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t.cieconfeiunicatJons industry in a librinkmariship" manner that

- invokes last minute relief throueh tJc channels in the

regulations.

Some examples of the problems we have experienced are installation

and repair vehicles runninc-, out of gas and being towed back to

garages, -siphoning mid tranz:porting gasoline in large drums in.
pick-up trucks between garage:: a.nd in general. expending b. great

deal of time a1(1 effort in apportioning inadequate supplies
between locations in a near crisis atmosphere. If these . •
vehicles were not kept in operation em;torne:rs would have been
without telephone service. These problems were further complicated

by some suppliers only wanting to supply us needed gasoline when we

declared. that we had a disruption of normal service. In effect we
were expected to wait until service was disrupted before we would

obtain needed supplies. These conditions could have been
alleviated had the definition of "telecommunications services" been
corrected. The current definiti on of "telecommunications services"
Jeopardizes the Bell System's ability to meet the telecommunications
needs of this country. .

The definition of "telecommunications services" is still not in
keeping with the intent of the Beeulations. It is our considered
opinion that it was the intent of the Coneress in drafting the .
legislation that led to the "Petroleum Allocation Begulatione"-,
"that the Presideut-will pay. t;pecial attention to the
-need of continuing the maintenance of public services without
disruption o:r interruption". However, the definition as written -
containing the clause "during periods of substantial disruption
of normal service" is contradictory to the intent of the Becealation
and seriously uodermines the deeication to excellence .of service
the telecomunications industry has worked so diligently to •
achieve and to which this Nation is 'entitled and has grown to
expect. The telecommuuications services of our Country cannot
•afford to be in a disruptive state before receiving an adequate
supply of energy.

This opinion is. further substantiated by referring to the Emergency
Petroleum Allocation Act of :1973, riection 11(b) (1) (B) Wherein it
states that the regulation shall provide for: •

"Maintenance of all public services (including facilities and
services provided by municipally, cooperatively, or investor
owned utilities or by any State or Local Government or
authority, and including transportation facilities and
services which serve the public at large)."

•

•

•
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. Telecommunications services can 
clearly be defined as a public

utility and also as a service which serves the
 public at lftrge.

Page 32 of the Conference Peport No. 93-
628, dated November 30, 1973,

accompanying [11510, expand on the above quoted Section h(b) as

follows:

• "For exaNple, in the emergency period a high priorit
y has

been assigned to the mNintenanee of public services 
including

those provided by government and utilities—whether

• .Kivately, publicAy, anicipally, or cooperatively owned.

• It is expected that the President will pay special attenti
on

to the need of continuing these services witho
ut disruption

or interruption. Allocations to utilities, in particular,

should be mac to the extent necessary to preserve the

reliability of our utility services.

The objective not forth in the Emergency Petroleum Act of 1973,

A and the Conference Report clear3y states the need for prese
rving

reliable services at all times.
7

f..TVIONI

0

We, therefore, strongly urge that„ the definition of 
"Telecuranunina.tion

.Service" be mended to read as follows:

"Telecommunications services" is the provision of voice,

data, telegraph, and ,similar communication services to the

public •W a coirunon carrier.

EIL2Ehrt A - General Provisionr4

Section 211.10

We have a favorable opinion of this revision which allows for

.a state or local government to permit or authorize suppliers,

gas stations particularly, to grant allocations and priorities

of gasoline to priority end users. This is most important to

us for we purchase approximately forty-five per cent of our

• annual needs of 180 million gallons from gas stations.

Sulp..9.rt F - Motor Gasoline

This subpart omits "telecommunications services" as a priority 111-;er.

The current Petroleum Allocation and Price Regulations, Subpart F -

Motor Gasoline Section 211.103 Allocation Levels, states in part

as follows:

°(1) One hundred (100) per cent of current requirements

for the following uses:
0

(v) te3econoounications services.
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Also, Subparts I), E, 0, H, I, awl IC of this, Peculation recognize
"Telecommunications services" as a priority consumer.

Judging from the numbering of the priority uses listed under
Paragraph (c) it appears that. "telecommunications services" was
inadvertently omitted. Paragraph (iv) iseomittcd where
"telecommunications services" appears in the current Regulations.
We point out this apparent inadvertent omission of telecommunictiticiwl
services and respectfully request its rcinutatement.

Subpart 11 -11viation Fuels 

We were pleased to find. that "telecommu.nications flying" was included
as a use that A to receives priority consideration.

• kaa_g2=441111

Let us again assure the Federal Energy Office that the management
of the Bel] System is dedicated to the National goal of reducing
energy consumption consistent with providing reliable telecommunicationservices. We have a comprehenslye energy conservation program
in effect and are diligently mcosuring the results on a nonthly
basis, pie/Ty conservation and measurement has been integrated into

.the Basic Management Job in the Bell System and will continue to
be emphasized as fur as we can see into the future.

We thank you for your considenation of our comments and empho.size"that our contern ic that our capability for furnishipg telecommunica,t3on:-,
services to our Country not be impaired or jeopardized.

If we lnpthe Bell System can be of any further assistance, please.eontuct Mr. Henry M. Williams in our Washington Office
(telephone /166-5563) or Mr. Michael Del Grande- in our New York . -.Office (telephone 212-393-3691).

•

Sincerely,

R4L,

•

• •
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OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20504

July 1, 1974

DIRECTOR

Mr. John C. Sawhill
Administrator
Federal Energy Office
Washington, D.C. 20034

Dear Mr. Sawhill:

This is in reference to the fuel allocation rules recentlyadopted by the Federal Energy Office.

The Office of Telecommunications Policy is responsible forcoordinating the telecommunications activities of the FederalGovernment, evaluating the capability of telecommunicationssystems to meet national security and emergency preparednessrequirements, and coordinating Policies, plans, and proceduresfor utilizing telecommunications resources in an emergency.

All government departments and agencies, including theDepartment of Defense, are heavily dependent upon leasedservices from the communications common carriers. Theseservices are vital to our national security, and laany specialprocedures have been adopted to insure continuous servicewithout interruption.

I am concerned about the effect of the fuel allocation ruleson the ability of communications common carriers to continueto provide these vital services. The present rules appearto permit communications common carriers to obtain the samefuel allocation level during normal operating periods as allother commercial services. ecause of the restrictivedefinition of the term "telecommunications services," thecarriers would be entitled to a higher allocation level onlyduring periods of "substantial disruption of normal service."Moreover, even at this higher level, the allocation would besubject to reduction by the application of an "allocationfraction."

These rules do not appear to reflect the intent of Congressin enacting the Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973,P.L. 93-159, to the effect that a high priority should beassigned to essential 7oub1ic services, including those providedby investor-owned utilities, so that service will be continuedwithnui- dimfuption.. nrioriLy is not refloctrALo1ocouncatoi ce thc same allocation treat7q2nL asall other co:rtmercial services during periods of normal
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operation. In addition, the application of an allocationfraction, which might be substantial in times of acute fuelshortages, could precipitate, or at least contribute to, theservice disruptions that Congress has sought to avoid.

I therefore recommend that the allocation rules for
telecommunications services be modified to reflect the
essential nature and priority needs of these services, both
to the Federal Government and to the public, and to insurethat communications common carriers receive no less fuelthan is required to maintain normal service and prevent
disruption or interruption.

I hope that you will give this matter your immediate attention.Please feel free to call me or my staff if you have any
questions on this matter.

Since5ely,
4/ e.

-124 /
• . . ,

' . /

Clay T. Whitehead
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SUMMARY CHRONOLOGY -- VHF-TV-DROP-IN

1. October 1973: Part of OTP mandate is to "develop in

coordination with the FCC, a comprehensive long-range

plan for improved management of all electromagnetic

resources." In an effort to suggest ways of improving

the use of the VHF part of the spectrum, OTP issued its

first technical analysis of VHF Television Broadcasting 

Frequency Assinment Criteria. This study suggested that

67 additional VHF-TV stations could be "dropped-in" in

the top 100 television markets by taking advantage of

existing technologies and techniques, e.g., directional

antennas, precise frequency offset, etc., to reduce

required separation criteria.

