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tcleconnun:cations industry in a "brinkm¢nuhip msnner that
invokes last minule rcllef through the chanmels in the

regulations,

Some exwiples of ithe problems we have cxperienced are installation
and repair vehicles running oul of gas und being toved back to
garages, -siphoning and Lranzporting g wwoline in lavree drums in
pick-up irucks between parages snd in general expending o greuat
deal of time apd efforl in apportioning insdequale supplics

between locations in a ncar crisis almosphere, If these
vehicles were nob kept in operstion customers would have been
without telephone scervice. ‘hesc problems vere further complicated
by some suppliers only vanling to supply us nceded gasoline vhen we
declarcd that we had a disrupiion of normel service. In effect we
vere expected to weit until service vas disrupted before we would
obtain needed suppliecs, These conditions could lhave been
gllevialed hud the definition of "telccommunications scrvices" been
correcled. The current definition of "telecomnunications services"
Jeopardizes the Bell System's ability to meet the telecommuiications
needs of this country. '

’

. . . 1l
The definition of Mtelecomwmunications services' is still not in

. keeping with the intenl of the Hegulations. ‘It is our considered
“opinion that it was ihe intent of the Congress in drafting the

Jegislution thet lcd to the “"Petroleum Allocution Regulutions'™,
"that the Presidepl -willd pay special attention to the

need of continuing the naintenance of public services without

disruption or interruption". MNHowcver, the definition as uritten
containing the clause "during periods of substantiul disruption

of normeul serviece" is contradictory to the intent of the Regulations
and scriously under ince the dedication to exccllence of service
the telocommuniceotions industry as vorked so diligently to
achicve and to vhich thils Nulion is entitled and has prown to
éxpect. The telecommmiicalions scrvices of our Country cannot
afford to be in a disruptive state before rece. ing an adeguate
supply of encrgy. :

This opinion is further substantisted by refcrfing to the Emergency

Petroleun Allocation Act of 1973, Section li(b) (1) (B) wherein it
states thotl the repulation shall provide for: * :

"Maintenunce of ull pudblic services (including facilitics and

~services provided by municipally, cooperalively, or invcsior
owvncd utilitics or by eny Stale or local Government or
authority, and including trensportation fnciljtlcs and
scrvices which serve thc public at lnrgc)
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" gelecommunications’ services can clearly be defined as a public
utility and also as & service vhich serves the public at large.

4 " Page 12 of the Conference Report No. 93-628, dated Fovember 10, 1973,

;QJ : . mccompanying S1570, cxpands on the above gquoted Scction L(v) as
=1 . follows:
; : YFor exanple, 3in 1 c cnergency period a high priority has
f . - heen assigned Lo the maintenance of pudblic services including
. those provi ed by governieent and utilitices~-vhether
- . -privately, publicly, wunicipslly, or cooperatively owned.
e - It is expected ithat the President will pay special attention

' . _ to the need of continuing thesc gervices withoul digruption
—=F o . or “‘ntlerruption, Allocetions Lo utilities, in particular,
. ' - should be made to the exlent necessary to preserve the

: relinbility of owr utility services.

i The objective et forth in the Fmergency Petroleum Act of 1973,
g .. and the Confcrence Report clenrly states the need for prescrving
l reliable scxrvices at all tinmes. ‘

————r »

We, thercfore, strongly urge thay the definition of "Telecownunication
- Bervices" be emended to read as follows:

. o el ecommunications scrvices" is the provision of voice,
: . data, telegraph, and similar conmunication services to the
: public by a common carrier. . , :

Subpart A - Gencral Provisions

Section 231,10

We have a favoralle opinjon of this ¥ rision which allows for

. ' a state or local government to permit or authorize supy_iers,

— o gos stations particularly, to grent anllocations and priorities
A i of gasolinc to priority end users. This is mosl important to
= -+ us for we purchase approximately forty-five per cent of our

e — . @ S p—

E . annual neceds of 160 willion gallons Trom gas stations.
E Subpart F ~ Motor Gnsoline °
o i This subport omits "telccomnunicatlions gervices'!" as a riorily user.
f:: The current Petroleum Alloceiion and Price Regulutions, Subp 't F -
T ' Motor Gasoline Bection 211.103 Allocalion Levels, states in port
2 as follows: - , .
= . - "™(1) One hundred (100) per cent of currenl requircments
o= . ‘ for the Tollowing uscs: :

(]
(V) teleconmunications scrvices.

