STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF
TV STATIONS

WEDNESDAY, MAY 19, 1954

UNITED STATES SENATE,
SuscoMMITTEE No. 2 oN COMMUNICATIONS
oF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
Washington, D. C.

The subcommittee met at 9: 32 a. m., pursuant to call, in room G-16
of the Capitol, Senator Charles E. Potter (chairman of the subcom-
mittee) presiding.

Present : Senators Potter, Schoeppel, Bowring, Hunt, and Pastore.

Also present: Senator Edwin C. Johnson; Bertram O. Wissman,
chief clerk; and Nick Zapple, counsel for Subcommittee on Com-
munications.

Senator Porrer. The committee will come to order.

I wish to apologize for being late. I had a breakfast at the White
House and I am still naive enough in politics to be readily impressed
by having a breakfast at the White House. We just concluded.

You have been very kind to wait until T returned. T am sorry that
our accommodations here are such that some people have to stand.
1 had not realized that we would draw such a crowd.

1 might add that it will be a relief for me to have a hearing about
telovision rather than a hearing that is on television.

We have many witnesses whom we plan on hearing. I would
like to caution at this time that we have quite a full schedule. I ask
you to keep your statements as short as possible and give us all the
pertinent information that you care to give. It would be greatly
appreciated by the committee.

Senator JornsoN. Don’t you want to add, Mr. Chairman, that if
they have other testimony it can be placed in the record?

Senator Porrer. That is right. 1f you have prepared statements,
you can submit your statements for the record and if you care to
possibly brief it in your oral testimony, you may do so.

This hearing is being conducted by the Subcommittee on Communi-
cations of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee
on the problems concerning the status and development of ultra high
frequency television channels, and Senate bill 3095, a bill relating to
the multiple ownershi% of television stations. A copy of S. 3095,
which was introduced by Senator Johnson, of Colorado, will be in-

serted in the record at this point.
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2 STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS

(S. 3095 is as follows:)

[S. 3095, 83d Cong., 2d sess.]
A BILL To regulate multiple ownership of televigsion broadecast stations

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That the Communications Act of 1934 is
amended by inserting after section 309 a new section as follows :

“REGULATION OF MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TELEVISION BROADCAST STATIONS

“SEC. 309A. (a) No license for a television broadecast station shall be granted
to any applicant (including all corporations under commeon control) if—-

“(1) such applicant directly or indirectly owns, operates, or controls
another television broadcast station which serves substantially the same
area; or

“(2) such applicant, or any stockholder, officer, or director of such appli-
cant, directly or indirectly owns, operates, controls, or has any interest in,
or is an officer or director of, any other television broadcast station, if the
granting of such license would result in a concentration of control of tele-
vision broadcasting in a manner inconsistent with the public interest,
convenience, or necessity.

“(b) In determining, for the purpose of subsection (a) (2), whether the
granting of a license would result in a concentration of control of television
broadcasting in a manner inconsistent with the public interest, convenience, or
necessity, the Commission shall consider the facts of each case, with particular
reference to the size, extent, and location of areas served, the number of people
served, and the extent of other competitive service to the areas in question.

“(c) In no event shall the Comntission grant any license (including the
renewal of any license) for a television broadcast station which would result
in any applicant (including all corporations under common control), or any
stockholder, officer, or director of such applicant, directly or indirectly owning,
operating, controlling, or having any interest in, or being an officer or director
of, any television broadcast station in excess of any of the following—

“(1) five television broadcast stations operating in the very high frequency
channels and no television broadcast stations operating in the ultra high
frequency channels;

“(2) four television broadcast stations operating in the very high fre-
quency channels and two television broadcast stations operating in the ultra
high frequency channels;

“(3) three television broadcast stations operating in the very high fre-
quency channels and four television broadcast stations operating in the ultra
high frequency channels;

“(4) two television broadeast stations operating in the very high frequency
channels and six television broadcast stations operating in the ultra high
frequency channels :

“(5) one television broadecast station operating in the very high fre-
quency channels and eight television broadcast stations operating in the
ultra high frequency channels; or

“(6) no television broadcast stations operating in the very high frequency
channels and ten television broadcast stations operating in the ultra high
frequency channels.

“(d) Any person who, prior to the date of enactment of this section, has
been granted a license for a television broadcast station operating in the very
high frequency channels which, within five years after such date, he relinquishes,
transfers, or fails to renew shall, upon notice to the Commission and applica-
tion filed therefor within such five year period, be entitled to be granted, for
each such license which he so relinquishes, transfers, or fails to renew, two
licenses for television broadcast stations operating in the ultra high frequency
channels, one of which shall serve substantially the same area as the station
the license of which he so relinquishes, transfers, or fails to renew.

“(e) In applying the provisions of this section—

“(1) ‘control’ means actual working control in whatever manner exer-
cised and is not limited to majority stock ownership; and

“(2) in the case of a corporation which has more than fifty voting stock-
holders, only those stockholders shall be considered who are officers or
directors or who directly or indirectly own 1 per centum or more of the
outstanding voting stock.
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STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF
TV STATIONS

WEDNESDAY, MAY 19, 1954

UNITED STATES SENATE,
SyuscoMMITTEE No. 2 oN COMMUNICATIONS

oF THE COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE,
Washington, D. C.

The subcommittee met at 9 : 32 a. m., pursuant to call, in room G-16
of the Capitol, Senator Charles E. Potter (chairman of the subcom-
mittee) presiding.

Present: Senators Potter, Schoeppel, Bowring, Hunt, and Pastore.

Also present: Senator Edwin C. Johnson; Bertram O. Wissman,
chief clerk; and Nick Zapple, counsel for Subcommittee on Com-
munications.

Senator Porter. The committee will come to order.

I wish to apologize for being late. I had a breakfast at the White
House and I am still naive enough in politics to be readily impressed
by having a breakfast at the White House. We just concluded.

You have been very kind to wait until T returned. I am sorry that
our accommodations here are such that some people have to stand.
I had not realized that we would draw such a crowd.

I might add that it will be a relief for me to have a hearing about
television rather than a hearing that is on television.

We have many witnesses whom we plan on hearing. I would
like to caution at this time that we have quite a full schedule. I ask
you to keep your statements as short as possible and give us all the
pertinent information that you care to give. It would be greatly
appreciated by the committee.

Senator Jornsox. Don’t you want to add, Mr. Chairman, that if
they have other testimony it can be placed in the record?

Senator Porrer. That is right. If you have prepared statements,
you can submit your statements for the record and if you care to
possibly brief it in your oral testimony, you may do so.

This hearing is being conducted by the Subcommittee on Communi-
cations of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee
on the problems concerning the status and development of ultra high
frequency television channels, and Senate bill 3095, a bill relating to
the multiple ownership of television stations. A copy of S. 3095,
which was introduced Ii)y Senator Johnson, of Colorado, will be in-

serted in the record at this point.
1
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(S. 3095 is as follows:)

[S. 3095, 83d Comng., 2d sess.]
A BILIL To regulate multiple ownership of television broadcast stations

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assembled, That the Communications Act of 1934 is
amended by inserting after section 309 a new section as follows :

“REGULATION OF MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TELEVISION BROADCAST STATIONS

“SEc. 309A. (a) No license for a television broadcast station shall be granted
to any applicant (including all corporations under commen control) if—-

“(1) such applicant directly or indirectly owns, operates, or controls
another television broadcast station which serves substantially the same
area; or

“(2) such applicant, or any stockholder, officer, or director of such appli-
cant, directly or indirectly owns, operates, controls, or has any interest in,
or is an officer or director of, any other television broadecast station, if the
granting of such license would result in a concentration of control of tele-
vision broadcasting in a manner inconsistent with the public interest,
convenience, or necessity.

“(b) In determining, for the purpose of subsection (a) (2), whether the
granting of a license would result in a concentration of control of television
broadcasting in a manner inconsistent with the public interest, convenience, or
necessity, the Commission shall consider the facts of each case, with particular
reference to the size, extent, and location of areas served, the number of people
served, and the extent of other competitive service to the areas in question.

“(c) In no event shall the Commission grant any license (including the
renewal of any license) for a television broadcast station which would result
in any applicant (including all corporations under commnon control), or any
stockholder, officer, or director of such applicant, directly or indirectly owning,
operating, controlling, or having any interest in, or being an officer or director
of, any television broadcast station in excess of any of the following—

“(1) five television broadcast stations operating in the very high frequency
channels and no television broadecast stations operating in the ultra high
frequency channels ;

“(2) four television bhroadcast stations operating in the very high fre-
quency channels and two television broadcast stations operating in the ultra
high frequency channels;

“(3) three television broadecast stations operating in the very high fre-
quency channels and four television broadcast statious operating in the ultra
high frequency channels;

“(4) two television broadcast stations operating in the very high frequency
channels and six television broadcast stations operating in the ultra high
frequency channels ;

“(5) one television broadeast station operating in the very high fre-
quency channels and eight television broadcast stations operating in the
ultra high frequency channels; or

“(6) no television broadcast stations operating in the very high frequency
channels and ten television broadcast stations operating in the ultra high
frequency channels.

“(d) Any person who, prior to the date of enactment of this section, has
been granted a license for a television broadcast station operating in the very
high frequency channels which, within five years after such date, he relinquishes,
transfers, or fails to renew shall, upon notice to the Commission and applica-
tion filed therefor within such five year period, be entitled to be granted, for
each such license which he so relinquishes, transfers, or fails to renew, two
licenses for television broadcast stations operating in the ultra high frequeney
channels, one of which shall serve substantially the same area as the station
the license of which he so relinquishes, transfers, or fails to renew.

“(e) Im applying the provisions of this section—

“(1) ‘control’ means actual working control in whatever manner exer-
cised and is not limited to majority stock ownership; and

“(2) in the case of a corporation which has more than fifty voting stock-
holders, only those stockholders shall he considered who are officers or
directors or who directly or indirectly own 1 per centum or more of the
outstanding voting stock.
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“(f) This section shall not apply to the granting of licenses for noncom-
mercial education television broadcast stations.”

Senator Porrer. When the Congress enacted the Communications
Act of 1934, it placed on the shoulders of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission the full responsibility of making available, so far
as possible, to all of the people of the United States, a nationwide,
efficient radio and television service. L

The Commission, in adopting the sixth report and order, with its
assignment of chamnels to the various communities in the United
States, stated:

The Conmuission has always recognized that even with an extensive scattering
of VHF assignments, the 12 channels available are not sufficient to meet the
objective of providing TV service to all of the peoplte. With the additional UHF
channels, however, the Commission was able to formulate an assignment plan
that has the potentiality of fulfilling the objective of section 1 of the Communui-
cations Act. If all the VHEF and UHF channels are utilized, there should be
few, if any, people of the United States residing beyond the areas of television
service. (See priorities 1 and 3.) Moreover, the table has gone far in fulfilling
the needs of individual communities to obtain local TV outlets. It has pro-
vided at least one assignment to over 1,250 communities. (See priority 2.) And
it has attempted where possible to provide each community with at least two
assignments, (See priority 4.)

During the past months, the committee has received many com-
plaints and numerous requests to do something with regard to the
development of UHF television channels. I need not emphasize the
various problems that have been confronting the developn ent
of UHF channels since the lifting of the TV freeze in April 1.52.
The statistics from the Federal Communications Commission show
that 72 grants have been dropped or surrendered since the lifing
of the freeze and of this number, 60 of them have been UHF grants.
Is this trend going to continue? What effect, if any, will this J.ave
on the objective of providing a nationwide television service tu all
the people?

In order to obtain a complete picture and develop all the facts
as they relate to the development of UHF, the committee originally
announced that open hearings would be held on this subject on April 6.
Since that time, more than 40 persons have requested an opportunity
to appear and testify.

The committee has set aside 3 days, May 19, 20, and 21 for the
hearings and will be able to accommodate only a majority of the
witnesses. At the conclusion of the testimony on Friday, May 21,
the committee will recess the hearings until June 3 and 4 because
the National Association of Radio and Television Broadcasters Con-
vention is scheduled for next week, and most of the broadcasters and
other interested parties will be there. All witnesses who are not
heard during the first 3 days will be given an opportunity to be heard
when the hearings reconvene June 3 and 4.

When the subcommittee on communications decided to schedule the
hearings on the problems concerning the status and development of
UHF television channels, the Federal Communications Commission
was requested to furnish the committee with a list indicating the per-
sons who had surrendered their construction permits since the lift-
ing of the television freeze.

Such a list was prepared as of March 31, 1954. In order to ob-
tain a complete picture, I endeavored to contact each of these persons
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to obtain all the information possible as to the reasons for the sur-
render of the permit. In my letter to each of these grantees, I asked
them to furnish me information which would give a clue as to the
reason or reasons why they surrendered their permit. T asked was it
a lack of finance, availability of appropriate transmitter equipment,
programing, circulation, set conversions, too many stations serving
the area, economics, or competition? A substantial number of these
persons have submitted replies which I now incorporate in the rec-
ord at this point.
(Correspondence referred to is as follows:)

DAvENPORT, Towa, May 20, 1954.
Mr. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

DEAr Mr. PorTER: I am very sorry that your letter of April the 6th addressed
to Harold Hoersch and Mel Foster did not reach us. I thank you for enclosing
a copy of it with your letter of May the 13th, and I will endeavor to answer
as nearly as possible the questions raised in your letter.

Before filing our application for a permit with the FCC, we acquired a piece
of property well located in the central west part of Davenport, which we were
advised by our engineers would serve the whole quad-city area because of its
central location. After the permit was granted, we made application to the
city for a change in zoning on this 20-acre tract and ran into a great deal
of opposition with some of the householders in the area, even though there
were no homes within the immediate area, the closest one being a little over
800 feet. At the time this happened, we were most disappointed, but as we see
it now, it was probably a very fortunate circumstance.

During the ensuing delays in trying to find another site and our efforts
in pursuance of our case for the change of zoning in the previous site, we had
a chance to examine 2 or 3 other UHF stations that had gone on the air, and
frankly we were discouraged in our efforts to take advantage of the permit be-
.cause of what appeared {o be a pretty competitive proposition with the UHF
station competing with VHI, and, of course, we have two in this quad-city area.
We then had a study made as to the situation in the area that could receive
UHF programs without the cost of installing converters, and this study was a
most discouraging factor. As a result of these complications and the problem
that we would have in converting a sufficient number of the 40,000 sets that
were supposed to be in existence in our immediate viewing area, we decided
that at least for the time being, that we should give up our permit and
observe the industrial operation as it relates to UHF for awhile. Mr. Hoersch,
who participated in this application with me, is a lawyer here in Davenport,
and he endeavored in the release when the permit was given up to do it
in a proper way in the hopes that if we would have a change of mind that we
would be in the good graces of the Commission and could reapply if condi-
tions indicated that we wanted to make the investment at some future time.

I believe this answers the questions in your letter of April 6th, and if there
is any further information that I could supply you with, feel free to call upon me,

Sincerely,
MEeL FoSTER.

SALEM, ORrEG., May 22, 1954.
HoN. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
United Statecs Senate, Washington 25, D. C.

DEAR Sir: I regret that absence from my office prevented my replying to
Your letter of May Gth in time for the hearings on the status and development
of UHF-TYV channels.

Regarding the return of construction permit, the principal reasons are: (a) Too
many channels in a small marketing area; () tax depreciation rules are such
that one with an outside income (as one must have to have sufficient capital
for a station) will find station operation unprofitable, even though the station
makes a profit because the net after taxes is too small a percentage. Call money
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would gain a better return; (¢) there is no “freedom of the press” on TV (or
radio) for editorial comment the same as a newspaper.
I trust this is the information you desire.
Yours very truly, LAWRENCE A. HARVEY,

CONNECTICUT AVENUE AND DE SALES STREET,
Washington 6, D. 0., May 18, 1954.
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C.

Dear SENATOR PoTTER: I have been authorized, as counsel for Oshkosh Broad-
casting Co. and William F. Johns, Jr., to make this reply to your letter of April 7
and May 6 addressed to the Oshkosh Broadcasting Co. with regard to the
reasons why its construction permit for a television broadeast station, WOSH-
TV, was returned to the commission.

Oshkosh Broadecasting Co. was granted a construction permit on November
26, 1952, to operate on UHF channel 48 with an effective radiated power of
1.31 kilowatts visual. 'The station began operation on June 27, 1953. An
application for modification of the construction permit, increasing the effective
radiated power to 13.8 kilowatts, was filed on October 19, 1953, and granted on
November 4. 'The station began operating with the increased power on or about
November 24, 1933. The station ceased operation on March 22, 1954, and the
construction permit was subsequently canceled by the commission.

Oshkosh Broadcasting Co., its management and staff had had ample expe-
rience in the operation of radio broadeast stations, both standard broadcasting
and FM broadecasting, but had no actual experience in television broadcasting.
They have operated standard broadcast station WOSH in Oshkosh successfully
and profitably over a period of years and have owned interests, some of which
were the controlling interests, in other stations in Wisconsin, Minnesota, and
Illinois.

As experienced businessmen, Oshkosh Broadcasting Co. investigated fully
construction and operating costs and revenue possibilities. The company’s na-
tional advertising representative estimated that WOSH-TV would receive reve-
nue of from $5,000 to $6.000 from national advertising and the management
estimated that 1 to 2 thousand dollars a month could be obtained from
regional advertising. It was not anticipated that local advertising would be
sufficient to carry the stafion, inasmuch as the population of Oshkosh is only
41,084 (1950 census). It was estimated that the operating expenses would be
about $15,000 a month. The station went on the air with $18,000 a month in
television contracts. It was only a matter of days, however, before it became
apparent that broadcasting on the UHF channels posed problems that VIEF
operating transmission did not. Although the station transmitter was located
no more than 3 miles from the farthest residential area, a great majority of
the UHF receivers were unable to receive a picture comparable to that received
from VHF station WBAY-TV, located in Green DBay, which is 40 miles from
Oshkosh, and WTMJI-TV, Milwaukee, which is 75 miles from Oshkosh.

1t was found that the installation of UHF receivers is much more critical
than installation of VIIF receivers. The same picture quality cannot be obtained
unless the UHF receiver is 100 percent efficient. Unfortunately, a majority
of the local television dealers did not have technicians sufficiently trained in
UHF installations to install the receivers with the degree of perfection neces-
sary, and the dealers became discouraged, some of them recommmending against
the purchase of UHF converters or tuners.

Inevitably, ihe television advertisers also became aware of the problems
and, by the end of the first full month of operation, business on the station
diminished to approximately $15,000 a month and the sales volume decreased
every month the station remained on the air, while operating expenses remained
approximately the same. During the last full month of operation the station
revenue was $6,500 and the expenses were $15,000.