2. October 26, 1973: Senator Baker in a public statement to

the press supports OTP study, indicates benefits for Tennessee.

3. January 24, 1974: Letter sent by OTP to FCC Chief Engineer,

providing technical information on potential Drop-In

locations, and revised separation criteria based on OTP

study assumptions; these to be used in FCC VHF-TV computer

assignment program.

4. March 197/4: United Church of Christ petitioned FCC to

add OTP drop-ins to assignment table; FCC put petition out

for public comment.
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5. May 14, 1974: OTP issued 2nd technical report, incorporating

results of FCC Chief Engineer Office Computer Analysis.

Letter sent to Chairman, FCC, with second technical report

attached. Conclusions basically the same as first study,

i.e., VHF-TV assignment criteria should be reexamined since

20 years has passed since adoption (FCC's Sixth Report and

Order of 1952) to assure effective use is being made of

the spectrum in light of modern day engineering possibilities.

6. February/March 1975: FCC considering Notice of Inquiry.

1
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0



OFFICE OF TELECO
NIMUNICALICY -

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE 
PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20SO4

May 14, 1974

•

Honorable Richar
d E. Wiley

Chairman

Federal Communic
ations Commissio

n

Washington, D. C.
 20554

Dear Mr. Chairman
:

GIRECTOR

Recently the Offic
e-of Communic

ations of the Unit
ed Church

of Christ, et al., 
filed a Petitio

n for Rulemaking to
 amend

the television ta
ble of assignm

ents to include add
itional

VHF channels. We agree that t
he Commission sho

uld undertake

a formal reevaluat
ion of the pre

sent VHF assignment
 criteria

and the VHF televi
sion table of 

assignments, with th
e goal

of making availabl
e the largest 

possible number of 
additional

VHF outlets in the 
major markets.

Since our first rep
ort on this ma

tter in October, 19
73, we

have continued our 
studies and, wi

th your staff's as
sistance,

we have recently re
evaluated the 

number of additiona
l VHF-TV

assignments that a
re possible, 

from an interferen
ce standpoint,

in the top 100 mark
ets of the Unit

ed States. The results of

this reevaluation 
arc enclosed.

The analysis employ
ed three diffe

rent distance separ
ation

criteria, and used
 a data base of

 existing VHF ass
ignments

and a computer Progra
m supplied by 

your staff. The results

of this analysis val
idate the prim

ary finding of our 
original

. study, i.e., that t
here is no te

chnical reason why a
 substan-

tial number of addi
tional VHF-TV 

channels cannot be 
assigned

in the top. 100 market
s.

Many of the addition
al assignments 

could be located 
sufficient.

near the principal 
communities of 

the designated ma
rkets to

enable so-called "c
ity grade" serv

ice to those co
mmunities, as

required by the Com
mission's rules.

 In cases where this
 requi

ment could not be me
t, the channel 

could be assigned 
to an

outlying community
 and still provi

de substantial s
ervice to

the principal commun
ity of the marke

t.
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I hope that this further analysis will be of assistance,
and I look forward to working with you in this important

area of spectrum planning. Should you desire .any additional

information, please let me know.

Enclosure

Sincerely,

Clay T. Whitehead
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FURTHER EVALUATION OF ADDITIONAL
VHF-TV CHANNELS THAT COULD BE
ASSIGNED IN THE TOP 100 MARKETS 

This report presents the results of a further analysis
of the number, of addition4 VHF-TV channels that could possiblybe assigned in or near the top 100 television markets in theUnited States. The analysis was conducted for three differentseparation reductions, using a data base of existing VHFassignments supplied by the FCC's Office of Chief Engineer.Computation was performed by means of a computer program thatwas also provided by the FCC.

' In 1952, the FCC adopted the following minimum separationdistances between co-channel and adjacent channel VHF-TVoperations:

CO-CHANNEL
• ZONE SEPARATION

I (N.E. U.S.) 170 miles

II (Western U.S.) 190 miles

III (Southern U.S.) 220 miles

ADJACENT CHANNEL
SEPARATION

• 60 miles

60 miles

GO miles

. Over the years, the Commission has allowed severalexceptions to these existing criteria on a case-by-casebasis. For example, Channel 3, Jackson, Mississippi, islocated approximately 175 miles from Channel 3, Mobile,Alabama, a 20% reduction in the applicable standard.Similarly, Channel 6, Providence,R.I., is located approxi-mately 155 miles from Channel 6, Portland, Me., representinga 10% reduction.

There is evidence to indicate that the existing separa-tion distances are conservative and that they could berelaxed without affecting existing VHF-TV station operations,thereby permitting the assignment of additional channels.The present analysis evaluated the effects of the followingthree reductions in the existing distance separation criteria:

I. Reduction of existing FCC criteria for co- 'channel and adjacent channel separation by 10%.

II. Reduction of existing FCC criteria for both
co-channel and adjacent channel separation by
15%. The additional 5% reduction assumes the
use of directional antennas.
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III. Reduction of existing FCC criteria for adjacent
channel separation by 15% and co-channel separa-
tion by 17.65%. The additional 2.65% reduction
in co-channel separation assumes the use of
precise frequency offset.

The FCC computer program required that geographic co-ordinates be identified for each hypothetical additionalchannel assignment. Coordinates were chosen within a zonegenerally consistent with the normal distances of existingVHF stations from the cities principally served. However,the selection of a precise location within that zone was
necessarily arbitrary. Therefore a possible additional
assignment that came within a fraction of a mile of being con-
sistent with the applicable reduced separation criteria would
have been excluded by the computer as a possible additional
channel. Because such marginal situations might be worthyof further evaluation, all potential channel assignments that
did not exceed the reduction criteria by more than five miles
were identified.

The data base provided by the FCC included all existingVHF-TV channel assignments irrespective of whether construction
permits or licenses had been granted. To determine the effect
of unused channel assignments on the number of possible drop-insalternative analyses were performed for each separation criteria
using (1) all existing assignments and (2) only those assignmentfor which construction permits or license S have been granted.The consideration of unused channel assignments in this analysisshould not be construed as an endorsement of the deletion ofall such assignments in favor of new channels in the top 100markets. Rather, it is recognized that each such case mustbe evaluated on its merits.

The results of the analyses are presented in the attachedtables. Tables I, II, and III show the assignments that arepossible under each of the three separation categories. Withineach category, the additional assignments that would be possibleif unused existing assignments were deleted from the present Table of Assignments are shown separately. Also, those situatiowhere the location of the potential drop-in fell short of thereduced criteria by five miles or less are indicated by anasterisk. Table IV is a summary of the results for all threereduced distance separation categories.