. g . - .
A : ' . e o °
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-Also, Bubparts D, B, G, H, I, and K of this Regulation recognize
"Teleconmunicotlons Sorvices" ug a prioritly consumer.

Judglng from the numbering of the priority uses listed under
Paragreph (¢) it appears Lhel "telccomiunicalions services" was
inadvertently omiticd, Pavagraph (iv) is®omitted where
"telecommunicutions scrvices" appears in the current Regulations.

We point out this epparcni iuadvertent omjssion of telccomiunications
services and respectfully request its reinstotement, : '

Subpart H ~ Aviation Tucls

We were pleased to find that "telecommunications Llying" was included
as & use that i% to receive priorily consideration.

"Energy Conservatlion

Let us again acssurc the Federal Inergy Office that the mananpement,

of the Bell fystem is dedicaled to the Natioral coal of rcducing

encrgy consumplion econsistent with providing reliable telccommunieantion
.Bervices. We hove a comprcehensive encrgy conscrvation program

in effect and are diligenily meosuring the resvlis on a wonthly

basis, Energy conservation and measuremeni has been integrated into
the Basic Mansgement Job in the Bell System and will continue to

‘be emphasized as far as we can sce into the future.

We thenk you for your considepation of our comments and enphasi ze
~that our contern is thut our capabilily for furnishiig telccommunicotions
gervices to our Counlry not be impaired or Jeopardized,

*If we in the Bell Bystem cen be of any further assistonce, please
.contuct Mr. Ienry M, Williams in our Washinglon Office

(tc cphone Wi i-5563) or Mr. Michoel Del Grande in our New York -
_Office (telephonc 21£-393--3691). __—

Sincerecly, ‘ _
. . ’ . : A .- ‘~f ‘
- - /‘45/ /'? Lar’l:g\
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OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

. WASHIMGTON, D.C. 20504
July 1, 1974
A . - DIRECTOR

Mr. John C. Sawhill
Administrator

Federal Energy Office
Washington, D.C. 20034

Dzar Mr. Sawhill:

ence to the fuel allocation rules recently

This is in r r
Federal Energy Office.

efe
adopted by the
The Office of Telecommunications Policy is responsible for
coordinating the telecommunications activities of the Federal
Government, evaluating the capability of telecommunications
systems to meet national security and emergency Preparedness
requirements, and coordinating policies, plans, and procedures
for utilizing telecommunications resources in an emergency.

All government departments and agencies, including the
Department of Defense, are heavily dependent upon leased.
services from the cormunications common carriers. These
. services are vital to our national security, and Iany special
procedures have been adopted to insure continuous service
without interruotion.

I am concerned about the effect of the fuel allocation rules
on the ability of communications cormmon carriers to continua
to provide these vital services. The present rules appear
to permit communications commen carriers to obtain the same
fuel allocation level during normal operating periods as all
other commavrcial services. DRecause of the restrictiva
definition of the term "telecommunications services,” the
carricrs would be entitled to a higher allocation level only
during periods of "substantial disruption of normal service. "
oveover, even at this higher level, the allocation would be
sub 2ct to reduction by the application of an "allocation
fraction."

These rules do not appcar to reflect the intent of Congress

in enacting the Em2rgency Petroleunm Allocation Act of 1973,

7.L. 93-159, to the offect that a high priority should be
assigned to essential Dublic services, including those provided
by investor-owned utilities, so that service will be continuad
without dis-votic. . ™ihis Dricrity ia nnt roalflootad e B U
celocomman macion o srier 27 mane allonation trootioal as

: Loon Ll
. A1l other comacrcial services during p2riods of normal




A

op¢ atic . In add’''ion, the application of an allocation
fraction, which might be substantfal in timcs of acute fuel
shortages, could precipitate, or at lez ¢t contribute to, the
service disrupt s “hat Congress has sough to avoid.

I therefore recommend that the allocation rules for
telecommunications services be modified to reflect the
essential nature and priority nceds of these sexvices, both
to the Federal Government and to the public, and to insure
that communications common ca riers receive no less fuel
than is required to maintain normal service and prevent
disruption or interruption.

I hope that you will give this matter your im >»diate atter ion.
Plcase feel free to call me or ny staff if you have any
questions on this matter.