The Oshkosh Broadcasting Co. would have attempted to refinance the tele-
vision operation and continue operating if the management could have foreseen
any possibility of obtaining the national and regional business necessary to
support the station. It was found, however, that the New York, Chicago, and
Milwaukee advertising agencies had little or no confidence in UHF, and that they
offered substantially no prospect of national or regional business. This fact,
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together with the local merchants’ lack of confidence in UHF, forced the man-
agement to terminate the station’s operation.

When WOSH-TV began operating, there were relatively few television re-
ceivers in Oshkosh, as the only stations that could be received were WTMJ-TV,
operating from Milwaukee on a VHF channel, and WBAY-TV, operating at
Green Bay on VHF channel 2. Both of those stations increased their power
to the maximum after WOSH~TV began operating, so that in many instances
it was easier to receive them with CBS and NDC programs than to receive
WOSH-TYV.

While the coverage of WOSH-TV could have been extended by installing a
12-kilowatt amplifier, the lack of any prospect of additional national or regional
business made the expenditure of $100,000 for such an increase in coverage
appear to be unjustified. An adequate return on such an investment could not
be envisioned. The management of Oshkosh Broadcasting Co. is satisfied, how-
ever, that if the station had been operating on a VHI' channel, with the same
coverage and programs, the operation would have been a financial success.

Very truly yours,
OsHKosH Broapcasting Co.,
Dy 1. D. JOENSTON,
Its Attorney.

WCOW-TV Co., 208 Tiikp AVENUE, NORTH
South St. Paul, Minn., May 18, 195}.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommitice on Communications,
Committee on Interstatc and Foreign Commerce,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Dzear Sir: Your letter of April 6, 1954, to the WCOW Telecasting Co. has been
referred to me for reply.

There were many reasons which contributed to the decision to return the
construction permit for UHF channel 17 to the Federal Communicationg Com-
mission, and each of them can probably be given the same amount of emphasis.
Some of them are as follows:

1. Any UHF station coming into an established VHF market (in the Min-
neapolis-St. Paul area there were two established VIIF stations) would have
to expect an uphill fight to acquire an audience. My clients were willing to
take this risk, as long as the additional VHF channels allocated to this area
were being contested. They felt they could establish themselves on a firm
footing and acquire an audience while these other contests were being resolved.
The practice of the Commission in granting quickie mergers enabled a third
VHF station to come into this area approximately 1% years before it was
expected.

2. It is debatable as to how many television stations a given area can support.
This can only be proved by experience, but it is our opinion that more than
three ordinary commercial stations in the Twin Cities area would be economically
unsound. It is also our opinion that only three stations in this area would
not give the public the most adequate choice of programing to which they are
entitled. It is our opinion that some form of subscription television is the
answer to the problem of the UHF station in a multiple-station area. There
are presently in operation 3 major networks (NBC, CBS, and ABC) and 1
other (Dumont). It has been estimated that 80 to 90 percent of the homes in
this area have television sets, all receiving only VHF. It is reasonable to
expect that no network, even the minor one which receives the least desirable
time, would want to switch over to a station on the UHI band, where the
audience must once more be sought from the very beginning. The UHF station
must therefor depend solely on its own resources and in an area such as this
cannot expect any assistance from network programing to gain an audience,
As I have stated above, it is our opinion that some form of subscription tele-
casting is the answer to this problem.

3. It is also true that the high cost of set conversion also served as a deterrent.
This problem, however, existed at the time of the original application, and the
bermittees felt that, if an adequate programing arrangement could be achieved,
conversion would follow as a matter of course, even though it might be a slow
process. In addition, once the actual construction of the station would have
begun, purchasers of new sets would probably have demanded sets equipped to
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receive UILF signals. While this was a problem, it was not an insurmountable
one.

1 hope that this resume of our situation will assist your committee in its
investigation. Should you desire any further information concerning our
particular situation, please do not hesitate to call upon me.

Sincerely yours,
(Signed) 8. J. Gray,
FrEDERICK EPSTEIN,
Attorney at Law.

PrROVIDENCE, R. I., May 12, 1954.
Hon. Senator CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Drar SENATOR: I have just recently been given your letters addressed to the
New England Television Co. concerning your scheduled hearings on UHF. 1
am glad to give the subcommittee any information that will assist in its under-
standing of the problemr.

In the first instance, I believe that the creation of the UHF channels by the
Commission should have been handled in such a way as to insure the equal
development of the U station with already existing and to-be-created V alloca-
tions. I believe the Federal Communications Commission very seriously wished
to see that U stations be placed in an equally competitive position with any other
type of television station, both from the viewpoint of audience, programing, net-
work affiliation, or general econouics. Unfortunately this was never done, nor
were the proper steps taken, in my opinion, to implement the Commission's deci-
sion and its desire to place UHF in a competitive position with V stations.

1. I sincerely question the advisability of wixing U and V stations in the same
area, and I suggest that any grauts of any future V stations in a present U area
be held up pending the creation of an audience for the U station.

2, Assuming the present continuance of mixture of V and U stations in the
same market, I suggest that your committee take every step possible to insist that
network programs be made available to the U station ou an equal basis with the
V station. While I am aware of the fact that such is the present Commission
policy, investigation will easily demonstrate that all networks are extremely
cautious (to say the least) about U affiliations, especially where a V station or
stations exist in the same area. This reluctance by the networks is not neces-
sarily prejudice but is based upon the faet that the U audience does not substan-
tially exist where a V is already established unless you have special circumstances
concerning a particular market that changes the general picture. Of course, the
proper network affiliations, especially with the three leading networks, will assist
in the creation of an audience. Thus the network policy in substance, based
upon the lack of a U audience, helps continue the very reasons which created the
policy. If the law could be amended to insist that the networks inplement FCC
policy of equalization, but stating specifically that no television station shall
be entitled or allowed more than a certain number of commercial network lLiours
before any other television station in the same area received an equal amount of
commercial network hours and that no affiliation shall be withheld because the
potential affililate is a U station, 1 think some help would be given, although I
realize that other factors may still give all the substantial benelits to the V sta-
tion in a given market.

8. Questions witlt respect to programing are really merged in the question of
network affiliation because a local station, in the ordinary market, at least, can
never hope to compete in general program attractiveness to the public. The
network, by reaching so many areas and so great an audience, must always be
able to produce programs at a much lesser cost per unit of audience than any
one station in a given area. The local individual station can never secure the
stars and production services that go into the creation of the general network
program. For better or worse, the ordinary audience will watch in general the
name shows and stars produced by a network.

4. Nor have the manufacturers of receivers been pushing all-channel tuners
or a set that (to the viewer) is equally capable of receiving a U station as a V
channel. (I mean by that no discernible differences between the ability to
receive either frequency.) I do not think that the blame can be put on the

48550—54——2
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manufacturers for realizing the economic situation of the U station. If the
public has no great desire to receive a U channel, the manufacturer will not
necessarily create such a desire. However, the Commission should insist that
the public be able to receive both U and V channels. Any other approach is in
substance specifically contrary to the reason for creation of the U channels;
i. e., the desire of the Commission to provide a nationwide television service.
The public is entitled to receive all the service that the Commission has seen fit to
allocate in any given area, and any approach which does not secure to the
public this ability is in defeat of the public’s rights. On this ground I believe
the Committee and the Commission can and should insist that said manufacturers
be required to deliver to their distributors receivers that can secure all the
stations that the Commission has seen fit to grant in any area.

With respect to the New England Television Co. and return of its construction
permit for channel 46 in Fall River, this station was not constructed because
of the nonavailability of appropriate transmitting equipment at the proper
time. The board of this station realized that this station must be operated
substantially before the institution of programing from other potential stations
in nearby areas. Unfortunately, the proper equipment was not available until |
after permits were granted to nearby areas, particularly in Providence, R. I., |
and the board felt that this increased competition would make the chances for
financial success of their U station so hazardous as not to warrant construction,
especially in view of the experience of other U stations throughout the country.

The main problem of the U station is audience and while the U station in a
V area can induce to some extent set conversions, it is difficult without ther
existence of networks and manufacturers to equalize the U station with the V.
The U station is entitled to no less and no more than an equal opportunity to
compete. This, it has not received. The millions of dollars invested in U
stations throughout the country, the millions of dollars invested in receivers
throughout the country, require that specific steps be taken to equalize the U
station. If economic interests are hurt by one method or another in this equali-
_zation process, your committee should view this as necessary in the equalization
process. It is no answer for the V station to recite its investment and its desire
to receive the revenues it now enjoys, since they should not enjoy any revenues
derived because of an enjoyment of an unequal competitive situation.

Your committee could possibly consider in good faith a possible elimination
of the V band and thus for all stations to be completely equal. From a long
overall basis, this may be less costly to station operators and to the public than
any continuation of the present mixture. Representations implied or specifically
made by Government authorities that the U operator would have every oppor-
tunity to compete on an equal basis must be met if the Commission and your
committee wish to insure a nationwide television coverage on a fair basis.

T’ll be glad to answer any further specific questions you might have or submit
any more detailed information concerning Channel 46 in Fall River.

Very truly yours,
NEw ENqrLAND TEeLEvVIsION Co.,
ABRAHAM BELILOVE, Treasurer.

WBES-TYV, Inc.,
Bujfalo, N. Y., May 18, 1954.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR POTTER: In reply to your letter of May 6, 1954, we enclose a
copy of a letter previously submitted to the Secretary of the Federal Com-
munications Commission which we feel sets forth our position regarding UHF,

Yours very truly,
CHARLES R. DIEBoLD, President.

DEcCEMBER 16, 1953.
Re WBES-TV, Inc.; Buffalo, N. Y. (Buffalo-Niagara Television Corp.) BPCT-
1413 ; BMPCT-972; BMPCT-1268.
SECRETARY,
Federal Communications Commission,
Washington, D. C.

GENTLEMEN: We are enclosing herewith authorization from you which was
given by you to this corporation to broadcast on channel 59 in the city of Buffalo.
Please be advised that we are discontinuing our broadecasting operations as of
the close of business at 11: 30 p. m., Friday, December 18, 1953.

I \ \ B
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This action is a result of a unanimous resolution of the stockholders of this
corporation at a meeting held on Wednesday, December 16, 1953 :

Resolved, “That appropriate officers of the corporation return to the Federal
Communications Commission the license heretofore granted by them to WBES-TV
to operate on channel 59 in the city of Buffalo, N. Y.; that the secretary of the
«corporation advise the Federal Communications Commission of this action;
that in view of the apparent lack of interest on the part of the large networks
and national and local advertisers in ultra high frequency as a medium of com-
munication, despite the aggressive and purposeful attempts made by the officers
of the corporation to interest such major networks and advertisers so as to
make the project commercially feasible, all of which have resulted to no avail;

“That in view of the faet that the stockholders of WBES-TV were interested
golely in performing a community service and that this is not possible unless
commercial support is given to this medinm; that in view of the difliculties
experienced by the corporation since its inception and the complete lack of
promise for the future; that despite attempts made by this corporation to obtain
through direct application or by consolidation with other applicants one of
the two remaining very high frequency channels allocated by the FCC to the
city of Buffalo, either in whole or in part, which apparently would have resulted
in protracted litigation and particularly in view of the fact that in order to do
so it would have been necessary for the corporation to discontinue broadcasting
under present FCC regulations: Be it

“Resolved, That WBES-I'V discontinue its operations as of the close of busi-
ness, on 11: 30 p. m., Friday, December 18, 1933.”

The directors and stockholders of this corporation have reluctantly come to
the conclusion that it is not going to be possible to continue the operation of
this UHF channel in the city of Buffalo. Your honorable Commission has
heretofore allocated three UILF channels and three VHI channels to the city
of Buffalo. At the time this corporation became interested in providing tele-
vision service to this area, there was only television station operating. We were
advised that the entire industry, as well as the advertisers, were interested in
getting into this market, and we knew that the citizens of Buffalo wanted addi-
tional television outlets. In addition, we were Jed to believe that UHI® was
going to get the complete support of everyone concerned with the communications
industry. Indeed, we were greatly encouraged by representations made to us
before we got on the air with our test pattern on September 5, 1953, and with
commercial broadcasts on September 27, 1953.

We attempted to obtain a basic major network affiliation before and after our
project was launched. We recently concluded that this is not possible, and two
things became more and mcre apparent to us. Firstly, that this operation could
not succeed without a basic major network; and secondly, that the major net-
works were awaiting the outcome of the contests for VHF channels here in
Buffalo, so as to make an arrangement with the successful applicant.

In this posture, we then decided that if we were to survive, it could only be
with a VHF channel. Negotiations were had with a group of local people who
bhad applied for a channel, since it was our belief that these channels should be
allocated to residents of this community. This did not result in an agreement.

It then became known thdt we could not operate on channel 59 and apply for
a VIIF channel at one and the same time as the result of a decision by the ¥FCC.
To discontinue operations at that point would have resulted, we felt, in a Dbreach
of faith with the citizens of this area who had spent millions of dollars convert-
ing their sets so that they could receive our programs. However, subsequent
events disclosed the fact that we were getting cancellations on programs and
buver resistance at all levels because we were a UHI unit.

At this point, we decided that since we could not render a community tele-
vision service, and had done everything in our power to do so with UHF with no
suceess, that it would be necessary to apply for a VIIF channel and we engaged
Washington counsel and prepared an application for presentation to the FCC.
In this circumstance, we intended to return our permit on channel 59 simul-
taneously with our application for a VHF channel with an offer to continue
our operation even at a loss, if the Commission desired us to do so pending a
determination of the VHT issue.

At this point. we had discussions with a merged group applving for a VHF
channel and it became clear to us that the controlling faction consisted of local
people, all of whom were well known to us, and that once our application was
submitted, it would have entailed protracted contests and litigation. Since we
were prepared to discontinue our operation, we concluded that we would not
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wish to be a party to the contest and decided to withdraw from the television
field in this city in a way that would provide the people of this community with
a continuous service. It was our expectation that if your Commission had
granted a construction permit to the merged group for channel 2, that they
could have gone on the air at the time that we went off the air, so that there
would have been no interruption in the television service to this community. The
disclosure of this possibility to the press and in trade journals has made further
operations impossible.

We genuinely regret having to make this decision. We have 25 stockholders
representing a true cross section of this community. We have provided many
notable programs that were in the category of community service; plans had
been formulated to incorporate other programs of a community character into
our schedule, since it was our honest desire to provide not only entertainment,
but instruction, education, and a forum for local institutions. Obviously, this
type of service cannot be rendered unless the enterprise is able to secure suf-
ficient income from advertising sources to make it a reality.

If you should wish any further information or require any administrative
procedures, we will be glad to cooperate in every way possible. If you desire
any statistical information for historical purposes, we will be glad to furnish
this as well. The people in this community have a tremendous investment in
television as a medium. They have been very patient, helpful, and cooperative
throughout this period.

Yours very truly, s
WBES-TV, INc.

BeELOIT BroancasTINGg Co.,
Beloit, Wis., May 17, 1954.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DeAR SENATOR PorTER: Pardon delay in acknowledging your letters of April 7
and May 6. I have been out of the city and as a consequence absent from my
desk.

I am enclosing a copy of my petition to the FCC requesting cancellation of my
construction permit for a UHF television station in Beloit, Wis. This gives you
the reasoning behind my petition.

What my chief engineer and I found in our investigation of UHF problems
last year, holds true today to a far greater extent, It is my opinion that the
damage has already been done and that UHF is headed for the same grave as
FM radio.

The first mistake was made when VHF franchises were granted along with
UHF franchises in medium-sized markets. VHF-TV is definitely regional. UHF
is strictly local.

I don’t think it will ever be feasible for UHF operators in the smaller markets
to go into the high power, now being discussed, nor to attempt to compete with
powerful VHE-TV stations by means of UHF satellites and boosters. The cost
would be prohibitive, and the mass audience will be no more interested in UHF
receivers than it is now where VHF signals are satisfactory.

The public has already shown that it is not interested in spending more money
for UHF circuits in TV receivers or for UHF converters than it was interested
in FM circuits in radio or FM converters.

The fact that manufacturers were not reuired to put UHF circuits in all TV
receivers when the freeze was lifted in July 1952 automatically lessened the
value of UHF to the networks and to the sponsors.

Rapid obsolescence of UHF broadecast equipment makes this type of television
operation prohibitive in the smaller markets.

From personal experience I know that neither the networks nor the larger
advertisers are interested in UHF where they can get coverage via VHF.

I will be glad to elaborate on this if you wish some time in the future. In
the meantime I hope this information is what you want.

Sincerely,
SioNeY H., Briss, President.
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BEFORE TIE FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS ComMIssioN, WasmiNgToN, D. C.
File No. BF-1523

Re: Application of Sidney H. Bliss, trader, doing business as Beloit Broadcast-
ing Co., for television construction permit, Beloit, Wis.

PETITION

The petition of Sidney H. Bliss sole trader doing business at Deloit Broadcast-
ing Co. alleges as follows:

1. On the 11th day of February 1953, the Commission issued to Sidney H. Bliss
a construction permit BPCT-1523, for the construction of a television broad-
casting station at Beloit, Wis. Originally the call letters assigned to such sta-
tion were WGEZ-TV but by subsequent change, these call letters were desig-
nated as WRBJ. This proposed station would serve Rockford, Ill., Beloit and
Janesville, Wis., with class A and B service. These cities were in the fringe
area of existing service at that time.

2. Upon the issuance of said construction permit, applicant went to New York
in an effort to obtain network affiliation. Two of the networks expressed
definite interest in the proposed station. One network went so far as to request
that applicant return later bringing with him positive indication from major
disributors serving his market that they desired to have proposed station added
to the television advertising schedule of their supplying manufacturers.

Applicant made contacts with the major distributors in Rockford, Chicago,
Milwaukee, and Madison, serving this area. On May 19, applicant returned to
this network with the requested information but was not given the opportunity
to present it. The network on this occasion showing no interest whatsoever in
the proposed station,

The applicant then contacted the second available network and was advised
that, no decision could be made at that time because the successful Rockford
applicant for Channel 13, which had been granted a construction permit only the
week previous, was coming to see said network the following week. This pre-
cluded any interest in applicant’s UHF station.

Apparently the grant of Channel 13 the previous week was also the reason
for the first network’s lack of interest in applicant’s proposed station.

The other two networks already had affiliation contracts with the Rockford
station operating on Channel 39.

The situation remained indefinite until August 11, when the grantee for
Channel 13 in Rockford publicly announced he had signed affiliation contracts
with both of the networks contacted by applicant.

In the meantime, following the issuance by the Federal Communications Com-
mission of applicant’s construction permit, applicant and several members of his
staff visited VHF and UHF stations on the air and others under construction in
the following cities: Youngstown, Ohio; Peoria, Rock Island, and Rockford, IlL;
Davenport, Iowa ; South Bend, Ind.; Green Bay, Milwaukee, and Oshkosh, Wis. ;
Jacksonville, Fort Lauderdale, and Miami, Fla. Construction, technical opera-
tion, programing, production, personnel, selling, and operating costs were studied
in each of these plants.