TABLE I

---Possran ADDI ONAL VHr-TV-CHANNLL ASSIMENTS IN TOP
100 MARKETS WITH A 10% REDUCTION IN - CO-CHANNEL AND ,ADJACENT CHANNEL SEPARATION CRITERIA

The following VHF-TV channel assignments are possible in the top
100 markets with a 10% reduction in co-channel and adjacent channelseparation criteria; considering all existing VHF-TV assignments:

MARKET (RANK)

San Francisco (7)
Miami (18)
Atlanta (19)
Kansas City (23)- -
Milwaukee (25)
Portland (30)
Nashville (33)
Johnstown, Pa. (34)
Birmingham (35)
Albany (43)

• * Charlestown (48)
Charlestown (48)
Salt Lake City (53)
Wichita (62)
Shreveport (66)
Mobile (69)
Davenport (71)

•

CHANNEL

12*
13
4*
12*
8*
4*

10
12*
3*
4*
2*

11
10*
5

11*
9
11*

MARKET (RANK) CHANN

Springfield, Il. (74) 6
Portland, Me. (75) 3*
Jackson, Miss. (77) 5
Jackson, Miss. (77) 10
Columbia, S. C. (82) 8*
Fresno (84)
Fresno (84)
Fresno (84)
Fresno (84)
Fresno (84)
South Bend (85)
Evansville (91)
Wilmington (95)
Wilmington (95)
Monroe (100)
Monroe (100)

TOTAL: 33

4

7
10
13
12
5
8
10
4
11

The following additional VHF-TV channel assignments are possibleunder the 10% reduction criteria when only those existing assignmentsfor which construction permits or licenses have been granted areconsidered:

Dallas (11) 2 Fresno (84) 2Denver (39) 12
.
Fresno (84) 9Salt Lake City (53) 13 Sioux Falls (92) 12Little Rock (68) 9 Albuquerque (97) 2Little Rock (6S). 13 Albuquerque (97) 9Green Bay (70) 8 Albuquerque (97) 11

*Indicates
fell short

TOTAL: 12

that the location selected for the potential channel assign of the reduced separation criteria by five miles or less.



POSSIBLE ADDITIONAL VHF-TV 
CHANNEL ASSIGNMENTS IN TOP

REDUCTJON IN CO-CHANNEL AND

ADJACENT CHANNEL SEPAR
ATION CRITERIA

The following VHF-TV chann
el assignments are poss

ible in the to'

100 markets with a 15% red
uction in co-channel

 and adjacent channel

separation criteria, consi
dering all existing

 VHF-TV assignments:

MARKET (RANK1 
CHANNEL MARKET (RANK) 

CHAW

San Francisco (7)

Dallas (11)
Seattle (15)
Miami (18)
Miami (18)

12*
9*
3*
3*
13

Shreveport (66)

Shreveport (66)

Mobile (69)

Davenport (71)

Springfield, Il. (74)

2
11
9
11
6

Atlanta (19)
4 Jackson, Miss. (77) .

5

Houston (22)
5* Jackson, Miss. (77)

8

Kansas City (23)
8 Jackson, Miss. (77)

10

Kansas City (23)
12 Columbia, S. C. (82)

Milwaukee (25)
8 Fresno (84)

4

Dayton (28)
11* Fresno (84)

5

Memphis (32)
12* Fresno (84)

7

Nashville (33)
10 Fresno (84)

9

Johnstown, Pa. (34)
5* Fresno (84)

13

Johnstown, Pa. (34)
.12 South Bend (85)

4

Birmingham (35)
3 South Bend (85)

12

Greenville (36)
2* Paducah (90)

10

Albany (43)
4 Evansville (91)

Charlestown (48)
2 Evansville (91)

12

Charlestown (48)
11 Sioux Falls (92)

7

Salt Lake City (53)
10 Binghamton (/I)

4

Salt Lake City (53)
13* Wilmington (95)

-Norfolk (55)
5 Wilmington (95)

Salinas (61) 10* Monroe (100)

Wichita (62)

TOTAL: 49

The following additional 
VHF-TV channel assi

gnments are possib

under the 15% reduction cri
teria when only t

hose existing assi
gnmen

for which construction per
mits or licenses h

ave been granted are

considered:

Dallas (11)

Denver (39)

Salt Lake City (53)

Salt Lake City (53)

Salt Lake City (53)

Little Rock (68)

Little Rock (68)

2
12
3
6
8
9
13

TOTAL:

Springfield, Il. (74)

Fresno (84)

Sioux Falls (92)

Albuquerque (97)

Albuquerque (97)

Albuquerque (97)

13..

*Indicates that the loc
ation selected for the

fell short of the red
uced separation criteria

potential channel 
as

by five miles or 
les
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POSSIBLE ADDITION

AL VHF-TV CHANNEL
 ASSIGNMENTS IN TOP 100

-- -MARKETS 
CO-CHANNEL AND A 17.65%

REDUCTION IN ADJACE
NT CHANEL- 17,15TITATION—CRtTE-R-1-2k--------__

The following VH
F-TV channel assign

ments are possible in t
he top

markets at a 15% 
reduction in co-cha

nnel and a 17.65% reduc
tion in adj

channel separation
 criteria, conside

ring all existing VHF-
TV assignmen

MARKET (RANK) 

Chicago (3)

San Francisco (
7)

.Cleveland (9) 
.

Pittsburgh (10) ,

Dallas (11)

Seattle (15)

Seattle (15)

Miami (18)

Miami (18)

Atlanta (19)

Indianapolis (21)

Houston (22)

Kansas City (23)

Kansas City (23)

Milwaukee (25)

Dayton (28)

Portland, Ore (30)

Memphis (32)

Nashville (33)

JohnstOwn, Pa. (34)

Johnstown, Pa. (34)

Birmingham (35)

Greenville (36)

Grand Rapids (42)

Albany (43)

Louisville (47)

Louisville (47)

Charlestown (48)

Charlestown (48)

San Diego (52)

San Diego (52)

Salt Lake City (53)

Salt Lake City (53)

Salt Lake City (53)

Norfolk (55)

CHANNEL

4*
12*
12
8*
9*
3*
10*
3*,
13
4
3*
5.
8
12
8.
11*
4*
12*
10
5*
12
3
2*
11*
4
6*
10*
2
11
2*
4*
8
10
13
5

MARKET (RANK)

Phoenix (57)

Salinas (61)

Wichita (62)

Shreveport (66)

Shreveport (66)

Little Rock (68)

Mobile (69)

Davenport (71)

Davenport (71)

CHANNE

7*
10
5
2
11
6*
9
10*
11

Springfield, Il. (74
) 6

Portland, Me. (75)
3

Jackson, Miss. (77) 
. 5

Jackson, Miss. (77)
8

Jackson, Miss. (77)
10

Columbia, S. C. (82
) 8*

Fresno (84)
4

Fresno (84)
5

Fresno (84)
7

Fresno (84)
9

Fresno (84)
13

South Bend (85)
4

South Bend (85)
12

Chattanooga (88)

Springfield, Mo. (89)

Springfield, Mo. (89)

Paducah (90)

7'
9
11
10

Evansville (91)
5

Evansville (91)
12

Sioux Falls (92)

Sioux Falls (92)

Binghamton (94)
7

Wilmington (95)

Wilmington (95)

Monroe (100)

TOTAL: 69 •
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Under this criterion when only those 
existing.ass4nments f17777777"

construcligm_prmits or licens
es have been granted are considere

d:
_

MARKET (RANK)

Dallas (11)
Denver (39)
Salt Lake City (53)
Salt Lake City (53)

Salt Lake City (53)

Little Rock (68)
Little Rock (68)

CHANEL MARKET (RANK)1 CHANNI

2 Little Rock (68) 13

12 Springfield, Il (74) 13*

3 Fresno (84) 2

Sioux Falls (92) 12

12* Albuquerque (97)
?

8* Albuquerque (97) 9

9 Albuquerque (97) 11.

TOTAL: 14

*Indicates that he location selected f
or the potential channel assi

gl

fell short of the reduced 
separation criteria by fiv

e miles or less.
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TABLE IV ' PAGE 1

POSSIBLE ADDITIONAL VHF-TV CHANNEL „ASSIGNMENTS IN TOP 100 MARKETS

FOR VARYING S EPAIMION DISTANCE CRITERIA

CIL&NNEL

.4

REDUCTION OF SEPARATION DISTANCE.CRITERIA

10%  H 15% ji 17.65% 

IN CUT 11 IN OUT IN I OUT

AIR 
ABA B A

;
B1 AI B A B

Chicaso (3) 4 i I X X

San Francisco (7) 12 1 X f X X X I X X

Cleveland (9) 12 I : .\: 1

Pittsburgh (10) • 8 H
:

Dallas (11) 2 . Ir--1 
.  