Sincg;ely, /;_F 0
a5 Ty e
e e S
U N
R R ~
C r,, V. /

Clay T. Whitehead













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: TFCC considering Notice of Inquiry.
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I hope that this further analysis will be of assistancé,'
and I look forward to working with you in this important

area of s_>ctrum planning. Should you desire any additional

information, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Clay T. Whitehead

Enclosure
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III. Reduction of existing FCC criteria for adjédcent
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 additional
channel assignment. Coordinates were chosen within a zone
generally consistent with the normal distances of existing
VHF statioris from the cities principally served. However,
the selection of a precise location within that zone was
necessarily arbitrary. Therefore a possible additionai
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 worthy
of 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 existing
VHF-TV channel assignments irrespective of whether construction
permits or licenses had been granted. To determine the effact
of unused channel assignments on the nu ber of pPoOssible drop-ing
alternative analyses were performed for each separation criteri
using (1) all existing assignments ard (2) only those assignment
for which construction permits or licenses have been granted.
The consideration of unused channel assignments in this analysis
should not be construed as an endorsement of the deletion of
all such assignments in favor of new channels in the top 100
markets. Rather, it is recognized that each such case must
be evaluated on its merits,

The results of the analyses are presented in the attachead
tables. Tables I, II, and III show the assignments that are
possible unc¢ : each of ths three separation categories. Within
each category, the additional assignments that would be possible
if unused existing assi amants were deleted from the present
Table of Assignments are shown separately. Also, those situatio
vhere the location of the potential drop-in fell short of the
reduced criteria by five miles or less are indicated by an
asterisk. Tak e V is a summary of the results for all three
reduced distance separation categories.







POSSIBLE ADDITIONAL VHE-TV CHANNEL ASSIGNMUNTS IN TOP

100 MAR s o REDUCTION IN CO-CHANNEL AND
' ADJACENT CHANNEL SEPARATTON CRITERIA
. The following VHF-TV channel assignments are possible in the top
100 markets with a 15% reduction in co-channel and adjacent channel
separation criteria, considering 211 existing VHF-TV assignments:
EgRKET (RANK) CHANNEL MARKET (RANK) CHANN
Sann Francisco (7) : 12% Shreveport (66) 2
‘Dallas (11) ‘ - 9% Shreveport (66) ‘ 11
Seattle (15) ' 3® Mobile (69) - 9
Miami (18) S 3% Davenport (71) . 11
Miami (18) - 13 Springfield, 11. (74) 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) 8*#
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 gouth Bend (85) 4
Birmingham (35) 3 South Bend (85) 12
- 1., Greenville (36) 2% paducah (90) 10
Albany (43) : 4 Evansville {91) )
, Charlestown (48) 2 Evansville (91) 12
Charléstown (48) 11 Sioux Falls (92) 7
i Salt Lake City (53) 10 Binghamton (&%) 4
! Salt Lake City (53) 13% Wilmington (95)
Norfolk (55) 5 Wilnington (95) 1(
; Salinas (61) . 10% Monroe (100)
i Wichita (62) 5
TOTAL: 49

. The following additional VHE-TV channel assignments are possib
| under the 15% reduction criteria when only those existing assignren
: for which construction permits or 1licenses have been granted are

_snsidered:

- pallas (11) 2 Spfingfield,'ll. (74) U1
Dcenver (39) 12 Fresno (84)

- galt Lake City (53) 3 Sioux Falls (92)
Salt Lake City (53) 6 Albuquerque (97)
Salt Lake City (53) 8 ° Albuquerque (97)
Little Rock (68) 9 Albuquerque (97)

; .

‘ Little Rock (68) ' 13

‘ o _ TOTAL: 13 ..
. %] dicates that the location selected for the potential channel as
. fell short of the reduced separation criteria by five miles OF les
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. construction permits o+ licenses have been granted are considered:

o <

under this critcrion when only those existing assignments IoT which

MARKET (RANK) - CHANNEL MARKET _(RANK) CHANNE
. \ .
Dallas (11) 2 Little Rock (68) 13
Denver (39) _ 12 Springfield, Il (74) 13*
Salt Lake City (53) 3 Fresno (84) 2
Salt Lake City (53) ° 6 Sjoux Falls (92) 12
salt Lake City (53) 12% Albuquerque (97) 2
Little Rock (&3) 8% ~ Albuquerque (97) ‘9
Little Rock (68) , _ 9 Albuquerque (97) 11

TOTAL: 14

¥Indicates that the location selected for the pOteptial.channel assigr
fell short of the reduced separation criteria by five miles or less.

