
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20504

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

January 22, 1971

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

David Acheson called on Monday, January 11, concerning addi-

tion of a chapter on "Remedies" to the Comsat response to the

GAO Report on INTELSAT launch costs. After discussion with

Mr. Whitehead, I called Milt Nomkin and conveyed the message

that Mr. Whitehead hoped that Mr. Acheson would fully consider

the potentially counter-productive effect adding such a chapter

would have. Mr. Whitehead considers the draft response a

balanced, objective appraisal and feels that a chapter on

"Remedies" could add an undesirable emotional dimension to

consideration of the question. I told Milt that Mr. Whitehead

suggested that the potential of arbitration and resort to the

Court of Appeals could be discussed informally with appropriate

people in GAO but that a written statement to that effect could

well generate undesirable results in terms of an impression of

intimidation and an overly emotional response.

Stephen E. Doyle



January 1971

Mr. J. R. McNitt

ITT World Communications Inc.
67 Broad Street
New New York 10004

Dear M. McNitt:

Chron

Gen. Counsel
Trrpr

t/tomsat
!TELSAT

T"'C

have studied your letter of January 20 requesting that this Office

support your Petition for Stay In the Matter of the application of

Communications Satellite Corporation, FCC File No. 7-CSS-P-69.

Without at this time taking any 'position as to the optimum cable-

satellite mix, and without commenting on the legal points at issue

in your Petition, this Office cannot support any action at this late

date tr. ,.=Ancel the first INTELSAT TA7 launch, now in the final

of its countdown. in addition to the economic wastefulness ot sucn

a move, serious international complications would be involved,

since Comsat has already been committed to a January launch in its

capacity as Manager for INTELSAT,

realize, of course, that your prinepal concern is not the irnmc-2.t:tely

impending launch, but rather the long-term issue of the relative roles

to be assigned satellites and cables in our future transoceanic com-

munications. As you may be aware, this Office is currently looking

into that important question. We would welcome and indeed actively

solicit, whatever assistance you feel you can provide.

Sincerely,

Clay T. Whitehead

cc: The Honorable Dean Burch

cc: Mr. Whitehead

Subject
Reading

NScalia/bssi5170/l -22-71
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ITT World Communications Inc. subsidiary of International Telephonr and Telegraph Corporation
67 Broad St hew York iv, ItIUU4

J. 111cAlitt President

January .20, 1971

The Honorable

Clay T. Whitehead

Director

Office of Telecommunications Policy

Washington, D. C.

Dear Dr. Whitehead:

As you are aware, ITT World Communications Inc. filed

with the Federal Communications Commission a "Petition to Stay"

the effectiveness of the FCC's Order adopted September 25, 1968,

which gi- z.,._ted the Communications Sat,ilite Corporation authority

to participate in the construction of four Intelsat IV satellites. The

Petition requested a stay of the effectiveness of such Order pending

the filing by Comsat of appropriate applications for authority to

launch specific satellites of that series with the complete showing

of the need for such additional satellite capacity. It also requested

that authority to launch any satellite in the Intelsat IV series be

delayed until the FCC has established a policy governing the future

licensing of overseas communication facilities. As you are also

aware, Comsat now plans to launch the first Intelsat IV satellite

January 22, 1971, or as soon thereafter as is feasible.

We strongly believe the following factors substantiate our

position:

a. There is more than sufficient capacity in existing facil-

ities to meet telephone and record communications requirements in

the Atlantic Basin area until late 1971.

b. Since the time of the original grant to Comsat to partic-

ipate in the Intelsat IV program, the FCC has entered into an inquiry

s,



The Honorable

Clay T. whitehead January 20, 1r,`71

to determine a meaningful future policy regarding thp licensing of over-

seas satellite and cable facilities. To date, this is pending, as the FCC

is studying the comments filed therein.

c. A meeting between United States Government representatives,

and representatives of European Telecommunications administrations is

scheduled for February 1 and 2, 1971. The FCC will be represented at

this meeting. We understand this meeting will involve discussions

bearing on future licensing policy pertaining to overseas communication

facilities.

Despite the fact that the'FCC has not, as of this time,. acted on

our Petition, and has not specifically authorized the launch, Comsat

intends to proceed. Since this action will result in satellite capacity

far in excess of needs and create a very pronounced imbalance of

satellite alai cable facilities prior to inP FCC decision on basic po11,-y,

we request that you intercede with the FCC to stay the launch until such

time as the policy decision has been reached.

For your information, copies of our "Petition For Stay," Comsat's

"Motion 71,- Dismiss," and our "Oppos-'tion To Motion To Dismiss" ic-

enclosed.

Very truly yours,

Enclosures

cc: The Honorable Dean Burch

Chairman, Federal Communications Commission



Friday 1/22/71

6:05 DR. MANSUR

John Mullin is calling from Comsat.
The launch of the Intelsat IV has been delayed temporarily
during the cousikdown. When they resume , they will
have 70 minutes left until launch time.

Wondered what you would like to do -- he will be
In his office until he hears. 5544231



DEr.A.MTMENT OF STATE

Washington, D.C. 20520
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UNDER SECR.ETARY OF STATE

FOR POLITICAL AFFAIRS

WASHINGTON

Dear Joe:

/ 7 /

ore
""".•

As I indicated when we spoke over the telephone
on January 13, I am writing in response to your letter
of December 29, 1970 outlining Comsat's concerns re-
garding the provision of U.S. launch serviceto other •
countries seeking to launch regional communications
satellites. You mentioned specifically the discussions
which we have had with the European Space Conference
regarding possible European participation in the U.S.'
posL-Apollo space program.

As I am sure you know, thc conversations which
we ,_k,nducted with the Europeans were pursuant to an
instruction from the President to the Department of
State and NASA to do all possible to obtain substan-
tial international, and particularly Western European,
financial and other material participation in the post-
Apcllo space program. If such participation could be
obtained it would result in substantial financial, tech-
nological and political brrnefits to the U.S.'Government.

The authoritative U.S. Government position with
respect to European participation in the post-Apollo
space program is that contained in my letter of October 2,
1970 to Theo Lefevre, Chairman of the European Space
Council, the text of which is contained in State Depart-
ment message CA-5237 of October 9, a copy of which I
am forwarding with this letter in the event you had not
previously seen the full text. As that letter states,

The Honorable
Joseph V. Charyk,

President,
Communications Satellite Corporation,

950 L'Enfant Plaza, S.W.,
Washington, D.C.
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tfte views set forth therein are preliminary and, in the

case of the U.S. assurance of reimbursable la
unch

services, entirely subject to a substantial Europea
n

participation in the post-Apollo program on mutua
lly

agreeable conditions 'and terms.

Prior to and during the conversations with the ESC

delegation it was quite clear that a major consideration

in a European decision to participate in a
 post-Apollo

program was whether Europe could devote the resources

now devoted to developing an independent la
unch capabi-

lity to this purpose or whether such participa
tion would

be additive to their present launch program a
nd thus

require substantial additional resources. From the stand-

point of over-all U.S. policy interests, as 
well as from

the standpoint of doing the maximum to enco
urage Euro-

pean participation in the post-Apollo progr
am, the

former was the obviously preferred choice. I felt that

such a choice would also clearly be in the in
terest of

Comsat and INTELSAT.

If Europe were to abandon its effort to develop an

independent launch capability, it was obviousl
y and

clearly interested in the availability of 
U.S. launches,

both before and after the development of t
he new space

transportation system, and much of the discussi
on, as well

as my letter to Minister Lefevre, revolv
ed around this

point. In this regard, the portions of the letter per-

tinent •to the interests of Comsat and INTELSA
T are para-

graphs 2, 4, and 11. Paragraph 2 states that launch

services would be made available "for any "peHce-fdi-Ipur--

pose consistent with relevant, international
 agreements."

Paragraph 4 states that by "consistent with relevant

international agreements" it is meant the "obligations

of the U.S. and European countries as contained in such

agreements as the INTELSAT agreement." Paragraph 11

states that in terms of draft Article XIV of the INTELSAT

agreement as it was then proposed, the United States

assurance "would apply in those cases where no negative

finding is made by the appropriate INTELSAT organ,

regardless of the position taken by the U.S. in the vote",
•



and that where there was a "negative finding by the
appropriate INTELSAT organ" the U.S. could not obligate
i^.1Lo.1f in advance to assfly, launch services.

During the informal and oral discussion.whieh led
up to these statements I made it specifically clear
that I was not authorized, nor was I in any way purport-
ing to interpret, modify or in any way negotiate on the .
language or meaning of Article XIV, as that was a matter
solely to be handled within the framework of the INTELSAT
negotiations. Minister Lefevre entirely concurred with
this position.

Thus my discussion with Minister Lefevre of possiblecontingencies that could arise under Article XIV was
entirely hypothetical. The hypothetical situation most
discussed by us was that of a negative finding as to the
economic compatibility of a regional communications
satellite system based on a two-thirds vote of the Assembly.This followed from the language of draft Article XIV,
which stipulates that "the Assembly of Parties ... shall
exnress, in the form of recommendations, its findings."
Thus the discussion of U.S. assurances of launch services
was predicated on specific findings by INTELSAT, under
the assumption that the absence of a specific recommenda-
tion by the Assembly of Parties would not constitute a
finding, either positive or negative. I note from your
letter of December 29, 1970, that this is also Comsat's
view of the range of possible outcomes under the present
wording of Article XIV.

However, there is an ambiguity in the wording of
Article XIV which arises from the apparent possibility
under the terms of that Article as currently drafted
that the Assembly of Parties might fail to fulfill its
obligation to make a specific finding if it were in factunable to make any recommendation, either positive or
negative, by a two-thirds vote. On the other hand, theinterpretation of the intent of this Article held by
important delegations to the INTELSAT Conference (in-cluding the U.S. Delegation) is that the failure of apositive recommendation to achieve a two-thirds voteautomatically constitutes a negative finding. This



•difference in interpretation clearly has an importantbearing on the preliminary assurances of .U.S. actionin this contingency (tho*- of a negative finding the.A.55embly) as conveyed to minister Lefevre and the ESCin my letter.

I believe that the resolution of this ambiguityin the wording of Article XIV is .a matter for clarifica-tion within the framework of the INTELSAT negotiationsand that the language of the INTELSAT definitive arrange-ments or the legislative history accompanying .thoearrangements should be clearly drawn so as to eliminateany possible ambiguity.

In an effort to resolve this problem and to reconcilethe U.S. Government interests in the maintenance of astrong INTELSAT arrangement and in securing European co-operation in the post-Apollo program, I .would propose nowto proceed on the following course of action, which Ihope will be satisfactory to you as well as to the otherconcerned parties:

A. The U.S. will support the U.S. INTELSATDelegation's interpretation of Article XIV--namely--Article XIV requires the proponent(s) of a regionalsystem to bear the burden of persuading two-thirds ofthe Assembly that the proposal will not cause significanteconomic harm to INTELSAT and will not prejudice theestablishment of direct links to the global system:Failure to meet this requirement will be considereda negative finding.

B. The U.S. at an appropriate and early date,will inform the ESC of the U.S. position on Article XIV.Recognizing that this interpretation of Article XIV limitsthe launch commitment in my letter of October 2, 1970,and recognizing the need to enable the Europeans to makeearly decisions on participation in the post-Apollo pro-gram (possibly before the INTELSAT definitive arrangementshave been brought into effect), the U.S. would propose toinvite the Europeans now to identify the regional tele-communications satellites for which the ESC may wish toobtain U.S. launching services in the period prior to the



coming into effect of the new space transportation
system (e.g., over the next decade), so that the U.S.
cc,id in turn provide nn nd,!?nce indication of ouLposition on the suitability of these proposals underthe criteria of INTELSAT Article XIV.

With respect to the period after the newspace transportation system becomes operational, the ESCwould be informed that the provision of U.S. launchingservices would continue to be governed by the principlesset forth in my October 2, 1970, letter to Lefcvre andin the discussions contemplated by the present proposal.

C. To implement this strategy vis-a-vis theEuropeans, the U.S. would inform ESC that the U.S. Govern-ment has had the opportunity to review the meaning ofArticle XIV in depth and has also given further considera-tion to the question of the availability of launcherservices pending the development of post-Apollo hardware.The U.S. would then set out its position on Article XIVand emphasize that it would help clarify the importanceof the U.S. commitment to moire the discussion to moLespcLific grounds. We would therefore suggest that theEuropean Space Conference prepare and submit to the U.S.a description of the international telecommunicationssatellites for which the ESC may wish to obtain U.S.launching services in the period prior to the coming online of the new space transportation system. With re-spect to these proposals, the U.S. would undertake todetermine, with reasonable dispatch, the position itwould take in the INTELSAT Assembly were such specificproposals to be put forward. There would be every likeli-hood that any proposal in INTELSAT which had the supportof both the European countries and the United Stateswould obtain a two-thirds favorable vote. In accordancewith the terms of the original Lefcvre letter (paragraphs2 and 11), the U.S. would be committed to provide launchservices for any proposal which avoided a negative findingin the INTELSAT Assembly by thus attaining a two-thirdsfavorable vote. Also in accordance with the terms of theOctober 2 letter, the U.S. could not commit itself inadvance to providing launch services for a proposal whichfailed to attain this margin of support.



hope you will tind this information helpful.

Sincerely,

U. Alexis Johnson





Wednesday 1/27/71

10:00 MR. SCALIA:

Tom asked if you would call Don Baker and tell
him that we are hand delivering a copy of the
Pastors letter to him this morning.

Asked that you ascertain that there is no strong
ill-will on the part of the Antitrust Division
and give Baker the feeling that wisire not out
to be their enemy.



THE SUNDAY STAR
Weshingtan, l) C.
January 10, 1971

White Flouisl
Denies Plan
For Comsat
An administration official has

denied reports that the White
House is backing proposed legis-
lation that would force major
communieations firms ryff of
ownership and management of
the Communications Satellite
Corp.
In a prepared statement. Clay

T. Whitehead, director of tele-
communications policy within
the executive office of the Presi-
dent, said:
"The Administration has for-

mulated no specific views re-
garding this policy area and has
no plans for the submission of
legislation on this suhject."

Whitehead's statement follows
the earlier release of a Justice
Department letter to Sen. Mike
Gravpl. D-Alaska, which recom-
mended far-reaching legislation
that would divorce American
Telephone & Telegraph Co. and
other communications giants
from ownership and active par-
ticipation in Comsat policies.
"The Justice Department let-

ter was in response to Sen.
Gravel's request for comments
on specific draft legislation pre-
pared by Sen. Gravel . . . The
letter, therefore should not be
interpreted as an administration
endorsement cf Sen. c;r.,,el's
proposal," the Whitehead state-
ment said.
Justice Department sources

said earlier that if the White
House had strongly objected to
the department's recommenda-
tions it would not have allowed
the letter to be released to Sen.
Gravel.
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JOSEPH H. McCONNELL
Cha4r man of the Board

January 8, 1971

Honorable Abbott Washburn

Chairman, U. S. Delegation

INTELSAT Conference

Department of State

Washington, D. C. 20502

Dear Abbott:

I enjoyed talking to you very much, and I appreciate
your call. I certainly will look forward to seeing you before too

long.

Some time has elapsed since we sent our memorandum

dated October 27, 1970, to Mr. Peter Flanigan. Of course, there

has been quite a bit of conversation about the whole Conference

since then with a good many people from Comsat, its Board, and

otherwise. In fairness to you, I just don't want you to be misled.

The memorandum still reflects the consensus of the Board's

opinion of what we think are the minimum requirements in order

for us to be able to sign the Agreement.

Sin rely,

eph H. Mc Connell

cc-Mr. Peter Flanigan

Dr. Clay T. Whitehead

Mr. J. A. Johnson

The Comsat Board of Directors
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Friday 1/8/71

4:00 Mr. John Morton, WUI, called to ask
 for a copy of the original letter

from Sen. Gravel to the Justice Dept. in Feb
ruary. After checking

with Mr. Doyle, I told him he would have to ge
t a copy from the Senator's

office.



February 8, 1969

Satellite Takes Position
To Double Pacific Links
CAPE KENNEDY, Fla., Feb.

7 (AP)—A new commercial

communications satellite suc-

cessfully settled on station

high over the Pacific today—

in position to more than dou-
ble telephone and television
links among the United States
mainland, Hawaii, Australia
and Asian nations beginning
March :3.
With a 27-second firing of a

spacecraft motor, the new $6-
million satellite — designated way telephone conversations
Pacific 3 — shifted out of a or four television broadcasts.

looping orbit into a circular
path 22,300 miles above the
Gilbert Islands. At that alti-
tude, Pacific 3's speed matches
the earth's rotation so the
satellite remains in a seeming-
ly stationary position.
The Communications Satel-

lite Corp. is the manager for
the 64-nation International Tel
ecommunications Satellite Con
sortium, owner of Pacific 3.
Launched Wednesday, the

satellite can handle 1200 two-



Of People. •

Peterson Named to Comsat Board
Rudolph A. Peterson, president of

the Bank of America, has been elected
to the board of directors of Communi-
cations Satellite Corp. He will fill the
vacancy created when David M. Ken-
nedy resigned to become Secretary of
the Treasury. Peterson will represent
the public shareholders for the term end-
ing May 13, at which time the manage-
ment will ask shareholders to re-elect
him. Peterson, 64, is a native of Svenl-
junga, Sweden, and came to the United
States as a child. He joined the Bank of America in 1936
as a district manager, and by 1946 was a vice President.

Later, he served as president of Allied Building Credits,
then joined Transamerica Corp. and from 1955 through

1961 served first as executive vice president and then
president of the Bank of Hawaii. He was elected vice

chairman of the Bank of America in 1961, and president

in 1963.

Petergon



Spit AT&T
From Comsat,
Justice Asks

. By STEPHEN M. AUG
Star Staff 17Htcr'

The Justice Departi,;:r.t--/
presumably with White House
backing — has called for legisla-
tion that would force American
Telephone & Telegraph Co. and
other major communications
firms out of ownership and
management of Communications
Satellite Corp., it was learned
today.
The department's far-reaching

recommendations are expected
to be opposed strongly not, only
by AT&T—which still owns 29
percent of Comsat stock—but
also by such other giants of the
communications industry as In-
ternational Telephone g: Tele-
graph Corp., Western Union,
General Telephone de Eelctron-
ics and RCA Global Communica-
tions Inc.
• The departreeat's recommen-
dations also v, ould have the ef-
fect. nt nverturnind SU.VPrAl ma-
jor Federal Cornmunications
Commission policy decisions.
These include:
a The so-called "authorized
user" decision under which the,
FCC ordered that, generally,
Comsat may sell its services
only to other communications
firms—such as AT&T, ITT—and
not directly to customers.
e The earth station ownership
decision under which the FCC
•decided that Comsat 5 hould own
only half of each earth station
built, and that the communica-
tions firms should share owner-
ship of the other half. Comsat

THE EVENING STAR
Woshington, re C., 1hursday, January 7, 7971

COMSAT

• U.S.
Ties , , 1%, r • .

0
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Continued From Page A-lithe,* ownership and management
usually is the manager of these interests over a comtiter.
stations, which receive and Gravel oriirinally had asked
transmit signals between the the Justice Department to study
satellites and terrestrial equip- AT&T owrerskip rrd its place-
ment such as telephone lires. ioent of company officials on the
The Justice Department's rec- Comsat hoard. AT&T owns 2.9

ommendations are contained in million Comsat shares. Other
a letter sent two days ago to communications firms own an-
Sen. Mike Gravel, 1)-Alaska, other 2.`0,C.00. Ile second largest
who, it was understoc:l, planned owner is ITT, with about 100,000

shares.
ITT and other firms have sold

most of their Comsat shares.I
Under the 1962 act that set up
the corporation, communications
firms could own 50 percent of
Comsat stock, and the public the
remainder.
Under the original plan, there

were 15 directors—six puhliely
elected, six from communica-
tions firms and three appointed

FCC decisions have resulted m byY the President. At present,
• activities that are contrary to however, there are only four
long-standing antitrust law— directors representing communi-
principally those regulations „,;„,.
that iorbid a company from hay- AT&T, iiC of  

caorneunfruenT.

  rat ;nne iirrn riirPr•ftirc hnt:

dined as the firms have sold
their Comsat stock.
Aside from selling its services

to the other communications
firms, Comsat competes with
them. Thus there are continuing
scraps at the FCC over whether
international communications
should betransmittedvia
cable—owned largely by
AT&T--or by satellite.
The JtLitice Department be-

lieves that true competition be-
• tween the competing modes of

communication can be accom-
plished only by divorcing Cemsat
entirely from the other compa-
nies.
Although the Justice Depart-

ment viewpoint is expressed in a
letter signed by leLaren, in-
formed observers suggested it
would not have been sent had
there been strenuous objections
elsewhere in the administration.
'AT&T purchased its 2.9 million
shares of Comsat for $58 million
in Ha At present market
prices its holdings are worth
about $145 million.

Officials at AT&T had no im-
mediate comment.
Comsat officials have main-

tained silence apparently be-
cause AT&T not only is a nrior
owner and is represented on the
board, but also is Comsat's big-
gest customer. Comsat has,
however, urged the FCC to re-

•
cic)nri- r-d
LO

,to make them public late today.
Gravel asked some time ago
that the department's antitrust
division investigate the links be-
tween Comsat and the other
communications firms. Justice's
answer came from Assistant
Atty. Gen. Richard W. McLaren,
in charge of antitrust matters.
McLaren believes that the

Communications Act of 1962,
which set up Comsat, and later



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20504

January 7, 1971

PRESS RELEASE

Clay T. Whitehead, Director of Telecommunications Policy, when informed

of a press release today by Senator Mike Gravel concerning correspondence

with the Department of Justice on changes in ownership of the

Communications Satellite Corporation, issued the following statement:

"The ownership and organization of U. S. communications

carriers for the provision of international communications
services to and from the U.S. is one of many-important policy
areas for which the OTP has responsibility within the
Executive Branch. The Administration has formulated no
specific views regarding this policy area and has no plans for
the submission of legislation on this subject.

"This is a particularly important and complex area of commu-
nications policy that goes beyond antitrust concerns alone.
The OTP will take into account all pertinent considerations
before deciding what, if any, policy recommendations and
legislative proposals will best serve the national interests.

"The Justice Department letter was in response to
Senator Gravel's request for comments on specific draft
legislation prepared by Senator Gravel. While individual
departments respond to queries from Members of Congress

• regarding particular legislative proposals in the ordinary
discharge of their responsibilities, such department comments
should not be interpreted as an Administration recommendation
of such proposals.

"The Justice Department letter, therefore, should not be
interpreted as an Administration endofsement of Senator Gravel's
proposal."
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Press Release #266
January 7, 1971
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from U.S. Sen. MIKE GRAVEL, ALASKA

For Release Upon Receipt

Contact: Marty Wolf
(202) 225-6665

WASHINGTON, D. C. -- The Nixon Administration has endorsed
ONIONINIMININIMIRNIONI111111111.

Senator Mike Gravel's (D-Alaska) contention that communications

carriers should be "eliminated" from the Board of Directors of the

Communications Satellite Corporation (COMSAT).

Senator Gravel today released a White House-cleared letter
from Assistant U.S. Attorney General rmcrSrrirmrM.=Wrrch
the antitrust chief said, "a good case can be made for eliminating
the direct carrier influence over Comsat."

The Justice Department letter was in reply to a Gravel letter
of February 12, 1970, requesting the Administration's views on the
Senator's proposed legislation to remove carrier representatives
from COMSAT's board and forcing the carriers to divest themselves
of some $140,000,000 of Comsat's stock.

Last February 12, Senator Gravel had written McLaren that
"There is little doubt that directors ula_iccps5 to inside
information and to larjaatit cost factors of any organization of
whose board they serve."

7:fliae Assitant Attorney GenerallsE=1. He wrote Gravel that
the Communications Satellite Act of ignoredtraditional
polices that restrict common ownership and control" of competitors.

arriern; own over 35% of COMSAT stock. AT&T alone has 297g0

senator cGavel has been critical of Comsat's inherent weak-
nesse .6 to prowodc—nee&A public - services at low cost and lack of
aggre4aive management ag,linst competitors.

tariticisa of Comsat's weaknesses "has been reinforced by
3xper.dience," id McLaren and he went on to cite several antitrust
proviAions against situations similar to those wherein the carriers
obviolasly overpower Cornsat management.

lm a statement on the floor of the Senate last September 10,
Senator Graveh had again attacked AT&T's /*Ole in Comsat's management
4hi1e AT&T was announcing its intention to lay another underwater
rans-Atlantic cable in competition to satellite communications.

At that time, Senator Gravel attacked influence over °Comsat's
tinancial life-and-death" and said the whole communications issue
,Yas not one of free competition but a game played with "a set of
Loaded dice."

(continued)



"Since 1962 we have learned a great deal about satellite

communications that we did not know during the debates preceding

enactment of the COMSAT Act," said Senator Gravel. "I believe

it will be far easier now to correct mistakes of the past," he added.

Senator Gravel said his new le islation would remove the

carriers from Comsat's b5d by Jnua5 1, 1)72, and force them

to divest themselves of Comsat stock by January 1, 1973.

McLaren also informed Senator Gravel that changes might be

required in past positions taken by the Federal Communications

Commission. Senator Gravel agreed but added that, "The FCC has

taken several encouraging new steps recently on this issue."

Senator Gravel added, "This is a complex subject and the posi-

tion taken by the Justice Department is an important benchmark as

regards a serious antitrust warning and a cry for corrective

legislative action."

"The wbole area of social and public applications and the

improvement and quantity of all services, including educational

television and public broadcasting, are very much involved," he

said.

On September 18, 1969, Senator Gravel had introduced a bill

to break the FCC earth station policy at that time of split

ownership between Comsat and the carriers. The White House

position paper on telecommunications on January 23, 1970, En.u.41l.)L.
su orted the Senator's thesis and the legislation was allowed to

ie in committee. Senator Gravel felt that the FCC under a new

chairman should have time to adjust to the new White House

guidelines.



ASSISTANT ATT9RNIN GENERAL
ANTIl RUST DIVISION

prpartment rif juice
xunollinston, 20530

JAN 1971

Honorable Mike Gravel
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Gravel:

r F , 0
. "es P•

This is in response to your letter of February 12,
1970, requesting comments from the Antitrust Division
on a proposed draft amendment to the Communications
Satellite Act of 1962 as amended (111962 Act"), 47 U.S.C.
§§701-744. This draft amendment would, if enacted,
eliminate direct control over the Communications Satellite
Corporation ("Comsat") by the terrestrial communications
common carriers ("carriers"). It would do so by (i) barring
any representatives of the carriers from sitting on the
Board of Directors of Comsat after January 1, 1971, and
(ii) barring carriers from owning any shares of Comsat
stock after January 1, 1972.

