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XX1V PREFACE

project lurched forward, allowing us to work intensely when we needed to and
being there to laugh with us when things were going wrong. To them, our love;
nothing of what we » would matter without all of you in our lives.

One final word before we step aside: the materials included in this book
have been ruthlessly edited for style, length, and clarity. To avoid clutter, we
have left almost all of those changes unmarked. While we are confident that
none of our edits altered the meaning of the relevant passages, v do want to
warn readers that the materials have been edited so as to maximize their value
in the cducational setting and, thus, attorneys looking to cite materials  court
documents are adviscd to look to the original sources before quoting any of the
materials excerpted here.

With that, we welcome you to the text. We hope you find your study of
telecommunications to be a rewarding one.

Stuart Benjamin
Douglas Lichtman
Howard Shelanski

Philip Weiser




art One

SPECTRU 1 AND BROADCAST

Many devices send and receive information by transmitting electromag — tic
waves through the air. Conventional radio stations communicatc this way. So
do broadcast television stations, cellular telephones, and even morc mundane
tcchnologies like garage door openecrs. The federal government regulates
devices that use the airwaves in this manner, and in this Part of the textbook we

consider both why the government regulates this use of the airwaves and how
those regulations are structured.

We begin here primarily becausc this is where tclecommunicati s
regulation itsclf began. The Federal Communications Commission today has
influence over everything from telephone service to broadband, but the agency
was first created to ensure that private parties would be able to usc the airwaves
without interfering with one another’s usc. The best way to  derstand the
Commission, then, is to start where it started: with the puzzle of how to allocate
rights to something so ephemeral as air.

Although early materials in this Part touch on a wide variety of telecommu-
nications services, later materials shift to focus cxclusively on broadcast
technologics like radio and television. This is again done for historical reasons.
Although the airwaves arc today used for a wide range of applications (ranging
from cellular telephone service to s llite radio), in the beginning the airwaves
were used almost exclusively to provide radio and television signals. Thus,
many of the foundational discussions about tcleccommunicatic  regulation are
inscparably linked to specific concerns relevant primarily broadcast.
Obviously, later in the text, we will return to think about other technolc _ cs that
usc the airv  ves to transmit information.
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THE FCC

[OTES AND QUESTIO! 3

1. Broader ¢/ plications. The Commission has not emphasized localism
or diversity in its regulation of telephony. Is ~ 1t a mistake? How might
they apply in the context of tel  hone regulation?

2. Principles. Is  :re any metric for the FCC to use in trading o among
competition, diversity, and localism? Should it add other goals to those
three, or subtract one or two? On what basis shoi 1 it decide whether to

do so?
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Jody Gruendel

From: Clay T. Whitehead

Sent:  Monday, September 12, 2005 8:46 PM
To: Jody Gruendel

Subject: FW: Reading

Jody, we have this printed. Let's look at it and decide what to scan. Probably all of it, then send it to *~ “sa.

From: LSockett@aol.com [mailto:LSockett@aol.com]
Sent: Monday, September 12, 2005 8:36 PM

To: Clay T. Whitehead

Subject: Re: Reading

In a message dated 9/12/2005 6:41:06 PM Eastern Standard Time, tom@cwx.com writes:
| I can also provide the Open Skies document which would go well with that for Goldberg.

Could you e-mail or scan me a version of the Open Skies document to look at? I'll look at the cable document
as a possibility for next week too. Thanks.

Lisa

"D Ok Pape - o/ 25 )

9/13/2005




FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE JANUARY 23, 1970

OFFICE OF THE WHITE HOUSE PRESS SECRETARY

THE WHITE HOUSE

PRESS CONFERENCE
OF
PETER M. FLANIGAN, ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT,
AND
CLAY T, WHITEHEAD, STAFF ASSISTANT

AT 12:00 Noon, EST.

MR, ZIEGLER: I think you have had a minute to
read over the statement in wvhich the President announces
the Administration's recommendation on the utilization of
communication satellites for domestic telecommunications
gservices.