" -

-
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oomdcations Commission
, D.C. 20554

Dear Ray:

This is in furtherance of our recent meeting with personnel from
your Research Division and Mr. Kassens 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 statioms.

During the course of.our discussions it was agreed that you. might
utilize this computer program in conjunction with specific locationms

‘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 leccations, 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 bélow. Column A represents a straight 10%
reduction and Column B adds another 5% and takes into account the
possibility of using directional antennas.

SEPARA [ON CRITERIA (Miles)
- _ Worst Case

Zone : v Co~cha~-el Adjacent Ch.
A (10%) B (15%) C (17.65%) ‘ 15%
1 153." 145.5 140 51
II 171 161.5 156 51
IIL 198 187 181 . 51

Enclosure 2 lists channels and latitudes and longitudes of‘additional
drop-in locations which might result from the use of precis frequency
offset. The co-channel separation for these channels are indicated

in Column C of the above table. A 15% adjacent channel separation
was also used in this case.

‘e
- .
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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 calculaticns
a Flexibility Factor of "0" miles should be assumed.

Sincerely,

% Dean, Jr. ’ i
Asslstant Director

for Frequency Management

Enclosures




. _ ENCLOSURE 1

—TANITTT N, “TIT ™~ W. LONGITUDE
P (Deg ~ ¥ | (Deg - Min)
. 12 Sa Fliwersco 373 - 12232
z g DALLAS , -4z 708 ;
5. 33-77 | , 96-50 ;
3 SEATTLE. 47-27 - 123-20 3
3 o 25-23 80-35 j
9 MTAML 25-39 | | 80-50 "
13- o sl - -80-25 %
5  Hevsriw 29-29 ' ©95-00
8 | ' 35-37 95-25
} KANSAS cITy
12 39-30 94-02
| 8 MILwAVKEE .  43-08 . 8827
S bmew . 3529 i 83-40
. & PORTLAND, ore . , 45-26 12145 '
12 MEMPHTS ., 35027 o 90-39
10 A/}#SHKELLE - R | 36-09 ' 86-51
s 9 . 40-56 . 78-28
12 } .dgﬁ//h‘ST%A{A{ ) 40-32 - 1800,
: g BIRMENEHAM B B
8o o 33-30 . 87-07
2 GREEUVILLE 34-24 | a1
& ALeavy B TR o -.'.’__74-02-
6 LAvrsuriig ' 37-54 o B 85-58
b ATLANTA 3340 o . 85-00 "
11 o - 38-40 .. 82-00
10 sS4 LAuE cr7y . 40-58 | 111-18
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y CHAN....L ' N. LATITUDE W. LONGITUDE ;
. ___(Deg = Min) - (Deg — Min) i
- 13 SHYLT LAKE crTy - 40-37 112-13 ‘
10 SALZMAS 35-59 121-28 i
5 WICHITA 37-58 ‘ 97-26 :
11 SHREVEPHRT - 32-15 93-13 . !
9 34-44 92-15 g
LETTLE Rk
13 | , 34-35 92-47
8 MIBLLE [ 30-27 | e 86-43
8 & HREEN BAY  44-34 87-50
11 DAVENP¥RT ' 41-07 90-23 !
8  Knexyree 36-17 86-51 _ -
| -6 o . 39-30 ~ 89-13 : j
' SPRING FLELD S . |
‘ 13)° - 40-00 89-33 -
3 PLATLAMD ME. T 43-12. ' . 70-36 Ag
10 )’¢Uﬂ£~57/uA{ o '32-40 - 89-38 ]
s 9 C 47-36 117-51° |
: SPERANVE ) - - - _ ,
13 5F RAwE S 47247 S . 117-30 !
s EPlumera 35-54 - g109- |
2 o . . e 7
A : : -
7 S FRESWZ | 36-40 N 119-30 .
: - . | |
13 36-34 S 192 |
' |
4 } JoTH BEVD 41-32 85-53 |
12 £1-25 -0 86-00 ;
‘ & DF MAL NVES . 41-37 N 9342 |
. 10 B 37-18 - ' 88-56 _
J? AD vCAH ‘ L - .
13 - 37-41 | 83-54 |
: . | |

5 FVANSVILLE

. 38-30 - CT 8724
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INTROL ™ "~ TON 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 percentzge 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
467% 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
evaluat’on, 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:

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.