These visits and a continuing study, made in the light of the changing television
situation in this area, have resulted in the following conclusions:

1. The Rockford, Beloit, Janesville market is no longer fringe area and is now
served with excellent VHF signals from Milwaukee, channel 4, with its increased
power, 100 kilowatts, and antenna of over 1,000 ft. and carrying NBC, ABC, and
Dumont.

2. Rockford, channel 13, is providing this entire area with a class A signal and
will feed CBS and ABC.

3. Channels 2 and 5, Chicago, will unquestionably put class B signals into this
area when they go on the air with their increased power.

4, When the Madison, channel 3, controversy is settled and a CP granted there
is now no question but that this station will furnish class A network service
throughout this area.

5. From these studies applicant concludes that a network affiliation for a
television station in a market as competitive as the Beloit, Rockford, Janesville
area is a prerequisite to economic survival.
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6. Because of the increasingly competitive VHF gervice in the Beloit area now
and because of the inability of the applicant to obtain network service, applicant
is convinced that a UHF venture at this time would be economically unsound.
Applicant therefore requests permission of the Coinmission to return his con-
struction permit for cancellation without prejudice and for cancellation of the
call letters assigned to such station. Applicant further states that he has not
been promised, nor has he received directly or indirectly, in connection with
filing of such petition for cancellation of his license, any consideration of any
nature whatsoever.

SipNEY H. Bilss.

OCTOBER 6, 1953.

STATE OF WISCONSIN,
County of Dane, 88:

Sidney H. Bliss, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that he is a sole

trader, doing business as Beloit Broadcasting Co., permitee of WRBJ, Beloit,
Wis., and that the facts stated in the foregoing petition are true of his own
knowledge except as to such statements as are therein stated on information and
belief and as to such statements, he believes them to be true.

SipNEY H. BLIss.
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 6th day of October, 1953.

EbpwIN CONRAD,
Notary Public.
My commission expires April 7, 1957.

MoNocAcy BroapcasTiNGg CoO,,
Frederick, Md., May 15, 1954.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR PorTER: This will acknowledge receipt of your letters April 6
and May 6, 1954,

We are distressed to advise you that the president of our organization is seri-
ously ill in Florida and, having been ill for some time, is unable to comply with
your request.

As he was the only individual in our organization who handled all television
matters and made the final decision to turn in our construction permit, he
therefore is the only person who could answer the questions you outline. We
do not feel that there is any other person in our group who is able to give you
the information you request.

We are extremely sorry not to be able to contribute to your most valuable
hearings.

Sincerely,
ALAN W. LoNG,
General Manager.

WMEV,
Marion, Va., May 14, 1954..
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR POrTER: Please pardon miy delay in answering your letter of
April 7 and I hope the following information will be helpful to you during the
investigation on the status and development of UHF TV channels.

We of the Mountain Empire Broadcasting Corp. returned our UHF construc-
tion permit for a station to operate on channel 50 after a rather thorough and
exhaustive investigation. Our problem was not one of financing the original
construction since we are fortunate in having several stockholders who were
financially able to build the proposed WMEV TV,

Programing did not concern us too much, as the American Broadcasting Co.
indicated that they would be willing to make our proposed TV station an
affiliate.
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Equipment was no bottleneck, as several manufacturers were most willing to
sign contracts with promised delivery dates. I visited one of the equipment
plants and saw every indication that equipment could be delivered to us.

Economics of operation was the deciding factor. I made four trips to New
York City and talked with advertising agencies regarding the potentiality of
sales on our proposed UHF channel 50 TV station. I was told by almost every
one I talked to that national advertisers were not at present buying spots
and programs on UHF stations where there existed any VHF reception. The
reason being a very practical one—lack of circulation. As we all know every
TV set made so far will receive VHF signals. Conversion to UHF has been
too costly, All channel sets have necessarily cost more money than a straight
VHF set.

We knew that to operate a TV station at the present time in Marion, Va., a town
of 7,000 people, that about 90 percent of our sales would have to be national
business (network and spot business). After our visits to New York we be-
came convinced that at the present time our proposed TV station was not
economically feasible.

I believe that at a later time if all channel sets become the rule rather than
the set with an extra price and when the price of transmitting equipment and
accessories, such as tubes, come down to a reasonable price that TV stations
can and will be operated on a comparable basis to our present-day local AM
stations, for I feel that with a reasonable cost of construction and a moderate
cost of operation television advertising can be placed within the reach of our
Main Street merchants just as today they are happily and successfully using local
radio advertising.

If I can be of any further assistance during your hearing please let me know.

Sincerely yours,
RoBerT C. WOLFENDEN,
Vice President.

KCNA,
Tucson, Ariz., May 12, 195}.
Hon. CuarLes E. POTTER, Chairman,
Subcommiittce on Communications,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear CHAIRMAN PorTER: As I have been out of town, your letter reaching me
just today, it was necessary to dig deep in the pile to get you the information
you desire.

1. We did not have a UHF grant—it was VIIF, channel 9.

2. The information you received from the Commission that we turned our
permit in was correct, and they also should have informed you that the reason
was one of economics as outlined on our request for deletion.

There is nothing that we can add at this time as our position is clearly
stated. We did not choose to commit financial suicide after looking over the
market and its potential in the face of TV grants; incidentally all of themn are
VHF for Tucson.

However, there are some dillies allocated for THF in Arizona in towns such
as Ajo, Kloy, ete., which unless oil is found in Arizona, will always be a comfort
stop on the road.

Personally, I don’t think the country will ever need UHF. Where is the
money coming from to support all the proposed VHF stations?

Sincerely,
WAYNE SANDERS,
Manager, Radio KONA.

WACE, REGIONAL BroApcasTING CO.,
Springfield, Mass., May 13, 1954.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
United Statcs Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DraAr Sir: In response to your letter of May 6, please be advised that the
following statement is in response to your questions regarding the channel 36
grant which Regional TV Corp. has issued to Northampton, Mass., which was
returned prior to actual construction.
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After a careful study of the market, taking in consideration three factors,
namely, VHF service to the area both current and projected, number of UHF
stations already in the market, and the progress of said UHF stations, it was
decided that there was not sufficient potential audiencewise or businesswise to
support the grant.

A New Haven VHT station 60 miles to the south had serviced the market for
4 or 5 years with excellent success signalwise. Two UHF stations had been
on the air 6 months at the time our grant was turned back, giving us the oppor-
tunity to observe UHF acceptance. We, therefore, felt that since the VHF
station had the primary audience and, as a matter of fact, continues in that
‘position ; and since there were two UHF stations in the market having consider-
able trouble businesswise and audiencewise as a result of the VHF station,
plus the fact that there is in hearing at this time and projected at that time a
possible grant of a channel 3 VHF station in Hartford (25 miles south of
‘Springfield), there was, therefore, little chance of a network being available
and slim chance of sufficient revenue to exist as the third UHF in a 300,000
market with two powerful coveragewise stations on the edge, both able to serve
‘the market with fine signals.

These are the facts on Regional TV’s decision to give back the grant for
.channel 36 for Northampton, Mass. Northampton is 5 miles north of the metro-
-politan district of Springfield-Holyoke, Mass.

‘We shall be happy to supply any further facts you require.

Cordially,
RAa1PH J. ROBINSON,

General Manager.

WEXKMI, STEERE BroADCASTING CORPORATION,
Kalamazoo, Mich., May 12, 1954.
‘Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sik: I recall receiving a what I thought was a form letter from you
regarding the hearings coming up on the status of existing UHF-TV channels.
Since WKMTI voluntarily surrendered its construction permit for UHF channel 36
last fall, I felt we could add very little to the full picture you are trying to build
-concerning UHF. I still feel that the UHF stations currently in operation are
‘the only ones which can help the committee to any extent.

As president of Steere Broadeasting Corp., I surrendered our UHF grant
because I felt that a UHF station getting started in a market already being
served by an established VHF-TV station would have a hard time. I am sorry
that events which have transpired during the last 6 months in the UHF field
have lent support to my opinion.

You, as chairman, and the subcommittee have my best wishes in the work
.you are undertaking.

Sincerely yours, :
Howarp D. STEERE,
President.

CHroNICLE PUBLISHING Co., INC,,
Marion, Ind., April 15, 1594.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEeAr SENATOR: Your letter of the 6th reached me at a very busy time which
.accounts for the delay. There are several reasons why we finally concluded to
return the construction permit for a UHF television channel.

1. When we first made application, we were lead to believe that our signal
would cover a 40-mile radius but we discovered according to the Commission
formula that our coverage would be confined to a 20-mile radius. This coverage
would not reach enough people to justify the venture.

9. Our investigation disclosed that the large networks were not interested in
THF. The consensus of opinion seemed to be that if they could reach 85 percent
.of the United States buying segments with VHF, there is little reason for them
‘to attempt to cultivate the other 15 percent through UHF.

3. We have been operating an FM broadcasting station for the past several
years, giving the people of this community within a 60-mile radius interesting
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programs. However, this has been done at a loss. We have continued to provide
this service for our people believing that FM high frequency would come into its
own since the audio of television is in that spectrum. However, we have come
to the conclusion that UHF is another FM deal. We are convinced that FM was
killed by premeditated treatment on the part of the large stations.

4. When we found ourselves in such a predicament with our M station, we
attempted to secure a 1400 kilocycle channel which became available to us
as a result of financial failure of its owner in Kokomo 30 miles west of us. An
existing station here, day time, also filed for that frequency. Despite all the
facts regarding financial irresponsibility of the other station, the commission
refused to give us the AM frequency so that we might be able to put our venture
in the black. The predictions made before the Commission have come true, The
antinewspaper complex which exists with the communications department also
has a bearing on our decision.

From the above you will notice that.this company attempted to be a part of
the new communications facilities in order to serve our people. There has not
been a lack of finances nor availabilities of transmitting equipment nor too many
stationsg serving this area. It looks to us that the urban territory on fringe
VHF signals can only be served when the individuals in those communities
provide themselves with high-powered receiving antennas. UHF like FM pro-
duces better reception. People tell us they listen to FM because it sounds better,
and UHF will have a hard time, too.

It occurs to me that the Commission should have recognized the value of FM
in radio and to have gradually transferred the small AM stations to FM providing
clear AM channels for long-distance coverages,

I trust that this letter will help to correct some of the mistakes of the past.

Yours very truly,
GARDNER J, THOMAS,
President.

Crovis, N. Mex., May 10, 159}.

Sen. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommitiee on Communications,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR PoTTER : Your letter of April 7 directed to the Telepolitan Broad-
casting Co., Star Route, Clovis, N. Mex., has just been turned to me for attention,
and while I note that the hearings were scheduled for May 4, 5 and 6, I thought it
might be of some value for the record to forward this on anyway.

Under date of October 26, 1953, we wrote to the Secretary of the Federal Com-
munications Commission, an airmail letter setting out the reasons why the
permit was being returned. For your convenience, I am enclosing a copy of that
letter, and I believe it fully explains our position. If there is any other informa-
tion you might require, it will be forthcoming upon your request.

Respectfully yours,
WESLEY QUINN..

Crovis, N. Mex., October 26, 1953.

In re Application of Telepolitan Broadcasting Co., Clovis, N. Mex.;
File No. BPCT-1293

SECRETARY, FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION,
Washington 25, D, C.

Dear SIk: In view of the fact that in the not too distant future the construction
permit for the construction of Telepolitan station KNEH in Clovis, N. Mex. will
run out, and the holders of that permit, Mr. Sam and 8id Pipkin, being in a
quandary, as to what course to pursue, they have directed me as their attorney to
write this letter asking the indulgence and consideration of the Commission to
the problems with which they are faced due to the economic conditions in the
Clovis area.

We have for the past several years been in the middle of a drought condition,
which has affected this whole trade territory. In the past our periods of time in
which we have had a shortage of rainfall have been relatively short, and we could
always anticipate that conditions would brighten after a year or two of such
conditions, but this drought has held on so long and has affected so many phases
of our economic life that at the present moment the investment of a sizable
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amount of capital in television here does not appear to be feasible. At the time
this application was filed a drought condition existed, but based on past experi-
ence we had every reason to believe that the cycle was complete and the follow-
ing year would put us back on a more normal basis. Such has not been the
case.

To locations in the industrial East or Midwest, or on the coast, the weather is
not such an important factor as it is to us in the Southwest. Here, it is the all
important basic factor with which we must constantly be concerned. The appli-
cants did not go into this matter with the idea that large returns on their invest-
ment would be immediately forthcoming, and were prepared to have a reasonable
period of loss until the matter could be developed. Now, however, with condi-
tions as they are, the applicants cannot foresee any sort of a return any time in
the reasonable future, or at least for possibly 2 or 3, or even possibly 4 years.
Ours is an economy based on cattle and crops and railroad employment. We
know the Commission is well aware of what has happened to the price of cattle.
When there are no crops to be shipped, it of course affects railroad employment
and thus all three of our basic elements have suffered.

If this was a permanent situation the applicants would at this time withdraw
their application and not burden the Commission further with their problems.
It is, however, far from a permanent condition, and in every sense of the word
“temporary.” Your applicants are people who have helped pioneer this country
and have great faith in it, and just as quickly as economic conditions adjust
themselves and the matter is at all feasible they still want to proceed. Several
conferences have been held with every medium of the dissemination of informa-
tion and advertising, including the radio stations and newspapers in this area,
and individuals and the applicants are convinced that if more time were allowed
to them it would in no sense of the word be blocking the efforts of other possible
applicants. As the Commission knows, there have been no other applicants for
the other channel alloted to Clovis, and we feel certain that for the next year at
least there will be no other application filed.

We would be glad to have the opportunity to furnish the Commission with any
forms of evidence that might be requested which would substantiate our position
in this matter. We have approached this problem from every conceivable angle
that we can think of and if the matter is pursued further there is a possibility that
we would want to change the location from the one designated to the Hotel Clovis,
which is a structure approximately ten stories high, which would enable us to use
the hotel itself as a tower with all of the transmitting equipment on the top of the
hotel and with offices in the hotel itself in the center of town. We might add
that the Hotel Clovis has been most receptive to our overtures in this
connection.

If the Commission could see fit to allow us to extend the time for the construc-
tion work for a year from this time, we feel sure that we will have a better grasp
of the economic condition for the foreseeable future, and we feel that it would
be in keeping with the policies and purposes of the Commission itself, inasmuch
as we know that the Commission does not like to have a failure on the part of
any applicant due to conditions over which the applicants have no control. After
very much considered discussion we have decided that the submission of this
letter setting out as fully as we felt the Commission would be interested was the
only right and fair thing to do, and then if the Commission decided to cancel the
application we would request that it be done without any prejudice toward the
filing of a new application by the same parties at some future date.

To repeat, the indulgence and consideration of the Commission to this letter is
respectfully requested, and any additional information desired by the Commis-
sion will be forthcoming immediately upon request.

Respectfully yours,

LEWISTOWN Broapcasting Co.,
Lewistown, Pa., May 13, 1954.
Mr. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommitice on Communications,
United States Senate, Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, Washington, D. C.
DeAR Sir: In reply to your letter of May 6 we beg to advise that our company
surrendered its construction permit to build a UHF television station on channel
38 for the Lewistown, Pa., area for the following reasons:



STATUS OF UHF AND MULTIPLE OWNERSHIP OF TV STATIONS 17

1. Analysis shows that the available market is not sufficient to support a tele-
vision station under the present economics of the art.

2 Because of the direct line of site coveraze characteristics of THF, no suit-
able transmnitter location could be found in this extremely mountainous section of
the country from which an adequate signal could be delivered to the existing
population.

3. It is noted that there is a definite lack of acceptance of UHF on the part
of the general public.

If changed conditions in the future would indicate to us that operation of a
television station for the Lewistown, Pa., area would be economically and tech-
nically feasible, it will be our intent to install and operate such a station.

Yours very truly,
J. S. Woops, President.

' ENcLISH, GILSON, BAKER & BowLER,
Erie, Pa., May 11, 1954.
Hon. CHARLES K, POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
United States Renate, Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR Porter: This is in reply to your letter of April 6 and your
further letter of May 6 directed to Mr. James B. Donovan, of Capital Television
& Broadcasting Co.

The Capital Television & Broadcasting Co. was a partnership composed of
Mr. Donovan, Mr. McBrier, and myself, and I have been, in effect, the managing
partner. Please accept this letter, therefore, as a reply on behalf of the whole
partnership.

The partnership received this construction permit shortly after the same
individuals, plus others, received a permit for channel 28 in Raleigh, N. C. We
ordered equipment from Federal Telecommuniecations Laboratories for both
permits, but we put first priority upon the Raleigh grant because no other CP
had been granted in the Raleigh-Durham market. Due to equipment delays,
we did not get on the air in Raleigh until the 12th of July 1953.

In the meantime, in Baton Rouge, anotlier permit holder got on the air and
began a successful operation, and it became clear that still another permit would
be granted to the newspaper interests in that city. We were, therefore, in
Baton Rouge, in the position of being the third ranking station in the market,
with CBS probably remaining with the present station and NBC going with the
station affiliated with WJBO in Baton Rouge. We felt that Baton Rouge would
be an excellent two-station market but would be a poor three-station market for
the third station. The development of the situation made it elear to us that it
would not be wise at this time to go forward with the permit, and we surrendered
it to the commission.

This surrender was not dictated by the fact that it was for a UIIF channel,
because the present channel 28 in Baton Rouge is, we understand, operating well
and successfully, and the all channel sets established by that station would be
equally useful to a new UHF station. Our surrender of the CI» would have
taken place regardless of the channel, and was dictated by the econolnic size
.of the market, and the fact that we would inevitably have been the third station
in that market.

We feel, as evidenced by the fact that we are happy with channel 28 in Raleigh
and some of us are interested in channel 35 in Erie, that there is no reason to
believe that the higher channels cannot be just as economically sound as the
lower channels in the proper market and with proper promotion. We believe,
however, that manufacturers should certainly see that all sets can receive all
channels so that there should be no disadvantage in operation between the higher
«channels and the lower channels.

I hope this will be of some assistance to you.

Respectfully yours,
JouN W. ENGLISH.

Atrantic City, N. J., May 3, 1954.
DeAR FRIEND: At this time, it appears that ultra-high-frequency television
station WEFPG-TV cannot render a program and transmission service of pride
to the viewers of southern New Jersey. Accordingly Neptune Broadcasting
Corp. intends to apply to the Federal Communication Commission to authorize
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temporary suspension of the operation of channel 46 in Atlantic City, N. 7,
effective May 17, 1954.

