'DOCUMENT RESUME .- N \

~.ED 118 076~ | - IR 002 701

TITLE L Telecommunlcatlons Fac111t1es and Demonstretlon Act
) of 1975 Hearings Before the Committee‘'on

Communications of the Committee on Interstate and .

Forelgn Conmerce, House of Representatives, .
Ninety-Fourth Congress, First Session on H.R.

s

‘ - 4564, . 0
"INSTITUTION congress of the U.’ s., Washlngton, D. C< Hoyse :
X " Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.
. POUB DATE ~ Jun 75 ) . . : .
_NOTE : 149p. ) R _— ‘
EDRS PRICE MF-$0.76 HC-$6. 97 Plus Postage
DESCRIPTORS -  Educational Radio; *Edgycational Telev1slon- *Federal

o

~N

ABSTRACT

lLegislation; Financial Support; *Health Education;
"Health Services; Social Services; . e
*Telecommunication ] . . ' '

-~

-

On June 3, and June 4, 1975, hearings were held '
before the House Subcommittee on Communications regarding the
Telecommunications . Facilities and Demonstration Act of 1975,
H.R.4564. The bill has been submitted by the' administration™ to
provide the authority for the ‘support of demonstration projects in
telecommunications concerning the distribution of health, education,
and social &ervice information. This report includes the text of the
proposed blll' the repor*'of the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare Office of TelecommunlqatlonS° the transcrlpts of 19
individual statements; and copies of the supportlng 1nformatlon that
vas entered into the record. (EMH) :

o

hd \

&

**********************************************************************
Documents acgulred by ERIC include many informal unpublished *

L s

materialS not available from other sources. ERIC makes every: effort .x. .

%
%
*
* to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, items of marginal *
* reproducibility are often encountered and +his affects the quality* *
* of the microfiche and hardcopzﬂ;,proﬂuctlons ERIC makes available *
T % via the ERIC Document Peptroduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not a *
* respons;ble for-the quality of the original document. Reproductlons *
% *
* *

.supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the omginal.
*************************ﬁ*******************************************

~

-




TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACLITIES AND
" DEMONSTRATION A¢1 OF 1975

Us DEPARTMENT OF HEALFH,
EDUCATION & WELFARE
. NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION . : ,
HiS oocums\z HAS BEEN REPRQ . n
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECHBIVED FEOM - o ’
HE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
S5T#TED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE

! <
ENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF : .y
DUCATION POSITION OR POLICY * -

BEFORE '1 HE

SL B(‘O\DIITTTF ON (‘ONI\IU\I(‘ {TIOVS

. OF THE .

| COMMITTEE ON
O+ INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE

> - . - HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

" NINETY-FOURTH CONGRESS

— ’ ' FIRST SE SSION,
-y T . ) o

H.R. 4564,

A BILL TO EXTEND THE EDUCATHINAL BROADCASTING

FACILITIES PROGRAM AVD TO PROVIDE AUTIIORITY FOR
- JHE SUPPORT OF I)L\l()\\LI{ ATIONS IN TELECOMMUNI-
§ . ¢ATIONS TECIINOL OGIES, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES’

] -" —_— ) —
L *  JUNE 8 AND 4, 1955 -
. ' § Serial .No. 94-32 . .

r

P'rinted for the use of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce

F | : \

(o] /%

&

¥ - -
iv, .t U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE
o e WASHINGTON :.1975




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

CO\I’\IITI‘EE“‘O\" II\TLRSTATE A\}I) "OREIGN CP\I\ILRC

HARLE\ 0. STAGGFRS West Virgiula, Clmuman

T()RBFRT H, MACDONALD, Massachusetts

JOHN E. MOSS, California
JOILN D. DINGELL, MicK{gan
PAUL G/ ROGERS, Florlila
LIONEL VANXDKERLIN, Californih
FRED B. ROONEY, Pennsylvania
JOIIN M. MURDPIIY, New York
DAVID E. SATTERFIELD I, Virginda
BROCK ADAMS, Washington )
W. 8. (BILL) STUCKEY, Ir., (;eur"lu
BOB ECKITARDT, 'Texas

. Y

. RICHHARDSON PREYER, North Carolina’

JAMES W, SYMINGTQN, Missouri .
CHARLES J. CARNIY, Ohio *
KALPIH L METCALFE, Iinots
*GOODLOE E. BYRQN, Maryland

JAMES H. SCHEUER: New York
RICIIARD L. OTTINGER, Ne\ York
HHENRY A. WAXMAN, Culitornia
ROBERT BOB) KRUEGER, Texas
TIMOTHY E, WIRT]I, Colorado

PifILIP R. SIIARP, Indtana - [+
WILLEAM M. BRODITEAD, Michigan

W. G. (BILLY HEFNER, North Carolina
JAMES J. FLORIO, New Jersey
ANTHONY TOBY MOFFETT, (,onnedluu:
JIM SANTINI, Nevada

A\DRL\V \IAGUIRE. New Jersey

SAMUEL L. QEVENE. Ohio
JAMES T. BROYILILL, North Carolina
TIM LEE CARTER, Kentuceky *

" CLARENUE J. BROWN, Oble

JOE SKUBITY, Kansas

JAMES IV, ITANTINGS, New Yurk
JAMES M, COLLINS, Texas
LOUIS FREY, Jr..Floridd '
JOHN Y. McCOLLISTER, Nebraska
NORMAN.F. LENT, New York
I, JOIIN {IEINZ Y11, Pennsylvania

. EDWARD R. MADEGANe Il“ll()i\!

CARLOS J. MOORIIEAD, California -
MATTIHEW.J, RINALDO, New Jorsey
.

W. E. WILLIAMSON, Clerk '
KENNETH J. PAINTER, Aaaietant Clerk

RoBERT F. GHTHRIH
CHARLES B. CURTIS
.Len 8. HYpn
ELIZABETH HARRISON
JerrrEY H. SCHWARTZ

"

Professional Stafl

James M. MENGER, JF.
WILLIAM P. ADAMS
RoserT R, Nom)HAUs
BHiAN R, Morx
WiILLIAM G. PHILLIPS

EKAREBN NELSON/

4

o

SUBCOMMITTEE 0N COMMUNICATIONS

TORBERT H. MACDOVALD \Inﬁsnclmsetts (,Imirman

JOHN M. MURPIIY, New York

" CHARLES J. CARNEY, Ohio

GOODLOE E. BYRON, Maryland
TIMOTHY E. WIRTH, Colorado
WILLIAM M, BRODHEAD, Michigan
ITARLEY O. STAGGRRS, West vu-gmm
(ex officio) ’

A

v’I)

LOVIS FREY, Jn,, Florida
EDWARD R. MADIGAN, Illtnols
SAMUEL L. DEVINE, Ohlo (¢x officio)

JTARRY M. SHOOSHAN III, Counasel




OR(; ANIBATIONS RE I’RI',M'“"II D AT THI' HEARINGS

Association ofy Public Radio Stations, Matthew B. C offey, pl‘(‘\ld(‘nf/
Corporation for Public Bmad(‘aﬁtmg Henry Toomis, Dl‘(‘\ld(‘l\(

4 Lo L4
{
T ,° * -
“ )
N N\ . . RN
, ) ~ ’ L N A
\ " . .
- o ~
' CONTENTS '
0
Ilearings held on— \ e Il " Page
. June 3, 1975___._ ___ ___ _ e I ————— LA 1
s Jun(‘4 1975.. e e e e ee e e e 23
Text of H.R. 43647 ____ .0 7T TTToTT o mmmmmmmmTm T 2
Report of-—
Health, I du(\ttlon, and Welfare ])('partm« ot ‘4
© 7 Office, ()f ’l(lmumnnmlc‘ltlonz, Poliey, 1 \(-('utn(-\()ﬂl(-u of the Puxx- 4 o
dmt R S FE SR 6
h tement of - -
Bair, George ., Ph.D., member, board of dll‘(‘(m[l“ National AssociaZ Y
i tionr of l,dumtlmml Bm ld(ﬂ\(( | e e 58~
Brown, Hon. w.u(-nc(- J., a R('pr('\(-nmtl\(’ in (‘ongu-w frony the
State of Ohil T 53
C‘anieron, John, Branch (lmf Bm‘ld(‘u\tm;, I‘ﬂ.(‘l]ltl('\ Burcan of
.ot School Sy \tvmx Office of 1 ducation, Department of ’ Health, :
) Idueation, and \\(lmr(' g e NP 7
Coffey, Matthew' B, 1)1v~lu('nt~$)cmtmn of Public Radio™ Sta-
fions _ T L,-- A8, 122
Gunn, Hartford N Jr. president, Public Br(md('d\tm" \(-x\u'u_,__ 3R, ()8
l[n\(mu\, Rv'hmd A, . A('tmg Deputy Assistant Sceretary for Logislu-®
. tion thdueation), Department of Health, Eduecation, and Welfare. /
Horley, Albert, l)lr('('tol of"lul(-(mnmum(\t(mm Poluw, Depar n<m
of Health, ],ducutmn and Welfare. . ______ __: _ . ______ 7
Law, Gordon A.,-Ph. . ,projeet director, satellite technology demon-
smmon Federition of 1 o(“kv Mountain States o ____ 36
L()onn\‘}[('nn president,f Corporation for Puble Broadeasting__ __ "58 -
Morrill; William A, Assistant Séeretary for Planning and kv aluuu.m,
l)(-partm(-nt of lI('.ilth “ducation; and Welfure. .. ___ _ - ___,_ ] 7
Additional material suppliced fok the récord by— .
¢ Advisory Counncil of Natfonal Organizations to the’ (‘01])0r1t1<>n for
Public Broadeasting, letter dated June 2; 1975, from Willinm F. A
Fare, chairperson, to Chairman Macdonald . __________ 141
, Association of Publie Radio Stations, letter dated May "), 1975, 10
* Matthew B. Coffey, president, from Caspar W, Weinberger,
‘ Secretary, 1)(‘pur(m(-n( ofy H(alth Education, and \'\(lfuro cl.mf\-
ing the Departanent’s grant program .- _________. ... 126
« Federatjon of Rocky Mountain Sgates, Inc., letter dated April 16, 197
from William 18 Rapp, Ed. D., vige prv\ld(-nt to Chairman Mac-
donald - el .. 142
I[(-ulth l‘duumon, and W ('lfmc 1)(-partm(‘nt ‘Enforeement of title .
_________________________________________________________ . 28
lmnt Council on Edueationgl Telvecommunications, statement__ - 137
Louisiana Fducationsdl Television Authority, statement. . 140
Nevada B dll(‘d(l()p&] Communications e(,omnnwl(m letter dated
May29, 1975, fram Jack A. Lemern, executive dm'ctdr to Chairman
v \[‘f('dnn{t]d . _J __________________________________________ 142
New Mexico, S)dt of, l(-tt(-r dated Jul\ 24, 1975, fr()m Governor J(‘rr\ .
. Apodaca, fo Chairman Maedonald ... - __.______ __ ___ " 143
Public Scrviee Ratellite Consortiung, l(‘tt('r dated Ium- 6, 1')1‘.) from -
I[ Re\ Lee, chanrmap of the bnard to (hulrnmn Macdonald.__. 144

. Federation of Rocky Mountain States, (mxdon A Ld\\ Ph.D., project director,

satellite teehnology dgmonstration.

(XIIy




.

bd
‘. ORGANTZATIONS REPRESENTED AT yeiio BEARINGS --Continued

_Hvult-h, ¥dueation, and \V(-lfum,I)('partm(‘xxt: : *

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

Cameron, John, Branch Chief, Broudcuns‘ting Facilities, Burcau of Nehool
Systems, Office of lidueation.

Hu~tun.,~x Richard A., Acting l)oputy Assistant Seeretary for Lo;.z,idution

(1 dumtlon)
Horley, Albert, Director of Telécommunieations Policy
\[ornll William A., Assistant Secretary for Planning and Bv a}uzttlon
National Association of Educationat “Broadeasters, George 1. Bair, mombvr.bo.\rd
of directors.
Public Ln‘)‘icastmv bernce Ha;tford N. Gunn, Jr., president.

-
- 4 >
. .
- L ~
4
’ ‘. :
N .
5 M .
: L '
’ N 2
f R
- e *
. v -

»
- i J
v
c
-
~ L4 .
\ \t ~ )
- "
.
nt @
\
R
v
-’
~ . L.
[N . .
’ > = , .
N J \ .
. ot < - L -
S
.
- N . N
> . .
. « )
@ “
-~ ! .- -
- ’ ¥
¢ ot
’
, ’ >, -
I S “ N
- * A
fond - -
v P
.
A - .
b4 »




T “TELECOMMU\T[C&TIQ\S FACILITIES AND -

DEMONgTRATION ACT OF 1975 ) -
) . . , . e . N 7 )
. TUESDAY, JUNE 3, 1975
S : ' ¢ ’
‘ . Hovsy oF REPRESENTATIVES, ; \ -
A SrneoMMTITEE 0N COMMUNICATIONS, ‘
4 (mnturn. ox INterstate axp Forriey CodxMERCE. .
- . Washington. D.C.

|
The \ul)mmmith‘v met b 2 pan.. pursuant to notice. in room 2 23220y

Im\lnnn Tlouse Office Buik hng. H‘(m Torl )(\1\t 11 Mae d(m 11 1. (}1:111‘ "

men, presiding. = -
My, Macvox anp. The Leatring will come to 01(1e1‘ e -

T here will Le other members coming in af any moment. :

- 'lon 1y, the Subcommittee on C ommunications begins hearings én
]l R. )t)} the Telee ummumc wtions Faellities gnd I)Om()ustl.ltion Act .

]‘H.)

Il [(‘”‘mJU()ll has been xubnutteu by the administrationto extend
tho cilucational. broadeast facilities progrém and to provide new
authority for the support of demanstration pr ojects in tetecommuni-

caiions for the distribution of bealth. education, and social service :
T ormation. The legislation Provi des &7 million for eaci of the no\t :
Soyears, or a t()t‘Il of #35 milhon to (“Hl\ ont ity purposes,

The suecess in the 12 years sinee the educational broad-ast facilitios
, progiin wa® enacted has been considerable. ,

La 1962, theve were 76 noncommercial television &t'm(m reaching
slightly move then hilf the population. Today, there are 230 noneom-

H wwnl‘tv]m ision sfations with the potentisd fol 1041(]1;11«» SO poreent
oi the American pedple. '

Neneowmercial radio stations wire made oh«nl)lv f()r the facilitics ]
program for the first time in 1967, and tod 1y 62 peteent of tho pobula-
tioh is served by public radio. -~
This growth has been remarkalle. H(n\m ery Inomy J'u‘nm( nt. the .
© more dlﬂu ult and expensive challenge les ahead, and that 1s the ehal- - N

lenge of obtaiiing as close to on-percent coveragd as is techmolngically |
and findneially ])(!shll)](‘ Large sums of money will be requived to
upgrade existing facilities, to 1mpxm' receptipn, and to ost'lbhsh new
stations where ]nshho 1.

Since 1962, over $106 million of Federal funds have been expended
on facilities, and, f3r every 1 Federal dollar, and estimated 10 non- -
Federal dollars have been generated to improve and (\\pan(l
edu('qtlom,l broadcast facilities.

It 15 apparent that this Federal commitnfent has pxowdod the im-
petus for making public. broadcasting available to millions more
Americans each year.The commltmen wst, and will, be continued,
although the Jevel of funding is of cméio open to que%tmn, and, in-.

deed, s a pmmary subjéct for these heari ings. / ©
(1) .
) ¢ a7 ’
S 4y . )
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The edueational broadeast facilities program must remain in place
until the job has been completed, und the maximum number of Ainer-
icans ate served by public broadeasting., - ‘

+ I hope our first witness, tollay can give the subcommittee some as- .
surance uax to how the Department sees the future of the program.

o In additici. T hope the subconmittee will be provided with a more
detailed explanatiorrof ‘the portionof the legislation dealing with
demonstration projects. ’

I have been made morg-than generally ayrare of the A'TS-6 satellite
and. the programs serving the Roeky Mountain and Appalachian
Statés and Alaska, Dut F-believe we should have more specifics as to
the potential of these programs and to HEW™s plans to develop other

technologies as \)‘oll as satellites, - _

[ The text of HL.R. 4564, together with departmental reports thereon,
follows:§ = ¢ : .
- . [

[IL.Ry 4564, 94th (‘ul'ig,, st Qess., introduced by Mr. Staggers (for himself and Mr. Devine)
H . on March 10, 1975.]

A BILL To extend the Edmcatlonal Broadcasting Facilities Program and to provide
autharity for the gupport of demonstrations in telecommunications technologles for the
. distribution of he%h. educqtlon. uu,d soclal service information, and for other purposes
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States
of America in Congress assémbled, That this-Act may be cited as thre “Tele-
communicafions F:l\cilitics“ and Demonstration Act of 1975”. '
. ! . PURPOSE - N
SEC, 2,0 () Part IV of title I of the Communications Act of 1984 is anmended *
by striking out the leading of such part and inserting in liet thereof “AssIsTaNce:
FOk. NONCOMMERCIAL EDUCATIONAL BROADCABTING FACILITIES; TELECOMMUNICA-
TIONS DEMONSTRATIONS. CORPORATION FOR PPUBLIC BROADCASTING. ’
(b) Subpart A of| such part is-amended by striking out the heading of such-
-subpart and inverting in lieu thereof “ASSISTANCE FOR TELECOMMUNIQATIONS FA-
CILITIES AND DEMONSURATIONS”, .
(¢) Nection 390 of \su(-h Act ix amended to read as follows: »

4 I
- ) .l “ .

“SEc. 390. The purposes of this subpapt*are’ to assist (through matching
grants) in the construction of noncommercial-educational television or radio o
broadeasting tacilitied and to demonstrate (thirough grants or coutracts) the use
of telecommmnications technologies for the distribution and dissemination- of
health, education, and other social service information.”.

“DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

LN i APPROPRIATIONS ’
‘ . ATI

NEe, 3. .\'e(-,tim{ 391 of such_Act is amended to read as follows :

“AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS

“Sec. 391. (a) There are authorized to he upﬁropriated for carrying ouf the
purposes of this subpart $7,000,000 for the fiscal year ending.June 30, 1976, and
far ench of the four succeeding figeal years. o

+“(b) Sums appropriated pursuant to this section shall remain available for

pavment of grants or contracts for Dprojects for which applications. approved
under rections 392 and 392A) have been submitted prior to October 1, 1981, for
canstruction of noncommercial educational television or radio broadeasting fa-
cilities or for telecommunications demonstvations.”.

v

) [ . -

’
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CRITERIA FOR BROADCAST FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION

' See, 4. () Section 392(a) (1) of such Act is amended by striking out clause
(C) and inserting in lieu thereof “(C) a publie or [m\.m- nonprofit college or
) university,”.

w th) Ree tx(m 302¢q) ofsuch Aet is amended to read as tollows :
) The Necretay shall base his determinations of whether t({apprm fe aP-
v plieations for grants under this section and the amount of such erants on criteria
’ set forth in regulations and designed to achieve (1) a strengthening of the
(n[mlnhtv of existing noncomnercial educntional broadeast stations to provide
local services; (2) the adaptation of existing noncommercial educational broad-
cast facilities to broaden educational uses; and (3) extension of noncommercial
cdneational broadeanst services,- with due (.-onsiderati(m to equitable, geographit .
coverage threughout the United States.”.

TELECOMMUNICATIONS DEMONSTRATIONS

Nee. 5. The Communications Act of 1034 is amended by adding after section
392 the following new seetion :

.

“TELECOMMUNICATIONS DEMONSTRATIONS

See. 392A. (a) It is the purpose of this section to promote the development
of nonbroadeast telecommunications facilities and. services for the transmission,
distribution and delivery of health, education, and social service information.
The Secretary is authorized, upon receipt of an application in sueh form and
containing such information as he may by regulation require, to make grants
to,-and enter into contracts with public and private non-profit agencies, organi-
zations, and institutions for the pufpose of carrying out teleconnmunications
demonstrations, .

“(b) The Secrétary may approve an application submitted under subsection
(a) if he determines: )

(1) that the projeet for which application is made will demonstrate
innovative methods or techniques of utilizing nonbroadeast telecommunica-
tions equipment or facilities to satisfy the purpose of this section;’

“(2) that demonstratlons and related activities assisted under this section
will remain under the administrationh and control of the applicant;

* ~ *(3) that the applieant has the managerial and techmical capability to
carry out the projeet for which the application is inade; and )

*(4) that the facilities and equipment acquired or developed pursuant t
tlie application will be used only for the transmission, distribution, and de-
livery of health, education, or social service information.

“{¢) Upon approving any application undér this section with respéct to any
project. the Secretary shall make a grant to or enter into a contract with the
applicant in an amount defermined by the Secretary not to exceed the reasonable
and necessary cost of Sl?l project. The Secretary shall pay such amount fromn
the smmn available therefér, in advance or by way of reiinbursement, and in such
installinents consistent with established practice, as he may determine.

*(d) Funds made available pursuant to this scction shall not be availahle
for the construction, remodeling, or repair of structures to house the facilities
ur equipment acquired or developed with such funds, except that such funds
may be used for minor remodeling which is necessary for and incident to the
m\mll ition of such facilities or equipment.

“{e) For purposes of this section, the term nonbmudmst telecommmunications

acilities’ includes,*but is net limited to, cable television systems, communiecations

«tellite systems and related terminal equipment, and other methods of trans-

. mitting, emitting. or receiving images and sounds or intelligence by means of.
wire. radio, optical, electromnagnetic or other means. .

“(f) The funding of any demonstration ypursuant to thid section shall con-
tinue for not more than three years from the date oflthe original grant or
contraect.

“(g) The Secretary shall reqnire thaf the rempmnt of a grant or contract under

“this section snbmit a suinmary and evaluation of the results of the demonstration
at least annually for each year in whxch funds are received pursuant to this
se(‘tmn

©
K, . ' ) L .
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, . . MNay 22, 1975,
Hon, HARLEY O. STAGGERS, ‘ .
C’hairman, Committee on Interstate and Foreign C’mnm('réc,\k
House of Represcatatives, Washington, D.C. : i
Dear MR. CHAIRMAN : This is in response to )‘inn' request of April 23, 1975, for
. & report oin H.R. 4564, i bill¥To extend the Educationat Broadceasting Facilities
Program and to pl‘ovide.uut;hority for the support of demonstrations iu teleeoms-
munications technologies far the distribution of health, education, and social
service information, and forrathier purposes.” " '
This pill ombodigs a legiglitive proposal snbmitted by this Department to Con-
5 gress oh March 3,1975. . ?{letnilod cxplanation of and justification for this pro-
. posal ik contained.in the fetter forwarding on draft bill to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives. A copy, of that fetter id enclosed. for your convenience,
We urge that your Committee give favorable consideration to this bill and that
it be promptly enacted by Congress: " | o
We are advised by the Ofiice of Management ahd Bydgetghyt there is no ob-
jection-to the presentation of this report and enactment o .R.. 4564 would be
in accord with the program of the President. . ‘
Sincerely, . oo :

N
-

) * CASPAR W. WEINBEKGER,
. . . ' Seerctary.
Endlosure, . ‘ ' o “
. ot Dm’AxnmrgT or HeALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARFS

‘ L Mareh 3, 155,
Hon. CARL ALBERT, , . N N :

Npeaker of the Ilouse of Representatiges, S e
Washington, D.C.

DrAR Mg, SPEAM: Enclased for the consideration of the Congress is.a deaft | ‘
. hill “To extend the Edutat ongal Broadeasting Fm-iﬁiies Program and_to provide
authority for the support demonstrations. in telecommunieations technologies

. for the distribution of hgalth, edncation. and social service information, and for

" other purposes.” This bill is similar to ELR. 17406 introduced for the Adminis-
tration during the second %cssion of the ninety-ihird Condress. * } .

~Thig bill -has two basic purposes. First, the Department’s direet support for
\ over-the-air edueational radio and television broadeasting fyeilitics would be
0 extended for a five-year period. Television broadeast coveriagt of those stations
now extends to almost 78 percent of the population. while -radio coverage is ‘o
. approximately 65 percent’; extension of the facilities program for tis ndditional -
« period would permitethe Department of Health, Education, and Welfure es-
sentially to satisfy the original goals of the program while phasing down its
- direct support for construction of broadeasting facilities. Morcover, beeause the
* number of public television stations in the epuntry represents o nesarly complete
4nd mature system, and hecause inercased broadeast covera¥q ¥ achievable ouly
at unacceptably ‘high per-viewer costs as the 100 percent coYerage level is ap-

- . - - .- proached, the funding criteria for the broadeasting -facilities program ivould be- - -
amended to emphasize (1) the stvengthening of the capability of exixfing facil-
ities, (2) adapting existing facilities to additional educational uses, and 13) ex-
tending educational broadeasting services, with due consideration to equitabie .

coverage of all areas of the conntry. .