Peter Flanjgan, Assistant to the President,
has been involved in the study group which led to this
recommendation., Tom Whitehead, on Mr. Flanigan's staff,
headed up the study group. They are here to discuss it with
you.

I think Peter can take it from this point.

MR. FLANIGAN: Ladies and gentlemen, the issue of
Federal policy regarding the use of satellites in domestic
communications has been unresolved since 1965, When this
Administration came into office, we determined that now
was the time to resolve that as far as the Executive arm
of Government policy is concerned.

Mr. Whitehead headed a working group that directed
itself for several months to the economic and technological
questions involved, and on the basis of those :udies we
have worked to prepare a policy statement that was agreed
upon by the agencies in the Federal Executive branch that are
involved in these matters.

The proposals were sent today to the FCC, which
will now consider, presumably, filings for the establishment
of satellite systems. They will determine whether or not
they agree with this policy statement.

It has, for your information, been discussed with
Chairman Burch. It has not been put before the whole
Commission. Chairman Burch has not  mmitted himself. He
said he sees no objection to it, but it would ba : per
to say that the FCC agrees with the complete p¢ icy.

The statement you have recognizes that a flexible
policy is necessary 1if we are to stimulate to the most extent
innovative effort by private industry. We encourage
commercial systems to be put up as soon as they are economic.
We don't attempt to direct priv :e industry to put them up
before they themselves believe they are economic.
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We very much stress the need to set up a domestic
gatellite system so that it will be competitive. We think
that in this area, particularly with regard to special services,
that competition can be the regulating factor with regard
to rates.

We further recognize that this is an area in which
technological change will be very fast. We will know a great
deal more &bout it in a few years. The economics of it are
still all prospective, at least as far as domestic c 1ications
satellites are concerned. We will know more about that in a
few years and we recommend that after some experience in
these areas are gained, they again be reviewed the FCC.

We are not trying to establish for all time what we think
the appropriate policy should be.

Because the subject has been discussed over a
period of time, I am swx me of you have some familiarity
with it, and have a few questions you would 1: : to ask.

We will be happy to give you any answers we can.

0 When you speak of satellites for domestic
use, domestic satellite systems, you are speaking of sate] ites
for communications within the United States?

MR. FLANIGAN: That is correct.

As you know, we already have them abroad, run

by INTELSAT, of which COMSAT is our member and is operating
that system.

Q As for wanting this competitive, does this
mean that your position is that somebody other than 2

should be operating satellites? I mean, somebody  well
as AT&T?

MR. FLANIGAN: We say they may operate satael Ltes,
not that they should. If they ! re an economic vanture. they

would like to engage in, they certainly should have the
right to do so.

For instance, if somebody wanted to put up a special
service satellite to carry television channels to be used
for massive movement of data for computers, there is no

reason on earth in our view that they should not have the
right to establish such a system.

Q I ugse this only as an example, but if a net-
work, for example, a broadcast network, T.V. and radio,

wanted ta put up its on satellites, it is this papt 's position
that they should be so allowed to do?

MR. FLANIGAN: That is correct.

Q Would this also include ownership and operation
of ground stations?

MR. FLANIGAN: Yes, it is a system,
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Q How many separate systems do you think can be
accommodated?

MR. WHITEHEAD: We looked at that in quite a bit.
of depth and it depends on a lot of factors, such as standards
for antenna diameters, locations of the systems, which
parts of the United States you want to serve. We concluded
with the current economic state of the art, and serving the
contiguous 48 States, that on the order of 15 to 20
satellite systems could be accommodated.

Q Is that just satellites or satellite systems?
MR. WHITEHEAD: Satellites.
Q How many systems?

MR. WHITEHEAD: That depends on how many satellites
you want in your system. One system might have one satellite
serving the contiguous United States and maybe another reaching
out into Hawaii and Alaska. When you start talking about
Hawaii and Alaska, you open up new orbital ugas.

Q Did you say could or should be accommodated?
MR. WHITEHEAD: Could.

Q You are saying that the highest number of
satellites you could have feasible over the United States
would be 20?