I X I I X X

Seattle (15) 3 L L I I X X ' X I X
_

10 I I X 1 i X 

Miami (18) 3 X I X  XI IX 

13 XL X K X X

Atlanta (1q) 4 X X 1 X  X I X  X j

Indianapolis (21) 3 X

Houston (22) 5 1 . X X X

'Kansas City (23) 8 I X L X I x x 1
12 1X I IX xv

Milwaukee (25) 8

_XI
, • • 

X i X  

,
: X 

Dayton (28) 11 I 1 : X . x 

Portland (30) 4 1 -_ T ' I $ d X X

Memphis (32) 12 j1I 1 X I X I X ' X

Nashville (33) 10 X I I: I - 1 I X X

Johnstown, Pa. (34) 5 I 1 1 I___11 x 1 • i x x
12 I I X i X IF

_I
X 1 X I i X

1

Birninoham (35) 3
p• • X 1 X II

I
X Kx

Greenville (3-5) 7 1 I :
X I " I

Denver (39) 12 X X X

Grand Rapids (42) 11 X"

Albany (43) 4 IX t IX IN ,.. X X

Louisville (47) 6 1 I r 1 x x
10 1 1 x x

Charlestown (48) 2 IXI XIX X X X

11 I X i x 1 X xI X _

San Diego (52) 9 1 11X ,

41 
_
Salt  Lake City (53) 3 X X

_ 6 , X

8 X I

_ 10 I I X X '

_ 12 IT-
.

_ 13 1 X • , X

iCorfolk (55)_ D
I v I
i

_ X

Phoenix (57) 7 I 1 'LJ
.._,
Salinas (61) 10._ [X ." :

Wichita (62) 5

(Hutchinson)
X X   X

I I

KEY - A = The locations selected for the potential channel assignments 
listed in

Column A neet the specified reduced separation criterion.

= The locations selected for the potential channel assignments 
listed in

Column B fell short of the specified reduced separation 
criterion by

five miles or less.

IN = All VHF-TV assignments included in the data base.

1 OUT Unust.a VHF-TV assignments excluded from the data base.

•

•

•



TABLE IV PAGE 2

POSSIBLE ADDITIONAL VHF-TV CHANNEL ASSIGNMENTS Er TOP 100 MARKETS
FOR VARYING SE?ARATION DISTANCE CRITERIA

REDUCTION OF SEPARATION DISTANCE CRITERIA
•

i 10% 11 15% 1 It 17.65%
MARKET CO CHANNEL IN I OUT IN OUT IN 1 OUT

I

1
/ B A B A1B A BAIB

' Shreveport .(6,t), 2 X xX
11 Jx X - : x

: Little Rock (68) 6 I
i I x X

(Texarkana) 8 1 x
, 9 X X
• 13 1 X Ii I X

itobile (69)-.. 9 ' X
. : .

. Green Bay (70) 8 X
Davenport (71) 10 X ..

11 X j X X X X X

Springfield ,I'1•(74) o X X X X I x
13 X

Portlaad, Ye. (75) 3 - - X
X_ i x

Jackson, Niss. (77) 5 Ix x v,x X X I X

8 X X _ X

ao xl x jx x lx 1 x
ColurMa, S.C. (32) 8 • X. X X X X J X
Fresno (84) 2 X J_ X

4 1 X X X 1 X X

1 : 
5 I X_ X X X IX -.

7 1 X :. .,. x X K

4 9 X Ix X X
. 10

'
1

I X 1 1
13 I X IX X X 1 ;

South Bend (85) 4 1 -r- 1X X
4 12 X I X

__.1
X X X X

Chatt.anooa (88) 7 • X 2:

J Sprinfie1d 77.‘:o. (89) 9
i

X X
a 11a . . I X (x
4 Paducah (90) 10 X X

.

1 Evans-fille (91) 5 X X X
A
1 

12 I X X I X X
j Sioux Falls (92) 6 X X

1 (Mitchell) 7 I X X X X
, - 12 Ix X X

Binghamcon (94) 4 X X
7 X X

Wilming,ton (95) 8 I X X X X X X
10 X X X X X X

Albuquerque (97) 9 LJ I X I

9 • X I x Ix
-I 11 x 1 x X

. Monroe (100) 4 X 1 X • X X Y., 1 X

1

11 , , 1
A

I
TOTALS j (.1.9 114 +20  14 1 \33 'I 16J f)1! 54 2rn

r,tnvorv.r. m‘Tr. 1 ';"1 i 1.n 1 c.1 I Kn ;11

1
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KEY - A = The locations selected for the potential channel assignments listed in

Column A meet the specified reduced separation criterion.

B = The locations selected for the potential channel assignments listed in

Column B fell short of the specified reduced separation criterion b
y

five miles or less..
IN = All VHF-TV assignments included in the data base.

OUT = tuused VHF-TV assignments excluded from the data base.

..e
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OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY JAN 2 '3 974
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20504 OFFICE Of CIIIEF_ENGINEE3.

January 24, 1974

11±. Raymonence Jr

Chief Eng r(Z P 
Federal o-'7"17cations Commission

Washing D.C. 20554
i/

Dear Ray:

ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

This is in furtherance of our recent meeting with personnel from

your Research Division and Mr. Kdssens of the Broadcast Bureau in

connection with FCC's technical analysis of the October 1973 OTP

"Preliminary Analysis of VHF-TV Broadcast Assignment Criteria."
This analysis was carried out with the assistance of a rather
sophisticated computer program incorporating the FCC data base on
presently assigned VHF stations.

During the course of, our discussions it was agreed that you, might
utilize this computer program in conjunction with specific locations
of proposed OTP "drop-ins" in the top 100 markets. Enclosure 1 .
provides a list of channel numbers and latitudes and longitudes of
the proposed drop-in locations, indicated in the aforementioned report.
The co-channel and adjacent channel separation distances to be applied
to these stations for each of the three zones are indicated in columns
A and B of the table below. Column A represents a straight 10%
reduction and Column B adds another 5% and takes into account the
possibility of using directional antennas.

SEPARATION CRITERIA (Miles) 
Worst Case

Zone Co-channel Adjacent Ch.
A <10%) B (15%) C (17.65%) 15%

I 153- 145.5 : 140 51
II 171 161.5 156 51
III 198 / 187 181, 51

Enclosure 2 lists channels and latitudes and longitudes of additional
drop-in locations which might result from the use of precise frequency
offset. The co-channel separationfbr these channels are indicated
in Column 'C of the above table. A 15% adjacent channel separation
was also used in this case.

•
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- It would be appreciated if you could use your computer program and
associated data bases regarding the possibility of dropping in these

channels at the indicated locations. For purposes of these calculations

a Flexibility Factor of "0".miles should be assumed.

Sincerely,

4(4'
. Dean, Jr.
Assistant Director
for Frequency Management

Enclosures

1/4

•

•
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ENCLOSURE 1

N. LATITUDE W. LONGITUDE
(Deg

sAv Fa/pi 5 ZS( o 37-36 - 122-32

2 2 32-42 96-58
P4-1-1-4s..)

9- 33-17 . 96-50

3 5E4711. 5 . 47-27 .123-20

.3• 80-35 25-23 .