Secondly, the legislation would provide anthority for a telecommunications X
program designed to demonstrate ways to meet the comnmon needs of the health ’
and education community. = .

This legisiation would provide a single broad authority in the Office of the
Secretary to,create the multi-user telecommmnications services and facjlities .
which will make it possible for health, educatinn, and social service providers
jointly to- develop more efficient and economical means of meeting the nation's
needs. - ) :

In order to accomplish this objective, the legislation would authorize the Sec-
retary to carry out a program for the Bupport—through grants or contrgcts—of
demonstrations in the use and application of nonbroadecast telecommunications
facilities and equipment (such as cables and sdtellites). Moreover, the legislation

“would provide the authority to assist in the initial application 0f communica-
. tions facilities that are uniquely suited to the needs of the health and educatiou
: ) I ) )

. .
, - . . . . ~
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comgpllnity, including the purchase_by grantees or confractors of necessary tele-

communications services from commercial carriers.,

} - The bill would authorize appropriations totaling $35 million over five years.

I am also enclosing for your convenience a brief summary and analysis of the -
proposed legislation. - . '

I urge prompt and favorable consideration of this piopogal. '
The Office of Management and Budget advises that enactment of this proposed.

. . legislation would be in accord with the program of the President.
Sincerely, . - R < .
) . ' . .Caspar 'W. WEINBERGER,
o . - ’ oot Secrectary.
Enclosures. . ' . cot
-~ . .
L STMMARY OF THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES AND DEMONSTRATION ACT OF
} : ’ 1975 ) ! :
’

The basic purposes of the Telecommunicatiqps Facilities and Pemonstration
Act of 1975 are (1) to extend the educational deasting fadilities program ‘for
five years and (2) to provid® authority for the Secretary to support demonstra-
‘tions in modern telecommunications technologies for the distribution and dis-
& + semination of health, education, and other social service information. The Act
- would modify. the fole of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
. “in educational broadcasting to include not.only direct support for particular
facilities identified in the Communications Act of 1934 (hereinafter “the Act”),
which are over the air radio and television broadcasting stations, but also more
indirect support, through demonstration grants and contracts, of a wide range of
modern telecommunication technologies. In many instancés such technologies
may provide a more efficient and economical méans of meeting some of the coun-
try’s health, education, and social service neeéds. -t , .
. . The Act would have the short title of the “Telecommunications Facilities and .

,Demonstration Act of 1975". & : . .
" Section 2 of the bill would modify the headings of part IV of title III of the
Communiecations Act of 1934 and of subbart A thereof to reflect the amendments
made by this bill. The déclaration of purpose contained in séetion 290 of the Act

would also be amended to. reflect the broadened purposes set forth in this bill.
Section 3‘would authorizg the appropriation ef §7,000,000 for fiscal year 1976
and for each of the four succeeding fiscal years. Sums so appropriated woyld
remain available to fund applications®pbmitted prior to October 1, 1981 to
v Section 4(a) would amend the eligibility requirements for the educttional
« . broaddasting facilities program to-include nonprofit colleges and- universities as
well ag publically ‘supported institutions. Section 4(b) would amend the funding
. criteria for the educational broadecasting facilities program to emphawize (A)
» the strengthening of the capability of existing noncommercial educationgl hroad-
. cast stations. (B) adapting existing nontommercial educational broadeast facil-
ities to additiomal educational nses, and (C) extending noncommercial educa-
< tional broadeasting services with due consideration to equitable coverage of all

a1 areas in the country. | Y - L

Section 5 adds to the Act a new section 392A which would authorize the Sec-
retary to make Zrants-and contracts inggrder to provide demonstration brojects
for the development of nonbroadeast communications facilities and services for
the transmission, distribution. and delivery of health, education, and social serv-
) jice information. Any public or nouprofit private agency, organization, or insti-
tution would be eligible to participate in the program. Subseetion (b)pf the new
soetion sétgSforth the requirerments which applications for grants or ontracts -
for telecommunications demonstrations must meet. Such applicatibns must bro-

vide assurance: . ¢ )
r - " (1) that the project offers reasonable Promise of demoustrating innova-
. tive methods or techniques of utilizing nonbroadcast telecommunications
equipment or facilities which relate to the purposes of this section;
) © 7 (2) that the applicant will retain admjnistrative control of the project;
> ~ ' (3) that the ‘applicant has the management and technical capability to
- catry,out the project ; and . ) °
(4) that acquired facilities and eguipment will be usgd only for health,
eduncation, and social services purposes. ) ]
Subsection (&) -of the new section 392A would authorize the Secretary to pay
! “up to 100 percent of therapproved costs of any project. o !
Q A T p o .
FRIC 4 Y.
A 4

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

) ) i
Y : -




’

N ’ ’ v . 6 - - Tr_'_k . L4
. R . .
Subsection (@) would prohibit the use of Tunds under the new seetion for con-
¢ struetion of structures, but avould perinit necessary minor remodeling which is -
incident to the installation of equipment and facilities. :
Subgection (e) provides a definition of the term “noubroadeast telecommunicu-
tions facilities’’, . ! -
, b‘ub§ec~tion (f) provides that demonstrations funded pursuant to this section?
.may continue for a period of not more than three years. N o
Subsection .(g) requires grantees to submit annual summary and ewaluation

reports.
L : ' N
* " OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS I'oricy,
. FXECTTIVE OFFICE OF TUE PRESIDENT,
$ ' . Washington, D.C',, May 30. 1975,
IIon] HARLEY O, STAGGERS, e ‘ :

. ° X .
Chairman, Conimtttee on Interstate and Foreigh C®Mmerce, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, D=(". . oo g .
DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN : This ix in respodse to your request of April 24. 1975,

T for the views of the Office of Telecommunications Policy on HLR. 4564, This

- bill, proposed by ‘the Department of Health, EdQuéation and Welfare (HIEW),
would amendPart IV of Title III of the Communications Act of 1934 by extending
the Educational Broadeast Facilities Program and by providing authority for
the support of ‘demonstrations in non-broadeast telecommunications technolo-
gies for the distribution of health, education, and social service information.

We have reviewed this proposed legislation, as well as the explanation of
‘its purposes as set forth in Secretary Weinberger's letter®bf March 3, 1975,

. transmitting the bill to the Speaker of the House.

We concur in HEW’s explanation of this proposal antl recommend that the
Committee act favorably on the bill. The Office of Management and Budget ad-
vise$ that it has no objection to the submission of this report for the considera-
tion of the-Committee and that enagtment of the Dbroposed legislation would.
be in accord with the program of the Administration :

Sincerely, - oL .
. . - TioMAs J. KELLER,
: @ : _dcting Genceral Coumrsel,

Mr. Macpoxsrn. Before we hear from the first witness, Mr. Wil-
liam A. Morrill, who is Assistant Secretary for Planning and Eval-
uation of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfaro, I would
like to just make a couple of gratuitous, perhaps, but valid statements
of my own concerning Mr. Morrill's appearance here today. Not that
You are not very welcome, Mr. Morrill, because indeed you are. We
are very happy to have you here with us, but for the life of me 1 can-
not, understand why we don't have the benefitrand' tif% distingnighed
presence of the titular head of ITEW, Dr. Caspar Weinberger.

< The reason for my saying this is based on two or three rather key
reasons, one of which deals with the past and one which deals, of.
course, with the future, because as long hgo as Octobfr 1973 I had
occasion to-come into possession-of a4 memorantum which Tater was
identified to me at the time as being from the Sceretary and later
this was confirmed, T think, botlihy the Sceretayy and other people

.

the opinion.of most of-the CoRgiress and certainly the members of this

( at HISW, whieh nmemorandug, at leagt in My opinion and, T think, in

$
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-« subcommittee, pretty, directly opposed what we felt was (-?mt"uin(\(.l.
-ind indeed, Was cgntained in the Cormunications Act, which set up
that ssection of jurisdictidh.whick-was to be administered by the
I)epartnmnt;,df_fﬂ_e,altﬁ;-%}.ducation,glnd Welfare. " )

I will read the memotandum to you. I think you probably have a
copy of it. T know T diseussed this matter by phone with My, Wein-
berger at the time when he told me hé could not appear. I asked him
why. He pleaded previous commitments. I told him I was perfeetly

. I C .
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“ﬂlmg ‘to put off the heari ings for a w hxlo that only he at that time

. could 1dentify whetl not indeed the memorandum was from
himself, altholmh of (M imtials. -

I told him that I had been Liere some time and it w vas not one of nmy
chief functions or dreams to-sec what Secerctaries of what departments
in Washington that I could eall before tis beeanse T had seen many .
See retaries cone and go and that T knew hé wanted to answer some
questions that bore directly on the subject that we were then diseussing
and which we will dfcuss thhdﬁm noon.

In that mgmomndum I don t know its cireulation, lmt I do know the
memorandum and.it said. “I don’t want,” and this is initialed l)y
“COWO W7 s0 T take it if is the Secretary's remarks, but he said
don’t want regulations that give first pr iority to any stations. We lm\ e
enough new statloné T want first p{'louty to be on more equipment for

'exlqhno stations.”

()bvmnsl) that struck me as being rather extreme and rather pe-
culiar, to say the leasts I woni't use nm harsher ]alurluwe, although
I both thonght it and said it at the time. This is back in 1973 and other
things have happened since that-time. So it has paled in siguificance.
But 1t still is rather irritating to have the clear mtentmn of a bill
which has passed Congress fr ustlated by a department head who
disagrees with that intent. .

So needless to say, I wanted to discuss it with lnm and at that tine,
after I told him that it was not my habit of going aronnd just look-

“ing to see what Secretaries I-could get np before this subcormittee
or any other committee on which T nught be.ghairman, he indicated he
would come. Then one thing led fo anotherand there was'no need for it.

But I now see that in the bill that}op«d;d send up or that was sent up,
his unilateral action is now contai ed; n, page 3 and would write into
law that which he putvout by fia ) gﬁ)bel 1, 1973. So. obviously,
with this in mind, 1 got ip tonck; ell, T (hdnt talk to him this
time, but T'sent a pex\on‘\l invitatigh {%’VL him testify.

v He, said that he was busy, and. ,g’){\ that he is ledwving. ﬂon t
lknow! when exactly, I take it at th 1d of the fiscal year or some sueh
time, that I wonld like to dtsg,“l Ted matier w ith him instead of
gotting him, and I repeat that &on *_u(,/ ery very welcome indeed, and:
(hH has nothing to do with'3 regtly:; although obv iously vou are
involvedin it, sinee you aré: qlt,é}nxsf .:}1%@‘111(1 ngt he.

So I was wondering if-he oy x*é ydu any reason as to \\h\ he (hdn’t

want to come up tod«u Ho duh trwe me any

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM',A MORRILL, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR PLANNING AND EVALUATION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND Wi [FARE; ACCOMPANIED BY RICHARD A.
HASTINGS, ACTING DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR LEG-

" ISLATION (EDUCATON):/JOHN CAMERON, BRANCH CHIEF, .
BROADCASTING FAdILITI 5, BUREAU OF SCHOOL SYSTEMS, OF-

FICE OF EDUCATION:" ‘_;]D 'ALBERT HORLEY, DIRECTOR OF

My, |
As \ou polh(lps { - ho,I)( pammnt at the plosont tinie s opomt-
ing with.a. S(‘(l cmy a d rEo Under” Secretary. The load on lnm is
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therefore extremely heavy. I is not I think for lack of any interest in N

this matter. He was involved today with. 2 congressional briefing

‘that was held this morning and later today will be with the press on

'some important regulations that arg to be published in the Federal

Register tomorrow on title IX with respect to sex disecrimination. In

order to divide the load in some way, it was decided that I should
- meet this responsibility and represent the Department. ,

' Tt cortainly in no way reflects on the Secretary’s lack of intere§t in

this subject. T am only g&nerally aware of the past cvents that you

made reference to, but I understand that it was resolved. Wge are'here
. with & proposal. = - ‘ ‘L T o

Mr. MacpoNaLp. Well, what was resolved? I didn’t know anything
was resolved. I know he didn’t ever come and we never heard from.
him. If you call that a resolution, I mean there was not any open war- -
fare. The program has béen continuing, but I don't know what the
resolution was, R L0 )

Mr. MorrrLL. Yes, sir, it has been done, though. . o

Mr. MacponaLp. What has? Maybe you know something 1 don’t
know. How has it been resolved ? .

Mr. MorriLt. Well, I think the. Secretary clearly would not go
against the will of Congress. As you kno'w, the programn has been
"making grants which we believe are in accordance with law and which -
are an appropriate approach. e o Cl
- Wé.are here to express this aftérnoon to you some proposed changes
with respect to emphasis. We hope these changes wil?olfe sexiously -,
.~ considered. We think they come close to a set of proposals that ave "

not just the Department’s view, but those of industry as a whole. SO

Mr. Macponarp. That is of course why ‘ymk are here and I point pu@” o
_to you that contained in the set of pro ogals,ds what he put out by fiat
in 1973, contained on page 3 of the bill you sent up and -r#’(i'oduced by
request by the chairman of the full committee, Mr. Staggers, and the
Republican ranking member, Mr. Devine. I don't intend to occupy
my entire time by going through past history. I justf want to know

why. he is 116t here. You said : Well, he had some otherfcommitment or
he wanted to talk to the press? ' :
Mr. MorriLL. Well, he had commifments that he needed.to Tulfill. .
Mr. MacpoNarp. Well, he could have had this postponed for a day or-
‘«0. Does he have a commitment tomorrow or-the next day? The press
is alwavs ready to hear from such an important man as the Secretary ’
of HEW. < -

Mr. Hastinas. If I may shoulder some of the blame for it, Mr. Chair-
man: I recently. moved -into the Office of the Deputy Secretary for
Legislation (Education), and one of our responsibilities is scheduling
- the departmental witnesses. I am afraid I was not aware of the chair-
man’s obviously intense concern that the Secretary be present here |
today. Had I known of that I certainly would have seen to it. . ]

|
1
|
\

Mr. Maceponarp. I'don’t know. I sent a personal note. Usually you
just send it up to the staff, but with that background I figured I would
send him a personal note. I told him it was not.my intention just to get
the Secretary up here to see what, he looked like. I had direct qyes-
tions for him because this is obviously—the memorandum he put out -
obviously is illegal. It is not up to him to determine communications -

Doy .
e . : |
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policy. It is his to implement it but not to change it. He recognizes it
by sending up this bill. : -

Mr. Hasrines. We certainly respgét our views-in that regard."

Mr. Macpoxarp. I am glad you do. %ut I happen’to be right.
« Mr. HasrineS. I don't know that he thinks that the regulations were
illegal? 7@ -, -

Mr. Macpovarp. T ain more than happy you respect my views be-

. cause I hope my views are acceptable to you because they are correct.

Mr. Hastings. Well, I don't think that our general counsel would
have knowingly let us publish regulations which were inconsistent
with the statute as we interpreted it. . KN

Mr. Macponawp. Well, knowingly, nonknowingly, all I know is the
second time around he is not hemp today. I have not personally heard
back from his-whether he was coming or not.

Mr. Hasrings. For that T can only apologize. I wasmot aware.

Mr. MacpoNawp: I repeat, you know; it 18 like the minister always
telling the people lastening to them, “Stop sinning.” They wouldn’t
be here if they werdn't sinners. He is talking about people who were
not there. I #m talking to him. I don't know how I am going tg reach
him. I tried the telephone. I have not tried the telegraimn, but from your .
response that is not too great either. . . _ )

I am delighted he is now answering questions about the Civil Rights

"Act because I have some questions of mny own. Now what committee
is he talking to today that has jurisdiction over that? )

Mr. MorriLL. Those regulations. }
- Mr. Macponarp. Yo called ghat title VII?

Mr. MogriLe, Title IX. ¢ . . :

Mr. Magpoxarn. Well, I am talking about title VI. I have some.
questions for him and for you as well. .

Mr. Morrrrr, All right, sir. -

Mr. Macponaroed¥hich committee is he appearing before?

Mr."MorrirL. The title IX regulations which are becoming,' rather
are being published in final form by the executive branch tomorrow. -

* As I am sure you are aware, that is g set of regulations that has drawn

a substantial interest.

As a matter of fact, during the public comment period well over
9,000 communications wére received by the Department and we have
finally been through the process within the executive branch, and the
President, as required by law, has approved them. They are becoming

"* public tomorrow andyare the subject of the briefings.

Mr. Macponarp. You mean you are writing right up to the last
minute. Who is going to print it between now and tomorrow morning?
Mr. Morritr, The Federal Register. They will appear in the Federal
Register tomorrow. ‘ '
" Mr. MacpoNarwp. I am glad to hear you work right up to the 1ith
hour and 59th minute. ‘ o o
Mr. Morrirr. We try to. . ’ .
Mr. Macooxarp. But in any event, I have gotten that off of my
st. T hope you relay it to him. It is not personal, but it is spoken on
behalf of the subcommitteec who feel exactly the same way I do.
Mr. Morrirr. All right, sir. : ¢

"

Mr. Macpoxarp. I will be glad to hear you. ™

-
e
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Mr. Mourira,, I wight at-the beginning of my statement identify
the people at the table. _ . ) .
To my far right Albert Horley, Director of Telecommunications
Policy in my own oflice, next to' him Jolin Cameron. the Chief of the
a Broadeasting Facilities Branch of the Bureau of School Syvitems, and
to my left 1s Dick Hastingsg\eting Deputy - Assistant Seeretary for
Legislation in the education field. ' '
Mr. Chairman, I have a prepared statement and will proceed with it.
-  Mr., MACT)N.\LD. Adl right. Now I hope this will be the last quarrel
we have todhy. : ‘

Mr. Morgicr. T hope so, sir. . :

Mr. MacpoNarn. But, once again, I think you will agree I am right.
We have a committee rule which says we are to have your statement
48 hours in advance. When I asked for your statement vesterday, I
wax informed, ot by vou. but I was informed that it was being cleared
down at the Office of the Budget. Aih I correct in that ? .

-Mr. Hasrinas. That is correct, sir. . . .

Mr. MorriLL, Yes, sir. ’ v

Mr. MacvoNarn, So you pay no attention to the 48-hour rle, I

etakeit. . . : ' '

Mr. Hastives. Again T have to plead my office responsible for that.
We de respect the rules. As I was explaining.to the counsel, we try
our darnest to get these things up to give the Congress and staff with
plenty of tiine to veview. . a0 g

. - Mr. Macnoxaen. T wrote the letter to M. Weinberger in May.

Mr. ILisTiNas. I realize that. :

Mr. MacboNar, Early May. ,

Mr. ITastiNas, T realize that. but there is sort of an immutable law
that ~eems to operato in'the field. the longer vou give the Office of Man-
agementand Budget fo veview your testimony, the longer it takes them
to review it. We had some last minute back and forth segsions with
then on that. . . <

Mr. Macponarn. I am glad they were back and forth.

Mr. ILwsrivas They definitely were back and forth. .

Mr. Macvoxarp, Usually it is mostly they who are difticult, and I ©
for one went into that with the FCC and they said to the Office of

(7] the Biudget “We have been asked by the Congress, of whom we are an’
arm. for this report, and unless you get it back to us by a certain date
we are sending it up” and that isexactly what they did. ™ - -

It yon followed the same procedure, maybe we would have had the
advantage of having hid a look at whateyer statements you are going
to give to us. , ) o L

© . Mr. Hastives, Regulatory agencies have a litfle moro freedom or
disregard for that rule, T think, than perhaps others parts of the
Government, ' - :

. Mr. Macoovarp. You know, that,is debatable. T don't know which
side I would come down on on that one. T will just lot that .one go'and
stick to what T know T am 100 percent right on. We will be delighted to

" ~hear from'you, however, later.

Mr. Morrrer, Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com-

“mittee. . . .

Mr. Chairman, distinguished members-of the subcommittee, T am
pleased to appear before you today in =uppott of IL.R. 4564, the Tele-

.-

’
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conumunications Faeilities and Demonstration \et of 1974, In my
testimmony today, I would like to summearize how far we have come in
this progran: to date and what our objectives should be in the years
ahead. . Y SR

The Congress placell TIEW in the field of public broadeasting more
than a decade ago in order to assist in the creation of broadeast facili-
ties capable of bringing the world of noncommercial television, and

°later rudio, into homes across the land. L ) )

Our goal from the start was to establisl un intial eapacity, a founda-
tiou, upon whiclr stations could and would build 4n the future as
needs and teehnology changed. To this end, the Department suppdrted
the Educational Television Facilities Act, apthorized by this sub-
committee in 1962, wlhich provided for the first time Federal financial
assistance to stimulate the creation of noncommercial edncational tele-
vision cupabilities. Five vears later this act wasimoditied to authorize
support of nongommergial educational radip andto ergate the Corpora-
tion for Public Broadcasting. )

The 194 grants awarded by the educational broadeasting facilities
program to date have made_ possible the creation of a system of local

. stations which.are able to provide lecal, regional, and national KTV
. service to approximately 80 percent of the population and educational’
radio service to 65 percent of the population. Federal assistance has
helped activate approximately 60 percent of the existing BTV stati(t)/hs
un({ played a major role in developing approximately 65 percent of tho

/

~

publie radio stations on the gir. . s
Since 1962 the number of ETV stationshuas increased from 76 tg 236,

located in 48 States, the Distriet of Columbias the Virgin Islands,

Puerto Rico, American Samoa, and Guam. In addition, a number of

cdbmmunities and several State telecommunications “agencfes are
actively planming to establish television stations. .
. More recently, we have seen considerable growth in the area gf public

radio. When_Federal help first became available to noncofimercial °
radio in 1967, only 67 of the more than 400 noncommercial fadio stu-
ttons 6u the air were capable of fully serving tle comunityto which
the frequency was assigned. “Toilay, 166 full-serviee radio stations so-

« called that tieet the standards recently developed by the Association of
Public Radio Stations, are located in 39 States, Puerto Rico, and the
District of Columbia. i . .

For a variety of reasons, a portion of the covered population are
only potentiat viewers of educational television. Nome residents are
unable to receive a clear sigmal, For example, the District of Columbit
metropolitan.area is within the potential coverdge avea of three UHF

.

stattons. : . £
Yet low power, elevation differences, and interference by large builds
igs, resnlt in a signal that is of lesser guality: than that offered by local
commercial UTIF and VIF stations.
We are cognizant of the fact that improved transmission and recep-
tion facilities are needed to effectively reuch many of the potential
o viewers of public UHF stations. Another approach to this problem
which we feel deserves more attentgon is the miproveweut of UIIF
receiver performance, ¥ ; "
Stations constructed with grants from the Educational Broadeast-
ing Facilities Act provide Americans with programing in their homes

. h . .
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- and schools. Noncommercial radio -and television broadcast facilities
- are being used to focus on matters of local, State, and national concern

Including nutrition, health, the environment, drug abuse, problems of

.the aged, and other areas where instructional or informational pro-
s graming might prove bepeficial. The facilities funded by DIHIW have
also produced and disseminated programs dealing with local issues like
unemployment, welfare, and law enforcemert. Such cost effective and
educationally successful programs as Sesame Street, the Electric Com-

pany, Carrascolendas, Feeling Good, and others are available to large”
segments of our population only because the stations assisted by the ;

Educational Broadcasting Facilities Act are in place and serving a
latge percentage of our citizens. . ‘ S

In achigving the results to date, Federal investinent in facilitics
has been less than $100 million.in a tetal expenditure from public and
private sources exceeding $1 bildion. Over the past quarter century
school systems, universitigs, corporations, foundations, and other- public

and private organizations have cooperated to demonstrate anc utilize °

the potential effectiveness of public broadcasting.
Their support has been indispensable to the creation and develop-
ment of stations degigned to serve local communities throughout the
. Nation. Wherever public broadeasting.exists today, it doecs so because

such institutions and individual citizens have continued to provide "~

_support through dollar contributions, donations of goods and services,
and volunteer' performances. . :
The Federal role has, in summary, been a relatively small, but. I
believe, critical one in aSsisting in the development of current capabili-
ties, ‘ ‘ '

_With this summary of what the program has accomplished to date, I
would Tike to turn to the future—first with respeet to facilities and

then with respect to our request for demonstration authority. .

In the facilities area, the first issue which I perceive is whether the
original concept of the HEW facilities program should_be altered. It
is our view that tlie basic purpose was, and is, sound and should not be

-altered. The implications of this:view are particulatly important with
redpect to replacement-of existing faci!itios as they avear out.