Radio station WFPG operation on 1450 kilocycles is uneffected. It will con-
tinue without interruption and will present its full schedule of CBS, baseball
and local programs.

Temporary discontinuance at this time of WFPG-TV operations only will
permit study of the results of technical and economic surveys of UHF being
conducted throughout the Nation as to whether UHF provides a truly nation-
wide competitive system to the original VHF television. This study will include
the forthcoming hearings by the United States Senate Committee on Interstate
Commerce. Sixty companies have surrendered UHF licenses. WFPG-TV will
appear before the Senate Committee to report experiences as a member of the
UHF industry coordinating committee,

New Jersey received no allocation for educational or commercial television
other than in the newer ultra-high-frequency band. WFPG-TV was a first
UHFT station in the country in 1952 when in 51 days after FCC authorization, it
began telecasting on channel 46. The loss of 33 half hours weekly of network
and other peak programs has made it increasingly impossible for WFPG-TV to
present a schedule of audience-preference programs. WFPG-TV received these
program cancellations because superpower metropolitan market VHF stations
60 miles from Atlantic City established a concept of coverage generally satisfy-
ing television viewers. Therefore, extreme audience and economic loss compels
suspension at this time because WFPG-TV cannot now render a service of
pride to the south Jersey area for which it was planned, built, and dedicated.

Most sincerely,
NEPTUNE BroADCASTING CORP.

SALINAS-MONTEREY TELEvIsioN Co.,
Monterey, Calif., April 15, 1954.
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER,
Senate Office Buildinyg,
Washington, D. C.

DEeAr SENATOR: It is a pleasure to respond to your letter of April 6 in which
you inquire on behalf of your Subcommittee on Communications into the
circumstances leading up to the turning in of the construction permit for UHF
channel 28 held by this partnership in 1953.

My partner, Mr. Grant Wrathall, is writing you his own views on TV

allocations, UHF, and possible reliefs.

The main reason our permit was turned back was the considered belief that
we would be committing economic suicide to try to start or operate a UHF
station in present conditions dictated by FCC policies, attitude of networks
and agencies, and technical problems.

The main problem, and the one which determined our action, was the demon-
strated unwillingness of the networks to affiliate with any UHF station in an
area where they had access to a VHF channel. Since programs are the lifeblood
cf any communications service, radio or TV, the denial of network service
could only force an abnormal high program costs via film or local resources, and
in a market which could not sustain such charges as are presently made for
films, union talent, staff, ete.

In our case we had made a legal appeal by our partnership direct to the
FCC to take cognizance of our plight, but they declined to act, stating they had
no power granted to control network affiliation practices.

I would like to review the details of our case, since some of the background
facts may give you an idea of how these forces come into play, and what
Tesults are created.

My partner and I are experienced radio owners, operators, and engineers.
We applied for UHF in the Salinas-Monterey area with a full knowledge of the
costs and technical problems involved. I have spent over 27 years in radio
operating business and the management of stations, including network outlets.
Mr. Wrathall has been a consulting engineer and station owner for many years.
Both of us’are intimately acquainted with the present limitations of power on
FCC by Federal law.

At the time of the application for KICU there were pending 2 applications
for the only VHF channel (8) assigned to this area, which is about 100 miles
gouth of San Francisco, on the coast, and separated from any other potential
TV station east or south by 100 or more miles.
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The 2 applicants for channel 8 were KSBW-Salinas and KMBY-Monterey.
KSBW had a contract under which the San Francisco Chronicle, operating KRON
(T'V), channel 4, San Francisco, an NBC outlet, could buy 25 percent interest
in any channel 8 grant. KMBY was owned by Bing Crosby, radio star with
contractual commitments with CBS, and by Kenyon Brown of KWFT-Wichita
Tralls, Tex., a leading member of the CBS network affiliates advisory committee.
Thus, it is obvious that we were opposed for any network affiliation by interests
closely allied through other connections with the two leading TV networks, NBC
and CBS.

These 2 applicants conceived and executed the idea of each applying for half
time on channel 8, and thus eliminating the conflict which the ¥CC would have
had to decide. The FCC promptly granted their request, the first in the country,
although it had been regarded that television stations had to use facilities full
time. KICU promptly appealed on this point to the FCC and was denied any
relief, or reopening of a more complete hearing to develop our contention such
a grant was in effect furthering a control of both radio and TV in this area
between two standard stations.

We pointed out to the FCC that the effect would be to monopolize the networks
by virtue of the applicants’ connections, and the public and KICU would be
deprived of any regular program service from the networks blocked out. The
channel 8 proposal called for operating roughly 2 hours on CBS, then 2 hours
on NBC, and so forth.

Nevertheless, we went ahead to plan our station while the FCC considered
our application. Contacts at networks were fruitless. It ranged from complete
ignoring of our requests for discussion on the part of CBS, to evasion and delay
and stalling on NBC, to a statement by Dumont that they would consider us later
if the VHF affiliation didnot work out.

The channel 8 applicants made statements in the area they would have all 4
networks, and the damage to our prospects with advertisers was considerable.

After considerable expense in litigation, trips to New York and Washington,
and so forth, we felt the refusal of networks to tie in with this market on UHF
was a killing blow, and we turned back our CP to the FCC,

Today, channel 8 has a monopoly on all 4 networks. No network is being
provided with full-time service on that area.

The solution, as I personally view it, lies in these points:

(1) The FCC should be given authority to regulate network affiliations in
any area. Networks should not be allowed to crowd in one major facility in
an area, ignoring the inferior ones. This is no different than regulation of
air routes by the CAA or railways by the ICC, or even the FCC disposition of
technical facilities in any given area.

In a market with more than 1 station, say 2, like Salinas, no station should
be allowed to affiliate with more than 2 networks so long as another station is
available.

This is the only way you will force networks to use the available stations.

The FCC should also be empowered to force the networks to service stations
in areas which may not be as commercially profitable as the big cities. This is
the same principle applying to telephone and power facilities into rural areas
at the expense of city profits.

(2) The ultimate conversion of all TV into the UHF channels, giving all
VHF operators about 5 years to amortize their investments. This would equalize
operating conditions, and eliminate the present “TV aristocracy” of VHF or big-
city television.

The same pattern is repeating itself in TV as happened in FM. FM was
killed by the refusal of networks to program the new and technically superior
means of transmission on new outlets, or even on some of their own stations.
At the time of FM's advent NBC had the majority of the 50,000-watt AM stations
in the country. They were top dog in facilities, with widest coverage, much
superior to either CBS-ABC-MBS.

The FCC-FM plan contemplated equal coverage of all FM stations in major
markets, plus smaller areas. This would have removed the superiority of NBC,
and competition thereafter on an FM system would have been fought out on
program quality alone among all networks. Thanks to the machinations of
NBC and RCA which extended, in my belief, down to the deliberate reluctance
to provide efficient FM receivers in quantity, FM slowly died on the vine. RCA
extracted millions of dollars in the sale of FM transmitting equipment, while
NBC did its hatchet work in the programing and sales end against FM. I
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think there is ample evidence and many witnesses who can bear out and prove
these points should the committee ever wish to explore them.

(3) UHF has many technical problems, but in my opinion these can be over-
come in time. The lack of program supply will effectively kill present UHF
outlets and stop future ones. People will buy UHF conversions only for more
or better prograwms. UHF can only provide these progrants with more circulation
of receivers. That is why the need for network service is so acute. People will
not be satisfied with 30-year old movies on UHF, or 4 hours of westerns every
night!

What is behind the networks attitude? In my opinion, it is traceable to several
desires and motivating influences.

(a) The easiest way out is to sell VHF against UHF.

(b) The networks would prefer a national systemn of few major market sta-
tions in lieu of hundreds of smaller markets. A few are easier to control than
many.

(¢) The attempt to preserve the huge areas of service now claimed by big
city VHF stations, and thus justify the high charges for time being made on
those few stations. By blocking out any network service in the fringe area
listeners are obliged to tumne in the distant big city VIIF station, even with an
inferior signal.

What are the dangers ahead?

(¢) The TV empires now building of networks, stations, set-manufacturing,
program production are going to get bigger unless the Government separates the
nionopoly elements.

(b) Extreme high power on UHF, to equalize with VHF, is both impractical
from cost or operating factors today and for the foreseeable future.

(¢) A tradition has been built up which is going to be harmful to UHF for
years to come by the network attitude on UHF affiliation. No one knows what
rumors and innuendoes have been given out by network salesmen to the adver-
tising trade. The networks have been conspicuous by their lack of support
of UHF.

I sincerely hope your subcommittee can implement some suggested changes.
I feel the FCC can wisely administer these new powers. 1f strong, positive
action is not taken I predict that ULIF will soon perish, and we will be in the
grips of a VIIF wmonopoly of few stations and few owners with the apparent
evils of such concentrations of power,

I regret I cannot be in Washington to appear in person, but you may use
any of thig information as you wish, and I will be glad to supplement or docu-
nient additional requests. A copy of this letter is going to Senators Knowland
and Kuchel and to Congressman Younger of my home district, San Mateo.

Very truly,
STEPHEN A. CISLER, Partner.

TueE TRUTH ABOUT THE SALINAS-MONTEREY TELEVISION SITUATION

Here is a plain language statement from KICU owners on WHY, and also some:
Challenging Questions

The action of the I'CC in suspending the grant to channel 8 on a share-time
basis was a surprise to everyone. In the interests of fair play, we think the
true situation should be explained to the public and dealers.

(1) The first grant for television in the Salinas-Monterey area was for KICU,
channel 28, owned by the Salinas-Monterey Television Co., a partnership of
Grant R, Wrathall and Stephen A. Cisler. KICU is to be located on Frement
Peak. Construction plans have begun. Some equipment is on hand. Some
major items are not available until early fall. KICU hopes to be on the air in
September 1953. 1t is not held up in any way by the FCC action.

(2) The channel 8 grant was made on a share-timne basis. One-half of the
time was to be operated by a Salinas station, KSBW, The other half by a
Monterey station, IKMDBY.

Now KICU is not opposed to having competition. We think the people of this
area are entitled to two TV stations. We are able and willing to meet competition
on a fair and square basis.

The share-time grant was made hy the FCC very suddenly., No notice was
given that such action was contemplated, nor was a full disclosure made of the
actual operating methods of the two former opponents on channel 8 who now
merged their cases. The grant was the first one of this type in the country. It
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took advantage of an obscure legal technical loophole in the wording of the.
FCC rules.

KICU iiled a protest with the FCC on these grounds :

(1) To grant one channel to two stattions is to create a monopoly fraught
with dangerous possibilities.

(2) The stations proposed to maintain separate studios in Salinas and
Monterey. This gives channel 8 an unfair advantage over KICU in that all
operating and equipment expeunses are cut in half for each station. It would
enable them to undersell KICU rates at will.

(3) The stations proposed to take NBC and CBS TV network service, although,
neither one could handle the full-time service of either one network. The practi-
cal effect would be to deprive this area of many of the fine programs of both
networks, which lie outside of the time-sharing schedule of each station. For
instance, when KMBY was carrying CBS what would happen to the NBC
programs at the same time?

KICU charges that this arrangement bottles up the two dominant networks on
one station, and does not represent the best type of program service.

(4) KSBW-TV will be owned in part by the San ¥Francisco Chronicle who oper-
ate the NBC-TV outlet, KRON, The Chronicle is furnishing most of the funds
for the construction of KSBW-TV. It is obvious that control of operating prac-
tices and programs will rest with the source of the mnoney, especially since KSBW
people have no actual experience in TV operating, while KRON does. Further,
KRON will be in position to stop NBC-TV programs from being put on KICU
if that station offers its facilities during the time KSBW-TV is not able to carry
NEC. Isn't it commion gense that KRON would protect its child?

(5) KMBY-TV is being built with funds to be supplied by Bing Croshy and
George Coleman. Both are esteemed citizens., Mr. Crosby has business contracts
with the CBSN neiwork. These contracts enabled him to get CBS network on
KMBY some time ago. The CBS network is under obligation to Mr. Crosby,
and this influence would very likely preclude any CBS-TV programs being aired
over KICU when KMDY-TV was unable to carry CBS. Why should the people
of this area be forced to leok only at the programs of one network at the same
time, while the other major network program is bottled up? KICU charges this
“dog in the manger” operation is not in the public¢ interest.

(6) What ix to prevent the two stations KMBY-TV and KSBW-TV from agree-
ing to maintain the same rates, possibly low enough to kill any competition?
Suppose they said to local advertisers, after competition was suppressed, now
“you must buy BOTH TV stations or not get cither one.” Or suppose they said,
“you must buy my KMBY radio station to get on KMBY-TV station.” This is
called foreced combination. It is an evil in the newspaper business in many cities,
although the Federal Government now is stepping in to stop it by court action.
Fortunately, this newspaper combination does not exist in this area, and it should.
not he allowed to exixt in television.

(7) The combination of the 1wo stations on one channel means that they have
twice the resources of a single station. It is in the judgment of KICU unfair
competition, and our protest simply asked the FCC to review these practical
operating problems, to investigate the restrietive covenants possible, and to insure
that competition in TV in the Salinas-Monterey area was fair and square.

KICU will be happy to expedite any hearing the I"CC holds on this matter. In
fact, we suggest to the channel 8 people that they clarify the way they intend
to operate, whether they propose to keep networks off rival television stations,
and why they did not have the courtesy to even answer the KICU proposal that
all stations serve the area from the same antenna on Mt. Baldy?

Inquiry should also be made as to the origin of the local rumor started in
Salinas recently following the channel 8 grant, that KICU would not be built.
This damaging and false allegation was answered by TV distributors in letters
to their dealers. and in a series of newspaper advertisements by distributors who
were selling UHFE receivers very well until this incident.

We suggest that to expedite TV service to this area on channel 8, a separate
corporation be formed with a trustee group of reputabtle citizens of hoth Salinas
and Monterey, none of whom have any business or legal connection with the
KMBY or KSBW owners, new stockholders, or employees. Let this trustee group
take title to the equipment already on hand, finish the construction, and operate
the station until the FOC determines the facts in this matter. After such adjudi-
cation the continued commercial operation would be passed over to the approved
FCC applicant.
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1t is significant that the FCC has recalled several other share time permits of
the same type. These permits are for other sections of the country, equally
deserving of TV service as Salinas-Monterey. There must be a question in the
mind of the FCC that this topic deserves a full exploration before allowing these
strange creatures to go into operation.

KICU places its faith in the FCC ability to search out the inherent evils of a
share time operation, and to insist on certain needed safeguards for protection of
public interest.

We charge that John Cohan knew that channel 8 could not get on the air by
the promised May 1 date. When was the equipment shipped from New Jersey?
Has KSBW and KMBY settled the trouble with the IBEW union which could
stop installation? See what has haphened in Fresno where the equipment is on
hand, yet the starting date had to be moved back from April to June! There
is more to putting in a TV transmitter than installing a TV receiver.

We deny the loose allegations of Cohan that the delay on channel 8 will cost
dealers much money. Sets will continue to be soid now and later. No set will
be useless or obsolete beciause of this delay on channel 8. Thousands of sets in
Monterey County receive San Francisco channels 4, 5, and 7 every day now.
This fall service will be coming from channels 28 and 8.

KICU owners believe in Monterey County. We are investing thousands of
dollars in television service. Is it not right that we ask fair play for the public
and ourselves? KICU wants to be sure the public interest, necessity and con-
venience will be served for a long, long tinie and not be the instrument of a self-
styled “Mr. Television.”

This may irritate some people for the moment, but the long range benefits of
insuring equal competition between two 'I'V stations in the area, will be with us
all for a long, long time.

The owners of KICU will be happy to answer any questions, or appear in any
public or private meeting place to discuss this situation openly and without bias.

Meanwhile, KICU hopes to give you channel 28 service this fall.

GRANT R. WRATHALL,
Partner, Salinas, P. 0. Box 237.

S. A. CISLER,
Partner, Monterey, P. O. Box 1070.

HERE IS THE EXACT COPY OF THE PROTEST FILED BY KICU WITH THE FCC

Mr. T. J. SLOWIE, Secretary,
Federal Communications Commission,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SIir: On behalf of 8. A. Cisler, Jr., and Grant R. Wrathhall, d/b as
Salinas-Monterey Television Co., permittee of UHF television station KICU,
Salinas, Calif.,, (BPCT-1466), by S. A. Cisler, Jr., partner, protest is made in
accerdance with the provisions of section 309 (c) of the Communications Act
of 1934, as amended, to the action of the Commission of February 18, 1953, in
granting without hearing the applications of Salinas Broadcasting Corp., Salinas,
Calif., (BPCT-1222), and the Monterey Radio-Television Co., Monterey, Calif.,
(BPCT-1225), for share-time operation on VHF channel 8 to serve the Salinas-
Monterey area. = (See Public Notice 87046, Report No. 2182, dated February 19,
1953.)

In support of this protest the Commission is advised that my partner and I,
identified above, received a grant for a construction permit to erect a new UHF
television station in Salinas, Calif., by virtue of Commission action January
14,1953. The station is in the process of construction.

The records of the Commission will show that prior to February 18, 1953, there
were two VHF applications, identified above, for one VHF channel to serve both
cities, Monterey and Salinas. However, on the 11th of IFebruary an amendment
was filed to both applications to share time of operation on VHF channel 8.
Without giving members of the undersigned partnership an opportunity to study
this matter, the Commission just 7 days later, on February 18, 1953, granted said
applications without hearing. My partner and I are parties in interest as con-
templated by Congress in section 309 (c¢) inasmuch as the proposed combination
as granted by the Commission will result in unfair competition and an impossible
situation as shown below in sales rates and availability of network programs.
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The undersigned partnerg also protest on behalf of the public in the Salinas-
Monterey area in that the combination as authorized by the Commission will
result in two strong connections with the networks tving up network programs
making it impossible for station KICU to obtain a source of programs to broad-
cast to these communiites.,

The principles involved in the AM stations KSBW, Salinas, and KMBY, Mont-
erey, are the same individuals involved in the two corporations which received:
the sharing-time grants mentioned above on February 18. 1953. KSBW of
Salinas, is obtaining its funds through advances from the San Francisco Chron-
icle, owners of KRON-TV, San Francisco, affiliate in that city with the NBC
Television Network. Although the Chronicle is to hold a minority share in the
KSBW company, the mere fact that it is a downinant source of finances can lead
it to exert a controlling influence on that station’s policies and availability of
NBC-TV programs in that area.

KMBY of Monterey is obtaining its funds by advances from Bing Crosby
and George Coleman. M¢t. Crosby is very closely connected through entertain-
ment contracts with CBS. and in addition. Mr. Kenyon Brown, president of the
KMBY company, is 2 member of the CBS Affiliates Committee.