MR. WHITEHEAD:  If you wanted to serve the entire
contiguous 48 States with one satellite, 20.

MR, 2IEGLER: I don't think that is clear.

Q Let me make an example. If I have a satellite
system and it requires 10 satellites to use iis system and
'F : it up, does that memm that there will be room for only
another ten satellites? How does this work?

MR. WHITEHEAD: What I am saying is that there is
room up ere for 15 to 20 satellites that will each cover
all 48 contiguous States. A system that . _)oyed
ten satellites would leave room only for ten more. However,
it is important to realize that not every satellite has to
cover the entire contiguous 48 States.

Q You an there is only enough room up there
for 20 satellites? There is a lot of space.

MR. WHITEHEAD: It depends on the antenna diameters,
the power of the satellites. The 20 figure I gave you is for
th rrent state of the art. We feel it is quite feasible
to and that with larger antenna sizes, with more powerful
satellites, so that the resources could be expanded to
cover 40 or 50 satellites.
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AT&T told us when they came in here and requested an
opportunity to talk to us, that their own position had
changed rather substantially by v rtue of this study,

and that they were not discouraged by the dirvection in
which this study was going.

Q Why should AT&T have any advance knowledge
of the findings of this study?

MR. FLANIGAN: Because they called and asked about it,

Q If I called and asked, would I have gotten
that advance knowledge?

MR. FLANIGAN: If another communications company
called up and said they would like to express their opinion
with regard to the study that was broadly reported to be

underway, we would have said we would be glad to have your
opinion,

Q But what you are saying is that you gave
AT&T information about what was in your recommendation,
which is different, I think.

MR. PLANIGAN: When they came in and said we
believe that initially there ought to be one single system,
we said, well, there is certainly an alternative to that.
We think that you have to equally consider several systems
with free entry, and they have continued to give  their
opinion on this thing, and we have discussed the alternatives.
We did not release to them, to my knowledge, the results
of our policy discussions.

Q I thought that is what you were saying you
did yesterd:

MR, FLANIGAN: I did not say that.

Q Didn't Mr. McCormack from COMSAT c
1 jterday for a briefing?

MR, WHITEHEAD: We discussed it v :h him,
Q How about AT&T?

MR, WHITEHEAD: We discussed it with them.
Q Who is the AT&T representative?

MR. WHITE! \D: Their Vice President for Government
Relations.

Q What is his name?
MR. WHITEHEAD: Mr. Cro: land.
Q How binding is this policy | the FCC?

MR. WHITEHEAD: It is not binding. The FCC is the
regulatory agency, and this is our recommendation to them.

MO
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Q When will they decide on this?

MR. WHITEHEAD: The Chairman has indicated publicly
that he puts this high on his agenda.

Q How high?

MR. WHITEHEAD: You will have to ask the Chairman.

Q Does he have to have a request from some
specific agency before the FCC can act or can they issue a
statemant of public policy first, and then entertain requests
to go ahead with the system?

MR. WHITEHEAD: I believe they can do it later.

Q You said a moment ago we can have a system in

operation in two years. What do you mean by that, one domestic
system?

MR, WHITEHEAD: I am saying that from my conversations
with the communications companies they indicate that it is
technologically feasible to have a system operating in
two years, It takes a two-year lead-time.

Q How do you respond to the COMSAT position that
it is the only one under law that is entitled to launch a
commercial satellite under its charter through the Congress?

MR. WHITEHEAD: Well, COMSAT has never really taken
that position formally. We considered it at first, in
looking at the act, and we concluded to the contrary.

Q You say no legislation is needed for this?

MR. WHITEHEAD: That is correct.

Q How are people going to get satellites launched?

MR. WHITEHEAD: NASA would provide launches on a
cost reimbursable basis.

Q Are they author zed to do that?

MR. WHITEHEAD: They believe they are.

MR. FLANIGAN: Didn't they do it for COMSAT?
MR, WHITEHEAD: Yes.

MR, FLANIGAN: There are others who requested it,
and they believe they have the right to do it.