In general, we would favor enactment of legislation
along these lines to eliminate direct carrier control or
influence over Comsat. Such a step, combined hopefully
with some modification of regulatory constraints on
Comsat's activities (discussed below), would significantly

enhance Comsat's competitive potential.

The 1962 Act was a compromise. It ignored traditional

policies that restrict the common ownership and control of

competing modes of regulated business (e.g., 49 U.S.C.A.

§5(14); 49 U.S.C.A. §78; 47 U.S.C.A. §314). Instead the

1962 Act provided for extensive carrier ownership of Comsat

stock and for six carrier nominees as directors of the

corporation. As a result carriers controlled half the

shares and more than a third of the directors. American

Telephone & Telegraph Company (AT&T) alone is by far the

largest Comsat stockholder, with 29 percent of the stock

and 20 percent of the Board.

From the outset, this arrangement has been criticized

as being inconsistent with the stated Congressional mandate

"that the corporation created [i.e., Comsat] . . . be so

organized and operated as to maintain and strengthen competi-

tion in the provision of communications services to the public"



(47 U.S.C.A. § 701(c)). (See, e.g., Legislation Note, The
CoMsat Act of 1962, 76 Harv. L. Rev. 388, 398 (1962)). -TEis
criticism has been reinforced by experience. (See, e.g.,
Schwarz, Comsat the Carriers, and the Earth Stations - Some

Problems TaTE-"Meldin_Variec;ated Interests," 76 Yale L. J.
(I70); Report of the PresinTITM-Ta7F-Force on Communi-

cation Policy (1968), Chap. 2, P. 15).

Moreover, the carriers' stockholding and directorship

arrangements in Comsat are contrary to the normal antitrust

prohibitions against anticompetitive stock acquisition and

director interlocks contained in Clayton §§7, 8 (15 U.S.C.

§§18, 19). The prohibition of Clayton §7 applies where

minority ownership results in the probability of anticompeti-

tive consequences, U.S. v. duPont, 353 U.S. 586, 592 (1957);

and, because of the-Opportunity thereby afforded to . . .

compel a relaxation of the full vigor of . . . competitive

effort," the prohibition applies with equal force to directors
appointed by such minority owner. Hamilton Watch Co., v.

Benrus Watch Co., 114 F. Supp. 307,-317-(D. TOTin:-752), aff'd

20C F. 2d 718 (2d Cir. 1953). Under §8 of the Clayton Act,

interlocking directorates among competitors are per se viola-

tions. U.S. v. Sears, Roebuck & Co., 111 F. Supp. 614 (S.D.
N.Y. 1953).

In these circumstances, we believe that a good case can

be made for eliminating the direct carrier influence over

Comsat flowing from their shareholding and directorships.

This approach is consistent with the Department's original

position in 1962 when the Attorney General emphasized that

we "place great importance on competition because the communi-

cations industry is particularly susceptible to domination by

one company -- AT&T." (Hearings  on H.R. 10115 and H.R. 10138 

Before the House  Committee on interstate iFEI-ViTreign Crommerce,

87th Cong., 2d Sess., pt. 2 at 565(1562) (tesfrillony of

Attorney General Kennedy)). Moreover, it is consistent with

the policy of this Administration of placing "more reliance

on economic incentives and market mechanisms in regulated

industries" so that "increased competition will eventually

make it possible to let market forces assume more of the 
role

of-detailed regulation" in communications (Economic Report 
of

the President 108-109 (1970)).

The problem is, however, only partially one of the Comsat

corporate arrangements covered by the draft legislation.

Regulatory decisions by the Federal Communications Commission

have been at least as significant a factor in limiting Coms
at's

2



,

competitive potential vis-a-vis existing carriers.

•
Of particular significance is the FCC's Authorized User

decision, 4 F.C.C. 2d 421 (1966), in which the Commission

unanimously ruled that Comsat was to be only a "carriers'

carrier," precluded from retailing its services direct to

users (including the Government), except under "unique or

exceptional circumstances" to be determined by the Commission.

However, because the Commission declared that it would

authorize direct Comsat service absent a reduction in the

carriers' rates "fully to reflect the economies made available

through the leasing of circuits in the satellite system," some

potential competition remained and was reflected in some very

substantial rate reductions made by the carriers.

This decision was followed the same year by the Commis-

sion's Earth Station decision further reducing Comsat's

potential to compete vigorously with the carriers. 5 F.C.C.

2d 812, 816 (1966). Here the Commission (lecided (reversing

an earlier decision, 38 F.C.C. 1104(1965)) that Comsat had to

share ownership of all earth stations with the carriers: 50

percent was to be owned by Comsat, with the balance apportioned

among the other carriers on a use basis. The day-to-day

management, and apparently, all equipment design and procure-

ment of the earth stations are thus made by a joint operating

committee made up of Comsat and the carriers.

To summarize, we favor generally some legislation along

the lines of the proposed amendments, in order to eliminate

li direct carr
ier control or influence over Comsat. However,

unless combined with at least some reversal of the FCC's

decisions protecting existing carriers from satellite competi-

tion, such legislation is not likely to enhance significantly

Comsat's competitive potential.

yours,

1 4

RIC RD W. Mc LAN
Assistant Attorney General

Antitrust Division
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COMMUNICATIONS SATELLITE CORPORATION

MEMORANDUM

ROBERT E. BUTTON
Director of Governmental

and Foundation
Relations

1/7/71

- per our conversation -

R.E.B.
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Broadea stimqaqaz me 

January 4, 1971 

In the wings
If Senator Robert Dole (R-Kan.) gets
appointment to chairmanship of Re-

publican National Committee, it might

hasten patronage shake-up at tipper
levels of FCC stall. He would. he
'privy to inside of FCC because his

constituent and friend, Commissioner

Robert Wells, has been on that troubled

agency more than year. It's hardly secret

that intra-party complaints have been

made about slow turnover in super-

grade and other influential positions.

Mr. Wells, who was drafted from broad-

casters' ranks, not only knows where

patronage bodies are, but also those who

foment mischief.

Seven at last
FCC in week beginning Jan. 4 is ex-
pected to get full crew of seven mem-
bers for first time since Commissioner
Kenneth A. Cox left on Sept. 1 and to
have Republican majority for first time
since l9l. With Congress preparing to
adjourn without Senate action on Presi-
dent Nixon's nominations of Commis-
sioner Robert Wells to full term suc-
ceeding Mr. Cox and of Thomas J.
Houser to six months remaining in Mr.
Wells's term, which ends June 30, White
House reportedly will make recess ap-
pointments after 91st Congress ends,
perhaps as late as Jan. 3. This would
permit Mr. Ifouser to begin serving im-
mediately. President will have to re-
submit names to Senate within 40 days
after new Congress convenes, if they
are to continue being paid.

Meanwhile there were authoritative
reports that Mr. Houser will he more
than six-month wonder. He's still slated
to be replaced by Representative Char-
lotte Reid (R-I11.), who is to get full-
term appointment. But commissioner
may serve until successor is nominated
and confirmed, and White House sources
say Mr. Houser may he left in job for
close to year.

Burch's last year?
Whispered about FCC is report that
Dean Burch will be bowing out of
FCC chairmanship this year. But it

lacks corroboration. When Arirona at-
torney assumed position 14 months ago
he said FCC wouldn't be his career.
There's speculation he would be logical
successor to Senator Barry Goldwater.
his mentor, who has announced he con-.
templates retirement to spend more time
with his family, hut hasn't said when.

Mr. Goldwater's term doesn't end until!

1975; Mr. Burch's FCC term runs until

1976. It's no secret that life at FCC
has had its frustrations for Mr. Burch,
aggravated by his inability to muster
Republican majority. He has been ham-
pered by other personnel problems, too.



December 24, 1970

Mr. (...a.30re beinetti
President
Rochester Telephone Corporation
100 Midtown Plaza
Rochester, New York 14604

Dear George:

Hawaii speech
TW-Inv. regretted
Chr on

i'-'Comsat
Futur e meeting

It was good to hear from you again even though you did have to
rub in the fact that you got five weeks in Hawaii, while I barely
had four days. In any event, I am sure you enjoyed it.

I would certainly enjoy taking you up on your invitation to visit
in Rochester although I find it is increasingly difficult to break
away. Perhaps we could get together, however, on one of your
regular visits to Washington. I would enjoy talking with you,
both about the telephone business and Comsat matters. I am
sorry I missed you the last time you were in town, but perhaps
we can plan ahead a little bit and have lunch or dinner if you have
the time.

Belated beet wishes ter the Holiday Season.

Sincerely,

Clay T. Whitehead

CTWhitehead: ed

cc: Steve Doyle
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December 4, 1970

Honorable Clay T. Whitehead, Director

Office of Telecommunications Policy

Executive Office of the President

Washington, U. C. 20504

Dear Tom:

This date seems like ages from the conventi
on calendar and

certainly a long time since your considerate note 
was received in my office.

1 should have beaten you to the punch o
n a "thank you" note, because you made

such a major contribution to what, in total
, was an excellent program.

Out, Annette and I remained in Hawaii - on the Big Island -

for five weeks and were joined by our kids 
ad their kids, and really hr-4

delightful reunion. I returned to the office on November 
23 and have been

catching up ever since. This climate is hardly the place for Aloha shirts,

incidentally, because it's snowing like a blizzard
 here now.

I hope 1 expressed my personal gratitude to you for being

with us in Hawaii, and certainly the entire
 association feels that way.

The fact- that you did have an opportunity 
to meet other industry people is

a plus for us, because 1 don't believe a more dedicated and responsibility-

conscious group exists.

Even though past presidents are "for the bir
ds," 1 still

hope to remain active in USLTA and, consequently, will be in Washington

from time to time. And so long as I remain on the Comsat board there will

be regular visits which could provide an op
portunity to meet again. I

certainly Will -Took forw-a-rd to tliat.

In reverse, should you ever have the intere
st and the time

to visit us in Rochester it would be a great pleasure to acquaint you with

our operST671. Since we are a compact and modern plant, 1 feel sure we

could be helpful to you in getting an overview of a total telecommunications

complex. Vague invitations, I realize, don't mean much, but 1 leave it to

you and assure you that anytime, under any 
circumstances, and for whatever

duration, we would love to show you around. 
In that connection, I'm sending

along under separate cover our latest Annual 
Report plus the previous one

which more comprehensively covered our "Big
gest Decade."

Thanks again, Tom. Let's keep in touch.

Sincerely,

• • •



Wednesday 12/16/70

10:50 Ambassador Washburn called to ask if the

Comsat Board of Director& meeting would be

held on Friday.

If so, he will prepare a memorandum.

11:15 Mr. McConnell talked with Mr. Whitehead.

Per instructions from Mr. Whitehead, called Ambassador

Washburn's office to advise that the Comsat Board of

Directors meeting will be postponed until some time in

January.



12/132 18 or 19
Monday 12/7/70 1/2 0/ 71

3:10 As instructed, Steve called Crawford in Flanigan's office
to report on your plans for the December 18 Comsat meeting
with selected board members (for Pete Flanigan's
information only) and your anticipated meeting with selected
members of the CPB board, (around January 20), to which
Mr. Flanigan was invited if he would like to attend.

Crawford called to say Mr. Flanigan suggests that he (Crawford)
attend both meetings on Pete 's behalf if you have no objection.
Steve told Crawford he did not know what your plans for these
meetings were in terms of other participant. but that he would
call him back.



EXECUTIVE OFFICE Of:: THE PRESIDENT
oFFicE EI.EC0MAUNIC.A) IONS POLICY

Vs'ASHING T ON, LY.C. ,205;)4

•- December fir it)

Mr. Joseph H. McConnell
Chairman
Communications Satellite. Corporatioit
*950 3.).1-73nfant. Plaza South, S. W.
Washington, D. C. Z002.4

Dear Joe:

.1=111MIMMM1

The memorandum you provided to Peter Flanigan and me has been
useful to mc and to Abbott in helping focus discussion and plan
strategies for the INTELSAT Conference proper. I have had meetings
with Ab Washburn, U. Alexis Johnson, Bert Rein, Joe Charyk,
John Johnson, and other Delegation members, and matters appear
to be on track at this time.

I know you understand that, as Dirretny of Telecommilnirrtirynn
Policy, I have a broad 3..nte:rest i Ti the health of the cerrm-rmications
industry in general and in Comsat, as a significant entity-, in
particular. You may know that prior to your election as Chairman
of the Board I had occasion to meet informally with the Presidentially
appointed members of the Board to. discuss matters of general
importance to the future of Comsat. Now that OTP is established
and beginning to deal with some of the more pressing policy issues,
many of which.affect Comsat, I believe that another such session
with you and those Board members would be useful in the near
future. I would be pleased if you and they would join me for an
8:00 breakfast at the White House Mess when you will all be in
town again.

Sincerely,

Clay T. Whitehead

cc: Mr. Whitehead Chron
Mr. Doyle INTELSAT

SEDoyle:jm State Dep/

Comsat
Future Meetings



D•corn.ber 1 1, 1970

Toe Don Baker
Dept. of Justice

Proms Tom Whitehead

No objection from CTP.
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Address Reply to the

Division Indicated

and Refer to Initials and Number

RWMcL:DIB
60-416-0

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE .

WA SIIINGTON, D.C. 20530

November 19, 1970

Honorable Clay T. Whitehead
Director
Office of Telecommunications Policy
Roam 749
1800 G. Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C.

Dear Tom:

You will recall that many months ago, we pre-
pared a response to a letter from Senator Mike Gravel
requesting our views on a proposed statute to elimi-
nate common carrier stockholding and directorships in
Comsat.

Your comment at the time was that, while you did
not disagree with the conclusions, you felt that the
analysis was a little too detailed. Finally, I have
gotten around to paring it down along these lines. I
now enclose a copy of this more modern version.

The FCC also objected to the paragraphs at the
end on their regulatory activities. I intend to stick
to my guns on these provisions, since I feel that if
we do not include them, comments are not meaningful.

No doubt you will get this letter in due course
through the normal Budget clearing process. I hope
that it is satisfactory for your purposes. I don't
think that it would be possible to simplify the matter
much further.

Best wishes.
Sincerely yours,

DO LD I. BAKER
Deputy Director of Policy Planning

Antitrust Division



Honorable Mike Gravel
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Gravel:

This is in response to your letter of February 12,1970) requesting comments from the Antitrust Divisionon a proposed draft amendment to the Communications
Satellite Act of 1962 as amended ("1962 Act"), 47 U.S.C.ffi701-744. This draft amendment would, if enacted,
eliminate direct control over :-.1*.c Communications Satel-lite Corporation ("Comsat") by the terrestrial communi-
‘aLiolls 4uwiii011 c:cwriers Ocalxiers"). it would do so
by (i) barring any representatives of the carriers
sitting on the Board of Directors of Comsat after
January 1, 1971, and (ii) barring carriers from owningany shares of Comsat stock after January 1, 1972.

In general, we would favor onactradnt of legisla-
tion along these lines to eliminate direct carrier
control or influence over CcAsat. such a step, com-
bined hopefully with some modification of regulatory
constraints on Comsat's activities (discussed below),
would significantly enhances Comsat 's competitive
potential.

The 1962 Act was a compromise. It ignored tradi-tional policies that restrict the common ownership andcontrol of competing modes or regulated business (e.g.,49 U.S.C.A. 0(14); 49 U.S.C.A. 178; 47 U.S.C.A. 6314).Instead the 1962 Act provided for extensive carrier
ownership of Comsat stock and for six carrier nomineesas directors of the corporation. As a result carriers
controlled half the shares and more than a third of



Directors. American Telephone & Telegraph Company
("AT&T) alone is by far the largest Comsat stockholder,
with 29 percent of the stock and 2c) percent of the Board.

From the outset, this arrangement has been criti-
cized as being inconsistent with the stated Congressional
mandate "that the corporation created [i.e., Comsatj . .
be so organized and operated as to maintain and strengthen
competition in the provision of communications services
to the public" (47 U.S.C.A. f701(c)). (See, e.g.,
Legislation Note, The Comsat Act of 19627-76 Harv. L.
Rev. 338, 398 (1962). This been reinforced
by cNperi=ce. (Sec, e.g., Schwartz, Cormlat tbn. CIrriers,
and the Earth Stations - Some Prob]e'ittji
Vricated 441 (19641-neport
o - the resident s lask Force on Communication Policy
(1968), Chap. 2, p. 15).

•Moreover, the carriers stockholding and director-
ship arrangements in Comsat are contrary to the normal
antitrust prohibitions against anticompetitive stock
acquisition and director interlocks contained in Clayton
SS 7, 8 (15 U.S.C. f 18, 19). The prohibition of Clayton
f7 applies where minority ownership results in the
probability of anticompetitive consequences, U.S. V.
dlTont cluNer,onrs & .Co., 353 U.S, 536, 592 (1937; and,
areaiseW'the'4g6itunity thereby afiorded to .
compel a relaxation of the full vigor of . . . competi-
tive effort," the prohibition applies with equal force to
directors appointed by such minority owner. Homilton
Watch Co., v. Bcnrus Watch Co., 114 F. Supp.
077317. 19527757777=5772d 738 (2d Cir. 1953), under
§8 of the Clayton Act, interlocking directorates among
competitors are p_q_r_ se violations. U.S. v. Sears,
Roebuck &  Co., 1II-r. Supp. 614 (S.D7-1T.Y. 193

In these circumstances, we believe that a good case
can be made for eliminating the direct carrier influence
over Comsat flowing from their shareholding and director-
ships. This approach is consistent with the Department's
original position in 1962 when the Attorney General empha-
sized that we "place great importance on competition be-
cause the communications industry is particularly susceptible
to domination by one company -- AT&T." Hearings on 

2



U.R. 10115 and V.R. 10133 Beff,Im the Vous. Committeeon ...ntcratce 7-7 777-en 23"—sSess., pi".=.77.771723-"V=ony of AttorneyGeneral Kennedy) noreover, it 13 consistent with thepolicy of this Awaihistration of placing "more relianceon economic incentiws and talirket mechanism in regu-lated industries" to that "increased competition willeventually make it possible to let mnrket forces Assume=ra of tile role of detailed regulation" in couxunica-tions (Economic Re ort of the ?resident 103-109 (1970)).
The vroblem in, however, only r.Irtially one ofthe Comsat corporate arrangements covered by the draftlezvAslation. Regulatory decisions by the Federal Com-munications Coeumission have been At least as significsuLa factor La limiting Comsat's competitive potentialvis-a-vis existing carriers.

Of particular significance is the FCC's Aut• ri:eedUr decision, 4 F.C.C. 2d 421 (19C6), in lehiartier---Massion unanimoualy ruled that Comsat was to be onlya "carriers carrier,' precluded from retailing itsservices direct to users (including the Government),except under "unique or exceptiema Circumstances" tobe (:etermined by the CormAission. wfuivor, h9-r!Inle.ki4:ci4reo it It wouLd autorize directCoat servica nhaeat a reduction in the carrier'srates "fully to reflect the economies made availablethrough the leasing of circuita in the aateilitc system,"scam potential competition rczained and was reflectedin some vary substantial rate reductions made by thecarriers.

This d.ecision was followed the same year by theCommission's Earth Station decision further reducingComgat's potential to vigorou3ly with the carriers.5 F.C.C. 2d 812, 616 (19C6). }re. ti4 Commissiondecided (reversing an earlier deci3ion, 33 F.C.C. 11041965)) that Comsat had to share ownership of all earthstations with the carriers: 50 percent mos to be ownedby Comsat, with the balance apportioned Uonc the othercarriers on it use lasis. The (...,ny-to-clay oan3r;euent,and apparently, all equipL7tont 4osign and procureiaentdecisions of the earth atations are thus made by a jointoperating coksmittee made up of Comsat and the carriers.

3



To zummarize, we favor gc:—ally some legislation
along the lines of the proposed amendments, in order
to eliminate direct carrier ccntrol or influence over
Comsat. However, unless combined with at least some
reversal of the FCC's decisions protecting existing
carriers from satellite competition, such legislation
is not likely to enhance significantly Comsat's com-
petitive potential.

Sincerely yours,

RICHARD W. licLAREN
Assistant Attorney General

Antrust Division



Monday 12/7/70 MEETING

12/7/70

12i30 p.m.

11:25 Steve advises that the luncheon with

Dr. Charyk and Dave Acheson concerns a discussion

of the Pausch letter and Comsat's interests in that

letter European views on satellites and cables.



Monday 12/7/70 MEETING
12/7/70
12:30 p.m.

9:50 This is the subject of the meeting with Dr. Charyk and

Dave Acheson at luncheon today at 12:30 at the Met Club.
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DER itUKDESMINISTER FUR DAS POST-- UND FERNMELDEVIESEN

Der Ben:fesmIntsfer fClr des NT- en? ftnimeldewe.len • 53 Dmin 1 • Pos,foth 001
•••••••••••••••••••••

Mr. Nelson,
Acting Director Officer of
Telecommundcations,
Department of State

Wash inAtoni D.C. 20520
USA

Ihr Zeithen , Ihre Nochricht von, Meine Nothricht yorn Meln ZeichenVoirc !Lie:fence Votre le:Ire du Mo lettro du Mo rtforenceYour reference Your feller or My letter of My reference
.1•6 

••••I

Bdreff/Objet/Subject

Dear Mr. Nelson,

•
Bonn

II Ka 4214-0/20 November 17, 197,

•

Permit me to send you for your information a copy of a letterwhich Iaddresed to Federal Communications Commission on behalfof European ad. nistrations and operating agencies as the resultof a meeting which was held in Eunich on lovember 2 and 3, 1970.May I assume that you are also of the opindon that the questionswhich have been dealt with in that letter should be discussed indetail during a joint meeting and that a solution should be foundto them.

Copy of -Che letter addressedto FCC with Annex

Sincerely,

By direction of the Minister

PreBler

(L(A,/
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ILR FUR 1)AS POST- UN D FERNMELDEV\ ESEN

Dt tuVdwontsiot ecs Fos!. uf.4 fewnt!,..1(e.svi 53 Ent) 1 • tostrofi t)01

Federal Commuications CommissiOn
Attention:
The flonorable Dean Burch,
Chairman

'Washington, D.C.._ 2055)1-

Ilir 7.eithen
Vohota6rence
Yourramnm

1;d1rerf/ObintIZubject

Dear Jr. Burch,

Vire Nr.chriclit vom
Vcdre Idirc•ciu
Your leIter of
•••••

MeinoVathridi1 on Mcin 7.vaen
?An lento du Ma rt.fe;rcnco
MyleMera My rciercnce

' II Ka 42111-0/20

• go

Bonn

No'vember l7,

", •

(17

A meeting was held in Munich on November 2 and 3, 1970, at thesuggestion of several European administrations. During this mc-etingprinciples were discussed which, from the European point of view,appear to be important as regards the telecommunication policy for.the traffice relation Europe-North America. On behalf of the follow-ing administrations and operating .aencies, I am sending you,attached to this letter, the principles which were worlzed out andagreed upon jointly as result of the meeting: Austria, Radio-Austria,Belgium, Denmark., ?inland, France, areat Britain, Greece, Ireland,Italy, Italcable, Netherlands, Norway, Companhia Portia RadioMarconi., Compania Telefonica Nacional de Espana, Sweden, Switzerland,Radio-Suiose, Yugoslavia. I wish to state that my Administrationalso supports th-ese principles with regard to the whole trafficrouted from this country to North America.

At the Munich. meeting it was noted that the US Government was alsoconsidering the same question (FCC docet no 18875 of June 10, 3970).Clearly any decisions regarding operation and technique, in parti-oulitr with rgard to the traffic relations between Europe and NorthAmerica, are only conceivable by mutual agreement of all partnersconcerned. All telecommunication administrations and operatin;-agencies must endeavour to apply technical and operational solutionswhich make it possible to -provide the users with traffic routes onterms which are as favourable as possible.

The aforementioned. European administrations and operating agenciesare therefore of the opinion that joint discussions on the questionswhich are of mutual interest are Andispenable. They therefore pro-pose in accordance with the annex under item 2, that a mcetin be

behl
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b,,Td during which the policies of Europe and North America should
be 11armon27:ed mld 9 cable laying procrammo for the next decade shnul
be drawn up. Sincweach suggestion for a solution involves the whdle
traffic area, it would be desirable that, in addition to the renrese
tatives from FCC and possibly. the representative of the St;Ae DeT)art

--Mont, all intereated administrations and operating agencies on both
sides of the North Atiant;i:c participate in such a meetinE;.. The r:;Omi-
nistations and operating agencies represented at the meeting in
Munich are of the opinion that sizch a meeting•should be hold if
possible before the end of this year and offer :their good services
*for the - organi:?:ation of such a meeting.'

On behalf of the aforementioned administrations and. operating agen-
cies I oR sending - copies of this letter to COTC, ATT, ITT, RCA,
WI and to Mr. Nelson of the State Department.

Encl,o.sure
P-rinoiples adopted by
European administrations

Sincerely,

For the Minister

Prof. Dr.-Ing. Pausch

•



-TA§opoit.c74p,le adOpted iby European administrations regarding
of nor Transatlantic transmission media. •

1

•1. The European adm,inistrations.have an equal interest in

promoting tIle further development of the satellite tech-

niques on the one hand and cable techniques an-tile - other.

The. two transmission ma:dia comolement each other. The
development of satellite networks ip being discussed by

Intelsat of which nearly all :European administrations

are .members. _The following principles therefore also

take into consideration the facilities offered by thc •

satellite network.

• •-

2. The provisi.on of furt,her Transatlantic cables is necessary

to provide diversity of facilities lor -teleconunications

with North ,America. Accordinfay the Eu.ropean administrations

-and authorized private agencies desire to work out with the

North American carriers an agreed cable program= covering

the next, de:;i:de, based on that proportion of foreseen re-
quirements which, following joint agreement', should be

provided by cable.