It is"our view that the HEW facilities program is not the appro-

- priate mechanism to provide support for what is clearly an ongoing
operational expense for public broadeasting. To the extent that Federal
support is warranted at all, we believe that the’ Froposed community
grant provision of the administration’s CPB auth
be the appropriate mechanism for such purposes. Among other thinis,
it gives maximum flexibility to local stations, permitting them to make
an optimal division of Federal funds between capital plant and other
operating expenses. . «

The remaining funds needed for depreciation should come from.
other non-Federal sources. I would also note that the communitg' f;rnnt
provision assures every qualifying station funds each year, while the
HEW program involves Federal decisionmaking on individual station
applications. Thus, the commurrity grant seems more appropriate for
handling financing for depreciation, and would provide needed encour-
agement for stations to maintain a capital rdserve fund.

LS o

orization bjll would

by




. The second athportant issue involves what our objectives should be
in fulfilling, the original and continuing mission of providing a, bagic
noncommereial teleyision and radio capability. !

With only about' 65 percent of the population currently able to
receive public radio service, we are clearly short of adequate sérvice.

Our major thrust for radio npw and for the next several years, there-

fore, sheuld be to activate new stations and expand and upgrade low

powered, 10-watt stations. Our expectations are that over the next '

. ¢ 3 years we should bé able‘to achieve radio coverage in the range of
- 80 percent. of the population. g . -
. With respect to television facilities, our calculations are that nearly
*80, percent of the Nationiow receives at least a minimally acceeptable
noncommercial television Signal. It is our strong view, and I think it
. #is Tair to say, that we are approaching the practical limits of popula-
tion coversgge by broadepst technology. Further coverage improve:
ments are’ becoming increasiifgly expensive to achieve. Additional
funding, however, 15 necessary to provide qualitative improvements
insuch coverage. .
B " 1t seems to me that there are ineyitable uncertainties in projecting
~  tota] dollgg requirenients in light ol both practical problems and she-
availability of improved technologies which offer alternative means
to achieving similar objectives. Given the overwhelming role of fund-
ing from non-Federal sources that has continually existed in this
program, it is even more uncertain as to the appropriate amounts of :
Federal funding needed. Clearly the IIEW. facilities program will N
provide only a portion of the necessary resources. The prudent course,
therefore, is to move through the 5-year period of these authorizations "~ -,
with some sense of priorities and appraise our achievements as we
. proceed. - ‘
< In recent years, most eligible applications_ for.educational %roadv
casting facilities assistance have sought to update existink educa ional -
televisian facilitigs rather than activate new stations. We believe that

-, *= logal choiee of imported programing and the ability to produce at a

: level commensurate with Tocal needs,are important features deserving

¢ -*. . mphasis. We have tried to refléct these priorities in H.R. 4564 by giv-

-1ng precedence to the improvement of existing television facilities. .
Thus, providing color video recorders and color production equipméens
to existing stations will figure importantly in our future TV Erants.

In summgry, JLR. 4564 would amernid the existing facilitiegprogram
guthorized by title I11 of the Communications Actof 1934, agamended,

=  toadd “private nonprofit colleges or universities” as eligible applicants

" .and to reorder the criteria for making grant determinations. In addi-
“tion, jt extends the educational broadcasting facilities programthrough
.1980/with an authorization of $35 million over the 5 years. These funds

would allow us to.reach our goal of providing adequate educational

'[md_i and television coverage. .

.

-3

Finally, I would like to turn my attention to what we consider to b®
o 8
fot,innovation in the use of telecommunications.. N
The success of public broadcasting has demonstrated the value of
usihly the telecommunications as a vehicle for providingshealth and

iificant longrterm role for DHEW inrthig area; namely, support

[}
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elucationd! services to the Nation. The l)opm'tmonbbeliovos¢the time -
lias now come to consider the (‘01pt1'ipdti()ns that various more recently
developed communication technologies can make to public service.

Ve are, therefore, recommending an extension of the 1962 and 1967
educational breadeasting grant authority to permit the Department
to fund demonstiations of telecommunications systems which we be-
lieve to have outstanding potential for the provision of health, educa-
tioiial. andrsocial services, utilizing such facilities as comimnunity satel-
Iite' receivers, cable television, instructional television fixed service,
and minitranslators. Also, we need to expand the variety and number "
of services beyond the present one-channel. broadcast program to

+ achieve @ miltichannel service-capable of adequately dealing with a

variety of actiyities such as open university programing, library shar- .

ing. specialized medieal nses, and distribution of school audiovisuals, .

The demonstration authority is intended to permit the conceptualiza-

- tion, development, experimentation, and demonstration of cost-effective
applications of telecommunications to social service. O

Rather than funding large new hardware systems. we seek to assist
the educational, health. and other service communities to test and
prove.applications of existing and potentiakcommercial telecommuni-
cations services. To the cxtent the users are satisfied with the benefits.
they may integrate the appropriate technologies into the delivery of
their services. . 3
© Our-demonstration strategy would require a minimum of Federal
gxpenditure to stimiflate_a rechanneling of large existing local, pri-

'vate, and individual resources toward more” effficient and effective
serviee de]l‘ivor_v. For example: S o )

High quality audiovisual productions delivered nationwide can re-
place tra((»]l:}tionul lectures, thus\freeing teachers to offer more individual
attention to students, \ . .

Inexpensive elécetronie telecorimunications ean replace the expensive
slow and kometimes difficult process of production gnd use of large
uumbers of copies of film and tape. * . .

“The use of closed circuit, broadband. interactive communications
can make available all"or selected portions of national and interna-
' tional conferences in education or the health sciences to interested per-,
sons throughout the country in either real time or at their convenience
ratheg than limiting the paiticipants to those few who may travsl
to the conference city. CE | :

The use 'of hroadband, interactive coinynunications networks can
cqualize the access of isolated health practitioners and their patients
to specialty consultants for diagnosis and treatment, including emer-
geney medical psyehiséry, orthopedic surgery, and prenatal care.

Trtformation on social programs and eligibility can be disseminated
inexpensively via an audio-visyal format rather than by repetitive
face-to-fyce fectures by social workers.

Long-term benefits can, in many cases. be achieved by integrating
telecommunications -into social service delivery systems since larger

. bopulations can potentially be served at a lower per capita cost.

" " In addition, this strategy places selection of applications and pro-
gram content firmly in the hands of the ultimate users themselves,
where T believe it should be, rather than with a federally controlled
service. It does this by funding demonstrations, not operational serv-

a
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ices—leaving the creation of the operating services a ihatter of local

“user choice. This is vital in insuring the individual:and local detér-

niination of the nature of health, education, and other public services, -

. so that these services are responstve to the needs as they are perceived
loeally. : ’t o T ,
- The, demonstration authority is itended to respond to lécal and
‘community initiative In generating proposals and to aggregate these
local etforts to achieve the cconomy of scale necessary for practical
implementation. i 2 . v
A few probable proj®s are already apparent. One possible use of
N the demonstration authority would be in the field of satellife tech-
nology. The level of initiative and interest shown by the health and
education communifies in this type of service, partly as a result of the '
1'(‘2(‘}1“}' completed ATS-6 health and education\technology experi-
meénts, has been very high. Already, a user-based public service satel-
lite consortimin of over 40 instititions hgs been formed. Its purpose
is to make possible nationwide cooﬁ_erative‘eifort for the' design,
. finaneing, and use .of such a System, inclyding ‘continuation of-the
ATS-6 &perimental services. , S
A satellite system is particularly difficult to fund locally because
it is by cconomic necessity a national system aggregating and serving

.

the neads of a large number of users. Such a system, hopwever; has par- -

ticular impaet on rural isolated populations, who weuld not other-
wisehave access to eertainevaluable services., It need not be a wholly
public sateHite delivery system which would be very dostly. Rather,
partial use of othér domestic satellites would permit a §mall Federal
mvestment to asgist in developing a product which could have high,
payoff iu rural areas. : : )

Cable also has great promise, particulavly in majon wcities, for
delivery of a wide vaiiety of services. With proper techpical chav-
acteristics such swstems could provide « hasis for new_ot betfer service!
delivery. We are considering DHET participation in thg ongoing
NSE eable television projects in.order to encourage the indlusion of
certain \}s;oci;ll service delivery demonstrations relevant to\ depart-

mental ikterests, ’ . L.
We -lave received a numb@ of small but- potentially worthwhile
proposals for the inovative use of teleconmunications in Jocal service
delivery systems. In most cases. the bull of the resonvees fok such
yrojects ave raised locally in kind, but spme ‘cash 1s needed to punchase
{nu'dwnlro. such as cameras, recorders, and receivers, ahid to othekwise
supplement ongoing projecets. - S
We helieve sucly Federal innovation funds would bé a good national .
mvestinent. The share of the total authorization we propose to devote,
to demonstrations will be small, but we believe that the impact of the
deénionstration program will be substautial. ‘
In conclusion, the Department of Iealth, Education, and Welfare
suppoits the provisions of H.R. 364 and urges your committee aid
" the Congress to give them favorable considevation.

Mr. Macpoxarn. Thankyou very much, Mr. Morrill. St
“Thank vou very much for coming. Mr. Wirth do you have any
questions? . .

- Mr. Wirrn. Yes, Mr. Chairnian.
Thank vouvery much for coming.
s A
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As you know, 1 Lnve been long an "%dvocate of public television and “~

> public broadeasting and public broadeasting facilities. Insofar as the
v 1ssuesvwith HEW 1n the sixties, I ain very familiat with them and it
‘Seems.we are going around much of that same turf except there is
léss money now than thdre was then. : _
' I am concerned about\your general approach to the 80-percent cover- |
age figure. One gets the impression, I do anyway listening. to you

_ reading your testimonfr and reading other material that has come to

me, you are sort of “ceiling’oft” at 80 percent. as if it is an area that you

" arestuck at, that getting the othgr 20 percent is difficult ?

Mr. MorriLr. 1t is often true in this field, as in others, that as ont
moves closer to 100 percent of the objective, the cost of getting the
‘finial few percent tem{)s to be high because of specialized programns and
because ot dispersed populations or other issues. p oo

At sdine point along.the kine one makes a judgment that we have
probably done as much as-we can practically do. F thinks from our
standpoInt we are getting close to that point on the television side, .
—We do’think, as suggested in my testimony, that tliere is more to
be doné, with particular emphasis en upgrading the existing capacity
to provide coverage with services that are now uot available
~ " We believe we are going to, as wa push beyond 80 percent, run into
Foohi h-cost operations. .

Ir. Wirri. How do you justify that in terms of serving all of the .

» people of the country ¢ Obviously, we are/in’a sitnatiop where it is

pretty simple ot youto serve New York City, say that is4 or 5 percent

of the tota] popu{ation of the coufitry and shy the Rocky Mountain
region, in the 50 percent of the country that is rural, what is the
sititation? . » , -

Mr. MorrirL: Obvieusty there must be 2 balance here. What we are
suggesting in the way of application of different kinds of téchnologies "3
seems to-have s6me promise, of an offering, if you will, a cost-effective
altériative to broadcasting service in rural arcas. We believe these
are the ones we ought to-begin to exploit. .

The. satellite, for example; is interesting in that respect. We are

. ‘exploring what one might (o' with satellites in interrelation with cable
systems where they ‘eXist in certain areas of this country to provide
service. Perhaps othér projects should be undertaken in terms of get-
ting editeational broadcastin‘gﬁervice out there. '

” fs you mentioned, the ryrdl, arcas are the tough ones to cover. I

think we need to look as much to te¢lmology, if you will, as to a brute
. Morce solution of trying to get the service there because, .in the end,.

that is what we A%vtryi'ng to do, get service to the people at the least
. cost. ’ , _

Mr. Wirrir. What kind of special effort are you making in the area?

I Ttave been hearing about the satellite for 7 years, but beyond that
what other kinds of special efforts are being ‘made in your office at
HEW to really pay attention to what I think are the very real needs

- of people in that region who are not well-served and are i# need ?

Mr. Morrirr. Well, we are just beginning, as you know, to explore .
what can be done with a cable system in those areas, and many rural
areas, by the way, have an existing cable television capacity and how -
can one inter-relate the noncommercial uses to that cabling system. I
don’t think we know the answer to it, but it is one that clearly has

Dotential that we ought to look at. B
P , .
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~ I think the video record .technology,

* Isnotmy personal subject.

A Y
T~

. : ‘v . .. .
I dpn’t know—Albért, do you want to add any more to that as to

*

other possibilities?.  * oo
‘Mr. Horrey. Yes, if I may. We diave been lool(in”g at a number of
different technologies which might hold potential here. '

Of course, you have to recognize we have had to operate largely in  ~*

s theatrical environment as there arc few funds"weﬁ‘canh_devote to
telecommunications.-One of the technologies which scems ¢ hold con-
siderable promise is. the “mini” fepeater‘stations for brggdcasting. ”
These have been tried by the Corporation for Public Brogddasting 1n
Alaska in situations where there are small communities; tlk;ﬁt is, 50
or 100, or 150, ot 200 people, and wherg those communitigsiglso are
quite removed from any neighboring community. It is, thyed
appropriate to try to build a large transmitter, let alone a proiy
“facitity in these communities. - R

- It is'possible to build very low cost, low power, in the neighhb Lhood
of 10-watt, transmitters for use in thege situations.

Mr. Wirrs. Cgble does not eest usmuch? -

M. Morrirr. In the case.of these facilities, certainly they ot
as expensive as the conventional high-powered, over-the-air broadaggy-
ing facilities, but you have the problemFof getting basic program i &3
rials to them for” distribution. In other communities, cablze?‘mzi-y i

the same role. N ! I )\4{)

- Mr. Wirtpa. You have fo concern yourself with serving in that reas
" where you g0 with cable or other technology, you have to conce
¢« yourself with throse geographicalareas? , =
Mr. MorrirL. I don’t.denythat the economics ultimately is the facto
you deal with here. 7 - . , ;
What we try to do is find a ¢ertain amount of leverage to the develap~
‘ment of technology*sotas to.bring those costs per capita served to be
. 1nore nearly in line with the gengral national average. T
Of course, 1t will never be exactly the same. ’I"ﬁere will have to t
. national policy determinations on equalization of, opportunity with
réspect to resources, but I think one of the real opportunities that g
program dealing with new technology through a emonstra.tion‘agvg%
proach can offer is in ferms of finding solutions to provide service orgx\‘
a nationally available basis, equalizing that atcess, 1f you will. =~ %%
&

“mim?”

repeater technologyl:

and cable, the whole range of these things will ultimately fit into a i

large pattern of intercommunications services.
Mr. Macponarp. Will you yield ?

Just to put this whole thing back into a proper perspective, it seems

to me that we ought to find out what range of monev you are talking
about. I don’t know who to address that to. I don’t know how new
you are. :

Mr. MorriL. Well, I have been at HEW now about 2 'yea'rs, Mr. %

“'Chairman.’ . :
. Mr. MacponaLp. That certainly ought to be long enough.. ,
Mr. MorriLr. Which I understand is pretty clo§e to the average
lifetime of an Assistant Secretary at the Department. I might say this

Mr. Macpoxarp. Before you get into that, I would like to get into
the context, which I know is of interest to the subcommittee, which
has already been discussed by the gentleman from Colorado, Mr.
Wirth, who is very interested in this whole subject.

ot sy
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MWhat I would like to know ls, what kmd of money (nc.,,\ogu ta]]\mo
abogt when you say, “\V(*]l we are going to put so much in this und
so much in that and this is a good 1doa and that is a good idea™? It
seems o me that you talk big, but vou talk small money.

‘Mr. MoRRILL. \Ve]l in this demonstration area, that is indeed true.
We are talking small money. Let me- sugeest why I think that is
possible, to tatk small money in this particular area.

Mr. Macpoxarp. Well, I first ask you boc(mse time is running on us,
-as I understand vour entne bill, there is ouly $35 million?

Mr. Morrrrr. $7 million a year over & f-year period.

Mr. Macoonarp. Yes; $7 million over a 5-year period to make $35
million. Then, as I understand it, earlier this vear, the President
attempted to cut $5 million out of that rather infinitesimal amonnt
“What was HEW’s positien about that cutback ?

Mr. Morrrr, Well, our view, I think, as reflected both in this bill
and what is printed in the budget estimate, that is, we thought that
$7 million a year was adequate, as the chairman recognizes.

. Mr. Macponarp. Well, what aboiit the recommendation—Ilet me put

it that way—the Con«rress refused to.go along with it, T will relieve .

your mmd of it becausesit didn't happen and what, posmon did the .
" HEW people take as far as this money thing that Mr. Wirth and I
are both very interésted in ?

Mr. MorriLe. Well, T think it is our view, :md necessarily as ex-

- pressed in what we have before you; that we thmg the $7 nii lhon s

justifiable.

Me. Macponarp. That is now. \Vhat was it like when the President
proposed ‘his cut? 1id'you say, “Gor ahoud and cut it” or did you
ignore it ¢ . _ Lo ‘

Mr. Wirrn. If yougwiltyield. = o

What was’ your mcommendahon to® OMB last. year for your
" .program?

M MorgmL. I thinksc our recommeéndation last vear, as I recall, was
"at the $7 million-a-year level as it went to OQMB.

Mr. Macpoxarp., When he suggested this rescission, what was your
‘recommendation ?

Ir. Morrirr. I think our discussions are a,Jittle theovetical in terms
of that proposed cutback. It didn't as you sg happen.
= Mr. Macpoxacp. It didn’t happen, but he wanted tgyhold back the
%5 million.

Mr. Wirra. Mavbe it mmht be helpful if we can get whiat the Office’s
request to the Office of Fducation was and what their request to the
‘Secretary’s Office was and what the Secretary’s Office’s request was to
OMB and trace it back and see what the pcople working in the pro- .
gram thought would be desirable funding for that program. Then we
coh wateh qtep by step by step as it goes thr ough.

Mr. Macpoxarp. T can’ cut tlnmmh that, because these are vather
leading questions I have; whatever the answers are, T have here what
the official answers were, because I sent a letter to the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, and it was received by them on February 20, 1975,
in which they rephed to my letter of Foblmrv 5 mnoernmﬁ the poliéy
toward Education’s educational broadeasting facilities progrgm, and
they said that the language of the rescission did not reflect a change.

Mr. MorrrLr. That was my understanding also.




N . -~y .

Mr. MacponaLp. And that both legislation and rescission ave in-
tended to reflect the same policy, so rescission and the poliey that you
are saying you dre advécating are two different things Because the}\
wero withholding $5 million. ‘

Mrs Moruirr. 8 believe the tescission request was against an appro-
priation that had run $&2 million. The DHEW réseission request was
to take it back to the $7 million that the Department and administra-
tion had originally requested before the Congress acted. The rescission
was denjed by Congress. . o

Mr. Macpoxnarn. I will go back to this question : What is your policy
about money? Do you think that $35 million is going to do the job

over,a j-year period? = - e v/ .

b, . YL .
Mr. MorriLL. Let me return to a couple of points I made in my

‘testimony.. ,

Mr. Macpoxarp. The hearings have to be regessed for a vete. We will)
recesy, for about 10 minutes and will rgsume on this subject, and.you?
can get your heads togpther on it while we are going about what you
think about money. ‘ Y-

[ Brief recess.] I Lo

Mr. MacpoNarLp. Back on the recordi . .

Mr. MofrirL. One more word on that decision. .

I think during the break period I was confismed in,terms of what
had happened. I tliink it was a misnnderstanding in terms of what

1

.was being suggested-that resulted in that letter from OMB to yourself. |

that the rescission’itself-was to tdike the money back down fromn a $12°

* million approprintion to the $7 million wiich Was the original Depart-

ntent request. o S g

In accordance with the Budget Reform Act, that was put before the
Congress as a proposal; turned down, and that was that.

But that was those particular sets of-events. - . o

- Mr. MacpoNawp. But that didn’t have to do—well, yonr facts ave -
correct,-but it didn’'t have anything to do with my attitude about yvour
attitude foward the money becanse we had -appropriated $12 million.
and the President =aid he was going to keep the $3 million, taking it.
back down to $7 million, which ig now in this bill, :

My, MorriLn. Yes, sir. B : :

My. Macpoxarp, So it is really a cut—which the President cold not
get away with. Yon are proposing that we just accept that. I was won-
dering what. your theory behind that was. Theré is still a $5-iuillion_
reseission. . o : X

Mr. Morrirs. Well, let nje say I think that the President was, {irst of
all/not trying to get away withanything. . o

Mr. Macpoxanp. T didn’t accuse him with getting away with any-
thing. He didn’t get away with anything. .

Mr. Morgrr. One comes before the Congress and in the overall fiseal
sitnation in 1975 and 1976, there has heen an effort across the board
in the Government to hold dollar expeaditures down. '

Mr. Macpoxarp. You know. I have heard that more-than von have,
believe me, so I don't need a lectnre about holding down the budget
because we have our own budget. We got so tired 6f hearing other peo-
ple talk about it we wanted to talk about holding down our own biwdget
so.weipassed a budget limit of our own. That is net the point.

Myqpoint is. what is your attitude about the %5 million?

'
o
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“Mr. MorrrLL. Gur attitude about thie $5 million w s that we had
originall§ requested $7 million in 1975, and we thought that was an
adequate amonnt. That didn’t come aboft, s¢ we are going to spend
the additional dollars, now that.the rescission hag beexi turned down.-
T would like to also answer your request about the amounts in the
proposal of,the autBorization, nd talk, T belitve you twerd, at the end
of the last, session, asking ‘me to respond to “How .is t'_his $7 milhon
. Mr. Macpoxarp. I didn't get to it yet. R

Mr. Morpine. Tam sorry. _ - e

Mr. Macpovann. J was saying vou were saying a lot of things that
it can be used for, but you needed an awful lot more than that.

- What T didn’t understand. vou talked throughout the statement, as
T read ¥, and youn combined the facilities money togethier with.demon-
stration money and I was wondering some place there, and hever mind

)

the side tliings that were being discussed, just in those two big items,:

how you intended to distribute that agnount of money ¢ .

Mr. Morrirt. Yes. That was a duestion T wasgoing to §P0ak_ to now,

-also harking back to some things ¥ sgiddn my tésh mon@#=

First. of all. with respert te public ra(? portion of the facilities
side. there 13 an ongoing job there to be ddhe

. the dollars that will be available in the authorization request. We ecan’
~make a Meéaningful improvement in the ‘cutrent 65 percent covetrage,

ERIC ~ + o

and;we think publie radio can”get within the range, over 5 years, of

,S'D percent. population coverage with the help of those dollars. 4

With respect to television facilities we think we. can make, as sug-
gested in ths testimony, some real improvement in the capacity of
existing stations. 4 ot

We are uncertain as to how mueh we can practically do about ex-
panding the percentage coverage in pure guantitative tenn;?’)»

We know there are qualitative iinprovements that we canAnd should
malke. T think that it is pretty hard to say, you get a Tot of nuinbers
in this business. “Flow innch it takes to get np there.” ‘

Some fignres T have seen would snggest we would have to invest, to

. get from 80 to %0.percent, as much money as we have invested in the

whole history of this program. T think this projection underscores
my response to Congressman Wirth. that at some point we will get to
2 point where, from an economic standpotht, or.a cost effectiveness
standpoint, wo are not obtaining an adequate return for investient.
. M. Wirrir, What coverage are yon at ?

Mr. Morr1rr. T think it is conceded now we are at a minimnm cover-
age of 80 percent. , . .

Mr. Wikt What kind of percentage figure~de you have, an eco-
nomic pereeritage that 80 pereent ought tobe the cutoff?

Mr. Morrrin. Tamn not sureitis. s :

Mr. Wirrn. Your assumptions. evervthing Fou have been saying
suaoests that 80 percent is ’r‘lm‘ cutoff point and not 90, 70 or 60.
-“Mr. Morrirr. T do not beligve that anything we have said indicates
that we have adopted an 80 percent fieure. I think we are getting close
to the point of diminishing returm. T am not. however, at this time
savine » nartienlar percentage is the right number.