GSA DC 75.366
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~— DPossible simultaneous use of horizontal and vertical
antenna polarization.

o As a result of analysis of the possible application of ome
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 32 VHF-TV stations
within these markets, for a total of 62; 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 shouild
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 .stances 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, %2 n les separation (16.5% derogation).




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, aeron: :ical 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 ‘n scme cases to 12.5 kHz—-this to accommodate additional pressing
requiceuonts,

EXTSTING 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 radiated
power and antenna height.

A, Separation Distance

ZONE CO~-CHANNEL ADJ. CHANNEL

I - N.E. U.S. 170 miles 60 miles
IT - West U.S. 190 miles 60 miles
IIT - 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 an 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 he zht comt »1a-
tions are shown in the charts which fol >w.
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The chart in Attachment 1 lists vertically the top 1t 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.
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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 107, i.e., Zone I (153 mi.), Zone IT (171 mi.), and Zone
IIT (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 57, 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 taybe generally
consistent with the normal distance of existing VHF stations
from the cities principally served.

Ewo
Using this method, and as set forth in Attachment 1, sixty-semen potential
locations for "drop-ins" resulted in the top 100 markets, thirty of which
did not envisage the use of directional patterns as described in (6) above.
Local topographical and siting considerations may be used to increase the
areas in which drop-ins can be located. Specific exAmples of applying
the foregoing approach are contained in Attachment 2.

It is expected that the indicated drop~in stations could operate under
the same power and antenna height constraints as existing VHF statioms,
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. Tt 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 consideratioms.

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 tec iical
criteria currently applied in determining VHF television broadcasting
frequency assignments.

prrmnTNDATION

That the current FCC 'elevision 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 shoul 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.




POTENTIAL VHF DROP-INS

IN TOP 100 MARKETS

ATTACHMENT 1




‘ MARKET 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. New York, N.Y. / oV 4 Vot /4 /
2. Los Angeles, Cal. / S v v/ v/ v
3. Chicago, Ill, am v/ v/ n v/
. 4. Philadelphia, Pa. / - /
5. Boston, Mass. J+ /= 1/- J/+
6. Detroit, Mich. v+ v V- Y
* 7. San Francisco/Oakland, Cal. V+ V= | V/+ V= /¥ X
8. Washington, D.C. V- /- V+ v/
* 9, Cleveland, Ohio v V+ 4
10. Pittsburgh, Pa. b/ /+ v /-
* 11. Dallas/Ft. Worth, Texas X+ s / X Y /+
12, Hartford/New Haven, Conn. /+ V+
. 13. Baltimore, Md. V/+ V- V=
14. St. Louis, Mo. v/ V= V- v V=
* 15. Seattle/Tacoma, Wash. X+ / v v+ 4
16. Minneapolis/St. Paul, Minn. |/- VR v+ V-
17. Cincinnati, Ohio va v /
% 18. Miami, Fla. /X VRV X Ve )4
* 19, Atlanta, Ga. v X{ V- Vs
20. Providence, R.I. v+ V+ V+
21, Indianapolis, Ind. v/ v V- V-
* 22, Houston, Tex. V- ¥ / V+ v
* 23, Kansas City, Mo. voV+ X W+ X
24. Sacramento/Stockton, Cal. v / / J¥
* 25, Milwaukee, Wisc. J v X V4 4 @

* INDICATES DROP-INS







MARKET 2

10

11

12

51.

Oklahoma City, Okla,

52.

San Diego, Cal.

*53.

Salt Lake City, Utah e

v+

54.

San Antonio, Tex.

55.

Norfolk/Newport News/
Hampton/Portsmouth, Va.

v+

V4

56.

Orlando, Fla.

57.

Phoenix, Ariz.

v+

V4

58.

Tulsa, Okla Vi

59‘

Omaha, Neb.

v+

60.

Wilkes-3arre/Scranton, Pa.

*61.

Salinas/Monterey, Calif.

v+

Wichita, Kans.

63.

Richmond, Va.

/+

64.

Rochester, N.Y.

v+

65.

Manchester, N.H.

* 66,

Shreveport, La.

67‘

Roanoke /Lynchburg, Va.

*68.

Little Rock, Ark, /o

*69.

*70.

Mobile, Ala.-Pensacola, Fla.

/t

/+

J/+

Green Bay, Wisc. J+

e

* 71.

Davenport, Iowa—Rock Island,
I11,

/+

/+

72.