There should be no fixed proportion in the use of cable and
satellite capacity; the proportion of cable or satellite
circuits desired by any 'European administration will depend

on their relative economy, on the need for diversity, on

the number of circuits required, on technical, operational

an& in some cases also on concessional factors. At leost for

the next five years a cable ca7bacity that will carry 50 cA

of the total Transatlantic circuit requirement between North

America and Europe would however.,be acceptable as a Oannini

..C2h/Pat.1-Ye

The administrations are seriously considering

a recommendation that any new Transatlantic cable should

be owned in-equal shares by European and American carriers.

5. The indefeasible right of use of cable capacity in any new

cable should be available for purchase at proportionate cost

.by all European administrations, authorized private operating

agencies and by the American carriers by suitable agreements

with:the parties_illvolved and may be similarly avalable to

other carriers outside Europe or North America,

6. Subject to the agreement of the corresponding holder of rights
in the same circuit capacity, and with the prior knowledge
of the cable owners, rights may be sold by one administration
or authorized private operating agency to another.



At.

Tuesday 11/24/70 MEETING
U/27/70
3:00 p.m.

4:05 Alex Johnson's office called to say that
Ambassador Washburn has to pa.rticinate in a
Congressional hearinl and they won't be able
to keep the appointment with you tomorrow (U/251
to discuso the Comsat position.

It has now boon rescheduled for 3 p.m. on Friday (11/27)
in Room 7240 at State Dept.



Thursday 11/19/70 MEETING
11/26/70

6230 Mr. Washburn called to mention that he heard about

the metting had been set up with Alexis Johnson

on the 25th.

Also mentioned that Vice President Ky. of Vietnam is not

corning to Thanksgiving dinner so you won't have such

distinguished company, but the Washburns will be very

delighted and charmed to have you and your lady.

Dinner will be at the Washburne.



MEMORANDUM FOR

Honorable Edward David
Director
Office of Science and Technology

I expect to meet with U. Alexis Johnson at the State Department
on Friday. November 27 to discuss with him the USG position
on launch assurances to the West European for their space
programs. You will rec 11 that several eeks ago U. Alexis
sent a letter to Minister .Fevre in F rice in which we
wrapped launch assistance nd Post •110 cooperation into
one bundle.

Comsat is very upset at this t because officials there contend
that the letter to Lerevre give the Europeans too much in the
way of commitment to launch hey (eel this was a particularly
bad time to make such swat sing omises in light of our current
negotiating posture in the ELS T conference on definitive
arrangements for the glo satelli system.

The immediate questio I will discus with U. Alexis is -- just
how far are we commi ed? There is , division of opinion at
State. Some (Pollock in particular) claim that we have promised
the Europeans to lau ch anything they wa t. even communication
satellites, provided hat in the Comsat ca es the Assembly of
INTELSAT has not made a finding that suc a satellite would
adversely affect INTELSAT. That is, only a "negative" finding by
INTELSAT on a proposed satellite would release us from our
obligation to provide a launch. Others insist (Bert Rein,
Amb. Washburn) that we are obliged to launch only when INTELSAT
makes a "positive'' finding, 1. e. that a proposed satellite would not
adversely affect the INTELSAT system. Assume for the sake of
argument that two-thirds of the INTELSAT Assembly cannot agree
on whether a proposed satellite would or would not adversely
affect INTELSAT. In such a case, Pollock insists we are bound
to launch and have told the Europeans that, Rein and Washburn claim
we are not bound to launch and would only consider such a launch on
Its own merits.



My position is that we are not bound to launch under the U. Alexis

letter unless there is a positive Assembly finding. Absent a

two-thirds majority agreement in the INTELSAT Assembly we

should decide each launch request on its merits. I do not think

anyone agreed that we are bound in every case save the one in which

INTELSAT finds that a potential adverse impact exists in a specific

communication satellite program. If possible, I would like to

mention your concurrence in this view.

SDOYLE:bks

/Clay T. Whitehead



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20504

DIR ECT OR

r. Joseph H. McConnell

Ch rman of the Board

Corn u.nications Satellite Corporation

950 L' nfant Plaza, S. W.

Washing n, D. C. 20024•

Dear Joe:

It was a pleasur to have had the opportunity to discuss with you

and your colleaguds Comsat's views with regard to the status of

the current INTELSAT negotiations. Peter Flanigan has sent to

me your letter to him\d.,ated October 27, and I have had the oppor-

tunity to discuss that letter and its attachment with Abbott Washburn

and independently with Joe Charyk and John Johnson.

The range of issues with which\we are faced in the negotiation is

broad, and I fully appreciate youv, concerns' with regard to the

ultimate necessity to be fully aware\of,the interrelationship of

these issues as each one approachew.iesolution. Having your
,

letter and the attachment has helped enrrnously to focus discussion

on some of the key issues. I do-not thirilc,we can at this time answer

all the questions with which yie are faced,\but the frank and con-

structive dialogue you hay /stimulated and ntributed to is clearly

to everyone's benefit.

I will be further discussing these matters with U. lexis Johnson,

to whom a copy of your October 27 letter is being se t.

I will continue to participate fully in high-level reviews of ,our

progress in the negotiations and to work very closely with Abbott

Washburn and other key members of the delegation to ensure\the

fullest protection of all legitimate interests in this negotiation:

te,

vd. ‘k \irt7K
t)t-

(1‘t
1;‘ Clay T. Whitehead

\

Sincerely,



Talking Points for Meeting with U. Alexis Johnson, November 24, 1970 

1. Since this meeting was generated in part by McConnell's letter 
to Flanigan,

perhaps it is best to begin the review of issues contained in the Comsa
t memo

attached to the letter to Flanigan. (Letter to Flanigan at Tab 1; Coms
at letter

at Tab 2).

Ambassador Washburn is prepared to review quickly where we stand and what

the problem is with regard to each item in the Corns at memo. (Wa
shburn

memo outlining views dated November 16 at Tab 3.)

A. Scheduling of the Conference

(Cannot be decided before the end of December.)

B. Powers of the Assembly -- Complaints 

(Comsat exaggerates potential problems.)

C. Amendment Provisions 

(Reasonableness should lead us to seek acceptable or saleable proposal

such as 85% ownership and 51% of members.)

D. Price Flexibility and Capital Ceiling 

(The government agencies fully support Comsat view.)

E. Regional Systems and Launch Assurances

(In case of a hung assembly, each proposal should be considered on i
ts

merits.)

Z. A broader issue which we might discuss briefly is what role the Presidentially

appointed directors have played and what role they might play if properly

educated to prepare them to participate meaningfully in discussion of the

negotiations issues. The Presidentially appointed directors are Peterson,

Meany, and Donner. Buchen and Hagerty are possible additional ballast to

offset the hard-line directors; namely, McConnel, Welch and Sundlun. Is

there some way we could better inform selected members of the Board to

bring more balance into their deliberations on definitive arrangements?

3. There are two nagging issues involving Comsat which need not be discussed at

this meeting, but will require some near-term, top-level government consideration:

(a) the recent GAO Report on Comsat launch costs, and (b) government guidance

(instructions) process for Comsat as U.S. member of INTELSAT.
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C IVI INA U N7IC AT I 0 NI E3 SA ELLITE CORPORATION a

JOSEPH H. McCONNELLcArtvoi-
Chair !of the Board

1144.01pr
ri,v,....4.101)442.a1970

Mr. Peter Flanigan
The White House
Washington, D. C.

Dear Peter:

At our last meeting with Dr. Whitehead and
you, we discussed the INTELSAT negotiations, and
Dr. Whitehead indicated that he thought that some-
times Comsat spoke with two voices, or more than
one voice, in any event.

In the light of this suggestion, I thought it
important that the views of Comsat be clearly
stated, in writing, so that there could be no
further misunderstanding about them. For that
purpose, I am attaching a memorandum dated October
27, 1970, entitled, "Comsat Position on INTELSAT
Definitive Arrangements Negotiations."

I recognize that a great deal of progress has
been made to date. In the remaining negotiations,
there need not and should not be serious conflicts
of views or objectives within the United States
Delegation. Above all, I hope we can avoid the
danger that the United States may become committed
to a text which our Board concludes it cannot approve
as in the interests of Comsat's stockholders.

I am attaching copies of the memorandum and
of this letter for Undersecretary of State for
Political Affairs, U. Alexis Johnson, who has

950 L'ENFANT PLAZA, SW • WASHINGTON. D.C. 20024 • TELEPHONE 202-554-6020



Mr. Flanigan -2- October 27, 1970

followed the negotiations, as well as Ambassador
Washburn and Dr. Whitehead. Unless you see ob-
jections, I would be grateful if you would trans-
mit them to these individuals.

With kindest regards,

Attachments

Sincerely yours

airman of the Board



October 27, 1970

MEMORANDUM

RE: COMSAT POSITION ON INTELSAT DEFINITIVE ARRANGEMENTS NEGOTIATIONS

The United States, through its delegation, is presently

engaged in negotiations looking towards what are called

definitive arrangements for INTELSAT. INTELSAT is a consortium

of telecommunications organizations of 76 nations who jointly

own the satellites providing global telecommunications services.

It was created in 1964 under an interim international agreement

which by its terms continues in effect until the definitive

arrangements are completed.

In general, the representatives of the nations other than

the United States in these negotiations speak for government-

owned communication services. In the United States, there is a

great deal of difference, in that the Communications Satellite

Corporation (Comsat) is the telecommunications entity here, rather

than the United States Government. 0-0
Comsat is a private corporation created by an Act of Congress

as this country's chosen instrument for international satellite

communications. It has issued ten million shares of stock, presently

owned by over 120,000 stockholders, who originally subscribed

$200 million to the capital of the corporation. These stockholders

are represented by a Board of Directors whose composition is



established by the Act of Congress and which includes three

Directors appointed by the President. As the Attorney General

has ruled, all these directors, including the presidential

appointees, have the same fiduciary responsibilities to their

stockholders. Our stockholders look to and are entitled to

rely on this Board for making certain that any arrangements

resulting from the present negotiations operate in the interest

of - and certainly not to the detriment of - their corporation

and themselves as stockholders. The United States delegates

other than the representatives of Comsat have no such direct

obligation, but, we submit, they cannot disregard or override

the obligations of the Board of Directors of Comsat established

by an Act of Congress.

These negotiations have been proceeding since February, 1969.

Quite naturally, members of the United States Delegation, other

than the representatives from Comsat, are extremely interested

in reaching an end to the negotiations which would result in some

agreement with the other parties thereto. Comsat, while also

interested in reaching a definitive agreement that will serve the

best interests of the United States as well as those of Comsat's

stockholders, wants to be certain that the agreement will, in fact,

achieve these goals. Perhaps this difference in posture on occasion

results in differences in judgment as to what should be included

in the ultimato agreement. In any event, Comsat has no recourse
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except to keep as its constant goal the protection of the

interests of its stockholders as Comsat sees those interests.

Consequently, its Board of Directors can not accept anything

in the agreement which in their judgment brings about a

contrary result. It seems to us that Comsat's investment in

INTELSAT of approximately $100 million, raised under the authority

of a Congressional charter, which is more than one half of the total

present capital of INTELSAT, entitles Comsat to assert such a

position.

Date of Plenipotentiary Conference

As will be pointed out hereafter, there are many substantive

issues still unresolved in the negotiations. In the opinion of

Comsat, to press for an early termination of the negotiations

at the price of compromising every open issue will bring about

results which are detrimental to Comsat and its stockholders, for

the reasons outlined below.

An Intersessional Working Group (IWG) was established by

the last Plenipotentiary Conference for the purpose of preparing

recommended texts of draft intergovernmental and operating agree-

ments which will constitute the INTELSAT definitive arrangements.

To the greatest extent possible, the IWG is expected to resolve

differences and to submit texts which have unanimous approval.

Where unanimity is not possible and substantial differences
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continue to exist, alternative texts will be presented by the

IWG for resolution by the Plenipotentiary Conference.

The IWG met for four weeks in May and June, and again for

four weeks in September and October. A great deal of work is

left for the next meeting of the IWG which is scheduled for a

period of four weeks commencing November 23, 1970. No matter

how hopeful the United States Delegation may be, there is no

possibility, in our opinion, of reaching a final agreement at

that working group meeting. Before the next Plenipotentiary

Conference meets, however, it will be necessary to have sub-

stantial unanimity on the agreement, otherwise the Plenipotentiary

Conference will not be able to complete its work satisfactorily.

Between the end of the Intersessional Working Group meeting, in

December, and the next Plenipotentiary Conference thereafter, a

very substantial length of time will be required to visit as

many as ten or twelve national capitals, with pre-arranged dates,

to reach agreement with them on all controversial points. Unless

some prior agreement is reached, either the Plenip2tent_iary_w41...

fail or_it_can be concluded only by the United States making_

sweeping concessions on crucial issues. Either result ought to

be avoided. As we see it now, no final Plenipotentiary Conference

can be held, with any promise of success, before September of 1971.

Comsat's interest in making this point clear is for the
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purpose of having a satisfactory conclusion to the Conference.

We want it clearly understood that we seek agreement. The

schedule suggested is for the purpose of achieving an agreement

121It22.1 .1.iye_with, and for no other purpose.

Substantive Points 

There are a great many substantive points in an agreement

this complex which have not been resolved. We want to indicate

the more important ones with which Comsat is concerned.

(1) Assembly of Parties 

Under the agreement, there are proposed three organs of

INTELSAT:

(A) the Assembly of Parties, which is a one nation, one

vote organ, consisting of representatives of all the

governments which are parties to the agreement;

(B) the Meeting of Signatories, also a one member, one

vote body, which is composed of representatives of

all of the telecommunications organizations which

are signatories to the Operating Agreement (this

includes Comsat); and

(C) the Board of Governors, a body consisting of re-

presentatives of the largest telecommunications

investors and certain groupings of smaller tele-

communications investors, in which the vote is in
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proportion to the investment shares of the organization

or group of organizations represented. (At present,

Comsat owns 52.6% of the assets of INTELSAT and,

consequently, has a 52.6% vote in the present governing

body of INTELSAT, the Interim Communications Satellite

Committee).

There has been consistent pressure by many of the parties to

the negotiations to limit Comsat's influence, which it has by

reason of its majority investment, through the device of giving

undue powers to the Assembly of Parties, where decisions can be

taken by a vote of two-thirds of the parties on the basis of one

country, one vote. Under this voting arrangement it will be

possible for parties with only 12% of the total INTELSAT investment \\h.

to make decisions which are opposed by a minority of the parties

holding 88% of the investment.

In the light of the composition of the Assembly of Parties,

Comsat, with its contribution of half of the total investment in

INTELSAT, can never consent to any meaningful power or authority

in the Assembly of Parites over the commercial aspects of the

operations of INTELSAT. The constant pressure of many others is

to bring about the exact opposite of this, by suggesting all kinds

of different and obscure wordings for inclusion in Article VII.
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For these reasons, Comsat has steadfastly taken the position

that it will not concur in  any of the provisions of Article VII

relating to the functions and powers of the Assembly of Parties
.1 -4

until all of these provisions are negotiated to our satisfaction...^. •
•.*

q
As is usual in negotiations of this kind, efforts have been made

- "
2- 0

instead of negotiating a total agreement on all of these pro-

visions of Article VII. Comsat wants to make it clear, therefore, '

)%0

to reach agreement one by one on each of the separate provisions

that it has not consented, and will not  consent, to any one or
.`"

more of the provisions of Article VII relating to the functions

and powers of the Assembly of Parties taken by itself, but will

.t1 0
reserve its concurrence until all of these provisions are fully

and finally negotiated.

The problem which Comsat would face if it took any other

position can be shown by a single example. One of the provisions

of Article VII tentatively adopted by the IWG would give the

Assembly of Parties the following power: "To consider complaints

submitted to it by the Parties." Comsat has consistently main-

tained that any power in the Assembly of Parties to consider

complaints must be limited to complaints on subject matter which

falls within some other function specifically assigned to the

Assembly of Parties. Otherwise no subject, no matter how much

beyond its jurisdiction, if presented to the Assembly of Parties

in the guise of a "complaint," will be excluded from its agenda.
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We have not been reassured by the argument that the word

"consider," as it appears in the above text, does not give the

Assembly of Parties the broad jurisdiction which we fear. We

can only assume that the power to consider a complaint includes

the power to make a decision. Even if the form of this decision

should be only a recommendation to the Board of Governors, it

seems questionable that the Board of Governors would be permitted,

as a political matter, to disregard such a recommendation.

Nevertheless, the language tentatively adopted by the IWG

does not contain any limitation on the power of the Assembly to

deal with "complaints." We are concerned that this broad language

would permit the Assembly to enter into matters of a commercial

nature from which it apparently has been excluded by other

provisions of the agreement. The vesting of such an unqualified

power of review in the Assembly of Parties not only would inhibit

the Board of Governors in dealing with certain matters in the

face of a threatened "complaint" but, even worse, it might result

in a final and inconsistent disposition by the Assembly of matters

which had been acted upon by the Board of Governors and which

are inappropriate for Assembly action.

(2) Amendment 

Obviously, if the agreement reached can be easily amended

without the concurrence of those holding the principal investment
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interests in INTELSAT, there is little purpose in going through

the burdensome and difficult negotiations to which we have

addressed ourselves during the past 18 months.

The amendment formula which we have insisted upon provides

that adoption of an amendment would require approval byltwo-thirds

of the Parties, provided that such two-thirds included Parties

who hold or whose signatories hold at least two-thirds of the

investment shares." This formula has been designed to make it

virtually certain that the United States would have to concur

in any amendment to the Agreement. It is consistent with the

amendment procedure contained in many multilateral international

agreements of a commercial and financial nature to which the

United States is a Party and where United States participation

is essential in order for the organization to function effectively.

(For example, the International Bank for Reconstruction and

Development, the International Monetary Fund, the Inter-American

Development Bank, the International Development Association and

the International Finance Corporation).

In the last session of the IWG this formula came under heavy

attack. A proposal with wide-spread support would permit amend-

ment by approval of 85% of the Parties regardless of their in-

vestment shares. This would mean that it would be possible for

parties possessing only 25% of the total INTELSAT investment to

amend the agreement over the objection of a minority of parties
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holding 75% of the total investment shares. With a probable

INTELSAT membership in excess of 80 countries, the United

States would need the support of a substantial number to bl
ock

a proposed amendment. Thus, there would be no assurance that

the agreements could not be amended without United States

concurrence.

There is no limit on the subject matter which may be dealt

with by the amendment process. The result might even be that

the United States would have no recourse except to threaten

withdrawal from INTELSAT if certain proposed amendments were

adopted, for example, amendments dealing with tax and customs

immunities which could not be effective within the United S
tates

except through the treaty-making or legislative process. A

more likely and therefore more dangerous prospect is that thro
ugh

to oppose, the powers of the Assembly of Parties could be gradually

a series of amendments which the United States would be power
less

expanded at the expense of the Board of Governors.

Comsat must be assured that the final agreement will contain

an amendment procedure substantially in accordance with the form
ula

stated above.

(3) Price Flexibility 

At the last session of the IWG there was substantial support

for inserting in Article V a provision requiring that space
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segment utilization charges must be at the same rate for all

users of the INTELSAT system, thus depriving the Board of Governors

of any flexibility in INTELSAT's policy.

This means, for example, that if a separate regional system,

having no such limitation on its freedom of action, chose to

price its services so as to undercut INTELSAT, INTELSAT would not

be able to meet that price on a competitive basis. This is totally

unacceptable in any commercial enterprise. Comsat therefore must

\

•••••=••••••=.4•49

oppose that section of Article V.

(4) Capital Ceiling

INTELSAT presently has a net capital investment approaching

$200 million of which Comsat's part is approximately $100 million.

During the next two years the net capital investment will increase

rapidly because of programs already under way.

It has been proposed that the Operating Agreement be so drafted

as to impose an unacceptably low ceiling on the net capital con-

tributions which could be required from INTELSAT members without

a prior decision by the Meeting of Signatories. This proposal

y\clr a-t N,r1M
would impose a ceiling d:$300 million and would limit the authority

of the Board of Governors to increase this ceiling by only 10%.

It would also provide that any higher ceiling could only be established

by the Meeting of Signatories on a one member, one vote basis.



The effect effect of this provision, if adopted, would be to

preclude new programs involving substantial additional ex-

penditures without the approval of the Meeting of Signatories,

whose voting procedure does not reflect the investment interests

of the INTELSAT members. For a rapidly changing and expanding

enterprise, such as INTELSAT, this is a restriction which would

make it unworkable. Comsat, therefore, cannot approve this

proposal.

(5) Separate Regional Satellite Systems

What has happened here is an example of the difficulty of

trying to work out a portion of an agreement without a resolution

of all of the problems involved.

Article XIV provides that there may be separate regional

communications satellite systems, but it requires that countries

intending to establish such systems must submit their proposed

systems to the Assembly of Parties through the Board of Governors

for a judgment as to whether the system is technically compatible

with INTELSAT and whether such system would do significant economic

harm to INTELSAT.

Comsat acquiesced in this proposal after pressure from

certain European and the Japanese delegations. Comsat did so in

the expectation that the United States certainly would not assist

in the establishment of separate regional systems to the detriment



of INTELSAT. We felt confident that the United States would

not launch regional satellites for other countries unless a

favorable decision was first obtained from the Assembly of

Parties acting on the advice of the Board of Governors.

We now have learned that the United States, through the

State Department, has recently stated to a European delegation

that it would launch regional satellites for Europe so long as

the Assembly of Parties failed to adopt, by the required two-

thirds vote, an adverse finding concerning the proposed system.

Evidently this would be done even if the United States represent-

ative in the Board of Governors (Comsat), or the Board of Governors

by a majority vote, had decided that such a regional system

would operate to the economic detriment of INTELSAT. It should

be noted that the large number of European members of INTELSAT

virtually assure Europe of enough votes to block the Assembly of

Parties from adopting an adverse finding by a two-thirds vote,

regardless of our view of the harm which the proposed system

might cause to INTELSAT.

Such action on the part of the State Department negates the

whole purpose of INTELSAT and, to an extent, the real purpose

of Comsat.
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This entire matter should be re-opened within the United

States Delegation unless some reliable assurance can be given

to Comsat that the United States will not provide launch services

except to a satellite system found by the Board of Governors to

be compatible with the interests of INTELSAT.

We want to state again that Comsat will cooperate in every

way possible to bring about an agreement in the best interests

of all concerned, including the protection of Comsat and its

stockholders.



Tom:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Washington, D.C. 20520

November 17, 1970

Would appreciate your looking at

the attached memo before talking wit
h

Phil Buchen on Thursday.

Attached, also, is an updated

memo to you on the considerations

involved in the amendment-ratification

issue. By virtue of having sat through

all of the debates on this one, Phil

has a good grasp of this.

Ale
Abbott Washburn

Chairman, U.S. Delegation

INTELSAT Conference

The Honorable

Clay T. Whitehead

Director, Office of

Telecommunications Policy



MEMORANDUM FOR

SUBJECT

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

WashinOon, D.C. 20520

November 17, 1970

The Honorable
Clay T. Whitehead, Director,
Office of Teleconununications Policy.

Amendment-Ratification

The September Intersessional Working Group session
was unable to reach agreement on how amendments to the
Definitive Agreement approved by the Parties are to be
ratified.

Almost all delegates firmly stated that they will
not accept an article which gives a veto on amendments
to any one member, i.e. the United States.

The U.S. has held to its original position, i.e.
that amendments can be ratified only when approved by
two-thirds of the Parties holding two-thirds of the
investment shares. This means the U.S. would have an
absolute veto for the next decade, since traffic pro-
jections show that our use of the global system will
not drop below 33-1/37 until 1981.

With the exception of the delegates of Sweden and
Switzerland, the Intersessional Working Group accepted
the principle that the investment share of a Party must
be taken into account in ratifying amendments. But
there was no agreement as to how much weight should be given
to investment.

Attached is a copy of Document 56, proposed by Santiago
Astrain, the Chairman of the IWG. It reflects the split
opinion. The draft combines our 2/3 and 2/3 formula with
an alternative formula calling for amendment approval by
an 857 headcount of the Assembly /regardless of the amount
of their investment share7, /plus an investment share
totalling at least 4570 or 51%/. Debate on the matter will
be resumed at the third IWG which convenes on November 23.
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The Conference has shown no support for an absolute
veto. In our judgment, the other delegations are highlyunlikely to give in on this point even at the risk of
collapse of the negotiations.

It appears likely, however, that the majority will
accept 857 of the Parties holding 517 of the investment
shares. This formula would appear in the article along
with our 2/3 and 2/3 formula. While the U.S. would thusbe giving up the absolute veto, it would have a near veto 
since by teaming up with a very small number of other
Parties it could block any amendment.

Based on today's usage (October 1, 1970), we could
block an amendment with the vote of any one of the U.K.,Japan, Canada, Italy, Germany, Australia, France, Argentina,Spain, Brazil, or the Philippines. The U.S. plus any oneof these countries has more than 497 of the investment.

Assuming a U.S. share reduced to 40% at some later
time (1972-73), we could block an amendment with the help
of the U.K., which is then expected to have over 10%, or
with the help of any four of Japan, Australia, Canada,
Italy, France, Germany, Spain and the Philippines, or any
three including the larger investors among this group.

Alternatively, under the 857 clause, we could blockan amendment through the inaction of 11 other members,however small.

Thus the U.S. delegation must ask itself whether anear veto constitutes an acceptable or an unacceptable risk.While preferring an absolute veto, the State Departmentlegal experts -- who should be the most concerned fromthe standpoint of precedent setting -- are not overlytroubled by a near veto.

The Department's Bureau of Economic Affairs recom-mends acceptance of the near veto if this becomes a "go, nogo" question. They regard the risk as minimal, since theU.S. will have a chance to kill an undesirable amendment
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first in the Assembly (where it must get a 2/3 numerical
majority) and, second, in the ratification process (where
it would have toxoll up an 857 numerical majority -- a
very difficult thing to do in an international organiza-
tion of this size when only inaction rather than a nega-
tive vote is needed to block ratification -- plus 5l7 of
the investment.)

FCC can live with the 857 and 5l7 formula, but
Asher Ende has suggested an arrangement whereby only the
2/3 and 2/3 formula would apply to certain articles of
key importance to us, such as the Management arrangements
articles. (This could well prove as unacceptable to other
delegations as the absolute veto.)

COMSAT strongly favors the absolute veto as the best
safeguard against unsound changes in the Agreement.

The following two factors are relevant to the U.S.
Delegation's consideration of this risk:

In the course of time, approximately ten years, we
would lose the absolute veto in any case.