9 is124mr- 25-39 80-50

13 .- 25-20 . • 80-25

. 5 Mdu..s7//t/ 29-29 • 95-00

8 39-037 95-25 ..
14A Ns4s cITY

12 J 39,-30 94-02

8 MiL. u r- 43-08 88,27

11 DAP- aiv 35-29 - 83-40
I
;

4 Paig114NDI egE 1 45-261 121-45

12 Ai t.,4.1f/IE 5 , 35-02 - 90-39

10 NA-sii ti.r Lt- 6 - 36-09 86-51

- 5 40-56 78-28
.O

12 
cj M si %kW

40-32 .- _ 78-00

3 33-28 ' 87-27

• 

 -
eiRmpo 6I/A M

8 33-30 87-07

2 CPEEvvrtLF ,./ 34-24 • 81-42

4 1 I I &I Ivy 42-58 74-02 -
,:.-:. ' •

6 1..aftiZsur. (4,6 37-54 85-58

4 4r1-4 Arm 33-40 - _85-00

38-30 ' 81-13

38-40 82-00

10 m tr. 14 kg 0:z-7-7 . 40-58. 111-18

Z
Gni) a Es

11
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N .LATITUDE
(Deg - Min)

NSYtLE 38-04

7 } 43-34

6 43-35

6-2"--94uX F41-1-.5

7 3 . 41-52

4 42-26
&in EArYilyAl

8 
T S    

I. 33-52
A)L WG-TcV

10 3 i 34-18

4 /41 0 Rci i I-- 32-16

'

•

ado

errtIg. -F771Prowq?,*

W. LONGITUDE
(Dez - Min) 

86-59

96-13

96-33

75-52

76-12

77-59

77-45

91-58

e1c•
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CHANNEL

4 /4

12

a C

7

10 g

3 P

11

10 H

2,4 -1

12 T.

2

5

M

6

2 0

6 a; P.

8 (2 —

13 g

10 5

7 7-

9 (1

.5 V

'7 k)

5 X

6 1'

10

N. LATITUDE
De• - Min

W. LONGITUDE
De: - Min)

••••

• 41-08 87-38

- 4 1 —1. 3. 82-28
•

40-23 79-27

38-17 89-58

47-42 123-30

• 40-2,0 85-48

43-01 85-22

37-39 85-50 -.

32-36 116-15

40-42 111,-12

3-0-00- 98-23

36-54 76-10

34-01 112-07

38-16 97-32

32-23 93-11

34-55- 92-52

34-42 93:00

45-00 87-52

• 41-50 90-39

40-58 88-42

.40-59 88-33

32-40 89-48

35-35 85-00

37-14 92-750
•

41-43 76-28

35-07 106-28
,

' , • -,- x•-• • ;• ?•• t:,',.;••.,•,,,:•.4:•1•W,i)i.7.:.,:••••-•,',":4 •
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INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

Executive Order 11556 requires that OTP, among other things, "Develop
in coordination with the FCC, a comprehensive long-range plan for
improved management of all electromagnetic spectrum resources."
Consistent therewith OTP is constantly striving to ensure that the
radio frequency spectrum resource is used in the best national interest.
For example, during the past three years, extensive measures have
been taken to reduce the percentage of spectrum space between 10 kHz
and 40 GHz which heretofore was allocated exclusively to the Federal
Government. In this time frame this percentage has been reduced from
46% to 26%, i.e., over 9,000 Megahertz have been made available for
Sharing by the non-Government sector.

The challenges of the future in this area loom large in view of the
foreseen telecommunication requirements of a nation increasingly on
the move, the increased application of space technology, and pressing
requirements in areas such as Highway Safety and Emergency Medical
Services.

The OTP and the FCC have been conducting a cooperative review of the
spectrum resource as a forerunner to determining how future require-
ments can best be accommodated spectrumwise. As a part of this
evaluation, a preliminary analysis was undertaken by the OTP as to
the technical suitability of existing VHF-TV assignment criteria.

Findings thus far are summarized as follows:

GSA DC 75-366

o Existing separation criteria are conservative and there is
sufficient evidence to indicate that, with the application
of readily available technical measures, a substantial
number of additional VHF television broadcasting stations
could be inserted into the major 100 markets in the
Continental United States, without affecting those already
in being and operating in accordance with current FCC rules.

o Techniques exist, the application of which, singly or in
combination, would facilitate additional drop-ins:

Reduction of present distance separation criteria.

Use of directional antennas where necessary to over-
come slight derogations of distance separation criteria.

Increased use of precise off-set frequency control.

-- Increased consideration of the advantages offered
by terrain shielding.
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Possible simultaneous use of horizontal and vertical
antenna polarization.

o As a result of analysis of the possible application of one
of the above technical techniques (relaxation of existing co-
channel criteria by not more than 10%), it appears feasible
to introduce as many as 30 additional VHF-TV stations within
the top 100 markets. Relaxations of this magnitude already
exist as regards certain current VHF-TV frequency assignments.

Further, through the use of directional antenna patterns
to reduce separation distance by another 5%, it should

be possible to add at least another 37-VHF-TV stations

within these markets, for a total of 6i; the use of such

patterns being consistent with present practice in

certain instances.

o In addition to the above technical possibilities, a

review would seem in order of the existing FCC policy

which assures TV broadcasting stations the ability

to take advantage of maximum antenna heights and

powers.

o The current FCC Television Assignment Criteria should

be reviewed and revised, taking into account the

current state of the radio art, experience gained

in the past 20 years, and technical compensations

which can be applied readily to permit additional

use of the valuable VHF television broadcasting

spectrum allocations.

BACKGROUND

In April 1952, the FCC issued its Sixth Report on Television Allocations

which established the basic structure for the development of VHF tele-

vision use of the radio spectrum. This structure was predicated on the

adoption of certain fixed separation distances between co-channel and

adjacent channel operations.

Today, in the top 100 markets of the United States, virtually all VHF

television allocations are on the air. Existing assignment criteria

have already been derogated in numerous instances.

Examples of distance derogations in being are:

o Albany, New York and Newark, New Jersey, both on
channel 13, 142 miles separation (16.5% derogation).
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o Jackson, Mississippi and Mobile, Alabama, both on channel
3, 175 miles separation (20% derogation).

o Minneapolis, Minnesota and Wausau, Wisconsin, both on
channel 9, 169 miles separation (11.1% derogation).

Another example of derogation, wherein antenna beam shaping was employed,
is the Providence (New Bedford), Rhode Island and Portland, Maine
assignments on channel 6; approximately 155 miles separation as compared
to present criteria which require 170 miles separation in Northeast
United States.

It is noted that other radio services (land mobile, aeronautical mobile,
etc.) have been forced to change their spectrum use criteria several
times in the past 20 years. For example, the channeling in several mobile
communications services has been reduced from 200 kHz to 100, 50, 25,
and in some cases to 12.5 kHz--this to accommodate additional pressing
requironlents.

EXISTING TECHNICAL CRITERIA 

The preliminary analysis herein evaluates the technical feasibility of
accommodating additional VHF television drop-ins in such a manner
as to not adversely affect existing broadcasting stations operating in
accordance with current FCC rules. The basic constraints applied cur-
rently to VHF-TV Broadcast stations are indicated in the tables and charts
below. They pertain primarily to separation distances, permitted radiatedpower and antenna height.

A. Separation Distance 

ZONE CO-CHANNEL ADJ. CHANNEL

I - N.E. U.S. 170 miles 60 miles
II - West U.S. 190 miles 60 miles
III - Southern U.S. 220 miles 60 miles

B. Power/Antenna Height 

1. Minimum power is 100 watts effective visual radiated
power. No minimum antenna height.

2. Maximum power: Except as limited by antenna heights in
excess of 1000 ft. in Zone I and antenna heights in
excess of 2000 ft. in Zones II and III, the maximum-visual
effective radiated power above 1 kilowatt (dBK) is -- a)
channels 2-6, 100 kilowatts, and b) channels 7='13, 316
kilowatts. The maximum power and antenna height combina-
tions are shown in the charts which follow.
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The chart in Attachment 1 lists vertically the top 100 TV markets in

the United States; across the top is a list, by channel number, of the VHF

allocations in the United States. It should be noted that channels

4 and 5, and 6 and 7 are not considered as adjacent channels since there

is a frequency gap between them. A check has been placed under each

channel currently assigned to a particular market. The checks with +

and - next to them indicate that the assigned frequency has been offset

either "+" or "-" 10 kHz to improve co-channel and adjacent channel

sharing.

