43 .360 .829 .279 .711 .124 .520 .896 .255 .596 .919 
44 .351 .820 .270 .701 .114 .510 .886 .244 .585 .908 
45 .342 .811 .261 .692 .104 .500 .875 .233 .574 .897 
46 .334 .302 .252 .682 .094 .489 .865 .223 .563 .885 

47 .325 .793 .242 .672 .084 .479 .854 .212 .552 .674 

48 .316 .784 .233 .663 .074 .468 .843 .201 .541 .863 

49 .308 .775 .223 .654 .065 .458 .833 .190 .529 .851 

50 .299 .766 .214 .644 .055 .446 .622 .179 .518 .840 
51 .290 .757 .205 .634 .045 .438 .812 .168 .507 .829 
52 .281 .748 .195 .625 .035 .427 .801 .157 .496 .817 
53 .272 .739 .186 .615 .025 .417 .790 .1!7 .W3 .805 
54 .264 .730 .176 .605 .015 .406 .780 .136 .473 .794 
55 .255 .721 .167 .595 60.005 .396 .769 .125 .462 .782 
56 .246 .712 .158 .566 59.995 .386 .759 .114 .451 .771 
57 .237 .702 .146 .576 .985 .376 .748 .103 .440 .759 
5ö .226 .693 .139 .566 .975 .365 .737 .092 .429 .748 
59 .220 .634 .129 .557 .965 .355 .727 .081 .416 .737 

Page 152 April 14, 1952 Part II Final TV Report BROADCASTING Telecasting 



Middle 
Latitude 
Degrees 35 

Min. 

36 

APPENDIX B - TABLE III 

Miles per Degree of Longitude Difference 

42 43 44 37 38 39 40 

Statute Miles 

41 

0 56.725 56.026 55.311 54.578 53.ö28 53.063 52.230 51.482 50.669 49.839 
1 .713 .014 .299 .565 .816 .050 .267 .469 .655 .825 
2 .702 56.002 .286 .553 .$03 .037 .254 .455 .641 .811 

3 .690 55.991 .274 .541 .791 .024 .241 .442 .627 .797 

4 .678 .979 .262 .528 .778 53.011 .229 .429 .614 .783 
5 .667 .967 .250 .516 .765 52.998 .215 .415 .600 .769 
6 .655 .955 .238 .503 .753 .985 .201 .402 .586 .755 

7 .644 .943 .226 .491 .740 .972 .188 .388 .573 .741 
8 .632 .931 .213 .479 .727 .959 .175 .375 .559 .727 
9 .621 .920 .201 .466 .715 .946 .162 .361 .545 .713 

10 .610 .908 .189 .454 .702 .933 .149 .348 .531 .699 
11 .598 .896 .177 .441 .689 .920 .135 .335 .517 .685 

12 .586 .884 .165 .429 .677 .907 .122 .321 .504 .671 

13 .575 .872 .153 .417 .664 .894 .109 .307 .490 .657 

14 .563 .860 .141 .404 .651 .881 .096 .294 .476 .643 

15 .552 .849 .128 .392 .639 .868 .082 .280 .4.62 .629 

16 .540 .637 .116 .380 .626 .855 .069 .267 .449 .615 

17 .529 .825 .104 .367 .613 .842 .056 .253 .435 .601 

l8 .517 .813 .093 .354 .601 .830 .043 .240 .421 .58.7 

19 .505 .802 .080 .342 .588 .817 .030 .226 .408 .573 

20 .493 .790 .068 .330 .575 .804 .016 .213 .394 .559 

21 .482 .778 .056 .317 .562 .791 52.003 .199 .380 .545 

22 .470 .766 .043 .304 .549 .778 51.990 .165 .366 .531 

23 .459 .754 .031 .292 .536 .765 .977 .172 .352 .517 

24 .447 .742 .019 .280 .524 .752 .963 .159 .338 .503 

25 .435 .730 55.007 .267 .511 .739 .950 .145 .325 .489 

26 .424 .718 54.995 .255 .49d .726 .936 .132 .311 .475 

27 .412 .706 .983 .242 .486 .713 .923 .118 .297 .461 

28 .401 .694 .970 .230 .473 .700 .910 .104 .2ö3 .447 

29 .389 .682 .958 .217 .460 .687 .897 .091 .270 .433 

30 .378 .671 .946 .205 .448 .674 .883 .077 .256 .419 

31 .366 .659 .934 .192 .435 .661 .870 .064 .242 .405 

32 .354 .647 .922 .180 .422 .648 .857 .050 .228 .391 

33 .343 .635 .909 .167 .409 .635 .843 .036 .214 .377 

34 .331 .623 .897 .155 .396 .622 .830 .023 .2%)0 .362 

35 .319 .611 .885 .142 .334 .608 .817 51.010 .136 .348 

36 .308 .599 .872 .130 .371 .595 .804 50.996 .173 .334 

37 .296 .587 .861 .117 .358 .582 .790 .982 .159 .320 

38 .284 .575 .848 .104 .345 .569 .777 .968 .145 .306 

39 .273 .563 .836 .092 .332 .556 .763 .955 .131 .292 

1114(3)_ 

.261 .551 .824 .080 .320 .543 .750 .942 .117 .277 

.249 .539 .811 .067 .307 .530 .736 .92d .103 .263 

42 .238 .527 .799 .054 .294 .517 .723 .914 .099 .249 

43 .226 .515 .787 .042 .281 .504 .710 .901 .076 .235 

44 .214 .503 .775 .030 .268 .491 .697 .887 .062 .221 

45 .202 .491 .762 .017 .255 .478 .684 .d73 .048 .207 

46 .191 .479 .750 54.005 .243 .465 .670 .860 .034 .193 

47 .179 .467 .738 53.992 .230 .452 .657 .846 .020 .179 

48 .167 .455 .726 .979 .217 .438 .643 .833 50.006 .165 

49 .156 .443 .713 .967 .204 .425 .630 .819 49.992 .151 

50 .144 .431 .701 .955 .191 .412 .616 .805 .978 .136 

51 .132 .419 .688 .942 .178 .399 .603 .792 .965 .122 

52 .120 .407 .676 .929 .165 .386 .590 .778 .951 .108 

53 .109 .395 .664 .917 .152 .373 .576 .764 .937 .094 

54 .097 .383 .652 .904 .140 .359 .563 .751 .923 .080 

55 .085 .371 .639 .891 .127 .346 .549 .737 .909 .066 

56 .073 .359 .627 .879 .114 .333 .536 .723 .895 .051 

57 .061 .347 .614 .867 .101 .320 .523 .710 .881 .037 

58 .050 .335 .602 .854 .088 .307 .509 .696 .867 .023 

59 .038 .323 .590 .841 .075 .294 .496 .682 .353 49.009 
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APPENDIX B 
TABLE III 

Miles per Degree of Longitude Difference 

De 
Latitude 

Degrees 46 47 48 49 

Statute Miles 
Min. 
0 48.995 48.135 47.260 46.371 45.468 
1 .980 .120 .245 .356 .453 
2 .966 .106 .231 .341 .438 

3 .952 .091 .216 .326 .422 

4 .937 .077 .201 .311 .407 

5 .923 .063 .187 .296 .392 

6 .909 .048 .172 .281 .377 

7 .395 .034 .158 .266 .362 

8 .881 .019 .143 .252 .346 
9 .867 48.005 .128 .237 .331 

10 .852 47.990 .114 .222 .317 

u .838 .975 .099 .207 .301 

12 .824 .961 .084 .192 .2ö6 

13 .809 .946 .069 .177 .270 
14 .795 .932 .054 .162 .255 

15 .781 .917 .040 .147 .240 
16 .767 .903 .025 .132 .225 

17 .752 .888 47.010 .117 .210 

13 .738 .874 46.995 .102 .194 
19 .724 .859 .980 .087 .179 

20 .709 .845 .966 .072 .164 

21 .695 .830 .951 .057 .149 
22 .681 .316 .936 .042 .134 

23 .667 .801 .921 .027 .118 
24 .653 .787 .906 46.012 .103 
25 .638 .772 .891 45.997 .088 

26 .623 .758 .877 .982 .073 

27 .609 .743 .862 .967 .057 

28 .595 .729 .347 .952 .042 

29 .581 .714 .332 .937 .026 

30 .567 .699 .818 .922 45.011 

31 .552 .685 .803 .906 44.996 
32 .538 .671 .788 .891 .981 

33 .524 .656 .773 .876 .965 

34 .509 .641 .759 .861 .950 

35 .494 .627 .744 .846 .935 
36 .480 .612 .729 .831 .920 

37 .466 .597 .714 .816 .904 

38 .452 .583 .699 .801 .889 

39 .437 .568 .684 .786 .874 

40 .423 .553 .669 .771 .858 
41 .409 .539 .654 .756 .343 
42 .395 .524 .639 .741 .827 
43 .380 .509 .624 .726 .812 
44 .365 .495 .609 .710 .797 
45 .351 .480 .595 .695 .782 
46 .336 .465 .580 .680 .766 
47 .322 .451 .565 .665 .751 
43 .308 .436 .551 .65o .736 
49 .293 .421 .536 .635 .720 

50 .279 .407 .521 .620 .705 
51 .265 .392 .506 .604 .689 
52 .250 .377 .491 .589 .674 
53 .236 .363 .476 .574 .659 
54 .222 .348 .461 .559 .643 
55 .207 .333 .446 .544 .628 
56 .192 .319 .431 .529 .613 
57 .178 .304 .416 .514 .597 
58 .163 .289 .401 .499 .582 
59 .149 .275 .386 .484 .566 
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Transmitting Antenna Height in Feel 

TELEVISION CHANNELS 2- 6614 -83 
ESTIMATED FIELD STRENGTH EXCEEDED AT 50 PERCENT OF THE POTENTIAL 

RECEIVER LOCATIONS FOR AT LEAST 50 PERCENT OF THE TIME 
AT A RECEIVING ANTENNA HEIGHT OF 30 FEET 

FIGURE 5 
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Transmitting Antenna Height in Feel 

00000 

TELEVISION CHANNELS 7 -13 
ESTIMATED FIELD STRENGTH EXCEEDED AT 50 PERCENT OF THE POTENTIAL 

RECEIVER LOCATIONS FOR AT LEAST 50 PERCENT OF THE TIME 
AT A RECEIVING ANTENNA HEIGHT OF 30 FEET 

FIGURE 6 
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MODULATING FREQUENCY 
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FIGURE 7 
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For permanent San Diego cover ge 

KFMB -TV chose a 

FISHER TOWED 

Our record speaks for itself. 
The staff we maintain is 
backed up by years of 
experience in both the 
fabrication and erecting of 
towers of all heights. 

TV-AM-FM - 

CONSULT 

C. H. FISHER & SON 
agents for 

TOWER SALES & ERECTING CO. 
6100 N.E. COLUMBIA BLVD. 

-- Portland, Oregon 



City 

APPENDIX E 
INDEX OF ASSIGNMENT DECISIONS 

Proposed 
Assign- 

ments and 
Reserva- 

tions 

Counter 
proposals 

and 
related 
filings Conclusions 

Final 
Assign- 

ments and 
Reserva- 

tions 

Auburn 
Birmingham 
Mobile 
Montgomery 
Tuscaloosa 
University 

(Paragraph Numbers) 

ALABAMA 
790 790 791 
792 793 796 -799 
790 790 791 
792 794 796 -799 
792 795 797 -799 
790 790 791 

ARIZONA 

791 
800 
791 
800 
800 
791 

Flagstaff 239 239 239 
Phoenix 937 937 938 938 
Tucson 937 937 938 938 
Yuma 935 935 238, 936 936 

ARKANSAS 
Blytheville 634 634 636 -638 640 
Fayetteville 619 619 620 620 
Fort Smith 615 615 616,617 618 
Little Rock 615 615 616 618 

CALIFORNIA 
Bakersfield 959 959 238,960 961 
Fresno 939 941 238,945 -948 950 
Los Angeles 975 975 976 976 
Monterey 962 962 963 964 
Oakland See San Francisco -Oakland. 
Port Chicago 956 956 957 958 
Sacramento 939 940 943,944 950 
Salinas 962 962 963 964 
San Bernardino 975 975 976 976 
San Diego 971 971 238, 972, 973 974 
San Francisco -Oakland 951 953 952 -954 955 
San Jose 975 975 976 976 
Santa Barbara 939 942 949 950 
Stockton 975 975 976 976 
Visalia 939 942 947 950 

COLORADO 
Boulder 850 852 861 869 
Colorado Springs 850 854 863 869 
Craig 850 853 865, 866 869 
Denver 850 851 860,865 -867 869 
Durango 850 856 865, 868 869 
Grand Junction 850 857 865,868 869 
Montrose 850 858 865, 868 869 
Pueblo 850 855 863 869 

CONNECTICUT 
Bridgeport 253 264 283 288 
Hartford 253 262,264 236,268 -269, 288 

277 -281,284 
New Haven 253 263 281,285 -287 288 
New London 253 236,277 -283 288 
Norwich 253 264 283 288 
Storrs 253 264 283 
Waterbury 253 264 283 288 

DELAWARE 
Wilmington 339 339 340, 346 347 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Washington 331 331 332 332 

FLORIDA 
Daytona Beach 778 778 779 781 
Fort Lauderdale 807 808 816 818 
Gainesville 807 809 814 818 
Jacksonville 807 810 815 -817 818 
Miami 819 820, 821 827 -830 831 
Orlando 807 811 814, 816, 817 818 
Panama City 807 812 814 818 
Pensacola 782 783 784 -788 789 
St. Petersburg See Tampa-St. Petersburg 
Tallahassee 778 778 779,780 781 
Tampa -St. Petersburg 819 820, 822 828 -830 831 
West Palm Beach 807 813 814 818 

GEORGIA 
Albany 782 786 789 
Athens 766 767 770 -774 775 
Atlanta 766 768 771 -774 775 
Columbus 776 776 777 777 
Macon 776 769 772, 774 775 
Savannah 776 776 777 777 
Voldosta 819 820, 822, 823 824, 826 831 

IDAHO 
Boise 896 896 897 897 
Moscow 898 898 899 899 

ILLINOIS 
Carbondale 518 518 519 520 
Centralia 529 537 596 
Champaign 526 527 539 -595 546 
Chicago 507 507 508, 509 510 
Dekalb 515 515 516 517 
Moline See Davenport, Iowa 
Peoria 526 529 534 -545 546 
Quincy 556 556 557 558 
Rockford 511 511 512 512 
Rock Island See Davenport, Iowa 
Springfield 513 513 514 514, 546 
Urbana 526 528 534 -545 546 

INDIANA 
Bloomington 441 441 442 -443 4 444 
Evansville 495 945 946 -447 447 
Fort Wayne 938 438 439 940 
Gary 959 459 236,461 462 
Indianapolis 
l 

430 430 236,431 -433 434 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 

City 

Proposed Counter- 
Assign-proposals 

ments and and 
Reserva-related 

tions filings 

Final 
Assign- 

ments and 
Reserva- 

Conclusions tions 

(Paragraph Numbers) 

Lafayette 957 957 958 458 
Logansport 435 435 936 437 
Michigan City 452 452 453 453 
Muncie 454 454 236,455 956 
South Bend 450 450 451 451 
Terre Haute 498 448 449 449 

IOWA 
Ames 597 597 549 -554 555 
Cedar Rapids 526 533 534 -595 596 
Davenport -Rock Island - 

Moline, Illinois 521 521 522 -529 525 
Des Moines 597 547 548 -554 555 
Dubuque 559 559 560 561 
Fort Dodge 547 547 548 -554 555 
Iowa City 565 565 566 546,566 
Keokuk 556 556 557 558 
Mason City 546 
Sioux City 562 563 569 564 
Waterloo 526 532 534 -545 546 

KANSAS 
Lawrence 588 588 589, 590 596 
Manhattan 597 597 598 598 
Topeka 599 599 600 600 
Wichita 601 601 602,603 604 

KENTUCKY 
Louisville 463 463 464 -466 467 
Middlesborough 759 759 762 763 
Owensboro 435 435 436 437 

LOUISIANA 
Alexandria 843 843 844- 846 847 
Baton Rouge 832 833 838,839 842 
Houma 832 834 839 842 
Lafayette 843 843 844 -846 847 
Lake Charles 832 836 840, 841 842 
New Orleans 832 835 838- 841 842 
Shreveport 832 837 842 

MAINE 
Bangor 249 249 250 250 
Oreno 251 251 252 252 
Portland 249 249 250 250 

MARYLAND 
Baltimore 331 331 332 332 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Boston 253 256 265- 268,272 -276 288 
Brockton 253 257 276 288 
Holyoke See Springfield -Holyoke 
Pittsfield 253 260 277 -280 288 
Springfield- Holyoke 253 258 268 -269,277 -280 288 
Worcester 253 259 268 -269 288 

MICHIGAN 
Ann Arbor 505 505 506 506 
Bad Axe 848 848 236,849 849 
Bay City 490 990 236,491,492 493 
Cadillac 500 500 501 502 
Calumet 500 500 501 502 
Coldwater 468 468 236,469 470 
Detroit 478 478 235,479 -483 484 
Escanaba 500 500 236, 501 502 

Flint 471 471 235,472,473 474 
Grand Rapids 485 485 486 -488 489 
Hancock 500 500 501 502 
Lansing 475 475 235,476 477 
Marquette 500 500 501 502 
Saginaw 497 497 498 499 
Sault Ste. Marie 503 503 504 504 
Traverse City 494 494 495 496 

MINNESOTA 
Duluth 579 579 580 584 
Mankato 526 530 534 -545 546 
Minneapolis -St. Paul 570 570 571 571 
New Ulm 526 530 534 -545 546 
St. Paul See Minneapolis 

MISSISSIPPI 
Biloxi 805, 843 805, 893 806, 844 -846 806, 847 

Jackson 782 784 785 -788 789 
Meridian 801 801 802, 803 804 
State College 805 805 806 806 
University 805 805 806 806 

MISSOURI 
Clinton 848 848 849 849 
Columbia 585 585 586 587 
Hannibal 556 556 557 558 
Kansas City 588 588 591, 592 -595 596 
Kirksville 529 539,540 546 
St. Joseph 567 567 568 569 
St. Louis 567 567 568 569 

Springfield 567 567 568 569 

MONTANA 
Billings 927 927 928 929 

Bozeman 927 927 928 929 
Butte 923 923 236, 929, 925 926 
Great Falls 927 927 928 929 
Miles City 927 927 928 929 
Missoula 927 927 928 929 

NEBRASKA 
Alliance 851 869 
Lincoln 610 610 612,613 614 
Omaha 610 610 611,613 614 

NEVADA 
Las Vegas 969 969 970 970 
Reno 965 965 966, 967 968 
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City 

Proposed 
Assign- 

ments and 
Reserva- 

tions 

Counter 
proposals 

and 
related 
filings 

Final 
Assign- 

ments and 
Reserva- 

Conclusions tions 

Durham 
Hanover 
Rochester 

(Paragraph Numbers) 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
253 254 265 -267 
None 289 236, 290 

289 290 

NEW JERSEY 

288 
291 
291 

Andover None 327 236,329 330 
Camden None 327 329 330 
Freehold None 327 329 330 
Hammonton None 327 329 330 
Montclair None 327 236, 329 330 
Newark 325 325 326 327 
New Brunswick 327 329 330 

NEW MEXICO 
Albuquerque 930 930 931 931 
Gallup 932 932 933 934 
Raton 932 932 933 934 
Roswell 930 930 931 931 
Santa Fe 930 930 931 931 
Silver City 932 932 238, 933 934 

NEW YORK 
Albany -Schenectady -Troy 292 292, 319 236, 295, 320 296, 321 
Binghamton 292, 297 292, 297 295, 298 296, 299 
Buffalo 292, 300 292, 301 235, 236, 295, 296, 308 

303 -307 
Corning None 315 235, 316 
Ithaca 292,300 292,302 295,303 -307 296, 308 
Kingston None 322 236, 323 324 
Malone 292 236,293 296 
New York City 292,325 292, 325 294 -295,326 296, 327 
Niagara Falls 300 301 303 -307 308 
Oneonta 319 320 321 
Poughkeepsie 292 236, 293 296 
Rochester 292 292, 317 295, 318 296 
Rome See Utica -Rome 
Schenectady 292 319 320 321 
Syracuse 292, 309 292, 311 235, 295, 312- 296, 314 

313 
Troy See Albany -Schenectady -Troy 
Utica -Rome 292 292 295 296 
Watertown 309 310 235,312 -313 314, 321 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Asheville 757 757 758 758 
Chapel Hill 757 757 758 758 
Charlotte 714,757 715,757 720- 722,758 726, 758 
Durham 757 757 758 758 
Greensboro 714,757 757 758 726,758 
High Point 714 716 721,722 726 
Kinston 848 848 849 849 
Raleigh 757 757 758 758 
Salem See Winston -Salem 
Wilmington 757 757 758 758 
Winston -Salem 714,757 717,757 720 -722 726 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Bismarck 605 605 606 606 
Dickinson 605 605 606 606 
Fargo 605 605 606 606 
Grand Forks 605 605 606 606 
Minot 605 605 606 606 
Williston 605 605 606 606 

OHIO 
Akron 390 391 393 394 
Cincinnati 404 404 236,405 -409 410 
Cleveland 411 412 236,413 -415 416 
Columbus 417 417 418 -419 420 
Dayton 395 395 396 -397 398 
Oxford 388 388 389 389 
Sandusky 411 412 413 416 
Steubenville 348 353 236, 358 -360, 366 

362 
Toledo 386 386 387 387 
Warren 399 399 400 400 
Wooster 390 392 393 394 
Youngstown 401 401 236,402 403 
Zanesville 427 427 428 429 

OKLAHOMA 
Enid 621 621 622 623 
Lawton 624 624 630 632 
Muskogee 648 621,848 622, 849 623, 849 
Norman 621 621 622 623 
Oklahoma City 624 624,625 627 -632 632 
Pryor Creek 848 848 849 849 
Stillwater 621 622 623 
Tulsa 624 624, 626 627 -632 632 

OREGON 
Albany 877 881 235, 883 890 
Corvallis 919 919 920 920 
Eugene 914 914 915 -917 918 
Portland 911 911 912 913 
Salem 921 921 922 922 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Altoona 367 368 236,370 371 
Beaver Falls 384 384 235,385 
Braddock None 351 357 
Erie 376 376 236, 371 -380 381 
Harrisburg 333 333 236,334 335 
Johnstown 374 374 375 
Lancaster 339 339 341 -346 347 
Lebanon 336 336 337 338 
Lock Haven None 382 236, 382 382 
McKeesport None 350 355 
Philadelphia 339 339 340 -345 347 
Pittsburgh 348 349 236, 354 -358, 366 

361 -363,365 
Reading 336 336 337 338 Scranton 333 333 236,334 335 State College 372 372 373 373 Washington 348 352 358,361 -362 366 
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City 

Proposed 
Assign- 

ments and 
Reserva- 

tions 

Counter- 
proposals 

and 
related 
filings 

Final 
Assign- 

ments and 
Reserva- 

Conclusions tions 

Providence 

Charleston 
Clemson 
Columbia 
Greenville 
Spartanburg 

(Paragraph Numbers) 

RHODE ISLAND 
253 261 268 -271 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
764 764 765 
764 764 765 
759 759,760 761 
764 764 765 
759 759 762 

288 

765 
765 
763 
765 
763 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Brookings 607 607 608 609 
Pierre 607 607 608 609 
Sioux Falls 607 607 608 609 
Vermillion 607 607 608 609 

TENNESSEE 
Bristol 755 755 756 756 
Chattanooga 751 751 752 752 
Cookeville 745 747 749 750 
Harriman 848 848 849 849 
Kingsport 753 753 754 754 
Knoxville 751 751 752 752 
Maryville 848 848 849 849 
Memphis 634 634 635 -639 640 
Nashville 745 746 748,749 750 
Shelbyville 848 848 849 849 

TEXAS 
Amarillo 667 669 671 672 
Austin 710 710 711 711 
Beaumont -Port Arthur 685 685 686 687 
Breckenridge 644 644 645 646 
Brownsville 673 675 677,678 679 
College Station 694 694 695 695 
Corpus Christi 708 708 709 709 
Dallas 662 662 663 -665 666 
Denison 647 649 652 653 
Denton 647 650 652 653 
El Paso 702 702 703 703 
Fort Worth 704 704 705 705 
Galveston 706 706 707 707 
Harlingen 673 675, 676 238, 677, 678 679 
Houston 680 680 681 -683 684 
Laredo 696 696 697 697 
Longview 654 654 655, 656 657 
Lubbock 667 668 238, 670, 671 672 
McAllen 673 674 238, 677 -678 679 
Monahans 667 668 670 672 Port Arthur See Beaumont -Port Arthur 
San Angelo 698 698 699 699 
San Antonio 658 658 660 661 
Sherman 647 698 651 -652 653 
Temple 641 641 238,642 643 
Texarkana 700 700 701 701 
Victoria 658 658 238, 659 661 
Waco 688 688 689 690 
Weslaco 674 676 238, 677 -678 679 
Wichita Falls 691 691 692 693 