The two companies have already announced through the press in the Salinas-
Monterey area, and in meetings with the dealers, that it expects to have not
only NBC and CBS programs, but also programs of the other two networks—
Dumont and ABC. Station KICU is faced with financing one cowmplete station,
whereas the two competing VHF companies, each with their own AM stations
and each with their own studios and individual sales staff, are only required
to build one transmitter and antenna plant. The undersigned partnership
charges that this “share-time creature” is unfair and inequitable competition, the
public itself will suffer through a jumble of network programs, Station KICU
will have to be satisfied with whatever erumbs are left over, making it extremely
difficult to serve the public as contemplated by Congress and it is strongly
protested that the undersigned partners had no knowledge or information that
a sharing-time arrangement for channel 8 would even be considered by the
Commission. An examination of section 3.651 of the Comunission's rules per-
taining to time of operation discloses that “all television broadcast stations
will be licensed for unlimited time operation.” The undersigned partners had
a right to rely on the Commission’s rules and it is charged that the Commission
bhas not been fair with the industry nor with the protestants herein.

In view of the foregoing, we respectfully request the Commission to recon-
sider its action of February 18, 1953, in granting the above mentioned applica-
tions without hearing, and to designate the same for hearing and to name the
undersigned partners as parties respondent to such hearing to present not only
the grievances of the partnership which are economic in nature, supported by
the Sanders case, but also to prevent the grievous injustice to the public as
the result of the action of the Commission of February 18, 1953, referred to
above. In the event our wishes are granted we will be very happy to present
our evidence at the hearing,

The Commission in its releases has professed to have an interest in estah-
lishing UHF television. and the Commission is well aware of the economic
handicaps that all UHF permittees must overcome, and yet in this instance
the Commission, without previous notice to the industry, has permitted the
creation of a creature, the combination of two powerful companies with only
one ftransmitting plant to effectively monopolize the economic support for tele-
vision in the Salinas-Monterey area and also to monopolize the available net-
work programs. The Commission is reminded that the undersigned partnership
is not a “mere applicant” as referred to in its memorandum opinion and order
released December 30, 1652, in the case of the Music Broadeasting Co. "The
undersigned is the permittee for a UIIF televition station that is expending
every effort to bring television to the Salinas-Monterey area, and to make
network programs available on a fairly competitive basis to this area. The
action of the Commission places a serious obstacle in the path of the permittee

to carry out its mandate set out by Congress that it must serve public interest,
convenience or necessity,

48550—54

3
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1 have this day mailed a copy of this letter to the Monterey Radio-Television
Co., Monterey, Calif., and Salinas Broadcasting Corp., Salinas, Calif.
Respectfully submitted.
S. A. CISLER, Jr., and
GrANT R. WRATHALL
d. b. a. SariNas-MoNTEREY TELEVIsION Co.
By S. A. CisLER, Jr., Pariner.

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a notary public, this 19th day of March,

1953.
MAvA CLARE JAMES,

Notary Public.
My Commission expires September 22, 1956.
(Notarial seal.)

WGCM Broapcasting Co.
Gulfport, Miss., April 20, 195}.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR PoTTER: Thanks very much for your letter of April 6, in regard
to our reason for giving up our UHF grant.

Our only reason for not building the station was because we felt that the UHF
station would not survive in this market. We watched the situation very care-
fully, saw what was happening in other parts of the country, and we finally de-
termined that it would not be good business to undertake the project. We went
through the FM hysteria a few years back and did not wish to make the same
mistake.

It was most unfortunate that we did not have a VHF grant, and I believe it is
unfortunate that the VHF channels could not have been spread over the country,
with low powered, medium powered, and high powered stations. However, the
Commission labored many hours over this and I’'m sure they handled the matter
in the only practical way.

I still believe UHF will go in some markets, but I believe a majority of them
will find it almost impossible to compete against the VHI stations, all of which
are high powered stations equal to clear channel AM stations.

With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely yours,
Hvueu O. JoxNEs, General Manager.

WasHINGTON 6, D. C., April 21, 195}4.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR PorreEr: This is in response to yvour letter of April 6, 1954, to
WIBM, Inc., requesting information concerning the reasons for the cancellation
of its construction permit for a UHF television station to operate on channel 48
in Jackson, Mich.

WIBM, Inc., requested that its channel 48 construction permit be canceled
because of economic difficulties attending a UHF operation in a community such
as Jackson under existing circumstances. Between the time the application was
filed and its cancellation, the tremendous economic difficulties which UHF op-
erators would and were facing all over the country became apparent. Moreover,
it appeared likely that the Commission would allocate a new VHF channel to
Jackson or a community near Jackson. Such a channel would present a Jackson
UHF operator with impossible competition. Preferring to apply for this VHF
channel rather than to operate a UHF station—the Commission’s rules do not
permit both—WIBM, Inc., relinquished its construction permit.

Respectfully yours,
WIBM, INc.,
By Harry M. Prorxkiw,
Arnold, Fortas & Porter (Its attorneys).
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TRANS-AMERICAN TELEVISION CORP.,
Philadelphia 2, Pa., May 1, 195}.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
United States Senate, Washington 25, D, C.

DEeAr SirR: Please excuse this delay in answering your letter of April 6, 1954,
but it has just come to my attention.

Your letter requested information about WCTV-TV, Flint, Mich., for the
scheduled hearings for UHF-TV. While we did have an initial delay because
of unavailability of transmitter equipment, we decided not to complete con-
struction of WCTV because of an anticipated lack of advertising revenue.
Neither of the two largest networks would give use basic affiliation, and national
advertisers had an increasing reluctance to use a UHFI station. To give any
community a balanced program schedule the revenue would have to be larger
than that which could be received from the local Flint advertisers.

Only because of the benefit of “hindsight” it is felt that perhaps UHF could
have been a success if the FFCC had imposed an artificial freeze for a period of
5 years on all VHF construction or power increases; at this time no solution
seems ready to correct this problem. If you require any further details please
let us know.

Sincerely,
JaMESs L. RUBENSTONE, President.

M. B. RupMaAN, O1L PRODUCER,
Dallas, Tex., April 20, 1954%.
Hon. CHARLES I. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommitice on Communications,
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
Washington, D. CO.

Dear SENATOR: In answer to your inquiry of April 7, 1954, this is to advise
that our UHF-TV construction permits were returned because of the vast in-
crease in our business of exploring for and producing oil and gas. The increase
necessitated the expenditure of extra large sums, as well as requiring that more
time be devoted to our business.

We certainly regret the surrender of the permits; but, under the circumstances,
we feel we had no other alternative in the matter. May we take this opportunity
to express our appreciation to you, as chairman, and to the entire Subcommittee
on Communications of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee
for the excellent cooperation and understanding which we received.

Yours very truly,
RAYMOND A, WILLIAMS, Jr., General Manager.

KEPO,
El Paso, Tea®., May 8, 1954.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear SENAToR PorTER: It is correct that the Federal Communications Com-
mission issued a television construction permit to KEI'O, Inc., and that it was
subsequently returned to the Commission by me.

The grant was for channel 13, which as you know is VHF. We returned the
grant for economic reasons, there being two VHF stations already on the air in
El Paso.

Sincerely yours,
MiLLER C. ROBERTSON..
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KUTA,
Utan BroapcasTiNg AND TELEvVIsIiON Co.,
Salt Lake City 1, Utah, April 28, 1954.
Mr. CHARLES I£. POTTER,
Chairman, Subconmittee on Communications, United States Senate,
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Porter: This is an answer to yours of April 6 directed to the Idaho
Broadcasting and Television Co., Boise, Idaho, of which I am president.

We exchanged our Boise TV construction permit on VHF channel 9 for a
VHF channel 6 construction permit. The channel 6 is assigned to Nampa,
Idaho. We felt that since the city of Boise already had two television stations,
that the third in this area should be more of a rural coverage Boise Valley sta-
tion and thus chose Nampa, Idaho, the center of the valley and channel with a
better coverage potential.

Yours very truly,
FrRaNK C. CARMAN,

SAN Francisco 4, CALIF., April 21, 1954,
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittec on Communications,
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Conumnerce,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.
HonNorABLE Sir: Your letter of April 6, 1954, about KAGR-TV construction per-
mit release received.
We wrote the IFederal Communications Commission in our three-page letter
of January 28, 1954, fully asking for extension of construction permit.
The reasons mentioned in your letter do not apply in our case.
Your interest in behalf of the public is appreciated.
Sincerely yours,
JOHN STEVENTON.

TiE PALLADIUM PUBLISHING Co.
Benton Harbor, Mich., April 19, 1954%.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DEeEAR SENATOR PorTTER: This will answer your recent letter touching on the
survey of the Subcommittee on Communieations of the Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee of problems dealing with UFH-TV channels and develop-
ment.

It is true that our company withdrew our application for a UHF license
(channel 42). This action was talken after the FCC had acted favorably on our
original application.

However, we did not receive the formal permission until almost 90 days after
it had been granted. This of course delayed any formal start on construction.
When we did get the formal approval, we found that it required construction
to start within 6 months from the date of the approval.

In addition, the permit provided that no construction was to start until engi-
neering data dealing with the height and use of the antenna, now serving our
AM and IFM station, had been submitted to the FCC. This of course required
work by our Washington engineers and by the time this data was prepared by
the engineers and ready for submission to FCC our 6 months’ time limit was
about up. a

Just about this fime, too, the local authorities were proposing a city-suburban
area ordinance dealing with the height of buildings and other structures with
relation to the interference of local airport operations.

We had previously run into this aeronautical problem, along in 1946-47 when
we were building our WHFB radio station and tower. The local airport board
twice objected to sites which we had selected and each time, at considerable ex-
pense, we had to get out Washington engineers to hunt for a new site. Obviously,
this was expensive. )

In the light of this experience we looked with some misgivings on what
was contemplated in the proposed local ordinance, which has not yet been
formulated and enacted.
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Under the circumstances, after submitting our engineering data on the tower,
and which was approved, we asked for a 6 months’ extension.

To this the FCC replied that we had not made a suitable showing in starting
construction, or contracting for it, but was willing to give us a further hearing,

After many conferences with our Washington attorneys, Dow, Lohnes & Albert-
son, we were advised to return the permit without prejudice until we could later
come back when these various factors were better resolved.

We are not complaining that the FCC was not according us the same con-
sideration as it did other applicants. In fact, in our 7-year operation of station
WHFB-AM and FM our relations with the FCC have been, on the whole, very
pleasant.

Probably the Commission thought that we were “stalling” on the job. We
were not ; the delays we encountered were unavoidable and not of our making.

What we think the FCC should do, with regard to the small, hometown UHF
stations, is to take a more liberal attitude in allowing these applicants more time
to mature their plans for construction, financing, ete.

We spent nearly 2 years before we got our original TV permit investigating
the situation. Our station manager and the company’s vice-president, devoted
much time collecting data, investigating costs, procuring estimates and con-
ferring with applicants who were about to file applications or were getting ready
to broadcast.

Tn addition to this, we contacted the big networks and found them not inter-
ested in a service hookup. Their position seemed to be that they were already
covering this area, so why pay for circulation they already had.

This might be explained, in part, by the fact that Benton Harbor and its sister
city of St. Joseph lie but 60 miles east of Chicago. Four big network stations
(VHF) boom in across the lake to us from Chicago; in addition, there’s 1 from
Kalamazoo, 1 from Milwankee, and 1 from Grand Rapids. The best reception,
however, is from Chicago.

Thus, first, this area does now have TV reception—and there is no great
rush to give local people TV service; then, secondly, if we cannot obtain a net-
work contraect this reduces the home operation to a purely local TV operation.

This itself can be financial murder for a purely local TV station, as any com-
petent operator knows. Indeed, we were advised by competent counsel that
we should expect to lose a minimum of $50,000 per year until the station could
get a listening interest.

As yvou know, UHF calls for so-called converters on TV receivers and this in
itself calls for costly promotion to induce listeners to invest. We found this
out when we were promoting our FM service.

We think FCC should consider these facts in connection with UHF appli-
cants: the fact that so many permits have been returned we think indicates the
need for greater consideration of those who, like ourselves, are willing to get
into UHF-TV on a purely local basis.

Not only from our experience in newspaper but also radio operation, we be-
lieve there is a field for purely local TV stations in towns as small as ours.

The possibilities of serving a local community with live news, pictures, and
programs are potential, bt it’s a 5- to 10-year task which will be terribly costly
until the break-even point is reached.

It should be remembered, too, that color is coming in and here, for the little
fellow, is another factor of cost that will be heavy. In fact, not only is the initial
investment heavy, but constant improvements, changes, ete., in the mechanical
end of essential equipment faces up to the possibility that a major part of
original investment may well be obsolete in a very short time.

We are trving to point out the great difficulties for the small home-town
TV operators and what we have encountered. We hope the committee may
find something in this that will be helpful.

Thank you for giving us this opportunity to be heard.

Cordially yours,
S. R. BANYON.
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KMON,
THE MoNTANA FARMER-STOCKMAN STATION,
Great Falls, Mont., April 28, 1954.
Hon. CrARLES E. POTTEE, i
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR PoTrrer: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of
April 7, 1954.

In response to your inquiry as to the reasons for our relinquishing the con-
struction permit for KMON-TYV, this is to advise that on December 7, 1953, we
requested additional time within which to complete construction of the station,
and advised the Federal Communications Commission as follows:

“(1) Montana Farmer, Inc., has not been able to finalize plans with networks
for affiliation. This has definite bearing on type of service to be rendered and
economic stability of operation.

*“(2) Because the Great Falls area will already be served within the next 3
months by another TV station, it is not incumbent to such a great degree upon
KMON-TYV to bring such service regardless of the efficiency of technical service,
affiliation and adequacy of coverage.

“(3) Appointments have been made with two networks to discuss further
engineering in an effort to bring the best type of service to this area. At this
date there seems to be a disparity of opinion regarding this factor.

“(4) At a time when KFBB-TV is on the air (within the next 3 months),
an adequate study of type of engineering can be made based upon their actual
experience and further planning can be done with surety and fact.

“(5) Several sites in lieu of the site specified here have been examined in an
effort to bring the best type of coverage to this area. Thus far, alternate, high-
level, acceptable sites have either been not available or proven too high priced
to fit into a reasonable economic pattern.

“(8) For the reasons specified above, it has not been possible to make firm
contracts for construction or equipment. However, Montana Farmer, Inc.,
stands ready to act with assurance of reasonable delivery dates when sites and
engineering problems are solved.” ,

On December 23, 1953, the Commission advised that on the basis of this show-
ing it could not grant an extension of time to complete construction. On Janu-
ary 21, 1954, we submitted to the Commission the following letter.

“This answers your letter of December 23, 1953 to the Montana Farmer, Inc.,
advising of your unwillingness to grant our request for more time on our con-
struction permit for a TV station on channel 3 in Great Falls, Mont.

“We feel we have been reasonably diligent. We feel, also, that to date we
have been prevented from constructing by causes not under our control. We
have, for us, made substantial and continuing investment of money, time and
travel for consulting engineering services, site investigations, equipment studies,
legal review, discussions with networks on affiliation, and studies of comparable
televisioh properties. ’

“The newspapers and farm publications and radio station operated by com-
panies affiliated with us in ownership have a long record of outstanding public
service in this primary Montana area. We take some pride in this record.

“Since you are unwilling to grant necessary time for completing these vital
studies without which we cannot justify the major expenditures essential to a
quality television operation, we respectfully request that our application be
dismissed without prejudice. We request this so that we may be able at a later
date to reapply.”

Trusting that this answers your inquiry, I am,

Cordially yours,
RoBerRT H. WARNER,
General Manager, Radio Station KMON.
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WROV, ABC, MBS
Roanoke, Va., April 19, 1954,
Hon. Senator CuarLEs E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

My DEAR SENATOR Porter: We certainly appreciate the opportunity to bring
to your attention and to the attention of the Sumcommittee on Communica-
tions of the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee the problems
which were encountered Ly television station WROV-TV on UHT channel 27
operated by Radio Roanoke, Inc. from February 15, 1953, to July 18, 1953.

Since September of 1953 Radio Roanoke, Inc. has been engaged in a hearing
before the FCC with the Times-World Corp. of Roanoke, Va., both seeking VHF
channel 7 allocated to Roanoke, Va.

A portion of the information exchanged is enclosed on seven mimeographed
gheets which we feel adequately covers the subject of why the construction
permit for UHF channel 27 was returned to the FCC by Radio Roanoke, Inc.

1 feel it appropriate to state here in answer to the last sentence in the second
paragraph of your letter dated April 7 that at the time of the grant of the UHF
channel 27 construetion permit, the FOC found Radio Roanoke, Inc. to be legally,
financially and technically qualified to construct and operate a television station
and upon accepting for filing Radio Roanoke’s application for VHF channel 7,
the FCC has again found Radio Roanoke, Inc. to be legally, financially and
technically qualified to construct and cperate VHI' channel 7 in Roanoke, Va., as
outlined in Radio Roanoke's “McFariand letter.”

For your information we are enclesing a copy of Broadcasting-Telecasting
magazine’s story titled, *“What Happened in Itoanoke ?  This, too, may be helpful
to you in gathering information on the subject of UHF.

If there is any other information that you feel that we may have that would
be helpful to you, please permit us to assist you.

Sincerely,
Rapnio Roayoke, INc.,
Frank E. KOEHLER,,
General Manager.

Factors WHICH LED To TAKING WROV-TV CHANNEL 27 OFF THE AR

The following is a summary of factors which led to taking WROV-TYV channel
27 off the air:

1. Tt was realized that there would be problems with UHF that would not be
encountered with VHF ; therefore, many precautions were taken and much effort
expended to overcome the well-known difficulties in obtaining adequate distribu-
tion of UHF receiving equipment, adequately installed and properly adjusted.
After the expenditure of the time, the effort and money, a TV field test was made
by the Phileco Corp. on April 23, 1953, using a 90 chassis Philco TV set at various
Jocations under varying conditions in the Roanoke area. A copy of the survey
is in the files of WROV-TV. A study of the results of the survey showed that
with excellent equipment, properly installed and properly operated by experts in
the field of television, the results were generally poor and sufficiently conclusive
that channel 27 operating in Roanoke, Va., was not competitive with the VHF
channel 10 station then and now operating. The survey team agreed that the
same test for VHF channel 10 and/or channel 7 would have shown and will show
excellent results. The Philco survey substantiated by experts in the field the
findings of the station with respeet to reception problems.

2. The following financial information is introduced only for the purpose of
establishing an economic trend which is related to the technical noncompetitive-
ness of UHF channel 27 and VHF channels 10 and 7 in Roanoke.