11\
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An "X" has been placed under the channel, and next to the market where
the "drop-in" of an additional VHF channel could be accommodated. The
determination as to where to place "X"s was made in the following
fashion:

(1) Choose one of the top 100 markets.

(2) List existing stations.*

(3) Select potential drop in.

(4) Plot the transmitter coordinates of potential co-
channel interfering stations.*

(5) Assume a relaxation of existing co-channel criteria of no more
than 10%, i.e., Zone I (153 mi.), Zone II (171 mi.), and Zone
III (198 mi.).

(6) In those instances where the 10% relaxation is not capable
of uniform application, assume the use of directional
antenna to further reduce separation criteria by not more
than 5%, but only in the direction of the one station having
the greatest interference potential. (This has the attendant
effect of also reducing the associated adjacent channel
separation requirements.)

(7) Assume the location of drop-in transmitters tekA)e generally
consistent with the normal distance of existing VHF stations
from the cities principally served.

LwoUsing this method, and as set forth in Attachment 1, sixty-gagman potentiallocations for "drop-ins" resulted in the top 100 markets, thirty of whichdid not envisage the use of directional patterns as described in (6) above.Local topographical and siting considerations may be used to increase theareas in which drop-ins can be located. Specific examples of applyingthe foregoing approach are contained in Attachment 2.

It is expected that the indicated drop-in stations could operate underthe same power and antenna height constraints as existing VHF stations,and thus would have similar types of coverage. Some adjustment of low power,co-channel VHF TV translator frequency assignments might be necessary.

In the conduct of this analysis it was noted that additional possible
"drop-ins" were precluded on the basis of current distance separation
criteria, even though stations not at maximum power were involved.

* Based upon TV Fact Book,
1972-1973 Edition
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The above presentation is but one example of how additional VHF drop-
ins might be accommodated. It is foreseen that further channels could
be added on the basis of more precise engineering involving the use of
the following techniques or combinations thereof:

o More extensive use of directional antennas.

o Taking maximum advantage of terrain shielding.

o Increased use of precise off-set frequency control.

In addition to the foregoing, the following areas warrant investigation:

o Possible use of vertical in combination with present
horizontal antenna polarization, a technique used
extensively in European TV and elsewhere.

o The possible use of sharing criteria based on inter-
ference-limited rather than noise-limited considerations.

o The relief that would be afforded by revision of the
existing FCC policy which assures TV broadcasting stations
the ability to use maximum antenna height and power.

CONCLUSION

There is sufficient evidence to indicate that a substantial number
of additional VHF television broadcasting stations could be inserted
into the major 100 markets of the Continental United States, and
elsewhere, without affecting those operating in accordance with
current FCC rules. In short, the need exists to update the technical
criteria currently applied in determining VHF television broadcasting
frequency assignments.

RECOMMENDATION

That the current FCC Television Assignment Criteria be reviewed and
revised so as to permit VHF TV broadcasting assignments to be made on a
more rigorous engineering basis. This review should be undertaken in the
light of the current state of the radio art, experience gained in the
past 20 years in the application of existing criteria, and applicable
techniques such as discussed herein.
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POTENTIAL VHF DROP-INS 

IN TOP 100 MARKETS 

ATTACHMENT 1



MARKET 10 11 12 13

I
Alk

1. New York, N.Y.

2. Los Angeles, Cal.

3. Chicago, Ill.

4. Philadelphia, Pa.

VI

VI

VI

/-.

5. Boston, Mass.

6. Detroit, Mich.

I!" /1/: 

* 7. San Francisco/Oakland, Cal. 14 V- V+

VI- VI-

* 9. Cleveland, Ohio  VI 410

8. Washington, D.C.

10. Pittsburgh, Pa.

* 11. Dallas/Ft. Worth, Texas

12. Hartford/New Haven, Conn.

111 13. Baltimore, Md. V

14. St. Louis, Mo.

* 15. Seattle/Tacoma, Wash.

i+ 

4

I+ l+ VI 

16. Minneapolis/St. Paul, Minn.

17. Cincinnati, Ohio

* 18. Miami, Fla.

* 19. Atlanta, Ga. VI

20. Providence, R.I.

4

21. Indianapolis, Ind. VI-

* 22. Houston, Tex. VI

* 23. Kansas City, Mo. V

24. Sacramento/Stockton, Cal.

* 25. Milwaukee, Wisc.

VI

VI

i+

* INDICATES DROP-INS



111 
MARKET

231 4 5 1 6
7 8 9 10 11112 13

26. Columbus, Ohio ^ V+

27. Buffalo, N.Y. VI VI-

*28. Dayton, Ohio

29. Tampa/St. Petersburg, Fla. 11
*30 Portland, Oregon VI

31. Charlotte, N.C.

*32. Memphis, Tenn.

*33. Nashville, Tenn.

Li

4

1+

*34. Johnstown/Altoona, Pa.

*35. Birmingham, Ala.

*36. Greenville/Spartanburg, S.C.

37. New Orleans, La.

VI

X

V+

38. Harrisburg/Lancaster
Lebanon, Pa.

39. Denver/Boulder, Colo.

40. Toledo, Ohio

41. Higla Point/Greensboro
Winston-Salem N.C.

42. Grand Rapids/Kalamazoo, Mich,

*43. Albany, Schenectady/
Troy, N.Y.
Wheeling, W.Va.-
Steubenville, Ohio

45. Syracuse, N.Y.

46. Flint, Mich.

*47. Louisville, Ky.

*48. Charleston/Huntington,
W. Va. 

49. Raleigh/Durham/
Chapel Hill, N.C.

4

/1- 4

VI

ilk 50. Lansing, Mich.
VI

* INDICATES DROP-INS



MARKET 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13J
. _ .

51. Oklahoma City, Okla. V_ V

. 52. San Diego, Cal. V vi

' *53. Salt Lake City, Utah X

54. San Antonio, Tex. vi vi vi-

55. Norfolk/Newport News/

_ Hampton/Portsmouth, Va.
•

56. Orlando, Fla. _

57. Phoenix, Ariz.

58. Tulsa, Okla

59. Omaha, Neb. vi V-i-

60. Wilkes-Barre/Scranton, Pa.

*61. Salinas/Monterey, Calif. V+

11,22. Wichita, Kans. _ vi

63. Richmond, Va. V I-

64. Rochester, N.Y. _

65. Manchester, N.H. vi-

*66. Shreveport, La.

67. Roanoke/Lynchburg, Va. vi_

*68. Little Rock, Ark. -vi - X

*69. Mobile, Ala.-Pensacola, Fla. V-1-

*70. Green Bay, Wisc. V+ X

*71. Davenport, Iowa-Rock Island,

III. V V+ V

72. Jacksonville, Fla. V+ . V-

*73. Knoxville, Tenn.
Svii+

* 
Champaign/Decatur/
74..Springfield, Ill. V

X

*75. Portsmouth, N.H-Portland, Me. V+

* INDICATES DROP-INS



MARKET 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

.....-.....--..

76. Cedar Rapids,Iowa

*77 Jackson, Miss. V V+

* 78. Youngstown, Ohio

* 79. Spokane, Wash. _ V- V-

80. Columbus, Ga. 1 V

81. Greenville, N.C, V

* 82. Columbia, S.C.

83. West Palm Beach, Fla.

* 84. Fresno, Cal.

* 85. South Bend, Ind.

86. Baton Rouge, La.
VI

87. Des Moines, Iowa.111/1- X _ 1-

88. Chattanooga, Tenn. V

89. Springfield, Mo. 4

* 90. Paducah, Ky.