UTAH 
Logan 900 906 907 910 
Ogden 900 904 907 910 
Price 900 902 909 910 
Provo 900 905 907 910 
Salt Lake City 900 901 907 -909 910 
Vernal 900 903 907 -909 910 

VERMONT 
Burlington 251 251 252 252 

VIRGINIA 
Blacksburg 743 743 744 744 
Bristol 755 755 756 756 
Charlottesville 735 737 738 -741 742 
Danville 743 743 744 744 
Harrisonburg 367 369 236,370 371 
Lynchburg 743 743 744 744 
Newport News 727 729 731 734 
Norfolk- Portsmouth 727 728 730 -733 734 
Petersburg 735 737 738 -741 742 
Portsmouth See Norfolk -Portsmouth 
Richmond 735 736 738 -741 742 
Roanoke 743 743 744 744 

WASHINGTON 
Bellingham 877 878 236, 884 -889 890 
Ellensburg 891 891,893 236, 892, 894 892, 895 
Kennewick 893 236, 894 895 
Longview 877 880 235, 884 -889 890 
Olympia 873 873 874, 875 876 
Omak- Okanogan 893 236, 894 895 
Pasco 893 236, 894 895 
Pullman 893 893 894 895 
Richland 893 236, 894 895 
Seattle 877, 893 879, 893 235, 882, 884- 890 

889 
Spokane 893 893 894 895 
Tacoma 873, 893 873, 893 875 876 
Walla Walla 870 870 236, 871 872 
Wenatchee 893 236, 894 895 
Yakima 893 236, 894 895 

WEST VIRGINIA 
Beckley 714 719 723 -725 726 
Charleston 421 423 424 -425 426 
Clarksburg 427 427 428 429 
Huntington 421 422 236,424 -425 426 
Morgantown 712 712 713 713 
Princeton 714 718 721,722 726 
Wheeling 348 353 358 -380 366 
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City 

Proposed Counter - 
Assign- proposals 

menta and and 
Reserva- related 

Hone filings Conclusions 

Final 
Assign- 

ments and 
Reserva- 

tions 

Adams 
Chilton 
Eau Claire 
Green Bay 
LaCrosse 
Madison 
Marinette 
Milwaukee 
Racine 
Richland Center 
Park Falls 
Shell Lake 
Superior 
Wausau 

(Paragraph Numbers) 
WISCONSIN 

579 236, 582 
579 236,582 

579 579 580 
572 572 236, 574 -577 
579 579 580 
579 579 581 
579 579 580 
572, 579 572, 579 573 -577,583 

579 583 
579 236, 582 
579 582 
579 236, 582 

579 579 580 
579 236, 582 

WYOMING 

584 
584 
584 
578 
584 
584 
584 
578, 584 

584 
584 
584 
584 
584 

Cheyenne 851 867 869 
Laramie 850 859 864, 865, 866 869 
Rawlins 851 869 

ALASKA 
Anchorage 978 978 979,980 981 
Fairbanks 978 978 979, 980 981 
Juneau 978 978 979, 980 981 
Ketchikan 978 978 979, 980 981 

HAWAIIAN ISLANDS 
Lihui 978 978 979, 980 981 
Honolulu 978 978 979, 980 981 
Wailuku 978 978 979, 980 981 
Hilo 978 978 979, 980 981 

PUERTO RICO 
San Juan 978 978 979, 980 981 

CONCURRING OPINION OF 
COMMISSIONER E. M. WEBSTER 

The importance of television in 
the field of education has already 
been firmly established in the 
minds of all thinking people. Ac- 
cordingly, it is not a question as 
to whether programs of this nature 
should be televised, but rather, 

whether the Commission should re- 
serve, for future use by educa- 
tional groups, certain television 
channels for non -commercial edu- 
cational purposes only, or leave 
the production of such programs 
to the discretion of the commer- 
cial interests, including those edu- 
cational groups desiring to operate 
commercially. 

When the Third Notice of Fur- 
ther Proposed Rule Making was 
issued March 22, 1951, I stated in 
a separate opinion that I believed 
the reservation of channels for 
non -commercial educational televi- 
sion stations was warranted only 
upon a showing that there is a 
reasonable probability that, if such 
reservation were made, the chan- 
nels would be utilized in the rea- 
sonably near future. It was my 
opinion that a vast majority of the 
representatives of educational in- 
stitutions had little concept of the 
costs and practical problems in- 
volved in the construction and op- 
eration of a television station, and 
that when brought face to face 
with practicalities they might find 
the economic hurdle difficult if not 
impossible to surmount. I was un- 
able to overcome the feeling that 
the proponents of non -commercial 
educational channel reservations, 
knowing the importance of educa- 
tion to the well -being of our na- 
tion, and having been alerted to 
the mass appeal of television, 
were carried away by the glowing 
potentialities thereof in the field of 
education and failed to approach 
this new venture from a practical 
point of view. It appears that, of 
those educational organizations not 
privately endowed, few, if any, 
have the active backing and coop- 
eration of their state or local gov- 
ernments which will be called upon 
to appropriate the funds for such 
non -profit operations. Neverthe- 
less, with virtually no reasonable 
assurance that funds would be 
available for the construction and 
continued operation of non -com- 
mercial educational television sta- 
tions, the Commission was re- 

quested to indefinitely reserve 
channels therefor. In other words, 
in the face of claims by commer- 
cial interests that, with the co- 
operation of educators, they could 
produce, educational television pro- 
grams in a manner which would be 
in the best interest of the public, 
we were asked to permit a scarce 
and valuable part of the public do- 
main to lie fallow, possibly for a 
period of years, if the educational 
groups found it infeasible to put 
these channels to reasonably 
prompt use. 

I felt, as I am sure all of the 
Commissioners did, that I could 
not permit the understandable 
burst of enthusiasm displayed by 
the educational group to sway my 
thinking as to whether the public 
interest would best be served by 
indefinitely reserving a certain 
number of channels for future use 
by the non -commercial groups, or 
by making all television channels 
immediately available for use by 
commercial stations and looking to 
this group to furnish the public 
with educational programs. In my 
opinion neither interest presented 
a strong case up to the time the 
Third Notice of Further Proposed 
Rule Making was issued, and, on 
the basis of the record then made, 
I was not satisfied that we would 
be justified in making the re- 
quested reservations. 

Neither the Commission's notice 
nor my separate opinion directed 
either group to show, in the pro- 
ceedings scheduled to follow the 
Third Notice, what it contemplated 
doing by way of televising educa- 
tional programs. However, it ap- 
pears to me that the logical course 
for the commercial group to have 
taken, if it was serious in its con- 
tention that reservations of tele- 
vision channels should not be made 
for non -commercial educational 
stations, would have been to show 
what commercial stations are ca- 
pable of doing in this connection 
both as to quality and quantity. 
By the same token, I expected the 
educational group to take steps to 
support the proposed reservations 
on a city -by -city basis. It cannot 
be said that the opportunity to 
make such a showing was not 
given, since comments with respect 
to the table of assignments in the 
city -by -city portion of the proceed- 
ings were specifically provided for 
in footnote 12 of the Third Notice. 
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It was my hope that by buttress- 
ing their respective positions the 
conflicting interests would give the 
Commission more affirmative data 
on which to base a decision, and I 
so indicated in my separate opin- 
ion. It does not appear to me that 
this was effectively done by either 
group. The failure of the commer- 
cial interest to make a strong, 
positive showing with respect to 
educational productions leaves me 
with the impression that that 
group is not as prepared to volun- 
tarily go forward with this type of 
television programming as orig- 
inally indicated. As for the educa- 
tional group, in a relatively few 
instances a showing was made that 
there were definite plans for con- 
structing and operating non -com- 
mercial educational television sta- 
tions in the near future. But with 
respect to an overwhelming ma- 
jority of the 209 communities ten- 
tatively assigned educational 
channels by the Third Notice, sup- 
port therefor by local educational 
organizations took, for the most 
part, the form of affidavits stating 
that reservations of such channels 
were desired. In the case of 18' 
commurTities receiving tentative as- 
signments of educational channels, 
no testimony at all was given by 
local institutions that the use of 
such channels is contemplated even 
in the distant future. While the 
Joint Committee on Educational 
Television did file a sworn state- 
ment which endorsed the Commis- 
sion's proposal to reserve channels 
in these 18 communities and re- 
quested that the assignments be 
made final, its affidavit made no 
effort to justify these specific res- 
ervations. 

In my opinion the proposals of 
both groups, having been weighed 
in the balance, leave much to be 
desired. On the one hand we have 
the non -commercial educational 
group, imbued with lofty motives 
and high hopes, but, generally 
speaking, without funds or reason- 
ably firm plans for televising edu- 
cational programs in the near fu- 
ture. On the other hand we have 
the commercial interest, appar- 
ently possessed of means for tele- 
vising educational programs in the 
reasonably near future, but like- 
wise without plans as to what, if 
anything, would be done in this 
connection. However, since the fu- 
ture, if not the present, status of 
educational programming in the 
field of television depends on the 
provision made therefor at this 
time, the Commission, as I see it, 
finds itself in the unenviable posi- 
tion of having to make a choice 
between the inadequate proposals 
of these interests, or promulgate 
rules requiring commercial sta- 
tions to provide adequate educa- 
tional programs. I am not ready 
at this point to recommend that 
this latter step be taken. 

Having made little or no show- 
ing AS to what it is willing to do 
in this connection, obviously, we 
cannot depend on the commercial 
interest to give this vitally impor- 
tant type of programming the at- 
tention it merits. Therefore, we 
are left with no alternative. De- 

Portland. Maine 
Bangor, Maine 
State College, Pa. 
Erie, Pa. 
Dayton, Ohio 
Bozeman, 

Montana 
Miles City, 

Montana 
Butte. Montana 
Minot. N. D. 
Dallas, Texas 

College Station, 
Texas 

Gainesville, Fla. 
Panama City, 

Fla. 
Las Vegas, 

Nevada 
Columbus Ga. 
Biloxi, Miss. 
Roanoke, Va. 
San Juan, 

Puerto Rico 

spite the inadequate showing made 
by the non -commercial educational 
group, circumstances dictate that 
the requested reservations be 
made. There is this much to be 
said in favor of such assignments. 
Regardless of the obstacles which 
must be overcome, in general, edu- 
cational institutions, in order to 
further the purpose for which they 
exist, undoubtedly will be consci- 
entiously concerned with the con- 
struction and operation of non- 
commercial educational stations at 
the earliest possible date. We can 
only hope that their state and local 
governments share their interest 
and foresight. 

One of the considerations which 
enables me to accept the reserva- 
tion of channels is the fact that, 
in the event the educators fail in 
their efforts, the Commission, at 
any time it considers it in the 
public interest to do so, can re- 
consider its decision in this con- 
nection and, through rule making 
proceedings, assign idle educa- 
tional channels for commercial 
purposes, and possibly promulgate 
rules requiring other than non- 
commercial educational stations to 
provide adequate educational pro- 
grams. Moreover, after a period 
of one year from the date on which 
this table of assignments is made 
final, any interested party is at 
liberty to petition the Commission 
for rule making proceedings look- 
ing toward the commercialization 
of any or all educational channels 
lying fallow at that time. Accord- 
ingly, in view of the observations 
set out above, and on the basis of 
the entire record, I believe it is in 
the public interest to reserve the 
channels for non -commercial edu- 
cational television stations speci- 
fied in this Report and Order. 

SEPARATE VIEWS OF COMMIS- 
SIONER HENNOCK CONCURR- 
ING IN PART AND DISSENTING 

IN PART 
1. For the reasons set forth here- 

inafter, I find it necessary to dis- 
sent from the Commission's decision 
in its Sixth Report and Order con- 
cerning: 

A. The Increases in Station Pow- 
er and Antenna Height; 

B. The Use of Channels #66 -88; 
C. The Procedure for Processing 

and Hearing Applications; 
2. With reference to the Educa- 

tional Reservations, and the Table 
of Assignments, I am Concurring in 
the decision insofar as it adopts the 
principle of reserving channels for 
educational purposes and insofar as 
it assigns specific channels for such 
purposes, and Dissenting from the 
decision insofar as it fails to make 
a more adequate and proper pro- 
vision for education herein. 

A. THE INCREASES IN STA- 
TION POWER AND ANTENNA 
HEIGHT- (Pars. 143 -165 of the 
Sixth Report) 

The question of power and an- 
tenna height concerns in essence 
the relationship between the VHF 
and the UHF portions of the spec- 
trum, as well as the development 
of television in the smaller commu- 
nities of the country. By granting 
increases in power and antenna 
height the Commission, in my opin- 
ion, has unduly and unnecessarily 
enhanced the VHF at the expense 
of the UHF. As the UHF is the 
new and heretofore experimental 
portion of the spectrum containing 
85% of all TV channels, and its use 
is so clearly necessary to a national 
system, the Commission should not 
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hinder its development by adding 
to the advantage held by the al- 
ready highly developed VHF. Rath- 
er, the UHF should now be en- 
couraged in every way possible so 
as to aid its development, establish- 
ment and eventual growth into an 
integral part of a truly nation -wide 
television system. 

I believe therefore that the Com- 
mission in general should retain the 
provisions now in its Rules regard- 
ing power and antenna height for 
the lower VHF and finalize a max- 
imum power of 50 kw for these 
channels (2 -6) at a maximum an- 
tenna height of 500 feet, or their 
equivalent.' Retaining the maxi- 
mum height of 500 feet, maximum 
power for the upper VHF (chan- 
nels 7 -13) should be raised to 150 
kw to keep the 3 to 1 ratio adopted 
by the Commission tending to 
equalize potential coverage, and a 
maximum power of 1000 kw author- 
ized for the UHF, to assist the 
early development of its high power 
operations. Even 60 kw (or 150 
kw) at 500 feet, it should be noted, 
would permit increases in power 
and height for nearly all stations 
now operating which, despite al- 
ready extensive coverage, are pres- 
ently below these maxima. 

The primary aim of this alloca- 
tions proceeding must be the max- 
imum utilization of all television 
channels. Certainly a system com- 
prising only a few hundred VHF 
stations, each with the greatest 
possible coverage, would be most 
efficient from the point of view of 
these individual stations. This 
would not, however, even approxi- 
mate a nation -wide system and it 
would be most unfortunate if the 
medium were to develop in such a 
manner, depriving scores of cities 
of their sole opportunity for local 
self- expression in television. 

There are serious economic prob- 
lems facing the development of the 
UHF against presently existing or 
future VHF service, basic to a de- 
termination of this question of 
powers and heights, which the 
Commission apparently has min- 
imized or disregarded. Even the 
briefest consideration makes clear 
the difficulties confronting a poten- 
tial UHF operator in a community 
now receiving no VHF service or 
only marginal VHF service, which 
community is subsequently flooded 
by reliable, multiple VHF signals 
from far -off, larger cities. First, 
the VHF sets purchased in the area, 
which may number in the tens of 
thousands and even approach "sat- 
uration," will not be able to receive 
local telecasts over UHF, without 
being converted." Furthermore, the 
VHF operations in the larger cities 
in all likelihood will, if established 
practices are continued, obtain ex- 
clusive rights to network affiliations 
and operations in the area, thus 
securing for themselves a large 
body of highly popular TV pro- 
gramming. In addition, the major 

° Thus, antenna heights of over 500 feet 
would be permitted for all channels 
when proportionate decreases in power 
were utilized to provide an equivalent 
ratio which would keep a station's 
particular contour constant. Such a 
practice has heretofore been followed 
and will be in the future with respect 
to heights over 1000 feet in Zone 1. 
(See Sec. 3.614 (b) (1) of the TV Rules), 
I. It should be noted that the efficiency 
and convenience of UHF converters 
has not yet been proved. In view of 
the difficulties previously had with 
other converters, in FM and television, 
this remains a serious problem for 
existing TV sets. 

national and regional advertisers 
who provide much of the necessary 
economic base for television opera- 
tions will tend, for practical busi- 
ness reasons, to gravitate toward 
those existing VHF stations with 
extensive coverage. Thus, the po- 
tential UHF operation will pre- 
dominantly be forced back upon 
new UHF and converted sets and 
upon local programming resources 
and local advertisers, which alone 
may not provide sufficient support 
for a television station. 

Similar economic difficulties, with 
the exception of the set conversion 
problem, will also confront the es- 
tablishment of a local, small city 
VHF station. Thus, provisions for 
height and power intimately affect 
assignments to smaller cities. The 
Commission has recognized that 
some delay is certain before tele- 
vision, more costly and complicated 
than radio, develops in these small- 
er cities. This very allocations plan 
has been expressly formulated to 
give these cities additional time 
to take advantage of their assign- 
ments, thus preserving their future 
opportunity for local television out- 
lets. Mere assignments, however, 
are not enough; the Commission 
must also establish rules and condi- 
tions which make these assignments 
reasonably capable of being trans- 
lated into actual operations. 

There will be, irrespective of the 
power and height authorized, some 
degree of VHF overlap. This de- 
cision, however, substantially ag- 
gravates the amount of this overlap 
and to that extent may deter full 
development of the whole TV spec- 
trum. To illustrate: Commission 
propagation data shows that oper- 
ations at maxima of 50 kw and 500 
feet in the lower VHF will, when 
limited by noise only, have a Grade 
B service radius of 52 miles. Op- 
erations at 100 kw and 2000 feet 
on these channels limited by noise 
only will, however, result in a Grade 
B service radius of 86 miles, an in- 
crease of 34 miles.' Expressed in 
terms of land coverage, this results 
in an increase of the station's Grade 
B service area from 8,500 square 
miles to 23,300 square miles. 

While co- channel interference 
lessens the extension of coverage 
brought about by increased power 
and height, such extension will in 
all events be considerable. Thus 
at a separation of 220 miles, with 
both co- channel stations going to 
the maximum of 100 kw at 2000 
feet, each station's Grade B serv- 
ice radius in the other's direc- 
tion will increase from 50 miles to 
67 miles. If only one station goes 
to the new maxima, its radius will 
increase from 50 miles to '76 miles 
in the direction of its co- channel 
station; although the latter, re- 
maining at 50 kw and 500 feet, will 
suffer a 5 mile decrease in its serv- 
ice radius in the former's direction, 
the higher maxima will still effect a 
substantial net increase in overall 
coverage.' These increases, in my 
opinion, should not be permitted, 
particularly in view of the fact that 

° Statistics for the upper VHF show a 
comparable extension of Grade B serv- 
ice radius limited by noise only of 
from 44 to 80 miles as the result of 
equivalent increases but, for purposes 
of simplicity, only lower VHF figures 
have been used. 
° In other directions, it should be noted, 
both operations would tend to approach 
the noise limitation figure of 86 miles 
referred to above, for the stations will 
not necessarily be limited in every di- 
rection by co- channel separations of 
this order. 

the wider mileage separations and 
the use of offset carrier established 
in this Report have, by diminishing 
co- channel interference, already re- 
sulted in service areas greater than 
those provided prior to the 
"freeze." 

The Commission's experience 
with FM, where the set problem 
was so crucial, should make it clear 
beyond question that practical eco- 
nomic considerations cannot be left 
largely to chance in the establish- 
ment of a new service. Moreover, 
the "safety factor," often referred 
to in this Report, would seem to re- 
quire that there be no further major 
extension of the coverage of indi- 
vidual VHF stations throughout the 
country, at least until UHF clears 
its initial hurdles in getting started 
and more definite knowledge is 
gained concerning UHF and its 
interrelationships with the VHF. 
Nor should the application of this 
"safety factor" be limited to Zone 
1, for the ultimate health of the 
UHF will have a vital bearing upon 
television development in all zones.' 

To increase power and height 
now is irrevocably to cast the die 
in favor of the VHF and to take an 
unnecessary gamble with the future 
of our entire television system. 
Particularly in view of the Corn - 
mission's statutory duty to "gen- 
erally encourage the larger and 
more effective use of radio in the 
public interest," I believe that no 
further increases in power and an- 
tenna heights, beyond those minor 
ones herelnbefore indicated, should 
be permitted. 

B. THE USE OF CHANNELS 
#66-83--(Pars. 26 -32 of the Sixth 
Report) 

The Commission, in my opinion, 
should have adopted and finalized 
the proposal in its Third Notice to 
give a substantial preference in 
these unassigned "flexibility" chan- 
nels to cities without television as- 
signments.* Under this proposal, 
a party in a city without television 
assignments (and not within 15 
miles of an assignment) could have 
applied in a licensing proceeding 
for a "flexibility" channel. In con- 
trast, a party in a city to which one 
or more assignments had been pro- 
vided would have been ineligible to 
make such an application and would 
have been required to institute rule 
making proceedings to secure a 
"flexibility" assignment. Such a 
rule of "limited eligibility" pro- 
tected the future interest of smaller 
cities without assignments in these 
"flexibility" channels, and thereby 
preserved what generally will be 
their sole opportunity to obtain 
local television outlets. 

I believe that the Commission has 
erred in deleting this Third Notice 
proposal and in making unassigned 
channels available to all on prac- 

The temporary loss of some service 
to outlying areas if power and height 
are not increased is more than com- 
pensated for by the substantial enlarge- 
ment of the opportunity for develop- 
ment of local TV outlets. Subsequently, 
if it should appear that some local out- 
lets will not be forthcoming, the in- 
creases in power and height could then 
(in accordance with the "safety factor ") 
be granted to extend coverage to these 
outlying areas. 
' See Part II, Assignment Principles, 
of the Third Notice. These unassigned 
channels, known in the Third Notice 
as "flexibility" channels, in addition to 
channels 66 to 83 include those addi- 
tional assignments which could, con- 
sistent with the standards established 
herein, be made on channels 2 
through 65. 

tically an equal basis. The Com- 
mission's statements in this Report 
to the effect that these channels 
will "primarily" be used for com- 
munities without assignments 
(commercial and educational) are 
insufficient in ,the absence of spe- 
cific safeguards and standards to 
accomplish such a needed result. 
The privilege given cities without 
assignments to petition for "flex- 
ibility" channels even during the 
general one -year ban on amend- 
ments to the Table does not offer 
anything near the substantial pro- 
tection required. In view of the 
anticipated heavy demand for fre- 
quencies, the equal right of all par- 
ties (after one year) to petition by 
rule making for these channels and 
particularly the lack of any defini- 
tive criteria under which the Corn - 
mission could withhold them 
against such demand, it is likely 
that most unassigned channels will 
be preempted by larger cities which 
already have multiple television as- 
signments. I do not believe that we 
should so encourage the early ap- 
propriation of these channels at the 
expense of smaller communities 
which may, in time, be able and 
eager to support a local television 
station. 

C. THE PROCEDURE FOR PROC- 
ESSING AND HEARING APPLI- 
CATIONS 

By far the best system for proc- 
essing television applications would 
be the so- called "two- lump" pro- 
cedure; using it the Commission 
would separately process all VHF 
applications and all UHF applica- 
tions for a given community and 
would order consolidated hearings 
when either the total number of 
VHF or UHF applications exceeded 
the number of available VHF or 
UHF channels. The "channel by 
channel" procedure and the require- 
ment that applications specify 
transmitter sites will, in my opin- 
ion, cause unnecessary legal and 
administrative difficulties without 
obtaining any substantial gain in 
the number of grants without hear- 
ing issued by the Commission, and 
thus should not have been adopted. 

Strong reasons exist for prefer- 
ring the "two- lump" ' procedure 
even if it may be assumed (to my 
mind, incorrectly) that the other 
would be more expeditious. The 
"two-lump" method would enable 
the Commission more closely to 
meet its primary duty in licensing 
proceedings to choose the best qual- 
ified applicants in a community. 
For example, its use would obtain 
the three most worthy appli- 
cants (perhaps out of seven or 
eight) for three VHF channels that 
may be available in a given city.° 
"Channel by channel," however, 
will at best obtain the most highly 
qualified applicant for each of the 
three channels; in so doing it may 
bypass one or two more worthy 
applicants who have been lost in 
the contest over a particular chan- 
nel. 

° This applies with equal force to UHF 
channels and applications, although 
for purposes of simplicity only the 
VHF is referred to. It should be noted 
that were it not for the desirability of 
getting UHF started against the ad- 
vantage already held by the highly 
developed VHF, a 'one -lump" pro- 
cedure, including all the multiple ap- 
plicants for available channels, would 
for the reasons stated herein be best 
and should have been adopted. 
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That all VHF channels are iden- 
tical has been a basic principle of 
the allocations plan and the Com- 
mission has denied several counter - 
proposals in these proceedings 
which sought to distinguish be- 
tween VHF frequencies as such. 
By permitting applicants to pick 
and seek particular VHF frequen- 
cies, the "channel by channel" pro- 
cedure is inconsistent with this 
basic allocations principle.' Unfor- 
tunately, it also offers greater op- 
portunity for and thus encourages 
maneuvering, pressuring and trad- 
ing among applicants within avail- 
able VHF channels. No one can 
believe that these competitive prac- 
tices will be intended to or will 
produce applicants best qualified to 
serve the public interest and most 
dedicated to it. Clearly, the Com- 
mission should not abdicate to in- 
dividual applicants its critical role 
in licensing proceedings; it should 
not select a procedure that puts a 
premium on their wiles and strata- 
gems. 