Mr. Wirrrr. What kind of analysis do you have that suggests we
are getting close or we didn't pass the economic point a long time ago?
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Mr. Mosrivn, T shink some of the numbers now being nseql to say e |
how muel’ funding is needed to get from 80 to 09, which approach |
" the size of the entire Federal investmeut in public broadeasting
facilities to-date suggests, at least by inference that we are frettnur
close, to the point of dlmlmshmo Lemm. ' ‘ ©

\h. At I heard the 11«rument made frankly by ()Hl(‘l\ i is
really at 90 percent you stagt to eet diminishing returns and you are,

: dncking behind an 80- pm‘cent\furmo in an unrealistic fashion.
Mr. Clunrman, could we'leave the record open for thﬂm to submit
whatever JRmd of anal\bls they hu\e done? My .suspicion is vour
analysis is not done. - ' ~
; Mr. Maeponarp. That is my suspicion, too. I think, while I 2 agree”
7 With you, Mr. Wirth, and will certainly @ cqmm(e in yoyr qt.ltome'lt,,
A | think we otght to spell out (A), (B), (), (D), (E). what we wn
ST in 4n analysis or else we will ]nst wet a long work, with all due defer-
" enee to'the Department, T dor’t see Low you are going to expand, and
Mr. Wirth and, T talked to ybu about the smme thing in diffeent
language, I do’t see how we can go along with your statement about
the need (o expand the variety arrd numhes of ser¥ices and. S0 1()1.11 ,
ITow are vou zoing to do it without money fo do it with®. -~ "« I
Mr. Morrits, That bri ings me to the response on- the 'uloquno) and '
what the dolars look like for the demonstration side. . v -
My vigwsis we are talking in the near term of le@s than SM ',ml{ihon in
+/any ‘7'1\(‘]1 year n terms of tlmqe demonstrations. - <
‘ ‘Let tne say.a word as to why that small aniount of money ends up
4 -tufning ont to be meaningful and allowing: us to do a number of
\V(U'ﬂl\\'}lll(‘ things. I
As we try ont new technologies, there is 13 plca]h a mmber of, 1t o
von \H” researchers ov groups interested in trying something out.
gften with snme Federal funds like in the Lealth community or within
: the National Institute of Edgention or some who have a spreifie sppli-
+ 7 eation they would like to try. They 'will be putting their R. & D. dol-
i »" lars on the lme with that in view, and what this authority ponmis g
to do is to take a number of such users who are interested in a simildy
type tec hnoll)o'y and allow them to-aszseiible a dnued technologicy
;facility that is inore effective than the individual experimenis:

1t i< not a Inrge set of dollars. but it leverages a very high nvmber
of dollars of both the Federal and non-Federal kind.

Mr. Macooxamn. Coukd T ask you this question on that point?.T
don’t know who yau had in mind about people who fiddle around
with figures. I, don’t: think you me: in that people fiddled around with
the ﬁmu os in Hie 1976 budget, T don’t think vou wonld say that, “0111(1
you, the administration budget orr OMB budget ?

Mr. Morriur. T'am not sure of what voumean. \

Mr. Macoonanp. Let  me read you-this. In the 1976 budget, it is
stated that, and T quote it directly:

Amounts 1‘equested will provide for activating tliree new educationat 'V and
six new educational radio stations and upgrading and expanding ten edueational
TV and seven educational radio stations.

Now do you think that is all that you can foresee in the fiscal year
1976 to help you do all of the things you wanted to do? Do you think
there is enough money in that budget to be able to do all of the things
you want to do and still stick within this?

’

-
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Mr. MorriLr. Yes, sir.

Mr. Macpoxawp. You do! ‘

Are you telling me that you think 3 new TV stations and 6 new
eflucational sections m{d to expand, whatever that means, if you mean
expand you can put ifi a new meu’s room, expand 10 educational TV
and 7 educational ragio stations, and that is all you need in the vear
1976 to expand your sfrvices ¢ : ‘

Mr. MorriL. We think that that can be accomplished within the
dollars. » : '

Mr. I\[A(‘B().\;;\LD.,{LUI right, in the number of dollars _V(,;l. requested,
which I think is a very stingy amount to do all of the things you say
in your statement that you want to do.

Mr. MoxriLr, Well, I think, M. Chairman, we are talking here about
not just a 1-year program but a 5-yeurprograin and what we are hoping
to accomplish with that level of dollars over that 5-vear period.

“Mr. Macpovarp. Well, in other words, you are satisfied with-what
the 1976 budget gives you?

Mr. MorriLr. Yes, sir.

Mr. MacpoxNaro. How much money-do you spend 6n American
Samoa? ' ! . .

Mr. CameroN. Mr. Chairman, we made a grant to American Samoa
last year in'the amount of $164,000. :

Mr. Macpoxann, $164,000¢ . . '

Mr. Camerox. The amount is not exact. That is'enly my recollection.
I will be glad to furnish the exact amount. '

Mr. MacpoNarp. And that is the entire amount of educational funds
spent in American Samoa ? . _ *

Mr. Caderon. Edueational faciiities money ; yes,sir.

Mr. Macooxarn. That is how kids learn how to read and write and
add and subtract and do all of the things they are supposed to learn
in school ? . :

' Mr. CamrroN. America Samoa has a rather sophisticated television
education system.. . ’ , . :

My MacpoNarn. That is what T was told. Have you been there?

Mr. CaMEerdN. No, sir. VB ,

Mr. Macpovarp. Well, I would advise that it would do the Depart-
ment good and it_would not be a wasté of money, it is not the best
climate in the world or anything else, but you would save'the Depart-
ment money to go there, because what you are doing with the $164.000
scems to me 18 wasting it. I 'don’t think that anyone is learning any-
thing. T think the ‘way we treit the Alerican Samoan people is a
disgrace, the children teying to get an education when they are de-
pending on an education that is really nonexistent. -

Mr. CaMerox. I will make immediate plans to go, sir, in pursuance
of vour suggestion. . | ‘

Mr. Macpoxawp. I understand there is An opening coming up in the
iQ'()\'ernorship. Maybe you can do something about, it there, I don’t
inow. L \

Mr. CayeroN. I know the.Governor, sir.. X4 .

Mr. Macpoxarp. Well, then, you can either agree with me or dis-
agree with me. I went there at the behdst of a gentleman who used
to be very active there. Mr. I1. Rex ch‘j who later became a- well-

known member of FCC, and he was just as appalled as T was at what
had happened. : : N '

',;Zif?t | , o
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But do you expect us to just take the bill that you have sent us
and say “That is enough for HEW's needs in fiscal year 19767 and
expect to doanything in particular with it ! '

Mr. Morriwr. I think we can do a job with that $7 million and makg,
it do a lot of good. o

Mr. Macboxarn, How many facilities applied for grants in fiscal
19757 s . .

Mr. Morrire. In 1975, there weve 79 new applications received. -

Mr. Macponann. And how many facility grants were made in 19757
P ol

Mr. Camerox. The 1975 grants havenot been made yet.

Mr. MacpoNawp, Then it is none? L

Mr. ('axerox. None, _

Mr. Macoonarn. How much money would it take to fund the re-
. qQuests for facilities grants?

» + Mr. MorriLr. Well, the amount on new applications, the amount re-
| quested was 8.1 million and those that were already pending, which
- were an sh«’(%ftionul 114, the request was for $25.4 million, or a total of

%43 million of amounts to be considered.
Mr. MacooXarb. Yet none has been made for 19757 <
_Mr. MorriLi. Yes, sir.
Mr. MAepbxags. Are you moving along on the planning route?
Mr. MorriLL. Yes. :
Mr. MacpoNarp. How far along? - ,
Mr. Camerown. The grants are ready and as soon ag the computer
can respond, they will be out. * -
Mr. Wigrir. These are new, 114 pending and 79, these are for new
facilities; is that right? o
Mr. Camerox. No. They are a combination of activation applications
with improvement applications and that is the total of the applica-
ttons on hand, .
Mr. Momua{
recent vears. .
Mr, 'Wirri. Would you anticipate there would be more reql‘wsts
coming in from other communities, 43.5 total application requests?
Mr. Careron.There will be other requests coming in.
Mr. Wirrn. In fact, what would be your estimate of what other
requests worild be coming in, not'quife that high?

L. The upgrading is more common in the applicants of

— Mr. CameroN. I have made no estimate. )
B Mr. Wirra. What is your best guess, 43.5 again? :
Mr. CaMerox. Are you talking for each year or forthe 5-year
period? o . .-
Py Mr. WirTir. Over the next 5 years. : )
Mr. Caseron. Over the next 5 vears, it probably would be double
that. . C
hd Ay, Wirrm. On the basis of those fignres alorie, $35 million over 5
vears does not even cover the kind of 1®quests pendihg and new re-
quests in fiscal 1975, so it is difficult to say that you are honestly cover-
- ing the needs ‘that are being determined by Your own figures, Mr.
Morrill. . :
Mr. Macpoxarp. Will you yield ? . 4
As I understand the calendar, nnless they have changed the calen
dar. how many more days do you have in fiscal 1973?
Mr. MorrirL. 'To the end of June, about another 28 more days. .
“Mr. Macpoxarn. And you have not put out & single request in 19757
) -
Y S -5/
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Mre. Cavenon. May T answer that ? ‘

Mr. Macpoxarn. T hope somebs«Tv ean.

Mr. Cacriron. The slate of awurds was ready from onr office. T
cational Broadeasting Facilities Program Office, about 2 months ago.
The Oflice of Education, as we understand it, is going to a system of
computer printonts on all of its grants this vear and oar program,
even thongh the grants have been ready. have to take their appropriate
place with all of the others from the Office of Education. We are told
now that it will probably be between the 15th and 20th of June when
the grants will be announced.

Mr. Macboxarn. When T say “ITow far are von down the rond™, 1
have been told. ind maybe T didn’t understand correctly, but are you
almost thera? .

Mr. Mogianr, Yes, It isamatter of 10 ta 15 days, .

Mr. Macronarn, And how many are you gving toaward ?

Mr. Casrerox, Sixty-two, - '

Mr. Macvoxarp. And how manv were requested ?

Mrv. Morrine, 193 total ineluding earryover applications. »

M Maceoxarn, Well 195, 620 05 T make it ofit, aud T am not good
at this but T mabe it out that there are 131 applicants that are not ghing
to get anvthing, ’

Mr. Momearr, Yes. sir, ) _

Mr. Macooxan. Yet vou get all of the money you néed to help allr
of the people that need help. ' C .

Mr. Monsir, Well, T would like to point out a respense to that in
ters of this program’s performance. that it is typieally carrvever
things and hucs been for several years in varying amount™ of dolhars,
and for ore reason or another an applieation may not go thiongh in a
partientar vear. and that Yhe demanl somewliot outrans the total
available is a fuirlv consistent pattern going back all the way to the
beginning of the program. ) .

S0 vy e vou know, funding less than the total. That is not new.
That has been a continuing feature of the program for some time.

Mr. Macoovarn, That ix a point [ have been trving to moke, that
vou don’t az% for enough to take care of the people who--well, T amn
sure vou don’t get frivolous requests, de von? - ' .

M Menrein, No. .

Mr. Muoonan, Of this number. if T can interrupt.vou. of this
numbger of 193, how many wounld you say are jist plain Irivolous re-
quests ! Wonld yvou say anv are?

Mro s None were frivolous, sir. Somy yere not ready to
proceed for one rearon or another, some of which Nere {echnical. We

had =ome. for example, that applied for an incorrectJicense from the
FCC and we were not able to fund it, We had others that did not
clarify their eligibility when forming & nonprofit corporatfon for the
sole purpose of owning and operating a station, '
Mr. Macnonawp, If they send you a letter and you have people
working on these papers I assume?
Mr. CayeroN, Yes, sir, . :
Mr. Micnovawn. How long does it take to send back a faulty appli-
cation saving “You have not made a proper application”?
Mr. Cayeron. We could. do that with expediency, sir, Our answer
to your question was the total number of applications we had re:
ceived and that is reflected in the 193 figure. '
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Mr. Macpoxacn. Well, do vou have any figure, in your vohuninous
notes there, about how many have been sent back for technical deficien-
cies in the requests ! ' :

» Mr. Caxeros. There have heen approximately 30. o :

Mr. Macnovaw, All vight, letls say those 30, and I know an actuary
can give you those kinds of figures, but say 30 were defective, that
would leave 101 that just plain didn’t get anything.

Mr. Caxrrox. Yes, sir. ‘ .

Mr. Macponaip, Yet you say you are perfectly satisfied with the
amount of money vou requested for the next fiscal year?

“Mr. Morrinn. Yes. . )
* Mr. Macnoxawp. What is the increase over the next fiscal year from
1975 to 19761 ‘ ) .

Mr. Morrire. In money terms? 7 :

Mr. Mac¢poxaLn. Money, yes. . s

Mr. MorniLe. The request for next year, for 1976, is $7 million. .

Mr. Macoovarn. Avalable. . '

Mr. Morrir. We don't or we have'not had 2 congressional appro-
prlilntlon for that figure so we don’t know yct what'the 1976 figure
will be, CT ‘ .

Mr. Macoonarn. I know, they have to he authorized herg. I know
that. Say you Zot what you asked for. .

Mr. MorriLL. How many would be left at the end of 19767

Mr, Macnovarn., How much would be increased over last year, if
_vou got everything you asked for? ’

Is that any kind of an inerease over 19757

Mur. Mogr1LL. No, it is not.

Mr. Macpoxawo. It is no increase ?

Mr. Morrirr. That is right. ) .

Mr. Macpoxacn. So using those figures it would be roughly the
<amie number of people, if the same number of people applied, it would
he 10 people who still might as’ well forget 1t, yet you bring all of
these new great things to the United States. You are gding up to the’
maximum figure and did you ever decidewhether it .was 00 percent
or 80 percent, Mr. Wirth? '

Mr. Wirrn, I think I was getting it from the witness at, I think, 80

yereent. : : '

' Mr. Morrire. Eighty percent is now the current coverage. Some of
the applications this year and again next year will be moving to
upgrade the quality of the reception within those numbers and others
will bé for new applications that will move for cxtcnding coverage.

Mr. Macpoxarn. I have two more questions and I have a lot of
other questions but I-don't have time to ask all of these right now and
there are two other members I know have a lot of other questions.

The £r=t T think you answered and if you did it slipped my notes,
how much of the money have you allocated bgtween the two large
segments of your appropriations, the facilities and the demonstration?

AMr. MorriLr. The demonstration would be less than $1 millign in
1976. = .

Mr. Macoonarp. $1 million in 1976.

Mr. MorniiL. Less than that, sir. Probably more in the neighbor
hood, T can’t, weil, we doir't have a specific project against, that. It is
not even yet authorized. ‘

.




26

MryMacponarn, Just pick a number out of that hat. .
- My Morgiir, It would be less than $1 million. |
Mr. Macvonarn. Less than $1 million. '
How much for facilities?
Mr. MorriLr. Facilities would be the $6-plus million.
Mr. Macpoxarn, Well, T have heard some reports concerning the,
+nefliciency of yeur policing of the demonstration programs. Iave
you had any ¢omplaints in this area, the policing of the demonstia-°
AY

, tion area?
Mr, MogrriLt., The satellite demonstration ? ‘
. Mr. Macpoxarp: Yes.
. Mr. MorriLL. Yes, there was some concern about that. The HEW ’

auditors havesbeen into that. Their report is not final, My understand-
ing is that nothing illegnl was found. I have not seen the final report.
It has not been rendered. Those allegations were investigated.
Mr. MacpoNarp, They were investigated ?
Me. Moguire. ‘They have Been investigated.
Mr. Macpoxarn. By whom? : -
Mr. Morrirr, The HEW audit ageney. . :
Mr.-aacnovaen. Not by the National Tustitute of Education?
| Mr. Morrinr, Well, the National Institute of Education was, of
- course, Mr. Chdirman. the concerhed Agency., but the proper ageney
for an investigation is our auditors and they .were the ones that looked
at it,
M. MacpoNatn. Well. GAO is your natural auditor.
Mr. Morrire. We have an HEW audit ageney also. .
Mr. Macpoxarn. I would think A O is a little more impersonal. * - -
Mr. MorriLL. T would say our auditors are pretty tough independ- -
ent thinded folks, Mr. Chairman, and they are used to calling them -
straight as they, see it. They have an independent judgment.
Mr. Macpoxasrn. You know I am not saying they don’t but I just
know GAQO does. A
Mr. Morrirn, Yes, sir. . .
Mr. Macpoxaro. They have naL%een called into audit? '
Mr. Hastives, We couldn’t eall them in, sir. They don’t work for

us. T ]
Mr. Macpoxarn, Theyework for the Govermnent ; they work for the -
Congress. o "

I will make vou an offer you can refuse. Would you like GAO to
nivestigate you? . »

Mr. Hastixas, I think it might be more fruitfnl perhaps if GAQ
tdok a look at the HEW awudit agency report first. : -

- Mr. Macpoxarp, When is this report going to be ready?

My, Morrine, I don’t have a precise date. But I know it is in its
final stages. We can supply it to’vou for the record. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Macpoxawn. Instead of doing it for the record, can you do it
either for me or for the committee staff so we have a quick date?

- Mr. MorrmiL. We will be glad to. :

Mr. Macpoxarp. My last question, I promise, Mr. Frey and Mr.
Wirth, will be just this: You are chdrged with the duties of oversee- *
ing title VI of the Civil Rights Act, right? * .

‘Mr. MorrrrL. Yes. sir. .

Mr. Macpoxvarn. .And you do enforce title VI ?

7
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Mr. MogriLL. “"The enforcement program is our Office of Civil Rights:

with respect to HEW grantees unéc()utructors. L
- Mr. Maevoxawn. Right, And you do do it ¢

Mr. MorrirL, Yes, sir, ,

Mr.Macooxatn, Do you have a report? o

Mr, Morrte, Well, with respeet to this area. I would like to veport
to.the committee there have been, particularly over the last year or so,
an increasing number of complaints in the area of.the civil rights

- enforcement.

There are the assurances provided at the time of the applications.
Those assurances are routinely reviewed. but the number of complaints
have indicated to.us that something more is required and at the present

“time, within the HEW staff, we are in the process of developing specific
regulations with respect to' title VI enforcement in this area, Those
are now under development in the HEW staff. :

Mr. Macoonarp. I mean this in the kindest way posgible, will you

' please translate that for me ? What does that mean? )
Mr. Morrirr., That means we have been doing a title VIaprogram

with respect to applicants, - . _ w ‘

The amounts of complaints that have been received in increasing
numbers over recent years has indicated that we need to do more, What
we are doing in the way of more, is to develop a specitic set of regula-
tions with respect to the educational broadcast facilities who are
grantees of HIEKW, . : _ .

Mr. Macpoxaro. If T understand you correctly, you are n&enforc-
ing it because you.don’t have any standards to enforce?

M

r. MorrrLr. Well, there have been investigations. First of all, there

is tha process that the applicants take, that assurances are given. to
niake sure that the program or activities of the applicant are in ac-
cordance with the-title VI requirements: . .

There have been investigations from time to time uudér the basic
title VI, There have not ge,enn specific regulations applicable to the
educational broadcast facilities area.

We are now in the process of developing those specific regulations

to address the kinds of problems we have over the last year-begun te .~
" havebrought to our attention-in this area.

I might go on beyond that tosay it seemns T should say a few things
about that problem. . (‘bu ! v

.One, with respect to allegations aboui empioyment discrimination
and what have veu. that is fairly straightforward and it is something,
that ine Department is used to dealing with with its contractors and
grantees, . : ‘ :

When you move over into the arda of the prograin offerings at the
response to this or that or the other interested minority groups or
women in communities, it gets us into a very much tougher set of
‘1ssues about how it should be dealt with, both in terms of effective
enforcement of title VI and thie Eederal Government's general posture
of staying out of program content,

Mr., Macpoxann, ‘%’hat is proggam content, wliat does program con-
tent have to do with hiring minoritiss, including women ?

. Mr. Morrirr, The hiring thing, as I said, Mr. Chairman, is prefty,
‘straightforward. S : -
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Mr. MacnoNarn, How many “women here in Washington are em-

plved by vou!? .
Mr. Monriun, By me personally, in my staff, or in the Dopartment
;l.\‘&l whole?
[r. Macpoxarn! Tn the Department dealing with famhheq ;,nant\

M, CavieroN. There are four women out of a staff of 11, sir.
Mr. MacponaLp. You jist have a total staff of 11 handling what?
\Ir MogriLL. The grants themselves. In addition to th‘lt of course
there is the Office of Civil Rights which is concerned with this dimen-
‘ Asui‘n. They hnve, amongst their employees, both a substantial number

of| women and minorities. I don’t have the precise figures with me-

todlay. I, too, have women, -for e\ample. working on my staff. The

Départment has heen trying to, within its own employment Presiices,

if vou will, to do the best job it knows how with respect to those issues. °
Mr. Macnoxarp. If vou do not have the figures, this'is my last

request. if you do not have the figures with vou, conld you furnish for ,

the subenmittee the list and job classifications of how many people

. Nou have working full time in this enforcement of title VI¢

Mr. Morrirz. All right, sir. ] ; .ot
{ The Toliowing material was received; jor the record:] Ca
. - ENFORCEMENT OF TiTLE VI N . .

- The Office for Civil Rights ig res;}onqible for the enforcement of Title VI of
tha 1964 Civil Rights Act, Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972, and
'+ viu some instance, Executive Order 11248, with respect to noncommercial pubh(-
. broadeasting radio and television licensees receiving federal assistance Tromd the
"I)opnrtm(-nt of Health, Education, and Welfare. Such funds are dispersed
through ‘?e Educational Broadecasting Facitities Program. as well as, among . |
others. t{‘l EmergeiicikSchool Aid Act. As a ult, this complie nce respon«ibility ‘
extends to approximately 146 television and radio stations. It should be noted, |
heowever, that the Department has no authotify eminating from federal funds .
distributed by The Oorp()mtion for Public Brogdcasting.
During the past year and a half. the Officel for Civil Rights has made a eon-
certend eifort to establish gn effective compliance program in HEW assisted public
broadeasting. In order to develop sound policy\in this complex field, it has heen
necessaty to undertake extensive legal researdh, prepare guidelines to amplify
existing regulafions, and train personnel. While developing policy, efforts have
been made to inform the industry and the pyblic of civil rights concerns in
public. broadcasting and to elicit comment and ¢ooperative efforts. Regular eon-
tact is made with minerity and media groups simjlarly concerned, as well as with
federal agencies and industry organizations, inc ndmg Federal Communicatiogs
Commission, Corporation for Public Broadeasting, Public Bmadcastmg Service,
Assecidtion of Public Radio ‘!tahonq, angd Natiohal Association of Educational
‘Broadcasters.

At present OCR cooperateq closely with the Office of Education in p"n""‘ing
advice in civil rights matters and reviewing pntential recipieuis. Each appllcant
for a facilities grant must provide basic &vil rights data to OCR, where it is
hroadly reviewed and forwarded to the appropriate regional specialist for desk
. review or on-site visit if necess . Approximately 20 on-site and 50 desk reviews |

have heen nccmnplished»olllowever, no applicant whijch has not previously been ) |
found in nonmmpllnn(‘e and placed in deferral statyis may be denied eligibility |
by the Gifire for Civil Rights under existing regulations; such doniah can only |
“he made by the Office of Education on programmatic g’mnnds K
A In the matter of complaint initiated actions, OCR i ('urrently inventigﬂtinz 3 |
*individual employment camplaints, and is planning two anajoron-site investiga-
tions of alleged discrimination charged by éommuni gmup\orgnnizaticns. A
‘third ('mnmnmtv group complaint has heen resqlved. o
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OFFICE FbR CIVIL RIGHTS
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE
PUBLIC BROADCASTING STAFF

\ Namo Title
. - el

B
Jeanna Tully Special Assistant to the Director
Headquartors Josephme CrQIghton Special Assistant for Special Groups
. Kathy Sm Secretary Steno _ .. .
Boston_ .. . Barbara Wllhams., - Equal Opportunity Speclanst B
News York - HAlrry Wright - Speciat Assistant to Regiopal Director ...
Philadelphia - Ron Giltiam . .. Su De(vnstor)y Equal Opportunity Specialist
eputy), .
Atlanta Archie Meyer Supervisory Equal Opportumty Spec:allst.-
Chicago-Cleveland ?:::.rg';;aen; gll;?‘eume) Equa‘; Opportumty Specialist. . _
(Cleveland) JLe'elmaFr’dlMamnlt(gl o) Eai i st
. ohn Palamino (24 timo, Supefvisory qual Oppor umty Spect isf
San F'a"m"co"""'"":Poto Hill (bg time) do
Denver ?am'?rb\)hnarmai g i
§Tris Y qu Op ortunity Specla is
Seattle. . !Sally Fox GGl _Eaug) Opportinty
Dallas . ... . Alicia Bo

' Kansas City 'Pn}gram Analysis Officar

Mr. Macvoxawp. Thank )ou.

Any questions?

Mr. Frey. Thank ydt, \Ix (‘nanman. I have o few quoshrmq.‘

First, going back and lookihg over some statements in 1943 I had
an 'un(‘n(hn(-nt which added ‘p.) million to-the programn and’ 1t was -
origindlly a 4-year bill that eventually ended s 2 years. Because of
the tremendous need that existed then, we authorized $23 million for

1974 and $30 million for 1975. ‘o

. As I look back over the figures in the dlﬂexent statements, there is
no question in my mind the “need is evern greater now than it Wwas in
1973. «

s a matter of fact, some of the things I hoped we were doing in
public radio and in other areas would lead to more statibns. We need
them for diversity. We don’t have enough.