Insistence by the U.S. upon total control would
unquestionably engender resentment and lessened
cooperation on the part of the other INTELSAT
partners -- a price we would have to pay for
"victory" on this issue.

Attachment:

IWG(II)/Doc. 56.

4.0
Abbot'L. Washburn

Chairman, U.S. Delegation
INTELSAT Conference
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INTERSESSIONAL WORKING GROUP
OF THE

RESUMED INTELSAT PLENIPOTENTIARY CONFERENCE

Washington, D.C.
IW..9(II)/Doc. 56
September 16, 1970

ARTICLE XVII (c)
(Proposed by the Chairman of the TWG)

(c) The Assembly of Parties shall take decisions on amendments with the quorum
and voting provided for in Article VII of this Agreement. An amendment which
has been approved by the Assembly of Parties shall enter into force for all
Parties ninety days after the Depositary Government has rceived notice of —
approval of the amendment by either:

(i) two-thirds of the States who were Parties as of the date upon which
the amendment was approved by the Assembly of Parties, provided that
such two-thirds include Parties who then held or Parties whose
Signatories then held, at least two-thirds of the total investment
shares; or

(ii) a number of States equal to or exceeding eighty-five per cent of the
total number of States who were Parties as of the date upon which the
amendment was approved 7.):/- tne Assembly of Parties, 5egardless of the
amount of jIlvestment shu7es such Parties or their Signatories then.he117,,--. k.Nta
Lyttnr'revNsucn percentage of the Parties includes the Pairties who then
held, or the Parties whose Signatories then held, at least (45) (51)
per cent of the total investment shareil.

* * *



MEMORANDUM FOR:

SUBJECT

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Washington, D.C. 20520

November 16, 1970

The Honorable
Clay T. Whitehead
Director, Office of Telecommunications Policy

Comment on COMSAT Memorandum of October 27
Sent to Peter Flanigan 

In his transmittal letter Joe McConnell writes: "I
recognize that a great deal of progress has been made...
There need not and should not be serious conflicts of
views or objectives within the U.S. Delegation." I agree.

Date of Plenipotentiary. Bottom of page 4: "As we
see it now, no final Plenipotentiary Conference can be held,
with any promise of success, before September of 1971."
This is a procedural matter. John Johnson has told me that
he believes a plenary in May could be successful. Toward the
end of this next IWG, which ends on December 18, we shall be
in a better position to judge this.

Assembly of Parties. Last March, the Japanese-Australian
compromise included an Assembly function of considering
complaints from Parties. Though Jim McCormack agreed to
this at the time, COMSAT (specifically John Johnson) has been
unhappy with it and would like to narrow the scope of such
consideration to complaints falling within the Assembly's
responsibilities as defined in the Agreement. We have been
trying to get the other delegations to agree to this change,
but even friends like Chile and Australia are not sympathetic.
However, I have assured Johnny that we shall continue to
try our best to get this changed.

Amendment Ratification. Bottom of page 10: "COMSAT
must be assured that the final agreement will contain an
amendment procedure substantially in accordance with the
formula stated above / 2/3 and 2/37." There is good prospect
that a majority of delegations can agree on a formula of
857 numerical headcount plus 517 weighted vote. This would
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appear along with our formula of 2/3 and 2/3. It would give

us a near veto rather than an absolute veto. Negotiations,

like politics, is the art of the possible. Since the 2/3

and 2/3 formula, which gives the United States an absolute 

veto for the next decade, is unacceptable to virtually all

other delegations, the U.S. Delegation must, in the end,
decide whether it can live with 857 and 517 or some other

form of near veto or whether we are prepared to see the
Conference collapse on this issue.

Price Flexibility. Bottom of page 3. The U.S. Delegation

agrees with COMSAT's position on this.

Capital Ceiling. Middle of page 11. The U.S. Delegation
agrees with COMSAT's position. We will push to get agreement
on a $400 million ceiling, with the Board of Governors
authorized to increase this by 257 without going to the
Meeting of Signatories.

Separate Regional System. Top of page 13: "We felt
confident that the United States would not launch regional

satellites for other countries unless a favorable decision
was first obtained from the Assembly of Parties acting on

the advice of the Board of Governors... This entire matter
/—Article XIV, regional systems 7should be reopened within
the U.S. Delegation unless some reliable assurance can be
given to COMSAT..." The U.S. Delegation agrees with COMSAT
on this point. There is disagreement within the Department
of State on the interpretation of the language sent to
Minister Lefevre. Phil Trezise and I have written to
Under Secretary Johnson recommending that this be clarified
in a way that will indicate advance assurance of launch only
in those cases where a proposal has been favorably acted upon
by the INTELSAT Assembly. Herman Pollack opposes us on this.
Asher Ende strongly supports us. Meanwhile, the British
have said they will not put any money into post-Apollo.

In summary, then, COMSAT has but two problems: 1)
limiting the scope of the Assembly's complaints function,
and 2) coming out as close as possible to the 2/3 and 2/3
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formula for amendment ratification. Compared to the Manager
deadlock and the array of other problems the Corporation
faced earlier, neither of these could be objectively categorized
as make-or-break.

Abbott Washburn
Chairman, U.S. Delegation

INTELSAT Conference



October SO, 1970

VEMORA.NDUM FOR JON ROSE

This should go out as soon as possible or we should
discuss as soya as possible. The subetasce of the
Contest memorandum represents nothing really new
and is much more moderate and reasoned than Peter
might have been led to expect.

In short, no problems except that we should preserve
the protocol of responsibilities. I will transmit copies
of the letter directly to Washisarn and Alex Johnson
and reply substantively to McConnell. You can assure
Peter that there are no major problems, and that I have
been in touch both with McConnell and with Charyk about
the future course of events.

Attachment

Clay T. Whitehead
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Deiwm 3*41/1

It was good to ace you again, on October /5th. noth
Tom Wh1tcheil4 and I appreciated your visit and your
tR.king a more uctive interest in the INTL', rLiAT

neLatiiitiOng.

I have transmitted your letter of October 27th to
Tom Valteheati, and you will be hearing from him
directly in the near future.

With warm per.sonal regards.

Sincerely.

lotler Flanigan
A.;..tilstant to the President

Z4. joreph L. McCunzeU
Cii)Airman of the roard
(,ormozulcatlons Satellite Corporation
950 L'Enfant Plass, S. W.
'Washington. D. C. 100Z4

CTWIIITEHEAD:jrn

cc: Mr. Flanigan
Mr. Whitehead
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rCApt

Mr. Peter Flanigan
The White House
Washington, D. C.

Dear Peter:

JOSEPH H. McCONNELL
Chairr mrof the Board

At our last meeting with Dr. Whitehead and
you, we discussed the INTELSAT negotiations, and
Dr. Whitehead indicated that he thought that some-
times Comsat spoke with two voices, or more than
one voice, in any event.

In the.light of this suggestion, I thought it
important that the views of Comsat be clearly
stated, in writing, so that there could be no
further misunderstanding about them. For that
purpose, I am attaching a memorandum dated October
27, 1970, entitled, "Comsat Position on INTELSAT
Definitive Arrangements Negotiations."

I recognize that a great deal of progress has
been made to date. In the remaining negotiations,
there need not and should not be serious conflicts
of views'or-objectives within the United States
Delegation. Above all, I hope we can avoid the
danger that the United States may become committed
to a text which our Board concludes it cannot approvr,
as in the interests of Comsat's stockholders.

I am attaching copies of the memorandum, and
of this letter for Undersecretary-of State for .
Political Affairs, U. Alexis 09hnson, who has.

950 L'ENFANT PLAZA, SW • WASHINGTON. D.C. 20024 • TELEPHONE 202-E54-6!)20



Mr. Flanigan .-2- October 27, 1970

followed the negotiations, as well as Ambassador
Washburn and Dr. Whitehead. Unless you see ob-
jections, I would be grateful if you would trans-
mit them to these individuals.

With kindest regards,

Attachments

7,

Sincerely your

e

airman of the Board



October 27, 1970

MEMORANDUM .

RE: COMSAT  POSITION ON INTELSAT DEFINITIVE ARRANGEMENTS NEGOTIATIOS

The United States, through' its delegation, is presently

engaged in negotiations looking towards what are called

definitive arrangements for INTELSAT. INTELSAT is a consortium

of telecommunications organizations of 76 nations who jointly

own the satellites providing global telecommunications services.

It was created in 1964 under an interim international agreement

which by its terms continues in effect until the definitive

arrangements are completed.

In general, the representatives of the nations other than

the United States in these negotiations speak for government-

owned communication services. In the United States, there is a

great deal of difference, in that the Communications Satellite

Corporation (Comsat) is the telecommunications entity here, rather

than the United States Government.
ke6

Comsat is a private corporation created by an Act  of Congress

as this country's chosen instrument for international satellite

communications. It has issu.ed ten million shares of stock, 'presently

owned by over 120,000 stockholders, who originally subscribed

$200 million to the capital of the corporation.- These st6c1,:h1rlers

are represented by a Board of Directors whose composition is •



established by the Act of Congress and which includes three

Directors appointed by the President.. As the Attorney General

has ruled, all these directors, including the presidential

appointees, have the same fiduciary responsibilities to their

stockholders. Our stockholders look to and are entitled to

rely on this Board for making certain that any arrangements

resulting from the present negotiations operate in the interest

of - and certainly not to the detriment of - their corporation

and themselves as stockholders. The United States delegates

Other than the representatives of Comsat have no such direct

obligation, but, we submit, they cannot disregard or override

the obligations of the Board of Directors of Comsat established

by an Act of Congress.

These negotiations have been proceeding since February, 1969.

Quite naturally, members of the United States Delegation, other

than the representatives from Comsat, are extremely interested

in reaching an end to the negotiations which would result in some

agreement with the other parties thereto. Comsat, while also

interested in reaching a definitive agreement that will serve the

best interests of the United States as well as those of Comsats

stockholders, wants to be c6rtain that the agreement will, in fact,
.;

achieve these goals. Perhaps this difference in posture on occasion

results in differences in judgment as to what should be included

in the ultimate agreement. In any event, Comsat has no recourse
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except to keep as its 
constant goal the protection of 

the

interests of its stockhol
ders as.Comsat.sees those interests.

Consequently, its Board of Direc
tors can not accept anything

in the agreement wh
ich in their judgment brings abou

t a

contrary result. It seems to us that Comsat's in
vestment in

INTELSAT of approximately $300 
million, raised under the aut

hority

of a Congressional charte
r, which is more than one hal

f of the total

/ present capital of INTELSAT
, entitles Comsat to assert s

uch a

position.
.-

Date of Plenipotentiary Confer
ence'

As will be pointed out hereaft
er, there are many subst*antive

issues still unresolved in the 
negotiations. In the opinion of

Comsat, to press for an early ter
mination of the negotiations

at the price of compromising ever
y open.issue will bring about

results which are detrimental to 
Comat and its stockholders, fo

r

the reasons outlined below.

An Intersessional Working Group (I
WG) was established by

the last Plenipotentiary Conference fo
r the purpose of preparing

recommenddd texts of draft intergo
vernmental and operating agree

-

ments which will constitute the INT
ELSAT detinitive arrangements.

To the greatest extent possible, the
 IWG is expected to resolve

differences and to submit ,texts. which have unanimous approval.

Where unanimity is not possible a
nd substantialdifference
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continue to exist, alternative texts will be presented by the

IWG for resolution by the Plenipotentiary Conference.

The IWG met for four weeks in May and June, and again for

four weeks in September and Oc.tober. A great deal of work is

left for the next meeting of the IWG which is scheduled for a

period of four weeks commencing November 23, 1970. No matter

how hopeful the United States Delegation may be, there is no

possibility, in our opinion, of reaching a final agreement at

that working group meeting. Before the next Plenipotentiary

Conference meets, however, it will be r!Effy .t6 haye sub-

stantial unanimity on the agreement, otherwise the Plenipotentiary

Conference will not be able to complete its work satisfactorily.

Between the end of the intersessional Working Group meeting, in

December, and the next Plenipotentiary Conference thereafter, a

very substantial length of time will be required to visit as

many as ten or twelve na.tional_capitals, with pre-arranged dates,

to reach agreement with them on all controversial points. Unless

some prior agreement is,reached, either the Pleni_potentiarill-

f:ail_or_it_cn be concluded only by the United States making
•

sweeping concessions on crucial issue. Either result ought to. _

be avoided. As we see it now, no final Plenipotentiary Conference

can be held, with any promise of success, before September äf 1971.

Comsat's interest in making this point clear is for the



purpose of having a satisfactory conclusion to the Conference.
We want it clearly understood that we seek agreement. The
schedule suggested is for the purpose of achieving an agreement
that Comsat caq_liye_with, and for no other purpose.

Substantive Points 

There are a great many substantive points in an agreement
this complex which have not been resolved. We want to indicate
the more important ones with which Comsat is concerned.

(1) Assembly of Parties

Under the agreement, there are proposed three organs of

INTELSAT:

(A) the Assembly of Parties, which is a one nation, one

vote organ, consisting of representatives of all the

governments which are parties to the agreement;

(B) the Meeting of Signatories, .also - a one member, one

vote body, whith is composed of representatives of

all of the telecommunications organizations which

are signatories to the Operating Agreement (this

includes Comsat); and

(C) the Board of Governors, a body consisting of re-

presentatives of the largest telecommunications

investors and certain groupings of smaller tele-

communications investors, in which the vote is in.• • ..
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proportion to the investment shares of the organization

or group of organizations represented. (At present,

Comsat owns 52.6% of the assets of INTELSAT and,

consequently, has a 52.6% vote in the present governing

body of INTELSAT, the Interim Communications Satellite

Committee).

There has been consistent pressure by many of the parties to

the negotiations to limit Comsat's influence, which it has by

reason of its majority investment, through the device of giving

_-
undue powers to the Assembly of Parties, where decisions can be

taken by a vote of two-thirds of the parties on the basis Of one

country, one vote. Under this voting arrangement it will be

/ possible for parties with only 12% of the total INTELSAT investment

to make decisions which are opposed by a .minority of the parties

holding 88% of the investment.

In the light of the'composition of the Assembly of Parties,

Comsat, with its contribution of half of the total investment in

INTELSAT, can never consent to any meaningful power or authority

in the Assembly of Parites over the eommercial. spects of the

operations of INTELSAT. The constant pressure of many others is

to bring about the exact opposite of:this; by suggesting all kinds

of different and obscure wordings for inclusion in Article VII.



For these reasons, Comsat has steadfastly taken the position

that it will not concur in any of the provisions of Article VII

relating to the functions and powers of the Assembly of Parties

until all of these provisions are negotiated to our satisfaction.

As is usual in negotiations of this kind, efforts have been made

to reach agreement one by one on each of the separate provisions

instead of negotiating a total agreement on all of these pro-

visions of Article VII. Comsat wants to make it clear, therefore,

that it has not consented, and will not consent, to any one or

more of the provisions of Article VII relating to the functions

and powers of the Assembly of Parties -.taken by itself, but will

reserve its concurrence until all of these provisions are fully

and finally negotiated.•

The problem which Comsat would face if it took any other

position can be shown by a single example: One of the provisions

of Article VII tentatively adopted by the IWG would give the

Assembly of Parties the following power: "To consider complaints

submitted to it by the Parties,." Comsat has consistently main-

tained that any power in the Assembly of Parties to consider

complaints must be limited to complaints on subject matter which

falls within some other function specifically assigned to the

Assembly of Parties. Otherwise no subject, no matter how much

beyond its jurisdiction, if presented to the Assembly of Pal:Licq

in the guise of a "complaint," will be excluded from its agc:nda.
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We have not been reassured by the argument that• the word

"consider," as it appears in the above text, does not give the

Assembly of Parties the broad jurisdiction which we fear. We

can only assume that the power to consider a complaint includes

the power to make a decision. Even if the form of this decision

should be only a recommendation to the Board of Governors, it

seems questionable that the Board of Governors would be permitted,

as a political matter, to disregard such a recommendation.

NeVertheless, the language tentatively adopted by the IWG

does not contain any limitation on the power of the Assembly to

deal with "complaints." We are concerned that this broad language

would permit the Assembly to enter into matters of a commercial

nature from which it apparently has been excluded by other

provisions of the agreement. The vesting of such an unqualified

power of review in the Assembly of Parties not only would inhibit

the Board of Governors in dealing with certain matters in the

face of a threatened "complaint" but, even worse, it might result

in a final and inconsistent disposition by the Assembly of matters

which had been acted upon by the Board of Governpx:p and which

arc inappropriate for Assembly action.,

(2) Amendment

Obviously, if the agreement reached can be easily aMended

without the concurrence of those holding the principal investment
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interests in INTELSAT, there is little purpose in going through

the burdensome and difficult negotiations to which we have

addressed ourselves during the past 18 months.

The amendment formula which we have insisted upon provides

that adoption of an amendment would require approval by"two-thirds

of the Parties, provided that such two-thirds included Parties

who hold or whose signatories hold at least two-thirds of the

investment shares." This formula has been designed to make it

virtually certain that the United States would have to concur

in any amendment to the Agreement. It is consiqtent with the

amendment procedure contained in many multilateral international

agreements of a commercial and financial nature to which the

United States is a Party and where United States participation

is essential in order for the organization to function effectively,

(For example, the International Bank for Reconstruction and

Development, the International Monetary Fund, the Inter-American

Development Bank, the International Development Association and

the International Finance Corporation).

In the last session of the IWG this formula. came under heavy

attack. A proposal with wide-spread support woUld permit amend-

ment by approval of 85% of the Parties regardless of their in-

vestment shares. This would mean that it would be possible for

parties possessing only 25%:of the total INTELSAT investment to

amend the agreement over the objection of a minority of parties
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bolding 75% of the total investment shares. With a probable

INTELSAT membership in excess of. 80 countries, the United

States would need the support of a substantial number to block

a proposed amendment. Thus, there would be no assurance that

the agreements could not be amended without United States

concurrence.

There is no limit on the subject matter which may be dealt

with by the amendment process. The result might even be that

the United States would have no recoure except to threaten

withdrawal from INTELSAT if certain proposed amendments were

adopted, for example, amendments dealing with tax and customs

immunities which could not be effective within the United States

except through the treaty-making or legislative process. A

more likely and therefore more dangeroup prospect is that through

a series of amendments which the United States would be powerless .111.0.10.

to oppose, the powers of the Assembly of Parties could be gradually

expanded at the expense of the Board of Governors.

Comsat must be assured that the final agreement will contain

an amendment procedure substantially in accordance with the formula

•N.

stated above.

(3) Price Flexibility 

At the last session of the IWG there was substantial support
• •

for inserting in Article V a provision requiring, that space
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segment utilization charges must be at the same rate for all

users of the INTELSAT system, thus depriving the Board of Governors

of any flexibility in INTELSAT's policy.

This means, for example, that if a separate regional system,

having no such limitation on its freedom of action, chose to

price its services so as to undercut INTELSAT, INTELSAT would not

be able to meet that price on a competitive basis. This is totally

unacceptable in any commercial enterprise. Comsat therefore must

oppose that section of Article V.

(4) Capital Ceiliaa

INTELSAT presently has a net capital investment approaching

$200 million of which Comsat's part is approximately $100 million.

During the next two years the net capital investment will increase

rapidly because of programs already under way.

It has been proposed that the Operating Agreement be so drafted

as to impose an unacceptably low ceiling on the net capital con-

tributions which could be required from INTELSAT members without

a prior decision by the Meeting of Signatories. This proposal

vkij 6,< tyrD55 . •
would impose a ceiling d:$.300 million and would limit the authority

of the Board of Governors to increase this cei-ling by only 10%.

It would also provide that any highex: ceiling could only be established

by the Meeting of Signatories., on a one member, one vote _basis.



-The effect of this provision, if adopted, would be to
1

preclude new programs involving substantial additional ex-

penditures without the approval of the Meeting of Signatories,

whose voting procedure does not reflect the investment interests

of the INTELSAT members. For a rapidly changing and expanding

enterprise, such as INTELSAT, this is a restriction which would

make it unworkable. Comsat, therefore, cannot approve this

I

....•••••••••••  

proposal.

(5) Separate Regional Satellite Systems 

What has happened here is an example of the difficulty of

trying to work out a portion of an agreement without a resolution

of all of the problems involved.

Article XIV provides that there may be separate regional

communications satellite systems, but it requires that countries

intending to establish such systems must submit their proposed

systems to the Assembly of Parties through the Board of Governors

for a judgment as to whether the system is technically compatible

with INTELSAT and whetiler such. system would do significant economic

harm to INTELSAT.

Comsat acquiesced in this proposal after pressure from

certain European and the Japanese delegations. Comsat did so in

the expectation that the United States certainly would not assist

in the establishment of s4arate-regional systems to the deul:i-7p.t



of INTELSAT. We felt confident that the United States would

not launch regional satellites for other countries unless a

favorable decision was first obtained from the Assembly of

Parties acting on the advice of the Board of Governors.

We now have learned that the United States, through the

State Department, has recently stated to a European delegation

that it would launch regional satellites for Europe so long as

the Assembly of Parties failed to adopt, by the required two-

thirds vote, an adverse finding concerning the proposed system.

Evidently this would be done even if the United States represent-

ative in the Board of Governors (Comat), or the Board of Governors

by a majority vote, had decided that such a regional system

would operate to the economic detriment of INTELSAT. It should

be noted that the large number of European members of INTELSAT

virtually assure Europe of enough votes to' block the Assembly of

Parties from adopting an adverse finding by a two-thirds vote,

regardless of our view of the harm which the proposed system

might cause to INTELSAt.

Such action on the part of the State Department negates the

whole purpose of INTELSAT and, to an extent, tfi6:real purpose -

of Comsat.
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This entire matter should be re-opened within the United

States Delegation unless some reliable assurance can be given

to Comsat that the United States will not provide launch services

except to a satellite system found by the Board of Governors to

be compatible with the interests of INTELSAT.

We want to state again that Comsat will cooperate in every

way possible to bring about an agreement in the best interests

of all concerned, including the protection of Comsat and its

stockholders.

••••
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November 12, 1970

Dear Joe:

It was good to see you again on October 15th. 1 appreciated
your visit and the active interest that you personally have
taken in the INTELSAT negotiations.

I have transmitted your letter of October 27th and your
memorandusr. to Alex Johnson, Abbott Washburn, and
Tom Whitehead. You will be hearing from Tom directly in
the near future.

I. personally, agree that it would be most unfortunate if the
negotiations resulted in a position unacceptable to the Comsat
Board. Tom feels confident that this can be avoided.

With warm personal regards.

Sincerely,

Peter Flanigan
Assistant to the President

Ur. Joseph H. McConnell
Chairman of the Board
Communications Satellite Corporation
950 L'Enfant Plaza, S. W.
Washington. D. C. 20024

cc: Mr. Flanigan
Whitehead

Central Files

CTWhitehead/Rose:jen



November 12, 1970

Dear Joe:

It was good to see you again on Octobe
r 15th. I appreciated

your visit and the active interest that y
ou personally have

taken in the INTELSAT negotiations.

I have transmitted your letter of Oc
tober 27th and your

memorandum to Alex Johnson, Ab
bott Washburn, and

Tom Whitehead. You will be hearin
g from Toni directly in

the near future.

personally, agree that it would be mos
t unfortunate if the

negotiations resulted in a position una
cceptable to the Comsat

Board. Tom feels confident that thi
s can be avoided.

With warm personal regards.

Sincerely,

Peter Flanigan

Assietant to the President

Mr. Joseph H. McConnell

Chairman of the Board

Communications Satellite Corporation

950 L'Enfant Plaza, S. W.

Washington, D. C. 20024

cc: Mr. Flanigan

Mr. Whitehead

Central Files

CTWhitehead/Rose:jrn



November 11, 1970

To: U. Alexis Johnson

From: Tom Whitehead

The attached is forwarded for your information.
I believe we should discuss at an appropriate
time in our review of where we go from here.

Attachment

cc: Mr. Whitehead

CTWhitehead:ed/jm



Judy I called Marie and she was just leaving and she didn't know whether
this had been retyped for Flanigan's sig.

Said she would check and call in the morning.
In the meantime, I c&flt'citJ7 checked Tom and he seemed rather upset
that Steve didn't understand what he meant and hadn't checked with
Jon.

Said to go ahead and retype for Flanigan's signature (couldn't understand
why they couldn't have done it).

Then said to go ahead and send the memo to Johnson and letter to
IVICaail;Well. and say

"The attached is forwarded for your information. 1Ij114.t I believe
we should discuss at an appropriate time in our review of where we go
from hem." (I think if you just attach a To-From, then he wouldn't
have to sign, lAithiri )
No, on second thought, it will have to be a To - From note but will
have to go in to Tom, attached to these McConnell and Johnson papers
because he still has to sign them. (He said (attach the note to
copies of the letters) I guess perhaps you should really ask him
if he does really want to sign the letters, or just send a copy of them
as he 4/ indicated to me. 7 7 9 7 7  ?
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE: PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
POLICY

1.7

WASHINGTON, D.C.,'.004 DIRUCTOR

October 30, 1.970

C..rd

MEMORANDUM FOR JON ROSE

This should go out as soon as poi$sible or
 we shoul

discuss as soon as possible. pe substanc
e of the

Comsat memorandum repres/nts nothing 
really new

and is much more moderat and reasoned than Peter

might have been led to ex ect.

In short, no problemspxcept that we should 
preserve

the protocol of respoinsibilities. I will transmit copies

of the letter direct]* to Washburn and Alex Jo
hnson

. and reply substantively to McConnell. You can
 assure

)Peter that there,‘ re no major problems, and 
that I have

/ been in touch b9rith with McConnell and with 
Charyk about

1 the future cou /se of events.
i.....,,,

Clay T. Whitehead

Attachment



THE WHITE HOUSE

WAS HING TO N

Dear Joe:

It was good to see you again on October 15th.

ThlaglaJalajlakoeftrigaialiti I appreciated your visit and y,ailar

tiOanisLo.a.Qa.core active interestrn the INTELSAT
negotiations.44,,pidAsie den. 144.40.4
I have transmitted your letter of October 27thTom Whitehead* a.iYou will be hearing froi

0.114 'directly in the near uture.