March 1958 1088 o o e $2, 228. 00
April 1953 1088 e ~ 3,959.00
May 1088 1088 o 5, 277. 00
June 1953 1088w oo oo 5, 200. 00
July 1953 loss__._ e 6, 142. 00
August 1953 1088 - oo Destined to be even greater

As above mentioned it was felt that the trend had been somewhat established
jn the face of channel 10, NBCO-CBS-Du Mont competition. It was observed that
the future would also bring VHF channel 7 on the air in Roanoke and it was
assumed that inasmuch as the CBS network preferred VHEF channel 10 when
THF channel 27 facilities were available that the CBS affiliation would go to
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channel 7 resulting in a VHF channel 10 NBC affiliate and a VHF channel 7 CBS
affiliate competing with a UHF channel 27, the shortcomings of UHF channel 27
in Roanoke, Va., herein mentitoned notwithstanding. In consideration of the
current and future competition it was impossible to perceive on what basis an
increased number of UHF equipped sets could be expected. It was also impos-
sible to perceive how after the meticulous following of manufacturers’ recom-
mendations that reception could be improved much less equal VHI reception.
It was impossible to perceive how the economic loss trend could be reversed with
the anticipated increase of VHF channel 7 competition. It was impossible to
perceive how the better and best network programs could be attracted to WROV-
TV UHF channel 27 with the admittedly preferred VHF service available or to
ne available on channels 10 and ultimately 7. It was impossible to perceive how
the operation of WROV-TV on UIIF channel 27 in Roanoke, Va., could be con-
strued as in the public interest when after the additional expenditure of an esti-
mated quarter of a million dollars for ULIF receiving equipment on the part of
the general public reception was as limited and of such poor technical quality
that viewership was as low as the following American Research Bureau surveys
revealed.

3. The American Research Bureau, Inc. of Washington, D. C. conducted two
UHF-VHF surveys in Roanoke, Va. The results of the first sample 997 made
in April 1953 is as follows :

Television saturation: Percent of all homes___________________________ 34.9
UHF saturation:
Percent of alhomes__________________________ ___ 16.0
Percent of television homes N 46.0

Channels being received (a total of 4 different channels were available to homes
in this area) :
Percent of TV homes

Channel 10_______________________________ 100.0
Channel 27____________________ _______ _______ T 46.0
Channel 18..___________ ______ _______ T~ 23
Chawne! 2_______________ T 0.6

Channel viewed most:

Channel 10_____________ ______ 96. 6

Channel 27________ N 3.4
The second sample 1004 was made in July 1953, and is as follows:

Television saturation: Percent of all homes______ 50.6

UHF saturation :
Percent of all homes - ——e 36.5
Percent of TV homes____________________________ "~ T 72.0
Channels being received (a total of 4 different channels were available to more
than 1 percent of the T'V homes in this area) :

Percent of TV homes
able to receive
Channel 10, Roanoke__ P — - - 100.0
Channel 27, Roanoke______________________________ """ 72.0
Others (Lynchburg, Greensboro) less than 20 percent
(Lynchburg now 15.2 percent).
Channel viewed most:

Channel 10, Roanoke______________________________ 95.9
Channel 27, Roanoke______________________________ "~ 1.2
Others __ —_——— - 4
No choice— - ________ e 2.5

Consideration of the above three items necessitates the admission that it is
more difficult to receive a UHF picture than a VIF picture; in some instances
and under certain eircumstances it is impossible to receive a UHF signal where
a VHF signal is available. In many instances the UHF picture is very inferior
to the VHF picture. Because of these factors networks and advertisers—na-
tional, regional, and local—prefer VHI facilities to UHF facilities where avail-
able, resulting in greater viewership on VHIE of higher rated programs which
results in less viewership on UHF due to lower rated programs. The complica-
tion of receiving UHF pictures against the simplicity of receiving VHF pictures
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also creates a preference for VHF. It can be assumed that hecause the public
prefers VHF that the advertiser, the petwork, and the broadcaster prefers VHF.
It is felt that in Roanoke, Va., it is more in the public interest to broadcast
on VHF channel 7 than on UHF channel 27.

After thorough consideration of the above, in June 1, 1953, Radio Roanoke
refiled an application for VHF channel 7 and at the same time requested the
Federal Communications Commission to waive its rule prohibiting a holder of a
construction permit for one channel from filing for another channel in the same
area. Not having received a response from the Federal Communications Com-
mission with regard to this action, on July 14, Radio Roanoke refiled an unguali-
fied application for VHF channel 7 and at the same time notified the Federal
Communications Commission that after the close of business on Saturday, July
18, that WROV-TV would not return on the air on channel 27 and that the
channel 27 construction permit would be returned to the FCC. No response was
received from the FCC with regard to this action. Consequently, WROV-TV
UHF channel 27 left the air at the close of business on Saturday, July 18, 1953.

ParrLco TV Fierp TEST

April 23, 1953—TField test was made on 90 chassis Phileo TV set for WROV,
channel 27

Residence of Mr. N. W. Kelly, 2439 Robin Hood Road, Garden City, Roanoke, Va.:

Ground level (feet) Microvolts Reception 1 Type of antenna
280 | Ghost,bad.___.....__. Corner reflector.
900 | Clear -
900 | Clear, 85 percent Channel 27.

650 | Clear

NOTE.—This information added by Radio Roanoke: This location is approximately ¥ mile from the
WROV-TV transmitter site.

Residence of Mr. C. Edward Frazier, 2726 Cornwallis Avenue SW., Roanoke, Va.:

|
Ground level (feet) | Microvolts Reception Type of antenna

[ J Y 1,500 Clear, 08 percent _.____ | Corner reflector.

Channel 27.

NorE.—Information added by Radio Roanoke: This location is approximately 1 mile from the
WROV-TYV transmitter site.

Regidence of Mr. G. W. Sisler, Salem, Va.:

Ground level (fect) Mierovolts Reception Type of antenna

Channel 27,

Corner reflector.

Nore.—Information added by Radio Roanoke: This location is approximately 4 air miles from the
WROV-TV transmitter site.

Residence of Standard Esso Service Station, Troutville, Va.:

Ground level (feet) \ Microvolts Reception Type of antenna

Corner reflector.
5 element Yagi, channel 27.
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On hill over Troutville, 200 feet above Troutville :
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Type of antenna

Ground level (feet) Microvolts Reception
140 | Ghost 50 percent.______
170 | No ghost 55 percent...| Corner reflector.
200 | Snow and ghost....... Channel 27.

NoTE.—Information added by
WROV-TV transmitter site.

Top of Catawba Mountain, 17 miles from Roanoke (

Radio Roanoke: This location is approximately 11 air miles from the

distance correction 11 miles) :

Ground level (fcet) ’ Microvolts Reception

1,700

Type of antenna

Corner reflector, channel 27,

Nore.—Information added b:
WROV-TV transmitter site.

New Castle, Va.:

y Radio Roanoke: This location is approximately 11 air miles from the

Ground level (feet) ' Microvolts Reception

65 el ‘ .............. Nosignal____._______.

Type of antenna

Corner reflector, channel 27.

NoTE.—Information added by
WROV-TYV transmitter.

Residence of Mr. McNut, Garden City, Roanoke, Va.,

Radio Roanoke: This location Is approximately 17 air miles from the

checking for channel 10 only :

Ground level (feet) ‘ Microvolts Reception
65 e 140 | Poor_ ... ___.
45 e 210 | Snow and ghost. -
45 . 620 | Snow and poor-_______

Type of antenna

Channel 10, 5 element Yagl.
Conical.
10-element Yagl.

Nore.—This location is approximately less than a mile from the WROV-TV transmitter site.

Residence of Dr. Sibley, Shenandoah section :

Ground level (feet) | Microvolts Reception

Type of antenna

slightly |

270
480

Clear 80 percent
Snow and
ghost.
Slightly ghost
Ghost 50 percent,

270
100

Corner reflector.

Channel 27.

NoTte.—Information added b
TV transmitter site.

y Radio Roanoke: This location is approximately 2 miles from the WROV-

*
Residence of Mr. Nelson, 2928 Avenham Avenue SW., Roanoke, Va.:

Ground level (feet) Microvolts Reception Type of antenna
30 .. 6,000 | Clear.._________....__ Corner reflector.
B s 1,600 ... Ao e Channel 27,

Nore.—Information added by Radio Roanoke: This location is approximately 1 mile from the WROV~

TV transmitter site.
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.

Residence of Mr. Brickey, 1871 Blenheim Avenue SW., Roanoke, Va.:

Ground level (feet) Microvolts Reception } Type of antenna
[ TR 6,200 |- oo Corner reflector.
R, 6,000 | oo Channel 27,

NotE.—Information added by Radio Roanoke: This location is approximately 2 miles from the
WROV-TYV transmitter site.

Elliston, Va., approximately 20 miles out :

Ground level (feet) Microvolts Reception Type of antenna

-3 S, 44 | Snow and ghost___..__ Corner reflector, channel 27.

NoTE.~—This Jocation is apprximately 16 air-miles from the WROV~TV transmitter site.
[From Broadcasting-Telecasting, July 13, 1953]
WHAT IIAPPENED IN ROANOKE?

A UL station’s candid announcement that it couldn’t meet VHF competition
has provoked widespread doubts about UIIF's future. Here's the report of
a B-T editor who found out that what happened in Roanoke won’t necessarily
happen elsewhere.

By J. Frank Beatty

The eyes of the television world are turned toward Roanoke, a thriving in-
dustrial city in the Blue Ridge Mountaings of western Virginia.

This rather conservative but steadily growing market has developed into
an electromic field laboratory where the merits of UHF versus VHE are on
trial. |

To date the competition has been one-sided—so one-sided that the results have
started comment all the way from Madison Avenue to Hollywood and Vine as
timebuyers wonder if UHF is going to follow the pattern of FM,

In brief, WROV—TV Roanoke has decided it simply can’t compete on UHF
chaunel 27 with WSLS-TV’s VHI channel 10 service (B-T, June 29, July 6).

What WROV-TV wants to do is get 'CC to make an exception to the rules
%o the station can continue operating on channel 27 while it competes for a third
channel available to Roanoke VHF channel 7.

Contrary to a widespread impression, the Roanoke case has not demonstrated
that UIIF is a weak or impotent service. Nothing of the sort has been shown.

On the other hand, the Blue Ridge laboratory shows that UHF can deliver
a 2zood signal over the bottom of the Roanoke bowl.

It shows, however, that a UHI signal from a 2,000-foot point can’t climb
4,000-foot mountains 10 or 12 miles away.

1t shows, too, that a UHI" station hemmed in by mountains faces frightening
odds in trying to compete against a VHF station sitting on a favorably located
peak that permits coverage of good markets out to 100 miles or more.

And it shows, finally. that people hesitate before spending extra money to tool
up their homes for UHF when most of the popular network programs are on a
VIIF channel.

Things are rough in Roanoke for WROV-TV. Its income has been falling
steadily. Expenses keep climbing. Every week the losses are getting heavier,
and the stockhiolders are gravely concerned about their $250,000 investment.

PROBLEM IS COMPLETE

No single factor is respensible for WROV-TV's troubles. Rather, the station
can look to a combination of events and attitudes.

Tn any ease. the coveted channel 7 is still unassigned because there are two
applicants.  WROV-TV asks for the right to make it a threesome, while still
operating on channel 27,

The Roanoke case gets to the fundamentals of TV engineering and economics.
Its impact already has become serious as snap judgments have been made on the
basis of cursory examination of the facts.
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Obviously the only way to find out what's wrong in Roanoke is to make a first-
hand study of the situation.

Many questions are raised by WROV-TV's expressed desire to get out of
UHYF and into VHF scarcely five months after the first test pattern was fanned
out over the city.

1Is there something inherently wrong with UHF—in Roanoke, that is?

Has WROV-TYV given UHF a fair shake?

Have dealers and distributors cooperated fully? If not, what’s to be done?

Why can’t WROV-TV get more network programs when there’s only one
other station in the city and connections are available?

Is WROV-TYV the victim of a “Madison Avenue complex”?

Are TV receivers well engineered for UHF?

Is the trouble due entirely to circumstances beyond WROV-TV’s control or
is it the fault of ownership or management?

Would more power and/or a higher site do the trick?

These questions, and others, can be matched against the story of Roanoke
television since WROV decided back in February 1951 that it wanted to add
TV to its successful local radio service.

Pleased with their monthly financial statements, the half-dozen local business-
men who had started WROV in 1946 decided they wanted to be the first to apply
for a TV station in Roanoke. A channel 7 notice was filed despite the freeze.

Later WSLS, regional Roanoke station operated by Shenandoah Life Insurance
Co., applied for channel 10 as did Polan Industries, which had several TV projects
in the works. lLast summer, after the freeze, WDBJ filed on channel 7 besides
WROV. WDBJ is owned by Times-World Corp. and is Roanoke’s oldest radio
station, a 5 kilowatt regional.

At that point there were two applicants for channel 7 and two for channel
10, but nobody had applied for UIIF channel 27, the third commercial facility
available to the city.

WROV’s stockholders met one day in July, 1952 after they found WDBJ
seeking the same channel 7 facility. They wanted to get into television as
quickly as possible. After all, the FCC was encouraging use of the new TV
band and the RCA Bridgeport, Conn., project was demonstrating that UHF
really works.

BRIDGEPORT-BOUND

The only sure way to get into television without long and costly hearings
would be via channel 27, the stockholders decided. That evening Frank E.
Koehler, WROV general manager, was Bridgeport-bound for a first-hand look at
UHF service,.

The new medium looked good, and WROV went into action. An RCA 1 kilo-
watt UHF transmitter was ordered, “and please hurry.” Next was the question
to finding a site. The choice narrowed down to Mill Mountain, a colossal 750-foot
hump stuek right in the south end of the city, and 4,000-foot Fort Lewis moun-
tain, about a dozen miles to the southwest,

Since UHF has strong line-of-sight traits and high-power transmitters were a
year or more away, it was decided to use the Mill Mountain site. There the
antenna could look right down into the living rooms of nearly every home in
Roanoke.

With the main policy decisions out of the way, WROYV continued its studio
experiments with an RCA TV camera it had owned nearly a year, still its only
camera.

It also twiddled its corporate thumbs for weeks and more weeks while await-
ing delivery of the transmitter. Iventually it had to abandon all hope of heing
Roanoke’s first television station because WSLS had meantime been granted a
channel 10 permit. Polan Industries had switched its ¢hannel 10 application to
channel 7 after WROV’s selection of UHI' channel 27, leaving the way open for
WSLS.

The delay in getting a transmitter was a ecruel blow to WROV-TV. Last
December 11 WSLS-TV took the air on channel 10 fromn Poor Mountain, a lofty
peak 4.000 above sea level and 3.000 feet above Roanoke itself. This peak is
13 miiles from the city.

At that time Roanoke had a thousand or niore TV =sets, fed from $150-$200
stacked yagis and assorted dipoles that could catch WEMY-TV Greensbhoro,
N. C, 100 miles away and frequently WSAZ-TV Huntington, W. Va.. or WTVR
(TV) Richmond.
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Even before WSLS-TV was transmitting, local appliance stores were conduct-
ing campaigns to sell VHE sets.  Local merchants were joined by fiery 1}X‘0moters
whose gorgeous claims and easy credit helped stimulate the demand 'tor sets—
all this during the pre-Christmas season when TV sets move at their fastest,
and on into the winter. .

Eventually WROV’s transmitter arrived. After a fortnight of testing, the
station started program service March 3. .

By that titne WSLS was claiming over 40.000 sets in its service area——relatlvgly .
few of them able to receive a UHF signal. WROV-TV had started prom(')tmg
conversion during the winter and had conducted dealer-distributor educational
campaigns.

That was the situation last March. A heavy share of TV sets nearly all
VIHI™-only, had been bonght on time. To catch WROV-TV’s picture meant §530
to $50 for an antenna or lead-in. plus $5 to $50 for a strip or converter ranzing
from one channel to the whole UHF band. ) .

An educational campaign aimed at dealers and distributors was showing signs
of results. Installation crews were learning the hard way tlmt‘ UHF presents
special problems. Sometimes they threw up their hands and said they guessed
there wasn’t a UIIF signal anywhere on the roof.

BOW TIES AND YAGIS

Fven so, bow ties and yagis started sprouting from Roanoke rooftops. At the
same time, dealers began meeting sonme sales resistance. Having sunk $200 to
$400 or so in a TV set, customers raised this point—why spend all the dough
tooling up for UHF when all the NBC-TV and CBS-TV programs are on
WSLS-TV?

WROV-TV had ADC-TV service, picking it up from a 35-mile A. T. and T.
microwave link. This added up to only a few hourx a week. WSLS-TYV, on the
other hand, started off the day with NBC's Garroway and was possibly 80 to 90
percent network right through to the 11 p. m. news. Nearly three-fourths of the
network programs on WSLS-TV are NI(Y, the rest CBS,

The WROV-TV program service starts at 5:30 p. m. with a religious series,
moving along with loeal personalities to 6: 30 when it has a western film. Local
news and assorted local programs and film shows are carried to signoff, usually
around 11 p. m.  Like WSLS-TV, it is limited to one rather small studio though
WRLS-TV has two cameras plus a third in the Appalachian Power Co’s audi-
torium,

At first the local merchants and services were buying plenty of WROV-1TV
time. enongh to justify its backers’ hopes that life with television would be quite
merry after the first few months, The conversions weren't fast enough to suit
them. however, and they started comparing WROV-TV’s programs and coverage
with those of WSLS-TV.

"Then began real sponsor trouble. Local contract cancellations started to come
in—polite. ax a rule, but quite firm. New York timebuyers were courteously
indifferent.

The networks. too, were disinterested, aside from ABC-TV, The AM part of
the WSLS setup had an NBC affiliation. Since WSLS-TV carried many more
NRC-TYV programs than CBS-TV, why couldn’t WROV-TV get the unnsed
CES-TV programs? “You answer it,” WROV-TV officials say when the ques-
tion is posed, adding, “We’ve tried and tried.”

NEAR 70 PERCENT SATURATION

Since March WROV-TYV has watched the number of UHF installations in-
crease steadily if not spectacularly. DBy May there were signs of nearly 50
percent UHF saturation in Roanoke TV homes and the figure has been deseribed
as approaching 70 percent or even more,

Dut that’s in Roanoke proper, with a population of 91,000 (28,000 families)
in 1950. The Roanoke metropolitan avea (LRoancke County) has nearly 140,000
Dpeople. or 38,000 families.

According to WROV-TY, it can slap a good signal into most of the populous
parts of Roanoke County, with an estimated 19,000 homes having UHF equipment.