The contention that "channel by 
channel" offers greater speed is 
without substantial foundation in 
my opinion. Most likely, the num- 
ber of early grants will be very 
much the same no matter which 
procedure is adopted. At best there 
will be a limited number of in- 
stances in which "channel by chan- 
nel" will free for grant an applica- 
tion otherwise caught in hearing. 
It is unreasonable to anticipate 
many islands in the rough seas of 
VHF competition, instances where 
there will not be multiple applica- 
tions requiring hearings for every 
choice VHF channel. In the case 
of UHF, the lesser competition will 
probably bring, in general, fewer 
immediate applications and should 
permit a quantity of uncontested 
grants, regardless of the method 
adopted. 

In view of the anticipated heavy 
contest for VHF frequencies, it is 
probable that "channel by channel" 
will in many instances require mul- 
tiple VHF hearings in the same 
community. This increase in the 
total number of hearings will, in 
view of the limited hearing staff, 
cause a serious delay in overall pro- 
cessing. It also raises the possi- 
bility of inconsistent results in 
these several VHF hearings in a 
city, due in part to the use of differ- 
ent Examiners and also to the 
varied and inconsistent decisional 
factors controlling licensing that 
may be present in each hearing.° 
Although a single Examiner for all 
of these VHF hearings reduces the 
dangers of inconsistent results, 
there remains the probability of 

T The "two- lump " - procedure on the 
other hand is not only consistent with 
the fundamental principles of the al- 
locations plan but is the procedure 
which in essence has been used by the 
Commission in FM and heretofore in 
television. It represents too a sound 
departure from the method used in 
AM, where a "channel by channel" 
procedure was permissible for licens- 
ing proceedings brought in the absence 
of an engineered allocations plan and 
Table of Assignments. 
° Thus, for example, depending upon 
the lineup of applicants for particular 
VHF channels, the basic factor of local 
residence may be without substantial 
significance in one hearing where both 
applicants possess it, substantially 
overlooked in another hearing where 
neither applicant is local to the com- 
munity, and determinative in a third 
hearing where one applicant is a local 
resident and the other is not. Under 
the "two- lump" procedure, however, 
all decisional factors would play a 
consistently equal role in the results 
for all VHF channels. 

varied and inconsistent decisional 
factors in them. Such an arrange- 
ment, in any event, would waste 
whatever time advantage "channel 
by channel" might otherwise have 
held, for the Examiner, in order to 
avoid giving an unfair "head start" 
to any applicant, would undoubted - 
ly have to hold up his earlier de- 
cisions until all VHF decisions in 
that city were ready for simultane- 
ous issuance. 

The requirement for applicants' 
specification of transmitter sites, 
apparently one of the prime rea- 
sons for Commission adoption of 
the "channel by channel" procedure, 
is actually a cardinal weakness of 
it. Not only will it make more 
difficult and seriously slow up rou- 
tine processing but it will require 
a heavy, and in most cases an un- 
necessary, expense for all appli- 
cants. It opens, moreover, an 
unfortunately wide avenue for 
those "backstage" competitive ma- 
nipulations already referred to. 

Since transmitter sites will be 
specified in more than 1000 appli- 
cations, it is not unlikely that a 
good number of them will not meet 
the established mileage separations 
to other specified sites. Not only 
will co- channel separations have to 
be taken into account here, and ad- 
jacent channel separations as well, 
but, insofar as the UHF applica- 
tions are concerned, also those 
many other separations established 
by the so- called "Taboo Table." ° 

Particularly accentuating this dif- 
ficulty will be the fact that in pre- 
paring an application for filing, 
there is no way for an applicant to 
know of the specified sites in other 
applications to be filed which will 
cause him to violate the minimum 
separations. 

Every time specified sites violate 
the separations, a conflict requiring 
a hearing will be created involving 
applicants from different cities (as 
well as between other competing 
applicants in their respective 
cities)." These conflicts, closely re- 
sembling those arising in standard 
broadcasting, are precisely those 
which the television allocations 
plan and Table of Assignments 
were designed to resolve and avoid. 

Only a relatively few such con- 
flicts would be able to begin a chain 
reaction which would tie up exten- 
sive regions of the country and 
large numbers of channels in ex- 
tremely complicated hearings. Even 
should the conflict and hearing be 
limited to applicants in two cities, 
it is indeed difficult to see what cri- 
teria the Commission would use to 
prefer an applicant from one city 
over his competitor in another (not 
to mention the other competitors in 
each city), for the Table of As- 
signments has already established 
that the operations of the several 

° See Sec. 3.610 (b) (3) of the Rules. 
Briefly to list them, these "Taboo 
Table' separations, all involving dif- 
ferent channels, include I. F. beat (20 
miles), Intermodulation (20 miles), 
Oscillator (60 miles), Sound Image (60 
miles) and Picture Image (75 miles). 
Every one of these separations will 
have to be taken into account in every 
direction in measuring and determin- 
ing the interrelationships of au trans- 
mitter sites specified. 
10 Since educators will also be required 
to specify transmitter sites, they may 
similarly be forced into conflict with 
commercial interests in other cities, a 
situation inconsistent with the basic 
non -competitive principle of a reserva- 
tion. Moreover, in such conflicts there 
are no established criteria under which 
the Commission could choose between 
an educator in one city and a com- 
mercial applicant in another. 

channels which may be involved 
are, in their respective cities, tech- 
nically feasible and proper in every 
respect. 

The transmitter problem could 
best be handled on a "site- to -be- 
determined" basis under the "two - 
lump" procedure. The transmitter 
site and its related issues would 
then play no part in a comparative 
hearing. Only the successful ap- 
plicant (or applicants) holding a 
construction permit would be re- 
quired to secure a site meeting 
minimum mileage separations. Any 
difficulties in so doing could more 
easily be ironed out within the 
greater flexibility of informal, ad- 
ministrative processes. Given the 
result in either case of sites within 
the minimum separations, the pro- 
cedure which reduces difficulties to 
a minimum should be preferred. 

In view of the foregoing contrast 
of its assured benefits against the 
probable minimal gains and the 
serious difficulties entailed in the 
other procedure, there is every rea- 
son to adopt the "two- lump" meth- 
od for the processing and the hear- 
ing of applications. 

D. THE EDUCATIONAL RES- 
ERVATIONS, AND THE TABLE 
OF ASSIGNMENTS, to which I 
Concur insofar as the decision 
adopts the principle of reserving 
channels for educational purposes 
and assigns specific channels for 
such purposes, and to which I Dis- 
sent insofar as the decision fails to 
make a more adequate and proper 
provision for education herein. 

I 

I am in complete agreement with 
the Commission's action in finally 
adopting the principle of indefinite- 
ly reserving television channels for 
non -commercial educational pur- 
poses. I concur, therefore, in the 
Commission's decision insofar as it 
has finally reserved specific chan- 
nels in cities throughout the United 
State. Both Commission recogni- 
tion of the principle and the spe- 
cific reservations mark a significant 
step forward for educational -TV. 
I believe, however, that the Com- 
mission's provision for education 
herein is deficient in many vital re- 
spects, both general and specific. 
By failing to provide education 
with its rightful share of the tele- 
vision spectrum, the Commission, 
in my opinion, runs the risk of 
stunting the growth of educational - 
TV in the formative days of its 
infancy and of forever retarding 
the future of our entire educational 
system. 

My Separate Views to the Com- 
mission's Third Notice, issued 
March 21, 1951, pointed out certain 
defects in the proposals therein 
respecting educational television in 
the hope that they would be rem- 
edied before final action was 
taken. Our decision today, how- 
ever, in large measure finalizes 
these proposals and thus freezes in- 
to permanency most of the flaws 
and shortcomings contained in 
them. Furthermore, their adoption 
has resulted In numerous errors in 
the specific allocations of the Com- 
mission's Table of Assignments. In 
view of the finality of this action, 
the additional evidence adduced by 
educators in the city -by -city hear- 
ings and the constantly increasing 
advancements in educational -TV, I 
now feel even more certain that the 
Commission has grievously erred 
in not providing education with the 
reservations it needs and deserves 

and that, in so doing, it has worked 
an injustice to the public interest, 

II 

In order to give a proper per- 
spective to the Commission's action, 
certain background facts should 
first be stated in summary form. It 
is fundamental that the Commis- 
sion is herein shaping the nature 
and course of television operations 
for generations to come. In this 
decision, the Commission allocates 
and opens up for licensing almost 
all of the frequencies that now re- 
main available for television serv- 
ice. Education in general will not 
immediately be able to claim and 
use these television channels; it will 
need, as the Commission recognizes, 
additional time in which to secure 
funds, evolve organizational struc- 
tures and, just as important, inves- 
tigate and develop the new, ex- 
panded role which it can, through 
television, play in the community. 

In view of the pent -up commer- 
cial demand for television facilities 
and the certainty of their early 
preemption for regular commercial 
operations, only the reservation 
now of a substantial number of 
channels will insure their avail- 
ability for future, full -scale educa- 
tional use. Provision for education 
in television must literally be made 
now or never. Since education can- 
not in the immediate future com- 
pete for the remaining channels, 
the absence of a reservation in any 
city is almost a death blow to its 
opportunity for an educational- 
television service. 

III 

There has been no question as to 
the tremendous potential inherent 
in large -scale use of television by 
educators. TV, as the "electronic 
blackboard," is a teaching tool of 
rare power and persuasion. Com- 
bining sight and sound, blessed 
with an immediacy of transmission 
and impact, welcomed by and avail - 
ble to almost everyone, television 
offers an unprecedented opportu- 
nity for education, both formal and 
informal. It is uniquely capable of 
serving all of our people in our 
schools, homes and factories on a 
constant and intimate basis. It can 
do so, moreover, at a cost which is 
extraordinarily low when full ac- 
count is taken of its effectiveness 
and extensive coverage. 

To refer to educational -TV, how- 
ever, is no longer to speak merely 
of a potential, however basic such 
considerations might be. The stead- 
ily expanding volume of education- 
al telecasting and the many suc- 
cessful experiments in teaching 
through TV are already realizing 
the potential of this new medium in 
every day life." These activities 
show only a sample of what educa- 
tion could do with its own full -time 
stations; they provide increasing 
proof that television, in the hands 
of educators, could revitalize and 
expand our entire educational sys- 
tem and do so at a minimum cost. 

IV 
The phenomenon of television has 

had an unprecedentedly rapid 
growth; it has become in only six 
years an integral part of the lives 
and habits of millions of people. 
Already possessing major standing 
among the mass media, its power 
and influence will without question 
soon be second to none. It is par- 
ticularly irresistible to children, 
tens of thousands of whom already 
spend more time before their TV 

'T [See Column 1, page 168] 
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receivers than they do in school. 
Television, like other technical 

innovations, is neutral in charac- 
ter; its use (or rather, our use of 
it) will ultimately determine its 
value. In view of television's ex- 
traordinary influence, which must 
grow rather than abate in future 
years, the Commission has an espe- 
cial responsibility to the public - 
adults as well as children -to in- 
sure that this great natural re- 
source to a substantial degree is 
devoted to cultural interests, to 
education as well as entertainment. 
The Commission's lawful task is 
not merely to establish the tech- 
nical framework for television 
service. The public must not only 
be reached, it must (in the truly 
beneficial sense of that word) be 
"served." The Commission's goal, 
within the ambit of its statutory 
powers, should therefore be to 
bring about the best possible tele- 
vision service for the American 
people. The participation of edu- 
cators on a full -scale basis is indis- 
pensable to its achievement. 

V 

It is clear from the record in 
these proceedings, as it is from the 
entire history of broadcasting, that 
educational stations can and will 
make a distinctive and valuable 
contribution to television. Although 
there are commercial stations 
which, as part of their public serv- 
ice responsibilities, have granted 
time and facilities for educational 
telecasting, these programs at best 
do not even begin to satisfy educa- 
tion's need in television. Commer- 
cial stations in general cannot pro- 
vide, nor in all fairness could they 
be expected to provide, a complete 
educational service. Only a system 
of independently licensed educa- 
aa The dynamic aspects of the growth 
of educational television have been dra- 
matically illustrated, not only on but 
off the record where they must be com- 
mon knowledge to the Commission. 
Each month brings a larger number of 
schools into this field, sponsoring and 
producing telecasts, initiating classes 
and workshops (both technical and cre- 
ative) and securing and operating their 
own television equipment, including 
studios and closed circuit operations. 
(See inter alia JCET Exhibit 647). Reg- 
ular educationally sponsored telecasts 
of several years standing have proved 
most successful and have continually 
been expanding. An oustanding ex- 
ample is found in Philadelphia where 
the TV "School of the Air ", used as 
part of the regular curriculum in the 
classroom, has been in opération since 
1949 and where, last year, the TV "Uni- 
versity of the Air" commenced oper- 
ations to provide adult education in the 
home under the joint sponsorship of 
the area's 19 schools of higher learn- 
ing. Together, these two programs now 
telecast a total of nine half -hour pro- 
grams per week over the three stations 
in that city. Regular educational tele- 
casts on a more modest scale have been 
seen also in other cities, including De- 
troit, New York, Newark, Miami, Chi- 
cago, etc. These programs cannot, how- 
ever, as indicated above, provide any- 
thing near an adequate substitute for 
education's own TV stations. 

In the past year, several educational 
organizations have developed plans for 
state -wide TV neworks. The exhaus- 
tive proposal of the New York State 
Board of Regents is the most highly de- 
veloped of these, but initial steps to- 
ward such networks have also been 
taken in Wisconsin (now operating a 
state -wide radio network of eight sta- 
tions), New Jersey, Connecticut and 
Washington. 

And only a short time ago, a confer- 
ence in St. Louis of leading educators, 
citizens and organizations m this field 
laid the groundwork for a national ed- 
ucational-TV network to facilitate the 
building and operation of non -com- 
mercial stations. This conference un- 
derscores the swiftness of develop- 
ments here, for the possibility of co- 
operative endeavor within a particu- 
lar city is herein marked as a signifi- 
cant step forward. (See Par. 44 of the 
Sixth Report). 
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tional stations operating full -time 
on a non -commercial basis can ac- 
complish such a service." 

Educational -TV stations, when 
established, will do more than fur- 
nish a uniquely valuable teaching 
aid for in- school and home use. 
They will supply a beneficial com- 
plement to commercial telecasting. 
Providing for a greater diversity 
in TV programming, they will be 
particularly attractive to the many 
specialized and minority interests 
in the community, cultural as well 
as educational, which tend to be by- 
passed by commercial broadcasters 
thinking in terms of mass audi- 
ences. They will permit the entire 
viewing public an unaccustomed 
freedom of choice in programming. 
Educationally licensed and oper- 
ated stations will, in addition, re- 
sult in a substantial and beneficial 
diversification in the ownership and 
control of broadcast facilities. This 
would be closely in line with estab- 
lished Commission policy which has 
sought to achieve such diversifica- 
tion through the exercise of its li- 
censing authority. Finally, educa- 
tional stations will provide the 
highest standards of public service. 
Introducing non -commercial objec- 
tives and activities, they will be a 
leavening agent raising the aim 
and operations of our entire broad- 
casting system. 

VI 
The Commission's mandate, in 

these circumstances, requires it to 
provide a thoroughgoing opportu- 
nity for education in television, to 
grant educators an adequate "home 
in the spectrum." It can do so only 
by maximizing the number of res- 
ervations for education and re- 
alistically implementing its action 
here and in its Rules and Regula- 
tions so as to encourage and enable 
educators to take full advantage of 
these reservations. By "maximiz- 
ing the number of reservations," I 
mean the necessity of giving educa- 
tion one of the paramount priori- 
ties in the allocation of channels 
and of reserving as many assign- 
ments as possible, consistent with 
the other major needs in the spec- 
trum. Certainly the Commission 
has not adopted or applied such a 
policy here." 

There can be no doubt that the 
television spectrum in the main 
should be devoted to commercial 
operations in accordance with the 
traditional concepts of our broad- 
casting system. Commercial broad- 
casting plays a vital function in 
the development and operation of 

"This record and history of broadcast- 
ing further establish that commercial 
radio and television over the years 
have in general failed to give even a 
barely minimal opportunity for edu- 
cational broadcasting. The need for 
educational stations, however, would as 
above stated, exist even if this were not 
the fact. 
"The sole allocation principle respect- 
ing education adopted by the Commis- 
sion is that which assigns a channel to 
those cities which are primarily edu- 
cational centers. Beyond this, educa- 
tion has played no part in the alloca- 
tions of channels; the Commission has 
merely reserved one channel in a city 
when, by applying allocation princi- 
ples, three or more have been as- 
signed to it. For these reasons, the 
Joint Committee on Educational Tele- 
vision has requested that the Commis- 
sion adopt an educational priority to 
serve as a basic principle in the allo- 
cation of channels. (See Pars. 83 -4 of 
the Sixth Report). Despite the Com- 
mission's glossing over of this request, 
it should be noted that many more 
reservations would have been provided 
herein if such a high- ranking priority 
had been adopted before the issuance 
of the Third Notice or this Final De- 
cision. 
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this system, one which the non- 
commercial cannot fulfill. Educa- 
tional television has, however, its 
own uniquely valuable contribution 
of public service to make to this 
system. Thus, only by establishing 
a high ranking educational priority 
could the Commission meet its ob- 
ligation, inherent in the Communi- 
cations Act and expressly recog- 
nized in its 1936 Report to Con- 
gress respecting Section 307 (c) of 
that Act, to "actively assist in the 
determination of the rightful place 
of broadcasting in education and 
to see that it is used in that place." 

In establishing a scale of relative 
values, upon which its allocations 
and assignments are based, the 
Commission has sorely undervalued 
education and placed it in a grossly 
subordinate position. As a result of 
the Commission's failure to strike 
a proper balance of the various in- 
terests here involved, education has 
not been provided with the propor- 
tionate share of the channels it 
deserves. Certainly commercial 
broadcasting should get the "lion's" 
share of these TV frequencies; it 
should not, however, get the 
"lamb's" share as well. 

VII 
The evidence of educator's deep 

interest in television and the steps 
they have already taken or con- 
template as to the building and 
operation of TV stations is de- 
tailed, voluminous and persuasive. 
Educators' affidavits have, in scores 
of instances, gone far beyond ex- 
pressions of mere willingness or 
hope. They have set forth concrete 
facts and figures; they have par- 
ticularized in minute degree the 
why's and how's of their plans for 
educational television. Merely to 
glance through them -to mention 
only the affidavits of the New York 
State Board of Regents, the New 
Jersey Board of Education, the 
Wisconsin State Radio Council, the 
Universities of Kansas, Houston, 
Ohio State and Southern Illinois, of 
educators in the cities of Milwau- 
kee, Houston, Pittsburgh, Chicago, 
San Francisco, Boston, etc.- estab- 
lishes conclusively that education, 
given a proper reservation, will 
make excellent use of the facilities 
set aside for it. 

The Commission holds herein that 
the entire record in the general 
portion of the proceedings over- 
comes objections to the basic prin- 
ciple of reservations." In the same 
way, the entire record in these pro- 
ceedings, particularly the evidence 
in the city -by -city hearings, should 
be held to overcome any and all 
objections to finalizing specific re- 
servations herein. Cumulatively, 
this entire record supports a maxi- 
mum number of reservations suf- 
ficient for a nationwide service, 
which would allow almost every- 
one in this country to enjoy the 
benefits of an educational "school 
of the air." At the very least, this 
record requires that the Commis- 
sion finalize all of the reservations 
proposed in the Third Notice and 
grant. in the absence of more basic 
considerations to the contrary, 
those other reservations specifically 
requested by educators herein 

" Par. 44 of the Sixth Report. 
's It should be noted that educators have 
unfairly been required to participate 
in both the general and city -by -city 
portions of these proceedings. To my 
mind, the Commission in the public in. 
terest could and should have provided 
a substantial number of reservations 
in its final decision without requiring 
any showing from educators in either 
portion and certainly without requir- 
ing one in both. 

VIII 
With the foregoing remarks to 

serve as background, we may now 
turn to an examination of the Ta- 
ble of Assignments itself. In my 
opinion, the Commission's provision 
for educational -TV is generally in- 
adequate in that: 

a. It fails to reserve sufficient 
channels for a nationwide edu- 
cational service. 

Since reservations for all prac- 
tical purposes are indispensable to 
the establishment of educational 
television stations, it is axiomatic 
that only a policy of setting aside 
channels on a nationwide basis will 
accomplish the development of a 
truly national educational service. 
Yet, the 233 reservations finalized 
by the Commission, representing 
approximately 11.6% of the total 
number of assignments, fall woe- 
fully short of providing the requi- 
site number of channels for such 
a service. They allow at best for 
haphazard and inequitable educa- 
tional development of the medium." 

There is no allocation for educa- 
tional-TV in approximately one- 
fourth of all of the metropolitan 
communities in this country. This 
includes cities as large as Youngs- 
town (Ohio) with a metropolitan 
area population of 525,000; Allen- 
town- Bethlehem (Pennsylvania) 
with a population of 430,000; and 
Springfield -H o 1 y o k e (Massachu- 
setts) with a population of 400,000. 
The people in these many large 
cities, therefore, will probably be 
deprived for all time of a valuable 
educational service which their 
more fortunate neighbors in com- 
parable or smaller communities 
may soon enjoy. 

Similarly, there is only a single 
reservation provided for each of 
the following states: Massachu- 
setts, Maryland, Kentucky, Wyo- 
ming, Delaware, Rhode Island and 
Vermont, out of a combined total 
of 114 channels assigned to them. 
Only two reservations have been 
provided for the entire states of 
Minnesota, Nebraska, Arizona, 
Idaho, Nevada and New Hamp- 
shire. In New York City where 
scores of educational and cultural 
institutions serve more than 11,- 
000,000 people in the area, only one 
channel has been reserved despite 
the forcefully documented request 
of the New York State Board of 
Regents for a second channel to 
meet the combined needs of the 
Regents, the City itself, the Board 
of Education and the many private 
schools and institutions of higher 
learning located there. This is done 
despite the fact that New York 
City is today the primary produc- 
tion center for commercial televi- 
sion and its many writers, artists 
and technicians would likewise be 

,a Thus, for example, by providing a 
reservation in every city in which two 
assignments were proposed by the 
Third Notice (rather than the three 
assignments used as the basis for res- 
ervations in that Notice), the Commis- 
sion could have set aside an additional 
146 assignments for education. These 
would, of course, allow for a closer ap- 
proximation of a nationwide system. 
(See my Separate Views to the Third 
Notice for a discussion of cultural 
monopoly as contrasted to the eco- 
nomic variety, Section II). It has also 
been my constant position that the 
Commission had the responsibility to 
make or initiate a study of educational 
needs throughout the country to serve 
as the basis for television allocations 
to education. 
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of great value to educational tele- 
vision. 

b. The reservations have pre- 
dominantly been confined to the 
ultra -high (UHF) portion of 
the spectrum and an insufficient 
number of VHF reservations 
provided: 

By limiting education to UHF 
frequencies in cities in which com- 
mercial television over VHF has 
already made substantial inroads, 
or will soon do so, the Commission 
has placed the educators there at a 
fundamental disadvantage. This 
situation exists in a large number 
of cities, including such major com- 
munities as Detroit, Philadelphia, 
Cincinnati, Cleveland, Washington, 
etc. While it may be true that 
some educators in these circum- 
stances will find UHF operations 
only a "temporary handicap," for 
others it may prove to be a per- 
manent disability. The public's 
stake in educational -TV is too great 
to be forced to rest on such specula- 
tion. 

The past year since issuance of 
the Third Notice has further ag- 
gravated this problem, and made 
even clearer the inadvisability of 
forcing education into the UHF in 
these cities. More than 16 million 
TV receivers are now in the hands 
of the public and, in many com- 
munities set ownership nears or 
stands at the "saturation point." 
Educators undertaking the task, 
considerable in itself, of raising 
funds for non -commercial opera- 
tions will be faced with the difficult 
obstacle that their UHF operations 
in these cities would not be capable 
of being received by a single one 
of the millions of outstanding sets, 
unless these sets are first con- 
verted. 

No one can be unmindful of the 
fact that commercial operators at- 
tempting UHF telecasting in cities 
with established VHF service will 
themselves be handicapped by an 
initial competitive disadvantage." 
But, however great this problem of 
integrating UHF into existing 
VHF operations may be, it can 
best be handled by commercial op- 
erators who are spurred on by com- 
petitive motives and possible mone- 
tary profits and it properly should 
be entrusted to them. For the 
Commission to force education to 
carry what is essentially a sub- 
stantial commercial burden is unre- 
alistic and unwise, for it apprecia- 
bly limits the opportunity a re- 
servation offers to educators." 