P3.‘

6)14400)1 ith warm perso al regards.

to

r•frri"

0.4-1 r•-•
Sincerely,

Peter Flanigan

Assistant to the President

Mr. Joseph H. McConnell

Chairman of the Board

Communications Satellite corporation

950 L'Enfant Plaza, S. W.

Washington, D. C. 20024

•

„ 
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October 30, 1970

MF:MORANDUM FOR JON ROSE

This should go out as soon as possible or we should
discuss as soon as pessible. The substance of tho
Comsat memorandum represents nothing really sew
and is much more moderate and reasoned than Peter
might have been led to expect.

la short, no problems except that we should preserve
the protocol of responsibilities. I will transmit copies
of the letter directly to Washburn and Alex Johnson
sad reply substantively to McConnell. You can assure
Peter that there are no major problems, and that I have
been is tench both with McConnell and with Charyk about
the future course of events.

Attachment

Clay T. Whitehead



ear Joe'

/t Ix a rood to see yoi again on October 15th. Doth
'rota hitehead and I appreclia‘d your vitt and yoar
taking altars active interest in the INTELSAT
argotiati a.

I have trans lined your letter ot October 27th to
Tom Wiatehea anti you will be beariai from hial
directly in the c,r iattare.

With rAn personal •&rd..

-lacerely.

Peter Lanigan
A.t;sista to the President

Joteph If. McConnell
Chairm,i4i of the l'oard
Communication* Zatellite Corporation
950 L'Eniant Plazh. S. W.
Washington. D. C. Z007.4

CTWIIITEHEAD:jrn

cc: Mr. Flanigan
Mr. Whitehead

-mm....1.11111111
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Mr. Peter Flanigan
The White House
Washington, D. C.

Dear Peter:

McCONNELL
of the Board

At our last meeting with Dr. Whitehead and
you, we discussed the INTELSAT negotiations, and
Dr. Whitehead indicated that he thought that some-
times Comsat spoke with two voices, or more than
one voice, in any event.

In the light of this suggestion, I thought it
important that the views of Comsat be clearly
stated, in writing, so that there could be no
further misunderstanding about them. For that
purpose, I am attaching a memorandum dated October
27, 1970, entitled, "Comsat Position on INTELSAT
Definitive Arrangements Negotiations."

I recognize that a great deal of progress has
been made to date. In the remaining negotiations,
there need not and should not be serious conflicts
of views'or objectives within the United States
Delegation. Above all, I hope we can avoid the
danger that the United States may become committed
to a text which our Board concludes it cannot approve
as in the interests of Comsat's stockholders.

I am attaching copies of the memorandum, and
of this letter for Undersecretary.. of State for
Political Affairs, U. Alexis Johnson, who has,

950 L'ENFANT PLAZA, SW • WASHINGTON. D.C. 20024 • TELEPHONE 202-554-6020



Mr. Flanigan -2- October 27, 1970

followed the negotiations, as well as Ambassador
Washburn and Dr. Whitehead. Unless you see ob-
jections, I would be grateful if you would trans-
mit them to these individuals.

With kindest regards,

Attachments

Sincerely your,

e

airman of the Board



October 27, 1970

MEMORANDUM

RE: COMSAT POSITION ON INTELSAT DEFINITIVE ARRANGEMENTS NEGOTIATIONS

The United States, through' its delegation, is presently

engaged in negotiations looking towards what are called

definitive arrangements for INTELSAT. INTELSAT is a consortium

of telecommunications organizations of 76 nations who jointly

own the satellites providing global telecommunications services.

It was created in 1964 under an interim international agreement

which by its terms continues in effect until the definitive

arrangements are completed.

In general, the representatives of the nations other than

the United States in these negotiations speak for government-

owned communication services. In the United States, there is a

great deal of difference, in that the Communications Satellite

Corporation (Comsat) is the telecommunications entity here, rather

than the United States Government. -Hy
Comsat is a private corporation created by an Act of Congress

as this country's chosen instrument for international satellite

communications. It has issued ten million shares of stock, 'presently

owned by over 120,000 stockholders, who originally subscribed

$200 million to the capital of the corporation.- These stockholders

are represented by a Board of Directors whose composition is
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established by the Act of Congress and which includes three

Directors appointed by the President. As the Attorney General

has ruled, all these directors, including the presidential

appointees, have the same fiduciary responsibilities to their

stockholders. Our stockholders look to and are entitled to

rely on this Board for making certain that any arrangements

resulting from the present negotiations operate in the interest

of - and certainly not to the detriment of - their corporation

and themselves as stockholders. The United States delegates

Other than the representatives of Comsat have no such direct

obligation, but, we submit, they cannot disregard or override

the obligations of the Board of Directors of Comsat established

by an Act of Congress.

These negotiations have been proceeding since February, 1969.

Quite naturally, members of the United States Delegation, other

than the representatives from Comsat, are extremely interested

in reaching an end to the negotiations which would result in some

agreement with the other parties thereto. Comsat, while also

interested in reaching a definitive agreement that will serve the

best interests of the United States as well as those of Comsat's

stockholders, wants to be c6rtain that the agreement will, in fact,

achieve these goals. Perhaps this difference in posture on occasion

results in differences in judgment as to what should be inclucled

in the ultimate agreement. In any evsent, Comsat has no recourse
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except to keep as its const
ant goal the protection of the

interests of its stockholde
rs as, Comsat secs those interests.

Consequently, its Board of Director
s can not accept anything

in the agreement which i
n their judgment brings about a

contrary result. It seems to us that Comsat's inve
stment in

INTELSAT of approximately $100 mill
ion, raised under the authority

of a Congressional charter, wh
ich is more than one half of the tot

al

present capital of INTELSAT, entitle
s Comsat to assert such a

position.

Date of Plenipotentiary Conference
 

As will be pointed out hereafter, the
re are many substantive

issues still unresolved in the negotia
tions. In the opinion of

Comsat, to press for an early terminati
on of the negotiations

at the price of compromising every ope
n issue will bring about

results which are detrimental to Comsat
 and its stockholders, for

the reasons outlined below.

An Intersessional Working Group (I
WG) was established by

the last Plenipotentiary Conference 
for the purpose of preparing

recommended texts of draft interg
overnmental and operating agree-

ments which will constitute the INTELSA
T definitive arrangements.

To the greatest extent possible, the IW
G is expected to resolve

differences and to submit texts 
which have unanimous approval.

Where unanimity is not possible and s
ubstantial differences
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continue to exist, alternative texts will be presented by the

IWG for resolution by the Plenipotentiary Conference.

The IWG met for four weeks in May and June, and again for

four weeks in September and October. A great deal of work is

left for the next meeting of the IWG which is scheduled for a

period of four weeks commencing November 23, 1970. No matter

how hopeful the United States Delegation may be, there is no

possibility, in our opinion, of reaching a final agreement at

that working group meeting. Before the next Plenipotentiary

Conference meets, however, it will be necessary tO 1-1_4vp sub-

stantial unanimity on the agreement, otherwise the Plenipotentiary •

Conference will not be able to complete its work satisfactorily.

Between the end of the Intersessional Working Group meeting, in

December, and the next Plenipotentiary Conference thereafter, a

very substantial length of time will be required to visit as

many as ten or twelve_n4t,ion4Lcapita.ls, with pre-arranged dates,

•

to reach agreement with them on all controversial points. Unless

some prior agreement is reached, either the Plenip_2tentiary_will
• 

••••-• • •• .

fail or it can be concluded only by the United States making

sweeping concessions on crucial issues. Either result ought to

be avoided. As we see it now, no final Plenipotentiary Conference

can be held, with any promise of success, before September of 1971.

Comsat's interest in making this point clear is for the
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purpose of having a satisfactory conclusion to the Conference.
We want it clearly understood that we seek agreement. The
schedule suggested is for the purpose of achieving an agreement
that Comsat can " , and for no other purpose.

Substantive Points 

There are a great many substantive points in an agreement
this complex which have not been resolved. We want to indicate
the more important ones with which Comsat is concerned.
(1) Assembly of Parties 

Under the agreement, there are proposed three- organs of
INTELSAT:

(A) the Assembly of Parties, which is a one nation, one

vote organ, consisting of representatives of all the

governments which are parties to the agreement;

(B) the Meeting of Signatories, also a one member, one

vote body, which is composed of representatives of

all of the telecommunications organizations which

are signatories to the Operating Agreement (this

includes Comsat); and

(C) the Board of Governors, a body consisting of re-

presentatives of the largest telecommunications

investors and certain groupings of smaller tele-

communications investors, in which the vote is in



proportion to the investment shares of the organization

or group of organizations represented. (At present,

Comsat owns 52.6% of the assets of INTELSAT and,

consequently, has a 52.6% vote in the present governing

body of INTELSAT, the Interim Communications Satellite

Committee).

There has been consistent pressure by many of the parties to

the negotiations to limit Comsat's influence, which it has by

reason of its majority investment, through the device of giving

undue powers to the Assembly of Parties, where decisions can be

taken by a vote of two-thirds of the parties on the basis of one

country, one vote. Under this voting arrangement it will be

possible for parties with only 12% of the total INTELSAT investment VN
V

to make decisions which are opposed by a minority of the parties

holding 88% of the investment.

In the light of the'composition of the Assembly of Parties,

Comsat, with its contribution of half of the total investment in

INTELSAT, can never consent to any meaningful power or authority

in the Assembly of Parites over tho commercial aspects of the

operations of INTELSAT. The constant pressure of many others is

to bring about the exact opposite of i this, by suggesting all kinds

of different and obscure wordings for inclusion in Article VII.
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For these reasons, Comsat has steadfastly taken the position

that it will not concur in anx_21...I.11.2_provisions of Article VII

relating to the functions and powers of the Assembly of Parties

until all of these provisions are negotiated to our satisfaction.

As is usual in negotiations of this kind, efforts have been made

to reach agreement one by one on each of the separate provisions

instead of negotiating a total agreement on all of these pro-

visions of Article VII. Comsat wants to make it clear, therefore,

that it has not consented, and will npt consent, to any one or

more of the provisions of Article VII relating to the functions

and powers of the Assembly of Parties -taken by itself, but will

reserve its concurrence until all of these provisions are fully

and finally negotiated.

The problem which Comsat would face if it took any other

position can be shown by a single example. One of the provisions

of Article VII tentatiyely adopted by the IWG would give the

Assembly of Parties the following power: "To consider complaints

submitted to it by the Parties." Comsat has consistently main-

tained that any power in the Assembly of Parties to consider

complaints must be limited to complaints on subject matter which

falls within some other function specifically assigned to the

Assembly of Parties. Otherwise no subject, no matter how much

beyond its jurisdiction, if presented to the Assembly of Parties

in the guise of a "complaint," will be excluded from its agnda.



We have not been reassured by the argument that the word

"consider," as it appears in the above text, does not give the

Assembly of Parties the broad jurisdiction which we fear. We

can only assume that the power to consider a complaint includes

the power to make a decision. Even if the form of this decision

should be only a recommendation to the Board of Governors, it

seems questionable that the Board of Governors would be permitted,

as a political matter, to disregard such a recommendation.

NeVertheless, the language tentatively adopted by the IWG
-

does not contain any limitation on the power of the Assembly to

deal with "complaints." We are concerned that this broad language

would permit the Assembly to enter into matters of a commercial

nature from which it apparently has been excluded by other

provisions of the agreement. The vesting of such an unqualified

power of review in the Assembly of Parties not only would inhibit

the Board of Governors in dealing with certain matters in the

face of a threatened "complaint" but, even worse, it might result

in a final and inconsistent disposition by the Assembly of matters

which had been acted upon by the Board of Governors and which

are inappropriate for Assembly action.

(2) Amendment 

Obviously, if the agreement reached can be easily amended

without the concurrence of those holding the principal investment



interests in INTELSAT, there is little purpose in going through

the burdensome and difficult negotiations to which we have

addressed ourselves during the past 18 months.

The amendment formula which we have insisted upon provides

that adoption of an amendment would require approval by'two-thirds

of the Parties, provided that such two-thirds included Parties

who hold or whose signatories hold at least two-thirds of the

investment shares." This formula has been designed to make it

virtually certain that the United States would have to concur

in any amendment to the Agreement. It is consistent with the

amendment procedure contained in many multilateral international

agreements of a commercial and financial nature to which the

United States is a Party and where United States participation

is essential in order for the organization to function effectively.

(For example, the International Bank for Reconstruction and

Development, the International Monetary Fund, the Inter-American

Development Bank, the International Development Association and

the International Finance Corporation).

In the last session of the IWG this formula. came under heavy

attack. A proposal with wide-spread support would permit amend-

ment by approval of 85% of the Parties regardless of their in-

vestment shares. This would mean that it would be possible for

parties possessing only 25% of the total INTELSAT investment to

amend the agreement over the objection of a minority of parties
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holding 75% of the total investment shares. With a probable

INTELSAT membership in excess of 80 countries, the United

States would need the support of a substantial number to block

a proposed amendment. Thus, there would be no assurance that

the agreements could not be amended without United States

concurrence.

There is no limit on the subject matter which may be dealt

with by the amendment process. The result might even be that

the United States would have no recouree except to threaten

withdrawal from INTELSAT if certain proposed amendments were

adopted, for example, amendments dealing with tax and customs

immunities which could not be effective within the United States

except through the treaty-making or legislative process. A

more likely and therefore more dangerous prospect is that through

a series of amendments which the United States would be powerless

to oppose, the powers of the Assembly of Parties could be gradually

expanded at the expense of the Board of Governors.

Comsat must be assured that the final agreement will contain

an amendment procedure substantially in accordance with the formula

stated above.

(3) Price Flexibility 

At the last session of the IWG there was substantial support

for inserting in Article V a provision requiring that space
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segment utilization charges must be at the same rate for all

users of the INTELSAT system, thus depriving the Board of Governors

of any flexibility in INTELSAT's policy.

This means, for example, that if a separate regional system,

having no such limitation on its freedom of action, chose to

price its services so as to undercut INTELSAT, INTELSAT would not

be able to meet that price on a competitive basis. This is totally

unacceptable in any commercial enterprise. Comsat therefore must

\ oppose that section of Article V.

(4) Capital Ceiling 

INTELSAT presently has a net capital investment approaching

$200 million of which Comsat's part is approximately $100 million.

During the next two years the net capital investment will increase

rapidly because of programs already under way.

It has been proposed that the Operating Agreement be so drafted

as to impose an unacceptably low ceiling on the net capital con-

tributions which could be required from INTELSAT members without

a prior decision by the Meeting of Signatories.This proposal

would impose a ceiling d:$300 million and would limit the authority

of the Board of Governors to.increase this ceiling by only 10%.

It would also provide that any highei ceiling could only be established

by the Meeting of Signatories on a one member, one vote basis.
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'The effect of this provision, if adopted, would be to

preclude new programs involving substantial additional ex-

penditures without the approval of the Meeting of Signatories,

whose voting procedure does not reflect the investment interests

of the INTELSAT members. For a rapidly changing and expanding

enterprise, such as INTELSAT, this is a restriction which would

make it unworkable. Comsat, therefore, cannot approve this

proposal.

(5) Separate Reqional Satellite Systems 

What has happened here is an example of the difficulty of

trying to work out a portion of an agreement without a resolution

of all of the problems involved.

Article XIV provides that there may be separate regional

communications satellite systems, but it requires that countries

intending to establish such systems must submit their proposed

systems to the Assembly of Parties through the Board of Governors

for a judgment as to whether the system is technically compatible

with INTELSAT and whetiler such system would do significant economic

harm to INTELSAT.

Comsat acquiesced in this proposal after pressure from

certain European and the Japanese delegations. Comsat did so in

the expectation that the United States certainly would not assist

in the establishment of separate-regional systems to the detrikicInt
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of INTELSAT. We felt confident that the United States would

not launch regional satellites for other countries unless a

favorable decision was first obtained from the Assembly of

Parties acting on the advice of the Board of Governors.

We now have learned that the United States, through the

State Department, has recently stated to a European delegation

that it would launch regional satellites for Europe so long as

the Assembly of Parties failed to adopt, by the required two-

thirds vote, an adverse finding concerning the proposed system.

Evidently this would be done even if the United States represent-

ative in the Board of Governors (Comsat), or the Board of Governors

by a majority vote, had decided that such a regional system

would operate to the economic detriment of INTELSAT. It should

be noted that the large number of European members of INTELSAT

virtually assure Europe of enough votes to block the Assembly of

Parties from adopting an adverse finding by a two-thirds vote,

regardless of our view of the harm which the proposed system

might cause to INTELSAt.

Such action on the part of the State Department negates the

whole purpose of INTELSAT and, to an extent, tfie real purpose -

of Comsat.
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This entire matter should be re-opened within the United

States Delegation unless some reliable assurance can be given

to Comsat that the United States will not provide launch services

except to a satellite system found by the Board of Governors to

be compatible with the interests of INTELSAT.

We want to state again that Comsat will cooperate in every

way possible to bring about an agreement in the best interests

of all concerned, including the protection of Comsat and its

stockholders.
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JOSEPH H. McCONNELL
Chairman of the Board

October 27, 1970

Mr. Peter Flanigan
The White House
Washington, D. C.

Dear Peter:

At our last meeting with Dr. Whitehead and
you, we discussed the INTELSAT negotiations, and
Dr. Whitehead indicated that he thought that some-
times Comsat spoke with two voices, or more than
one voice, in any event.

In the light of this suggestion, I thought it
important that the views of Comsat be clearly
stated, in writing, so that there could be no
further misunderstanding about them. For that
purpose, I am attaching a memorandum dated October
27, 1970, entitled, "Comsat Position on INTELSAT
Definitive Arrangements Negotiations."

I recognize that a great deal of progress has
been made to date. In the remaining negotiations,
there need not and should not be serious conflicts
of views or objectives within the United States
Delegation. Above all, I hope we can avoid the
danger that the United States may become committed
to a text which our Board concludes it cannot approve
as in the interests of Comsat's stockholders.

I am attaching copies of the memorandum and
of this letter for Undersecretary of State for
Political Affairs, U. Alexis Johnson, who has

950 L'ENFANT PLAZA, SW • WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 • TELEPHONE 202-554-6020
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followed the negotiations, as well as Ambassador

Washburn and Dr. Whitehead. Unless you see ob-

jections, I would be grateful if you would trans-

mit them to these individuals.

With kindest regards,

Attachments

Sincerely yours

airman of the Board



October 27, 1970

MEMORANDUM

RE: COMSAT POSITION ON INTELSAT DEFINITIVE ARRANGEMENTS NEGOTIATIONS 

The United States, through its delegation, is presently

engaged in negotiations looking towards what are called

definitive arrangements for INTELSAT. INTELSAT is a consortium

of telecommunications organizations of 76 nations who jointly

own the satellites providing global telecommunications services.

It was created in 1964 under an interim international agreement

Which by its terms continues in effect until the definitive

arrangements are completed.

In general, the representatives of the nations other than

the United States in these negotiations speak for government-

owned communication services. In the United States, there is a

great deal of difference, in that the Communications Satellite

Corporation (Comsat) is the telecommunications entity here,. rather

than the United States Government.

Comsat is a private corporation created by an Act of Congress

as this country's chosen instrument for international satellite

communications. It has issued ten million shares of stock, presently

owned by over 120,000 stockholders, who originally subscribed

$200 million to the capital of the corporation. These stockholders

are represented by a Board of Directors whose ccmpositicn is
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established by the Act of Congress and which includes three

Directors appointed by the President. As the Attorney General

has ruled, all these directors, including the presidential

appointees, have the same fiduciary responsibilities to their

stockholders. Our stockholders look to and are entitled to

rely on this Board for making certain that any arrangements

resulting from the present negotiations operate in the interest

of - and certainly not to the detriment of - their corporation

and themselves as stockholders. The United States delegates

Other than the representatives of Comsat have no such direct

obligation, but, we submit, they cannot disregard or override

the obligations of the Board of Directors of Comsat established

by an Act of Congress.

These negotiations have been proceeding since February, 1969.

Quite naturally, members of the United States Delegation, other

than the representatives from Comsat, are extremely interested

in reaching an end to the negotiations which would result in some

agreement with the other parties thereto. Comsat, while also

interested in reaching a definitive agreement that will serve the

best interests of the United States as well as those of Comsat's

stockholders, wants to be certain that the agreement will, in fact,

achieve these goals. Perhaps this difference in posture on occasion

results in differences in judgment as to what should be included

in the ultimate agreement. In any event, Comsat has no recourse
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except to keep as its constant goal the protection of the

interests of its stockholders as Comsat sees those interests.

Consequently, its Board of Directors can not accept anything

in the agreement which in their judyment brings about a

contrary result. It seems to us that Comsat's investment in

INTELSAT of approximately $100 million, raised under the authority

of a Congressional charter, which is more than one half of the total

present capital of INTELSAT, entitles Comsat to assert such a

position.

Date of Plenipotentiary Conference 

As will be pointed out hereafter, there are many substantive

issues still unresolved in the negotiations. In the opinion of

Comsat, to press for an early termination of the negotiations

at the price of compromising every open issue will bring about

results which are detrimental to Comsat and its stockholders, for

the reasons outlined below.

An Intersessional Working Group (IWG) was established by

the last Plenipotentiary Conference for the purpose of preparing

recommended texts of draft intergovernmental and operating agree-

ments which will constitute the INTELSAT definitive arrangements.

To the greatest extent possible, the IWG is expected to resolve

differences and to submit texts which have unanimous approval.

Where unanimity is not possible and substantial differences
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continue to exist, alternative texts will be presented by the

IWG for resolution by the Plenipotentiary Conference.

The IWG met for four weeks in May and June, and again for

four weeks in September and October. A great deal of work is

left for the next meeting of the IWG which is scheduled for a

period of four weeks commencing November 23, 1970. No matter

how hopeful the United States Delegation may be, there is no

possibility, in our opinion, of reaching a final agreement at

that working group meeting. Before the next Plenipotentiary

Conference meets, however, it will be necessary to have sub-

stantial unanimity on the agreement, otherwise the Plenipotentiary

Conference will not be able to complete its work satisfactorily.

Between the end of the Intersessional Working Group meeting, in

December, and the next Plenipotentiary Conference thereafter, a

very substantial length of time will be required to visit as

many as ten or twelve national capitals, with pre-arranged dates,

to reach agreement with them on all controversial points. Unless

some prior agreement is reached, either the Plenipotentiary will

fail or it can be concluded only by the United States making

sweeping concessions on crucial issues. Either result ought to

be avoided. As we see it now, no final Plenipotentiary Conference

can be held, with any promise of success, before September of 1971.

Comsat's interest in making this point clear is for the
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purpose of having a satisfactory conclusion to the Conference.

We want it clearly understood that we seek agreement. The

schedule suggested is for the purpose of achieving an agreement

that Comsat can live with, and for no other purpose.

Substantive Points 

There are a great many substantive points in an agreement

this complex which have not been resolved. We want to indicate

the more important ones with which Comsat is concerned.

(1) Assembly of Parties 

Under the agreement, there are proposed three organs of

INTELSAT:

(A) the Assembly of Parties, which is a one nation, one

vote organ, consisting of representatives of all the

governments which are parties to the agreement;

(B) the Meeting of Signatories, also a one member, one

vote body, which is composed of representatives of

all of the telecommunications organizations which

are signatories to the Operating Agreement (this

includes Comsat); and

(C) the Board of Governors, a body consisting of re-

presentatives of the largest telecommunications

investors and certain groupings of smaller tele-

communications investors, in which the vote is in
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proportion to the investment shares of the organization

or group of organizations represented. (At present,

Comsat owns 52.6% of the assets of INTELSAT and,

consequently, has a 52.6% vote in the present governing

body of INTELSAT, the Interim Communications Satellite

Committee).

There has been consistent pressure by many of the parties to

the negotiations to limit Comsat's influence, which it has by

reason of its majority investment, through the device of giving

undue powers to the Assembly of Parties, where decisions can be

taken by a vote of two-thirds of the parties on the basis of one

country, one vote. Under this voting arrangement it will be

possible for parties with only 12% of the total INTELSAT investment

to make decisions which are opposed by a minority of the parties

holding 88% of the investment.

In the light of the composition of the Assembly of Parties,

Comsat, with its contribution of half of the total investment in

INTELSAT, can never consent to any meaningful power or authority

in the Assembly of Parites over the commercial aspects of the

operations of INTELSAT. The constant pressure of many others is

to bring about the exact opposite of this, by suggesting all kinds

of different and obscure wordings for inclusion in Article VII.
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For these reasons, Comsat has steadfastly taken the position

that it will not concur in any of the provisions of Article VII

relating to the functions and powers of the Assembly of Parties

until all of these provisions are negotiated to our satisfaction.

As is usual in negotiations of this kind, efforts have been made

to reach agreement one by one on each of the separate provisions

instead of negotiating a total agreement on all of these pro-

visions of Article VII. Comsat wants to make it clear, therefore,

that it has not consented, and will not consent, to any one or

more of the provisions of Article VII relating to the functions

and powers of the Assembly of Parties taken by itself, but will

reserve its concurrence until all of these provisions are fully

and finally negotiated.

The problem which Comsat would face if it took any other

position can be shown by a single example. One of the provisions

of Article VII tentatively adopted by the IWG would give the

Assembly of Parties the following power: "To consider complaints

submitted to it by the Parties." Comsat has consistently main-

tained that any power in the Assembly of Parties to consider

complaints must be limited to complaints on subject matter which

falls within some other function specifically assigned to the

Assembly of Parties. Otherwise no subject, no matter how much

beyond its jurisdiction, if presented to the Assembly of Parties

in the guise of a "complaint," will be excluded from its agenda.



We have not been reassured by the argument that the word

"consider," as it appears in the above text, does not give the

Assembly of Parties the broad jurisdiction which we fear. We

can only assume that the power to consider a complaint includes

the power to make a decision. Even if the form of this decision

should be only a recommendation to the Board of Governors, it

seems questionable that the Board of Governors would be permitted,

as a political matter, to disregard such a recommendation.

Nevertheless, the language tentatively adopted by the IWG

does not contain any limitation on the power of the Assembly to

deal with "complaints." We are concerned that this broad language

would permit the Assembly to enter into matters of a commercial

nature from which it apparently has been excluded by other

provisions of the agreement. The vesting of such an unqualified

power of review in the Assembly of Parties not only would inhibit

the Board of Governors in dealing with certain matters in the

face of a threatened "complaint" but, even worse, it might result

in a final and inconsistent disposition by the Assembly of matters

which had been acted upon by the Board of Governors and which

are inappropriate for Assembly action.

