CTP policy support and freguency management support require-~
ments for FY 72 and 73, organized along the lines of our own

FY 73 program, We would appreciate baving a table of this type
incorporated in your program memorandum, subject to any minor
alterations needed to conform to the format and precise allocation
of funds required.

If you would ke to discuss any of this material, please contact
me at your convenience. We would, of course, like to discuss the
final version with you pricr to its submission.

It |

Walter R, Hinchman
Aasistant Diractor

WRHinchman:dc
DO Chron

DO Records
Mr,. Whitehead
Dr. Mansur
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rother could be min

renc upon an imized if the design
e co ) tennas, for example, radiate signals in all
are t-to-point communication. In other systems
rece commuulcat*on with less powerful signals.

: reviously, users L oportunity or centive to share frecuencies
more efficlent and &, oxr even <o use their own frecuencies
N (Existing procedure a relatively small charge for commercial
nc ‘charge to government number of methods has be:nn proposed for
nemic incentives, These include: (1) have government sell freguencies o the
/ (2{gevalua:e the relative economic value of different frequencies and charce
! g accordingly (i.e., rates might vary with the coverage different frequencies
i define frequency cost as some nultionle of the information carrying capacity
' veived; (4) charge lower fees for systems using efficient ecuivment. Some of
i have 2asic inherent weaknesses which must be objectively analyzed along with
. s. Also, in considering any economic incentive, we must be sure that specia
j wublic safety and education will not be llm¢*eq by purely economic criteria.
I 111 evaluate incentives such as these and con51der theilr aoproorlateness To eacn
; d of freguency management.
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While this is largely self-explanatory, it may be worth noting
that this is based on a $2.5 M total effort (20% increase over
the roughly 2. 1 M to be spent in FY 72) and the planned distri-
bution of this effort as set out in previous planning guidelines
for FY 72, There is, of course, a slight discrepancy owing to
the unideutified policy support effort carried out prior to the
effective date of our recent agreement.

Cn page OT-21, we suggest deletion or replacement of the paren-
thetical expression in line 1, which seems unnecessarily specific
and argumentative. A similar comment applies to the items
stricken from the first paragraph of CT-22,

On page CT-24, we feal that items 4 and 5 should properly fall
under the preceding category, i.e., Telecommunication Services
on page OT-23.

Entity Programs 3 and 4:

These programs encompass those activities which fall within the
broad mission of the Department of Commerce yet cutside the area
of direct CTP suppoert. We are unable at this time to comment
definitively on the specific studies described or the overall level of

sffort proposed, pending the results of the issue study now underway.

However, we are prepared to offer the following general comments
for planning purposes:

1. Assuming a favorable outcome of the issue study and the
identification of satisfactory measures for making any
necessary reorientation of programs and parsonnel, the
OTP would not object to an increase of up to 20% of the
total. non-OTP portion of the FY 72 OT budget, including
both direct and other-agency funds. This could result in
upto $1.25M in increased funds for FY 73 assuming a
total aon~-OTP FY 72 effort of $6.25M

2. In subsequent years, the OTP expects to be much less
involved in the preliminary planning and review of non-OTP
portions of the Commerce telecommunications program.

We therefore must refrain from commenting on the proposed
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growth in these areas, except to note that a grewth
rate of 10-20% of the total program seems to be the
maximum the OMB or Congress are likely to approve
in the current economic climate. As noted in previous
discuesions, we are generally in favor of providing
any justified growth through increased direct appro-
priations, rather than expanded other-agency funding.

3. We believe there is sufficient overlap in the scope and
objectives of program areas 3 and 4 that they could
better be considered 2 single area, under the title now
given to area 3. As previously noted, we specifically
request that the various EMC development projects now
identified with area 4 be ghifted to area 1. Of the remaining
projects in area 4, several are parallel or duplicative of
these in area 3, with a particular slant toward government
uses of telecommunications. We feel these can 21l be
handled under one or another of the first 3 programs, using
the following criteria:

&. If the activity involves significant policy considerations
and implications, it cannot be realistically divorced
from OTP concern and should be proposed for inclusion
in one or ancther of the OTP support programs. This
applies for both government and non-government uses.

b. If the activity does not involve significant policy impli-
cations, or those implications are so distant asg to be
difficult to discern, the activity can clearly be accommo-
dated under area 3, Utilization of Tclecommunications
Technology, whether goverament or non-government.

Summary

1 bope the above comments and recommendations are sufficiently
detailed to meet your needs in making the necessary revisions to
your program memerandum. I have attached a summary table of