Q Could the networks combine to put up one system
which all of them coul use or would each network have
to put up a gystem of its own?

MR. TEEEAD: Under this this policy, it would be
their choice.

Q They could do either. But it is technically
possible for all to use e system?

MR. WHITEHEAD: I believe it is.
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Q Are there any anti-trust implications in that?

MR. WHITEHEAD: VYes, there are. 1In the memo to the
Chajrman, you will see a requirement that if a group of
common users get together to set up a system, we believe
there should be some policies that require them to allow
some other similar user to come in.

Q Have they not indicated they want to do that as
a threat to AT&T?

MR. WHITEHEAD: I don't know about their motives,

but I think they are considering whether or not they want to
do it.

Q Would this see the reduction of use in coaxieal
cables, microwave and other systems in commercial television?

MR. WHITEHEAD: No, we did not get into that at all.

We were talking about how people should be allowed to get
into the satellite business.

Q What is the criterion for somebody who wants to
file, economic or technological?

MR. WHITEHEAD: That is set out in detail in our
memorandum.

Q Is there a domestic satellite available now?

MR. WHITEHEAD: No.
o] They are all international?

MR. WHITEHEAD: Yes,

Q What is the possibility of the establishment
of this for a public television network?

MR. WHITEHEAD: Well, I think if a syst 1is sget
up for distributing television 8. 118 by COMSAT or AT&T
or any other concern, I assume the public television network
could buy space on that system. If the networks get together
to set up their own jointly-owned syste , then I think the
corporation would consider joining with that.

Q What is the relationship of the domestic

system to the INTELSAT system, as far as your policy is
concerned?

MR. WHITEHEAD: There is really no necessary
¢ iction. It has to be technically compatible, of cour:

Q Would the Ford Foundation subsidize 1 lic

television with the network fees? Is there anything parallel
to that in this?

MR. WHITEHEAD: As you know, the FCC i3 concerning
itself with the question of rates for the corporation, da
we view that as a separate matter.
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R. FLANIGAN: It just is not touched hera,

Q On the question of rates, could I get some
clarification? 1In saying that economics should determine
the rates, does this mean you are recommending the PCC
should have no rate-making authority in the domestic satellite
operation?

MR. PLANIGAN: fThat doesn't suggest it with regard to
telephone companies and the like. We are saying if a satellite
system is there, such as one that is set up to carry masses
of information for computers, that should not be regulated.

Q But only the telephone aspect should come
under rate regulatons?

MR. FLANIGAN: That is right.

MR. WHITEHEAD: We are saying that they should allow
competition to regulate until they see some reason to come in.

Q Don't all these have to go through the FCC first?
MR, WH! _HEAD: Yes.,

Q And therefore, wouldn't they be in a position
in the judging process to determine whether the rates are
reasonable?

MR. WHITEHEAD: That is right, they would be. What
we are saying is that on specialized systems, that should not be
a consideration.

Q What are the advantages of the system if it
doesn't include the TV and doesn't do anything to the telephone
business?

MR. WHITEHEAD: It pres .ably would give some of the
users of telecommunications aystem more flexibility and
economic savings. We assume these economic ‘ savings would
be pa: :d in someway to the general public.

Q What makes you say that?
MR, FLANIGAN: Competition.

Q Mr. Flanigan, on the advantages, the theroretical
advantages, would they include being fool-proof, as far
as weather is concerned, do you know?

Let me go a gtep further, It is traditional in
our country that during bad weather, snow and ice, in
Washington and other parts of the untry, that telephone service
conks out, and families are stranded. Is it possible that our
telephone systems could fall back on a satellite, for
example? That is why I asked is it fool-proof.

MR. WHITEHEAD: It is not fool proof. satellites
have different weather problems than others.

MORE
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Q So that is not what you have in mind?

MR. WHITEHEAD: No.

Q How many circuits could one of these domestic
satellites have, how many transmission costs operate out of it?

MR, WHITEHEAD: That is a pretty technical question
depending on design, system parameters and so forth.