*91. Evansville, Ind.
X

*92. Sioux Falls, S.D.
V+

93. Madison, Wisc.

*94. Binghamton, N.Y.
X

V-

*95. Wilmington, N.C.
VI xx96. Lincoln/HastingsgKearney,

Neb. . V- V+ V

97. Albuquerque, N.M. V-I- + V+

• 98. Rockford, Ill.

99. Augusta, Ga, +

11111*100. Monroe, La.

* INDICATES DROP-INS
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EXAMPLES OF SPECIFIC VHF-DROP INS 

ATTACHMENT 2 
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. from the Washington Star News October 24, 1973

Open More TV Channels,

White House Unit Urges
By Stephen M. Aug

Star-News Staff Writer

The White House Office of
Telecommunications Policy
issued a study today which
says a substantial number
of new television stations
could be accommodated in
some of the nation's largest
cities—and it urged the
Federal Communications
Commission to reconsider
its present restrictions on
additional stations.
The study concerns VHF

TV channels-2 through 13
—and concludes that by
using existing technology,
at least 67 new stations
could be put in cities within
the 100 largest metropolitan
areas.
The report did not list ei-

ther the Washington or Bal-
timore areas as meeting the
criteria which would allow

them to have another VHF
station. The Washington-
area noncommercial sta-
tion, WTA, is seeking FCC
approval to switch from
UHF channel 26 to VHF

channel 12—a move which
apparently would not meet
the technical criteria set
forth in the new report.
The report has been the

subject of much rumor in
the broadcast industry,
which is considered likely to
oppose any plan that would
increase the number of
VHF television stations.
The industry would base •

its opposition on grounds of
possible interference by one
station's signal with anoth-
er and loss of business that
would result from the new
competition.

THE report is in accord-
ance with the views of Clay
T. Whitehead, director of
the White House Telecom-
munications office, who has
long said there is a need for
greater diversity of views in
broadcasting.
The study suggests these

techniques for increasing
the number of stations:
Reducing by up to 10 per-

cent the present require-

ments for specified dis-
tances between stations on
the same channel
(currently 170 miles in the
Northeastern United States,

for example).
Using directional anten-

nas to beam signals away
from nearby stations.
Increased use of so-called

"offset frequency control"

(moving the station's fre-

quency slightly off the nor-

mal channel to avoid inter-

fering with adjacent sta-

tions)
Use of natural shielding

afforded by existing errain

to separate signals.

"THERE IS sufficient
evidence to indicate that a
substqntial number of addi-
tional VHF television
broadcasting stations could
be inserted into the major
100 markets," the report
says, "without affecting
those operating in accord-
ance with current FCC
rules."
The basic plan by which

VHF- television stations are
allocated to communities
was formulated about 21
years ago, but since then
technological developments
may have made that alloca-
tion table somewhat dated,
the report implies.
TV station allocations are

determined by the FCC. In

the early 1960s, having con-

sidered that channels 2-13

were filled, the FCC opened

up the UHF-14-83 with the

hope that they would allow

a far greater number of sta-

tions.
But the VHF channels are

still greatly preferred since

they afford a broadcaster a
much wider service area
than do UHF channels.
A list attached to the OTP

study says the largest met-
ropolitan areas that could
qualify for additional VHF

I stations under the criteria
the agency considered are

San Francisco, Cleveland,

Dallas (two channels), Se-

attle, Miami, Houston, Kan-

sas City and Milwaukee.





from WASHINGTON POST, Friday, 21 September 1973 - page B-8

!-t • • rv • - • • 1

off

• -7•••••,•••••

The More Channels the Better
By Gaylord Shaw

AnodatcdPms

Clay T. Whitehead, the

presidential adviser who

rocked the broadcast indus-
try last year by pushing for
local control of network pro-
grams, now says television
viewers should be given at
least one additional channel
to watch.
The director of President

Nixon's Office of Telecom-
munications Policy said in
an interview that policies
should be loosened so new
VHF TV stations—those
broadcasting on channels 2
through 13—could be estab-
lished in major markets.

Ile said this could lead to

,the formation of one Or
more new national networks
and would be "one way to
get more diversity" into the
programs beamed into
America's homes.
Asked if Mr. Nixon shared

his views. Whitehead re-
plied "Generally, yes."
(An OTP spokesman said

yesterday that Whitehead
feels that channel 12 in the
Washington area could
serve as the public TV out-
let here without interfering
with local signals. WETA is
presently on UHF Channel
26).

Whitehead denied he was
launching a new administra-
tion attack on the networks.
But his comments are cer-

•

tain to fan the controversy
he started last December
when he spoke of
"ideological plugola" and
bias in news broadcasts. He'
called then for more local
control of national program-
ming, especially news broad-
casts.
At present, most major

cities have three network af-
filiated stations and some-
times one or two indepen-
dent or public TV stations
broadcasting the VHF chan-
nels.
The Federal Communica-

tions Commission has ref-
used to license new VHF
stations and the TV industry
generally supports this pol-
icy—which has oeen in force

since the early 1950s. But
Whitehead contends it is too
restrictive. He said he
thinks 100 new stations
should be added to the more
than 600 now In operation
"to give viewers that much
more choice."
(The OTP spokesman said

that Whitehead believes
that "most of the 220 or so
TV market areas in the
country could probably add
a station" with the notable
exception of the already
jammed Los Angeles
market).
Whitehead acknowledged

there is little chance that
the FCC Would change its
policy. adding "the industry
has beaten it down before."
Some of the new channels,

he said, could be assigned to
public TV, with others going
to regular commercial oper-
ations,., including black-
owned stations.
In the interview, which co-

incided with his third anni-
versary as OTP chief, White-
head repeated his view that
there should he less govern-
ment regulation of broad-
casters.
"I think there should be a

fourth, fifth or sixth net-
work," he said. "I don't think
God ordained that we
should have only three net-
works."
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From U. S. Sen. Howard H. Baker, (R-Tenn.)

Suite 2107, New Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Telephone: 202-225-4944

FOR RELEASE: October 26, 1973

WASHINGTON---A report the Office of Telecommunications

Policy has made available to U. S. Senator Howard Baker (R-Tenn)

could result in far reaching changes in Tennessee television.

Senator Baker, the ranking Republican on the Senate Com-

munications Subcommittee, said the report points out the feasibility

of establishing new VHF television stations in Knoxville, Nashville

and Memphis.

"I was most interested to learn of the technical possibilities

of additional television frequency assignments," Baker said.

"Acting on these recommendations can provide Tennesseans with

greater diversity in television programming."

The OTP report lists 67 potential locations for new "drop in"

stations and the channels which could be utilized. According to

the study, Channel 8 might be used in Knoxville, Channel 10 in

Nashville, and channel 12 in Memphis.

Current Television broadcasting frequencies were assigned by

the Federal Communications Commission in 1952..Although..spme -areas

have received additional or "drop in" stations .since,then), many

such request have been denied by,:the FCCbecause of the existing

technical standards.

Virtually all VHF television allocations are now on the air
in the country's top 100 television markets. According to the
report, however, there is sufficient evidence to indicat,e,that,
with the application of readily available technical measures, a
substantial number of additional VHF television stations could
be inserted into the major 100 markets in the Continential United
States without affecting those already in being and *operating in
accordance with current FCC rules.

The study lists a number of techniques which could be used
to establish additional drop-in stations. One method would be to
reduce the present distance separation power requirements for stations
in nearby regions operating on •the same channel. •

Another method would involve the use of directional antennas
where they are necessary to overcome slight overlapping of signals.
Other recommendations include increased use of precise off-set fre-
quency control; increased consideration of the advantages offered
by terrain shielding; and possible simultaneous use of horizontal and
vertical antenna polarization.

The OTP study will now undergo further consideration by the

government, the industry, and the palid:' .Ahy - bhanges in the VHF

television allocations would be made by the 1"9C., •
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SUMMARY CHRONOLOGY -- HOME WARNING POLICY

1. November 1971: Interagency Task Force, headed by OTP,

completes review of policies and programs for use of

telecommunications to provide weather and attack warning

to public in their homes.