The station frankly says it is practically blind beyond 12 or 15 miles because
Roanoke is nearly surrounded by mountain ranges that overtower its own
1.750-foot Mill Mountain. The signal sneaks out through some valleys, but
unfortunately many of the valleys have their openings turned away from Mill
Mountain, Thus WROV-TYV gays it can’t do a good job in Rocky Mount, Bed-
ford or Troutville, for example,
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CAN’'T GET OVER

WROV-TV plants a 2,000 microvolt signal on Catawba Mountain 12 miles
away, but simply can’t get over it to reach the other side. The signal averages
2,000 microvolts in an ‘S-mile radius, according to James W. Llobertson, chief
engineer. Though WROV-TV’s 21-slot antenna puts out a signal of 18 kilowatts,
the FCC rates it at 9.77 Kkilowatts because of a 1 degree electrical tilt and 0.3
degree mechanical tilt.

Now take a look at the coverage story of WSLS-TV, with a 2 kilowatt RCA
transmitter driving a high-gain antenna radiating a rated 26.2 Kkilowatt.
WSLS-TV’s antenna reaches 4.007 feet above sea level compared to 2,000.7 for
WROV-TV. The WSLS mail map shows regular response from such cities as
Bristol (125 miles), Richmond (140 miles), Lynchburg (45 miles), Bluefield (70
miles), Henderson, N. C. (120 miles), Danville (60 miles), Beckley (80 miles),
Winston-Salem (90 miles) and many other North Carolina cities.

The WSLS~TV set count of 87,000 is said to include Bluefield, Lynchburg
(which has its own WLVA-TV), Martinsville, Danville, Radford, and Bedford.
Its total market adds up to 396,000 families or 114 million people, according
to WSLS-TV.

WSLS-TV RATES UP

Believing it really has 100,000 sets and anticipating a total of 300,000 sets in
its area in the not too distant future, WSLS-TV is in the process of revising
its rate card upward. It plansa big radio-TV ceuter.

A vicious circle is thus apparent—vicious from the WROV-TV standpoint
and a matter of sincere concern to its friendly competitor, WSLS-TV, which
wants to see Roanoke become a saturated, satisfied, and competitive television
market.

The vicious circle starts at the perimeter mountains whose forested slopes
refuse to let channel 27 impulses pass on to the other side. That limits
WROV-TV’s potential audience roughly to the 38,000 families in the metropolitan
area of the country. The circle moves on as WROV-TV faces dealer resistance
to the more severe installation problems and customer resistance to paying more
for UHF receiving sets plus $30~-$50 antennas. Lacking wide coverage, WROV-
TV now has only 2 national accounts and 10 local accounts, at least 1 being
a stockholder.

CIRCLE CONTINUES

The circle continues as advertisers sponsoring network shows fail to show
interest in WROV-TV when they see the WSLS-TV market data. Since
WROV-TV has only a few ABC-TV network shows in its log, it can’t interest
New York timebuyers in buying adjacencies because there aren’t any—or at
least, only a few.

Now take a look at the WROV-TY financial picture.

FINANCIAL PICTURE

In its first 3 months of operation, WROV-TV took in $15,569 (March $6,829,
April $4,771, May $3,969). Its expenses totaled $27,045 (March $9,068, April
$8,730, May $9,247). .

Just for the sake of argument, project the three-month figures to an annual
basis. WROV-TY, then, would show income of $62,276, expenses of $108,180
and loss of $45,896-——assuming the last 9 months of the year were like the first 3.

That’s enough to scare the financial wits out of the businessmen who have
put up the funds to start this electronic operation.

And just for the sake of another arguinent, take those projected figures and
compare them to the estimated income, expenses and construction cost in the
early application.

This application carried the following item : Estimated operating cost for first
year, $165,504. This is far above the $108,180 figure derived from a projection
of WROV-TV’s first 3 months.

Then the application carried a second figure : Estimated revenue for first year,
$160,000. The 12-month projection of the first 3 months’ income falls roughly
$100,000 short of this figure.

Enough to pucker any stockholder’s brow, especially when it is observed that
the third month produced barely five-eighths the revenue taken in the first.
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THE LOSS TREND

But what really alarms WROV-TYV igs the loss trend. March, the first month,
was pretty good—$2,238 in the red. That wasn’t bad for a new electronic enter-
prise. April, however, brought bad news in the form of a $3,959 deficit.

And then came May, with a frightening $5,277 loss. That’s red ink at the rate
of $63,224 a year, if the figure is multiplied by 12.

- Now, WROV-TV admits, June was worse than May and July is more of the
same.

In its June 23 petition to FCC, WROV-TV, asking that FCC rules be waived
80 it could continue operating on channel 27 while applying for channel 7, said:
“* * * if the Commission will not waive the provisions of its temporary proc-
essing procedure it (WROV-TV) will relinquish its permit for Channel 27 in
order that this application (Channel 7) may be received and processed.”

WROV—TV’'S TROUBLES

Citing WROV-TV’s troubles in an accompanying letter, Leo F. Henebry, station
president, said the station believed half the sets in the immediate Roanoke area
could tune channel 27. Since that time an independent survey has around seven
out of every 10 sets can get the WROV-TYV picture.

Taking the most recent highest TV saturation figure for Roanoke, 1 out of
every 2 homes, WROV-TV would appear to be reaching at least 13,300 homes in
the immediate area.

Like the other WROV-AM-TV stockholders, Mr. Henebry is a businessman
full of enthusiasm for the market and eager to provide it with a profitable tele-
vision service.

“My jewelry store in Roanoke has not been off radio a single day in a quarter-
century,” he told B-T, recalling he put time signals on WDBJ free when it took
the air in 1924, ¢“All of us are Roanocke businessinen. We are really interested
in the stations.

“We had accumulated about $100,000 from radio though we lost heavily
when we started in 1946 as the original $75,000 ran up to $130,000.

“We aren’t men who throw money away. Right now we have forgotten
profits. We're fighting for existence. We have more than $250,000 invested.
The networks aren’t sympathetic and people who strained to buy TV sets are
thinking twice before spending $50 more to get UHF.”

There’s the WROV-TV problem. It shows that a UHF station in the rugged
Roanoke terrain can’t compete with a VHF station with better coverage and
network programs. After all, when WROV-TV was picking a site it didn’t
dare take a chance on putting a costly UHF installation atop a mountain 10 or
more miles away when 10 kilowatts UHF amplifiers were over a year away.
It feared Roanoke coverage might be inadequate, choosing the safer Mill Moun-
tain instead.

WROV-TV showed business courage when it came out into the open with the
facts of UHF service in Roanoke. It knew what Madison Avenue would say.
It knew what Roanoke people would say. It knew the legend would be spread
that “WROV-TV has given up the ghost” whereas it merely was asking for the
right to apply for Channel 7 frequency it had originally sought.

Would high power solve the Roanoke UHF problem? Engineers aren’t giving
a definite answer. Even with 100 kilowatts, the signal still would get bumped
around and be blind to many areas. People would still have to buy expensive
gadgets. There would still be the problem of competing with the WSLS-TV
VHF signal and two-network service.

Worst of all, channel 7 will be opened one of these months.

A STEADY MARKET

Roanoke is a steady, dynamic market, third in the State, and has high buying
power. The town has adopted television as a medium—not spectacularly be-
cause it leans toward the conservative side. People do a lot of viewing. The
Times and World-News (WDBJ and applicant for channel 7) print complete
logs of both local TV stations plus Richmond, Lynchburg, Huntington, and
Greensboro TV stations.

The WSLS-TV basic rate is $300 an hour. WROV-TYV has a national rate of
$200 and local rate of $140.

Obviously, in Roanoke the program’s the thing. WROV-TV originally en-
visioned 11 or 12 daily hours of top local programing, a policy that had been
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responsible for its success as a local outlet in a market that had two regionals
and has recently added a radio daytimer (WRIS). Such an array would re-
quire vast sums of money. Live TV and remotes are costly.

What would you do if you were sitting on channel 27 in Roanoke, competing
with channel 10 and facing additional channel 7 service?

WJON, THE GrRANITE CiTY BrOADCASTING CoO.,
St. Cloud, Minn., April 21, 1954,
Senator CHARLES B. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DrArR SENATOR POTTER: In reply to your letter of April 6, 1954 :

Enclosed you will find a copy of a letter that we wrote to William P, Massing,
acting secretary of the Federal Communications Commission, on December 2,
1053. This letter can best explain the reasons why we gave up channel 7 at |
St. Cloud, Minn.

If perchance we can be of any further service, please write us.

Yours very truly,
Max H. LAVINE.

DECEMBER 2, 1953,
Mr. WiLLtaM P. MassING.
Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission,
Washington 25, D. (.

DEar Sir: We are in receipt of your letter of November 24, 1953, inquiring as
to the steps proposed to be taken to meet the recommmendation of the Washington
Airspace Subcommittee that the tower to be erected at the location specified in the
application not exceed 1,449 feet above mean sea level. The limitation in tower
height as indicated would not be desirable from our point of view because it
would tend to decrease potential coverage and service to the public to a substan-
tially greater degree than we helieve feasihle for such 2 proposed operation.
Among other things, we had been giving consideration to the possibility of a
higher tower at the present location hut that would now seem to be eliminated by
the action of the Washington Airspace Subcommittee.

We do not believe that present conditions warrant the substantial expenditure
for a different site with additional building costs.  In addition. every effort has
been made to obtain a network affiliation and none of the networks will agree to
an affiliation of any character, except one which wonld be economically impossible
for a station in St. Cloud to support.

Because of the foregoing considerations, it is our present judgment that the
outstanding authorization to construet a new TV station on channel 7 at St. Cloud
be canceled in order to avoid any further requests for extensions of time to
coustruct and should there be a change in the aforementioned conditions, we
would expect to take steps looking to new authorization from the Commission.
Therefore, we reluctantly request that the present permit be canceled.

Very truly yours,
GRANITE CI1TY Broancasting Co.,
By Max II. LAVINE, President.

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 2d day of December, 1953,

[sEAL] VioLET LALONDE,
Notary Public.

ALEXANDRIA, La.. April 12, 1954.

Hon. Crarres E. PoTTER,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SIr: T recently returned my construction permit for Channel 62 for
Alexandria because T was convineed I would have been unable to operate it
at a profit because I would have had to compete with a VHF station which has
been granted a permit for local operation. It remains to be seen whether Alex-
andria offers a large enough trade area for even a single station to he successful
finanecially ; and certainly with two stations competing with each other, the UHF
station would have very small chiance for survival,

Yours truly,
BARNET BREZNER.
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WCHYV, CHARLOTTESVILLE, VA,
April 12, 1954.

Senator CHARLES E. POTTER.
Chairman, Subcompnittee on Communications,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir: Your letter of April 7 has been turned over to me to answer, jnas-
much as I was closer to the television problem confronted by radio station WCHV
than anyone else concerned.

The reason WCHYV returned its construction permit to the ¥FCC for a UHF
station on Channel 64 was as follows: At the time WCHY filed, only one station
was readily receivable in Charlottesville, and its picture was considered poor
in most areas. When our planning had progressed to a point where we were
ready to order equipment and start transmission, three things happened almost
simultaneously that made UHF, for this area, out of the question. They were:
(1) Station WLVA-TV came on the air on Channel 13 with maximum power,
broadcasting CBS, ABC, and Du Mont programs; (2) Harrisonburg came on the
air on Channel 3, broadeasting programs of all 4 networks; (3) WTVR, Rich-
mond, was granted use of maximum power, broadeasting NBC and kinescopes
of the other 3 networks.

In the Charlottesville area, there are approximately 17,000 television sets.
With clear reception from three VHF stations offering the best in network pro-
duction, no way presented itself whereby we could encourage the conversion
of those sets to UHF. No network was available to us, and a majority of the
film programs available to us were being or had been shown on 1 of the 3
stations listed above.

Qur engineers had advised us that coverage on Channel 64 in this mountainous
section would be poor at best. This, along with the impossible situation outlined
above, prompted us to turn in our construction permit on 64 and start seeking
means of obtaining a VHF channel for this area. We are investigating this
possibility at the present time.

In the hope that this fully answers your inquiry, and hoping that you will
call on us if you require additional information or testimony, I remain

Sincerely yours,
RoOBERT WALKER, Manager.

WHITE'S AUuTOo STORES, INC.,
Wichita Falls, Tex., April 13, 195).
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Bubcommittee on Comm unications,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear SENaTorR PortER: I have your letter of April 7, and the reason I surren-
dered my construction permit for a UHF broadcast station was because I was
unable to obtain a network affiliation.

As you probably know, the networks will not affiliate with a UHF station if
there are VHF channels assigned to that particular market.

Sincerely yours,
W. ErLE WHITE.

Tie LAkE Erie Broancasting Co.,
Bandusky, Ohio, April 14, 1954,
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER,
United States, Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR PoTTER : 1 liope the following information will be helpful to your
subcominijttee during its investigation into the development and status of UILF
television.

The Lake Erie Broadcasting Co. returned its construction permit for the pri-
mary reason that thorough study led us to believe that television, especially UHF,
was economically unfeasible in a city the size of Sandusky, located in a VHI
saturated area as we are. Because of the coverage, the four networks were not
interested in affiliation with our proposed station even though special presenta-
tions were made in New York in an effort to secure an affiliation. We were firmly
convineced, after talking with various industry leaders, that TV is a losing propo-
sition without network affiliation.

48550—54——4
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However, the basic problem in any advertising medium is circulation. In TV,
this means sets capable of receiving UHF. Therefore, I believe that the entire
situation could be solved if the manufacturers would produce only all-channel
sets then, regardless of the engineering conditions (VHF or UHF) circulation
would be assured. As it stands now, a UHF operator must not only face the
same problems as a VHF operator, but must carry on a continual fight for set
conversion. If every set manufactured had all-channel reception, then the TV
fight for audience would be relegated to one of programming, as it should be,
and not one of mechanics.

May I add that I do not believe that our situation is a fair reflection of UHF
television and I sincerely think our decision would have been the same regard-
less— a decision reached on an economic and programming basis rather than
engineering.

If there is any further information that I can supply to your committee, I will
be more than happy to do so.

Cordially,
JAY WAGNER,
President and General Manager.

KRTYV, LiTTLE Rock TELECASTERS, INC.,
Little Rock, Ark., April 12, 195}4.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. PoTTER: In response to your letter of April 6 to Little Rock Tele-
caster§ concerning the return of our permit to the Commission, we have for-
warded your original letter to Mr. Kenyon Brown, KYWFIT-TV, Wichita Falis,
Tex., who was president of Little Rock Telecasters at the time this action was
taken.

Yours very truly,
JouN H. FUGATE,
Little Rock Manager—KATYV.

WHKP,
AMERICAN Broapncasting Co.,
Hendersonville, N. C., April 14, 195}.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
United States Senate,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

DEAR Sir: In order to give you a brief picture of our reasons for turning in
our UHF TV permit, I shall list these in the order of importance in the making
of our decision,

(1) Failure to receive any encouragement from any network that they would
at this time or in the future be interested in any type of affiliation with the
proposed station.

(2) The assignment of additional VHF channels to the area to be served and
the granting of same which would make it almost impossible to obtain sufficient
conversion of VHF sets to gain any reliable financial support from advertisers.

(3) The poor showing of UHF stations in VHF markets and the subsequent
turning in of UHF permits in the face of VHF competition.

The writer, from a considerable study, does not feel that UHF and VHF are
comparable and the situation is close akin to the situation that FM radio finds
itself in.

If the writer can supply any further information to your subcommittee, he
will be happy to do so.

Sincerely yours,
B. M. MIDbLETON, President.
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Rapro StarioNn KGKL,
. San Angelo, Tex., April 13, 1954
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR PoTTER: This letter is in reply to yours dated April 7, 1954,
regarding the hearings on UHF-TV channels.

Early in 1953 I purchased 100 percent of the stock of KGKL, Inc., a Texas
corporation, licensee of Radio Station KGKL and permittee for a proposed tele-
vision station on VHF channel 3 in San Angelo, Tex.

At the time of my purchase, another group had been granted a television station
construction permit on VHF channel 8 in San Angelo.

KGKL, Inc., petitioned the Federal Communications Commission to cancel the
channel 3 construction permit. This was necessary because, as sole owner of the
company, I was not financially able to bunild and operate the television station.
1t was not my desire at the time to seek financial assistance to build and operate
a second television station in the San Angelo market. |

If I can furnish additional information, I shall be glad to do so.

Sincerely,
LeEwis O. SEIBERT,
Manager, Radio Station KEGKL.

—_—

SanTA FE, N. MEX., April 13, 1954.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
United States Senate Office Building,‘Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR POTTER: This will acknowledge receipt of your letter of the Tth
inst., requesting our reasons for returning to the FCC our construction permit
for TV channel No. 2, call letters KTVK, Santa Fe, N. Mex. Briefly they are as
follows :

The cost of construction and putting a TV station into operation seemed to us
prohibitive, and the investment was too big to operate at a loss for a period of
several years. Then, it seemed an impossibility to affiliate our station with either
of the major networks. We did not choose to take this risk.

Then the FCC allowed KOB-TV and KGGM-TV, Albuquerque, N. Mex., to
construct their transmitting tower atop the Sandia Mountain giving this area
two additional stations, namely channels 4 and 7.

Our reasons can briefly be stated that economics and competition caused us to
return our permit.

Very truly yours,
GREER & GREER,
By NatEAN C. GREER.

.

Empige Corr Co., INc.,
New Rochelle, N. Y., April 15, 1954.
Hon. CuARLES E. POTTER,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

My DEAR SENATOR PoTTER: We have received your letter of April 6th inquiring
about our views relative to the major problems concerning UHF.

In our opinion, the problem varies with each set of facts in the different
markets, but the primary problem everywhere is the availability to a UHF station
of network and other good programing. If satisfactory network programing
is not available, people will not spend $50 or more to convert their sets, especially
if there are 2 or 3 VHF services available, for the reception of which no conver-
sion expenditure is necessary.

A partial alternative to good network programing would be strong film, local
live, and remote pickup features., These, however, involve heavy operating ex-
penditures, and the process of getting conversion is likely to prove much slower.
As a result, large losses might be sustained by a station for an indeterminate
period of time.

If networks or other strong broadcasters took over some of these UHF stations,
I believe they conld build them to success.

Yours very cordially,
HERBERT MAYER.
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MILWAUKEE 3, Wi1s., April 12, 1954.
SENATOR CTIARLES E, POTTER,
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.
DEar SENATOR PoTTER: In response to your letter of April 7, I am attaching
hereto a copy of the petition for dismissal of our grant on UHF channel 31,

addressed to the FCC. This outlines, in detail, our reasons for turning back the:

grant.

I would like to add one further observation. You cannot, by legislation, force-

an advertiser to pay too much for his advertising. To attempt to do so would
be a repudiation of our way of life.

If an afdvertiser has available a VHF station covering 600,000 homes and also
has available, in the same market. a UHF station covering 200,000 homes; if,
as is always the case, the cost per thousand reduces as the circulation increases;
that advertiser will buy the VHF station.