Education's share of the VHF is 
clearly inadequate. Not a single 
VHF reservation has been provided 
for the states of New York, Mich- 
igan, Ohio, Indiana, Connecticut, 
New Jersey, Virginia, West Vir- 
ginia, Nebraska, Kentucky, Rhode 
Island, Delaware, Vermont, and 
Maryland, out of a combined total 
of 97 VHF channels assigned to 
them. Only a single VHF has been 
" As expressly stated in Par. 200 of this 
Report. See also my Dissenting Opin- 
ion dealing with Powers and Antenna 
Heights, Part A, herein. 
,, An extreme instance of such unreal- 
istic allocations is found in ten cities, 
in each of which the Commission has 
made two VHF assignments and then 
has reserved for education the only 
UHF channel assigned there. These 
cities are: Bangor (Maine), Great Falls 
(Montana), Dickinson and Williston 
(North Dakota), Pierre (South Dakota), 
Walla Walla (Washington), Laredo 
(Texas), Huntington (West Virginia), 
TAledo (Ohio), and Syracuse (New 
York). Moreover, in every one of 
these cities. except Syracuse, there was 
at least one of the assigned VHF chan- 
nels available for reservation. 
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reserved in each of the following 
states: Massachusetts, Pennsyl- 
vania, Wisconsin, Missouri, North 
Carolina, New Hampshire, Maine, 
Mississippi, Nevada, South Caro- 
lina, Utah, Idaho, Wyoming and 
Louisiana, out of a combined total 
of 136 VHF assigned to them. 
Thus, in 28 states, including many 
of the leaders in population and re- 
sources which have particular need 
for educational television, educa- 
tors have received fourteen VHF 
out of a total of 233 assigned. 

In order to correct this inequita- 
ble distribution of channels to edu- 
cation, the Commission should have, 
whenever possible, placed in the 
VHF the additional reservations 
allocated herein and should have 
made particular effort to provide a 
VHF reservation in the "closed" 
and predominantly VHF cities. 

c. The Commission has im- 
properly bound its policy of re- 
servations too closely to a show - 
in of present demand by 
educators. 

A study of the specific assign- 
ments herein clearly establishes 
that the Commission has refused to 
extend its reservations to the cities 
necessary for a nationwide educa- 
tional service solely for the reason 
that no showing of demand for 
such reservations has been made by 
local educators in these cities. On 
this same basis the Commission in 
several cities has deleted proposed 
VHF reservations. Only in cases 
where a proposed reservation has 
not been opposed by commercial in- 
terests has the Commission final- 
ized reservations, whether VHF or 
UHF, without requiring evidence 
of educational demand. In all other 
instances educators have supported 
the proposed reservations in their 
respective cities. 

Reservations are too critically 
needed, however, to be made to de- 
pend on showings of present de- 
mand. That local educators in each 
and every city affected have not, at 
this premature . date in the early 
history of TV, given formal assur- 
ances of their intention and ability 
to make use of the medium, should 
not be material here. In this cru- 
cial area of public welfare, the 
Commission must not rely solely 
upon the self -interest and aware- 
ness of present -day educators to 
delineate and prescribe future edu- 
cational needs in television. The 

. public interest, in my opinion, 
would have required the Commis- 
sion to make substantial reserva- 
tions in this allocations proceeding, 
even if educators had made no for- 
mal showing of any kind on this 
record. 

As amply shown on the record 
and spelled out by the Commission 
herein," the fact that many local 
educators in specific localities are 
not now ready to claim frequencies 
is a basic reason for the very prin- 
ciple of reservations and precisely 
because of it have channels now 
been set aside for future educa- 
tional use. It is therefore grossly 
inconsistent and incongruous to 
hold present educational demand to 
be unnecessary in determining the 
general principle requiring reser- 
vations, and then to make it an 
essential in the city -by -city hearing 
concerning specific reservations. 

If the Commission is, however, 
to require a showing of educational 
demand, despite the above objec- 
tions to such a policy, it would be 
much more valid for it here to 

"See Pars. 37 -44 of the Sixth Report. 
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point to and rely on the great 
quantum of evidence from educa- 
tional institutions and communities 
that are now ready, willing and, in 
some cases, even able to begin full - 
time television operations as the 
basis for a more liberal policy to- 
wards education. It is to those 
eminent educators who have taken 
the lead in TV that we should look, 
if we must, to determine what in 
general may be expected from edu- 
cation in years to come." Uniform- 
ity of opinion and action from 
every community in the nation is 
simply too much to expect. That 
it has not been manifested is in no 
way proof of any permanent lack of 
interest by less advanced or smaller 
schools or any fixed inability on 
their part to undertake singly or 
cooperatively, the operation of their 
own non -commercial stations. It is 
solely and simply due to the fact 
that in educational television, as 
elsewhere, some must lead so that 
others may follow.' 

The very purpose of an alloca- 
tions plan and the Table of Assign- 
ments is to erect a bulwark to pro- 
tect TV's development against the 
inroads of present demand. This 
purpose should apply consistently 
to both educational and commercial 
allocations, and neither the reser- 
vations nor commercial assign- 
ments to the smaller cities should 
be limited by the fact that identifi- 
able persons or groups have failed 
to articulate formally a determina- 
tion and ability to use the facility. 
The future rights of the commer- 
cial and educational interests that 
are not yet sufficiently vocal to ap- 
pear in these proceedings are pre- 
cisely those which the Commission 
has the primary duty to protect. 

An overall national allocations 
plan for the distribution of all tele- 
vision channels in the public inter- 
est must not be grounded pre- 
dominantly upon considerations of 
immediate demand. This is true 
even where, as here, such demand 
may be expressed in the form of 
affidavits rather than as applica- 
tions for construction permits. In 
establishing the structure and nat- 
ure of our future television system, 
the Commission must look beyond 
contemporary opinions and atti- 
tudes that patently are underdevel- 
oped and which assuredly will 
change with time and circumstance. 
To do otherwise is to tie the future 
with the bonds of the past. 

d. The Commission in its allo- 
cations improperly fails to dis- 
tinguish between educational 
and commercial assignments. 

The Commission in acting upon 
the assignments for specific cities 
has considered education merely as 
one of the television services to be 
provided for a given community. 
It has failed in every case to recog- 
nize the essential distinction be- 
tween the educational and commer- 
cial television service, which calls 
for their different treatment. The 
function, scope and mode of oper- 
ation of educational television dif- 

"See Section VII, herein. 
a So, for example, America's unique 
system of free public schools did not 
have an instantaneous and simultan- 
eous development in all parts of the 
United States, but rather developed 
first in the larger cities, such as New 
York and Philadelphia, and thereafter 
spread in time throughout the country. 
Educational -TV is presently, in a much 
more critical situation than was the 
public school system in its initial 
phases, for assignments are necessary 
now in order to preserve even the op- 
portunity for future growth and de- 
velopment. 

fer markedly from those of com- 
mercial telecasting. An assignment 
for education is not designed solely 
to bring another TV station to a 
community, but to provide a sepa- 
rate and unique service to it, per- 
mitting fuller expression of its edu- 
cational and cultural interests. In 
keeping with this distinction a city 
already served by commercial sta- 
tions may be entitled to an assign- 
ment for education even though, on 
comparative factors, no additional 
assignment for commercial pur- 
poses could be permitted to it. This 
is vital in specific assignments for 
such cities as Detroit and Colum- 
bus, hereinafter discussed. 

The Commission has heretofore 
recognized the difference between 
the educational and commercial 
services. In FM it has set aside a 
separate block of channels exclu- 
sively and entirely for non- commer- 
cial educational stations. The only 
reason for not utilizing this method 
of "block reservations" in televi- 
sion, as expressly stated in the 
Commission's Third Notice, was in 
order to achieve greater efficiency 
of allocations throughout the entire 
Table of Assignments." That the 
Commission now chooses in TV to 
proceed by reserving specific chan- 
nels in individual cities should not, 
however, cause it to lose sight of 
the essential fact that education is 
a completely separate and distinct 
service and should be so treated. 

e. This decision will in gen- 
eral exclude education from the 
unassigned portion of the TV 
spectrum, the "flexibility" chan- 
nels. 

The Commission has, as herein - 
before stated, established channels 
66 to 83 as a pool of unassigned 
channels, known in the Third No- 
tice as the "flexibility" band. Al- 
though these unassigned channels 
represent more than 20% of the 
entire television spectrum, the Com- 
mission has provided a total of only 
fourteen assignments for education 
in them. Even this small number 
has been set aside solely upon spe- 
cific demand by educators in the 
cities affected. 

By making these unassigned 
channels available (after one year) 
on a demand basis to any party 
instituting proper rule making pro- 
ceedings, the Commission has se- 
verely limited educators' oppor- 
tunity to secure any further as- 
signments in them. The Commis- 
sion's statement herein that these 
unassigned channels will "primar- 
ily" be used for communities with- 
out educational (and commercial) 
assignments does not afford an ade- 
quate protection to educators, since 
no specific standards have been 
provided to effectuate this inteñ- 
tion." In light of the Commission's 
own acknowledgments that educa- 
tors need a longer time to enter 
television, it is impossible to at- 
tach substantial significance to the 
provision herein permitting educa- 
tors to file for an unassigned chan- 
nel even during the coming year 
when most proposed amendments 
to the Table will not be accepted." 
A one -year preference to these un- 
assigned channels is as illusory as 
would be a one -year reservation. 

The Commission's provision for 

"Par. 6 of Appendix A of the Third 
Notice. 
"Set forth in Footnote Il. Page 13, of 
the Sixth Report. 
"Set forth in Footnote il, Page 13, of. 
the Sixth Report. 
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"flexibility" channels, particularly 
insofar- as education is concerned, 
is therefore completely inconsistent 
with the fundamental principles 
followed by it with respect to chan- 
nels 2 through 65. To be consistent 
and equitable, the Commission must 
establish a firm principle under 
which education would have a pre- 
ference in "flexibility" channels 
equivalent to its reservations in the 
other channels. This preference 
could be accomplished by a rule 
of "limited eligibility," such as 
spelled out hereinbefore for smaller 
communities without television as- 
signments. (Part B of this Opin- 
ion). In other words, I would retain 
the proposal concerning "flexi- 
bility" channels contained in the 
Third Notice and extend it to in- 
clude cities without educational as- 
signments, instead of almost com- 
pletely deleting that proposal as 
the Commission has done in this 
Report. 

P. Eligibility for the licensing 
of non -commercial stations has 
been unduly limited. 

I believe that municipalities 
should be made eligible in every 
instance to operate stations on re- 
served non -commercial channels. 
To limit eligibility in general to 
educational institutions is, in my 
opinion, unnecessarily strict, for in 
many instances it may prevent the 
most efficient administration, of the 
licensed channel and may even re- 
sult in the complete loss of an 
otherwise ready and valuable li- 
censee. 

In providing for this new and 
unique educational service, the 
Commission should not be unduly 
restrictive of its future develop- 
ment. Television is so much more 
costly than aural broadcasting and 
involves such substantial differ- 
ences in organization and opera- 
tion, that practices followed in 
FM should not necessarily be bind- 
ing here. As the city usually holds 
authority over the public school 
system, it is not only incongruous 
but it contradicts the basic prin- 
ciple of licensee responsibility to 
provide that its subordinate entity 
is eligible for license while the city 
itself is not. Moreover, in many in- 
stances the municipality could more 
efficiently operate the station, par- 
ticularly so when it has jurisdiction 
over the many and varied educa- 
tional and cultural institutions in 
the city. 

It is clear that every licensee of 
a reserved channel will be required 
to broadcast exclusively on a non- 
commercial basis, featuring spe- 
cialized educational and cultural 
programming, and will be bound by 
the general requirements for co- 
operative arrangements among all 
educational institutions in the area. 
In view of these careful limitations 
as to the nature and scope of edu- 
cational-TV operations, I can see 
no reason why the Commission's 
Rules should in any case prevent a 
municipality which is ready, able 
and otherwise qualified to build 
and operate a station, while the 
area's educators are +mot, from 
bringing this vitally needed serv- 
ice to the public.' 

I% 
Had the Commission adopted and 

applied the general principles set 
forth above, adequate provision 
for education would have been 

The Commission has recognized this 
need to some extent by providing for 
municipality eligibility in certain lim- 
ited instances. (See Pars. 50 -3 of the 
Sixth Report and Section 3.821 (c) of 
the TV Rules). 
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achieved. Since it did not, however, 
and for the further reasons enu- 
merated below in particular cases, 
I find it necessary in several in- 
stances to dissent from the Com- 
mission's final Table of Assign- 
ments. My objections to specific as- 
signments may be grouped in the 
following categories: 

a. Proposed VHF reservations 
have been deleted. (Pars. 431, 588, 
611 and 586) 

In Indianapolis (Indiana), Kan- 
sas City (Missouri) and Omaha 
(Nebraska), the Commission has 
improperly deleted proposed VHF 
reservations and substituted UHF 
reservations in their place. In Co- 
lumbia (Missouri), a proposed 
VHF reservation for a "primarily 
educational center" has been de- 
leted without any substitute res- 
ervation provided. I believe, how- 
ever, that the VHF reservation 
should have been retained and 
finalized in every one of these 
cities. 

These deletions have been based 
upon the lack of local educational 
demand for VHF reservations and 
commercial opposition to them. 
The basic fallacy of a policy pre- 
dicated upon demand has already 
been pointed out and is fully ap- 
plicable here. Reservations, it 
should be remembered, are pri- 
marily set aside for the benefit of 
the people who will be served by 
these non -commercial stations. A 
reserved channel therefore confers 
no interest which local educators 
can refuse, barter or sell. The only 
right an educator has in a reserved 
channel is bile of use and service, 
subject to Commission approval 
and its Rules and Regulations. If 
he is unwilling to exercise this 
right, no matter his position or 
influence, the VHF channel should 

reserved in that community 
for the use of its more enlightened 
and public spirited citizens and 
educators. 

The public interest should not 
here be neglected solely because 
educators now in office refuse to 
accept or recognize television's op- 
portunity and challenge. Not only 
may changes in administration 
bring about a change in the think- 
ing of their institutions, but the 
passage of time and the example 
set by other educators using TV, 
may bring about radical revision 
even in their own attitudes. They 
may then be quick, if the channel 
is gone, to demand its return and 
cry that the Commission should 
have guarded them against their 
own error. We have seen such a 
cycle in radio and must insure 
against its repetition in television. 
The Commission must not adopt 
the shortsightedness of a few as 
its own basic policy. 

It should be noted here with 

r Another deletion of a VHF reserva- 
tion, in effect, was made in San Diego 
(California) where the Commission's 
Third Notice had proposed to reserve 
VHF channel 3, and strong support for 
such a reservation had been received 
from local educators. Subsequently, 
due to an agreement with Mexico re- 
specting border allocations, the Com- 
mission deleted one VHF' of the three 
assigned to San Diego, that one being 
VHF channel 3 reserved for education. 
Since no other VHF has been reserved 
in San Diego, it is clear that education 
there has been forced to bear a dis- 
proportionate cost of this international 
agreement. Storrs (Connecticut) is a 
substantially different matter, for there 
the proposed UHF reservation was 
shifted to another Connecticut city in 
order to provide a more efficient sys- 
tem of reservations for a state -wide 
educational service. (Par. 283 of the 
Sixth Report). 
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regard to all allocations that the 
contest for assignments is now 
largely confined to the VHF fre- 
quencies, and particularly to those 
cities in which VHF stations are 
already on the air. Thus, of the 
73 cities in the United States in 
which the Commission had pro- 
posed VHF educational assign- 
ments, commercial interests in 22 
of these cities have objected to the 
reservations and requested that 
they be deleted. In fully half of the 
26 instances in which a VHF res- 
ervation was proposed for cities 
with presently operating stations, 
commercial objections were re- 
ceived to such reservations. Yet, 
at the same time, there was not a 
single commercial objection seek- 
ing to delete specifically proposed 
UHF reservations, although a total 
of 127 had been proposed by the 
Commission." 

Without doubt, however, a tight 
situation such as exists where 
VHF is now operating is only be- 
ing delayed in the remainder of the 
VHF and in the entire UHF, and 
will develop there with increasing 
intensity as available TV assign- 
ments are taken up. To insure the 
full and unrestricted opportunity 
in television that education needs 
and deserves, the Commission must 
now stand firm against the im- 
mediate claims of commercial ex- 
pediency seeking deletions from 
those few VHF channels which 
have been reserved. 

b. Additional VHF and UHF 
assignments have been provided 
without being reserved for educa- 
tional purposes. 

1. In its Third Notice the Com- 
mission set forth the principles 
for determining allocations to edu- 
cation, which provided in part for 
a reservation in every city with 
three or more assignments and a 
VHF reservation in cities with at 
least three VHF assignments of 
which one was still available. The 
Third Notice scrupulously followed 
these principles in proposing its 
assignments and reservations. Yet, 
in several instances herein the 
Commission has provided a num- 
ber of additional assignments which 
these principles would require to be 
reserved for education, but in every 
instance save one the Commission 
has deviated from the principle, 
failed to make such reservation 
and, instead, has assigned the chan- 
nel for commercial use." It has 
done so solely on the basis that 
no educational demand has been 
manifested for such reservation. 
This is the case in Youngstown 
(Ohio) ; Scranton, Altoona and 
Harrisburg (Pennsylvania) ; Santa 
Barbara (California), and Belling- 
ham (Washington) where third 
assignments have been provided, 
and in Lubbock (Texas) and Buf- 
falo- Niagara Falls (New York) 
where third VHF's have been as- 
signed, the latter by virtue of the 
combination for assignment pur- 

"In Madison (Wisconsin), it should be 
noted, a commercial request to move 
the proposed reservation from the UHF 
to VHF was denied expressly on the 
basis that no educational demand for 
the VHF supported this request. (See 
Par. 581 of the Sixth Report.) 

Only in Sacramento (California), 
where the Commission has reserved the 
third VHF assigned to that city have 
the principles of the Third Notice been 
followed; even here such assignment 
was not due alone to those principles, 
but as much, if not more, to the local 
educators' demand for the VHF res- 
ervations. 

poses of those two cities into one 
metropolitan area. 

The Commission has failed to 
give any reason why the general 
pre -established rules respecting 
educational allocations should not 
be applied to these additional as- 
signments. How can the Com- 
mission consistently distinguish 
those instances where a city re- 
ceived its assignments under the 
Third Notice from those where 
that third assignment, or that 
third VHF, came to it as the result 
of the city -by -city hearings? Fur- 
thermore, in only a single one of 
these instances (Buffalo) did the 
commercial interests requesting 
the additional assignment refer to 
or deal with the question of 
whether this assignment, if made, 
should be reserved for education 
as required by the principles of 
the Third Notice or should be made 
available to commercial interests. 
Therefore, in order to achieve a 
consistent application of these 
aforementioned principles, the Com- 
mission should reserve every third 
assignment and third VHF, above 
specified, for educational purposes. 

2. Similarly the Commission has 
allocated a first or second VHF 
channel to several cities, but in 
no case has this VHF been as- 
signed for educational purposes, 
although there was clear need for 
such action and the educators af- 
fected have strongly articulated 
their support of educational as- 
signments. Thus, in Hartford 
(Connecticut), the added VHF as- 
signment, if reserved, could im- 
mediately serve as the hub of a con- 
templated state -wide educational 
network. In Bay City (Michigan) 
where local educators made a 
strong showing for a VHF chan- 
nel, the Commission disregarded 
it despite the fact that an addi- 
tional VHF was assigned to that 
city. Although that VHF was not 
the exact one requested by Bay 
City's educators. it should be noted 
that the Commission did not find 
such circumstance to be an obsta- 
cle, when, on its own motion, it 
allocated VHF 10 to Altoona (Penn- 
sylvania) although commercial in- 
terests there had demanded the 
assignment of a completely dif- 
ferent VHF channel. " This ex- 
ample illustrates the pattern of 
Commission inconsistency; it de- 
viates (in Youngstown, Lubbock, 
etc.) from principles requiring res- 
ervations on the basis that no edu- 
cational demand has been mani- 
fested, and yet in Bay City it ad- 
heres to principles restricting res- 
ervations even in the face of clear 
demand for such assignments. 

While it is true that the general 
principles of the Third Notice do 
not require these additional VHF's 
to be reserved, I believe that ordi- 
nary fairness at least requires con- 
sistent Commission action in like 
situations, whether commercial or 
educational. In these above -men- 
tioned instances, the entire record 
so well supports education's need 
for the VHF channels involved 
that they should be set aside in 
every one of these cities. 

C. VHF reservations requested 
for early educational operations 
have not been provided. 

The Commission must not only 
reserve channels for education but 

"Par. 370 of the Sixth Report. 
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it must implement its reservation 
in a realistically effective manner, 
reasonably calculated to bring 
about the actual operation of these 
channels. In order to achieve 
large -scale educational use of tele- 
vision, it is clearly imperative that 
there first be pioneers into the field 
whose stations will provide a strong 
stimulus for the entire movement 
and serve as "pilot plants" for 
similar operations. The Commis- 
sion, however, has made practically 
no allowance for this need and in 
almost every instance has refused 
to provide the additional VHF 
reservations which have been re- 
quested for immediate or early edu- 
cational operations. In so doing it 
has rejected forceful showings of 
the publie interest requiring such 
assignment. " 

The particular facts in each of 
the following cases further de- 
monstrate the validity of these re- 
quests for VHF reservations: 

1. Columbus (Ohio) Par. 417 
of the Sixth Report) 

Ohio State University in Colum- 
bus is now ready, willing and able 
to make immediate use of VHF 12 
in Columbus and it already has on 
file an application for a construc- 
tion permit to build on that chan- 
nel. Ohio State is without question 
among the leading and most in- 
fluential institutions in the field of 
educational broadcasting. Its activ- 
ities began in 1922 and have con- 
tinued on a constantly increasing 
scale to the present time over its 
own Stations WOSU and WOSU- 
FM. Its annual broadcasting bud- 
get presently exceeds $150,000. 

With a VHF channel, Ohio State 
could immediately carry its leader- 
ship into television and give a 
needed impetus to the development 
of this new, specialized medium. 
The existence of three operating 
VHF stations in Columbus, how- 
ever. and the high percentage of 
VHF set ownership there, near a 
saturation point of 55 %, requires 
Ohio State, as a practical matter, 
to secure a VHF channel for its 
operations. Without a VHF, its 
operations will be delayed and it 
becomes a matter of speculation 
when the school will enter televi- 
sion on a full -time basis. 

Undeniably, the shifts in assign- 
ments which would be required in 
order to bring VHF 12 to Columbus 
present certain difficulties. The 
Commission, however, should not 
merely "count the noses" of com- 
parative populations nor make the 
bare number of channels involved 
the determinative factor.' In this 
situation, I believe that the proper 
application of allocations principles 
and the public interest require the 
Commission to make this requested 
assignment of VHF 12 to Columbus 
for educational purposes. 

2. Detroit, (Michigan) (Par. 479 
of the Sixth Report) 

The Board of Education of the 
City of Detroit has requested, by 
a series of channel shifts, the as- 
signment of a fourth VHF (11) in 
that city in place of UHF Channel 

In every instance herein the educa- 
tors have filed complete and lengthy 
affidavits, including the engineering 
data necessary to accomplish the re- 
quested shifts. 
Is should be noted that under the 
principles established in the Third 
Notice. a VHF reservation would have 
been provided for Columbus had its 
three VHF assignments not already 
been in actual operation. This is also 
true in the case of Detroit: hereinafter 
discussed. 

56 proposed to be reserved there." 
I believe that the three existing 
VHF television stations in Detroit, 
as well as the 600,000 TV sets in 
the hands of its public, makes a 
VHF reservation necessary if edu- 
cation is not to be placed at an 
initial handicap in its operations 
in Detroit. Furthermore, education 
there has already had extensive 
and successful experience in actual 
television programming and is, 
therefore, uniquely capable of quick 
expansion into full -time educational 
operations over its own independent 
station. 

The Commission's actions here 
and in Columbus reveal striking in- 
consistency. Rejection of the Ohio 
State request for a VHF assign- 
ment was predicated upon a com- 
parison of the relative populations 
of Indianapolis, Clarksburg and 
Huntington as against Columbus 
and, in addition, the net loss of one 
VHF channel caused by that coun- 
terproposal. While disapproving 
the use of such a numerical yard- 
stick in this proceeding, I firmly 
believe that its consistent applica- 
tion would have resulted in a grant 
of the educational counterproposal 
for Detroit. The gain of a fourth 
VHF in Detroit, the fifth largest 
city in the country with a metro- 
politan population of 3 million, to- 
gether with a first VHF for Bay - 
City- Saginaw with its 240,000 popu- 
lation, as requested, would more 
than compensate in my opinion for 
the loss of the second VHF pro- 
posed in Toledo with its 400,000 
population and the first VHF pro- 
posed in Flint with its 270,000 pop- 
ulation. There would be no net loss 
in the total number of VHF chan- 
nels and a substitute UHF channel 
could be provided for Toledo, which 
would help the educators there, who 
otherwise face the unhappy pros- 
pect of having the only UHF as- 
signment in that city. 

On any basis, therefore, the as- 
signment of a VHF to Detroit for 
educational purposes is warranted 
and clearly in the public interest. 