Considering this tremendous need, T have been llthlllll" now,and
reail the st: uements before—why the gap?

Mr. Mogrrrur. Mr. Frey, let me agree in part with some things you
said on public radio.

For instance, we agree that we nebd more stations. We are supposed
to activate new, stations. With rospect to the need itself, iny own sense
of that is that that need is not a fixed number in time but 1ndeed
gets recaleulated as we go along. '

Indept cach tune we go along. Indeed each time we go around both
not (mlv with respect to the infldfionary factor that is with us all of
the time but also with respect to what is perceived to be need gets
changed and it tends to get bigger as time goes by.

That is not because we are not getting thm(rs deeomplished, bec'mqe
the record clearlgshows othérwise. thdt those statlonb are getting into
place and we are making progress on that. '

Then I think the questlon is, having made that progress, how far
does the Federal Government go? What should it t v todo?

We tried in otr statement to uutline what x% think the objective
ought to be and what they cughi perhaps not to b‘é . .

* [Tow far we go in the facilities program, pzutlcu‘.ar}y with respect
to the television Side, as I noted earlier, I think we are getting to the -
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point where we are really beginning, without béin’g able to say pre-
cisely what percentage, to push the practical limits of what we can do.

= On the questlon of “how far,” our view is that we should proceed over-

the next 5 years doing thgse things in television, upgrading capacity,
activating new htuh(ms in Shime cases where it is clearly warranted, and
as we go almw to keép a close eve on expressed need to see how well
the program is doing. We are continually-evaluating “Where is that
outer Hmit?” , - o
Mr. Frey. Well, I won't take a lot of time because I think the chair-
man has probably covered many of these points, but you hit on two or
three things: The costs involved, the need to get us to an 80-percent
Jevel from where w ¢ are now, for exanyple.and ‘the need for additional
radio stations. Fuither additional coverage in that area is certainly

= needed. Another factor, which I think is an existing and good thing,

_is the use of satellites, which T think is great. But everytlung you are

» talking about addsto the basic cost.
You are looking at authorizations that were just about in 1 year

what you <ue a%km(r forin 5 years,
I usnally don't vote to give a. lot of money away but it looks to me as
if we ave élthex going to have a ‘pubiic broadcasting network or we

., are not.

« Ay we are gefng to see. some poople are talking about $355 million
needed over S\wears and some about $237 million. Wlmtevm ﬁo'ureqwou

talk about. tlmo is a tremendons gap. I am trymg to resolve in my:

ini.n_d how this all ean be worked out.

My, Morrir, Some of those numbers are faivly recent and we have
1ot had a chanee to look at them. ()tlmn we are aware of and wouidn't
argne with vou about. . ] :

T think in addition to the question of what that need is, you also
have a question of, given the experiénce of a match of Federal and
non-Federal sources, lhow much should the Federal Government put
into it? That is also an issue. How mnch Federal stimulation is

needed? We know we have stimulated with less than $1 million 10
times that much in other than Federal resom‘co% going in to ¢reating..

~this service weare anxious to jpave. ¥

Mr. Frey, Well, is that in essence the philosophy that vou are op-
erating on ! The nmbers FamsureT wonld quarrel with because there
is this twmondonq need. You feel this small amonnt of Federal dollars
will satisf this need ! -

M. MorriLL. Yes, There is clear need and we have in the past leveled
a lot of Federal dollars in terms of being able to create a capacity, but
we are clearly not and I don’t think the Temslnhon ever contempi.ltod
we werg going to do it all with Federal funds.

So the (111041011 is how much can we get done and can we get mean-
ingful progress and we think we can “with the authorization levels
we recommended to you.

My, Frey. I would be interested in this toe. Mr. (‘lmnman, after
we hear the other testimony and we have a chance to review the needs,

- ‘maybe we ean go back over this.
- Mr. Macponawp. That is fine: Dont let me embarrass you becanse

1 know von serve the Space and Agtqonauh(‘s Committee, but would

vou mind telling these gentlemen who are interested in satellites, espe-
cially domestic satellites, what it cost us last year in the satellite field ?

- " 1——
Q' G

RIC :

: ‘ " PEN




-

e
w*

E

(S

31

Mr. Frey. The t()tu] sp(-n(lnm in the unmanned sate]hto hel(l was
probably somewhere close to half a billion (l()]l(n\ depending ‘on. the
number of launches,

You have to break them down. One thing we have going for us
down the line, Mr. Chairman, whicl I think is really going to change
this country around in the years, is the use of the space shuttle. Stavt-
ing in 1980, it will allow us t() pt satellites up for pe(muﬁépnpared

W ith the past.

Instead of building them:with the great deal of S()J)hl&fl(‘{lflon vou
have to have how, we will go back to blll](llllﬂ' them, 1n essenge, as we
did in the old horse and. bugey days. If the) don’t work, we'll bring
them down and fix tllem, I think this is one thing down the line we
have to look forward to. '

Xr. Macoonan. I have no quarrel withthe n'entlonmn but'1 wint
you to point out the figures we have here, with a $5 million rescission.
here, which'ends us up only at $7 million & year and this is an eutire,
separate program that is involved.

Mr. Frey. Yes, sit. Of course, there arve different parts to look at, in-
cludjng the A'I‘h-(> agd other satellites. I am talking about the entire
program we have! including some that go out.to the p]ants. .

\[1. Macvoxarn. 1 think the figures’ spouk for themselves.

Mr. Frey. Yes, siv. It ista «rood investment, Mr. Chairman. .

Mr. Monhurr. If I may add » brief comm(-nt with respect to our
approach on this demonstration we are not td]kmg about in this pro-
gram of buying, if you will, the hardware.

Clearly « satellite of the kind that .\TC-6 was, was in the neigh-
borhood ofa 5190 million investment. But what we are talking shout
ix making use of satellites that are launched either, as in this case, by
NASA or prospectively by domestie satellite lic ensees, We are suggest-
ing buying a service e and that comes af a quite different annual price
than trying to buy the initial hardware investment. We can do it for
a rather low cost, particularly wlien you add, in any given demonstra-
tion or recent project, money that w1ll come in from the te(hm( al ex-
periments that NASA does.

Mr. Erey. I can’t agree with \ou\fn’o Some day the yvouth in this
country will take a course in art in the Louvre or doctors will Took at
some kind of new sar, wery, wherever it is performed, through closed-

circult TV, It will be trementlous.

Mr. Macpoxarn. And I hope they learn how to read and write in
Guam and American Samoa before that time. B

Mr. \Iomm,r,. So do we. .

Mr. Macvoxarp. Mr. Byran!

Mr. Byrox. I hope we can do something in Appd]d( hia before we do
it in India. T don’t know if you dre inv olved in ¢ any of that kind of
program bui 1 get a little bit upset when T see a domestic satellite
program l)o(nnmn' pr o«rmnm into the Appalachia area and then move it
over to the subcontinent of India. I don’t know if you get into it.

Mr. Morrirr. I am aware of’it, although there was a Tot of w 01kt]m¥\ .
had been done before ghat oceurted, I think it was an experimen

«

that had a planned exidtence, including that trip to India.
 We made use of it while it was here. We think it was valuable, what -

. . o - . . g
weé ddid, and we frofi the Department have indicated to the Adminis-,
4

trator.of N.AS.\ we are anxious to have it come back @t the end of its ,
’
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assigned tour there and we think that there are applications so we can
make use of it. , :

Mr. Byroxn. Do you think you will get it back? :

Mr. MorrirL. We hope so, sir. That is our view of it. It is supposed
to spend as I understand it about a year providing service in that
area. It turned out, as clearly indicated by your comments to me, that
from the user’s standpoint it was sometﬂing they felt was valuable
and helped them. : : T '

Mr. Byroxn. And iesofar as Alleghany Community College up in
Cumberland, Md., can I tell them they will get it back next year?

Mr. MorrmL. You can tell them HHEW is sure pushing in that direc-
tion, sir. We think there is a good chance of it happening.

Mr. Byrox. One comment I would like to make before Mr. Frey
leaves. It is possible today to watch operations and doctors are doing
it and we have in Maryland ‘and I would like to invite the committes
sometime to come to look at a public broadcast over educational tele-
vision as it is working. ;

I don’t know how much money you put into it. I know you have put -
some. I should know, but I don’t. ] .-

. WM. Morrirr, We did put in quite a lot. ' .

Mr. Macponarp. How much would you say is quite a lot ?

Mr. Canxeron. If you give ine a moment I will get that for you.

Mr. Macpoxarp. I thought that was the gentleman from Annapolis
who pionered that. _ .

Mr. Caxerox. In 1967 a grant of $653,000 to the Maryland Edu-
cational Cultural Television Commission in Baltimore to activate
channel 67. . 7

In 1973 we made a grant of $429,000 to the Maryland Public Broad-
casting Commission for Hagerstown to activate Channel 31. T believe
that is the one you have in mind.

We moresecently in 1974 made a grant for activation of a station in
Annapolis. : _ . .

Mr. Byro~. That was the one the chairman spoke of. I think it is
fair to say the State puts in a good bit of money as well as some sub-
* scribers putting in money. ; :

Mr, CaxeroN. Yes., The matching on the Annapolis project was
significant, particularly from the State’s viewpoint and they put a
great deal of money in 1t. . :

Mr. Byro~. Are they on the air yet?

Mr. (axreroN. No. This fall. ’

Mr. Byrox. That will be the biggest ¢

Mr. ("ayreroN. It witl probably be the best ETV reception in the
Washington area. :

_=Mr. Byrox. Thanlfyou, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Macpovarn. Mr. Wirth,

Mr. Wirtm. Just a brief question for Mr. Iorley.

Could you describe for us your sense of how IIEW has evolved its
understanding telecommunications and hardware; you started there
in 19697 . © :

Mr. Horvey. Yes, sir. - .

.You undoubtedly are aware of some of the original telecommuni-
eations activities at DHEW. We were Loth in theﬁ)epartment at the
same time in the beginning of the program. I would say that the.

7.
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evolution of Telecommunications at DIEW has been rapid. There is
a growing realization, both of the magnitude of the total task of im-
plementing an operational system such as Public Broadcasting, afid
of developing new concepts which we heard of in the demonstration
testimony, -, -~ . t '

I think we should draw a distinction here in the sense that we are
not arguing with what one perceives to be the total magnitude of the

\

task of building the public broadcasting facilities. There is some ques- . -

tion, I think, vis-a-vis the appropriate Federal contributionand within
that category what ought to-be HEWs appropriate zole.

We, in the testimony, pointed out the issue of capital plant depre-
ciation. I think it deserves more consideration. There is a concern about
the Federdl Governinent being able to devote large amounts cf dollirs
to facilities that caused us to look at a different role that & Department
such as HEW could play. A role that would td a greater degree be
catalytic with respect to creating telecommunications facilities to serve
the public interest. We looked at the very, very large investment that
is annually made commereially in communication facilities in the coun-
try. We looked at what the tef;p}i’one company invests in a given year,
$5 or $6 billion, and at what the commercial broadcasters and other

“related industries invest and we begin to.ask questions “How can we
begin to move this commercial capacity in the direction of serving
health and education needs?”

I think what we are ttying to move in the direction of is a program
that allows us to get léverage vis-a-vis these large private invéstments
which are being made independent of any Federal Governmental ac-
tion, so that is one trend in our policy. ' :

We are not, however ignoring the real benefits that have been de-

“rived by building a publie broadeasting systew. I view that system as

-

‘

having, first and foremost, the important capacity to create program
material, and that fact has some important implications with regard to
uperading of facilities. - '
One wants to create very-good studios, very good capacity to make
good programing. That is what people ultimately look at.
< Second, there 1s a question of distribution. You asked about the need
that occurs tq provide rural coverage; whether we had an analysis.
We have analyses, but one of the probléms ith it is it is theoretical.
One draws circles on maps where there are stations proposed and

-you have to ask if someone applied where you drew the cireles This

theoretical study shows that costs climb very rapidly above 85 percent
coverage. It is based on the concept of serving the most déhse popula-
tion centers first, which may not reflect the actual pattern of apphca-
tions. - . ' ’
In actual fact, one has to look at the actnal applications when they
come in and examine the economics of providing and sustaining a viable
I's

" service in the applicant’s coverage area.

Mr. Wirtir. You remember how difftctdt it was, when the Office of
Pelecommunications—whatever it was called—when it started, to get
people to understand, primarily in a software agency, the relationship
between software and hardware.

Maybe Mr. Morrill ean comment on that, how the agency has grown
up to understand that. I think it goes very much to Federal regulation
in the satellite program, which has the same kind of problem.

‘
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Mr. Morrivr. Let me take the first crack and-they may want to add.
In 1968, in my own experience T was involved in a fairly large ex-

ecutive branch study of this whole field of telecommunications and

where we were going and what directions might be followed.
At that time, T can remember HEW people coming up with that

- sense of being unclear. They were not too_sure how they would inte-.

- grate telecommunications into their kinds of activities. It tended to be

more nearly a dialog that went something like this: “What are you
gog to do'with a thing when you get. it 2 The answer was: “Well, give

it-to me and T will figure it out later,”
I think we are getting a good'deal move sophisticated than that now.
It is slow and hard, but I think in part of vonr question. the recogni-
tion that T feel strongly about, is nntil the users perceive the real bene-
fits in their own terms. it is not really going to takeoff. N
_ . I'think we are showing some signs, though, in a number of applica-
tions. that users are gétting together to get their needs in early. ’
_ I think that is true. And indeed they have to make the choice within
their own program framework and their own dollars and saying: “By,
golly, here is a hetter way to go to do the job I am doing.” -
Now. T think we have made progress over § or 6 years in that\kind
of perception. That.is not to say there is net a lot, of no man’s land where
people have not thought abont. it at all. I think in the social Services
field.we have not even begun to seratch the surface. We are making
progress. ,
Mr. Wirte. T can remember when the broadeast facilities request
would conpe up to the Office of the Secretary in 1960, there was a
tremendsiis amount. of suspicion and a tremendons amount of resist-
ance to that kind of hardware function belonging in the Office of
Edneation. Mr., Cimeron, does that feeling still exist? .
.Mr. CameroN. We run across'at fairly frequently. W run across
that type of question, as to subtlety of a hardware program in the
Office of Education, B . : ‘
.. Mrl Wirrid Tsthought maybe we wonld do well to put it all into the

Defense Department because we do so well with AWACS, $150 mil-
lion a copy, and we could have educational television and public broad-
casting then for almost 100 percent of the population for the cost of

-

ong copy of an AWACS floating radar platform.

Mr. Casreroy. Or move in the other direction and put more hard-
ware programs in HEW, = , »

Mr. Wirrir. Tt might humanize part of that problem, too, but 1 had
the other thought. ’ -

Alr. Mogrirn. T know that even if yon could do it. and the user was
unclear as to what use he would make of it, yon would still have a
problem. P : )

Ont of my own personal experience, I have seen. audio-visnal equip-
ment where the schools got very enthused and snbsequently you wounld
ind the equipment in closets all over the country becanse they didn’t
know how to get. it used in the classrooms properly for quite a while.

The sense of how the user is going to fashion that capability and

. bring it inside of their environment .is a very important step and it
has to he taken if this thing is going to succeed.

Mr. Wirtir. T have a summary point I would like to make, Mr.

Chairman. I think we have come a long way over the last 6 or 7 years,
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but that is certainly not reflected in the bu{])getary figures you are

_submittiag. ' .
~"You sound very much like HEW of a decade ago with its failings
in view of that inadequate budget and yet the Department is ready to
tick off that the whole public broadeasting notion is much, much bet-
ter accepted and mueh better understood than betore, and yefp we are
doing less about it here. So I find this a very frustrating kind of
dilemma to be discussing here. . :

Mr. Macodxarp. I would just like to add to-that, which I thipk is a
very thoughtful statement, if you listened to it, that perhaps chon—
sciously, you are so enibarrassed by how much money you spend in
other fields, that when it comes to this particular area you feel like an

Qninvited guest or somehow you overstayed your welcome, because I
don’t knew what your budget i§.—-

‘Does anyone at the table know what the HEW budget is? ' >

M. MorriLr. Yes. The request, for 1976 T think totaled for the whole
Department about $118 billign. S : . ;

Mr. Macponarp. $118 billion and you are up hére, for $35 million?

Mr. MorrmL. Yes, sir. I might say in my particular job T have the
somewhat thankless task of saying, within any given numker, “How
do you balance out what it is?”” “What are you going to do about social
secuyity recipients and welfare recipients and the education needs”
and this goes on and on and there are a great many demands.. -

Mr. Macpoxarp. They are very happy to watch public television. -

Mr. MogrirLL. I am sure they are,'but they are also interésted in suf-
ficient resonrces so that maybe they can have a set in their house.

Mr. Macponarn. The struggling publie broadcasting, people in the/
beginning in their infancy, many of the people who get their HEW
checks are also beneficiaries of your, shall we say largesse, in giving
these facilities a long time ago. Yonr largesse has been very one-sided,
of courge. . C : . :

My last inquiryMhis is not a guestion but an inquiry. You, too, have
come np here asking for a 5-year authorization. What are you gomng to
do to help this subcommittee get one? S \

- Mr. MorriLn. Well, I guess what we usually do; that is, recommend
and urge as best we can. '

Mr. Macpoxarp. Whom are you going to urge and recommend ? You
will prdbablw get a 5-year recommendation that will be taken seriously
here, but are you going to go-any place else to see if you can be of
assistance in getting & 5-year period for us? ' S

Mr. Hastives. We certainly intend to sapport ILR. 4564 actively
with anyone on both sides of the aisle. ' ¢

Mr. Macooxarp. That is very good news and we thank you all very
mach. ° - :

Mr. Wirri. Mr. Chairman, one final point. ‘

Mr, Byron.has pointed ont quite properly the concern of the tax-
pavers of this conntry for how their money is spent. and.T think that
again raises the issue of priorities and so this is what it is all about.

We save a great deal of technology rnnning amucek at the discretion
of the Pentagon. If these people conld only understand we can do a
much better job in terms of education, social service and so on with
just the ¢ost of one of those flagting radar p]atform@‘a]]od',\\V‘\(‘S,

+
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and if it is just a terrible waste of money in t

the need here is so very well demonstrated.

' ThigAg simply the matter of where we spend our public mgney and
the'cmrns ot the taxpayers as to what priorities we have for it.

“ I realize you are all behind a different set of priorities as they come
down from the White. House and OMB and I am sympathetic to that,
Maybe you all onght to come to work for this side and push it there,

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. - :

Myr. Macooxarp. Thank you all very much.

Our next witness is Dr. Gordon . Law, project director of the
satellite technology * demonstration of - the Federation of Rocky

“Monntain States, : : '

Welcome, Doctor Law. Inasmuch as the time is growing short and
I and others were a little longer with the panel than perhaps we
thought we would be, is there some way you can condense your state-*
ment and have it inserted in the record as if read and then open your-
self to questions from the subcommittee ?

STATEMENT OF GORDON A. LAW, I’ﬁ. D., PROJECT DIRECTOR, SAT-
ELLITE TECHNOLOGY DEMONSTRATION, FEDERATION OF
ROCKY MOUNTAIN STATES - S o ’ ’

Mr. Law. If youso wish, Mr. Chairman. .

Mr. MacpoNarp. Well, I won't insist, but if it meets with your
approval? : : :

Mr. Law. It certainly does. ‘ . ‘

Mr. Macpoxawp. Ithink that would be a useful and gcod move,

My. Law. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Inasmuch as the Chair has entered into the record already the HEW
audit, and so forth, I am glad that you took the position that you did
to waive the writtdn testimony becanse T assume that T should be in
a position to answer your questions and I will be glad to because [
have borne the brunt of three audits in terms of the company I repre-
sent and also a personal HIEW audit, so I am willing and glad and
able to answer any and all questions, so I will briefly introduce in
capsule form what we have been about. '

My name i¢ Dr. Gordon Law, project director of the satellite tech-
nology demonstration, managed by the Federation of Rocky Mountain
States in Denver, Colo. ) '

I have prepared and submitted a written statement in support. of
HL.R. 4564 and in dedication to the written statement, I would like to
mike a brief comnient, then respond to your questions.

The bill as we ungderstand it extends for 5 years the EBFP. We
support that extension in time. The bill authorizes an appropriaton of
$7 million for each fiscal year through 1980. .

We believe these amounts are inadequate and should be inereased
in the bill to provide broadecast facilities grant eligibility to include
private, nonprofit colleges and universities, as well as tax supported
institutions which were previously eligible. S

We believe the private, nonprofit institutions for higher education
should be included in the legislation. This bill revises the criteria
Placed in the original legislation approved in 1962 and the language
proposed in section 292(d) proposes or emphasizes inclusion of lan-




guage emphasizing improvement and expansion of public broadcast-
ing stations to allow for broader educational use of the stations.
~We support that revision in the language. )

Finally, H.R. 456+ authorizes support of demonstrations 1n

telecommunications techriology.> Thé federation’s” position is, it 1s
. important and desirable that telecommunications technology demon-

strations should be 131‘01116tod, authorized and funded. My statement

goes into detail on this section of the bill. . ,

Since 1972, the Federation of Rocky Mountain States has been
actively engaged in the management ynd operation of a demonstration
in satellite technology, utilizing NASA application technology satel-
lite 6, as well as ATS-3 and ATS-1.

Our experience in the use of satellites for commmwt;mns to im-
prove the delivery of public services to the people of the Wocky Moun-
tain States qualifies us to testify in support of this section of
H.R. 4564,

. Our written statement, which has been submitted, reflects our posi-
tion and the rationale for that position on the legislation which the
committee is considering today’

That is the end’of the statemept, MTYChaitman. I am willing to field
any and all questions. ’

[Mr. Law’s prepared statement follows:] -~

STATEMENT or Dr Gornon A. Law, ProsEcT DIRECTOR, SATELLITE TECHNOLOGY
IEMONSTRATION, FEDERATION OF RoCKY MOUNTAIN STATES

My name is Pr. Gordon A. Law.-I am the Project Director of the Satellite
Technology Dewmonstration, managed by the Federation of Rocky Mountain
States in Denver, Colorado.

The STD is one of six Health-Education Telecommunications Experiments
just concluded on Applications Technotogy Satellite §ix, launcned by NASA on
May 30, 1974. - > M

At present, ATS-6 is.in transit to a new location above the equator over East
Africa where it will be used in the Indian Sat®llite Experiment. ‘

In the Rocky Monntain States, as well as in* Alaska and the Appalachian
region, the Health-Education Telecommunications Experiments concluded on
May 20.

We have not drawn the final project conclusions but our preliminary research
indicates that project goals have been achieved. i

We have demonstrated the feasibility of a satellite-based media distribution
system for isolated. rural populations. '

We have tested and evaluated us?,aﬂﬁptanoe. The data clearly demonstrates
the ‘acceptance of the materials transmitted and the technology by students,
teachers, school administrators and the general public.

We have not yet concluded our study of the cost of various delivery modes
using a variety of materials. Preliminary indications are that cost effective ais-
tribution of health and education services is possible when an entire region is
involved in teaching and learning by satellite. -

My statement will confine itself to the accomplishments of the Satellite Tech-
nologr Demonstration in cight western states and to the need for the legislation
authorizing demonstrations in telecommunications technology. The committee
s may want to place in the record comments of the other five HET experimenters.

The data should be of interest to the committee in its deliberations on H.R. 4564,
The Indian Health Service in Alaska used two-way video for medical diagnosis.
The University of Washington School of Medicine project brought the teaching
faculty in Seattle into visual and verbal contact with pre-medical students at the
University of Alaska at Fairbanks. The Veterans Administration experiment
provided for programming origination in Denver to be seen and heard at ten
remote, rural isolated VA hospitals in the Appalachian Region. .

In the education experiments the Appalachian Regional Commission used
ATS-6 and ATS-1 and 3 to improve and enhance the teaching of reading tech-
_mniques to teachers of reading.
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The State Department of Education in Alaska entered the ATS-8 demonstra-
tion to determine how well an experimental system would lay the ground work
for an operational system. - . . -

Thexe experiments I have mentioned only briefly, but they represent the first
widespread use of a communication satellite in the delivery of social, edueational
and health gervices. .

We believe it wouid be helpful to the conynittee in its deliberation of® H.R. 4564
to know what has beren accomplished hy‘(l"w demonstration and what we have
learned as well ax a projection of future activities.