Jacksonville, Fla.

Y+

*73.

Knoxville, Tenn.

v+

* 74,

Champaign/Decatur/
Springfield, Ill.

Portsmouth, N.H-Portland, Me.

/+J

=

* INDICATES . OP-INS




. MARKET 20 3| 4y 5] 6| 78] 9] 10| 11| 12| 13
76. Cedar Rapids,Iowa J J+ VA
* 77. Jackson, Miss. Y+ X J+
* 78, Youngstown, Ohio @
* 79, Spokane, Wash. Y- V- V=1 X X
80. Columbus, Ga. v V+
81. Greenville, N.C, Y -
% 82, Columbia, S.C. X V-
83. West Palm Beach, Fla. v v ?
* 84, Fresno, Cal. X X X X
* 85. South Bend, Ind. X
86. Baton Rouge, La. Y /-
‘ 87. Des Moines, Iowa. X /- Y+ V-
88. Chattanooga, Tenn. /+ Y/ /-
89. Springfield, Mo. J+ Y
*# 90. Paducah, Ky. J+ X X
* 91. Evansville, Ind, X J/ J+ X
* 92, Sioux Falls, S.D. ’ X X / /+
93, Madison, Wisc. ./
* 94, Binghamton, n.x. X X V=
¥ 95. Wilmington, N.C. /- J/
9¢. Lincoln/Hastings/Kearney, 4 4
" Neb. < V- Y+ /-l
97. Albuquerque, N.M. J+ | /R v+ v+
98. Rockford, Ill. Y
99. Augusta, Ga, v’+ N
‘100. Monroe, La. X Y + Y

* INDICATES DROP-INS




ATTACHMENT 2

. EXAMPLES OF SPECIFIC VHF-DROP INS
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MMARY CHRONOLOGY -- HOME WARNING POLICY

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.

Conclusion: Acquisition and use of any warning receiver

should be a voluntary decision by each purchaser.

Systems under consideration:

(1)

(2)
(3)
()

Decision Information Distribution System (DIDS) -
Defense Department

Weather Radio System - NOAA

NASA : .tellite system

Tone signal capability in local TV and radio

- stations to be used as part of EBS.

January 13, 1975: OTP Policy Statement issued:

A.

B.

C.

Reaffirms voluntary purchase

S al system is best

NC__A Weather Radio selected because:

(1)
(2)
(3)

Dally weather service tailored to local areas.
Federal investment less.

Inexpensive receivers already on market.

Warning Steering Committee, chaired by OTP will

consolidate future efforts.







OrFHCE OF TELECOMMUMCATIONS POLICY
EXECUTIVE QIFINE 0OF THE PRESIDEMT
VWASHINGTON, D.C. 23501

January 13, 1975

NATIONAL POLICY FOR TIIE USE OF TELECCMMUNICATIONS
TO WARN THE GENERAL PUBLIC

Policy Stotement

In November 1971, the Federal Government completed a
roview of national pelicies and programs for use of
telecomaunications to provide the American public
with warning of an cnemy attack or of natural
disasters. It was established ot that fime in a
statement of national policy respccting Lume warning
systems, that the acquisition and use of any warning
ceceiver should be a voluntary decision by cach citi-
zen.  Studics conducted since 1971 now have led the
Government to update and rcaffirm that policy.

Iz siow has Dboen 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

ol encmy attack or natural disasters. In this regard,
the National COceonic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) Weather Radio will be the only cherally
sponsored radio trunsmission of warning information

to receivers optionally available to the general
public.

A
<
A7

The 1971 OTP policy stutement cemmitted the Federal
Government to pursuing a program that would "“establish
a rapid, rcliable warning capability, and ... bring
the cost of a warning receiver within the reach of .
cvery 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
Committce, an interagency group chaired by the
Office of Telccomavirications Pelicy, and including
represcentatives of ROAA, the Defense Civil




Preparcdness Agency (DCPA), the Federval Communi-
cations Commission (I'CG), the OLfice of Prepared-
ness (0P), and the Department of Transporation (DOT).

The studies focusced primarily on two alternative
home warning systems. The [irst is the Decision
Information Distribution System (DIDS) of the
Department of Delense. Designed originally for
encmy attack warning, its scope could be expanded
to include warning citizens of natural disasters.
The systom is in the cxperimental stage. The
second system is the National Weather Service's
(NWS) VIHE/TM Tor  Alert Svstem. (The NWS is an
agency of NOAA.) This svstenm alrecady is operational
for weather forccasting, and incormorates a

special tonec clert signal permitting recceivers to
be activated automaticelly if desired by the owner.