3. Fort Wayne (Indiana) and 
Carbondale (Illinois) (Pars. 438 
and 518 of the Sixth Report) 

Indiana Technical College has 
requested the assignment and res- 
ervation of VHF 5 in Fort Wayne 
for immediate educational opera- 
tion. Southern Illinois University 
has requested the assignment and 
reservation of VHF 10 in Carbon- 
dale to permit its early initiation 
of educational -TV operations. Both 
require a VHF channel for addi- 
tional, substantial reasons: Indiana 
Technical College, in order to make 
use of TV equipment (valued at 
more than $100,000) donated to it, 
some of which is usable only in 
the lower portion of the VHF; 
Southern Illinois University, in or- 
der to bring a needed first VHF 
service to more than 370,000 people 
in the southern one -third of the 
state. a number considerably great- 
er than that which could be 
reached by a UHF operation. The 
Commission has denied both re- 
quests on the basis that each vio- 
lated minimum mileage separations 
established herein and, in addition, 
has denied the further request of 
Indiana Technical College for an 
assignment to be limited to low - 
power operations in order to pre- 

1, These requests, it should be noted, 
would also bring first VHF reserva- 
tions to Ohio and Michigan, and would 
correct to some extent the inequitable 
situation that now finds these States 
among those without any reservation 
in the VHF. 
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vent objectionable interference.' 
The Commission's denial of these 

requested VHF assignments has re- 
sulted in the loss, for the time 
being, of particularly valuable edu- 
cational licensees who could other- 
wise have begun early operations. 
Here, too, a UHF assignment may 
cause substantial delay and make 
speculative the time when these 
schools will enter the medium on 
a full -scale basis. Here then are 
particularly glaring examples of 
what has resulted from the Com- 
mission's mistake in not recogniz- 
ing education as a separate and 
distinct service, its omission of a 
high- ranking educational priority 
in the allocations, and its failure 
to construct an allocations plan 
and a Table of Assignments rea- 
sonably designed to meet these ma- 
jor needs in educational television. 
These faults are responsible for the 
absence of educational VHF as- 
signments in Fort Wayne and Car- 
bondale and I believe the Table of 
Assignments to be in error in not 
providing them. Had proper prin- 
ciples been established in this pro- 
ceeding, these assignments would 
have been granted as being in strict 
conformity with them, rather than, 
as they have been forced to appear 
here, counterproposals seeking op- 
erations in violation of these gen- 
eral principles provided herein. 

X 

The Commission, in making an 
allocations plan, is forced to act in 
an area filled with imponderables 
and unknowns. It ventures into 
the future without assurance or ex- 
pectation of absolute certainty. It 
is only reasonable to assume, there- 
fore, that some misjudgments and 
errors will be made in the balanc- 
ing and the determination of the 
many conflicting factors involved, 
all of which are subject to future 
change. If the Commission must 
err, however, it should take care 
to do so on the side of the public 
interest. 

Elsewhere in this Report the 
Commission refers often to the 
"safety factor" requiring partic- 
ular attention on its part not to 
unduly circumscribe future devel- 
opments. Nowhere is such margin 
for error more necessary than here 
in the case of educational reserva- 
tions where a denial is, for all prac- 
tical purposes, permanent and irre- 
mediable. It would be far better 
therefore, since it must choose an 
alternative, for the Commission to 
reserve too many channels than for 
it to reserve too few. It is the 
latter alternative which involves 
the cost too great to hazard. 

XI 
Education in a democracy is not 

a luxury; it is an imperative. The 
strengthening and expansion of our 
educational system is a most ur- 
gent requirement of our national 
policy. Nothing that could be done 
to improve that educational system, 
however, can approach the force 
and impact of television. 

Educational use of television on 

a There is substantial merit, in my 
opinion, to Indiana Technical College's 
assertion that the Commission should 
permit such educational low -power 
operations on the basis that non -com- 
mercial stations, unlike commercial 
stations, will not produce or respond 
to economic pressures constantly seek- 
ing higher power to expand service 
areas and acquire greater audiences. 
There are, however, as above shown, 
more fundamental grounds upon which 
the Commission should have granted 
the requested VHF assignments to 
these cities. 

an extensive scale is not an im- 
practical dream or a noble hope; 
rather it stands on the threshold of 
realization. Given sufficient recog- 
nition and encouragement, its sub- 
stantial fulfillment could be 
achieved in the relatively near fu- 
ture. For those reasons, and in or- 
der to keep faith with its statutory 
responsibilities, the Commission 
should provide maximum reserva- 
tions to preserve in full this once - 
in-a- lifetime chance for both tele- 
vision and education. I deeply 
regret that this -has not been done 
in these proceedings. 

The channels for education pro- 
vided herein, however incomplete, 
do offer an opportunity which the 
American people should seize upon 
as soon as possible and which they 
cannot afford to let slip away by 
default. They offer, too, a chal- 
lenge that must be accepted and met 
by every school, every teacher, par- 
ent, public official, technician and 
public -spirited person and organ- 
ization in each community or con- 
cerned with each community herein 
affected. This priceless opportu- 
nity for public welfare is one that 
must carefully be guided and 
guarded by all in order to achieve 
the maximum benefits of which it is 
capable. Without doubt, there are 
sizeable obstacles, not the least of 
which is the opposition of selfish 
interests, that must be overcome 
before educational stations in large 
numbers are built and put into op- 
eration. In view, however, of the 
enormous public benefits offered by 
educational -TV, and its steadily 
growing support, I firmly believe 
that with earnest efforts on all our 
parts these obstacles will be over- 
come and that educational televi- 
sion will prevail and grow and, in 
time, exceeding our greatest expec- 
tations, will flourish as an integral 
part of our educational and broad- . 

casting systems. 

DISSENTING OPINION OF 
COMMISSIONER JONES 

I 
Even the detail in the Corn - 

mission's decision released to- 
day cannot conceal those faults 
which compel my dissent. 

I dissent because this firm, fixed 
and final allocation plan pretends 
to keep the large city broadcasters 
from squatting on the best tele- 
vision channels to the exclusion of 
the small city. Actually if you at- 
tribute all the selfishness charged 
against them in the Commission's 
decision, broadcasters could have 
done little more on an application 
basis, without an allocation plan. 
to carve out an advantage to the 
detriment of the smaller cities. 

The general rules and standards 
and to a greater extent the city -to- 
city allocation plan actually ex- 
clude VHF channels from the 
smaller cities unless there happens 
to be no larger city within artillery 
range to put them in. This is 
justified on the basis that VHF 
covers wider areas than UHF and 
that the larger cities can serve the 
rural population. So the_ general 
standards are drafted to the ad- 
vantage of the largest cities to 
accomplish this basic purpose with 
VHF channels. 

This policy literally shrinks the 
12 VHF channels of the spectrum 
(all of the VHF channels) to the 
equivalent of 4 in the northeastern 
part of the United States and other 
areas like it. This occurs because 
the bigger you make any single 
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station's coverage the wider you 
have to space stations. The wider 
you space stations the lesser num- 
ber of times you can use the chan- 
nel in the entire country. 

The Commission has pretended 
that these high powers, antenna 
heights and wider VHF spacings 
actually give more service to the 
rural areas. In fact, the contrary 
is true. In northeastern United 
States and other areas like it 148 %a 

more rural and city area could get 
a Grade A service and 59% more 
could get Grade B service if the 
250 mile median spacing (between 
stations operating on the same 
channel) is cut in half when 500' 
antennas are used, and cut one - 
third when 1000' antennas are used. 

The Commission has made 100 
kw maximum power for VHF 
channels 2 to 6 and 316 kw for. 
VHF channels 7 to 13 (roughly 3 
times the low band VHF power) 
and 1000 kw (10 times low band 
VHF power) for UHF channels 
14 to 83. It has made 2000' antenna 
heights the maximum except in 
Zone I (northeastern United 
States) where 1000' is maximum. 
These are the values which have 
to be used by broadcasters every- 
where (from New York City to 
Goldfield, Nevada -population 336) 
to make the Commission's plan 
even approach degraded efficiency. 
This means that there is a million 
dollar entry fee for every broad- 
caster to guarantee the Commis- 
sion plan's efficiency. If broad- 
casters from small towns (VHF was 
given to the largest cities and 
UHF generally to the smaller cities 
to fill in the gaps not covered by 
VHF) are to contribute to ef- 
ficency they had better study 
astronomy to figure up their bal- 
ance sheets and buy lots of red ink. 

plan throws the heaviest 
'financial burden upon those least 

able to pay. UHF transmitters 
cost more to construct and operate. 
UHF receivers cost more. Initially 
they will not be as good as VHF 
receivers and more complicated 
and more expensive receiving an- 
tennas are needed to pick up a 
usable UHF signal on every 
fa mer's house top or wind mill. 
In ,addition, the higher the farmer 
and small urban resident has to 
construct his UHF receiving an- 
tenna, the longer the line is to his 
receiving set and the greater is 
the line loss by the time the avail- 
able UHF signal reaches the 
terminals of his receiver. 

If a UHF station doesn't happen 
to be built in a small city which 
is supposed to fill in the area not 
covered by the large city VHF sta- 
tion, the rural and small urban 
resident has to buy an expensive 
VHF antenna array to get the 
distant VHF signal or buy a hunt- 
ing license. 

The Commission's plan will make 
the television broadcasting busi- 
ness a million dollar blue chip game 
as a result of the powers and 
antenna heights chosen for its level 
of efficiency. The corollary of this 
philosophy is that those powers 
and antenna heights require ab- 
normally, if not unreasonably wide 
separations. The wider the VHF 
separations are the less channels 
there are in any given city. In 
short, it is creating an artificial 
scarcity of VHF channels. The 
Commission thinks that it has 
eliminated 307(b) contest between 
cities (it has not eliminated all) 
by incorporating this firm, fixed 
and final allocation plan into its 

Rules. But it has created a bigger 
Frankenstein with this artificial 
scarcity of channels than it is try- 
ing to avoid. Where the prospect of 
million dollar returns are at stake 
in major markets more applicants 
will be seeking a scarce number of 
channels. When many applicants 
compete for an unconscionably few 
VHF channels with the lucrative 
return on investment provided by 
this plan (inordinately VHF serv- 
ice areas) it will take years before 
the Commission can judge the 
merits on the kind of contests that 
will surely ensue. 

The Commission has had the 
paralysis of analysis for one year, 
not consumed in drafting the gen- 
eral Rules and Standards, but con- 
sumed in a search for a city -to -city 
allocation plan which it can freeze 
on the country by rule- making pro- 
ceedings. During this period people 
have been denied all television 
service in many parts of the United 
States and have been limited to 
one service in others. In addition, 
the Commission has created or 
continued television broadcast 
monopolies in one -station cities and 
limited monopolies in some two - 
and three -station major cities of 
the nation. The mischievous dam- 
age that has been done by delay- 
ing the commercialization of UHF 
(83% of the channels to be used 
for television broadcasting) is 
hard to contemplate. 90% of the 
contests in the city -to -city pro- 
ceedings involved only VHF chan- 
nels. 

Even now the UHF portion of 
the allocation Table is incomplete. 
Its introduction has been delayed 
because the Commission apparently 
anticipated, until lately, that it 
would lump UHF and VHF chan- 
nels in the same application pro- 
ceedings for any city and thus 
could not release UHF channels 
for television broadcasting until it 
perfected the VHF assignments. 

Now, sound UHF station com- 
mercialization is handicapped 
economically and technically by 
17,000,000 VHF -only receiving sets. 
Any prospective UHF broadcaster 
is not only handicapped where 
UHF and VHF are intermixed but 
also in areas where UHF is not 
used to supplement the inefficient 
assignment of VHF channels. 

Especially is this true because 
the UHF broadcaster cannot pro- 
duce a better picture than a 
VHF broadcaster -the standards 
(lines, frames and fields) are 
identical. In addition a UHF 
broadcaster in the large intermixed 
(UHF -VHF) cities would have to 
be assured of 170 mile spacings 
(and they are not in this plan) 
for VHF stations operating at 100 
kw power for low band VHF (chan- 
nels 2 to 6) and 316 kw for high 
band VHF (channels 7 to 13) at 
500' antenna height to serve the 
same area with a UHF station at 
1,000 and 600 kw more power for 
high band VHF and 1500 ft. higher 
antenna heights for both, he still 
has to buy an audience of VHF - 
only receivers. 

The Communications Act gives 
the Commission the duty of foster- 
ing the fullest development of the 
art. It is not the function of the 
Commission to construct and oper- 
ate stations. Its function is to 
promulgate Rules and Regula- 
tions that will make it possible for 
citizens of the United States to be- 
come licensees and operate broad- 
cast and television stations in the 

public interest, convenience and 
necessity. The purpose of the allo- 
cation plan now being adopted by 
the Commission is to create a na- 
tion -wide, competitive television 
system, but the effect of the plan is 
to deny local television to cities not 
included in the Table. Once the 
Table is established and construc- 
tion permits are granted, followed 
by licenses and operation on the 
channels assigned in this Table, 
the Commission will not be able to 
dislocate such licenses to make an- 
other plan more efficient without 
litigation ensuing between such 
licensees and the Commission. 

II 

I dissent because the firm, fixed 
and final allocation plan constitutes 
an inefficient use of our valuable 
spectrum space. Therefore it is 
fundamentally a plan to deny local 
television channels to cities and 
communities in the United States. 
Only 1274 of such cities are given 
the privilege to build one or more 
television stations. Of these 889 are 
each given the privilege to build 
only one local station, notwith- 
standing the fact that the touch- 
stone of the Communications Act 
is competition. Federal Communi- 
cations Commission v. Sanders 
Bros. Radio Station, 309 U.S. 470. 

The city -to -city allocation plan 
is confined to 1,274 cities because 
the Commission has established a 
standard service area which will 
meet the demands of the largest 
city in the nation and has applied 
it for allocation purposes to the 
smallest city included in the table.' 
In addition, for assignment pur- 
poses the Commission has assumed 
that every station occupying any 
channel assigned in the Table will 
employ the maximum power and 
antenna height regardless of the 
relative populations of the cities or 
the sizes of their respective trading 
areas and the areas of their cul- 
tural influence. 

An examination of the various 
cities in the Table shows that it 
is unreasonable to expect that 
maximum power and antenna 
heights will be utilized in the small- 
est communities included in the 
Table. For example, New York 
City has a population of 7,891,957 
and its trading area is 3924 square 
miles. Goldfield, Nevada, the small- 
est city included in the Table, has 
a population of 336, which is 
.0043% that of New York. Esmer- 
alda, the county in which it is 
located, has a population of 614. 
The broadcast industry, of course, 
is based upon the advertising spon- 
sorship of programs, and the ad- 
vertiser selects the stations he 
wishes to use according to the po- 
tential number of people to be 
served, and the rate paid is based 
upon the number of people in the 
service area of each station. For 
instance, one New York station 
covers a population of 14,332,829 
under the present Rules and Stand- 
ards of the Commission. Using the 
same standard for Goldfield, a 50 
mile radius normalized to the coun- 
ty lines contains a population of 
3715. The rate for the Class A 
hour of this New York station is 
$3750, making the cost to the ad- 

Minimum separations of 170 miles and 
1000 foot antenna heights in Zone I 
make this standard service area slight- 
ly smaller than the standard service 
area for cities and communities in 
Zone II. 

vertiser twenty -six cents per thous- 
and. If we apply this cost per 
thousand to the Goldfield area, its 
Class A hour rate would come to 
ninety -seven cents. Obviously, the 
rate of a Goldfield station would 
not be figured precisely on these 
population percentages, but any 
hourly rate they could negotiate 
would not be enough more to 
change the situation materially. 
Therefore, it seems very clear from 
an examination of the largest and 
the smallest communities where 
VHF channels are assigned in the 
Commission's allocation plan that 
the chance for a financially sound 
broadcast station at maximum 
powers and antenna heights can- 
not be based upon a gross income 
of ninety -seven cents an hour for 
Class A service. The probability 
that any such station would ever 
be operated at maximum power is 
very remote. It is more logical 
and consonant with practical busi- 
ness facts to assume that if the 
Goldfield channel is ever occupied 
it will be operated at the minimum 
powers and antenna heights pro- 
vided in the allocation plan. It can- 
not be argued that the comparison 
between the city with the largest 
population and the one with the 
smallest population included in 
the Table is unfair because that is 
the very basis upon which the 
Commission has constructed the 
allocation Table. The same factors 
are ignored by the Commission in 
constructing its Table of assign- 
ments in all the varying sizes of 
cities included and excluded from 
the Table. It provided itself with 
no flexibility from an allocation 
standpoint to change separations, 
powers and antenna heights which 
would meet the reasonable needs - 
give service to the natural trading 
areas or the areas of their cultural 
influence -of city in the 
United States. 

The entire philosophy of provid- 
ing the standard service area for 
all cities based upon a service area 
satisfactory to the largest city in 
the Table exposes some absurd re- 
sults. For example, the Commis- 
sion concluded that "the geograph- 
ical distribution of people and cities 
of the United States does not lend 
itself to a simple rule for spacing 
of stations" which will protect the 
interference free service area of 
each channel. Yet the Commission 
has adopted just such a simple rule 
that it condemns as the sole cri- 
teria for assignment of channels 
and refusal to assign channels to 
cities throughout the nation. 

Zone I is described as "one large 
contiguous area where there is a 
substantially higher density of 
population and concentration of 
cities." Zone II is described as an 
area which has a low population 
density "or where large cities are 
more widely separated." The Com- 
mission says that 180 mile VHF co- 
channel separations were not in- 
tended to be minimum co- channel 
spacings throughout the country 
and that 190 miles is the appropri- 
ate minimum spacing for Zone II 
because "if we were to permit sta- 
tions at close separations in such 
areas, we would deprive persons 
residing in the interference areas 
between such stations of television 
service." The Commission says that 
a different situation exists in Zone I 
"where there is a substantially 
higher density of population and 
concentration of cities" and that 
"lower minimum spacings in such 
an area will not have the tendency 
of depriving residents of the area 
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of television service, since there 
would be no overlapping of service 
contours and a multiplicity of alter- 
native services." The simple rule 
that the Commission applies to 
these two zones makes the enor- 
mous difference of 4 to 6 miles in 
Grade B service radius between the 
two zones. Four to 6 miles increase 
in Grade B service radii doesn't 
make much sense in serving the 
outlying areas from a relatively 
few large cities in Zone II. Neither 
does a contraction of 4 to 6 miles 
in service radii with 20 mile closer 
co- channel spacing make much 
sense in Zone I. Since the results 
of the 20 mile differential in mini- 
mum co- channel spacings between 
Zones I and II have no effective or 
practical relationship to the objec- 
tives which the Commission es- 
pouses, it seems clear that they 
are only a convenient "simple rule" 
to limit local television facilities to 
the 1,274 cities included in the 
Table. 

This is true unless the Commis- 
sion has another basis to defend 
these minimum co- channel spac- 
ings. The major contention might 
be that engineering factors dictate 
the national policy of minimum 
spacings selected by the Commis- 
sion for each zone in order to get 
efficient use of the spectrum as- 
signed to television, even though 
the Commission has never said that 
this firm, fixed and final allocation 
plan does make efficient use of the 
spectrum. 

In its Memorandum Opinion of 
July 13, 1951 (FCC 51 -709) it 
avoided any defense of this plan. 
Likewise, in this Report it avoids a 
forthright avowal that this plan 
makes optimum use of the channels. 
Instead, it couches all its discussion 
of "A Table of Assignments" in the 
abstract, that "an engineered table 
* * * permits a substantially more 
efficient use of the available spec- 
trum" or that "an Assignment 
Table drawn up upon an examina- 
tion of the country as a whole can 
confidently be expected to more 
closely approximate the mathemat- 
ical optimum * * e." The Com- 
mission even biases its recognition 
that "the maximum number of sta- 
tions which can be accommodated 
on any given channel" can be cal- 
culated mathematically with the 
hedge "once a fixed. station separa- 
tion has been agreed upon." As a 
matter of fact, this dodge of mile- 
age separations is the Achilles heel 
to this allocation plan's efficiency. 
The arbitrary mileage separations 
of 155 miles and 170 miles for co- 
channel UHF and VHF stations, 
respectively, in Zone I, and 175 and 
190 miles, respectively, in Zone II, 
are not based upon engineering 
principles at all. These separations 
are based upon a policy decision of 
the Commission for specific size 
service areas for television stations. 
All of the engineering for this plan 
is subordinate to and complemen- 
tary to this non -engineering volicy 
decision. Therefore the arbitrary 
minimum co- channel separations of 
170190 and 220 miles for VHF and 
155, 175, 205 miles for UHF, re- 
spectively, have no sacrosanct engi- 
neering basis related either to opti- 
mum use of a single channel or 
efficient use of the spectrum -all of 
the channels. 

Fortunately, there is a mathe- 
matical and engineering basis for 
selecting co- channel mileage sepa- 
rations for any given channel in 
each group. i.e., VHF channels 2 
to 6 (low VHF), VHF channels 7 to 
13 (high VHF) and UHF channels 

14 to 83. To visualize the problem 
of achieving maximum use of a 
given channel so we can calculate 
its maximum use, it is necessary to 
think of a series of dots spaced an 
equal distance from each other on 
a map of the United States. If we 
draw lines between the dots we will 
have a series of equilateral tri- 
angles overlaying the entire United 
States. The dots will represent as- 
signments of a single channel. The 
length of the sides of each equilat- 
eral triangle will be the mileage 
separation between stations. Such a 
scheme of assigning channels will 
be referred to hereinafter as a "full 
triangular lattice." Appendices 1 

through 6 are a series of charts 
based upon a "full triangular lat- 
tice" of a single channel in each 
portion of the spectrum. Appen- 
dices 1 and 2 for 63 megacycles are 
valid for channels 2 to 6 (low VHF) 
utilizing 10 kilowatts, 100 kilowatts 
and infinite kilowatts of power at 
antenna heights of 500 feet and 
1000 feet, respectively. Appendices 
3 and 4 for 195 megacycles are valid 
for channels 7 to 13 (high VHF) 
utilizing 31.6 kilowatts. 316 kilo- 
watts and infinite kilowatts of 
power at 500 feet and 1000 feet, 
respectively. Appendices 6 and 6 
for 500 megacycles are valid for 
UHF channels 14 to 83 utilizing 100 
kilowatts, 1000 kilowatts and infi- 
nite kilowatts of power at 500 feet 
and 1000 feet, respectively.' These 
appendices, all based on the record 
in this proceeding, show that the 
minimum spacing proposed in the 
Third Notice. as amended and final- 
ized in this Sixth Report and Order, 
is too great to produce the maxi- 
mum service on any given channel 
in env group: low VHF, high VHF 
or UHF. 

Appendix 1 shows that any one 
of the low VHF channels, 2 to 6, 
utilizing 100 kilowatts of power 
500 feet antenna height obtains 
maximum efficiency of area cover- 
age at 140 miles co- channel separa- 
tion instead of the 170 miles mini- 
mum separation finalized in this 
Report.' It is significant that any 
one of this group of channels is as 
efficient in area coverage utilizing 
10 kilowatts of power at 500 feet 
antenna height when co- channel 
spacing is 100 miles as it is utiliz- 
ing 100 kilowatts of power at the 
same antenna height when mini- 
mum co- channel spacing is 170 
miles. 

This appendix further shows 
that at all co- channel spacings be- 
tween 100 and 140 miles, every 
one of these channels is more effi- 
cient in channel coverage utilizing 
10 kilowatts of power at 500 feet 
than it is utilizing 100 kilowatts 
at the minimum spacing of 170 
miles.' Appendix 1 also shows that 
if we utilized powers of infinity 
at 500 feet antenna heights the 
maximum coverage for any one of 
this group of channels would still 
be at 140 miles co- channel separa- 
tion instead of the minimum final- 
ized in the Sixth Report. 

Appendix 2 shows that the max- 
imum coverage for any one of this 

'Each of these appendices Is based 
upon the record in those proceedings. 
"The minimum spacings for Zone I are 
are used because the minimum of 190 
and 220 for Zones II and III respec- 
tively are less efficient yet for feasible 
antenna heights over most of these 
Zones. 
'Infinite power cannot be achieved. For 
the purpose of this dissent the term 
means powers elevated as high as are 
practically obtaintable. 
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group of channels is obtained at 
co- channel spacings of 155 miles 
when 100 kilowatts of power is 
utilized at 1000 foot antenna 
heights. It also shows that the 
efficiency is as great at 145 miles 
co- channel spacing as at the 170 
miles' minimum finalized in the 
Sixth Report and Order. It fur- 
ther shows that if powers of in- 
finity were utilized at 1000 feet an- 
tenna heights the maximum cover- 
age would be as efficient at 137 mile 
co- channel spacing as it is at 155 
miles utilizing the maximum power 
authorized in the Sixth Report and 
Order. It is significant that if 10 
kilowatts of power is utilized at the 
same antenna height, the maximum 
coverage would be obtained at 145 
miles and is equally as efficient at 
140 miles as at 150 miles. 

