
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

:k`411111.71111M1

,:v!".E.114,11retR

z3

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