MR. FLANIGAN: What we have proposed to the FCC is the
Executive branch's policy with regard to the use of domestic
satellites. It is up to them now to determine whether they
agree with this policy and to accept applications from users
and for the users to determine whether it is in theéir
best interest now to build one of these systems.

THE PRESS: Thank You.

END (AT 12:28 P.M, EST.)



FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE JANUARY 23, 1970

Cffice of the White House Press Secretary

THE WHITE HOUSE

MEMORANDUM FCR THE HONORABLE
DEAN BUKRCH, CHAIRMAN OF THE
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Federal policy on domestic satellite communications has been long delayed.
The Administration is concerned that the delay not be prolonged and that the
policies adapted reflect all important dimensions of the public interest,
including the international aspects of geostationary orbital and radio resources.
Based on our review of relevant technical, economic, and cublic interest
considerations, the Adm stration offers the following comments and
recommendations to the Commission,

Public Policy Objectives

In telecor  inications, the government's responsibility to safeguard and
promote the public interest involves primarily the encouragement of reliable
communications services for public, business, and government use at recasonable
rates and the assurance of a healthy environment for continuing innovations in
services and technology. This general goal must, of course, be made more
specific for particular policy issues. In our review of the domestic satellite
issue, we have concentrated on the following objectives:

-~ assuring full and timely benefit to the public of the economic
d service potential of satellite technology.

-- insuring maximum learning about the possibilities for satellite
services,

-- minimizing un :essary regulatory and administrative
impediments to technological and market development by
the private secter.

-- encouraging more vigorous innovation and flexibility within
the comrnunications industry to meet a constantly changing
spectrum of public and private communications requirements
at reasonable rates.

-- discouraging anticompetitive practices -- such as discrimin-
atory pricing or interconnection practices and cross-subsidization
between public monopoly and private service offer s -- that
inhibit the growth of a healthy structure in communications and
related industri.

-- assuring that national security and emergency preparedness
needs are met.

The Tr-*tnical F"'“““"zi(_‘

The establisnment and operation of domestic eatellite communications facilities
is technically feasible within the present state of the art, and readily foreseeable
technological advances will further enhance this capability. Technical consider-
ations iCe no serious constraints on policies governing the ownership or mode
of cperation specialized or multi-purpose) of domestic satellite communications
facilities. nese technical considerations, though of great importance in the
detailed engineering, operaticns, and economics of specific systems, can be
dealt with effectively under any reasonably foreseeable ownership arrangements.

MORE
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Detailed regulation of service rates and commercial rates of return are
similarly predicated on natural monopoly conditions that should not exist with
domestic satellite communications in the immediate future. Not only is
competitive entry possible, but terrestrial communications pricing would act
as an uppev limit on prices chargcable for niost satellite services. In these
circumstances, competitive pressure, rather than regulatory constraints,
should be permitted to limit rates for specialized services via domestic
satellites.

The historical development of telecommunications policy, regulation, and
industry structure has resulted in a biurred distinction between public and
private interests. A confusing patchwork of cross-subsidization between public
message and specialized service offerings has become the norm rather than
the exception. Therefore, it is possible that satellite scrvices could, through
cost-reducing innovation and competition, cause some existing services now
surviving on a cross-subgidized basis to become unecomomic. Even if the
benefits of such cross-subsidization accrue to the public users rather than tu
private service offerings, however, there seems to be no merit in protecting
suppliers of such services from fair competition, The primary im:act of
such competition should be the provision of those services through lower-cost
alternatives. Should such competition result in curtailment of some public
services that are necessary as a matter of public policy, however, a direct
public subsidy would in most cases be less costly to the public than forced
cross-subsidization and restraint of competition.

Recommendation

Government policy should encourage and facilitate the development of commer- -
cial domes : satellite communications system.to the extent that private enter-
prise finds them econc cally and operationally feasible, We f{ind no reason

to call for the immediate establisament of a domestic satellite system as a
matter of public policy. Government should not seek to promote uneconomic
systems or to dictate ownership arrangements; nor should coordinated planning
or operation of such facilities be reguired except as essential to avoid harmful
radio interference.