The Federation of Rocky Mountain Ntates, Inc., headquartered in Denver., was
established In 1864 as a partiership of six mountain states = Idaho, Montana,
Wyoming, Utabh, Colorado, ind New Mexico. (Nevada and Arizona, while not
members of the Federation, are also participating in the STD.) Its aim is to
involve state governments and private sectors, ax well as their resources, in a
cooperative effort to solve regional problems and to promote and plan for the
orderly development of the region. Its eouncils and committees are involved in
numerous studies and activities ranging from transportation to natural resonrces,
from market development to haman resources, from arts and humanities to tele-
communications. [t ix a unique regional asscciantion involving governmental
agencies and private industry, business, and institutions of higher lot(:ing.

FEDERATION OF ROCKY MOUNTAIN STATES HISTORY AND SATELLITE PLANS

As early as 1865, the Federation began exploring the possibilities of obtaining a
satellite-baxed education project for the Rocky Mountain States, and in 1969 had
submitted a proposal ,to HEW for a project to improve instruction-in small.
isolated schools in the region threugh educational televigon broadeasting via
satellite. At about the same time, HEW started investigating the potential educa-
tional uses of NANA gatellites, In 1971, NASA aceepted an HEW request to make
$2.5 million in alterafYons in its planned Applications Technology Satellite (ATS)
to keep the satellite open for use with a possible low-cost ground receiver system.
assuming that such a system could be developed. During the same year, NASA.
HEW (thronugh its Offlce of Telecommuuications), and the Felersl Communica-
tions Commission sent through to the World Administrative Radio Conference
requesting a 2.5 Gigahertz (2.5 GHyz) frequency allocation for direct brondenst
vin satellite, Such frequencies were available for educationad broadeasting and
would require relatively Inexpensive sending and receiving equipment ; highor
frequencies are much harder to controb. thus necessitating costler equipteent,

Shortly after this request, HEW's Office of Education awarded the Federation
a contract “to develop and articulate the organizational structure and planning”
in preparation for @ satellite experiment for the Rocky Mountain Region, A month
later the World Administrative Radio Conference in Geneva azreed to accept the
T.8. proposal and allocated the 2.5 Gigahertz frequencies, The Federation of
Rocky Mountain States stepped up its planning efforts, working ont what would
be needed to plan and.implement a satellite-nssisted demonstration for the deliv-
ery of socinl and educational serviees within the region. such services to be based
on the real needs and wants of the potentinl system users. HRW also stressed
that the emphasix of the experiment be placed on the development of the delivery
system techonolgy and not broad edncational content arens. .

In January. 1972, a planning grant was awarded to tlie Federstion. That same
month the staff of the Natellite Technology Demonstration began meeting with
representatives of NAKN, the Goddard Space Flight Center, and Fairchild Indus-
tries ¢ which was construeting the ATS--F) to legin designing the ground system
equipment for all HET experimenters.

THE SATELLITE Tii #4NOLOGY DEMONSTRATION

The STD mission, which is scheduled through June 30, 1973, has involved an
extengive application of science and technology to problem-solving in a real
world, social environment. It has called for the development of new structures,
B6th public and private, which permit regional, state and local resources to merge
in fruitful ways, It has fostered new approaches to the use and coordination of
private and public communieation mechanisms.

The STD has used the ATS-6 in conjunetion with the ATS-3. which has been
in orbit.and operational since 1967. to explore new modes of audience involve-
ment. Since the ATS satellitex offer the capability of two-way audio. the STD
implemented this capability by expanding services beyond those available through

’

ordinary one-way television ~ystems. By taking advantage of the ATS-3's built-in .

audio feedback systems, :nd by involving thé audience in planning and pro-
grammilng, the STD avoided the lack of responsiveness to human needs and lack
- -
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of participation tiiat charneterized sowe previous attempts to apply techuology
to the solution of human problews. Further, it is a unigue telecomniunicatious
system in that it is compatible with existing terrestrial distribution systems, bnt
s also capable of reaching beyond their capubilities and coverage areas to the
most remote communities of the U'nited States to equalize their edncational
opportunities. : .

The STD directly affected hundreds of communities in an eight-state region
which includes Arizona, Colorado, ldaho, Montana. Nevada, New Mexico, Utal,
and Wyoming, in additlon to the 61 terminals serving other HET experinlenters
in Alaska, the Pacitic Northwest, aud Appalactia, Products and services resuited
from cooperative efforts involving brondeast recipients, colleges aud universities,
state departments of education, and other governnent agencies; local advisory
boards, consultants, and STD persoruei. These products and services were pri-
warily focused around u new Nation pubiic schiool priority —Career Education.
The project was desigmed to supplemient existing educatiotytl programs with a
careful bieding of hardware, software aud persotiel .

To proutote audience use of the demoustration’s products and services, a tield
support network was developed which made the project au integral part of each
state and epch participating comniunity. Lach state has an operating, state-fovel
coordinator SPD efforts working on eoucert with local part-time coordinators

. in each of the’56 school sites, The prograis these coninullities receive are pro-
duced by the STD at itx teievision studio located in Deuver.

The progranuning of the STD is eategorized ax follows:

Time Out”—-u 33-minute program broadeast Mouday through Friday which
ntilzes pretaped segments of dranatization to preseut career education informa-
tion to junior high students, 1n addition, Wve seguents of this program allow the

. students at the 24 sites with two-way volce cupability to ask questions of the
STD staff edueators aud receive innnediate responses via the satellite.

“Careers aud the Classroom : A New Derspective for Teachigee” A one-hour live
program broadeust every otlier week providing career education it-service train- .
ing for tencliers, including n{wo-way voice segnient. N

“Footprints.” A one-hour evening “wpecial” broadeast every third week which
is a Series.of topical progrums desigued for the total comuunity, including two-

- Wy voice, v . ’
. “Miterials Distribution Serviee.” A centrul library of 426 educational films
B covering subjects for grade levels K-12, wiich can be requested by thé56 sites
aud are brondeust via the satellite for videotaping by the schoobs for pluy-back at
a later tinie, , ' - N
. »Kinergeucy Medical Training Refrestter Course.” This is a Joiut project of the
g Federatlon of Rocky Mountain States, the Mountain States Heaith Corpforation,
and the Rocky Mountain Corporation for Public Rroadeasting to develop a series
- of 8 prograns to serve as a refresher course for certiticated cmergeney medical
technticinns, The ST, working througit its tield structure, arrangel for the use
of local site facilities and equipment to implement this program.

The STD is a “user-based” systew in that the programs are the result of a
needs assesstient which was condueted in the region and which allowed the users
to define their educational needs. Once the broadeasts began, weekly evuluation:
reports from both téachers and students provided an ongoing critique of each
program and suggested improvenients which form thegbasiy of moditication of
future programs. This-close rapport with the “field” is maintained by u field
service stuff which includes a stute coordinator in each of the eight statex, The
field structure is completed with site coordinators in ench site whoe implement
the STD in their conununity by lecaliziug the STD prograwms to meet the teeds
of their unique populations, ' [

"The NTD, if continued, conld lead ty a series ¢f cxperiments in using a wide N
variety of comniunication systews to deliver diverse and expanded social services
to aAreas which preseutly have Hinited resource and limited comnmunications capa-
bilities. Since the STD is a demoustration, its present goals ure directed toward
gatuing infornuition about feasibility, effectiveness, and cost that can guide
futnre offorts. Naturally, the ultimate goal for this and future efforts witl be to
produce substautial, long-tern, educational, and hwnan henefits,

The STI has brought a vast. rugged laud closer togetlier. Because of its »
geography, demography, ethnology, economy, and educational systens, the Rocky .
Mountain Region was selected as one of the places where the knowledge of spuce
telecommunication accumilated during the past two decades would be brought
to earth to support the activities of human beings. v ’

. -
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The Federatlon’s experience as one of the sig Health-Education Telecommuni-
cutions experiments shows that there is a time delay between the development

of any new communieatlons technology and its acceptance and application for -

publie benefit. . .

. This lack of understangding, sometimes almost a fear, of neW technology when
coupled with thg~normal resistauce o change is often costly. The time lag
between our technological capability and the willingness to accept and utilize
what scientists and engineers have made Possible is a ‘matter that conferns
agencies and organizations engaged in delivery and dissemination of health,

_educatlon and related social services. .

The Satellite Technology Demonstration, during its operational period from
September 9, 1974, to May 16, 1975, illustrated clearly that user acceptance of
new technology can be established, maintained and veritied.

H.R. 4564, by authorizing support for demonstrations in the communications
technologies, will make possible an extension of our preliminary efforts. The

same extension, of course, would apply to the other five Health-Education Tele- .

communications experimenters. ,

As we at the Federation look at satellite alternatives for the future, we realize
we have only begun to tap the tremendous potential of this type delivery system
in serving people. - - . '

As a result of the Satellite Technology Demonstration, it is well accepted in
the eight-state region that communication satellites will play a major role in

+ the delivery of social services in the future. :

But, despite the successes gained with' ATS-6 ‘during the past year, we need

“ ‘now to ldentify, select and contract current and new sites and audiences for
" effective participation in forthcoming satellite techhmngy demonstrations planned
“ when ATS-6 has completed its year of service for India.

¢

R

We need to continue to utilize ATS-1 and ATS-3 in support of selected on-

“zoing activities to maximize previous investments by providing limited audio

interaction to sites with appropriate equipment.
We need to identify and select other subject matter areas,that can be addressed
by communications satellites in the fuffire. ; .
We need to work with the public television stations in the Rocky Mountain
states to develop g pilot project to determine the feaglbility and practicality of
delivering via snt%llite -regular dai rogramming fo PTV gtations from the

" Rocky Mountain Regional Distribution Genter In Denver.

P

It Is interesting to note, in this regard, that two stdtions in New Mexico—one
in Las Cruces, the other in Portales—are not yet interconngeted to the national
public television terrestrial distribution system? Yet during our recent demon-
stration, satellite service was provided to the Portales PTV stations and could
have heen made available to ti® Las Cruces station by respositioning the satel-
lite beam. °

Before major funds are committed to modify the present public television
distribution system, a regional pilot project utilizing ground equipment currently
in place along with ATS-86, could provide data that might result in major econo-
mies of scale when impacted on the national system. ' :

We need to work with the owners and operators of cable antenna television
systems and translators. Our experience over the past year demonstrated the
need for additional experimentation interfacing our new technology (satellite)
with others (CATV and Translators) to determine the most effective system.

We need to demonstrate the emerging role of video cassettes for recording and
playback. This new medium will eventually replace film in the American class-
room. We need to demonstrate the ease with which this new storage and.retrieval
mode can be used and the economies that will acerue. '

We need to explore further use of two-way azudio and video transmissions via

¢ gdltellite ana cable. The technology exists. Potential users must be shown aud
A jersuaded that the new technology has advantages for them.

4 We need to encourage the development of the Public Service Satellite Con-

““ortium, a new organizafion that can provide every community with a satellite

port of entry. A demonstration should he arranged by the Public Service Satel-
ite Consortium to show the anywhere to everywhere ecapacity »f today’s com-
munications satellites. . oo
These are a few of the uses to which funds authorized for demonstrations in
telecommunications technologies might be applied. There are many others.
We believe that the authorization level proposed by H.R. 4564 is inadequate. It

will not neet the current backlog or anticipated new filings. The inclusion of

L4
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J 5" private institutions in the legislation will result in grant requests, Considerable:
interest will be generated it telecommunicatlons techinology demonstrations are
a part of the bill. .

Therefore, it is our recommendation that the funds authorized for the support
of demonstrations in telecommnications technology be limited to a fixed dollar
amount. . : i

The technology demonstration dollars will be a catalysi for funding from other .
sources. Additional support could come from regional, state or lodal organizations
and the private sector might contribute. . . .

If the “seed” money concept is valid for.technology “demonstration purposes—
and we believe it is—we urge that one million of the seven million Yroposed for
authorization be identified for demonstrations leaving six million for facilities.
‘If the authbrization is increased—and we believe it should be—the new teciinology
demonstration share should be increased modestly. It is our position that, in
any event, the dollar amount identified for new technology should not excevd
$2.0 'lililli()n. Therefore, we urge authorization for new technology at a minimum
_ level of $1 million and a maximum of $2.5 million. Meaningful, significant demon-

. .strations of the utilization of new technology can be carried out with these dollar -
. amounts. . .

There hdve heen suggestions tliat the language proposing new technology
gemonstrations be separated from H.R. 4564. We are opposed to that because it

is cumbersome and could be ineffective. . .

For the committee to consider separate aunthorization for new technology and
edlicational l)r(m(lcusting facilities implies that the activities are not compatible.
' the contrary, tlle‘(‘vnrp()ration for PPublic Broadcasting is mandgted to develop
both broadeast and non-broaideast potentials, By ereation of the Satellite Working
Group along with the Public Broadeasting Service, National 'ublic Radio and
the Ford Foundation, CPB has indicated its interest in new technology.,

Separating new teclinology from a('tivut'ion, expansion and improvement of
public broadeasting stations would create unnecessary administrative bprdens
fur the Corporation in its efforts to provide full’service to all Americans
» We understand that the Public Broadcasting Service prefers that the»lungnage

: on new technology demonstrations be separated from ILR. 4564, . T

In view of PBS efforts utilizing new technology in captioning for the deaf,
improved audio transmission, improved UHF tuning as well as its participation
and leadership in the Satellite Working Grosxp along with PBS niembership in the
Public Service Satellite Consortium, we see a close relatiofship between PBS
and the facilities-new technology legislation. ;

P’BS has initiated an extensive review of the public television terresttinl dis-
tribution system looking to a satellite systém. .

These changes can be most effective and best coordinated by legislation that-
supports both the state of the art as well as emerging technology requiring
tedting and demonstration. )

To separate the new technology demonstrations from the act would be non-
productive. It would fragment activittes now underway. Separation would put -
the public broadcasting community in an adversary role with agencies and organi-
zations concerned with new technology. '

*.The Federation believes that the national PTV distribution system should be
designed to serve all Americans including the 25 percent of our nation that lives
“in rural areas. Based Qn the 1970 census, the 33.886.996 citizens who live in ruval
areas are a group mueh teo large to ignore in our planning, development and
delivery of healtp, social and educational services. '

CPB, PBS and National Public Radio must address. this difficult issue, i.e,
public broadcasting signals for residents-of rural America. « : '

The cost of providing commftnications services to rural popmlations hy can-
ventional tervestrial systems is too expensive, - '

Alternate ieans must be found if the isolated rural segment of our society is
to receive adequate education, health and other social services as well as public
broadcasting programming. .

H.R. 4564 establishes a partniership for success that ¢an not be assured if the
new technology demonstrations are isolated from the facilities legislation,

“In summary, on the matter of inclnsion of new technology demonstrations
in H.R. 4564, the Federation of Rocky Mountain States position is that stated by
Dr. William Rapp, Vice President of FRMS, in his April 16, 1975, letter to Chair-
man Macdonald. " . 5
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adopt dollar levels commensurate with expressed congressional intent. W
recommend establishment of congressional gujdelines for mllocation Hf appro-
priated funds for each purpose indicated. We would then endorse the

tion anthorizativi as proposed and request your favorable consideration.
Attachment)
SUMMARY

The Federation of Rocky” Mountain States endorses and recommends
Extension of the EBFP for the 5-year period.

Inclusion of Private, non-profit institutions *of higher education in the
legislation.
R Inclusion of language emphasizing improvement and expansion of public-
broadcasting stations to allow for broader educatienal use of the stations; ‘

Realistic authorizatjon for appropriations based on established need and fi ture 4 -

demand. 5

\peciﬂc allocation of appropriation by functional purpose but not to ex eed

' 2.5 million dollars for demonstrations in telecommunications technology.
We requeqt your favorable consideration and action.

. "REZDERATION or Rocxy MOUNTAIN’ STATES, INC.,.
Denver, Colo., Apr. 16, 1975.

N

IIon  TorpirT H. MAGDONALD, S
Chairman, Committee on Communications, House Interstate and Foreign Con\;-
-merce Committee, Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEAr CONGRESSMAN MACDONALD: As the subcommittee considers the ‘‘Tele- ‘
communications Facilities and Demonstration Act of 1975,” H.R. 4564, I wish C
to refiect the deep and continuing concern of the Federation of Rocky Mountain
States in respect to effective and productive development of public broadcasting
on our states and region.

If this end is to be achieved, improvement, .expansion, and activation of public
hroadeasting facilities is a necessnty and the extension of/the Educational Broad-
casting Facilities Program through the next five year prime priority.

. The Rocky Mountain Corpgration for Public Broadgasting will have supplied

a detailed listing of facilities applications pending fr the region. The sub-
committee is alko well aware. of the existing back-log of qualifiedapplications
pending and the obvious critical short fall of funding requirements vis-atvis fundsg
requexted. For a gquick regional overviews there have heen filed from our states @ .
19 applications totaling $3.65 million. Of this_amount $1.94 million is in appli-
cations carried over froin prior years and $1.55 million in 1975 fllings. We
anticipate at least as great a carry-over into next year and also an increase in

new applications.

None of our public television stations meet state of the art standards. All
should! To do this, the present grant rate will require at least five more years of
Tacilities Program availability with an appropriation at least equal to the 1974

. level, In spite of one and one quarter million dollars of local funds committed
for matching, the federal mateh is imposgible at the level of authorization the
bill proposes. National figures would indicdte that $24 million is necessary for,
F'Y 1976 merely to meet the back log. v

Obviously then. the proposed $7 million per year:is grossly inadequate to meet
existing broadcast facilities needs. It is equally inadéquate to support additional
demonstrations in telecommunications technologies to any meaningful degree. It
is impossible to broaden the program as proposed with dollars that are already
tight. ‘

We therefore recommend that the snbmmmittee review needs for both broad-
caxk facilities and tec hnologmzl demonstration and adopt dollar levels commen-
surate with expressed congregsional intent. We further recominend establish-
ment of congressional guidelines for allocation of apprépirated funds f ch
purpose indicated. We would then endorse the extension of both the hdncatQSnal
Facilities Program and the Technological Demonstration an“borization as Pro-
posed and request your favorable consideration.

Sincerely yours,
N WirLiaM E. Rarp. Ed.D,,
' ’ Vice President.
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. VITAR
Name: Dr. Gordon A. Law.
Date of birth: January 26, 1028, )
Present Position: Project Director, Satellite Technology Demounstration, Fed-
eration of Rocky Mountain sStates, Denver, Colorado.
.Present position (on leave): Professor/Head of Department of Communica-
tions, General Manager KUID-FM-T¥ University of Idaho. .
Former position: Director, Broadeast and Engineering Component, Satellite
Technology Demounstration, Federation of Rocky Mountain States.
Nummary of cducation beyond high school:
B.A.—Denver University.

M. 8. —Syracuse l‘niversit,@’ .
Kd.D.—Washington State University. ' "

Summary of other expericnce:

Npecial assignment reporter—Denver Pogt and Rocky Mountain News.

Manager—RKVDU, Denver, Colorado.

.\[u1ulgor——\\'-AER~'b‘.\I, Nyracuse, New York. 4

Operations Manager and Salesman—KBTYV, Denver, Colorado.

Owner of TV Researcli, Inc.—Denver Advertising Agency. i

Total Media Experience—20-4« vears.

Nununary of research activities: - -

Just completed two state-wide comprehensive studies on total communications
networlk in the State of Tdaho,

Pilot study ; The effects of varying class sizes and teaching procedures on cer-
tain levels of student le;uming (WRU). L

TV Tenching in a New Prospective (WSU).

« Rescasch projeets completed: :

Complete demographic resea reh on Idaho voting populace for Senator Church’s
and Governor-eleet Andras’ campaign. This had a dual significance in that not
only wis the research valid (hotlh won), but it provided me with an entry to the
medin in the State on & professional basis and not as a member of the Univer-
sity. Tt. thetefore, has provided classroom material and experience not enjoyed
by many people whe have similar respousibilities at an institution of higher
learning. In a nutshell, the above researeh pinpoints andiences and readers by
veligion, edueation. age and socio-cconoie backgrounds and based upon time
and place predicates iype of material written, spoken and pictorial, which tells
a story. Demographies has become one of the few exact sciences in the world of
advertising. . /

Publications: ) K4

srelevision Operations and Policy Handbook,” co-aunthor, ‘Summer, 1964.

ugocial Amenities”—film-produced U, of I, Spring 1964 (script writer and
producer). - .

“Keystoue to the Future—film praduced (co-author and producer).

Prodpeed and directeds National FI'AC kick-off dinner television show from
ST Ballroom. . R . ’

Produced Borah Foundation—-Viet-Nam Symposinm for SUB Ballroowm.

Wrote, directedt and produced. “Phix is Frank Chnrch’s Idaho,” and “This is
Frank Chureh’s America.'—2 fifteen minute specials for Senator Frank Church,

Produced and directed 909, of politjcal TV spots for the Church campaign.

Co-produced “Campaign Countdown —Idaho's first state-wide polifical debates
by television. . )

Wrote and directed University's new PR movie—"TUniversity of Idaho Ex-
perience.” '

Numerous (100) film clips for University. '

Numerous radio shows. N

Npeeial quwards or honors: .

winner of ffrst prize in TV Film Commercials ‘BILLBOARD magazine con-
t(’ﬂt——lg-)g. . o

Nince coming to the University of Idaho, I have been responsible’ for the
following : . o ‘ e :

HEW grant of $97.000 for Communications Dept. equipment. .

HEW grant $42,000. . ’ 13

Operate Title XI Snurmer Tnstitute in Media—1965.

HEW grant to run Title XI Iustitute—summer 1967—$53.000.

Singlehandedly got Stite Legislature to appropriate- $226.000 for educa-
tional TV—1969 session. :

1
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Singlehandedly got State Legislature to appropriate $85,000 for opéra-
tions of ETV network-—1970 session. i .

Applied and liave received Public Corporation Grant of §17,500 with which
to implement e6mmunity affairs programming at Channel 12—1970-71 tiscal
year and 72-72 fiscal year.

Honored by the Boisy Statcsman in a Sunday edition with a portrait and

biography as an cutstanding citizen. -
‘* Persuaded the State Departmnent of Kducation to fund the I'niversity in
the amount of $15,000 to underwrite elementary and secondary instruectional
prograinming for TV 1970-71, $39,200 for 1971-72.

Chosen as one of the 30 people from 450 applicants to attend seven-day

" post doctoral conference on media held by the Behavioral Seience institute,
Oregon State Systems of Higher Education—March 1968, S
Awards: Following masters and doctoral committees : Roger BelAir, Ronald
Sluslarkeno, Beb Van Osdol, George Mills, Patricia Aichele, Roy{Aichele,‘Law—

. rence O'Hare.

Professional Societies and Professional Offices:

Western States Radio-TV Conference.

Alpha Epsilon Rho, National Radio-TV Hpnorary.

Phi Delta Kappa, National Education Honorary.

WSETY Commission.

Idaho Edueational Radio-Television Commission Chairman—VFederal and State
Grants Committes' = 4 ) . : -

Idaho Audio-Visual Asseciation. . F

Idaho Broadeasters Association.

Idaho Press Association,

Boise Ad Club,

National Association of Edueational Broadeasters.

Federation of Rocky Mountain Statey. . . : )

Council of State Educational Telecommunications Authorities (board mem-
ber). .
State Telecommunications Commission (board member)/ "

Committces and miscellancons:
Improvenment-of Teaching Committee.
Public Relations Council. N .
Communication Board Doctoral Committee )(George Barr) E(iuo?tion.
Commander, American Legion Dudley Loomid Post #86. - )
Chairman, Latah County Democratic Party. ‘ .
Member—Image Makers, Latah County media organization.
Member—Area Sports Writers and Broadeasters Association,
University's Representative on the Idaho-Washington Résource Conservation
and Development. Project. Council.
Moscow Chamber of Commerce (board member).
Moscow Elks Club.
» Moscow Chamber of Commerce Legislative Committee.
Consnltant, NBC Enterprises, Foreign Advisor. 4
Consultant, Anchorage Burrough School Districts, Alaska. H

L3

Consultant, Mountain Bell. - ——

Consujtant, Idaho Consortium for Eduecation.

Consaltant, Idaho Multi-Media Foungdation, L :

Academic activities: (Book Reviews, Showings, Papers, Recitals, Editing,
Proof-reading). ) .

Speeches: Boise Ad Club, Idaho Trustees, July and November, Ag. Conference,
November, District 1, Sehool Superintendents' Meeting ITV, District 2, School
Superintendents’ Meeting ITV. )

Adult Education Conference: Kootenal County High School (Commencement
Address), Elk River High School (Commencement Address), Natiogal Conference
of I'niversity and College Alumni Directors.