(2) Amendment 

Obviously, if the agreement reached can be easily amended

without the concurrence of those holding the principal investment



interests in INTELSAT, there is little purpose in going through

the burdensome and difficult negotiations to which we have

addressed ourselves during the past 18 months.

The amendment formula which we have insisted upon provides

that adoption of an amendment would require approval by"two-thirds

of the Parties, provided that such two-thirds included Parties

who hold or whose signatories hold at least two-thirds of the

investment shares." This formula has been designed to make it

virtually certain that the United States would have to concur

in any amendment to the Agreement. It is consistent with the

amendment procedure contained in many multilateral international

agreements of a commercial and financial nature to which the

United States is a Party and where United States participation

is essential in order for the organization to function effectively.

(For example, the International Bank for Reconstruction and

Development, the International Monetary Fund, the Inter-American

Development Bank, the International Development Association and

the International Finance Corporation).

In the last session of the IWG this formula came under heavy

attack. A proposal with wide-spread support would permit amend-

ment by approval of 85% of the Parties regardless of their in-

vestment shares. This would mean that it would be possible for

parties possessing only 25% of the total INTELSAT investment to

amend the agreement over the objection of a minority of parties
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holding 75% of the total investment shares. With a probable

INTELSAT membership in excess of. 80 countries, the United

States would need the support of a substantial number to block

a proposed amendment. Thus, there would be no assurance that

the agreements could not be amended without United States

concurrence.

There is no limit on the subject matter which may be dealt

with by the amendment process. The result might even be that

the United States would have no recourse except to threaten

withdrawal from INTELSAT if certain proposed amendments were

adopted, for example, amendments dealing with tax and customs

immunities which could not be effective within the United States

except through the treaty-making or legislative process. A

more likely and therefore more dangerous prospect is that through

a series of amendments which the United States would be powerless

to oppose, the powers of the Assembly of Parties could be gradually

expanded at the expense of the Board of Governors.

Comsat must be assured that the final agreement will contain

an amendment procedure substantially in accordance with the formula

stated above.

(3) Price Flexibility 

At the last session of the IWG there was substantial support

for inserting in Article V a provision requiring that space
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segment utilization charges must be at the same rate for all

users of the INTELSAT system, thus depriving the Board of Governors

of any flexibility in INTELSAT's policy.

This means, for example, that if a separate regional system,

having no such limitation on its freedom of action, chose to

price its services so as to undercut INTELSAT, INTELSAT would not

be able to meet that price on a competitive basis. This is totally

unacceptable in any commercial enterprise. Comsat therefore must

oppose that section of Article V.

(4) Capital Ceiling 

INTELSAT presently has a net capital investment approaching

$200 million of which Comsat's part is approximately $100 million.

During the next two years the net capital investment will increase

rapidly because of programs already under way.

It has been proposed that the Operating Agreement be so drafted

as to impose an unacceptably low ceiling on the net capital con-

tributions which could be required from INTELSAT members without

a prior decision by the Meeting of Signatories. This proposal

would impose a ceiling d$300 million and would limit the authority

of the Board of Governors to increase this ceiling by only 10%.

It would also provide that any higher ceiling could only be established

by the Meeting of Signatories on a one member, one vote basis.
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The effect of this provision, if adopted, would be to

preclude new programs involving Substantial additional ex-

penditures without the approval of the Meeting of Signatories,

whose voting procedure does not reflect the investment interests

of the INTELSAT members. For a rapidly changing and expanding

enterprise, such as INTELSAT, this is a restriction which would

make it unworkable. Comsat, therefore, cannot approve this

proposal.

(5) Separate Regional Satellite Systems

What has happened here is an example of the difficulty of

trying to work out a portion of an agreement without a resolution

of all of the problems involved.

Article XIV provides that there may be separate regional

communications satellite systems, but it requires that countries

intending to establish such systems must submit their proposed

systems to the Assembly of Parties through the Board of Governors

for a judgment as to whether the system is technically compatible

with INTELSAT and whether such system would do significant economic

harm to INTELSAT.

Comsat acquiesced in this proposal after pressure from

certain European and the Japanese delegations. Comsat did so in

the expectation that the United States certainly would not assist

in the establishment of separate regional systems to the detriment
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of INTELSAT. We felt confident that the United States would

not launch regional satellites for other countries unless a

favorable decision was first obtained from the Assembly of

Parties acting on the advice of the Board of Governors.

We now have learned that the United States, through the

State Department, has recently stated to a European delegation

that it would launch regional satellites for Europe so long as

the Assembly of Parties failed to adopt, by the required two-

thirds vote, an adverse finding concerning the proposed system.

Evidently this would be done even if the United States represent-

ative in the Board of Governors (Comsat), or the Board of Governors

by a majority vote, had decided that such a regional system

would operate to the economic detriment of INTELSAT. It should

be noted that the large number of European members of INTELSAT

virtually assure Europe of enough votes to block the Assembly of

Parties from adopting an adverse finding by a two-thirds vote,

regardless of our view of the harm which the proposed system

might cause to INTELSAT.

Such action on the part of the State Department negates the

whole purpose of INTELSAT and, to an extent, the real purpose

of Comsat.
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This entire matter should be re-opened within the United

States Delegation unless some reliable assurance can be given

to Comsat that the United States will not provide launch services

except to a satellite system found by the Board of Governors to

be compatible with the interests of INTELSAT.

We want to state again that Comsat will cooperate in every

way possible to bring about an agreement in the best interests

of all concerned, including the protection of Comsat and its

stockholders.



Monday 11/16/70

9:00 We called Phil Buchents office and set up the meeting for

1:30 on Thursday (11/19). His plane gets into Washington

at 12:16.

MEETING
11/19/70

1:30
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November 9, 1970

The Honorable Clay T. Whitehead
Executive Office of the President
Office of Telecommunications Policy
Washington, D.C. 20504

Dear Tom:

Thank you very much for your kind note of November 6,
1970. I, of course, will do all I can to help during the next
IWG session starting November 23, but rather than planning to
be in daily attendance, as I was during the last session, I would
prefer to come only for a day or two at a time as the session
progresses. Except for the occasions when the IWG deals with
the few crucial issues remaining, most of the time will be spent
on tedious debate by traditional dissidents of matters on which
the U.S. and other large users are already in agreement.

In any event, I will be in Washington starting the
afternoon of Thursday, the 19th, and if it is convenient, I
would like to see you either that afternoon or for lunch the
next day. The Comsat Board meets Friday morning and I am earlier
scheduled to attend a Committee meeting to start at 5 p.m. on
Thursday.

I hope you can work it out so that we can get together,
and I look forward to seeing you.

Sincerely yours,

/1J?

Philip W. Buchen





November 6. 1970

Mr. Phil Buchen

Buchen, Weathers, Richardson

and Dutcher

740 Old Kent Bank Building

Grand Rapids, Michigan

Dear PhiIt

Abbott tells in. that you are having some th
oughts about

whether or not to attend the November - Dec
ember IWG

session. Aside from the opportunity to buy
 you a dinner

and discuss our INTELSAT strategy ideas
, which would

be useful to in., I think you would be an in
valuable help

to Abbott and to COMSAT in these times.

I look forward to seeing you before long. Le
t me know

when you will be in town.

C TWHITEHEAD:dc

t i

Since rely,

Clay T. Whitehead

4111111.1
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE

WaRhIngton, D.C. 20520

October 28, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR : Dr. Clay T. Whitehead, Director,
Office of Telecommunications Policy.

Dear Tom,

Per our conversation today, it would be very

nice if you would convey to Phil Buchen a word of

encouragement about his attending the November-

December IWG session.

His participation on the Delegation has been

very helpful in the over-all. He has an intimate

understanding of the ups and downs of the negotia-

tions from the beginning in February 1969. With

the exception of Jim McCormack, he is the only

member of the Board who has had any personal,

first-hand knowledge of the Conference.

Without his participation, the COMSAT Board

would be even more in the dark.

Yours,

Abbott Washburn
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20504

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

November 11, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

Mr. Istvan called Monday (11/9/70) to indicate that as

of the close of business November 9th he has formally

terminated all contact with the Communications Satellite

Corporation. He wanted this known generally among

senior staff people at OTP who may in the future be

considering possible consulting with him. He asks that

his interest and capabilities be kept in mind.

Stephen E. Doyle



Thursday 10/29/70

4:45 Mr. Button's secretary gave us the following message:

"Re Mr. Button's conversation with you this morning, he
just wanted you to know that no further correspondence from
our Board seems to be brewing."
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Mr. Dwight A. Ink
Assistant Director
Office of Management
and Budget

Executive Office of the President
Washington, D. C. 20503

Dear Mr. Ink:

With reference to your letter dated October 23rd to Mr. Whitehead
concerning legislative changes to minimize requirements for annual
reports, this Office concurs fully with the recommendations contained
In the Space Council's memorandum to the Director of OMB dated
June 30, 1970.

The Office of Telecommunications Policy believes it would be more
efficient and fully consistent with the President's desires as set
forth in his letter of May 25, 1970, to have the requirement for the
President's report under the Comsat Act deleted and have added to
the President's annual report on aeronautical and space activities
a chapter dealing with OTP.

cc: Mr. Whitehead
Mr. Doyle

SDoyledm

Sincerely,

Stephen E. Doyle
Special Assistant
to the Director



0 EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

Honorable Clay T. Whitehead
Director, Office of

Telecommunications Policy
1800 G Street, N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20504

Dear Mr. Whitehead:

OCT 23 bi,)

We have received the enclosed memorandum from the National
Aeronautics and Space Council suggesting a possible saving
by consolidation of reports.

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has
already commented (copy enclosed) favorably on this
proposal as it relates to their reporting responsibilities.

As preparation of the reporting requirements in Section 404(a)
of the Communications Satellite Act of 1962 were delegated
to your Office under Section 9 of Executive Order 11536 of
September 4, 1970, we would appreciate your comments on
this suggestion for the possible consolidation of related
reports.

Enclosures

Sincerely,

Dwight A. Ink

Assistant Director
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

OCT 23 1970

Aonorable Clay T. Whitehead

Director, Office of
Telecommunications Policy

1800 G Street, N.W.

Kashington, D. C. 20504

Dear Mr. Whiteheads

We have received the enclosed memorandum from the National

Aeronautics and Space Council suggesting a possible

saving by consolidation of reports.

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration has

already commented (copy enclosed) favorably on this

proposal as it relates/to the reporting responsibilities.

As preparation of the reporting requirements in Section 404(a)

of the Communications Satellite Act of 1962 were delegated

to your Office under Section 9 of Executive Order 11536 of

September 4, 1970, we would appreciate your comments on

this suggestion for the p6salble consolidation of related

reports.

Enclosures

Sincerely,

(Sirtned) Night

Dwight A. Ink

Assistant Director





EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE COUNCIL

WASHINGTON 20502

EXECUTIVE SECRETARY

June 30, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR

Director, Bureau of the Budget

References: (1) President's letter, 25May1970
(2) BOB Circular No. A-44, Rev. 17Jun1970

Subject: Possible Saving by Consolidation of Reports

Although we estimate the saving to be no more than $25, 000 per year,

relative efficiency might be served by consolidating related reports.

The National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958, in Section 206,

requires two reports. Paragraph (a) requires the semiannual report
to Congress of NASA itself. Paragraph (b) requires the President
tr, r pc) r f tc fh Cnngrss nn,:laily in January, "A comprehensive
description oi the programmed activities and the accomplishments
of all agencies of the United States in the field of aeronautics and
space activities during the preceding calendar year. "

The Communications Satellite Act of 1962 requires, in Section 404(a),
an annual report on activities and accomplishments under the
Communications Satellite Act of 1962 by the President.

If it is considered advisable, the provision requiring a semiannual
report by NASA to the Congress through the President might be
revoked. The. explanation is that NASA has a full opportunity to
report its activities in the annual report of the President which has
for some years given over an entire chapter to the activities of
NASA alone.

The President's report on the activities and accomplishments under
the Communications Satellite Act has been prepared in the past by
the Office of Telecommunications Management, now the Office of
Telecommunications Policy. Consideration might be given to
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revoking the requirements for this report in the Communications

Satellite Act and a chapte: added to the President's annual report

on aeronautics and spa.. activities to provide adequate opportunity

for the Director of Telecommunications Policy in that report. Thus,

there would be one report by the President annually to cover all

aeronautics and space activities.

The reorganization of the Executive Office of the PreSident may

make it necessary to consider carefully where the President's report

on aeronautics and space activities, in the future, should be prepared

and centered. Therefore, consideration of the above proposals should
take place after the President's plan for reorganizing the Executive

Office of the President has gone into effect.

It should be noted that the report for the Communications Satellite

Act goes in the Congress to two different committees, not the

Committee on Science and Astronautics. For this reason, the

Director of Telecommunications Policy and the White House may

decide that there are good reasons why this report should remain

as it is, separate and different from those of aeronautics and space

activities.

I William A. Anders

Attachment

Reports to Congress by the President on Space and Aeronautics

cc: Mr. DeGennaro/NASA
Mr. J.R. O'Connell/OTP

Mr. Rhode/BOB



Reports to Congress by the President on space and aeronautics 

NASA 

"Semiannual Report to Congress"

National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 (PL 85-568, 72 Stat, 426--

Section 206(a). )

NASC

"Aeronautics and Space Report of the President, Transmitted to

the Congress"

National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958 (PL, 85-568, 72 Stat. 426--

Section 206(b).)

OTM (OTP)

"Annual Report on Activities and Accomplishments under the Communication=

Satellite Act of 1962 -- Report by the President"

Communications Satellite Act of 1962 (PL 87-624, 76 Slat. 419--

Section 404(a).)
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REPLY TO
ATTN OF, U

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20546

Mt. Dwight A. Ink
Assistant Director for Executive Management
Office of Management and Budget
Washington, D.C. 20503

Dear Mr. Ink:

SEP 30 1970

This is in response to your letter of August 3, 1970 in which you asked
for NASA's comments on the suggestion from the National Aeronautics and
Space Council that certain related reports dealing with space activities
and accomplishments be consolidated.

We concur in the proposal to eliminate our semi-annual report to Congress
and unless there is an objection, we will initiate the necessary action
to have Section 206 of the National Aeronautics and Space Act of 1958
amended as part of our annual legislative review.

WiLit 1..gaLd to the President's report on activities and accomplishments
under the Communications Satellite Act of 1962, we have no objection to
the proposal to amend Section 404 of the Act.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on these suggestions.

Sincerely,

/

Richard C. McCurdy
Associate Administrator for
Organization and Management



SAME LETTER SENT TO:
Dr. Willis Shapley, Associate Deputy Admin., NASA

Mr. Richard Beam, Director, Office of Tel. ,DOT

Mr. Raymond A. Cilber, Deptity, NASC

Mr. David Solomon, Deputy Assistant to the Secty. of Defense(Telecommunications)

Ambassador Washburn, U. S. Delegation, INTELSAT Conf.

JECOLE:dc

Mr. Dyyle-2

Subj.

Mr. William K. Miller
Director
Office of Telecommunications
Department of State
Washington, D. C. 20520

Dear Mr. Miller:

The Communications Satellite Act of 1962 requires that the
President transmit a report to Congress in January of each
year regarding significant developments and activities during
the previous calendar year. The report includes an evaluation
of those developments and accomplishments in terms of attaining
the objectives of the Act, as well as recommendations for
additional legislation or other Congressional action.

In order to afford the opportunity for careful preparation and
review of the report, we are requesting that the Executive
Departments and Agencies having responsibilities which may bear
on commercial satellite communications submit their suggestions
for material to be included in the report by November 20.

After submission of the information we contemplate preparing a
draft report for comment by affected Departments and Agencies
about December 10.

Sincerely,

Stephen E. Doyle
Special Assistant to the Director



1'1- 1 5-1970 The Washington Post

Comsat, AT&T
gree on Plan

For Satellites
By Robert J. Samuelson
Washington Post Staff Writer

The Communications Satel- The agency has yet to de-
lite Corp. and the American 'icide how it will handle rival.

Telephone & Telegraph Co. t applications . Earlier this year,
the White House recommend-I

have reached an agreement ed that the agency allow any-
to construct a domestic satel-, one with adequate money and

technical knowhow to build
a satellite system, but FCC
officials have indicated that
the agency might make a se-
lection between competing
proposals.
Western Union Telegraph

Co. has already filed, and

lite system to serve AT&T's
long-distance communications
network.
Under the agreement, Com-

sat would own and lease two
satellites to the telephone
company, which would own
the earth stations to send and
receive signals to and from
the satellites.
The Federal Communic-

tions Commission must give
its approval before Coms.at
,could launch its satellites (by
'contracting with the govern-
ment) and AT&T could build
Its earth stations. Both Com-1
sat and AT&T are expected :
to file applications with the
agency soon, probably next
week.
AT&T's alliance with Corn-

sat apparently reflects the 
systems.

'FCC's new preoccupation with . Aside from AT&T, the larg:
competition. To spur competi-
tion, the agency has tentative-
ly suggested that it might bar
the telephone company—
which has a near monopoly in
ground communications—from
owning satellites.
Comsat already owns the

U.S. portion of international
communications satellites, and
the new agreement appears to
give the company a head start
over competitors in winning
FCC approval for a domestic
system.

other firms, such as Tele-
PrompTer (a cable television
company), have indicated they
will probably apply.
If the FCC does decide to

pick and choose, one test
would he the potential profita-
bility of a proposed system. In
the first few years, most
communications experts be-
lieve that potential communi-
cations traffic could not sup
port more than one or two

est potential customers appear
to be the three television net,
works. However, they have yet

publicly commit themselves
to any one satellite system or
even rule out the possibility
of constructing their own
satellite network.
Under the agreement with

AT&T, Cosmat would lease.
two entire satellites to the
telephone company. Cosmat
would still be tree to orbit
.other satellites which could

be used for other Clients,.
such as the television net-
;works, large data users, or
inewswires.
! If this happened, Comsat
would, in effect, be competing

. with AT&T. The networks,
for example, now rely on
:AT&T's terrestial system for
picture transmitting.

. Once approved, experts have
estimated that it would take
about $100 million investment
and two years to make a satel-
lite system operational.



Friday 8/21/70

9:40 Abbott Washburn called. He has a meeting at 11
this morning with Dr. Cheryk, Phil Buchen and Joe McConnell
(which will be just after they have come out of their Board
meeting).

Wondered if you had anything you wanted him to say to them.
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Wednesday 7/15/70

10:10 Bill Fischer called to say that there was a Justice

response to Senator Gravel's letter re a bill he has
drafted to eliminate common carrier control of the
Comsat corporation. That OTM policy letter was
apparently on Tom's desk. Bill Fischer said the
letter had been circulat ed for commett, which comments
have come back and Bill needs to talk with Torn about it.

for Bill Fischer
11:25 Torn said/to call Don Baker at Justice -- that he had been

In discussion with Don about it and they are going to rewrite
the letter.

Bill will call Don Baker.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20504 -

OFFICE OF ThE DIRECTCP

July 9, 1970

MEMORANDUM TO: Assistant Director for Legislative Reference

Bureau of the Budget

Attention: Mr. C. William Fischer

Subject: Department of Justice proposed draft amendment

to Communications Satellite Act of 1962 as
amended ("1962 Act"), 47 §§ 701-704

This is in response to your memorandum dated June 22, 1970,

requesting comments by July 1, 1970, on the subject draft legislation

which we did not receive until June 30.

Inasmuch as a Director of Telecommunications Policy has not yet

been qualified and commissioned, there is no one in a position to

make authoritative comments. The new director may wish to do
so when he takes office.

1-$4--

W. E. Plummer
Acting



THE WHITE 
Hous0

WASHINGTON

July 8, 1970

To: Timmy

From: Eva

Returned as requested.



Wednesday 7/8/70

5:00 Tom asked us to call Mr. Plummer's office and tell

Timmy that he thinks the DTM's response should be that

they would defer any comment until the new Director

is sworn in.

(Tell Mr. Plummer that the reason is that Tom is on
both ends -- as approving DTM and the White House approval —
kind of a silly relationship -- but he's been in touch with Justice
so it's all kind of academic about what DTM response should be.)



Wednesday 7/8/70

4:30 As to the attached draft amendmert to Communications
Satellite Act, Steve- Do}ie advises as follows:

"The end purpose of the proposed legislation is to remove
carrier directors. The thrust of the Justice letter is to
remove FCC regulatory restrictions on Comsat. In my
opinion, the letter is only minimally related to the legislation
in terms of the objective desired. And, in my knowledge,
I have serious reservations about some of the factual
statements in the Justice letter."

(Steve said: FOR YOUR INFORMATION ONLY --
"DOD and State and FCC have notified BOB of no objection
to the legislation but all three agencies have expressed
reservations with regard to the substance of the Justice
letter."

Steve said he thinks it would be useful for you to consider
the relationship between the substance of the letter (which
is remove regulatory constraints) and the legislation (which
is intended to remove carrier directors from Comsat Board).
He thinks you will find them essentially unrelated objectives.

Timmy in Mr. Plummer's office said they had had a call
from Dave Lawhead in BOB asking where their comments
were; she advised them it was still being reviewed.



.;?

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 7, 1970

- To: Steve

From: Eva

Tom would like you to

look this over and

discuss with him,



Date:

Subject:

To:

' EXECUTIVE OFFICE TEE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT

a9,00-re,',407.04,“ 4 7 .r ze/,d-otia>9:474-7- /

From: W. E. Plummer
Acting



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFF4CE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20504

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR

July 7, 1970

MEMORANDUM TO: Assistant Director for Legislative Reference

Bureau of the Budget

Attention: Mr. C. William Fischer

Subject: D.epartment of Justice proposed draft amendment to

the Communications Satellite Act of 196 2 as amended

("1962 Act"), 47 §§ 70 1-704

This is in response to your memorandum dated June 22, 1970, requesting

comments by July 1, 1970, on the subject draft legislation which we did

not receive until June 30.

The Department of Justice favors enactment of legislation which would

eliminate any direct control over the Communications Satellite Corporation

("Comsat") by the terrestrial common carriers ("carriers"). It would

do so, first, by barring representatives of the carriers from the Board

of Directors after January 1, 1971; and, second, by prohibiting carrier

ownership of Comsat stock after January 1, 1972. It is the view of the

Department of Justice that enactment of the draft legislation, together

with modification of regulatory restraints on Comsat's activities, would

significantly enhance Comsat's competitive potential.

Assuming that the development of Comsat's competitive potential is a

feasible or a valid objective, we agree with Justice that the proposed

amendment to the 196 2 Act would not significantly affect that potential

unless there are accompanyinechanges in FCC policy decisions regarding

Corns at.

While there is no doubt that the 196 2 Act was a compromise, and that in

the light of experience the Act could have been written with fewer ambiguities,

nevertheless the development of commercial communication-satellite service

has been quite spectacular. INTE LSAT, the international telecommunications

satellite consortium: will be launching early next year, its fourth generation

of communication satellites, each with a capacity of at least 6,000 telephone

circuits. Despite the potential conflicts of interest alluded to by Justice, .

the carriers, and particularly AT&T, have made substantial use of satellite



- 2 -

circuits. We are advised that by the end of 1970 about hail of the inter-
national circuits used by AT&T will be by satellite: 1,200 half-circuits,
with a payment to Comsat of $42 million.

While the Justice recommendation may have considerable merit because
it might tend to make regulatory problems less complex, the policy
changes alluded to by Justice might be difficult to achieve. Even if the
FCC were to change its policy regarding earth station ownership, any
change in its "authorized user" decision would have to reckon with
possible objections by some foreign administrat ions. These administra-
tions, correspondents of American international carriers, could be
concerned with a change of policy which would increase the number of
American entities with whom they would be required to deal. Also, some
foreign administrations have an ownership interest in cables and favor
their use over satellites. This combination of circumstances could create
a difficult international problem. In addition, a domestic policy requiring
U. S. domestic carriers to furnish Comsat with terrestrial connecting
facilities so that it could serve customers directly would be difficult to
develop and perhaps even more difficult for the Government to administer.
Finally, even if changes are made in earth station ownership and control
of the corporation, and the "authorized user" decision is amended, AT&T
would continue to be a large Comsat customer and thus would continue to
have a substantial impact on Comsat.

To summarize our position, amending the 1962 Act in the manner proposed
will solve very few, if any, basic problems. However, if it would make
the Comsat organization less cumbersome and if the legislation could be
enacted without substantial controversy, we would have no objection to
its enactment.

P
W. E. Plummer
Acting
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

June 22, 1970

LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM

To: Legislative Liaison Officer

Federal Communications Commission
Council of Economic Advisers
Departmnnt of C=.mnrce
Department of Defense
General Services Administration

Federal Trade Cormission
Department of State
Office of Telecommullicaticn.
Policy

Subject:
Department of Justice proT7esed draft amendment
to the Communications Satellite Act of 1962
as amended ("1962" Act) 47 U.S.C. SS 701-744.

The Bureau would appreciate receiving the views of your
agency on the above subject before advising on its rela-
tionship to the program of the President, in accordance
with Budget Circular A-19.

) To permit expeditious handling, it is requested
that your reply be made within 30 days.

(x ) Special circumstances require priority treatment
and accordingly your views are requested by

Wednesday, July 1, 1970

Questions should be referred to David Lawhead
( 103 X 3875) or to Jefferson D. Pur:rus (103 X 4874
the legislative analyst in this Office.

Enclosures

Justice draft

..49 felt .717,
st;e. 1.40.4•,-0-4<frad3.4,.. 4 i.,,twook.,

C. William Fischer, for
Assistant Director for
Legislative Reference
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OFFICE OF THE DEPUTY ATTOTZNEY GENERAL
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530

.r.370

Honorable Robert P. Mayo
Director, Bureau of the Budget
Washington, D.C. 20503

Dear Mr. Vnyo:

In compliance with the provisions of Bureau
of the Budget Circular No. A-19, there are enclosed copies
of a proposed communication to be transmitted to the
Congress relative to:17:::.')03er,1 to the

Co=licatios SntIllte 2.-Z of 1962 as ai.iod ("ic.:32 A('4")
47 U.S.C. M01-744.

It will be appreciated if you will advise this
office as to the relationship of the proposed communication
to the Program of the:President.

Sincerely,

Richard G. Kleindienst
Deputy Attorney General

Con3resslonal inquiry "". please 0::pedite.