Appendix 3 shows that any one 
of the group of VHF channels '7 

to 13 utilizing 316 kilowatts of 
power at 500 foot antenna height 
obtains maximum efficiency of area 
coverage at 135 miles co- channel 
separation instead of 170 miles 
minimum separation finalized in 
this Report. It shows that any one 
of this group of channels is as effi- 
cient in area coverage utilizing 31.6 
kilowatts of power at 500 foot an- 
tenna heights when co- channel 
spacing is 110 miles as it is when 
316 kilowatts of power at the same 
height is utilized with the minimum 
co- channel spacing of 1'70 miles.' 
If the maximum power is utilized 
at the same height for any one of 
this group of channels they are 
equally efficient at 90 and 170 miles 
co- channel spacing. 

Appendix 4 shows the efficiency 
of any channel in the same group 
utilizing the same designated pow- 
ers at 1000 foot antenna heights. 
The maximum channel efficiency at 
this height utilizing maximum 
power of 316 kw occurs at 155 
miles co- channel spacing; and it 
is equally as efficient at 130 miles 
as at the minimum of 170 miles' 
co- channel spacing provided for in 
the Sixth Report and Order. The 
maximum efficiency of one of this 
group of channels utilizing 31.6 
kilowatts occurs equally from 140 
to 150 miles spacing. If infinite 
power is utilized the maximum effi- 
ciency is at the co- channel spac- 
ing of 165 miles. 

Appendices 5 and 6 show that 
the channel efficiency of each of the 
UHF channels is less sensitive to 
station spacing than either VHF 
channels 2 to 6 or 7 to 13. Ap- 
pendix 5 shows that using 1000 
kilowatts of power the maximum 
efficiency of a UHF channel occurs 
at 115 miles instead of 155 miles 
as finalized in the Sixth Report. 
This is the only group whose chan- 
nels each increase in efficiency from 
100 to 265 miles co- channel spac- 
ing utilizing antenna heights of 
500 feet and infinite power. When 
100 kilowatts at 500 feet are used 
the maximum efficiency of a UHF 
channel occurs at 100 miles co- 
channel spacing. 

Appendix 6 shows that a UHF 
channel utilizing 1000 kilowatts at 
1000 feet antenna height reaches 
its maximum efficiency at 130 miles 
co- channel spacing; utilizing infi- 
nite power at the same height it 
approaches a flat curve of maxi- 
mum efficiency at around 250 miles 
co- channel spacing. When 100 kilo- 
watts is used at the same height 
the maximum efficiency decreases at 

all distances beyond 100 miles co- 
channel spacing. 

These appendices show that the 
Commission has not selected mini- 
mum co- channel spacings in its 
general rules and standards that 
obtain maximum coverage efficiency 
of Zone I if any power is utilized 
at 500 feet and 1000 feet antenna 
heights. This inefficient minimum 
spacing holds true for large areas 
in Zone II which have the same 
population and concentration of 
city characteristics as Zone I as 
will be more fully discussed in 
connection with the actual assign- 
ments employed in the Table of As- 
signments hereafter. While the 
Commission represents that it can 
be confidently expected that an as- 
signment Table drawn upon the 
examination of the country as a 
whole will more closely approxi- 
mate the mathematical optimum, 
the minimum spacings in the gen- 
eral rules and standards certainly 
ignore principles involved in ob- 
taining that mathematical opti- 
mum. The VHF assignments ac- 
tually employed in the Table of As- 
signments are even less efficient 
mathematically in Zone I particu- 
larly and in the parts of Zone II 
indicated. The UHF assignments 
are admittedly incomplete and a 
sample statistical analysis cannot 
be made; but such a complete anal- 
ysis can be made of the VHF as- 
signments. Appendices 7 through 
18 are maps of all VHF assign- 
ments in the Table of Assignments. 
They are revealing, if not shock- 
ing, in their lack of adherence to 
the minimum spacings proposed in 
any zone. They are offensive, if 
not arbitrary and capricious, be- 
cause the Commission will not per- 
mit a change in the Table until 
enough construction permits are 
granted to freeze this inefficient 
firm, fixed and final allocation plan 
forever. 

Now let us examine the actual 
co- channel spacings employed in 
this firm, fixed and final allocation 
plan for VHF channels. 

Appendices 19 and 20 are analy- 
ses of VHF assignments, as shown 
on the assignment maps, (Appen- 
dices 7 through 18). Appendix 19 
shows that the median co- channel 
separation is 280 miles for all VHF 
channels assigned to cities through- 
out the nation. Appendix 20 shows 
that in Zone I the median co- 
channel separation is 250 miles for 
channels 2 through 6. There is no 
reason to believe that the separa- 
tions employed in channels 2 
through 6 are different than chan- 
nels 7 through 13 in Zone I. If 
any'section of the country is picked 
other than Zone I it is likely that 
the median co- channel separation 
will be within 20 miles of the 280 
mile median for the entire nation. 

Approximately % of 1% of all 
VHF assignments are less than 
175 miles. In Zone I only 4% of 
station separations are 170 miles 
or less and only 8% are 180 miles 
or less. In the entire country only 
'7% of all the co- channel separa- 
tions are 195 miles or less. 

It is apparent that the Corn- 
, mission has constructed this Table 

of Assignments without regard to 
the minimum co- channel spacings 
of 170 miles in Zone I, 190 miles in 
Zone II and 220 miles in Zone III 
for all VHF channels. It is also 
quite apparent that in selecting 
these minimum co- channel spac- 
ings the Commission has not had 
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the efficient use of each of the VHF 
channels or the efficient use of the 
VHF portion of the spectrum de- 
voted to television as its major ob- 
jective. For example, appendices 
1 to 4, inclusive, show the appro- 
priate co- channel spacings to ob- 
tain the maximum efficiency of all 
VHF channels when maximum 
powers are utilized at all feasible 
antenna heights. Appendices 1 
and 4, of course, are based upon 
an assignment of channels on a 
full triangular lattice basis. These 
appendices are the efficiency charts 
for optimum use of the VHF por- 
tion of the spectrum. It is fair 
to use these efficiency charts as a 
basis for comparison of efficiency 
employed in constructing the ac- 
tual Table of Assignments for each 
of the channels because the sepa- 
rations actually used form a lat- 
tice work of co- channel stations at 
the distances indicated in the maps 
for each one of the VHF channels. 
Appendices 7 through 18 have had 
lines drawn through each co-chan- 
nel assignment of each single VHF 
channel and the figures associated 
with each line show the distances 
to all co- channel stations in every 
direction. An examination of these 
maps shows that they form trian- 
gular lattices reaching all the way 
from 550 to 165 miles. Insofar 
as any one of these separations is 
expanded from the most efficient 
co- channel spacings, they are a deg- 
radation of the efficient use of the 
VHF spectrum. This is true be- 
cause the geometric triangles 
formed by the actual assignments 
employed in the Table are just a 
variation from the theoretical equi- 
lateral triangles in the full lattice. 
Appendices 1 to 4 show the per- 
centages of channel efficiency which 
will be obtained with optimum co- 
channel spacing on the low VHF 
(channels 2 to 6) and the high 
VHF (channels 7 to 13). Since the 
maps (appendices 7 to 18) and co- 
channel distribution curve (appen- 
dices 19 and 20) show that the me- 
dian co- channel spacing is much 
greater than the optimum for 
channel efficiency (250 for Zone I; 
280 for the entire country), it 
must be concluded that the channel 
efficiency is materially degraded. 
The following table shows the 
amount of this degradation: 

63 mc 

efficiency is gained by increasing 
antenna heights from 500 to 1000 
feet than by increasing transmitter 
power by tenfold. 

They show further that channel 
efficiency is cut about one -half with 
500 feet antennas and one -third 
with 1000 foot antennas when the 
spacings are increased from 135 or 
140 miles to 250 miles. 

This table further shows for the 
median spacing for Zone I of 250 
miles on 63 mc at 1000 feet and 
100 kw, the channel efficiency is re- 
duced from 28% to 22 %, a reduc- 
tion of 25 %. For 196 mc, at 1000 
feet, 316 kw, channel efficiency is 
reduced from 35% to 21%, a re- 
duction of 40 %. For those parts 
of Zone II which have a median 
co- channel spacing of 280 miles, the 
channel efficiency for 63 mc at 1000 
feet and 100 kw is reduced from 
28% to 18 %, a reducation of 36 %. 
For 196 mc at 1000 feet and 316 
kw, from 35% to 15 %, a reduction 
of 72 %. This is significant because 
there are substantial areas in Zone 
II in which the high density popu- 
lation and concentrated city char- 
acteristics are the same as in 
Zone I. 

On the other hand, if the maxi- 
mum station efficiency -the largest 
coverage for any single station 
given a VHF assignment -is the 
goal of this allocation Table, the 
minimum co- channel spacings chos- 
en (and these are too large for 
optimum co- channel efficiency) are 
at war with this goal because max- 
imum channel efficiency will not 
permit maximum station efficiency. 
The spacings which give maximum 
single station coverage are ap- 
proximately twice as great as are 
necessary to give maximum chan- 
nel efficiency. 

The Commission pretends to fol- 
low a different policy in Zone I 
and in Zone H. It says Zone II 
is an area which has a "relatively 
lower population density or where 
large cities are more widely sepa- 
rated" and therefore wider separa- 
tions are justified. In Zone I it 
says that the concentration of cities 
in wide areas of contiguous high 
density population justifies lower 
co- channel spacings. In fact, the 
spacings actually employed in the 
Table tend to protect the Grade B 
contour without any interference 

ZONE I 
500' 100 kw 

Separation in Miles 140 170 
Efficiency of Coverage 23% 21% 

195 mc 500' 

Separation In miles 135 170 
Efficiency of Coverage 28% 27% 

250 
14% 

316 kw 

250 
14% 

ZONE II 
63 mc 500' 100 kw 

Separation In miles 140 190 
Efficiency of Coverage 23% 18% 

195 me 500' 

Separation in Mlles 135 190 
Efficiency of Coverage 28% 22.5% 

This Table and Appendices 1 to 4 
show that the minimum co- channel 
spacing of 170 miles for VHF chan- 
nels in Zone I does not permit 
maximum efficiency for any VHF 
channel when maximum power is 
utilized at any feasible antenna 
height, that co- channel spacings 
should be a little larger for higher 
antenna heights when higher pow- 
ers are utilized in order to gain 
maximum efficiency on any VHF 
channel, and that more channel 

63 mc 

155 
28% 

195 mc 

153 
35% 

1000' 100 kw 

170 250 
28% 22%, 

1000' 316 kw 

170 250 
28% 21% 

63 mc 1000' 100 kw 

280 155 190 280 
13% 28% 28% 18% 

316 kw 195 mc 1000' 316 kw 

280 153 190 280 
13% 35% 31% 15% 

in both Zones I and II. The Com- 
mission said that in Zone I it was 
not concerned with interference to 
the Grade B contour because "there 
would be an overlapping of service 
contours of stations on different 
channels located in the interference 
areas." They have, however, pro- 
tected the B contour in this zone 
to the same degree substantially 
that they did in Zone II, notwith- 
standing this statement of policy. 

The spacings actually employed 

in constructing the Table for Zone 
I are large and incomplete lattices 
which result in less rural area cov- 
erage than if smaller and more 
complete lattices (more nearly a 
full lattice at optimum spacing) 
had been used. The smaller lat- 
tices would result in optimum city 
and rural coverage on any indi- 
vidual channel or on all channels 
collectively. 

The engineering evidence in the 
record or that which can be com- 
puted by the Commission upon the 
basis of such evidence in the re- 
cord, shows that more coverage is 
obtained on any channel by closer 
spacing than wide 'spacing. Spe- 
cifically, it shows that for each 
VHF channel in each group the 
coverage efficiency is higher with 
1000' antennas and 10 kw power 
for low VHF, and at 31.6 kw power 
for high VHF, at spacings of 145 
miles and 153 miles, respectively, 
rather than at 250 miles spacing, 
the median spacing actually used 
in Zone I. And even if maximum 
powers of 100 kw on low VHF and 
316 kw on high VHF at 1000' are 
used, the optimum co- channel spac- 
ing only increases approximately 
10 miles for 63 me (from 145 to 
155 miles) and for 196 mc (from 
153 to 155 miles). Therefore, the 
above enumerated engineering 
principles still apply for these 
powers. So when the Commission 
says that it is using wide spacings 
to take advantage of the wide cov- 
erage capabilities of the VHF to 
cover rural areas, it is not based 
upon engineering fact, unless they 
mean single station coverage, when 
applied to Zone I and sections of 
Zone II where the geographic, pop- 
ulation and city characteristics are 
like Zone I. 

The Commission may contend 
that the efficiency charts (Appen- 
dices 1 to 4) are based upon total 
service of each channel assigned 
and that therefore they do not ap- 
ply to the assignment policy of 
the Commission which recognizes 
only Grade A and B contours. It 
is true that the efficiency charts 
are based upon the total service of 
a station. Let us examine what that 
means. The total service is defined 
as the sum of all locations, no mat- 
ter how distant from the trans- 
mitter, which receive a signal from 
the desired station for at least 90% 
of the time which is at least 28 
db above the 10% interfering sig- 
nal from each co-channel station, 
not more than 6 db below the ad- 
jacent channel interfering signal, 
and 30 db above random noise. 
The standard measurement of these 
signals uses the F 50 -50 and F 
50 -10 curves. 

The Ad Hoc Report indicated and 
the Commission tacitly admits that 
total service of a station as here- 
inafter described is the most 
meaningful definition of television 
service, either for a station or a 
channel, because it counts every 
possible location that gets an ac- 
ceptable signal, regardless of how 
far removed it is from the trans- 
mitter. But the Commission for 
allocation purposes does not recog- 
nize this total service -to the sum 
of all locations for at least 90% 
of the time. It just recognizes a 
portion of such total service pro- 
vided by the F 50 -50 curve. These 
two segments are designated Grade 
A and Grade B service. The Com- 
mission specifies that Grade A 
service has that quality accepta- 
ble to the median observer expected 

to be available for at least 90% 
of the time for the best '70% or 
more of the receiver locations. 
Grade B service is defined as serv- 
ice where acceptable signals are 
available for at least 90% of the 
time to 50% or better of the lo- 
cations. 

Appendices 2 and 4 show that 
with the median spacings of 280 
miles used in constructing the Ta- 
ble only 15% of the United States 
would get service from one chan- 
nel (316 kw -1000' -195 mc). If op- 
timum channel spacing of 155 miles 
were used, 35% of that portion of 
Zone II which is like Zone I would 
get service from one channel. This 
is 2% times as much area as would 
be covered by the single channel 
with 280 mile spacing. This means 
that at 280 mile spacing it takes 
more than 6 high VHF (channels 
'7 to 13) to cover the country once 
and at optimum spacing of 155 
miles it only takes 3 of such chan- 
nels if we assume in both cases that 
maximum power is utilized at 1000' 
antenna heights. Even if we did 
not have an allocation plan, it is 
doubtful that applicants filing for 
the channels as they saw fit could 
destroy 4 of the 7 channels the 
way the Commission has in this 
allocation plan. 

If it is contended by the Com- 
mission that Appendices 2 and 4 
based upon the total service of 
a station are not indicative of 
what happens to Grades A and B 
service, used by the Commission 
as the criteria for allocation pur- 
poses, even from this standpoint 
closer spacings are more efficient. 
Appendices 21 and 22 show that 
high VHF (channels 7 to 13) uti- 
lizing 316 kw power at 1000' at 
the median co- channel spacings of 
250 miles in Zone I achieve only 
12.3% channel efficiency of area 
within the Grade A type contour 
and 23.6% within the B type con- 
tour. They show further that un- 
der the same conditions but at 155 
mile optimum co- channel spacing 
the area within the Grade A con- 
tour is 30.5% and the area within 
the B contour is 37.4 %. This is 
a 148% increase of coverage with- 
in, the Grade A contour and a 59% 
increase of coverage within the B 
contour. However, it must be re- 
membered in the total coverage of 
the channel at 155 miles, efficiency 
of total coverage is '72% greater 
than at 250 miles. Of course, if 
you are comparing the coverage of 
a single station separated at 250 
miles with a cingle station at a co- 
channel spacing of 155 miles, the 
area covered by each is 1922 square 
miles and 1072 miles, respective- 
ly. But it must be remembered 
that if you are going to make such 
a comparison for the 155 mile spac- 
ing you can get 2.6 as many sta- 
tion assignments on an area basis 
as you can with 250 mile spacing. 
The total area covered by the 2.6 
stations is 2787 square miles. This 
is 860 square miles more area 
coverage by the closer spaced sta- 
tion on any high VHF channel. 
From any standpoint more com- 
plete area coverage can be had 
with high band VHF chan- 
nels at the optimum co- channel 
spacing of 155 miles rather than 
250 miles which the Commission 
has actually used in constructing 
the Table in Zone I. 

III 

It now becomes important to 
compare the minimum co- channel 
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1';11.1, TOWERS "Tops" 
Ì in TELECASTING 

780' Guyed Tower recent- 
ly completed for Station 
WHO in Des Moines, la. 

709' Free -Standing Tower 
erected on building for 
Station KRNT in Des 
Moines, la. 

Guyed or Free -Standing Types! 

"CUSTOM- ENGINEERED" for ground or build- 

ing installation . . . 
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vision, IDECO, America's pioneer manufacturer of 
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ICE and SAVINGS! 

From coast to coast and from border to border, 
sturdy, symmetrical, "CUSTOM- ENGINEERED" 
Ideco towers dominate the horizons of hundreds of 
American communities today. 

SAFETY 
Of prime importance to the station owner is the factor of 

SAFETY which is a "Must" for Antenna Supports which are 
installed in downtown or congested areas. 

The fact that every Ideco Tower -either guyed or self- support- 
ing -is designed and fabricated for the specific location in which 
it is to be erected, insures the ultimate in structural safety from 
every standpoint. 

SERVICE 
The rigid, triangular design of all Ideco towers minimizes dis- 

tortion and is added assurance that the tower will retain its orig- 
inal shape through the most severe storms. Added years of trouble - 
free service are also assured by the fact that all structural members 
are hot -dip galvanized to prevent corrosion. 

SAVINGS 
Substantial savings in first cost and in maintenance costs result 

from the erection of IDECO towers. The triangular design re- 
quires less structural material- Erection time and costs are con- 
siderably reduced -Less material and labor time is required for 
foundation installation and maintenance costs are reduced. 

A COMPLETE SERVICE -From Plan to Program 

Ideco engineering handles the entire job for you! From foundation specifica- 
tions to antenna array and including erection and inspection after erection, Ideco 
handles every detail and there are no obnoxious "Hidden Costs ". 

í d e c o` Our skilled Engineers con provide the solution to your tower problems. 
Let us submit an estimate when your requirements are known. 

TRIANGULAR SECTION 

towers 
AM FM TV 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 

IDECO DIVISION 
DRESSER -STACEY COMPANY 

875 Michigan Avenue Columbus, 8 Ohio 
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spacings as they affect the total 
single station service between the 
three bands -low band VHF, high 
band VHF and UHF. This is very 
important from a competitive 
standpoint, especially in cities 
where UHF and VHF are inter- 
mixed. The minimum co- channel 
spacings adopted by the Commis- 
sion are such that they tend to 
restrict the service on any given 
UHF channel due to co- channel 
interference. It will now be shown 
that the minimum co- channel spac- 
ings adopted for the several bands 
unnecessarily reduce coverage of 
a single station on a UHF channel 
compared with single station cov- 
erage of a VHF channel and there- 
fore make the UHF station non- 
competitive with VHF. It will also 
be shown that it is necessary to 
modify the minimum co- channel 
spacing for the UHF stations to 
equalize the coverage efficiency 
with respect to the VHF stations. 
This is particularly compelling be- 
cause the UHF is just now being 
introduced for commercial broad- 
casting and the competitive value 
of these channels is 17,000,000 re- 
ceivers behind the VHF channels. 
In addition, the higher cost of 
original construction and opera- 
tion and the unavailability of 
equipment for UHF stations as 
compared with VHF stations are 
handicap enough already without 
the minimum spacings for UHF 
further threatening its competitive 
position with a VHF station in an 
intermixed market. In addition, 
the UHF receivers actually will 
be more expensive and for a time 
less reliable than VHF from the 
standpoint of the prospective view- 
er. At the minimum spacings of 
155 miles for UHF and 170 for 
VHF, the UHF could never become 
competitive from the standpoint 
of single station coverage efficiency 
using maximum powers with an- 
tenna heights from 500' to 2000', 
assuming that both groups of sta- 
tions have the same antenna height. 
However, if a 2000' antenna is 
used on UHF with a maximum 
power of 1000 kw and a 500' an- 
tenna is used on low band VHF 
with 100 kw, UHF coverage is ap- 
proximately equal to the low band 
VHF. Appendices 23, 24 and 25 are 
charts showing the distribution of 
locations receiving acceptable serv- 
ice on each of the bands utilizing 
maximum power and antenna 
heights of 500', 1000' and 2000', re- 
spectively, with spacings of 170 
miles for VHF and 155 for UHF. 
They further show that in order 
to have the UHF cover the same 
total station service based upon 
minimum VHF spacing, the UHF 
licensee would be compelled to op- 
erate with maximum power of 1000 
kw at 2000', while the low band 
VHF station could operate with 
100 kw at 500'. Obviously when a 
UHF station has to spend money 
for a 2000' tower utilizing 1000 kw 
in order to compete with a low 
band VHF licensee with 500' tower 
at 100 kw, he has a very serious 
financial handicap. From an eco- 
nomic standpoint no encouragement 
is given the prospective UHF li- 
censee to use the UHF band in an 
intermixed city. 

Especially is this true since the 
UHF broadcaster does not produce 
any better picture than the VHF 
broadcaster. The UHF standards - 
lines, frames and fields -are iden- 
tical with the VHF. It would seem 

incontrovertible that from an 
economic standpoint the Commis- 
sion ought not to adopt a policy 
of minimum spacings which require 
heavy expenditure for 1500 feet ad- 
ditional tower height and 900 kw 
more power in comparison with the 
low band VHF to cover substan- 
tially the same number of locations' 
in the VHF service area. As a 
matter of fact, in comparing the 
relative number of locations served 
by UHF stations at minimum co- 
channel spacings with VHF sta- 
tions at spacings actually employed 
in constructing the Table of As- 
signments, UHF stations operating 
in the same community would cover 
substantially less locations (ap- 
proximately 50%) than VHF sta- 
tions. This is significant because 
the Commission has adopted a 
policy of minimum co- channel spac- 
ing of 170 miles for VHF channels, 
but the actual VHF assignments 
tend toward a service which is 
limited by noise only. It has been 
said that the UHF Table is incom- 
plete; nevertheless the minimum 
co- channel spacing for UHF is still 
155 miles. Therefore this minimum 
spacing for UHF is an economic 
threat to anyone who might invest 
in a 2000' tower and equipment to 
generate 1000 kw radiated power 
in order to compete with a VHF 
licensee unless the minimum sta- 
tion spacing is at least 200 miles. 
What the applicant for a UHF 
license needs in order to be assured 
of competitive equality with the 
low band VHF, with VHF spac- 
ings actually employed in the 
Table (Appendices 7 to 13) would 
be a Table of co- channel spacings 
for UHF greater than 250 miles 
and powers considerably above 1000 
kw. 

Inasmuch as the Commission has 
assigned UHF more extensively to 
small communities, obviously 
of our experience in broadcasting 
would certainly show us that li- 
censees in such areas never will be 
able to make economic use of the 
UHF stations at maximum powers 
and antenna heights. In addition, 
insofar as UHF has been assigned 
as a local service to smaller com- 
munities generally, we have placed 
the heaviest burden upon both the 
broadcaster (the original construc- 
tion cost and operating costs are 
higher for UHF than for VHF) and 
upon the viewer (VHF -only receiv- 
ing sets will require adapters and 
sets capable of receiving UHF will 
be more expensive than for VHF). 
Even if a prospective UHF licensee 
would weigh the coat of the pur- 
chase of an existing VHF station 
in any one of the large multi -sta- 
tion markets with its high coverage 
efficiency assured by the actual 
spacings employed in the Table, 
versus capitalization of the cost 
of converting all VHF -only re- 
ceivers presently in such markets, 
there still would be a large portion 
of the VHF service area he could 
not cover if both UHF and VHF 
stations operated at the same an- 
tenna heights and at the respective 
maximum powers. The prospective 
applicant for UHF facilities in a 
major market where VHF is al- 
ready operating has two costs to 
capitalize: (1) the costs of his 
station and (2) the cost of buying 
an audience, i.e., UHF converters 
for VHF -only receivers. Even if 
these converters were available to 
him at manufacturer's cost, this 
expenditure for just the opportun- 
ity to get listeners in such a mixed 

market would probably be more 
than his entire UHF station. And 
after capitalizing this additional 
cost, which the VHF licensee does 
not have, the minimum spacings 
and the spacings actually employed 
in the Table of Assignments for 
VHF channels will give him only 
half a VHF audience. 