Mr. Macponarp. I have just a eouple of questions. T kitbw that you
have Lieen the subject of some controversy, and I don't kow whether
that would be-helpful or not, certainly not as far as you afe concerned,
but merely as far as experience that this committee might have in the
future, because until these hearings were scheduled, even though. a
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very valued member from your State has mentioned the system but
there, I didn't knoy very much about it.

I have never seen it in operation. The underlying question I think
that I have is,according to your self-interest, self-serving description,
is a user-based system and thereby of course, considered user sup-
ported, why does it need large funding from the Federal Government
to keep it in operation ? 5

Mr. Law. Mr. Chairman, I have for some period of time proposed
" a number of criteria which woyld take it out of the Federal Govern-
ment's funding restrictions and move it to the private-public sector.
~ One of the positions I have taken is that it would take less than one-
- thousandth of 1 percent of the Federal revenue-sharing money that

@oes to States over a period of time to implement a system that would
provide the types of services with this type of technology to the 25
percent of this Nationavho live in rural isolated areas. :

When I talked to the Governors of our eight member States and
talked about $100,000 out of a fatiltimillion dolar Federal appropria-
tion, Federal revenue-sharing money. and the 25 percent of the money.

whiclcis discretionary in terms of how they—the Governors-—use it,
as long as it is within some broad categories, they agree that this would
be a very, very expedient investment of that type of money. and at the
‘saine time, some of the Governors have indicated they would be willing
to carry the legislation in their'own States to supplement at whatever
level needed to implement the téchnology at an operational level. -
Mr. Macpoxarnds3Well, are you telling ine if the Federal Government
~should cut vou off, and I don’t say they will or have-even thought of
it, because I know I have not. but if the Federal Government would
cut you oft from any funds, that then the State areas—what is it, a
six-State area? ,

Mr. Law. Six plus two, two that are not membersef the federation
. but participate in the technology.

Mr. Macpoxarp, And help support vou. What are the States?

Mr. Law. From the @anadian border they are Wyoming, Montana,
Utah, Idaho, Colorado, New Mexico, Arizona. and Nevada.

Mr. Macponarp. And how much does%his break down per vear?

Mr. Law. The requested budget for fiscal year 1976 from NIE was
$1.8 million. . ' 1

Mr. Macpovarp. You are asking each State basically for a quarter
of a million dollars. . \ -

What would they get in veturn for their money ? :

Mr. Law. What we have produced this year so far is a series of pro-
arams designed to offset the need for career development education at
the junior high school level, a series of inservice programs for teachers
teaching the youngsters and for other teachers within the school
districts and another series of what we called community based pro-
grams which answer the needs of rural isolated comnmunities which
sebm to have the same problems. It does not matteg whether they live
in Colorado, Montana,.or Arizona, EMT, emergency medical training
program, where we recertified 800 paramedics in the region by using
this satellite technology whtth delivers instructions to them in places
where feiv physicians have been able to get.

Mr. Macponanp. You teach the paramedics over the air is that right ?
Mr. Law. Yes, sir.’ ) . C?‘

+ ) | i\ )r-f’“g' '
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Mr. MacvoNawn. And there is supervision ?

Mr. Law: Supervision by physicians. They donate their time. The
physicians come to our studios and donate their time to teach the

“paramedics. We use the satellite signal to spread this throughout the

Rock$ Mountain region.

»Mr. Macnoxawn. How magy terminals?
Mr. Law. One uplink transmitter.
Mr. Macponarn. Where! .
Mr. Law. In Denver, Colo. - o
Mr. Macpoxarn. In Denver. Do they take an examination ?

Mr. Law. Yes, they have a 2-hour course taught by the physicians
in the moming from 9 :30 to 11:30 and take a half-hour break and have

i

a 1-h % examination and repeat the same process in the afternoon.
’ M

Mr.Macoonarp. You give them an examination every ‘day?
Mr. Law. Every Saturday. These people volunteer their timg to come
- in each Saturday to the Denver studio and 58 rural communities.

Mr. Macoonarn., They go to school once a week and get examined
once a week?

Mr. Law. Yes. - ‘

Mo MacpoNanp. What & they do the other 6 days? .

“Mr. Law. Théy are usually the only .nedical care people in rural
isolated communities, we don’t have doctors, dentists, and veterinarians
because they—patients and parademics—may he 200 or 300 miles from
the closest hospital. ' -

Mr. Macpoxarp. What is the most elaborate type of medical }qelp
they have ever given? : . '

Mr. Law. Extraction from automobile wrecks. Because we. live in a
rural isolated area, auto accidents are our primary killer, and extrac-
tion from automopile accidents is a thing they learn most from.

Mr. Macpoxarp. They go through the operations? ' »

Mr. Eaw. No, just to get them out alive and to get them to 2 medical
care center or a physician. ,

Mr. Macponarp. This may sound far-fetched to you, b is this tRe

~ same sort of thing they have in the TV program called “Emergency”?

Mr. Law. Yes. As a matter of fact “Emergency” is doing a half hour
on our project at the moent utilizing the satellite technology.
Mr. Macpoxarp. What do you mean “utilizing it”?
¢ Mr. Law, Their whole idea is that the véry thing they do in Les
Anungeles is needed all throughout the State of California and where
vou run into the problem is in mountainous country,-VHF, which is
the communication link that they have for getting back and forth from
ccident to hospital is basically line-of-sight technology.
If they are out. in the hinterland behind a mountain, there is no way
ofSsguununication with a hopital or clinic, so they—emergency—de-
cided one easy way was to use the VHF capability on the satellite. The
satellite does do one thing, it makes the Earth flat, so that no matter
where they are—the paramedics—the satellite is accessible, and they
can see it eleéctronically, so they can go up and down without an
problem whatsoever. !
Mr. Macponarp. T don’t quite understand what you mean by going
up and down, o :
Mr. Law. Well, VHF normally follows.a straight line.

-
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Mr. Macpovarp. 1 understand that. But when you say they can go
up and down, you mean? . C.

Mr. Law. From point (A) up to the satellite and down to a hospital.

Mr. Macponarp. You mean they can be seen any place up and down.
When vou say they go up and down, they don’t go up and down?

Mr. Law. The signal. ' : :

Mr. Macpoxarp. Yes, the signal goes up and down. Have there been
occasions where in an emergency they will give instructions, a doctor-
say located 50 or 100 miles away from an accident, can see the patient
by cameras or something ? : N : o a

Myr. Law. This has happened in Alaska. As a matter of fact, it hap-
pened before. ATS—6 became totally operational. We do have two-way

television medical ‘diagnosis capability. , :

Mr. Macpoxawp. Has it happened in Europe? 1

Mr. Law. No, because we don’t have two-way video capability nor
have we tried to implement hospitalization oi diagnosis by satellite. Tt
is one of those funding level things that we get caught up-in, so we
did the best thing we know how, that is, upgrade the level of inedicine
practiced by paramedics in the region. ' '

Mr. Machoxarn. And the accreditation that they get is stit
acereditation? N .

Mr. Law. No, it is State and AMA. 3

Mr. Macponanp. The AMA will aceredit them?

Mr. Law. There are a series of texts they—the paramedicals—must
master angl take examinations on before they are permitted to provide a
fevel of physician extended care or permitted to practice in the com-
munities. They are required to be recertified each year. _

Our concern was not so much recertification but expanding the
breadth of Knowledge they had. That has been tough to do over a
period of vears because the States have been unable to bring these
people into medical centers.

Mr. Macpoxarn. This is sort of like a better organized ski patrol?

" Mr. Law. Well, that is a good analogy. B "

One of the problems. the State of New Mexico has a State statute
which requires every physician to upgrade his ievel of competence by
taking the 30 semester refresher hours every 5 years, many physicians
are so far remote from the teaching hospital in Albuquerqie to make
it impossible to comply. If the State carries through with the statute,
it would have to remove the doctor’s license because he does not meet
that criteria, it is an attempt to upgrade the level of medicine that the

_profession is responsible for. . '

We have communities where-a ddetor is responsible for 4.000 square
miles of territory. _ '

In communities in New Mexico, for example, a nurse comes in every
Thursday afternoon and, if you make it, you are in good shape and if
vou don't you sweat it out until the next Thursday afternoon. This
satellite technology, used correctly would let people@ome to the center
at any time. The center would ke staffed with a paramedic who could
interact with the hospital in Albuquerque, so that a doctor could.ad
vise the paramedic what treatment to initiate or what to do until a

"professional gets to the area.
It is a function of power and terrain.

ﬂy local
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In the State T am frém, Idaho, the State police are out of touch with
their base stations for hours sometimes because the transmission power
of the car radio does not radiate far enouglh to be picked up on re-
peaters. The number to provide for an adequate system is too costly.

It is astronomical. We have had cases of missing a State policepian
and when they found him he was dead beside his car. It he could have
called in with information about who or what he was stopping they—
the base station—would get a reading on his position and the license
number of the autonobile. . N s -

Mr. Macogyaro. This is also turning into education, you say?

Mr. Law. Yes, sir.

Mr. Macpoxaro, How does it work in education ?

Mr. Law. We used the ATS-6, basically one way- video, then we
added to that capability twoold satellites. : -

Mr. MacooNarp. What is wrong with one-way video? -,

Mr. Law. Well, it has its pluses. : .

Mr. Macponany: What 1s,wrong with that ? .

Mr. Law. It had-its pluses and ‘minuses. The spacecraft—ATS—(—
was able to provide two-way video but -we in the United States had
trouble in frequency allocations and were not permitted two-way nse.
Two-way video was impgemented in .Alaska where remote medical
diagnosis was‘done by TV and is done by radio every day,

¢ Mr. MacooNarn. You keep talking about hospitals. T was thinking,

when T first knew yon were going to bé a witness, T was thinking of

teaching classrooms. » .

. Mr. Law. We do that every day or did do it every day through"
May 20. The way we supplement it and complement it. the one-way

video, is by using ATS-1 and ATS-3 which are basically voice or

narrow band satellites and we use them as communication links.

Mr. Macvoxacp. And vou have a teacher in the room ? =

Mr. Law. Yes, and they can interaét with other students from bor-
der to border or with teachers in Denver or with protessionals who
specialize in various careers.

Mr. MacpoNarp, And take examinations ?

Mr. Law. Yes. '

Mr. MacpoNarn-Would the local schdol give them credits, give them
a high school diphoma ?

Mr. Law. We didn’t get that far, but there is no reason why we can't.

Mr. Macpoxar. How far did you get ? '

Mr. Law. Just to 7th, 8th, and 9th grade.

Mr. MacooNarn. Wounld they “give them a junior high school
diploma? . ' ' .

Mr. Law. We gave written testimony which shows we have partially
completed the research and evalnation of the project: the competence
of the kids who had the two-way capability, against those at receive-
only terminals, where they couldn't interact with other-students or
Denver, was measurably better than the passive mode. The partici-
patory mode really sold the program and motivated the kids to learn.

Mr. Macooxnawd. That is sort of a word of art, “participatory mode.™
What does it mean? N ,

Mr. Law. It means the youngster could pick up a microphone and
if“he disagreed with the teacher or specialist at the other end or if,

r
- .
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what aMor vungster at another site said, in real time heé’could *
do battle. S

Mr. MagpOxALp. You mean “argue back and forth”?, =

Mr. Law. We prefer the word “discuss.” The teachers are hot given -
to permitting argunientation. ' .

Mr. Macnoxarn: The good ones are. That is the whole:point of ¢du-
cation, isn’t it ? & !

Do you have any questions, Mr. Bryon?

Mr. Byron. The reflection that that same program is operating over
the Appalachia-area in vocational colleges based on the University
of Kentucky program and unfortutately we don’t have it today be- .
canse the satellite was moved over to the subcontinent of India. That’s
Appalachia as well as the Rocky®ountains. °

Mr. Law. Sure. The najority of this prograin, Mr. Chairman, lias
been the fact that three regional entities, and the Federal agencies
Itave had to agree on one prograin which had national benefits.

Mr. Macoonawn, T would think, eulturally speaking, what would be

~ beneficial to somebody. in New Mexico ig not going’to be too much

benefit, T wouldn’t think, and I don’t know much about Alaska, but I
wouldn’t think it would e of the same factual value to Alaska.

Mr. Law. We find that the kids in Alaska are jlist as interested in
knowing what the Navajos are doing in the Four Corner area; the
Navajag in the Fonr Corner area want to know what the Aleuts are
doing. , " o

Mr. Macnoxarn. How to identify & copperhiead say versus

Mr. Law. A rattlesnake. o ‘

Mr. Macnoxarn. T don’t know what they have in Alaska outside of
whales, seals T think, wouldn't seem to me t6 he the same thing. »

Mr. Law. We find out that kids have much more discerning and
probing minds than we as adults or teachers give them credit for.

Mr. Byron. Conld T add a point? .. ¥

The cost apparently is negligible when you look at the disc that can

~be put anywhere, even next to a mobile van in the middle of a field,

1 day a week to offer n progran. N .

Mr. Law. Amnong other things we did, Mr. (%airman, and the rea-
son that T ain supportive of the demonstration money, looking at the
total technical picture, we involved 12 ptiblic television stations with
terminals, we involved two cable svstems and two translator systems

all because we felt strongly from the beginning that if the technology

was going to have any viability at all for the remote isolated areas of
the country we lad to prove that all of those other teclinologies could
interface with a satellite and that really today vou can provide com-
munication satellite services to communities, which, if supplied by
terggstrial systems in econoniic terms, would never be able to afford
a c@hmunity television or translator system. They are so far removed

{rom the beaten path, a transmitter or translator wonldn’t do them

zood because there afe no off-air signals to be picked up in the first
place. We have proven a satellite can provide these signals and services
at Tittle cost. . ’

Mr. Macpoxarp. Do you put entertainment on at all? g

Mr. Law. We think our format for our kids is somewhat entertain-
ment. :

Mr. MacpoNarnp. T mean like Sesa‘}ng_Streot 7

Re
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Mr. Law. No. Simply because bf the number of hours we had avail-
able. We—FRMS—had 14 hours a week, the Appalachia Regional
Commission had 9 hoursa weelk.

Mr. Macponarp. We had a member of the subcommittee interested
in Purdue University that used to have planes and that is based on the
same system. ‘. .

Mr. Law. Well, I prefer not. to agree with that statement.

Mr. Macponawp. Well, it is not a statement. It is a question.

Mr. Law. Okay. Both of our systems are totally user based, however,
we do not tell our constituents what they need or what to use or tell
them, “Here it is, yon have to use it,” they tell ns. MPATI imposed its
will on the users. We did not. : '

Mr. Wirrn. 1 don’t know if you have seen the articles in the Rocky

“Mountain News in March by Peter Metzger, which- were, to under-
state it, somewhat critical of satellite projects. :

There were headlines to the effect that educational satellite project
costs are an extravagant, vest, elaborate, charade, running amuck with

- }mb]ic moneys, and have you had any kind of formal response to the al-
e

¢ations made by Mr. Metzger in the news? _

Mr. Law. Congressman Wirth, I find myself in ah untenable posi-
tion because. as you know, I work for a politically viable organization,
whose board of directors is made up of six Governors and I answer to
those six (Governors, and Governors are no different from Clongressimen
or Sénators, and are somewhat loathe to take on a newspaper.

I have; for the funding agencies and Secretary Weinberger, an-
swered the allegations in detail. I have been investigated and reinvesti-

- gated. The project has undergone three andits and I was personally au-
dited by the HEW Regional Audit office and by NIE for 11 weeks. T
can say, for my own salvation and. T think, credibility and whatever
visibility T have left, T resigned my own position 2 weeks ago becitise
I felt T was not getting a fair shake. The audits are in a rough draft
form. and T am as clean as a whistle and so is the federation as clean as
a whistle andhif the chairman wishes to get another audit in, I would
welcome it. ) _

My problem is a forum to offset. Mr. Metzger's own credibility.

Mr. Macpoxawp. Have you publicly been advised?

Mr. Law. I have been advised by counsel that until the audit be-
comies one of public knosvledge, I should not respond. I felt I couldn't
wait any longer and that is why I instigated the proceedings I did 2

“weeks ago with my own company—FRMS. T don’i. kuow if those
audits will ever be made public. ’ .

Mr. Macpoxarp. T think the basic issne is where you get. the most re-

~turn for the extra dollar sperit. The question is whether a multimillion
dollar expenditure on a satellite, with all of the software and trans-
mission problems you have, are worth it. - 5 : '

You listened to the testimony in the earlier discussion talking abont
$7 billion a year over a 5-year period of time, you all can gobble that
np at high speed. What we are trying to talk about here is ﬁO\\" do yon
get more people to have access to varions communications with soft-
ware packages? : ’
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Mr. Law. If [ am to take the dollar figures that you heard about and
which will be attested to tomorrow, that would I)ring—and I would
quibble with the figures 80 percent, because I think it is closed to 65
percent and in our region, close to 50 percent. of the school districts
would be serviced by public television—and if I were to take the figures
to be attested to tomorrow, $189 million to get that other 10 percent up
from 80 to 90, with that $190 million I conld fly you all of the satellites
vou would need for the next 20 years and provide all of the service to
the havenots, the 50 million people living in remote, isolated commun-
ities, or more important those 10 percent which will never get any-
thing, which is in effect being proposed. If you-agree to 90 percent
you don’t do anything ever for the remaining 10 percent. That is the
reason you are using existing cables and so on, it 1s more inexpensive
to go that way. ‘ .

I think if you take a look at the cable business and see where it has
gone in the last 2 years, it is not only that the money is not there, fui
Wiring the communities, but you also have to invest in a multimicro-
wave systen, more money than the cost of putting the cable system in;
it. becomes economically impracticable hecause the operator cannot
charge the $15 to $20 a month necessary to get a fair return on his in-
vestment. -

I think the biggest hurdle we have to overcome in the Rocky Moun-
tain area in terms of economic growth, where 60 or 70 percent of this
country’s natural resources are at the moment, is the dearth of com-
munications—Mr. Bell, A T. & T. I.TT. and G.T. & E. will never
invest money for terrestrial communications which will let us develop
our strip mines, waterways. forest products. and so forth.

At our last FRMS annual meeting we were talking about hauling
coal out of Wyoming and the one railroad line projected $1 million a
mile te put a rail spur in'and that is a lot of noney.

Mr. WirTir. Just in summary. on behalf .of the federation, they
havg a very very complicated political agency, as was pointed out in
attempting to band together in mutnal interests of that region. which
are consideruble, particularly in area of energy, great attempts there
to develop a common agenda, great attemipts, and I must say T am
aware of the tremendous problems yon have had attempting to put
together that kind of coalition. I doi’'t envy you at all in that task.

Thank you. Mr. Chairman. .

Mr. Macpoxarp. Thank you, sir.

I was about to say that anybody that says they don’t care whether
the Federal Govermnent funds them or not can’t be ripping the Fed-
eral Government off too much. ) :

Mr. Law. Having tried to get at this for 2 years and having served
in the public sector for 25 years, I have learned by experience the Fed- .
eral Governinent is not the way tosurvive. :

¥r. Macooxawn. I think you won't get any arguments from this
panel. Thank you very much. )

The hearings are adjourned until tomorrow at 2 o’clock in this reom.

[ Whereupon, at 4335 p.m.. the snbcommittee adjourned, to reconvene
at 2 p.m., Wednesday, June 4, 1975]




'TELECOMMUNICATIONS FACILITIES AND
DEMONSTRATION ACT OT 1975

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 4, 1975

Housr or REPRESENTATIVES,
StpcoMMITTEE 0N (COMMUNICATIONS,
CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FoRuigN (mtmm E,
W us/un(;ton, D.C.

The subvomuuiice met at 2 p.an., pursuant to notice, in room 2392,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Torbert H. Macdonald, chair-
man, presiding.

Mr MacpoxaLp, The subcommittee will come to m(lox

We will have as qur witness today, an nnexpected pleasure, Con-
gressman Brown of Ohio, a former mémber of our subwl}mttoe anda <
very valued one. 4

STATEMENT OF HON. CLARENCE J. BROWN, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OHIO

Mr. Browx. Mr.-Chairman, distinguighed members of the subcom-
mittee, colleagues:

Iam {)loasod to appear before you today and testity on a topic that
occupied much of my time and interest during my tenure on your com-
mittee, namely, public broadeasting facilitics. hpeuhutll\, I am here
to support IL.R. 4564, the DHEW “Telecommunications Facilitios and ~
Demonstration Act of 1975.7

I am sure that the majority of you believe as I de that the program
of Federal grant assistance for educational broadcasting f:mhm«
which Congress first enacted in 1962, has made an mlpmtﬁnt contri
tion to the ¢ enterptise of public broadcasting. However, after 12 \oars
of Federal grants in this area it seems appmpnat( to assess: How far
we have come in meeting the original goals of the program: how much
the technical. ifistitutional, and soc ial environment in which the pro-+
gram operates has (lna}lge(l And what éxisting and emnerging needs |
can be met through a contmm;ttm? m‘_ modlﬁultlon of this grant
program. PR

You have already receivé qlder'lble detailed testimory which
should help you formulate prégise answers fo questions about the state
of development in educational broadcasting, so I will confine myself to

~ some brief general Q\bqervgmtlonq on thaf topw ,

1 For discussion pu¥poses, T think it is uqefuw divide the facilities
supported by thlq prpgram into two categories’ Those used to produce
program material—studio, remote pickup and editing equipment—and
those facilities used to disseminate the program material to the in-
tended audience—transmitters and interconnection systems like micro-

(53),
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wave. You may reach different conelusions about the state of develop-
ment in each of these two eategories and therefore the appropriate pat-
tern for future Federal aid to these facihities,

‘Tt scems obvious to me that at some point we will reach the limit of
economic. practieality in terms of the original legislative goal of reach-
ing all of the people of the United States with a single broadeast pro-
gram channel 1 both television and radio. This 1s because both the local

*base of support for program generation will be inadequate to support

.

a production factlity, and because the population density will be so low
that over-the-air broadeasting will not be a cost eftective dissemination
mechanism. ‘

When that point is reached, some may question the usefulness of a
Federal grant program for broadeastingAacilities. I do not believe this
will be the case. Some of the arguments which support~my point of
view are:first, the increasing availability of new alternative dissem-
ination iechnologies like low-power broadeast repeaters, eable TV, light

pipes, satellites, et cetern, which may make it more economically prac- -

tical to reach all the people in the eountry with at least one basic service
Second, therd is an emerging need for multichannel dissemination cap-
ability to support n wide range of educational services which eannot be

cost effectively rrm’i(lod without some kind of technological multiplier -

like radio or television; and, third, there will be an increased demand
for quality production capability created by new audiovisual-based
education serviees. ‘

I Lelieve that H.R. 4564 detines some desirable new directions for a
Federal support program in this area while not ignoring the very real
problem of satisfactorily completing the task we stasted in 1962, It
will put the Federal Government_in the position of being able to adapt
to both changing technology and developing applications based on
changing needs. ' o

In stimary, the major issues, as I see them, presented by H.R. 4564
are ax follows: The first issne is wl;nt resources will be required to
bring the existing capital plant of public broadeasting up to standards
and the corollary questions of what standards are appropriate / Inspite
of the complexity of this question, I find surprising agreement ameong
the various estimates of overall cost—about $130 million in TV and
#20 million in radio. The magnitude of this upgrading task does not
seem to be a major issue. What does seem to be an issue is the appro-
priate Federal contribution to the nndertaking. The administration
believes that it is reasonable to expect a substantial loeal contribution to
this upgrading effort, while public broadeasting feels that the majority
of the support should come from Federal sources. While I won’t at-
tempt to resolve this dispute, T will offer two observations, First, yvou
mey want 1o consider adjusting the matehing formula, currently 75
percent Federal—25 percent non-Federal, so that more applicants ean
be helped with a given amount of Federal funds, Perhaps even an in-
centive in terms of funding priority should be given applicants who
propose a project with a larger proportion of local funds. Second, a
mote =pecific understanding needs to be reached concerning the time
period over which this facilities improvement program will be ac-
complished. ' .

The second issue is how .should the problem of capital plant depre-
ciation for public broadcasting be handled? 1 believe this is a serious

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




E

volved init, so that we ean go ahead with develo

N 35
. . «

and not well-explored issue. The existing capital plant of public broad-
casting is already so large that its normal annual depreciation exceeds
the current yearly -level of DIIEW grants. DHEW has suggested that
Federal support in this area ought to be the responsibility of C'PB
and handled through its community grant program. I believe it will
tuke some time to work out a suitable solution to this problem, but that
both DHEW and CPB should be asked to jointly develop a plan and
work for its implementation over the next 5 years. :

The third issue is how close to the practical limit of coverage are
we in both radio and TV There appears to be greater disagreement
between the administration and the industry on the télevision side than
on the radio side. In any event, there is an agreement that more needs
to be done in extending broadcast coverage. 1 believe that the limit
question can be approached on a pragmatic basis through case by
case decisions on individual station activation applications, and that
it is not, necessary to arbitrarily pursue an abstrmﬂfz)‘e'rcent,age goal.