By the same token, a network cannot he forced (or should not be forced) to-

affiliate with a station that technically offers fewer potential listeners because
the network, too, if it is.to survive, must offer advertisers the most economical
purchase available.

I have seen no evidence to indicate that super-power in UHF is economically
feasible or that it would make it possible for a UHF station to cover the same

number of persons as a competing VIUE at the same cost to the advertiser. Nor

do T find good reason for expecting consumers to pay a premium for all-channel
sets and special receiving antennas.

Perhaps the fault lies in the basic FCC philosophy of mixing VHF and UHF
stations in the same market. There may well be a technical reason for this
but, from the basis on which your committee is investigating the matter, therein
lies the harm.

Sincerely yours,
JEROME SILL, General Manager.

DecEMBER 1, 1953.
WM. P. MASSING,
Acting Secretary, Federal Communications Commission,
Washington 25, D. C.

DEAR MR. Massing : Cream City Broadcasting Co., Inec,, filed its application for-

construction permit for a commercial television station on UHF channel 31 on
November 13, 1952, After considerable delay, the application was granted on

August 19, 1953. At the time the application was filed there was only one

television station on the air in Milwaukee: WTMJ-TV on VIIF channel No. 3.
In the Commission’s Sixth Report and Order WIMJ-TV was ordered to move
to VIIF channel No. 4 and the only other commercial television channels allo-
cated to Milwaukee were VIIF channel No. 12 and UHF channels Nos. 19, 25,
and 31.

Immediately after the Commission granted the application of Cream City
Broadeasting Co., Inc., for construction permit on UIIF channel 31, we under-
took to take the necessary steps looking toward the construction and operation
of the station. We paid General Electric a deposit on the UHF television equip-

ment, including the UHF transmitter. We employed Adler Communications-

Laboratories of New Rochelle, N. Y., to do preliminary work in connection with
our UHI" installation. We undertook to find additional studio space and com-
mercial lease negotiations for such space. We interviewed several potential
key personnel for our UHF station and also negotiated with a number of pro-
gram sources for filin programs. We met with representatives of American
Telephone & Telegraph Co., and Wisconsin Telephone Co. to discuss the avail-
ability of leased lines and microwave facilities to be used for program origina-
tions. Mr. Jerome Sill, our general manager and secretary-treasurer of the
company went to New York and negotiated with ABC, CBS, and Du Mont looking
toward an affiliation contract for our proposed UHF station and he also dis-
cussed with several national sales representatives their availability to represent
our proposed UHF station nationally,

On October 8, 1953, the Commission released its proposal to allocate VHF
channel 6 to Whitefish Bay in the Milwaukee area. We consulted with our
communications attorney and our consulting engineer and were advised that
from an engineering and legal point of view the proposal to allocate VHE"
channel 6 to Whitefish Bay appeared to be feasible. The additionr of VHF chan-
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nel ¢ to the Milwaukee area has changed the entire situation and has caused
us to reassess the television situation in Milwaukee.

1t was our purpose in filing our application originally to be in a position to
render service to the greatest mumber of persons and we believed then that
UHF would be an important factor because it appeared that there would be
only two commercial VIIF stations. It now appears that since there will be
three commercial VHE stations that it will not be possible to carry out our
original plans through the medium of UHF television.

A UIILF signal can be received by only a fraction of the persons who can
receive a VI signal, because of the physical limitations of UHK propagation
and because of the economics involved in attempting to.obtain superpower on
UHYF, even were superpower equipment now available from the equipment man-
utacturers. Moreover, only a percentage of the families among the 500,000 who
now view WTMJ-TV on VHEF channel No. 4 could receive a WMIL-TV signal
on UHL channel No. 31.

Mioreover, the addition of VIIF channel No. 6 to the Milwaukee area will, in
the opinion of WMIL-TV slow down considerably the conversion to UHF in
Milwaukee. Conversion can be acecomplished at considerable cost only through
the purchase of converters or all-band receivers and special antennas.

There are in excess of 350,000 radio homes within the half-millivolt contour of
WMIL. We had hoped to serve through the medium of television as many of
thexe persons as possible with TV, It is apparent that it is not possible to
do this on UHF channel No. 31 but it is feasible and possible to do so with a
VIIF channel, For these reasons, Cream City Broadcasting Co., Inc., has de-
cided to file an application for VIIF channel No. 6 and requests that the Com-
mission cancel its outstanding construction permit for UHF channel No. 31.

Very truly yours,
CreaM CITtY Broapcasrting Co., INc.,
JErOME SirLn, (General Manager,

WVIS,
April 1}, 1954.
Hon, CHARLES E, POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

Drar Sexator PoTrTER: Thank you for your letter of inquiry concerning our
relinquishing of 1 peemit on UHF channel 14,

1 quote the following news story which was issued by WVJS on September 18,
1953 :

“In action upon WVJS’s (Owensboro On The Air, Inc.) petition, the Federal
Communications Commission today entered a tinal order allocating VHE channel 9
to Hattield. Ind. Immediately following this action by the Commission, WVIS
filed application with the FCC for a construction permit for a television station
to be operated on channel 9 at Hatfield. In a simultaneous action, WVJS
returned to the Federal Cemmunications Commission, the construction permit
for UHK channel 14 which it received on August 19 of this year. If no com-
peting application is filed on channel 9 which will throw WVJS into a hearing,
it is expected that a construction permit can be granted at an early date and
WVJIS can begin construction of the new television station in the very near future.

“In a departure from the television field. the Owenshoro Publishing Co.,
publishers of the Owensboro Messenger and Inquirer, the principals of which
operate radio station WOMI, withdrew its application for a television station
on UHF channel 14 on August 18, 1953,

“This action by the Owensboro Publishing Co. automatically caused the grant-
ing of a construction permit on UHF channel 14 to Owenshoro On The Air, Inc.
(WVJIS). Being determined to bring TV to Owensboro, WVJS did not relinquish
its upplication or permit on UHF cliannel 14 until favorable action on channel 9
was assured. When the Federal Communications Commission today issued the
final order allocating VHF chanmel 9 to Hatfield, WVJIS then relinquished its
construetion permit on channel 14 in favor of obtaining channel 9 facilities,
which it, WVJS was responsible for discovering, and along with the FCC, for
obtaining for this locality. Of course, if another application is filed on top of
the WVJIS application, that will again antomatically create a necessity for a
hearing before the FCC. This could prolong the bringing of television to the
Owensboro vicinity indefinitely.
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“Today’s action by the FCC on WV.JS8's petition was taken after many months
of work by WVJIS, its consulting engineers and attorneys, toward bringing tele-
vision to the Owensboro area. WVJS first filed for television permit on channel
10 during February 1952, and subsequently amended to channel 14 during April
1952, immediately after the new allocation table was adopted. Two months
later, on June 28, the Owensboro Iublishing Co. filed for the same channel.
This action by the Owensboro Publishing Co. prevented a grant to WVJS and
made a comparative hearing mandatory under the Federal Communications Act.
If there had been no conflict between these applications, the Commission could
have made a grant nearly a year ago, during last September or October, when the
city of Owensboro was reached under the Commission’s processing procedure.

“Immediately after discovery by WVJS that the action of the Owensboro Pub-
lishing Co. had thrown its channel 14 application into hearing status, WV.JS
instructed its engineering consultants in Washington to institute a search for
another possible zpot on the spectrum wherein a television station could be
placed locally. It was realized by the operators of WVJS that under existing
conditions and because of the heavy backlog of applications and hearings facing
the FCC, that it would necessarily be a great length of time before the mutually
exclusive applications could be resolved in a hearing. The search by WVJIS's
Washington engineering staff, was rewarded by the discovery that VHF channel 9
could feasibly be placed at I1atfield, Ind., approximately 10 miles northwest of
Owensboro. On October 9, 1952, the Federal Communications Commission was
petitioned hy WVJIS to allocate channel 9 to Hatfield, Ind. At that time, the
FCC stated that action could not be taken until the expiration of the 1-year
allocation rule, which ended on June 3, 1953. A new petition was filed by
WVIS on June 3, and in a subsequent action, the FCC initiated rule-making
proceedings looking toward the allocation of channel 9 to Hatfield.

“The action taken Dby the FCC today brought to fruition the work of WVJS
and its associates of these past many months in behalf of obtaining a VHF
channel for this area.

“WYVIS in its application for channel 9 asks for 221,000 watts effective
radiated power visual and 118 000 watts aural.”

The reasons VHF service is preferred by this corporation are: Lack of avail-
able sets in this area adjusted to receive UHF television and apparent lack of
acceptance of UHF television by advertising agencies and television networks,

I hope this will give you sufficient information concerning our case.

If you need further information from us, please call upon up and we’ll be more
than glad to supply it.

Sincerely,
MArCoLM GREEP,
Vice President and General 3Manager.

OLp DoMINION BROADCASTING CORP.,
Lynchburg, Va., April 20, 195}.
Mr. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEAR MRr. PoTTER: In reply to your letter of April 7 requesting information
on our reasons for returning the UHF application, T will try to set forth the
information vou desire. The principal reason could be listed under the general
classification of economics. Of course, there enters into the picture the lack of
availability of equipment at the original time of the proposed building of the
station. In other words, if the equipment had bheen available, the economic
picture might have been different. Just about all of the reasons you set forth in
your letter could be taken into consideration. The fact that there is a VHF
station competing in the market makes the position of the UHF less tenable in
view of the experiences of other UHF stations in similar markets.

T trust this information will satisfy your requirements and sincerely hope you
will call on us for any further assistance we nay offer.

Sincerely, .
' + CHARLES R. MAILLET,
General Manager.
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Texas STATE NETWORK, INC.,
Fort Worth 1, Tex., April 19, 1954.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

Dear SEnaToR PorTER: In response to your letter of April 7 with respect to
the relinquishment of a UHF-TV construction permit and requesting our reasons
therefor, we submit the following information.

On February 18, 1953, we were granted a construction permit to operate a TV
station on UHF channel 20 at McAllen, Tex., which is one of the principal com-
munities in the lower Rio Grande Valley. At that time a Mexican station was
operating on VHF channel 7 at Matamoros, across the border from Brownsville,
Tex., also in the lower Rio Grande Valley. Our investigations indicated that
there were somewhere between 12,000 and 20,000 television sets in the lower Rio
Grande Valley at the time we were authorized our construction permit.

We were aware of the conversion problem for UHF, however, it was our feeling
that by instaling a maximum operation, both as to power and programing, per-
mitting wide area service to the valley, we would be able to meet this problem,
provided we could get on the air before VHF channels 4 and 5, located in the
valley, could get on the air. Before the application for reengineering of the
proposed station could be granted by the Commission, the applicants on channel 4
resolved their differences and a construction permit was authorized May 21, 1953,
on channel 4 in Harlingen, Tex., also in the lower Rio Grande Valley. As a
result, it was decided that channel 4 would probably be on the air before we could
comimence operations and that the set conversion problem would be even more
difficult under these circumstances. Accordingly, we decided to relinquish our
construction permit and dismiss our application for modification thereof.

Respectfully yours,
GENE L. CAGLE.

KIT—VALLEY BROADCASTERS,
Yakima, Wash., April 16, 195).
Senator CHARLES E. POTTER,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR PorTER: In reply to your communication of April 7 relative to
the KIT-TV UHF grant, I should like to submit the following information.

In the early part of December 1952, I received two TV grants-at practically
the same time, KIT-TV, Yakima, Wash.,, a UHF assignment, and KMO-TV,
Tacoma, Wash., a VHF assignment.

1 started construction of the Tacoma grant as quickly as possible but was
unable to proceed with the Yakima grant simultaneously hecause of limitation
of manpower, ete, The operation of KMO-TV convinced me that, without a basie
or sound supplemental network affiliation whereby the station received compensa-
tion, a station will have extreme difficulty in attempting to operate economically
and profitably.

A survey of the Yakima market indicated a maximum potential coverage of
approximately 40,000 homes with one UHF station already on the air as of
July 1953. The National Broadcasting Company submitted as their best affilia-
tion offer a deal whereby KIT-TV must pay $2,800 per month for the micro-
wave line costs and this payment to be credited with what commercia] programs
were sold on the station at a rate of $150 per hour less their usual multiple
discount structure. They did not guarantee a single commercial program nor
any sustaining programs. This $2,800-per-month guaranty would buy a lot of
films for programing, and I could not see where it was economically feasible to
proceed on this basis.

A survey of the economic structure of Yakima further convinced me that local
revenue alone could not support 3 radio stations and 2 television stations, and I,
therefore, reluctantly requested the cancellation of my UHF grant.

It is my firm conviction that the economic status of all television stations is
controlled with a death grip by the major networks. In my opinion, there are
only two types of television stations operating in the country today, namely,
those which are making a great deal of profit and those which are losing money
or at the best approximately breaking even. The networks do not see fit to
make supplementary affiliations in secondary markets under which a station
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might soundly operate. A classic example is Tacoma, a c¢ity whose metropolitan
population is in excess of 300,000 according to sales management and is located
approximately 30 miles from Seattle, and it does not have either a radio or
television network affiliation except KTNT-TV. This latter, I understand, is
on interim basis only until Seattle’s channel 7 has been definitely assigned. The
hilly terrain in this area precludes adequate TV service from Seattle stations,
which are limited to a maximum of 1,000 feet above sea level, and yet the net-
works will not grant supplemental affiliation in Tacoma.

I strongly urge in this investigation that the network effect upon the economic
lifeblood of TV stations be thoroughly explored. In the Tacoma case, the
Seattle affiliate has a rate of $800 per hour, and the KMO-TV rate is $400 and
is gasping for business because of the inability to compete programwise with
network stations, This will result inevitably in communities such as Tacoma
eventually not having any direct TV service.

Trusting this information may be helpful to you in your investigation, I am

Very truly yours,
KIT, Irc.,
CArL E. HAYMOND,
President.

WEOK-—M1p-HUDSON BROADCASTERS, INC.,
Poughkeepsie, N. Y., April 16, 1954.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on. Communications U. 8. Senate,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR POTTER: In reply to your letter of April 7, regarding UHF-TV
channel 21, the construction permit for which we finally returned to the Federal
Communications Commission, wish to advise our reasons for doing so were as
follows :

1. Although Poughkeepsie is approximately 75 miles north of New York City,
strong VHF signals from the various New York City stations reach this area
perhaps by reason of the open water up the Hudson River, plus a signal bounce
from the Palisades, which puts an unusually good VHF signal in this vicinity.
There is roughly a 70-percent VHF saturation of homes already in this area
equipped to receive the New York City stations with antennas beamed to the
top of the Empire State Duilding. l.ocal residents are satisfied with the VHF
reception they are now getting from New York City and judging from a general
survey amongst potential UHF viewers the reaction unanimously indicated
they would not consider the bother or expenditure to convert their present sets
or antennas. This situation existed even hefore the New York City VHF stations
increased their power.

2. Preliminary discussions with several of the networks also indicated a lack
of interest in giving us an afliliation due undoubtedly to the fact they too realized
the situation described above.

3. Since our area is located in very hilly terrain it was apparent we needed as
strong a signal as possible and at the time of our interest in proceeding with our
construction permit the manufacturers were not in production on sufficiently high
powered transmitting equipment,.

4. Due also to the terrain it became a “must” that we have as high a trans-
mitting site as possible. We were frustrated in our several attempts to estab-
lish a suitable location by a series of rejections by the Civil Aeronautics Authori-
ties, one of which came several months after an original approval. In summary,
it seemed impractical at the time to rush into such a costly venture until the
atmosphere cleared and at least some of the existing problems were straight-
ened out.

Sincerely yours,
ARTHUR J. BARRY,
President, Mid-Hudson Broadcasters, Ine.
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WATERTOWN DAILY TIMES,
THE Brockway Co.,
Watertown, N. Y., April 17, 1954.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommitice on Communications,
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR PorreEr: I have your letter of April 7, 1954, inquiring as to the
reason why the Brockway Co. returned to the Commission its construction permit
for UHF Station WWNY-TV, Watertown, N. Y.

In the television allocation proceeding our company requested the Federal
Communications Commissicn to allocate a VHF channel to Watertown in order
that we might render the widest possible coverage to the rural areas in Jefferson
and surrounding counties of northern New York without other television service.
However, because of insufficient mileage separations, the Commission found it
impossible to allocate a VHF frequency to Watertown and instead allocated THF
channel 48, for which we then applied and received a construction permit.

Subsequently, due to a change in Camadian VHF alocations, the Commission
on its own motion proposed to allocate VHF channel 7 to Carthage, N. Y., a
community located approximately 15 miles from Watertown in Jefferson County.
The Brockway Co. supported this proposed allocation which was made final.
Thereupon we filed an application for channel 7 in Carthage and upon its grant,
returned for cancellation our WWNY-TV permit in order to avoid conflict
with the rules prohibiting ownership by one group of two television stations
serving substantially the same area.

With the transmitter site of our channel 7 station WCNY-TV located between
Watertown and Carthage, we will be able to render primary service to both of
these communities, as well as render a very good service to areas of northern
New York without any other service. As you may know, on VHF it is possible
to render wider coverage than of UHF and at less cost.

I have enjoyed the manner in which you have conducted yourself and directed
your interests on the Senate permanent committee on investigations. You have
shown a commendable discernment with respect to fairness and breadth that
atlests to your experience and belief in the American system.

With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely yours,
JorN B. JOENSON,
President and Treasurer.

WFTM-—STtanparp Tosacco Co., INC,,
Maysville, Ky., April 15, 195).
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
United States Senate, Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATor PorTerR: Our reasons for returning the construction permit
granted to the Blue Grass Television Co. by the Federal Communications Com-
mission were as follows:

1. The aversion of the general public to spend additional money to convert
their sets to receive UHF.

2. The inability to get firm commitments for network service.

3. The inadequacy of the 5-kilowatt UHF transmitter.

Along with the three major points as outlined above, there were several minor
facts that governed our decision to return our construction permit to the Federal
Communications Commission. All things taken into consideration, it added up
to be an unsound economical venture.

Due to the facts outlined above, we have also asked the FFederal Communica-
tions Commission to dismiss the application of WFTM-TV without prejudice.

Sincerely yours,
BLUE Grass TeLevision Co.,
J. W. BETTS, General Manager.
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WTOB-TV,
Winston-Salem, N. C., April 17, 195}.
Hon. CHARLES E. POTTER,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, United States Senate,
Capitol Building, Washington, D. C.

Dear SENATOR PoTtER: I have been away from the office for several days
and this is my first opportunity to reply to your letter directed to T. E. Allen &
Sons, Inc.,, at Durham, N, C.

I am answering this letter hecause our company owned 50 percent of the T. E.
Allen & Sons, Inc.,, company and by mutual consent, we were charged with the
responsibility of constructing and operating the station at Durham.

We returned the permit for channel 46 at Durham, as indicated by the records
at t