Subject to appropriate conditions to preclude harmful interference and anti-
competitive practices, ary financially gualif i public or private entity,
including Government corporations, should be permitted to establish and
operate domestic satellite facilities for its own needs; join with related
entities in common-user, cooperative facilities; establish facilities for lease
to prospective users; or establish facilities to be used in providinz specialized
carrier services on a competitive basis. Within the constraints cutlined
below, common-carriers should be free to establish facilities for either
switched public message or specialized services, or both.

" imber or asses of potential offerers of satellite services should not

be limited arbitrarily. Nor should there be any a priori ranking of potential
types cof systems (common-carrier vs. specialized carrier vs. private; or
satellite vs, terrestrial). Only in the event that specific applications pose
immediate and irreconcilable conflict in the use of radic and orbital resources
would a priori public interest exclusion of proposals be warranted. In
particy .r, the potential economic impact of private or common-user satellite
sys ms onterrestrial common carriers or specialized carriers should not be
a factor in the authorization of such systems.

All prospective entrants should be afforded equal opporturity to establish and
operate domestic gatellite comnunications facilities by adoption of the
follov 1g guidelines:
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Office of the White House Press Secretary

THE WHITE HOUSE

MEMORANDUM FOR THE HONORABLE
DEAN BURCH, CHAIRMAN OF THE
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Federal policy on domestic satelljte communications has been long delayed.
The Administration is concerned that the delay not be prolonged and that the
policies adopted reflect all important dimensions of the public interest,
including the international aspects of geostationary orbital : . radio resources.
Based on our review of relevant technical, economic, and public interest
considerations, the Administration offers the following comments and
recommendations to the Commission;

Public Policy Objectives

In telecommunications, the government's respongibility to safeguard and
promote the public interest involves primarily the encouragement of reliable
communications services for public, business, and government use at reasonable
rates and the agsurance of a healthy environment for continuing innovations in
services and technology. This general goal must, of course, be made more
specific for particular policy issues. In our review of the domestic satellite
iassue, we have concentrated on the following objectives:

-~ assuring full and timely benefit to the public of the economic
and service potentizl of satellite technoiogy.

-- insuring maximum learning about the possibilities for satellite
services,

-~ minimizing unnecessary regulatory and administrative
impediments to technological and market development by
the private sector.

-~ encouraging more vigorous innovation and flexibility within
the communications industry to meet a constant changing
spectrum of public and private communications requirements
at reagonable rates.

-~ discouraging anticompetitive practices ~- such as discrimin-
atory pricing or interconnection practices and cross-subgidization
between ublic monopoly and private service offerings -- that
inhibit tne growth of a healthy structure in communications and
related industries.

-=- assuring that national security and emergency preparedness
needs are met.

The Technical Framework

The establishment and operation of domestic satellite communications facilities
is technically feasible within the present state of the art, and readily foreseeable
technological advances will further enhance this capabili Technical consider-
ations place no serious constraints on policic governing the ownership or mode
of operation (epecialized or multi-purpose) of domestic satellite comm cations
facilities. These technical considerations, though of great importance in the
detailed engineering, operations, and economics of specific systems, can be
dealt with effectively under any reasonably foreseeable ownership arrangements.
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operationsl grounds, the standard co | be relaxed in specific cases. To the
extent possible within the state of the art, the satellite antenna radiation
pattern should encompass only the specific land areas to be served.

In a time of rapid technological, economic, and social change, we would be ill-
advised to adopt a definitive policy without the flexibility for future review

or to adopt an overly restrictive policy simply because of our inability to
predict future developments. We therefore recommend that the above po :les
be adopted on an interim basis, such as three to five years, to permit vigor-
ous exploration and development of satellite gervice possibilities., During this
period, the Commission should monitor the industry etructure, service
offerings, and rates to determine if natural monopoly or other conditions are
developing that suggest more restrictive entry conditions or rrant direct
rate regulation for specialized satellite services, At the end of the interim
period, a full review of the policy and industry structure should be made.