A. Conclusion: Acquisition and use of any warning receiver

should be a voluntary decision by each purchaser.

B. Systems under consideration:

(1) Decision Information Distribution System (DIDS)

Defense Department

(2) Weather Radio System - NOAA

(3) NASA satellite system

(4) Tone signal capability in local TV and radio

stations to be used as part of EBS.

2. January 13, 1975: OTP Policy Statement issued:

A.

B.

C.

D.

Reaffirms voluntary purchase

Signal system is best

NOAA Weather Radio selected because:

(1) Daily weather service tailored to local areas.

(2) Federal investment less.

(3) Inexpensive receivers already on market.

Warning Steering Committee, chaired by OTP will

consolidate future efforts.

-
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OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20504

January 13, 1975

NATIONAL POLICY FOR THE USE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS
TO WARN THE GENERAL PUBLIC

Policy Statement

In November 1971, the Federal Government completed a
review of national policies and programs for use of
telecommunications to provide the American public
with warning of an enemy attack or of natural
disasters. It was established nt that,me, in a
statement of national policy respectin„, Luxie warning
systems, that the acquisition and use of any warning
feceiver should be a voluntary decision by each citi-
zen. Studies conducted since 1971 now have led the
Government to update and reaffirm that policy.

It now has been established that in addition to
the voluntary use of a warning receiver, the public
interest would be served best by a single, Government
operated system for warning citizens in their homes
of enemy attack or natural disasters. In this regard,
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) Weather Radio will be the only Federally
sponsored radio transmission of warning information
to receivers optionally available to the general
public.

The 1971 OTP policy statement committed the Federal
Government to pursuing a program that would "establish
a rapid, reliable warning capability, and ... bring
the cost of a warning receiver within the reach of.
every American citizen." To this end, a series of
tests and studies were initiated to explore several
proposed home warning systems and market demands
for home receivers. During 1974, the results of
these studies were reviewed by the Warning Steering
Committee, an interagency group chaired by the
Office of Telecommunications Policy, and including
representatives of NOAA, the Defense Civil
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Preparedness Agency (DCPA), the Federal Communi-
cations Commission (FCC), the Office of Prepared-
ness (OP), and the Department of Transporat ion (DOT).

The studies focused primarily on two alternative
home warning systems. The first is the Decision
Information Distribution System (DIDS) of the
Department of Defense. Designed originally for
enemy attack warning, its scope could be expanded
to include warning citizens of natural disasters.
The system is in the experimental stage. The
second system is the National Weather Service's
(NWS) VHF/FM Tor., Alert System. (The NWS is an
agency of NOAA.) This system already is operational
for weather forecasting, and incorporates a
special tone alert signal permitting receivers to
be activated automatically if desired by the owner.

After analyzing these studies, OTP concluded that the
NOAA system is the choice for priority expansion
and will serve as the single national home warning
system. The reasons for this are:

(1) It provides routine daily weather services,
tailored to local areas, thereby enhancing the
marketability of receivers;

(2) Federal investment required to complete
coverage of most populated areas will be much less
than the investment required to complete the DIDS
transmitting system, and can be accomplished much
sooner; and

(3) Inexpensive commercial receivers for
this system are already on the market.

The development of alternative systems, if allowed
to continue unchecked, could result not only in a
needless proliferation of home warning systems but
could also effectively split the market for re-
ceivers because of different technologies, which,
in turn, might keep the cost of receivers so high
as to be a serious obstacle to widespread voluntary
purchase. Therefore, in order to avoid duplication,
public confusion and unnecessary future financial
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burden on the public (as consumers and taxpayers),
the NOAA Weather Radio will be the only Federally
sponsored radio transmission of warning information
to receivers optionally available to the general
public. Other systems such as the Decision Infor-

mation Distribution System (DIDS) should no longer
be considered candidates for this function.

The market demand studies for home receivers indi-

cated that many citizens would voluntarily purchase
receivers capable of receiving home warning (if one

were available), but that the total number of

households with such receivers would not -- for the
foreseeable future -- constitute a majority of the
population. Therefore, ths policy recognizes that

Government operated home warning systems, with
purchase of the receiver on a voluntary basis, can
only supplement other existing warning systems.

The Warning Steering Committee, chaired by the Office
of Telecommunications Policy, will coordinate efforts
for the use of telecounications for warning dissemi-
nation to attain a consolidated national warning
capability. In support of this effort, NOAA and DCPA
will develop necessary plans to use the NOAA Weather
Radio as a supplementary attack warning system, and will
further develop plans and procedures to incorporate the
civil defense siren systems into the consolidated warning
system, as well as to maximize the provision of warning
information to radio and television stations.
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OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON. £:).C. 20501

January 13, 1975

THE USE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS TO WARN THE
GENERAL PUBLIC

A Background Paper

Federal, State and local government agencies share

responsibilities to warn the public of the imminence

of emergencies, such as nuclear attach, hurricanes,

seismic sea waves, tornadoes, and other natural or

pan-made disasters. The principal existing means for

warning the general public are sirens, news-type

• announcements by local radio and television stations,

and block-by-block canvassing by public safety offi-

cials.

Existing warning systems are relatively slow, ineffec-

tive at night, and lacking in nationwide coverage.

For many years, various Federal agencies have been

studying ways to use radio techniques to overcome these

deficiencies. From these studies, several proposed

systems have emerged which differ in technical details,

but which have one element in common -- the use of a

hoiEe radio receiver which would be turned on by a
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signal from the Federal Government in an emergency.

Such a system could be activated in seconds, could be

effective in waking people up at night, and could

achieve wide coverage of populated areas.

As of 1971, four such radio systems were under active

consideration: the Decision Information Distribution

System (DIDS) of the Department of Defense; the

Weather Radio System of the National Oceanic and

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA); a satellite-based

111 system under study by NASA, and the incorporation of

a tone signalling capability in local radio and TV

broadcast stations which would be utilized as part of

the Emergency Broadcast System (BBS).

These and other possible concepts for such a system

were reviewed by a Federal interagency task force in

1971. The principal focus of attention at that time

was whether some form of legislation should be pro-

posed which would assure that a warnipg receiver would

be introduced into virtually every home. (This could

be accomplished, for example, by requiring manufacturers

to incorporate a radio warning receiver in every new



k 1

-3-.

television set.) If such legislation were passed, it

would be essential to select the warning system

having the highest possible degree of reliability and

national coverage, since the participation of the

entire American population would be virtually assured.

The DIDS system was considered at that time to be the

best candidate _o meet such a requirement.

After reviewing the policy implications of such legis-

lation, however, it was decided that the government

should not pursue a program which would so forcibly

inject a government communications capability into

every home. Therefore, in November, 1971, a policy

was established that public participation in a Federal

radio warning program should be by the voluntary pur-

chase of a warning receiver.

Without widespread participation assured by legisla-

tive action, it became important to consider the

uillingness of the public to voluntarily buy warning

receivers. Two factors were recognized which would

affect the decision to buy: what services would the

receiver offer, and how much would it cost? In addition,
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it became necessary to reconsider the value of

Federal investment in radio warning transmitters in

light of the additional benefits which would be re-

ceived from a system of limited penetration. As a

practical matter, it was necessary to recognize that

many people are warned in time of many emergencies by

the existing wa-ning systems. A radio system with

the alerting feature (automatic turn-on) represents a

certain degree of performance improvement, rather than

an all-or-nothing capability.

Following the 1971 policy decision, OTP initiated

studies of receiver cost and market penetration. As

a result of these studies, we are now convinced that

the NOAA Weather Radio is the best choice for a

Federal radio warning system. The reasons for this

are:

1. It provides routine daily weather services

tailored to local areas, enhancing the marketability

of receivers;

2. Federal investment required to complete