ANT.ITTIUST DIVISION

peunrhitent of
zu5311

•

Honorable Mike Gravel
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510

Dear Senator Gravel:

This is in response to your letter of February 12,
1970, requesting comments from the Antitrust Division
on a proposed draft amendment to the Communications
Satellite Act of 1962 as amended ("1962 Act"), 47 U.S.C.
§§701-744. This draft amendment would, if enacted,
mate direct control over the Communications Satellite
Corporation ("Comsat") by the terrestrial communications
common carriers ("carriers"). It would do so by (i)
barring any representatives of the carriers sitting on the
Board of Directors of Comsat after January 1, 1971) and
(ii) barring carriers from owning any shares of Comsat
stock after January 1, 1972.

In general, we would favor enactment of legislation
along these lines to eliminate direct carrier control or
influence over Comsat. Such a step, combined hopefully
with some modification of regulatory constraints on
Comsat's activities (discussed below), would significantly
enhance Comsat's competitive potential.

The 1962 Act was a compromise. It ignored traditional
policies that restrict the common ownership and control of
competing modes of regulated business (e.g., 49 U.S.C.A.
§5(14); 49 U.S.C.A. §78; 47 U.S.C.A. 014). Instead the
1962 Act provided for extensive carrier ownership of Comsat
stock and for six carrier nominees as directors of the
corporation. As a result carriers controlled half the
shares and more than a third of the Board of Directors.
American Telephone & Telegraph Company ("AT&T") alone is.
by far the largest Comsat stockholder, with 29 percent of
the stock and 20 percent of the Board.

The arrangement has been criticized as being incon-
sistent with the stated Congressional policy "that the
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corporation created . . . be so organized and operated as
to maintain and strengthen competition in the provision of
communications services to the public" (47 U.S.C.A. §701(c)).
Various commentator emphasized at the outset that e:zten-
sive carrier participation was unlikely to promote either
present or future competition to the maximum extent pos-
sible. (See Legislation Note, The Comsat Act of 1962, 76
Harv. L. hey. 388, 398 (1962). See asalernay., KirEFItrick,
Antitrust in Orbit, 33 Geo. Wash. L. Rev. 89 (1964); Levin,
Organaation and Control of Communications Satellites, 113
U. Pa. L. Rev. 315-(19b5); Schwar -CovernmenLnIly Anoointed
Directors in a Private CcrD. - The Cmmunicatnteflite,
rc-t—oi717932-7/9 Har1.7. Rev. 33-071-97.57—; Comsat:7
the Carriers  and the 7arth Stations - Some Problems wiLi
-Meidinc; Varier4ate:A Intel-ests," i6-Yale-L. J. 471717 (06J7) •
Six years later the President's Task Force on Communication .
Policy criticized it in these terms:

Comsat's interlocking directorate with the
carriers has been a source of continued con-
troversy. Experience has shown that in many
areas, Comsat has interests conflicting with
those of the terrestrial carriers. Despite
[FCC decisions], which insulate them from
. . competition, the terrestripl carriers
and Comsat are rivals in a very real sense.
(Report, Chap, 2, p. 15, 1968).

In addition, such stockholding and interlocking arrange-
ments involving competitors and suppliers are contrary to the
normal antitrust rules contained in Clayton Act §§7, 8 (15
U.S.C. §§18, 19). Most of the judicial decisions under these
provisions have ignored contentions that directors appointed

• by even such a minority owner (as AT&T) would be independent
of those who nominated them, Hamilton Watch Co. v. Benru.s
Watch Co..., 114 F. Supp. 307, 314-0. CO:an. 1952), aflr'd 206

. F. 2d 738 (2d Cir. 1953); Brigo,s Mf. Co. v. Crane Co..., 1'35
F. Supp. 177, 181 (D. 1.:1.h-.--Ln), pointing insteao to the
minority director's opportunity to persuade or compel relaxa-
tion of coMpetitive visor, and to learn competitive secrets,
American Crys.tal Suczar Co. v. Cuban-American Sugar Co. 152
Supp. 38/, 1947712'd, 259 F. Ya-52-9 (2d Cir. 1950-; and'
noting that it 6517.CE be very difficult to shOw that a direc-
tor had been improperly influenced by the views of his
nominator since directorial decisions usually involve judg-
mental factors difficult to ascribe to the influence of the
minority's special interest.

2
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In these cii:Cumstances, we believe that a good case
can be made for eliminating the direct carrier influence
over Comsat- This approach is consistent with the Depart-
mcnt's position in 1962, when we emphasized that we "place
great importance on competition because the communicationsindustry is particularly susceptible to domination by one
company -- AT&T." Henrins on 11.R.J0115_and U.R. 10138
Before the House Co To on Intersl:nte 8nd Vorei2:n Co7mr.rc,
87th Cong., 2d Sess., pt. 2 at 565 (196-2Y-TT:estimony ot
Attorney General Kennedy). Sec also Hearins  Before the
Antitrust __Sub-Committee of.the House Committee on the
Judiciary, 84t h Cong., 2d Sess. at 420-23 (fg56-57Eaai1T.ony
of Assistant Attorney General Hansen). Moreover, it is
consistent with the-policy of this Administration: to place
"more reliance on economic incentives and market mechanisms
in regulated industries" so that "increased competition will
eventually make it possible to let market forces assume more
of the role of detailed regulation" in communications
(Economic  Report of the President 108-109 (1970)).

-•••••

The problem is, however,
Comsat corporate arrangements
lation. 'Regulatory decisions
Commission have been at least
limiting Comsat 's competitive
carriers.

only partially one of the
covered by the draft legis-
by the Federal Communications
as significant a factor in
potential vis-a-vis existing

Of particular significance is the FCC's Authorized
.....•••••••••User decision, 4 F.C.C. 2d /:21 (1966), in which the Com-

mission unanimously ruled that Comsat was to be only a
"carriers' carrier," precluded from retailing its services
direcOyto users (including the Government), except under
"unique or exceptional circumstances" to be determined by
the Commission.. Because the Commission declared that it
would authorize direct Comsat service absent a reduction
in the carrier's rates "fully to reflect the economies
made available through the leasing of circuits in the
satellite system," some potentIal competition remained
and was reflected in some very substantial rate reductions
made by the carriers.

This decision was followed the same yearly the Com-
mission's Earth Station decision further reducing Comsat's
potential to compete vfgorously with the carriers. 5 r.c.c.
2d 812, 816 (1966). The Cor;L:aision decided (reversing an
earlier decision, 38 F.C.C. 1104 (195)) that Comsat had to
share ownership of all earth stations with the carriers:
50 percent was to be owned by Comsat, with the balance

3



4

: .

I • •
.• • •

•
%

•

apportioned among the other carriers on a use basis.
The day-to-day management, and apparently, all equipment
deign and procurement decisions of the earth stations arc
thus made by a joint operating committee made up of Comsat
and the carriers. The Earth Station order argued that
this pattern of shared ownership and control would
motivate the carriers to promote the use of the Comsat
system, and contribute to it *technologically. None of
this has apparently happened. The carriers still prefer
to use facilities which they own and control, the .
investment in which is large and wholly in their rate
bases. However, because the FCC at this time is recon-
sidering its 1966 Earth Station decision in Docket 15735,
it may be that further amendment of the 1962 Act is now
not necessary to deal with this problem. .

To summarize, we favor generally some legislation
along the lines of the proposed amendments, in order to
eliminate direct carrier control or influence over
Comsat. However, unless combined with at least some
reversal of the FCC's decisions protecting existing
carriers from satellite competition, such legislation
is not likely to enhance significantly Comsat's
competitive potential.

Sinc.C.r:e.y yours,

')//
)-N•11._/L

•

RICHARD W. McLAREN
Assistant Attorney\poneral

Antitrust Division

"IN

•



•

•

•

•

4
•••• •

•
• •

To amend the Communications Satellite 
Act of 1962, and for other

purposes. •

1

1

1

• 1 • •

• •

•

•

Re it enacted I.); the Seilate and House of Reprtheatativcs of
 the United States of America

in Congress assernbled, That .effective with the first
 election of

directors of the Corporation authorized by title III
 Of the

Communications Satellite Act of 1962 (7 U.S.C. 
731-735) held after

. January 1, 1971, the last three sentences o
f section 303 (a) of

'such Act are amended to read as follows: "Twelve members of the

board shall be el9cted annually by the stockh
olders of the corpor-

,ation. The articles of incorporation to be filed by 
the incorporators

• desicnatcd under section 302 shall provide fo
r cuthulative.voting

• under section 27 (d) of the District of Columbia 
Business Corporation

Act (D.C. Code, sec. 29-911 (dY)."

Sec. 2. Section 304 (b) of the Communications . atellitc Act

of 1962 is amended by adding a., ,,he end there
of the following new

Varagraph: 
••

"(4) Effective after :lanuary 1, 1972, no 
communications common

carrier shall own shares of stock in the 
corporation authorized by

subsection (a) of this section."
•

• .\ ,

•

.6

•

•-&

•

: • • ••.••1•S•••.,- ••••.- '•••*•
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edne 6 day Gri./.:170 MP.tTTI G
10:30 a. m.
6/24/70

11:15 Mr. V;hitchcad met with Charlie McWhorter and Ed Crosland
toci•-.y at 10:30.



Tuesday 6/23/70 M:EET INC,
6/24/70

6:00 Marge called to see if you will have time available tomorrow

to meet with Charlie McWhorter and Ed Crock:n.(1 to discuss a

letter sent from the Anti-Truct DiviLiion at:Justice to Senn.tor

Gravel rei.,e.rding the ovvnc,:rs and clirecto r3 of Comsat. She does

not have a copy of the letter.

.Mr. Flanigan suggested you meet with them and then take it from

there.

Tomorrow morning we will be able to get Mr. McWhorLer at 466-550 i
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11/ Monday 6/29/70

5:10 Bob Button called this afternoon about the President's dedication

remarks at the Alaska Earth Station. The President addresses

Senator Ted Stevens -- no one else by name in his statement. All

Mr. Button wants to do is flag that mention to make sure that no

one is deliberately leaving out anybody else as there were lots of

other politicans involved. He is pointing this out on a political, not

on a Comsat basis as Alaska politics are pretty tricky.

•

If you have any questions, please call him. -- at home if after 6:00
256-8733
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Friday 6/26/70 6/30/70

1045 Checked Duke Sloan's office; the President
did the taping for the dedication of the communications
earth station (June 30) -- last Tuesday.

1.1:30 Advised Mr. Battle's office; Mr. Whitehead talked
with Mr. Battle on another matter and advised him also.
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COMMUNICATIONS SATELLITE CORPORATION

LUCIUS D. BATTLE
Vice President for

Corporate Relations

June 24, 1970

Dr. Clay T. Whitehead

Executive Office Building - Room 106
17th & Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Tom:

In view of our invitation to the President

to tape a message on the occasion of the opening

of the Bartlett Earth Station at Talkeetna, Alaska,

I attach an information kit which I believe may
provide you with factual material on this signifi-

cant event.

As I mentioned to you before, we will be

delighted to help prepare suggested remarks for

the President if you wish us to do so. In fact,

we have a rough draft already prepared and will

be glad to work with you toward a suitable statement.

Best regards.

Sincerely,

Lucius D. Battle

Enclosure

950 L'ENFANT PLAZA, SW • WASHINGTON, D.C. 20024 • TELEPHONE 202-554-6042



C 111-:!to MSAT1.21, 
COMMUNICATIONS SATELLITE CORPORATION

For Release Thursday
June 25, 1970

No. 70-34

Note:

Materials and photos in this information kit are for use

in advance of, or in conjunction with, dedication ceremonies

for the new Bartlett earth station at Talkeetna, ALaska.

SATELLITE EARTH STATION DEDICATION

SCHEDULED FOR JUNE 30

The new Bartlett earth station for commercial satellite

communications will be dedicated in ceremonies open to the

public on Tuesday, June 30, starting at 2:30 p.m. local time.

The COMSAT station, newest and most northern in the

present global satellite system, is located at Talkeetna about

100 miles north of Anchorage along Route 3 in the Susitna

River Valley.

Governor Keith H. Miller is scheduled to deliver the

principal address on behalf of the State of Alaska. Members

of Alaska's Congressional deleciation and a number of industry,

government and military officials are expected to be present

at the site.

Dr. Joseph V. Charyk, President of Communications Satel-

lite Corporation, will preside. Mrs. E. L. Bartlett,

INFORMATION OFFICE TELEPHONE (202) 554-6100



widow of the late U. S. Senator E. L. "Bob" Bartlett, will

participate in the ceremony.

The brief outdoor ceremonies will be held at the base

of the large antenna structure. Guests and visitors will be

able to tour the facility. Demonstrations of communication

services, including reception of television programs via

satellite, are planned.

The Bartlett station represents the latest advance in

communications technology. It is a new gateway for expanded

long-haul communications between Alaska and other states, as

well as overseas points inhe Pacific Basin.

The new station is scheduled to begin full-time commercial

service the next day (July 1), starting with about 80 circuits

for telephone and record service between A aska and the lower

48 states. Service between Alaska and Hawaii via satellite

will be available and direct circuits to Japan are expected to

be established later in the year.

All forms of high-quality communications can be sent and

received by the station, including multi-channel telephone,

telegraph, facsimile, data, black-and-white and color television.

Communications signals processed through the station are

sent and received via the INTELSAT III series satellite stationed

in a synchronous, or stationary, orbit 22,300 miles above the

equator over the mid-Pacific.
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This satellite presently serves earth stations located

in California, Washington State, Hawaii, Australia, Guam,

Hong Kong, Japan, Korea, The Philippines, Thailand and the

Republic of China (Taiwan). The Bartlett station is Alaska's

doorway to this system.

To perform its tasks with a high degree of reliability,

the station is equipped with specialized and sophisticated

facilities. It was built under a contract awarded by COMSAT

to General Telephone & Electronics International, Inc.

The large "dish" antenna is 98.4 feet (30 meters) in

diameter -- large enough to cover the infield of a regulation

softball diamond. The entire antenna structure, weighing more

than 300 tons, is mounted on wheels riding a track 50 feet in

diameter on top of the circular concrete pedestal.

The pedestal also serves as the central control room, which

houses most of the operating electronic equipment. This com-

pactness of design makes for easier maintenance and lower

operating costs.

Communications are transmitted and received at he same

time through the antenna at microwave frequencies. Transmitted

signals are in the six gigacycle range (six billion cycles per

second), and received signals in the four gigacycle range.
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A.; though communications processed through the station

are amplified many separate times, altered in frequency and

filtered into different forms, then sent and received

thousands of miles through space, the entire process takes

only a fraction of a second. The voice quality of an indi-

vidual telephone call sent via the commercial satellite system

is as clear as if the call were made from next. door. Television,

teletypewriter, data and other general communications are of

high quality, meeting or exceeding international standards.

The Bartlett station is one of eight U. S. stations.

The other stations are at Brewster, Washington; Jamesburg,

California; Paumalu, Oahu, Hawaii; Pulantat, Guam; Andover,

Maine; Etam, West Virginia and Cayey, Puerto Rico.

# # #



Tuesday 6/16/70

3:15 Checked with Mr. Battle's office to see if they wanted

a video tape, radio tape or what. They will call back.

3:50 Duke Sloan asked for the information. Advised that

Battle's office was to get the information for me.

5:35 Bill Miler called to advise that they would like to have

a video tape -- it will be transmitted via satellite to Alaska --

for the inauguration of communications satellite to Alaska -

including TV to Anchorage. Will be transmitted from

some point here in the U.S.

Advised Duke Sloan; he said they were considering other

tapings by the President so he thinks we may have an

answer fairly soon.





Monday 6/15/70

1:05 Checked Hugh Sloan's office; they have just finished
"staffing out" the attached request for the President to do
a taping and are submitting a memo to the President today.
They will send us a copy. Said it sometimes takes a day
and sometimes a week or two to get a reply; however, in this

case (since it is for June 30th) they should hear something soon.

611 ge-4 #e

President
taping for
6/30

dedication



May ZZ, 1970

MEMORANDTPA FOR EiVi.1C,I1'1' CHAPIN

The att:tchcd letter lc requeot for the President to tape a brief greeting

to the State of Alzi,cha the occasion of the dedication of the Alaskan

communicationn vatcllite earth Ci tation on June 30. This will provide

Alaska's first live televinion link to the liaited States.

The decision scorns to me to be larfAly political in that the cleclicatiorx

will be attended by the Goveraor v.nr.1 the /1/4.33.c..1-,an Conzresoien.a.1

Delegation and the Presiclent could ue that oppoltunity to put in a pluz

for the Republican lacurnberAG, Miller, Stever:3, anti Folloel%., who are

all up for re-clection in l'Iov-oniber.

Clay T. Whitehead
Specir3,1 Azsistint to the Preoident

Attachment

cc: Mr. Whitehead
Central Files

CTIVhitehead:ed/jm
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May 39, 1970

Dr. Clay T4 Whitehead
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Tom:

1`.
Vice Pri3i;;.nt ;or

Corp:mt.;:: 1;7.1z1:ry.-ts .

You will recall that I mentioned to you in a
recent telephone conversation that Comsat will dedi-
cate the Talheetna, Alaska, earth station on June 30.
The station will Io named for a nearby mountain ridge
which has recently been redesignated "Bartlett Ridge"
in honor of the into Senator r. L. "Bob" Bartlett.
The station, therefore, will be called the Bartlett
Ear-th Station.

We are planning a program for June 30 which will
include the Governor of the State of Alasha and, we
hope, members of the Alaskan Congressional Delegation.
It is our-hope tlrat President Nixon will be willing
to tape a very brief greeting to the State of Alasha
which can be sent from the Lower 48 to the people of
Alaska on the occasion of this now communications
link witat the rest of the world. For Alaska, this
is a major achievement and a project of very real
importance.

You indicated to )1te. when we discussed the matter
that you would be w -Ming to put the request entrain
in the White rouse and lot us know whether the President
would be available for such a taping. The tape could



Dr. Clay T. Whitehead -2- May 19, 1970

be done in a matter of a very few minutes. The actual
timing on the taping is flexible and there is no
reason that it could not be done some days in advance
of its actual use, if that suited the President's schedule.

I will be grateful for your help in this matter.

Best regards

Sincerely,

Lucius D. Battle



THE GLOBAL SYSTEM OF SATELLITE COMMUNICATIONS

Status map shows earth station locations, satellites and commercial communications links
between different countries, in operation on July 1, 1970.

COMSAT



INTELSAT Ill series satellites are in commercial service now over the Pacific, Atlantic and Indian Oceans. They are stationed in synchronous
orbits at 22,300 miles altitude. Each satellite weights about 334 pounds in orbit, and has a capacity for about 1,200 simultaneous telephone
calls, or four color TV channels.

COMSAT



The Bartlett earth station near Talkeetna, Alaska, newest and most northern in today's global satellite system, is equipped with a "dish" anten-
na 98.4 feet (30 meters) in diameter. The station can send and receive all forms of commercial communications via satellite: telephone, tele-
graph, facsimile, data and television.

COMSAT



Bartlett Earth Station
or Safe!
Communications

Al
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Bartlett
Earth Station
Talkeetna,
Alaska

Satellite communications represent
one of the latest advances in modern
communications technology—a way
to tap the vast resources of space for
the service of man.

Today a worldwide system of high-
quality satellite communications
serves the peoples of many countries.
In space third-generation commercial
satellites ring the earth, providing
coverage on a global scale. On the
ground a network of earth stations

makes possible direct service to
every major continent of the world.

Already, a substantial portion of all
transocean long-haul commercial
communications routinely is being
handled by satellites.

Connected to conventional ground
networks, this new and flexible
means of communications provides
greatly increased numbers of
channels for all forms of communi-
cations — including telephone,
telegraph and television.

A new communications era might be
said to have begun when the world's
first commercial satellite, Early Bird,
was placed into operation over the
Atlantic Ocean in June of 1965. This
hardy little pioneer, weighing only
85 pounds in orbit, was "retired"
from full-time service after more than
31/2 years of operation and a remark-
able record of 100 percent reliability.

In 1967, satellite service was
extended for the first time to the
Pacific area when the larger
INTELSAT II series satellites were
placed into service.

Now, the INTELSAT III series
satellites —stationed over the
Atlantic, Pacific and Indian Oceans—
provide truly global coverage. Each
one of these satellites has a capacity
for approximately 1,200 voice
circuits, or about five times the
capacity of the earlier generation
spacecraft. And work is nearing
completion on the giant INTELSAT
IV series satellites, each with a
capacity of approximately 6,000
circuits, scheduled for launching
in 1971.

Although satellites are complex
instruments, the bulk of the
equipment required in the present
system is on the ground—the earth
stations.

The Bartlett earth station in Alaska
is characteristic of these ground
facilities, which are being built in
steadily increasing numbers around
the world.

It is located on a forested tract near
the village of Talkeetna, about 90
miles north of Anchorage. The name
Talkeetna is said to be an Indian
word meaning, "where three rivers
meet." It is here that the Talkeetna
and Chulitna Rivers flow into the
Susitna River. Spectacular Mt.
McKinley, the highest mountain on
the North American continent (a
peak of 20,320 feet), towers about
60 miles to the north.

All forms of long-haul commercial
communications, sent and received
at the speed of light (186,000 miles
per second), can be processed
through the Bartlett station —
thousands of telephone calls,
telegraph messages, high-speed data,
facsimile, or television. It has the
capability of linking Alaska via
satellite with the lower 48 states and
Hawaii, as well as with many
countries or areas in the Pacific Basin
operating through the same
INTELSAT III satellite. These other
Pacific areas include Australia,
Guam, Hong Kong, Japan, Korea, The
Philippines, Republic of China
(Taipei) and Thailand.

The role of the Bartlett station is to
process signals sent and received via



a satellite stationed in a synchronous
orbit over the Pacific Ocean 22,300
miles above the equator.

The satellite's speed is adjusted (or
synchronized) so that it keeps pace
with the earth's rotation; thus, it
appears to remain stationary over one
spot on earth. It acts essentially as a
radio relay tower in space—
receiving, amplifying and repeating
the communications signals sent by
earth stations. The beam of the
satellite covers an area embracing
one-third of the earth.

An earth station is a doorway to this
system. Through these ground
installations, new channels of
communications can be established
for increased international exchange
between many different countries
and many different areas. Flexibility
of the system permits communica-
tions between one station and
another, or between many stations
at the same time.

The Bartlett earth station
incorporates many of the latest
advances in space communications
technology. It is equipped to work
with INTELSAT II and III series
satellites, as well as the INTELSAT
IVs of 1971.

So rapid has been the development
of this new technology—both in
space and on the ground—that the
Bartlett facility often is referred to as
a fourth generation station. Each
successive generation of station has
been characterized by better
performance, wider bandwidth, lower
cost and simplified operation
and maintenance.

The landmark of the Bartlett station
is its dish-shaped antenna 98 feet in
diameter, which is mounted atop a
16-foot high concrete pedestal, which
also serves as the control building.
The antenna structure is mounted on
wheels which can be rotated on a
track 50 feet in diameter on top of the
circular control building.

Although the antenna structure
stands as tall as a 10-story building
and weighs 315 tons, it can be rotated
rapidly one degree per second and
precisely track a satellite stationed at
22,300 miles altitude to within
two one-hundredths (2/100ths) of a
degree.

Communications are transmitted and
received at the same time at
microwave frequencies. Transmitted
signals are in the six gigacycle range
(6 billion cycles per second) and
received signals are in the four
gigacycle range.

INTELSAT II/ satellite —
56 inches in diameter, 41 inches
high; 335 pounds in orbit;
1,200-circuit capacity; in use
today in global system.

Communication signals received
from a satellite are only a fraction of
a watt in power—mere space
whispers—by the time they reach the
earth station. Here they are
amplified a millionfold or more,
funneled by the antenna into
supersensitive receiver-amplifiers,
again boosted in power, then further
processed through the stationqhese
receiver-amplifiers are cooled by ll."
helium to temperatures approaching
absolute zero to minimize molecular
noise that might interfere with the
quality of the faint incoming signals.

For outgoing signals, the antenna
transmits information at the same
time to the satellite on aslifferent
frequency, concentrating these
signals into extremely accurate,
narrow beams.

Centralized operation of the station is
handled in the control building,
which houses a maze of sophisticated
equipment. A unique feature of the
Bartlett station is the location of
major electronic and control facilities
in the circular concrete structure
directly beneath the antenna struc-
ture. This compactness pays off in
greater ease of maintenance and
reduced operating costs. The station
is manned around the clock by a total
staff of about 16 persons.

The Bartlett station is the farthest
north of its kind in the system. Four
fully automatic 225 kilowatt diesel
generators provide the remote station
with its own uninterrupted source of
power.

Although communications processed
through the station are amplified

Bartlett• 
Earth fatten

The large "dish'' antenna is
98 feet in diameter. It sends and
receives communications via
satellite stationed in orbit
22,300 miles above mid-Pacific.

many separate times, then sent and

received thousands of miles through
space, the operation takes only a
fraction of a second. The voice
quality of an individual telephone

call sent via the commercial satellite
system is as clear as though the call

were made from next door.
Television, teletypewriter, data or
other general communications are of

high quality, meeting or exceeding
international standards.
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The satellites in the system are owned by INTELSAT (International
Telecommunications Satellite Consortium). This unique worldwide
partnership formed in 1964 to develop global satellite communica-
tions had grown to a membership of more than 76 countries by
mid-1970. COMSAT represents the U. S. in INTELSAT. The earth
stations in the system, however, are owned by organizations in the
countries where they are located.

The number of system circuits leased for voice and message service
has progressively increased as higher-capacity satellites have gone
into service, and as new earth stations have gone on the air. By far
the greatest volume of traffic is telephony.

But international television programming represents one of the most
dramatic uses of the satellite system. An audience estimated by
broadcasters at 500 million persons in 40 countries on five continents
was able to witness the sights and sounds of the epic Apollo 11
moonlanding mission in July of 1969.

And new communications uses are emerging that were not
considered possible or practical before. In one actual test, computers
talked business to other computers across an ocean at the rate of
50,000 words per minute-16 times normal speeds. This opens the
possibility of linking computer storage and retrieval centers via
satellite, ultimately making the libraries of one country instantly
available at the push of a button to scholars and scientists in
other countries.

Electrocardiograms have been exchanged between countries through
satellites, permitting medical experts to diagnose heart ailments of
patients located thousands of miles distant. Customs clearance was
arranged in advance for all passengers while enroute on a trans-ocean
airlines flight by sending the necessary information ahead by
satellite in the form of high-speed data. And the potential of picture

telephone transmissions by satellite already
has been demonstrated between the U. S.
mainland and overseas points.