After anclyzinzg these studics, OTP concluded that the
NOAA system is the choice for priority cxpansion
and will scrve as the «ingle national home warning

et e [ S T oY
Systonm. 'he veoasons oy Thos are:

(1) It provides routine daily weather services,
tailored to Jocal areas, thereby enhancing the
mariketability of rececivers;

(2) Tederal investment required to complete
coverage of most populated arcas will be much less
than the investment required to complete the DIDS
transmitting system, and can be acco lished much
sooneyr; and

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

The development of altcrnative systems, il allowed
to continuc unchecked, could result not only in a
ncedless proliferation of home warning systcems but
could also clfectively split the market for re-
ccivers because of different technologices, which,

in turn, might keep the cost of receivers so nich

as to be a serious obstacle to widespread voluntary
purchasc. _Thcrcfore, in order to aveid duplication,
public confusion and unnecessary future {inancial




burden on the public (eos consumers and taxpayers),
the NOAA hcut‘o Radio will be the only Tederally
sponscred redic transmission of warning information
to receivers opticnally available to the gencral
public. Other svstens such as the Decision Infor-
mation DistrinLLor S;sicn (DIDS) should no longer
be considercd candidates for this function.

et demand studics for home receivers indi-
hat many citizers would voluntarily purchasc
receivers capople of roceiving home warning (if one
woere ﬂv311u}1v), but thet the toiul nunber of
houscholds i receivers would not -- for the
foreszeable futu: constcitute a majority of the
population. Th this policy vecognizes that
GCovernment oper Warning sysichs, with
purchasc ol t! on « voluntary basis, can
only suppleren sting warning systems.

varning Steering Cormittee, chaired by the Office
e mhlnp]litjong "niicy, will coordinate cfforts
for the use oI celoeco vicavions for warning disscmi-
natinig to attain o conos inted notional warning
apability. In suppor: of this cifort, XOAA and DCPA
will develop necessary vlans ©o use the NOAA Weather
Radio as a supnlementory attuck warning system, and will
further develop plans ond procedures to incerporate the
civil defensc sirven svstenms into the consolidated warning
svstom, as well as to maximize the provision of warning
information to radio and telcvision stations.










signal from the Federal Governwment in an emcergency.

Such a systom could be vctivated In scconds, could be

cffective in waking people up at nicht, and could

achicve wide covercee of populated aveas

As of 1671, four such radio systems were under uctive

consiadoeration “he Decision Information Distribution
Systew (DTDS) of the Department of Delense; the

Weather Radio Svsten of the Nationel Oceanic and
Atwospheric Adiinistration (NOAA); a satellite-based
svesen undor study by NASA, and the incorporation of

4oy

a tene signalling cepability in local radio and TV

broadcast stations which would be utilized as part of

the Lmergency Brozdcast System (LBS).

These and other possible coencepts for such a systen
were revicewed by a Federal interagency task force in
1971, The principal focus of attention at that time
was whether some form of lecislation should be pro-

posed which would assurc that a warnipg rcceiver would

be introduced into virvtustly cvery home. (This could

be accomplished, for caomnio, by reouuiring manufacturers

to i1ncorporate a radio wariing receiver in every new




television set.) If such legisiation were passed, it

would be csmential to sclect the warning svsten

having the Lichest possihle degree of reliability and

nationzl coverage, sirce the participation of the

entire Amcrican populetion would be virtually assurcd.
The DIDS svstor wes ceomeidered at that tine to be the

best candide te o meot such a requirchment,

After reviewing the pelicy implicotions ol such leois-

tion, howcver, it wos decided that the government

o

1
3
should nct pvrsus a presrom which would so forcibhly

inject A governent oomuunications capshility into

)

cvery home. Therefore, in November, 1971, a policy
was established that peblic participotion in o TFederal

radio warning progranm should be by the voluntary pur-

chasc of a warning rcceiver.

Without widespreud perticipatio

—

1 assured by legisla-

tive a

)

tion, it became inmporrant to consider the
villingness of the public to veluntarily buy warning
receivers.  Two factorr were recognized which would

aflfect the decision to buy:  whit services would the

vecciver olfer, and how much would it cost? In addition,