Obviously, the Commission can 
relieve the situation without throw- 
ing this tremendous burden upon 
the prospective UHF licensee in- 
sofar as equalization of service 
area is concerned by widening the 
UHF co- channel spacings and nar- 
rowing the VHF co- channel spac- 
ings to equalize the distribution of 
locations receiving acceptable serv- 
ice from all groups of channels. 
This certainly should be the main 
objective of any allocation plan 
where a new band of frequencies 
is being introduced for commercial 
operation. 

The Commission blows hot and 
cold on two sides of the same pro- 
position. On the one hand it says 
that maximum rural coverage is 
obtained with wide spacings, and 
on the other hand it says if you 
have a large number of cities 
close together you can get large 
rural coverage by the use of many 
stations on different channels be- 
cause "there would be an overlap- 
ping of service contours and a 
multiplicity of alternative serv- 
ices." The question unanswered 
by the Commission is: why did it 
persist in wide spacings in con- 
structing the Zone I portion of 
this Table? As a matter of fact, 
from the standpoint of efficient 
channel coverage there is no an- 
swer because the actual assign- 
ments have moved toward maxi - 
mum single station efficiency in- 
stead of total maximum channel 
efficiency. Therefore, this firm, 
fixed and final allocation plan 
shrinks the available 7 high band 
VHF channels used at the median 
spacings of 280 miles actually em- 
ployed in constructing the Table 
and gives no more coverage than 
three of the same group of chan- 
nels if 155 miles optimum spacing 
were employed. 

If co-channel spacings of 170 
miles were actually used for VHF 
assignments in the Table and 200 
miles for UHF at maximum powers 
(100 kw and 316 kw for low VHF 
and high VHF respectively and 
1000 kw for UHF) and all operate 
at antenna heights of 500 feet, 
UHF can be competitive with low 
band VHF. It can be competitive 
with low band VHF when 1000 
feet antenna heights are used at 
the same respective spacings and 
powers. UHF is not only com- 
petitive with low band VHF but 
is also competitive with high band 
VHF when all operate at 2000 feet 
antenna heights with the same 
spacings and powers indicated 
above. Therefore, it is concluded 
that a 200 mile minimum co -chan- 
nel spacing for UHF assignments 
in the Table is necessary to make 
UHF single station coverage com- 
petitive with VHF station cover- 
age provided 170 mile spacings 
are actually adhered to for VHF 
channels. Appendices 23 through 
28 show that the 170 mile co -chan- 
nel spacings for VHF channels in 
Zone I and those portions of Zone 
II which have the same character- 
istics as Zone I, as heretofore in- 
dicated, should not be just a stated 
policy of the Commission for VHF 
channel assignments but they 

should actually be employed in cor 
structing the Table to make UH: 
at .200 mile co- channel spacing 
competitive with VHF. Thes 
charts further confirm the fac 
that UHF has the potential o 
equalizing the station coverage o 
both high VHF and low VHF whe: 
all operate at 2000 feet antenn, 
heights at the respective maximur 
power for each group and tha 
UHF has better potential for wid 
area coverage than either of th 
VHF groups of channels when tit 
UHF is spaced at 200 miles an 
the VHF is spaced at 170 mile: 
or its equivalent. They show tha 
there is a basic error in the Corn 
mission's assumption that onil 
VHF channels have a potential fo: 
wide area coverage -assigning 
VHF channels to the largest cities 

Appendices 26, 27 and 28 ahoy 
that you can make any one of these 
groups of channels (low band VHF 
channels 2 to 6; high band VHF 
channels 7 to 13; and UHF, chan. 
nels 14 to 83) the preferred with 
area coverage channels simply by 
employing wider spacings for the 
groups the Commission wishes tc 
prefer.' Appendices 23 to 28, in. 
elusive, show that if a proper co- 
channel spacing policy is incor- 
porated into the general Rules and 
Standards of the Commission and 
actually followed in an assignment 
table, each can be made to serve 
the same area and the same rela- 
tive number of locations in such 
area. This ought to be a bare 
minimum objective for a policy of 
intermixture of VHF and UHF 
channels in the same city. Con- 
trary to this obiective, the general 
Rules and Standards and this firm, 
fixed and final city -to -city alloca- 
tion plan show every sign of try- 
ing to skirt around the natural 
wide area coverage potential of 
UHF as the technical problems 
in both transmitter and receiver 
equipment development for UHF 
may never be overcome or that 
scientific knowledge in overcoming 
the present equipment difficulties 
is frozen at the present stage. 

Obviously, the Commission's as- 
signment plan that presumes to 
look ahead for forty years ought 
to provide a sound economic setting 
for licensees of each group of 
channels to be competitive with all 
others to afford each licensee a fair 
chance to render service to com- 
parable service areas, with the 
same opportunity for fair return 
on his investment. 

Inasmuch as the Commission has 
used UHF by and large for assign- 
ment to small cities and as a mere 
supplement to the wide area single 
station coverage of VHF channels 
located generally in the larger 
cities, the burden of UHF is 
thrown generally upon the people 
least able to pay if they are ever 
to receive a Grade A service -the 
rural populations. General experi- 
ence would tell us that the rural 
populations are the least able to 
pay the higher price (higher cost 
receivers) for Grade A television 
service and that a prospective 
UHF broadcaster has less chance 
to recoup investment in construct- 
ing and operating a UHF station 
which costs more than a VHF sta- 
tion. These considerations are not 
consistent with the original basic 
purpose of this firm, fixed and final 

',Provided suiflcient antenna height 
is utilized by UHF. 
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allocation plan -to protect the 
small communities against pre- 
emption of VHF channels by large 
cities. The Commission should 
abandon the use of VHF in large 
cities for wide area rural cover- 
age. Optimum spacings less than 
those used in the assignment Table 
or in the Rules and Standards give 
more Grade A service to the rural 
population than the method used 
by the Commission. 

Appendices 1 to 6 show incon- 
trovertibly that optimum channel 
efficiency can be obtained at the 
optimum spacings indicated be- 
low, at both minimum and maxi- 
mum powers, and antenna heights 
of 500' to 1000', as follows: 

different sizes of service areas for 
different size cities to supply their 
respective needs -trading areas or 
areas of cultural influence -with 
different co- channel spacings using 
standardized interferences and dif- 
ferent powers and antenna heights. 
It shows how to get that unequal 
service area to meet the respective 
needs of the smallest community 
and the largest community with 
random spacings, random powers 
and random antenna heights in 
each group of frequencies. A sam- 
ple of how this table may be put 
into effect is shown by Appendix 30. 

IV 
The Commission seeks to buttress 

Low band VHF 

High band VHF 

UHF 

Antenna Height 
500 feet 

1000 " 
500 " 

1000 " 
Soo .. 

1000 " 

500 
1000 

dd 500 
.. 1000 

500 
.. 1000 

" 500 
1000 .. 
500 

1000 
500 

.. 1000 

Power 
10 kw 
10 kw 

100 kw 
100 kw 
Infinity 
Infinity 

31.6 kw 
31.6 kw 
316 kw 
316 kw 
Infinity 
Infinity 

100 kw 
100 kw 

1000 kw 
1000 kw 

infinity 
Infinity 

Spacing 
125 miles 
145 
135 " 
155 
140 
160 " 

100 " 
153 
135 
155 ' 
140 " 
156 " 

100 or less 
100 or less 
125 
130 ' 

More than 250 miles 
More than 250 miles 

The values taken from the effi- 
ciency charts (Appendices 1 to 6) 
and the above table are practical 
because we can utilize powers, 
heights and co- channel spacings at 
any values within these parameters 
to obtain optimum use of 82 tele- 
vision channels. Roughly, ten times 
the power is required to obtain the 
same expansion of coverage that 
can be obtained with doubling the 
antenna height. 

Values of power, height and spac- 
ing between these parameters may 
be used to obtain more optimum 
use of all channels, VHF and UHF. 
It is unreasonable to use excessive 
powers which preclude a simulated 
full triangular lattice, especially in 
Zone I and the parts of Zone II 
hereinbefore indicated, which would 
provide maximum station coverage 
at the expense of optimum use of 
the spectrum (all television chan- 
nels). 

Appendices 1 to 6 show that the 
maximum channel efficiency as dis- 
tinguished from single station effi- 
ciency is obtained regardless of 
powers ranging from rather nomi- 
nal values of 10 kw for low band 
VHF, 31.6 for high band VHF and 
100 kw for UHF, to the highest 
practical powers obtainable with 
co- channel spacings ranging from 
between 100 and. 155 miles. There- 
fore, it would seem logical to utilize 
this difference in efficiency of an- 
tenna heights versus power in a 
manner that will fit the median size 
city, as a general allocation plan, 
and the largest city as an excep- 
tional case. To put it graphically, 
use a lattice that will fit the median 
size city in the country and tear 
out the lattice for the exceptional 
case, i.e., Los Angeles from a stand- 
point of geographic considerations 
and Denver from the standpoint of 
population characteristics. 

Appendix 30 illustrates the dif- 
ferent spacings that can be used 
with standardized interferences to 
provide substantially equal service 
areas for cities of all sizes located 
at random distances from each 
other in order to simulate a perfect 
full lattice. 

Appendix 31 shows how to get 

its excessive separation factor by 
arguing that it is necessary in view 
of the limited amount of propaga- 
tion data now available to provide 
a "safety factor." The majority 
recognizes, however, that such a 
safety factor can only be justified 
if it is possible in the future to 
modify its present separations. If 
the separations in the Table are to 
be fixed, the excuse for the "safety 
factor" must fail. The Commission 
says that when more propagation 
data is available it will take appro- 
priate action with respect to modi- 
fying its Table - presumably as- 
signing channels at closer spacings. 
This seems a plausible solution on 
the surface. However, the Commis- 
sion completely destroys any hope 
that more assignments will be made 
in the VHF portion of the spectrum 
by its admission in footnote 25 that 
it has not been able to remove ex- 
isting operations which do not com- 
ply with its minimum separations 
because "it has not been possible to 
remove these cases without unwar- 
ranted dislocation." At present 
there are only 108 stations on the 
air in 64 markets. Obviously any 
attempt at adjustments after more 
stations get on the air would in- 
volve more unwarranted disloca- 
tions which would preclude the 
Commission from adding more as- 
signments. Since each additional 
station put on the air would in- 
crease the problem of dislocation 
involved in any attempt to modify 
the spacings adopted now, it is ap- 
parent that the Commission's 
"safety factor" is simply an in- 
crease in mileage separations arbi- 
trarily imposed without any propa- 
gation data to support it in the 
VHF. In the UHF where propaga- 
tion data by contrast is almost non- 
existent, they have failed to put in 
a safety factor in the general rules 
for co- channel spacing of UHF sta- 
tions. Since the information on 
UHF propagation is admittedly so 
meager, the Commission is much 
more harsh with UHF spacings 
than they are with VHF. Either 
the Commission does not need a 
"safety factor" in the VHF or it 
is very reckless with the UHF, 

since the UHF propagation data 
that is available shows that inter- 
ference is higher on the UHF than 
it is in the VHF on any comparable 
distance in miles from the trans- 
mitter. As a matter of fact, a 
minimum of 183 miles is required 
in the UHF to protect the Grade A 
service area of UHF stations. No 
place in the minimum spacing in 
the general rules and regulations 
have they impinged upon VHF 
Grade A service. In short, the 
Commission provides a "safety fac- 
tor" where the information indi- 
cates it is not needed (in the VHF) 
and they don't provide it in the 
UHF band where the information 
is so meager it might be advisable. 
This is an admission that the Com- 
mission means to make local (small 
coverage) service out of UHF chan- 
nels even when assigned to the 
largest markets regardless of its 
future potential for wide area cov- 
erage, or that it has a double stand- 
ard in applying the "safety factor." 
Obviously the "safety factor" is a 
snare and a delusion. 

The whole theory of a safety 
factor in minimum co-channel spac- 
ings is based upon administrative 
convenience rather than any sacro- 
sanct value that may be attached 
to the minimum co- channel spacings 
adopted in the Commissions deci- 
sion today, at least within the 
parameters of the engineering evi- 
dence shown by the efficiency 
charts, Appendices 1 to 6, for the 
powers, antenna heights and sepa- 
rations indicated. 

The whole idea that engineering 
considerations dictate the respec- 
tive minimum co- channel spacings 
for each zone stems from two in- 
consistent ideas expressed in the 
Third Notice, Appendix A, para- 
graph C4a, wherein the statement 
is made predicting service areas 
and interference: "The Commission 
is satisfied that on the basis of the 
data presently available to it the 
data underlying the propagation 
charts are sufficient to afford an 
adequate statistical basis for de- 
scribing the field intensities under 
average conditions, but it is expect- 
ed that there may be substantial 
variations in individual areas." On 
the other hand, in the same docu- 
ment, Appendix A, paragraph El, 
under the subject of station sepa- 
rations, co- channel separations, the 
statement is made: "In the second 
place, much of the propagation data 
-although the best available 
upon which the Commission relies 
is quite meager * until suffi- 
cient propagation data are avail- 
able." 

From these two statements the 
Commission acquires the philosophy 
that the tropospheric information 
it has is good enough for a national 
allocation plan but insufficient for 
p'rticular assignments in specific 
cities. From an engineering stand- 
point there is absolutely no basis 
in fact to pretend that there is a 
difference in troposphere effects be- 
tween stations where the co- channel 
spacings are reduced, the antenna 
heights raised to obtain greater 
efficiency in coverage and the power 
lowered to equalize the minimum 
co- channel spacings adopted in the 
Sixth Report and Order. 

The Sixth Report and Order gives 
the implicit impression that engi- 
neering has dictated this unique 
plan -the inordinately wide spac- 
ings actually used in constructing 
the Table. It should be clearly 
pointed out that engineering fac- 
tors do not determine a unique 
allocation. Thousands of different 

plans could be drawn up which were 
correct engineering -wise, changing 
the minimum co- channel mileage 
separations for each group of chan- 
nels within the parameters of 
power and antenna heights that 
Appendices 1 to 6 recommend. 
Therefore there is wide latitude 
from an engineering standpoint for 
thousands of different plans. The 
engineering only places limitations 
on what can be done. The Commis- 
sion has relied upon the simple rule 
of minimum co- channel spacings 
(even though it admits that a sim- 
ple rule cannot be utilized) and for 
administrative convenience wants 
to throw away all of the engineer- 
ing factors upon which all the 
minimum co- channel calculations 
for the plans are based. For in- 
stance, all of the Grade A and B 
service areas at all powers and 
antenna heights used in construct- 
ing the Commission's general rules 
and regulations and in its city -to- 
city allocation plan are based upon 
the simple formula that the desired 
station for at least 90% of the time 
produces a signal at the edge of its 
Grade B contour at least 28 db 
above the 10% interfering signal 
from each co- channel station, not 
more than 6 db below the adjacent 
channel interfering signal and 30 
db above random noise. The stand- 
ard measurement of these signals 
is the F 50 -50 and the F 50 -10 
curves. Tables for the F 50 -50 
curve at 10 mile intervals from the 
transmitter show the field intensity 
of a 1 kw transmitter in db for 
antenna heights at 500, 1000 and 
2000 feet. The F 50 -50 is Appendix 
32. The interfering signal field 
intensity of a 1 kw transmitter in 
db for the F 50 -10 curve at dis- 
tances for every 10 miles from 70 
miles to 300 miles are shown in 
Appendix 33. Any layman can cal- 

rate of signal 
strength for the desired station 
from Appendix 32 between any 10- 
mile separation and the rate of 
decline in the interfering signal 
with Appendix 33 at every 10 -mile 
spacing and be able to add the 
appropriate number of db's for kilo- 
watts of power contemplated to the 
values in this Table for both the 
desired and undesired station to 
predict the desired station's service 
area by jockeying antenna heights 
up and power down until the effi- 
ciency of antenna heights over 
radiated power brings the desired 
result. In this manner he can either 
equalize the approximate service 
area maintained by the minimum 
co- channel spacings adopted by the 
Commission or obtain a service 
area which will satisfy the com- 
munity to be served and at the 
same time make more optimum use 
of the channel. There is no secret 
or trick in maintaining the ratios 
by this simple device and give the 
same safety factor from the stand- 
point of tropospheric interference 
as is given by the Commission with 
its minimum co- channel spacings 
adopted in this decision. The Com- 
mission on the other hand would 
leave an area without a channel 
assignment even if it is just one or 
six miles under the minimum spac- 
ing, rather than make the channel 
coverage (optimum spectrum use) 
more efficient. Cf. Coldwater, 
Michigan, and Pittsburgh, Pa., in 
the city -to -city portion of the Com- 
mission's decision. Again the Com- 
mission's false "safety factor" phil- 
osophy prejudices those least able 
to pay in favor of the great metro- 
politan populations. It would rather 
space stations so far that their 
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service is limited by noise, a 100% 
of the time interference factor for 
the rural and small urban resident, 
by throwing emphasis to the im- 
portance of a 10% of the time co- 
channel interference factor. The 
rural resident can't get a signal in 
the noise zone with a hunting li- 
cense because there isn't any signal 
but the metropolitan area resident 
in the interference zone can get a 
usable signal by orientation of a 
relatively inexpensive antenna in- 
stallation (compared to the listener 
miles away from the transmitter) 
to- take advantage of its ordinary 
rejection ratio. Therefore, it seems 
unjust and unreasonable that the 
Commission should take the hard 
and fast rule of minimum co- 
channel spacings as the sole criteria 
for station assignments as if they 
were all utilizing maximum power 
and maximum antenna heights. 

I pointed out in my dissent to 
the Memorandum Opinion of the 
Commission on the statutory au- 
thority to adopt a Table of Assign- 
ments (released July 13, 1951) that 
Section 307 (b) of the Communica- 
tions Act requires the Commission 
to determine the problems of fair, 
equitable and efficient distribution 
of radio service among the several 
states and communities in proceed- 
ings on applications for radio sta- 
tion licenses and modifications and 
renewals thereof. I think it plain 
that Congress intended not merely 
to protect rights of applicants but 
to provide the most effective pro- 
cedure for Commission determina- 
tions. I do not believe that the 
Commission can substitute its views 
or preferences for other procedures 
for the method laid down by Con- 
gress. I will not here repeat at 
further length the arguments con- 
tained in my dissenting opinion 
above referred to. 

If it be assumed, however, that 
the Commission is free to evade its 
duty to decide 307(b) issues in 
competitive hearings on applica- 
tions and in lieu thereof to make 
a predetermination of such issues 
in a general proceeding, there are 
two fatal objections to the Commis- 
sion's present attempt to make such 
a predetermination. First, essential 
considerations required to be de- 
cided on the basis of fact have been 
completely ignored by the Commis- 
sion in the instant proceedings. See 
Easton Publishing Co. v. FCC, 1'75 
F(2) 344, 4 RR 2147. The second is 
that the engineering basis upon 
which the Commission purports to 
rest its decision does not in fact 
support the result but on the con- 
trary demonstrates its invalidity. 

The majority admits that the 
most important elements in its as- 
signment plan is its minimum 
spacing or station separation fac- 
tor. It is demonstrated below that 
the minimum separation factor 
stated by the Commission is un- 
sound from an engineering stand- 
point and is designed to preclude 
rather than permit maximum serv- 
ice. Further than that, it is shown 
that the Commission has complete- 
ly failed to make assignments 
which would be permitted if it ad- 
hered to its own separations. The 
net result is that the Commission 
has drastically limited the number 
of television stations which could 
be licensed in this country and has 

created an artificial scarcity. I am 
profoundly disturbed not only by 
the long range effect of this ac- 
tion but by the immediate conse- 
quences, which are that years of 
litigation must ensue before any 
considerable number of new tele- 
vision stations can be put in op- 
eration in the United States. 

It is theoretically possible from 
a technical standpoint to provide 
for over 21/2 times as many VHF 
stations if a proper separation fac- 
tor is used as could be provided if 
the Commission's separation factor 
is used. Practical considerations 
undoubtedly would limit somewhat 
the number of stations that are 
possible from a theoretical stand- 
point. But these considerations 
apply alike to the number permis- 
sible using the Commission's sep- 
aration factor and to the number 
possible using a proper separation 
factor. 

The standard by which the rules 
and television allocation table 
adopted by the Commission must 
be tested is whether they pro- 
vide "a fair, efficient and equitable" 
distribution of television service in 
compliance with Section 307(b). As 
the Commission said in its Memo- 
randum Opinion in this proceeding 
released on July 13, 1951, that is 
the "standard to be applied in all 
cases . In their Report they 
have given only lip service to that 
standard and then principally in 
situations in which the standard 
enabled them to reject some con- 
tention made by one or more of 
the parties (par. 194). 

The fatal defect in the approach 
of the Commission is that, despite 
their occasional reference to the 
"fair, efficient and equitable dis- 
tribution" standard, that standard 
has been abandoned in favor of an 
undiscriminating adherence, some- 
times explicit and always implicit, 
to a supposed policy of adminis- 
trative convenience. The inevitable 
result is an allocation which is 
neither fair nor efficient nor equit- 
able and which so far departs from 
the realities as to be completely 
arbitrary and capricious. The pre- 
ceding discussion has to some ex- 
tent indicated the arbitrary nature 
of the engineering conclusions upon 
which the allocations rest; a brief 
summary of a few of the practical 
results will serve to illustrate how 
far the allocations serve to defeat 
the injunction of the Communica- 
tions Act that the Commission 
"generally encourage the larger 
and more effective use of radio in 
the public interest" (Section 
303 (g) ), and "when and insofar as 
there is demand for the same, the 
Commission shall make such dis- 
tribution of licenses, frequencies, 
hours of operation, and of power 
among the several States and com- 
munities as to provide a fair, ef- 
ficient, and equitable distribution 
of radio service to each of the 
same." (Sec. 307(b)) (emphasis 
supplied). 

The Commission emphasizes at 
the outset that the allocations 
"must be based upon, and must re- 
flect, the best available engineer- 
ing information" (par. 2). Having 
announced that undebatable propo- 
sition, they then proceed to adopt a 
table of allocations based upon 
curves which they explicitly con- 
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cede are inapplicable to any spe- 
cific station. This is the first ad- 
ministrative decision of which I am 
aware which so frankly conceded 
that the general principles under- 
lying it cannot be applied to any 
specific situation which will be gov- 
erned by the decision. As the Com- 
mission admits, the allocations are 
based upon hypothetical situations 
which will never occur, upon the 
assumption contrary to fact, that 
the stations which will be involved 
will be "typical ones producing the 
average field intensities described 
by the charts." Such an arbitrary 
assumption may simplify the work 
of the Commission but it can 
scarcely be expected to result in 
a fair, efficient or equitable distri- 
bution of television facilities. It 
is easier to estimate the number 
of lemons in a barrel if you as- 
sume the barrel is filled with 
lemons, but the estimate is of du- 
bious value if you know in ad- 
vance that the barrel contains 
grapefruit and oranges but no 
lemons. 

The most striking result of this 
blind devotion to administrative 
convenience is the arbitary specifi- 
cation of minimum co- channel sep- 
arations on the mistaken theory 
that "the larger and more effective 
use of radio in the public interest" 
and the "efficient" distribution of 
television service requires max- 
imum station coverage in terms of 
freedom from theoretical co -chan- 
nel interference rather than max- 
imum use of the available frequen- 
cies. The Commission has sought 
to protect the interference - free 
service areas of existing and pro- 
posed stations by reducing substan- 
tially the number of stations which 
can be accommodated throughout 
the country by the device of estab- 
lishing excessive minimum co -chan- 
nel assignment spacings. The re- 
sult is, as the Commission states, 
to improve the Grade B service of 
the proposed stations; it is also 
greatly to reduce the number of 
stations and the availability of ad- 
ditional service, both Grade A and 
Grade B, to the rural areas and to 
increase the areas which will not 
receive any television service. The 
result is to sacrifice efficiency in 
the distribution of the available 
channels in order to confer an un- 
necessary benefit upon the fewer 
persons who, because of the Com- 
mission's Rules, will be able to 
enter the field. In addition, the 
Commission has established a new 
class of stations which will utilize 
these same channels for non -com- 
mercial educational facilities which 
play a part in the scarcity of VHF 
assignments for both commercial 
and educational use in any city.' 

The resulting inefficiency in the 
utilization of available channels 
would have been sufficiently serious 
had the Table conformed to the 
Rules. But, in compiling the Table, 
the minimum co- channel separa- 
tions were largely ignored; for ex- 
ample, in the Eastern Zone, only 
some 4% of the allocations approx- 
imate the prescribed minimum, and 
the median separation is 250 miles, 
or 47% in excess of the minimum 
of 170 miles specified in the Rules. 
That means that many communities 
are losing the possibility of televi- 
sion service in order that stations 

located in other communities may 
be protected. 

That unfortunate consequence is 
worsened by the arbitrary rules 
and the Commission's assumption 
that all stations, however small the 
community, will operate at the 
maximum permissible power. The 
Commission has rejected the pro- 
posal for assignments based upon 
limited power stations in small 
communities (par. 137 -8) on the 
grounds that the Table and Rules 
"are based on the concept of afford- 
ing each station the widest possible 
coverage ." and that limited 
power stations, although capable of 
serving the local needs of small 
communities', would be inconsistent 
with that concept. The result is 
obvious: fewer stations, less effi- 
cient use of available channels and 
disregard of local necessities and 
convenience in the interest of main- 
taining an inflexible concept. 