The spectacular capabilities of this new
communications means can have a
profound impact on man's future.
The Bartlett earth station in Alaska has
a vital role in that future.



MSAT

Communications Satellite Corporation

Information Office • 950 L'Enfant Plaza, S.W.

Washington, D. C. 20024



C er4/1 SAT.• 

COMMUNICATIONS SATELLITE CORPORATION

For Release Thursday
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Note:

Materials and photos in this information kit are for use

in advance of, or in conjunction with, dedication ceremonies

for the new Bartlett earth station at Talkeetna, A'aska.

SATELLITE EARTH STATION DEDICATION

SCHEDULED FOR JUNE 30

The new Bartlett earth station for commercial satellite

communications will be dedicated in ceremonies open to the

public on Tuesday, June 30, starting at 2:30 p.m. local time.

The COMSAT station, newest and most northern in the

present global satellite system, is located at Talkeetna about

100 miles north of Anchorage along Route 3 in the Susitna

River Valley.

Governor Keith H. Miller is scheduled to deliver the

principal address on behalf of the State of Alaska. Members

of Alaska's Congressional delecjation and a number of industry,

government and military officials are expected to be present

at the site.

Dr. Joseph V. Charyk, President of Communications Satel-

lite Corporation, will preside. Mrs. E. L. Bartlett,

INFORMATION OFFICE • • • TELEPHONE (202) 554-6100
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widow of the late U. S. Senator E. L. "Bob" Bartlett, will

participate in the ceremony.

The brief outdoor ceremonies will be held at the base

of the large antenna structure. Guests and visitors will be

able to tour the facility. Demonstrations of communication

services, including reception of television programs via

satellite, are planned.

The Bartlett station represents the latest advance in

communications technology. It is a new gateway for expanded

long-haul communications between Alaska and other states, as

well as overseas points in Lhe Pacific Basin.

The new station is scheduled to begin full-time commercial

service the next day (July 1), starting with about 80 circuits

for telephone and record service between A aska and the lower

48 states. Service between Alaska and Hawaii via satellite

will be available and direct circuits to Japan are expected to

be established later in the year.

Ail forms of high-quality communications can be sent and

received by the station, including multi-channel telephone,

telegraph, facsimile, data, black-and-white and color television.

Communications signals processed through the station are

sent and received via the INTELSAT III series satellite stationed

in a synchronous, or stationary, orbit 22,300 miles above the

equator over the mid-Pacific.
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This satellite presently serves earth stations located

in California, Washington State, Hawaii, Australia, Guam,

Hong Kong, Japan, Korea, The Philippines, Thailand and the

Republic of China (Taiwan). The Bartlett station is Alaska's

doorway to this system.

To perform its tasks with a high degree of reliability,

the station is equipped with specialized and sophisticated

facilities. It was built under a contract awarded by COMSAT

to General Telephone & Electronics International, Inc.

The large "dish" antenna is 98.4 feet (30 meters) in

diameter -- large enough to cover the infield of a regulation

softball diamond. The entire antenna structure, weighing more

than 300 tons, is mounted on wheels riding a track 50 feet in

diameter on top of the circular concrete pedestal.

The pedestal also serves as the central control room, which

houses most of the operating electronic equipment. This com-

pactness of design makes for easier maintenance and lower

operating costs.

Communications are transmitted and received at he same

time through the antenna at microwave frequencies. Transmitted

signals are in the six gigacycle range (six billion cycles per

second), and received signals in the four gigacycle range.
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Ai:though communications processed through the station

are amplified many separate times, altered in frequency and

filtered into different forms, then sent and received

thousands of miles through space, the entire process takes

only a fraction of a second. The voice quality of an indi-

vidual telephone call sent via the commercial satellite system

is as clear as if the call were made from next door. Television,

teletypewriter, data and other general communications are of

high quality, meeting or exceeding international standards.

The Bartlett station is one of eight U. S. stations.

The other stations are at Brewster, Washington; Jamesburg,

California; Paumalu, Oahu, Hawaii; Pulantat, Guam; Andover,

Maine; Etam, West Virginia and Cayey, Puerto Rico.

###
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The Bartlett earth station will work with an INTELSAT III
series satellite stationed over the mid-Pacific. The first

of the Ills, the most powerful commercial communications satel-

lite to date, was launched in 1968. Now there are three

INTELSAT Ills positioned over the Atlantic, one over the Paci-

fic and one over the Indian Ocean.

INTELSAT Ills are the third generation of commercial satel-

lites. Their predecessors include:

--Early Bird (INTELSAT I), the world's first commercial
communications satellite, launched from Cape Kennedy April 6,

1965, and placed in commercial operation over the Atlantic on

June 28 of that year. This hardy pioneer was "retired" from

full-time service in 1969 after more than 31/2 years of opera-

tion and a remarkable record of 100% reliability.

--The INTELSAT II series satellites, three successfully

launched and placed into service in 1967, one supplementing

Early Bird over the Atlantic, and two positioned over the

Pacific. These satellites had approximately the same capacity

as Early Bird, but twice the area of coverage.

The following comparison shows improvements in each suc-

cessive generation of satellite:

Two-way voice circuits

Or, TV Channels

Life Expectancy

(Early Bird)

INTELSAT I

240*

1

18 months

INTELSAT II

240*

1

3 years

INTELSAT III

1,200

4

5 years

Coverage Area North of Full 1/3 of Full 1/3 of
equator only earth earth

Size 28.4" dia. 56" dia. 56" dia.
23.25" high 26.5" high 41" high

Weight, in orbit 85 pounds 190 pounds 334 pounds

Early Bird's antenna was focused for coverage only in the
Northern Hemisphere. The INTELSAT IIs, with twice the
power of Early Bird, provided coverage in both Northern
and Southern Hemisphere.
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The INTELSAT III is a "spin stabilized" satellite; that
is, the cylindrical body spins at the rate of about 90 revolu-
tions per minute. Much like a spinning top, this keeps the
satellite stabilized in space. The antenna spins counter to
the satellite at precisely the same speed, keeping its maximum
energy beamed directly towards the earth. Mounted on the
outside of a III are 10,720 tiny solar cells which convert
sunlight into electrical energy for operating the satellite's
equipment.

Work is now nearing completion on the next series of
satellites -- INTELSAT IV. These large spacecraft, each
standing 171/2 feet high and weighing about 3,080 pounds before
launch (1,584 pounds in orbit), are scheduled to be placed in
service beginning in 1971. Each one will have a capacity
averaging more than 5,000 circuits, or four times greater than
the capacity of the present Ms.

The Earth Stations 

The growth of the system on the ground has been just
as spectacular as the progress of the system in space.

In 1965 there were only four earth stations, all in the
Atlantic region, in commercial service. By mid-1970, some 49
antennas at 41 earth station sites in 29 different countries
were in commercial service around the globe. This is expected
to increase to 55 antennas by the end of this year, and to
grow to 76 antennas by the end of 1971.

The ground and space portions of the satellite system
involve distinctly different and unique ownership arrange-
ments. The earth stations are owned by organizations in the
countries or their territories in which they are located.
There are eight U. S. stations in commercial operation,
including the Bartlett station.

The satellites in the system, however, are owned by
INTELSAT (International Telecommunications Satellite Consortium).
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COMSAT

Communications Satellite Corporation is perhaps unique

among American companies. It's roles include those of a U. S.

common carrier company, and U. S. representative in an inter-

national organization.

COMSAT's basic charter is the Communications Satellite

Act of 1962, signed into law by President John F. Kennedy on

August 31 of that year. The Act called for establishment of

a global commercial satellite system as expeditiously as possible,

in cooperation with other countries, to be open without dis-

crimination to all.

The U. S. company formed to carry out that Congressional

mandate is COMSAT.

COMSAT is a private company -- not a government agency.

Its stock is widely held by thousands of shareowners, and

it is closely regulated like other communications carrier

companies by the Federal Communications Commission.

Internationally, OaMSAT is the U. S. representative in

INTELSAT, and it also serves as the Manager for that worldwide

consortium, now grown to 76 member countries.

The Corporation presently has ownership interests in

eight U. S. earth stations, including 100 percent in the Bartlett

station; and it also has a majority ownership in the satellites

and related "space segment" facilities in the present global

system. In addition, COMSAT has developed plans for

a proposed domestic U. S. satellite system, and an aeronautical

satellite system to serve aircraft in flight over the Pacific

and Atlantic.

The company was incorporated in the District of Columbia

in February of 1963. It presently has about 1,300 employees.

COMSAT's headquarters are located in Washington, D. C. A new

$12 million COMSAT Laboratories complex in suburban Montgomery

County, Maryland, was opened in 1969, centralizing the company's

broad research activities in one modern facility.

# # #



Information Sheet: INTELSAT

MSAT

COMMUNICATIONS SATELLITE CORPORATION



7/70

INTELSAT

INTELSAT (International Telecommunications Satellite
Consortium) was established in 1964 as an international
partnership to develop a global satellite system.

Two international agreements for interim arrangements,
first opened for signature on August 20, 1964, set forth the
goals and organizational structure of INTELSAT.

The growth rate of the partnership--from 11 countries
initially to 76 at the present--has been cited as one of the
fastest of any international organization in history.

Each member country of INTELSAT is assigned a quota, or
share in the system. In general terms, the country pays its
assigned quota of costs, and receives its quota of revenues
from satellite operations. Communications Satellite Corporation
(COMSAT) is the U. S. representative in INTELSAT, and COMSAT
serves as manager for INTELSAT.

The governing body of INTELSAT is the Interim Communi-
cations Satellite Committee (ICSC), which establishes general
policies for the organization.

The interim arrangements, under which INTELSAT now operates,
will remain in force until they are superseded by permanent

arrangements. Negotiations now are being held to consider

definitive, or permanent, arrangements.

The 76 members of INTELSAT, as of July 1, 1970, were:

Algeria Ethiopia Korea
Argentina France Kuwait
Australia Germany Lebanon
Austria Greece Libya
Belgium Guatemala Liechtenstein
Brazil India Luxembourg
Cameroon Indonesia Malaysia
Canada Iran Mexico
Ceylon Iraq Monaco
Chile Ireland Morocco
China Israel The Netherlands
Colombia Italy New Zealand
Congo Ivory Coast Ni:aragua

(Kinshasa) Jamaica Nigeria
Denmark Japan Norway

Dominican Jordan Pakistan
Republic Kenya
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Panama Sweden United Arab

Peru Switzerland Republic
Philippines Syria United Kingdom
Portugal Tanzania United States

Saudi Arabia Thailand Vatican City
Senegal Trinidad and Venezuela
Singapore Tobago Viet Nam

South Africa Tunisia Yemen

Spain Turkey Yugoslavia
Sudan Uganda Zambia

itt*
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WORLDWIDE

EARTH STATION DEVELOPMENT

Earth stations for sending and receiving commercial satellite communications
are an essential element in the growth and expansion of this new means of global com-
munications.

By mid-1970 a total of 49 station antennas were in commercial operation
around the world, located on every inhabited continent. By the end of 1971, more
than 70 stations are expected to be in service.

In space, INTELSAT III series satellites are stationed over the Atlantic, Pacific
and Indian Oceans, providing coverage on a truly global scale.

General standards, or technical and operating characteristics, for earth sta-
tions in the commercial satellite system are established by the governing body of
INTE LSAT (International Telecommunications Satellite Consortium). Each country,
or an entity designated by it, owns and operates its own station.

In recent years, new stations have been built, others are under construction or
planned, and some older stations have been improved or equipped with new antennas
to meet greater demands. The following is a country-by-country list of earth station
information compiled from the latest sources available:

Country Date of Operation

1. Algeria 1972

2. Argentina Balcarce: new station located
about 250 miles southwest of
Buenos Aires, began commercial
service in September of 1969. It
is operated by Empresa Nacional
de Telecomunicaciones (ENTEL).
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Country Date of Operation

3. Ascension A small station with a 42-foot an-

Island tenna, located on Donkey Plain,
(United primarily for NASA support serv-

Kingdom) ice, but also handles other com-
mercial channels, began opera-

tions April, 1967. Cable &
Wireless, Ltd., operates the

station.

4. Australia 1. Moree: a station with 90-
foot antenna, located near
Moree north of Sydney,

began commercial opera-

tion May, 1968. All stations
are operated by the Aus-

tralian OTC (Overseas
Telecommunications Com-

mission).

2. Carnarvon: station site,
located north of Perth, has

new standard antenna which
began commercial service
via Pacific satellite in
October of 1969.

3. Ceduna: new station built
in south Australia at same
time as above Carnarvon
antenna, began commercial
operation via Indian Ocean
satellite in December of
1969.
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Country Date of Operation

5. Bahrain

6. Barbados
(United Kingdom)

7. Brazil

8. Cameroon

9. Canada

Ras Abu Jarjur: new station with
90-foot antenna, began service
via the Indian Ocean satellite,
July of 1969. Cable & Wireless,
Ltd., operates the station.

1971

Tangua: new station with 98-foot
antenna, located about 20 miles
northeast of Rio de Janeiro, began
commercial operations in Febru-
ary of 1969 via Atlantic satellite.
Station is operated by Empresa
Brasileira de Telecomuni-
caciones (EMBRATEL).

1971

1. Mill Village No. 1: the
station, located in Nova
Scotia, is equipped with an
85-foot diameter antenna
protected by a radome. It
was first used for com-
mercial service in October
of 1969.
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Country Date of Operation

9. Canada 2. Mill Village No. 2: a
(Cont.) second antenna 90-feet in

diameter built on the same
site, began commercial
service January of 1969.
Station complex is operated
by COTC (Canadian Over-
seas Telecommunications
Corp.)

10. Chile

11. China,
Republic of

12. Colombia

Longovilo: a station with 97-foot
antenna, located southwest of
Santiago, began commercial
service July of 1968 — the first in
Latin America. It is operated by
Empresa Nacional de Telecomu-
nicaciones (ENTEL Chile).

Taipei (Chin-Shan-Li): station
with 100 foot antenna began
service in December of 1969,

via Pacific Ocean satellite.
The complex is operated by the
Chinese Government Radio
Administration (CGRA).

Choconta: a new standard sta-
tion, located about 50 miles north
of Bogota, began Atlantic area
service in March of 1970. It is
operated by Empresa Nacional
de Telecomunicaciones
(TELECOM).
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Country Date of Operation

13. Congo,
Democratic
Republic of
(Kinshasa)

14. Ecuador

15. Ethiopia

16. France

17. Germany

1971

1971

1972

1. Pleumeur-Bodou No. 1:
station was one of first
used for commercial
service via Early Bird
satellite in June of 1965.
The facility, located in
Brittany, is equipped with
"horn" antenna. Station
complex is operated by
the Ministry of Posts and
Telecommunications.

2. Pleumeur-Bodou No. 2: a
new standard antenna at
the same site, began com-
mercial operations in
November of 1969 with an
Atlantic INTELSAT III
satellite.

3. Martinique: 1971

1. Raisting No. 1: station,
equipped with an 82-foot
antenna is located in
Bavaria about 20 miles
southwest of Munich; one
of the first five stations
that began service via
Early Bird in June of
1965.
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Country Date of Operation

17. Germany
(Cont.)

18. Greece

2. Raisting No. 2: a new

antenna, for use with
Indian Ocean satellite,
began commercial serv-
ice in October of 1969.
The station complex is
operated by Deutsche
Bundespost.

Thermopylae: new station
equipped with 100 foot diameter
antenna, is located about 115
miles northwest of Athens. It
began service via Atlantic
satellite in April of 1970. Sta-
tion is operated by the Hellenic
Telecommunications Organiza-
tion (OTE).

19, Hong Kong 1. Stanley Peninsula, No. 1:
(United new station with 90-foot
Kingdom) diameter antenna began

commercial service with
Pacific INTELSAT III
satellite in September of
1969.

20. India

2. No. 2: 1971 (1st quarter)
a second antenna for Indian
Ocean service. Cable &
Wireless, Ltd., is operator
of station complex.

Arvi: a new standard station for
use with Indian Ocean satellite is
scheduled to be ready about
September of 1970.



Country Date of Operation

21. Indonesia

22. Iran

1. Djatiluhur: a new standard,
operating with the Indian
Ocean satellite, began
service in September of
1969. It is operated by the
Indonesia Satellite Com-
munications Corp.
(Indosat).

2 Djatiluhur: a second
antenna is planned for use
with the Pacific satellite,
1974.

Asadabad: a new standard station
began operation in October of
1969 via the Atlantic Ocean
satellite. The Post, Telegraph
and Telephone Ministry owns
and operates the station.

23. Israel 1972

24. Italy 1. Fucino: new antenna
90-feet in diameter, located
at site of Fucino about 80
miles east of Rome, began
commercial service
August, 1967. It replaced
a smaller antenna that
began service in 1965
via Early Bird. Operator
of the station complex is
Societa Telespazio.
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Country Date of Operation

24. Italy (Cont.) 2. Fucino No. 2: new
standard antenna for Indian
Ocean service, located on
same site, began com-
mercial service via
Indian Ocean satellite in
June of 1970.

25. Ivory Coast 1971

26. Jamaica 1971

27. Japan 1. Ibaraki: an antenna 90-

28. Jordan

29. Kenya
(East Africa:
a joint under-
taking of Kenya,
Tanzania,
Uganda)

feet in diameter replaced
smaller antenna that first
began service January,
1967. Located about 90
miles north of Tokyo, it
started commercial
service in March of 1968.

2. Yamaguchi: new station
with 90-foot antenna began
service in July of 1969 via
Indian Ocean satellite.
Both stations are operated
by Kokusai Denshin Denwa
Co., Ltd.

1970 (December)

Mt. Margaret: a new station in
Kenya's Rift Valley, will serve
the East African countries of
Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda.
It is scheduled to become oper-
ational for Indian Ocean service
in August of 1970. It will be
operated by East ,African Ex-
ternal Telecommunications
Co., Ltd.
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Country Date of Operation

30. Korea,
Republic of

Kum San: a new standard station
operated by the Ministry of Com-
munications. It began service in
April of 1970, via Pacific
satellite.

31. Kuwait Umm Al-Aish: new standard
station located in the State of
Kuwait began service via the
Indian Ocean satellite in October
of 1969. The Ministry of Posts,
Telegraphs and Telephones
operates the station.

32. Lebanon Arbaniyeh: standard station
began service via Atlantic Ocean
satellite in September of 1969. It
is operated by the Ministry of
Posts, Telegraphs and Telephones.
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Country Date of Operation

33. Malaysia

34. Mexico

35. Morocco

Kuantan: new station located
about 100 miles east of Kuala
Lumpur, started service in
March of 1970, via Indian Ocean
satellite. It is operated by the
Ministry of Works, Posts and
Telecommunications.

1. Tulancingo: station with
105-foot antenna, located
about 80 miles northeast
of Mexico City, began full-
time commercial service in

January of 1969. Depart-
ment of Communications
and Transportation oper-
ates the station.

Sehouls: a new station located
about 12 miles northeast of Rabat,
began service via Atlantic Ocean
satellite in December of 1969.
It is operated by the Societe
Marocaine des Telecommunica-
tions par Satellite (Somatelsat).

36. Netherlands 1973

37. New Zealand Warkworth: the station, with
97-foot antenna, is under con-
struction for New Zealand Post
Office; expected to be in service
by May of 1971.

38. Nigeria Lanlate No. 1: December of
1970, to work with Atlantic
satellite.
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38. Nigeria Lanlate No. 2: Late 1971, a
(Cont.) second antenna for use with

Indian Ocean satellite.

39. Pakistan,
East Chittagong Hill Tracts: 1971
West Karachi: 1971

40. Panama Utibe: a station with 98-foot
antenna, located about 30 miles
north of Panama City, began
operations in September of 1968.
Page Communications Engineers,
Inc., operates the station for
INTERCOMSA.

41. Peru Lurin: new standard station,
located about 20 miles south of
Lima, began operations with
100-foot antenna in July of 1969,
via Atlantic INTELSAT III
satellite. It is operated by
Empresa Nacional de Tele-
comunicaciones (ENTEL Peru).

42. Philippines Tanay No. 1: station with 97-
foot antenna at Tanay, about 30
miles east of Manila, went into
operation with Pacific satellite
April, 1968, replacing older
42-foot antenna that first opened
service April, 1967. It is
operated by Phil-Comsat.

Tanay No. 2: 1971

43. Saudi Arabia 1972
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44. Senegal 1971

45. Singapore August 1971 - to work with

Indian Ocean satellite.

46. Spain 1. Buitrago No. 1: station
complex with 85-foot antenna,

located about 50 miles north

of Madrid, began operations

via Atlantic satellite in
January of 1968. Compania
Telefonica Nacional de
Espana operates the station.

2. Buitrago No. 2: a second

antenna, 98-feet in diam-

eter, for service via Indian

Ocean satellite, started

operations in April of 1970.

3. Grand Canary Island No. 1:

twin 42-foot antennas, lo-
cated near Mespalomas,
used primarily for NASA
support service, went in
operation April of 1967
(non-standard).

4. Grand Canary Island No. 2:
new standard antenna
scheduled for service in
1971.

47. Sudan 1972

48. Sweden
(Nordic Earth
Station: a
joint under-
taking of
Sweden,
Norway,
Denmark,
Finland)

Tanum, Sweden: 1971

-12-
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Country Date of Operation

49. Switzerland 1973

50. Thailand 1. Sri Racha No. 1: station
with 97-foot antenna, lo-
cated about 50 miles from
Bangkok, became operational
across Pacific April of 1968.
It replaced a transportable
facility at same site that had
been in service since May,
1967.

51. Trinidad and
Tobago

2. Sri Racha No. 2: second
standard antenna, for
Indian Ocean service, started
started service in April of
1970. Post and Telegraph
Department of Kingdom of
Thailand operates the station
complex.

1971

52. Turkey 1972

53. United Arab 1972
Republic

54. United Kingdom 1. Goonhilly Downs No. 1:
located in Cornwall,
England, one of the first
stations that began com-
mercial service via Early
Bird satellite in June,
1965. Antenna and related
equipment underwent modi-
fications to fit it to work
with Indian Ocean satellite
in July of 1969.
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Country Date of Operation

54. United Kingdom 2.
(Cont.)

55. United States 1.

Goonhilly Downs No. 2: a
second large antenna at same
site became operational in
November of 1968, replac-
ing No. 1 for service via
Atlantic satellite. The Post
Office Corp. operates the
station complex.

Andover, Maine: station,
with horn antenna, was one
of the first stations that

began commercial service
via Early Bird satellite in
June of 1965. It operates
with an INTELSAT III
Atlantic satellite. Com-
munications Satellite Corp.
(COMSAT) operates the
station.

2. Brewster Flat, Washington:
located about halfway be-
tween Seattle and Spokane,
began service December,
1966, via Pacific INTELSAT
II satellite. It now works
with an INTELSAT III Pacific
satellite. The antenna has
been enlarged to 97-foot
diameter. COMSAT
operated.

3. Paumalu, Hawaii: site on
island of Oahu, about 40
miles north of Honolulu.
Largest station of its kind
with two large antennas, in-
cluding new 97-foot antenna,
and 85-foot antenna which
was modified in 1969 and
enlarged to 97 feet. COM-
SAT operated.
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55, United States 4. Etam, West Virginia: now
(Cont.) the major U. S. East Coast

station handling Atlantic area
traffic. Station has 97-foot
antenna, first used October
1968. It is a sister station
to those built at the same
time in 1968 in Puerto Rico
and California, COMSAT
operated.

5. Cayey, Puerto Rico:
similar in construction to
sister stations in West
Virginia and California. It
is located about 35 miles
south of San Juan. The sta-
tion was used in commercial
operation to make possible
the first live network TV in
Puerto Rico in October
1968; went into full com-
mercial operation in January,
1969. COMSAT operated.

6. Jamesburg, California:
sister to the above two
stations, located on Cachaqua
Road off upper Carmel Valley
about 35 miles southeast of
Monterey in Central Califor-
nia. It began full-time com-
mercial operations, serving
U.S. and Pacific, December
1, 1968. COMSAT oper-
ated.

7. Pulantat, Guam: new station
with 98-foot diameter an-
tenna, located about four
miles from capital city of
Agana. The station began
commercial service
November 2, 1969. RCA
Globcom is station oper-
ation manager; COMSAT
Is system manager.
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55. United States 8. Bartlett, Alaska: station
(Cont.) located near Talkeetna about

90 miles north of Anchorage,
began service in July of
1970, operating with a 98-
foot antenna via Pacific
INTELSAT III Satellite.
COMSAT-operated.

56. Venezuela Camataqua: 1970 (November)

57. Viet Nam,
Republic of

1971

58. Yugoslavia 1974

59. Zambia 1971

TRACKING, TELEMETRY & COMMAND STATIONS

MONITORING DUTIES •

Four specialized ground stations are used for tracking, telemetry and
command (TT&C) duties to maintain a continuous check on the satellites in the
system.

These specialized facilities are located at earth station sites at Fucino,
Italy; Andover, Maine; Paumalu, Hawaii and Carnarvon, Australia.

These TT&C stations track the satellites, both during and after launch;
receive telemetry data back from the satellites providing information on their
performance and status (spin rate, voltage, temperature, etc.); and transmit
commands when necessary to change the position of the satellite or activate
onboard communications components.

Because of the steady growth in traffic and in the number of earth stations,
and the consequent demands of an increasingly complex system, the duty of System
Monitoring was being added to TT&C duties during 1970 at the four TT&C sites.

The monitoring duty is performed to assure that proper signal power levels
are maintained in the system, and that frequency allocations made to every station
using the same satellite are observed by all. This is accomplished by monitoring
satellite e. i. r. p. (effective isotropic radiated power), carrier frequency, devi-
ation and out-of-band noise. The purpose is to assure efficient use of the system
for all.
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Australia & U. S.

Italy

Carnarvon, Andover, Paumalu:
non-standard 42-foot diameter
"sugar scoop" antenna and related
equipment are used for full-time
TT&C duties at three different
locations. The antennas at all
three sites are similar in manu-
facture to the one pictured, which
is located at Carnarvon, Australia.

Fucino: this TT&C facility, like
the three above, is located on the
site where a standard antenna is
used for commercial satellite corn
munications purposes. This per-
mits monitoring duties to be
switched between the TT&C an-
tenna and a nearby standard an-
tenna, if necessary.

# ##
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