It is most important that the establishment and operation of domestic satellite
communications facilities be consistent with our obligations and commitments
to INTELSAT and the International Telecommunications Union, with other
foreign policy considerations, and with national security communications
requirements. With respect to INTELSAT, it is particularly important that
domestic systems not threaten the operational integrity or economic viability
of the global services provided through that system. It is also important that
provision be made for use of domestic aatellite services by national security
and emergency preparedness agencies when appropriate, We are satisiied
that domestic satellite communications facilities authorized in accordance
with the preceding recommendations will meet all these conditions. We
further see no reason why the Communications Satellite Corporation, estab-
lished by Congress as the chosen instrument for United States participation
in INTELSAT, should not be permitted to compete for domestic satellite
service on an equal basis under the above guidelines.

Peter Flanigan
Assistant to the Pre; lent































THZ WHITE HOUSY

WA N G T O

January 23, 1970

Attached is a copy of the ymemorandum to the
Chairman of the 1ederal Cormanuni cations
Commission, coulaining the Adiinistration's
recomimendations vo the ICC for the wse of
cormmmunications salellites for domestic
teleconmmunications services., Also atla aed
is a copy of the White TTouse press releuase,

C 1y T, Whitchead
Stafl Assistant
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65:00

Tuesday 120/70

Leonard Zet :nberg has a deadline of Thursday

on anything for the maga: ne; b vever, they

don't go to print until Monday. 1f he could

pcrhape get an advance copy and hold it,
»uld help greatly.

His question on whether or not there was anything
>V e He e is ly to do in the near fuiure
that would have an impact on the ¥CC -- referred
to any continuing interest on communications, telecommunications
policy, ete, He kn vs about the Flar rarn thing -« wonders
vhat shape the FCC reorganization thing will take.







1/19/70 Monday

16:00 Liz Shriver, National Journal, called. She is doing a story on
domestic satellites this week. The dea .ine is tomorrow. She
wants to talk with 1 about the white House Task Force and what

consists of.

833-5000




Friday 1/1€ 70

10:30 Joh torgan, Communications workers, called about two thinge:
(1) Release date for Comu  iications Satel e release.

) Articl inth Star ¢ rlier this eek.




16:20

Thursday 1/1¢ 70

I 1ard Zcidenbury has just seen the

Steve Aug story in the Star and would like
to get | * comments on it. Woul like
talk ith you as »son as he could.

very much




6:20

AR

Chriv Lyd of = New York Times ca! »d,

nted to know tt ¢ itus of the domestic st
paper,

Said you owe himn zeveral lunches -- by now,
even be u biyg dinner -- he's not sure,

e oaer oay l, /70

allite

it may







11:05

11:10

Viednesd 7 1/14/70

Bob Guthrie of the fouse Cornmerce Cmte. cal
they had read in yesterday's paper that the
do :stic satell ‘e report would _e going out saen,

Advised Mr. Guthrie that the report .. ‘obably
be € ring out in a couple of weeks -- and that we
will be in touch with ti before it goc 1t.
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Vednesday 1/7/70

12:00 Liz Shriver of the Nationz Journal ondered if
she could come over and see you about the dc @ ic
satellite situation. Just what routinely went on --
not content.




























Pete Mosley (Masley)
Acrospace Daily

Domsat relcase
















Thuvs :"..?:y 10/14/69

Las Vermmillion (leGrow M) would like 2 cill
Has ¢l ond with :

Afisive Qice

it is yor 1ot

you forl aboat vooriars, boatwhntove  youwe
to toll s, ¢ 2'G ap woenints it
.




Cole received Ehrlit man memo, Bur ch memo and press release

Jeb Magruder ) received Burch memo and press reclease
Alan Woods )
Colson

Dr., Drcw
Dr. Tom Moore



















Monday 1/26/70

11:00 After a request for a copy of the Technical Cmte.
report on ae domestic satellite policy, Tom advises
that the technical and ecor mic committee reports
arc :e1 | working papers and are not for release.