Characteristic of the arbitrary 
approach to the problem and of the 
resulting inefficient utilization of 
channels is the measurement of 
permissible co- channel spacings by 
the accidental location of post of- 
fices (par. 105 -8) . Communities 
will be deprived of additional chan- 
nels because of the wholly irrele- 
vant fact that their main post 
offices, which have no logical con- 
nection with any proposed or'pos- 
sible television station, are located 
nearer another post office or an 
existing transmitter than the re- 
quired minimum distance, notwith- 
standing the existence of numerous 
potential transmitter sites at 
greater distances. It is not an 

e The Commission states several times in its opinion that the setting aside of channels for non -commercial, educa- tional use is precisely the same type of reservation of channels as that provided by the assignment table for commercial stations in the various 
communities. This is not the view that I take of the assignment of shared 
use of the channels for non -commercial, 
educational television stations, and I do not believe the majority's state- ment correctly describes the action of the Commission. The Commission has created a new class of radio stations and a new use of the radio frequencies, namely, non- commercial, educational television. This class is as distinct from commercial television stations as point -to -point communication stations. The Commission in providing for any new use of frequencies and assigning specific frequencies on a full or shared time basis for a new service may be said to "reserve" frequencies for that service. This is an essentially different thing than a reservation of frequencies for specific applicants for specific com- munities, all of which are qualified for the use of the service involved. 
There are numerous Commission precedents, particularly where shared use of frequencies is involved, for desig- nating areas in which the frequencies 
will be used for a certain service. For example, the Commission provided for shared use of frequencies for certain harbor purposes and certain highway purposes. Obviously, to assign a frequency for harbor use to Denver would be absurd. In designating areas 
for operation for non -commercial edu- 
cational television stations, the Com- 
mission sought to select areas which 
are "cultural centers." It would ob- 
viously be a waste of channels for the 
Commission to assign channels for non- 
commercial educational stations to areas where there are no educational 
facilities for the operation of such sta- 
tions. The fundamental difference be- 
tween reservation of channels for a 
class of stations and reservation of 
channels for favored communities as 
against other communities equally 
qualified must be recognized if the 
validity of our assignments for non- 
commercial educational television sta- 
tions is to be upheld. 
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nswer to reply, as does the Com- 
-fission, that the Table and Rules 
re concerned with "assignment 
pacing requirements" rather than 
facilities spacing requirements." 
'ransmitters will not, in the nor - 
aal course of events, be erected on 
op of post offices; if there are 
.vailable sites complying with the 
tules, there is no reason to deprive 

I community of service, or of addi- 
ional service, because of some an- 
ient whim which determined the 
ocation of a main post office. Not 
iy such accidents should the Com- 
mission make decisions affecting 
he efficient distribution of chan- 
tels. 

The Commission recognizes the 
!conomic problems which will be 
'aced by UHF broadcasters where 
7HF broadcasting exists (par. 189) 
tnd expresses (par. 197) the pious 
lope that "UHF stations will even- 
malty compete on a favorable basis 
with stations in the VHF." But, 
)y giving excessive co- channel pro- 
tection to VHF stations and inade- 
quate protection to UHF stations 
the Commissibn has arbitrarily and 
adversely áffected the ability of 
UHF stations to compete. The eco- 
nomic problems faced by UHF 
broadcasters are sufficiently serious 
without the interjection of addi- 
tional difficulties by Rules and 
Tables based upon demonstrably 
incorrect engineering assumptions. 
The arbitrary penalization of UHF 
cannot be said to result in a "fair" 
or "equitable" distribution of tele- 
vision service or "the larger and 
more effective use" of television in 
the public interest. 

In short, the Commission's pre- 

occupation with the concept of ad- 
ministrative simplicity has led it 
into the error of first treating all 
stations as if they were equal in 
order to facilitate standardization 
of rules concerning separation and 
other matters and then adopting 
rules designed to assure, so far as 
possible, that the standardization 
would be carried out in practice 
without regard to particular situa-. 
tions or local requirements. Effi- 
cient distribution of channels and 
the provision of the maximum num- 
ber of television stations have been 
sacrified to achieve a misleading 
appearance of simplicity of admin- 
istration. The public interest, con- 
venience and necessity have been 
abandoned to the theoretical con- 
venience of the Commission, The 
small communities are to be sub- 
jected to rules drawn upon con- 
siderations applicable primarily or 
wholly to large cities. The appar- 
ent simplicity of administration is 
an illusion that will disappear as 
soon as the number and complexity 
of conflicting applications under 
the Standards emerge. The Com- 
mission thinks it has eliminated 
307(b) contests between cities (it 
has not eliminated them all) ; but 
by creating a scarcity of frequen- 
cies it has created a bigger problem 
in each city where there will surely 
be more applicants than there are 
channels. The administrative bur- 
den created by competitive appli- 
cants for the limited number of fre- 
quencies by this artificial scarcity 
of channel assignments will far 
outweigh the administrative bur- 
den they are trying to eliminate - 
intercity 307 (b) cases. 
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APPENDIX 27 

DISTRIBUTION OF LOCATIONS RECEIVING 

ACCEPTABLE SERVICE IN THE PRESENCE OF 

INTERFERENCE FROM A SINGLE OFFSET 

COCHANNEL STATION ON THE RADIAL BETWEEN 

THE STATIONS 

ANTENNA NEIGH'S 1000 ft.. 30 ft. 

ILCEND: 
/ 63tS. S. 170Y ; P. 316K. - - -/- 50011tl; 5100/; P. /000P 
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Miles Along Radial Between Stations - d 

APPENDE 28 

DISTRIBUTION OF LOCATIONS RECEIVING 

ACCEPTABLE SERVICE IN THE PRESENCE OF 

INTERFERENCE FROM A SINGLE OFFSET 

COCHANNEL STATION ON THE RADIAL BETWEEN 

THE STATIONS 

ANTENNA HEIGHTS -., - -- -2000 It.. 30 ft. 

LEGEND: 
- t. 631/cJ. S. / MI, ; P. 100M, 

/- I PS1J: S- /70,; P. 316K. --- /500ts: 5- 100,; P- /000P 

s 

\ 
\ \ 

\ 

\ \ 

O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 
Miles Along Radio /Between Stations -d 
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APPENDIX 29 

FIXED POWER 
AND ANTENNA HEIGHT 

j8360 SQ.MI. 
O 

25 DB 

500 FT. 

TELEVISION STATION 
EQUIVALENT SERVICE AREAS 

8200 S0. MI. 
O 

25 DB 

50D FT. 

180 MILES 

160 MILES 

VARIABLE POWER 
AND ANTENNA HEIGHT 

o 

20 DB 

800 FT 

8440 SO. MI. 

NOTE: Diagrams above portray television station interference free :'B" service areas for channels 7 -19 (solid lines) based on standard inter- ference and separations of 150, 180 and 180 miles, including offset carrier operation. Essentially equivalent service areas are obtained by varying the parameters - antenna height, power and station separation. Dotted lines show potential coverage without co- channel interference. 
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APPENDIX 30 

Power, Transmitting Antenna Height, and Spacing Combinations to Give 
Same Grade B Service Contours As For Standard Spacing, Transmitting 
Antenna Height, and Power, Assuming Standard Power and Antenna 

Height For Offset Carrier Co- channel Interfering Station 

TABLE H A TABLE II B TABLE II C 

Frequency- 63Mc /s Frequency -195 Mc /s Frequency -500 Mc /s 
Standard Ht=500 ft; Standard Ht =500 ft; Standard Ht=500 ft; 

Hr= 30 ft. Hr= 30 ft. Hr= 30 ft. 
Standard Power =20 dbk Standard Power =25 dbk Standard Power =30 dbk 
Standard Spacing =170 mi. Standard Spacing =170 mi. Standard Spacing =155 mi. 
Grade B Contour =41.5 mi. Grade B Contour =47.5 mi. Grade B Contour =33.5 mi. 

P, (dbk) H, (Ft.) S (miles) P, (dbk) H, (Ft.) S (miles) P,(dbk) H, (Ft.) 
25 500 170 30 500 
20 720 170 25 820 
15 1010 170 20 1280 
25 375 190 30 250 
20 540 190 25 450 
15 790 190 20 750 
25 660 150 30 900 
20 940 150 25 1400 
15 1370 150 20 2150 
25 1180 130 
20 1640 130 
15 2270 130 

20 500 170 
15 840 170 
30 1320 170 
20 340 190 
15 630 190 
10 1000 190 
20 750 150 
15 1200 150 
10 1750 150 
20 1210 130 
15 1820 130 
10 2500 130 

GRADE 
B 

CONTOURS 

APPENDIX 31 

#2 
dz 

E 

63 Mcs 
Hz=500' 
Pz= 20 dbk 

S (miles) 
155 
155 
155 
175 
175 
175 
135 
135 
135 

TABLE IA 
DISTANCES TO GRADE B SERVICE CONTOURS IN MILES 

P, H, SPACING (MILES) 
dbk Ft. 110 130 150 170 190 210 

d, dz d, dz d, dz d, dz d, ds d, dz 
20 500 26 26 32 32 37 37 41 41 45 45 49 49 
20 1000 32 22 40 29 46 36 50 41 54 45 58 49 
20 2000 40 16 48 22 55 28 62 35 66 41 71 47 
15 500 22 30 28 37 32 43 35 47 39 51 43 55 
15 1000 27 26 34 33 40 40 44 47 48 51 52 55 
15 2000 35 19 42 26 49 33 55 40 59 46 63 52 
10 500 18 35 23 42 27 48 31 53 34 57 38 57* 
10 1000 23 30 30 37 35 45 39 52 42 57 46 57* 
10 2000 29 23 38 30 44 37 49 44 53 51 58 57 

Limited by Noise. 

#1 
GRADE 

B 
CONTOURS 

195 Mcs 
Hz=500' 
Pz= 25 dbk 

TABLE IB 
DISTANCES TO GRADE B SERVICE CONTOURS IN MILES 

P, H, SPACING (MILES) 
dbk Ft. 110 130 150 170 190 210 

dz d, dz d, dz d, dz d, dz 
25 500 31 31 39 39 44 44 47 47 51 51 51* 51* 
25 1000 38 25 46 33 53 40 57 46 61 50 64 51* 
25 2000 95 18 54 25 62 33 69 40 73 45 78 50 
20 500 27 35 35 42 40 48 43 51 46 51* 46* 51* 
20 1000 33 29 42 37 48 44 53 50 56 51* 58* 51* 
20 2000 41 21 50 29 58 37 64 44 68 49 72 51* 
15 500 23 38 30 46 35 51* 39 51* 41* 51* 41* 51* 
15 1000 29 32 38 41 44 48 48 51* 51 51* 53* 51* 
15 2000 37 25 46 33 54 41 59 47 63 51* 67 51* 

Limited by noise. 

#1 
ds GRADE ds 

#2 
H, =5005 P; 30 dbk 

CONTOURS 

TABLE IC 

DISTANCE TO GRADE B SERVICE CONTOUR IN MILES 

P, H, 
dbk ft. 115 

d, ds 
30 500 22 22 
30 1000 29 21 
30 2000 36 17 
25 500 18 27 

25 1000 24 25 
25 2000 31 20 
20 500 15 32 
20 1000 20 30 
20 2000 25 24 

* Limited by noise 

SPACING (MILES) 
135 155 175 

d, dz d, dz d, dz 
28 28 34 34 40 40 
35 27 41 33 47 40 
43 23 50 30 56 37 

23 33 29 39 35 45 
30 32 36 38 42 44 
38 29 44 35 51 42 
19 38 24 44 30 47* 
25 36 31 43 37 47* 
32 32 39 39 45 46 

BROADCASTING Telecasting 

195 
d, dz 

46 46 

53 44 
63 

40* 
48 
57 
33* 
43 
52 

44 
47* 
47* 
47* 
47* 
47* 
47* 

APPENDIX 32 

EXPECTED FIELD STRENGTH IN DB 
EXCEEDED AT 50 PERCENT OF THE 
POTENTIAL RECEIVER LOCATIONS 
FOR AT LEAST 50 PERCENT OF THE 
TIME AT A RECEIVING ANTENNA 

HEIGHT OF 30 FEET 
Low VHF 

500 Feet 

Transmitter 
to Receiver 

1,000 Feet 2,000 Feet Miles 

66.5 72.6 78.3 10 

53.5 60.4 66.9 20 

45.2 52.6 60.0 30 

38.7 46.0 54.3 40 

31.7 39.1 48.1 50 

24.9 33.0 42.0 60 

18.5 26.8 36.2 70 

12.5 20.4 30.6 80 

6.8 14.1 24.9 90 

3.1 8.0 18.7 100 

1.0 3.5 13.0 110 

-0.7 0.3 7.2 120 

* * * 

EXPECTED FIELD STRENGTH IN DB 
EXCEEDED AT 50 PERCENT OF THE 
POTENTIAL RECEIVER LOCATIONS 
FOR AT LEAST 50 PERCENT OF THE 

TIME AT A RECEIVING ANTENNA 
HEIGHT OF 30 FEET 

High VHF 

Transmitter 
to Receiver 

500 Feet 1,000 Feet 2,000 Feet Miles 

68.7 

57.2 

49.8 

42.0 

32.5 

23.2 

14.5 

5.3 

-2.0 
-6.6 
-8.8 

-10.7 

75.2 

64.3 

57.7 

51.0 

42.2 

33.8 

25.7 

16.2 

8.0 

0.0 

-5.0 
-8.1 

80.1 

71.5 

66.0 

61.0 

54.0 

46.7 

39.0 

31.0 

22.9 

14.3 

6.3 

0.3 

* * * 

10 

20 

30 

40 

50 

60 

70 

80 

90 

100 

110 

120 

EXPECTED FIELD STRENGTH IN DB 
EXCEEDED AT 50 PERCENT OF THE 
POTENTIAL RECEIVER LOCATIONS 
FOR AT LEAST 50 PERCENT OF THE 
TIME AT A RECEIVING ANTENNA 

HEIGHT OF 30 FEET 
UHF 

Transmitter 
to Receiver 

500 Feet 1,000 Feet 2,000 Feet Miles 

66.5 72.6 78.3 10 

53.5 60.4 66.9 20 

45.2 52.6 60.0 30 

38.7 46.0 54.3 40 

31.7 39.1 48.1 50 

24.9 33.0 42.0 60 

18.5 26.8 36.2 70 

12.5 20.4 30.6 80 

6.8 14.1 24.9 90 

3.1 8.0 18.7 100 

1.0 3.5 13.0 110 

-0.7 0.3 7.2 120 
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EXPECTED FIELD STRENGTH IN DB 
EXCEEDED AT 50 PERCENT OF THE 
POTENTIAL RECEIVER LOCATIONS 
FOR AT LEAST 10 PERCENT OF THE 
TIME AT A RECEIVING ANTENNA 

HEIGHT OF 30 FEET 
Low VHF 

Transmitter 
to Receiver 

500 Feet 1,000 Feet 2,000 Feet Miles 
27 33 41.3 70 

23 28.5 36.5 80 
19 24 32.3 90 
15.5 19.9 28.2 100 
132 16 23.8 110 

11.8 - 13 19.7 120 
10.0 10.5 15.5 130 

8.4 8.4 12.5 140 

6.8 6.8 10 150 
5.0 5.0 7.5 160 
3.1 3.1 4.7 170 
1.5 1.5 2 180 

-0.1 -0.1 -0.1 190 

-2 -2 -2 200 
-5.1 -5.1 -5.1 220 - 8.2 -8.2 -8.2 240 

-11.1 -11.1 -11.1 260 

-14.3 -14.3 -14.3 280 
-17.6 -17.6 -17.6 300 

* * * 

EXPECTED FIELD STRENGTH IN DB 
EXCEEDED AT 50 PERCENT OF THE 
POTENTIAL RECEIVER LOCATIONS 
FOR AT LEAST 10 PERCENT OF THE 
TIME AT A RECEIVING ANTENNA 

HEIGHT OF 30 FEET 
High VHF 

Transmitter 
to Receiver 

500 Feet 1,000 Feet 2,000 Feet Miles 

26 34 44.3 70 

20 28.2 38.5 80 

15 22.6 33 90 

11.2 16.3 27.2 100 

9 12.5 22 110 

6.8 9 16.9 120 
5.2 5.8 13.5 130 

3.5 3.8 9.9 140 

1.8 1.8 6.5 150 

0.0 0.0 3.5 160 

-1.5 -1.5 0.0 170 
-3.2 -3.2 -3.0 180 

-5.0 -5.0 -5.0 190 

-6.4 -6.4 -6.4 200 
-9.3 -9.3 -9.3 220 
-12.8 -12.8 -12.8 240 
-16.1 -16.1 -16.1 260 
-19.2 -19.2 -19.2 280 
-22.3 -22.3 -22.3 300 

* * * 

EXPECTED FIELD STRENGTH IN DB 
EXCEEDED AT 50 PERCENT OF THE 
POTENTIAL RECEIVER LOCATIONS 
FOR AT LEAST 10 PERCENT OF THE 
TIME AT A RECEIVING ANTENNA 

HEIGHT OF 30 FEET 
UHF 

Transmitter 
to Receiver 

500 Feet 1,000 Feet 2,000 Feet Miles 
31 
28 
24.8 
21.8 
18.6 
15.8 
12.8 
10 

7 

4.1 
1.0 

-1.9 
-4.5 
-7.5 

-13.2 
-19 
-25 
-30.5 
-36.1 

34 
30 
26.5 
23 
19.5 
16.3 
13.2 
10.3 

7 

4.1 
1.0 

-1.9 
-4.5 
-7.5 

-13.2 
-19 
-25 
-30.5 
-36.1 

41.5 
37 

32.5 
28.3 
24 
20 
15.9 
12 

8.3 
4.7 
1.0 

-1.9 
-4.5 
-7.5 

-13.2 
-19 
-25 
-30.5 
-36.1 

70 
80 
90 

100 
110 
120 

130 
140 
150 

160 
170 
180 
190 
200 
220 
240 
260 
280 
300 
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CHRONOLOGY OF THE TELEVISION FREEZE 
SEPT. 30, 1948 - APRIL 14, 1952 

May 6, 1948: Broadcast and non- 
broadcast sharing of TV channels 
abolished; Channel 1 deleted; new 
allocation plan (VHF) proposed. 

June -Jury 1948: Hearing on new 
allocation plan, raising questions 
as to tropospheric interference and 
related problems. 

Aug. 27, 1948: Because of these 
questions, FCC schedules FCC -in- 

dustry conference to consider desir- 
ability of revising engineering 
standards. 

Sept. 13 -14, 1948: FCC- indus- 
try conference, slating technical 
sessions for November -December 
looking toward revision of stand- 
ards. 

Sept. 20 -23, 1948: UHF hearing. 

Sept. 30, 1948: VHF freeze an- 
nounced. 

Nov. 30 -Dec. 3, 1948: FCC- indus- 
try engineering conference; Ad 

Hoc Committee is appointed to 

study VHF propagation factors. 

May 26, 1949: Preliminary plans 
for far -reaching VHF -UHF hear- 
ing announced, with color among 
subjects to be considered. 

July 11, 1949: FCC announces 
formal proposals for the hearing, 
including VHF - UHF allocation 
plan envisioning use of 42 UHF 
channels along with present 12 

VHF channels. 

. Sept. 26, 1949: First phase of 

hearing, dealing with color, gets 
under way. 

Nov. 22, 1949: Color sessions 
recess; field -test notice issued by 
FCC. 

Feb. 20, 1950: Color hearing re- 
sumes. 
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May 26, 1950: Color hearing ends. 

Jury 11, 1950: FCC begins delib- 
erations on color case, the par- 
ticipants having submitted final 

summations July 10; also on July 
11 the Condon Committee submits 
its color TV report to the Senate 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee. 

Sept. 1, 1950: FCC issues its 
"First Report" on color, favoring 
CBS system but advancing plan for 
manufacture of "bracket sets" as 
means of delaying final decision to 
permit further studies. 

Sept. 29, 1950: Manufacturers 
say they cannot meet FCC's dead- 

line for manufacture of bracket 
sets. 

Oct. 11, 1950: FCC issues "Sec- 

ond Report," adopting CBS color 

standards effective Nov. 20. 

Oct. 16, 1950: Hearings com- 

mence on second phase of overall 
TV proceedings -"general issues," 
including VHF, UHF, Stratovision 
and other questions except specific 

city -by -city channel allocations. 

Oct. 17, 1950: RCA and two sub- 

sidiaries, NBC and RCA Victor 
Distributing Corp., file suit against 
color decision in federal district 
court in Chicago. 

Nov. 10, 1950: Hearings con- 

cluded on "general issues." 

Nov. 16, 1950: The Chicago court, 
after two days of hearings in which 

seven manufacturers, servicemen 

and others took RCA's side, grants 
temporary restraining order delay- 

ing effectiveness of color stand- 
ards pending .further decision of 
the court. 

Nov. 27, 1950: Hearings on res- 
ervation of channels for noncom- 

mercial educational TV stations, 
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last portion of "general" phase of 

hearing, gets under way. After 
recess Dec. 8 hearings resumed 
Jan. 22, 1961, were completed Jan. 
31, 1951. 

Dec. 22, 1950: The Chicago court, 
in 2 -1 decision, upholds FCC's ap- 
proval of the CBS color system, 
but prohibits the start of com- 

mercial operation pending a ruling 
by the Supreme Court. Judge 
Walter LaBuy dissents. The tem- 
porary stay order is continued until 
April 1, 1951, or such time as the 
Supreme Court dissolves the 
restraint. 

Jan. 26, 1951: RCA initiates ap- 
peal to U. S. Supreme Court for 
itself and two subsidiaries, NBC 
and RCA Victor Distributing .Corp. 

Feb. 5, 1951: FCC, CBS and 
Justice Dept. jointly ask Supreme 
Court to affirm Chicago court's 
judgment but to dissolve the tern- 
porary restraining order on com- 

mercial start of CBS color. 

Feb. 26, 1951: RCA, joined by 
Emerson Radio & Phonograph 
Corp., answers motion to affirm. 

March 5, 1951: Supreme Court 
sets March 26 for start of oral 
argument on color case. 

March 21, 1951: FCC issues 
"Third Report," proposing to allo- 
cate either 65 or 70 UHF channels 
for TV service to augment existing 
12 VHF channels; also proposed to 
reserve 209 assignments for non- 
commercial, educational use out of 
the 1,965 allocated to cities and 
communities throughout the U. S. 

March 26 -27 1951: Supreme 
Court hears oral argument of RCA, 
Emerson, CBS and the Solicitor 
General, who presents the govern- 
ment's case. 

May 28, 1951: Supreme Court, by 
8 -0 vote, affirms lower court ruling 
in favor of CBS color. Justice 
Frankfurter issued a "dubitante," 
neither concurring nor dissenting. 

June 21, 1951: FCC announces 
that it will not take action to 
authorize partial lifting of freeze 

June 28, 1951: FCC hears oral 
argument, requested by Federal 
Communications Bar Assn. and 
others, on legality of general allo- 
cations table incorporated in rules 
and reservation of channels for 
noncommercial. educational use. 

Jury 12, 1951: In "Fourth Re- 
port," FCC denies common carrier 
request for five UHF frequencies, 
designated these frequencies for 
TV. This makes 70 TV channels 
in UHF band. 

July 13, 1951: FCC upholds its 
right to include TV allocations in 
rules and to reserve channels for 
noncommercial, educational sta- 
tions. 

July 25, 1951: "Paper hearing" to 
run from Aug. 27 to Nov. 26 (later 
extended to Dec. 17) announced 
by FCC. 

July 26, 1951: "Fifth Report" by 
FCC authorizes existing TV sta- 
tions to increase transmitter power 
to full capacity provided effective 
radiated power of metropolitan 
stations does not exceed 50 kw. 

Score or more stations apply for 
higher powers. 

Dec. 17, 1951: Final filing in writ- 
ten hearings are received, bringing 
total of comments, oppositions and 
pleadings to more than 1,500. FCC 
staff begins full scale study of fil- 

ings, looking to final report on TV 

rules, standards and city -by -city 
allocations. 

April 14, 1952: FCC issues "Sixth 
Report" to lift freeze. 
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IF YOUR PLANS 

CALL FOR 

LOOK TO BLAW -KNOX FOR Ty TOWER EXPERIENCE 

The big "Spring Thaw" on TV allocations is 

bound to bring a rash of orders for new equip- 

ment -much of which requires critical materials. 

That all -important tower for your antenna is no 

exception. So we respectfully suggest that if the 

proved safety, performance and long life of 

Blaw -Knox Towers is wanted, have your engi- 

neers discuss their plans with us now ... it may 

advance your "inaugural program" by many 

profitable weeks. 

BLAW -KNOX DIVISION 
OF BLAW -KNOX COMPANY 

2038 FARMERS BANK BUILDING, PITTSBURGH 22, PA. 

BLAW-KNOX 
ANTENNA 
TOWERS 