The fourth issue is what long-term role is most appropriate for the
Federal Government with respect to the development of telecommuni-
cations facilities to support education and other public services? As
new scgvice-concepts involving telecomiifunications emerge, I think
it is cleT that additional production ard disseminatign capacity will
be 1eeded. There is some question as to whether they should be pub-
licly owned and financed. I do not believe it would be wise to try to
federally fund and implement a program to build a vast array of pub- -
lic telecommunications facilities wnen the possibility of using pri-
vitely tinanced system exists. I therefore believe that the type of pro-
gram proposed by DHEW under the demonstration portion of H.R.
4564 provides the needed incentives and developmenl@l activity to in-
sure er the expanding needs of education for modern'telecommunica-
tions wiil be met.

 In conclusion, T support the hain conceptual thrust of H.R. 4564
though I differ with its.estimate of the appropriate level of Federal

and DHEW funding to the total effort, I am particularly supportive

of its demonstration provisions as 1 feel they open the way to address
significant future needs before they become crises.

Let me say further in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I think we need
this particular picce of legislation and the demoystration grants in-

nent. of the tech-
nology iu this field and see that it is made applicable to public broad-
casting and particularly applicable to the developing needs in educa-
tion that public broadeasting serves.

As you know, I am a supporter of more television usage by the school
sysfems and by the nonschool systems that sprve to edpcate our public
in the needs they have for the kind of programing that can help them
mn self-improvement and in the facilities area, we need exploration in
that field. .

I think we are likely-to develop things there that probably will not
be developed in commercial television for private markets, but if we
can develop them in the public sector here through private interests,
they then will have a transfer application into the private markets.

Mr. Macponarp. We all thank you very much, Congressman Brown,
for your statement, and I note you say you have been along-time friend
of public broadcasting, and I know that is absolutely accurate.

e
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I just have two very small questions bf you, Congressman, and one

is: Yesterday we had testimony from two segments, one from the .

HEW people, a panel, and once again, Mr. Weinberger saw fit not to

appear, but Mr. Morrill, Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evalua- -

tion, took his place, .
I, for one, was so terribly #mazed and very disappointed in the

amount of money sought and their general attitude, at least publicly

expressed, and what their private thoughts are I have no way of
knowing, although I can’t conceive that they wouldn’t have different
private thoughts than they expressed publicly. But I was disappointed
in the amount of funds requested for facilities and the demonstration
grants that you spoke so highly about. . »

We also had testimony on it from a gentleman who is rather con-
troversial in Colorado, but who gave some interesting testimony
concerning his operations. . - : .

The entire amount thwt they requested to do all of the things that

they said they necded to do, new programs and so forth, as -well -

as.continuing with the facilities, amounted, believe it or not, to a
total of $35 million over a period of 5 years.
Knowing of your interest, I was just wondering if you cared to
" comment.
- Now, I am not pressing you for any comments. You can certainly

save the comments that you might have for a later time on the floor,
hopefully, or some other time. But, perfectly frankly,I think it is a

very, very inadequate amount. _

Mr. Broww. Mr. Chairman, T would tend to share that view were
it not for the circumstances in which we find ourselves in the economy
at the moment. .

I think all of us would like to see some more funding in this area,
so that these demonstration grants might be moved ahead somewhat
more briskly. )

It is my hope with that amount however, they can bring in some
private funds to do some of the work on an experimental basis, and
perhaps supplement some of those funds that might come in otherwise
by entrepreneurs in the hopes of prospective gains for themselves. .

Mr. Macnonirp. If they had-any such plans, they didn’t identify
them vesterday, I can assure vou of that. ' g

Mr. Brown. I shouldn’t say private only, but perhaps even can
supplciient local community efforts in this regard. °

We have one such effort being conducted in my area now that comes
to mizl. And of course, T think in the Congress generally, we tend

to encourage local demonstrations with the Federal funds and hope -

that the local community can pick up the Federal funds, part of it
over a period of years or a peridd of time, and then we always get dis-
appointed that the local community does not quite do it as rapidly or
the extent that we hoped.

Mayhe the local community 1s disappointed, too. But T guess that in’

~ summary. one has to say that. and you mentioned their private opinions
might be somewhat different than their testimony, and I would assume
if they weren’t under restraints froin the Office of Management and
Budget, because of the general condition of the Federal budget, they
might come in and ask for more money also. :

Ve
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Mr. Macpoxarn. Do.you think they might have testified a little dif-
ferently at 2:145 today than they did yesterday, finding $5.3 billion, as
1 recal? it, more money than was anticipated they would have yester-
day?- _ ‘ : -

' gfr. Browx. Mr. Chairman, that $5.3¢billion, a good part of that was
“not budgeted, and I guess that is the problem. . . :
-+ Mr. Macponarp. Well, we could go into it, and I apologize for get-
ting into a matter that was extraneous, but you did bring it in.

I still think,’and I think you would have enjoyed very much Dr.
Yaw, even though he had been under some attack from some news-
papers out in the Rocky Mountain area States, as T recall, for doing

. what T heard you discuss many times,"and you indicated your great
interest in coeducational, as well as other practical aspects, medicine,
and all of the rest. :

Mr. Broww. I guess it is too simple a statement for me to make, Mr.
Chairman, and then to have to try to defend sometime, but I would
almost support anything that develops rapidly the technology in this
field so that it can reduce the economic costs of bringing education to
more people. » .

Now, among the tltthgs you 'suggested are—and this has to be a
function both of hardware and software, but amonpg the things sug-
gested, of course, ate satellite storage of programing so that schools
conld call up through the night and have the program prejected ot
that they could then show in their schools in room television sets and’
record on their own cassettes, and so forth.

We may be a long way from that, but if we don’t undertake some
of these demonstration programs to get there, it seins to me that the’
ultimate advantage of educational television will not be realized as
early as we might otherwise realize it in the advantage of education to
a lot of other people. -

. Mr. Macpoxarn. We are not going to realize it at a pace of $35
million in 5 years. :

Mr. Brown. ;\[AC]m’irman, that is, however, mbre than I mack, all
last week, so it sounds like a lot of money.

+ Mr. Macpovarp. You don’t have to confess this to me. Are there'any
further questions? g '

MrEFrey. There is one thing, T want to also add the thanks of this
committee to the public broadeast people and their work over the
vears, ;

T had the pleasure of serving with this gentleman on the subcom-
mittee and saw the leadership he provided and his help in writing a
lot of the kev legislation, and we are delighted with Ius interest and
look forward to working with himn on this area, because it sure needs
some work. ‘ ' ‘

Mr. Macpoxarp. And on the floor.

Mr. Frey. And on the floor.

Mr. Broww. Thank you, Mr. Frey and thank youn, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Macponatn. The next witnesses scheduled and, inasmuch as we
are a little late, T was hopeful to obtain your thoughts concerning this,
the witnesses to present. their variows points of view, most of whom
T am familiar with, both as people and as to their points of view, with
very good reason, and they are Mr. Henry Loomis, president of the
Corporation for Public Broadeasting, and Mr. Hartford Gunn, presi-
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dent of Public Broadeasting Service, and Matthew Coffey, president
of the \ssociation of Public Radio Stations. ‘

We have also a fourth witness, I do not know if he would fit into
a panel or not : Mr. George Bair. member of the Natioual Association
of Kdncational Broadeasters board of divectors of the University of
North Carolina. the TV network. and T mean. this is not a matled
fist in a velvet glove, but T am serious about what you think of getting
together in a joint presentation, : .

Mr. Loosus, Tt is fine with me. 2

My Macpoxarn. T know it is diffienlt-to say no in an open room. but
T am serions. We certainly welcome all of vou, and for the edifica-
tion of the stenographer, T wish yon would identify vourselves. right
to left. ) ; ..
© My, Correy. Matthew Coffey. -

Mr. Bar. George Bair,

Mr. Looas. Henry Loomis.

Mr. Gonw. Hartford Gunn.
" Mr. Macpoxarp. Proceed, whoever wants to go first. )

<

Bt

STATEMENTS OF A PANEL CONSISTING OF HENRY LOOMIS, PRESI-
DENT, CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING; HARTFORD
N. GUNN, JR., PRESIDENT, PUBLIC BROADCASTING SERVICE:
AND MATTHEW B. COFFEY, PRESIDENT, ASSOCIATION OF PUB.-
LIC RADIO STATIONS: ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE E. BAIR.
PH. D, MEMBER, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF EDUCATIONAL
BROADCASTERS BOARD OF DIRECTORS, AND DIRECTOR, UNIVER-
SITY OF NORTH CAROLINA TELEVISION NETWORK

Mr. Loowrs, Mr. Chairman, T know vou have my propa)ed state-
went, and T thought perhaps T could start by reading the last page. the
conclusion of iny statom(\n% - g .

Mr. Macnonaen. Fine. T appreciate yvour reminding we that. with-
out exception..the statements will be included in the record as if read.
and voumay interpolate in any way vou see fit, '

Mr. Looyis. T wanted to say that the Corporation supports many
of the sections of ILR. 4364, | ' .

This s particularly true of the 5-vear funding matching provisions.
features which the Corporation endorses. Tt extends the educational
broadeasting  facilities  program. whose authorization expires on
Jgne 30. Tt initiates a future-oriented demonstrhtion program. which
holds great promise fér public broadeasting. Tt offers the predict-
@hility of S-vear anthorizations for fiscal years 1976-80. which pr.-
vide predictability of funding and opportunity for svstems nlanmog.

Nevertheless, ns justified in the requirements sections of this state-
ment. H.R" 4564 establishes finding lTevels which are insufficient for
the achievement of the bill's purposes. As delineated, upgrading of
public television statibns alone—with the development of new
stations—requires, at mininnun standards, $135 million. And the im-
provement of evisting public radio stations and the development of
new ones require #40 nnllion. The development of new television
stations reqnived to attain 90-percent coverage would raise the total
requirenent to $355 million.
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~ At the $35 million level--$7 million per yer 1l~1(*(~mnnu~1ulvd by the
administration, the facilities noe(ls alone of pnhlu- broatleasting would
be largely unmet. It is for this veason that CPB urges the subeom-
mittee to authorize at least §35 nnllum per year for fiseal years 1976-
80, for a total of 8173 million, which is still well below public broad-
( a\tmg s requirenments.

The Task Force on the Long-Range I‘nmn(ln(r of Public Broad-
casting stated, in its 1973 l(‘[)()lt that ¢ ongress, 1n passtitg the Edu-
cational Television” Facilities et of 1962, “en: x ted a legislative
milestone in the history of public broadeasting.™ ('PB urges this
subcommittee to approve another milestone. H.R. £36.4, with 11"~<~;n ite
funding levels. Tts passage is crucial if public broadeasting ix to
<|('\(~|0|) what the task. fm(-v alled “the rich potential for service
[ which | remains unfulfilled.”

may say, Mr. Chairman, having listened to you and Congressman
-Brown on the subject of amount. the thing that hothers me most about,
this act is the rhetorietogting all of the ambitions things that will
lg done, raising hopes and aspirations without supplying the resources
necessary to follow through.

Either eut back what you plan to 'u(omphqh or appropriate the
money needed tomeet the ()b](‘( tives vou endorse.

I wduld hope very mueh it would be the latter beeause T think the
statément of purpose- 45 exeellent.

[ Mr. Loomis® prepared statement follows :]

S'r&'rr:,\uv:.\”r oF HENRY Loonts, PresipeENT, CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING

INTRODUCTION

" The Corporation for Public Broadeasting (CPRB) urges the passage of ILR.
4564, the Telecommunications Facilities and Demonstration Aet of 1975, with
adequate funding levels. The Corporation recognizes that the provisions of this
act are to bhe gdministered—by and budgeted to tlie Department of ITealth,
Edueation. and Welfare (DITEW)--not the corporation. Nonetheless, the Cor-
porntion is vitally concerned about these provisions, beeause of its overall
responsibility for ¢€veloping the pnh]w broadeasting system of this notion and
for supporting programming services which meet the needs and interests of the
people of the U,8. with both aesthetic and tec hnieal excellence.

As sueh, the ¢ orporation has a elose relationship with DH1IIW --a relationship
which has existed since the inception of CI'B. For the Publie Broadeasting Act
of 1967, which authorized the establishment of CPB, amended the Educational
Television Facilities Aet of 1962 to include public radio and set the bhasis tur
continuing eooperation between the Corporation and DITEW,

tne Public Broadensting Act of 1967, with its expausion of the facilities act,
retlects Congress’s conunitment to he][) establish a strong, effective, and inde-
pendent publie, broadeasting system in the United States. ILR. 6461, the Publje
Broadeasting Financing Act of 1975, unanimouslty approved by this subcom-
mittee and reported out of the full Committee on Interstate and Foreign (‘om-
merce in May, indicates renewed commitment to this goal. As a companion
piece of legislation. ILR. 4564, the Telecommunications Facilities and Demon-
stration .Aet, offers further evidence of the congressional commitment, in that
it provides for the continned development of th? t('('hm(' 1l capacity which is
essential to publie.hroade ntmg

FEATURES OF H.R. 4564

IT.R. 4564 would extend thefE(]ucntimm] Broadeasting Facilities Program for
five vears, fiscal 1976-1950. and give new authority to the Office of the Secretary
of DILIEW “for the support of demonstrations in telecommunications technologies
for the distribution of health, education, and social service informatian, and for
otlier purposes. ’ .
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Simllar to IL.R. 17406, introduced in the 93rd Congress, the bill would expand
DHEW'’s role in publi¢c broadeasting., It would not only extend an existing
program—direct facilitles support of publle television and radio stations—but
2also would add a new dlmension—indirect support of various telecommunications -
, technologies, ‘through demonstration grants and contracts. These support func-
tions would be authorlzed for the indicated five-year period at $7 million per

year, for a total amount of $35 million. : o :

It is (PDB’s belief that the aims of the legistation ecannot be achieved at the
administration-supported funding levels. At least $35 wmillion is required per vear
to meet the facilities and eqnipment needs of public broadeasting stations and to -
allow for demonstrations in modern teleconnmunications technologies, as indicated
in the following descriptiofis of facilities and demonstration requirements.

'FACILITIES REQUIREMENTS

Background—Facilities Derelopment -
When Congress passed and the President signed the Edueational Broadcasting
Facilities Act in 1962, they not only set a precedent for federal involvement in
public broadcasting but also laid the foundation for a national publie broad-
rasting service. This action, with the inclusion of radio in the facilities program
in 1067, was a tangible sign of the growing national awareness of the potential
for publle service through the electronic media and of the need to help public
broadcasters develop this potential. .
Passage of the facilities act and its subsequent amendment mesnt that public
broadcasters were, for the first time, able to acquire technical facilitles and
equipment for the provision of adequate services to their commnunities. Prior
to the inanguration of the faclllties program, the growth of “edueational broad-
casting” was «low and difficult, largely because of the enormous costs of facilities
and equipment and the scarcity of funds to pay these costs, Most public broad-
casters operated in make-do quarters with hand-me-down equipment from com-
mercial stations. It was their ingenuity, rather.than the quality of their facilities
-and equipment, that made “educational broadeasting” viable in a number of
individual locations. = )

State of the System

"Kince the creation of CP’B in 1968, public broadeasting has grown to include
259 television and 170 radio stations, each of which is licensed by the Federal
Communications (fomnmission (¥CC) and operates under ¥('C rules and regula-
tions. These stations are directed, by professional managers and support staff
and operated by trained engineering personnel, who are united in the cause of
publie broadeasting. .

These faeilities reflect a fedéral investment of $100 million. However, many
stations use otitdated equipment, operate from short towers, and broadeast at
low radiated power. It can be =aid, not even with tongue in cheek, that public
broadcasting stations. in their use of old equipment, are major contributors to
environmentalists’ recycling efforts. However, the environmental ‘aspect notwith-
standing, recycled equipment wears out quickly, performs inefficiently, and gen-
erally provides lower quality transmission. This in turn affects the quality of
the services which television viewers and radio listeners receive.

For public ielevision, CPB has condneted an extensive study * to assess the
minimum needs and costs to upgrade the facilities of public television stations
in the United States and its territories, The results of this studs show that more
than $100 million is required merely to upgrade the facilities of existing public
television stations in three eategories: transmitter plants, color record and
playback, and live color production cameras. '

To single out one area of equipitnent—color videotape: recorders—a subs{an-
tial number of machines need to be purchased to bring publie television stations
.up to minimum standavds, Details on the number of machines reguired and thelr
.cost are included in the appended CPB study.

At the station level, color videotape recorders allow local stations to adapt
resources provided by the IPublic Broadcasting Service (PBS) to the needs and
,intorosts of persons in their conununities. The recorders permit them to rebroad-
cast live color programs aired by PBS, to record and delay national programs,, .

2
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to originate programs in their own studios, and to record community events
outside their studios by the use of recorders in remote or mobile television vans.

By giving stations’ flexibility in their use of national Programs and capability
for responsiveness in their coverage of local events. videotape recorders are
erucial to public broadecasting’s position as an unique and alternative program
service in which local station independence is a paramount goal. Mandated by
the+ Public Broadeasting Act of 1967 to provide diversity and excellence in its
programs, public broadeasting requires the technical means to realize its
potential.

In including just the three categories—transmitter plants, color record and
playback, and live cplor production cameras, at $160 million—the CPB study
omits mobile units, ctronic journalism equipment, support facilities, studio-
to-transmitter links, test equipment, and some studio medificatiom hese addi-
tional items, again figured at minimum levels, would re uire another $35 million.
Even then, there are additional capital costs for buildings. roads, lights, and
gimilar items also not’covered by the facilities act. -

" For public radio. CPB is now in the process of refining new survey data,
according to established radio station specifications, so that realistic totals for
facilities needs can be stated for this medium. However. a rough estimate—
accepted by National Public Radio (NPR). Association of.Public Radio Stations
(APRS), DHEW, and CPB—is that $19 million would be required to. bring
existing stations up to the state-of-the-art. .

For example, public radio has the unrealized” potential to provide subsidiary
communications authorization (SCA) service to the print-handicapped. SCA is
the placing of two or more separate signals onto the single channel assigned to
an FM station so that several audiences—inciuding the print-handicapped—can\U
be served simuitaneously. :

SCA is ideally suited to publi¢ radio. due to the medium’s experience w;at?h

public service broadeasting and its orientation to various target audiences. o
date. SCA’s potential has been demonstrated by “talking book” and other infor-
mational projects in approximately 30 areas of the country. But the service is
provided by fewer than 10 percent of the public radio stations in the nation.
The request for funds for radio could provide this capability at all interested
stations. 0 B
Finally, it is worth noting that since the initial funding of the facilities program
in 1963, Congress's intent in authorizing the legisiation has far outstripped the
actual funds appropiiated.’*Although a total of $180 million wa¥ authorized
from fiscal years 1963 through 1975, only a total of slightly more than $106
million was actually appropriated. representing a shortfall of $74 willion.

Extent of Coverage . Co

According to the Public Broadecasting A¢t of 1967, public broadcast program-
ming should “be responsive to the interests of people both in particular localities
and throughout the United States-* * *’° It has the responsibility of providing
full public broadeast services to all of the people. whatever their makeups,
wherever their regions.

Nonetheless, recent eStimates indicate that only 80 percent of the American’
people. are within the grade A signal areas of publie television stations and
only 62 percent are within the grade A contour of public radio stations. These fig-
ures show that significant portions of the American people, “both in particuiar
localities and throughout the TUnited States” are not reached by public
broadcasting. ) ’ N :

For public television, CPB has calculated that upgrading the 80-percent cover-
age fizure to 90 percent would require an additional 82 stations (for a total
of 341 stations). These additional stations would cost approximately $180 million,
funded through the facilities progran. plus a substantial amount raised from
outside sources. : . .

It should be noted that the preseut 80-percent coverage figure is an idealistic
one, because 61 percent of the public television stations operate in the UHF
band. As stated by Richard Block of the Council for UHF Broadecasting, “Many
people who tune into # UHF broadcast. or try to, continue to be frustrated by
a poor signal due in large part to correctable technical deficiencies.”

3 A table miving the nuthorlzatlon-apﬁroprlntlon history is a»pponded./
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These deficiencies include the mechanical and electronic inferiority of UHF,
compared with VHF, tuners; the inadequacy of UHF outdoor antennas and
lack of use and difficulty of adjustment of UHF indoor antennas; the draw-
backs of unshielded UHF lead-in lines, which are easily affected by weather
conditions, and of VHF/UHF splitters, which change impedance at antenna
connection, causing signal loss; and the absence of consumer education to ex-
plain to viewers how to tune in UHF channels,

While the improvements required stretch from the home receiver to the
rooftop antenna and lead-in, back to the station’s transmitter, it is clear that
H.R. 4564 can assist in the latter area. As part of the extensive study which
CPB conducted earlier this year, it identified improvements which could be
made in transmitter facilities which would greatly increase a station's cover-
age. These improvements were : ;

Antenna relocation. -

Antenna height increase.

Transmitter power increase.

Various.combinations of the above. g
CPB'’s cost estimate for the upgrading required for transmitter facilities is ap-
proximately $29 million. . '

CPB, in cenjunction with BS and with commercial organizations, is striving
to improve the technical status of the other elements of the UHF system, huf
there remains much to do in these areas. Until some of the technical deficiencies
are overcome, UHF stations will continue to operate at considerable disadvan-
tage_,t(btheir VHF counterparts. : ;

Thus, CPB believes that the upgrading of existing UHF facilities warrants
a priority equal to the presently accorded conversion to color videotape recorder

‘wapability. Improved UHF transmission and reception will enhance the avail-

ability of public broadecasting's services to greater numbers of people. Color video-
tape recorder capability remains essential to providing local station gutonomy
in program scheduling.

For public radio, an even more substantial development effort is required than
for public television. Based upon the 62-percent coverage figure, 1255 stations i
in major markets would have to be added in order to increase public radio’s
coverage to 90 percent. At present, CPB is conducting an in-depth assessment of
the needs of public radio and will present its analyses to Congress when they are
‘complete. Until that time, CPB estimates that the development of public radio
stations in areas presently unserved would require approximately $21 million.

CPB, NPR, and APRS expressed their concern to DHEW about the develop~
ment of new public radio stations in public hearings held last October on DHEW
regulations. In March. of this year, they were pleased to see their concern rec-
ognized, when DHEW set as first priority “projects to establish, either through
the activation of new stations or the acquisition, expansion, and immprovement of
existing stations, public radio stations meeting accepted industry-wide standards
in presently unserved areas with populations of 500,000 or more.” DHEW also
gave priority to the creation of stations in presently unserved areas with popula-
tions of between 250.000 and 500,000 and in those with less than 250,000.

DEMONSTRATION REQUIREMENTS

H.R. 4564 gives hew authority to the Office of the Secretary of DHEW to in-
stitute demonstration progrdfms in new and innovative areas, such as satellites,
cable television, and video cassettes. The Corporation endorses this concept for
a number of reasons. .

First, although public-television theoretically reaches 80 percent of the popula-
tion of the United States. it broadecasts to the portion of the population which
occupies less than 50 percent of the land mass of the country, with Alaska ex-
cluded. Hence, to reach 90 percent of the population would require a heavy invest-
ment, about equal to the cost of reaching the first 80 percent, ~

DHEW's research into improved distribution technology can, through a com-
bination of satellites, cable television, optical communications, and other ad-
vanced forms of broadband distribution. open new avenues for reaching the
remainder of the nation unserved after the 90 percent point is reached.

Second, unless some teghnological strides are made in the technology of broad-
casting, there is no alterNative to the continual replacement of equipment now
in use. The technology of broadeasting has not kept pace with the tremendous
technical advances of the last two decades—an important reason why impetus
should be given to itf/development. '

.
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For thegly'espe(‘ti\'? linkages of ,public television and radio stations, terrestrial
interconnection is very costly, even at reduced rates. It provides an acceptable,
but not exceptional, signal quality in television, but no stereo high fidelity
capability for radio. It is a relatively inflexible way of linking independent sta-
tions with varying needs. The interconnection of new points is expensive,
especially when they are in remote areas not already served by common carrier
lines. Rates for the occasional service used for special-events coverage and pro-
gram asembly are very high: . .

All of these factors, along with the potential of satellite technology, are caus-
ing.public broadcasters to look skyward for the interconnection systems of tomor-
row. GPB was an early spousor of the ATS-6 sat@lite experiment that brought
experimental programs in education and other social communications services
to Appalachia and the Rockies, and is a founding member of the Public Service
Satellite €onsortium which is exploring new ways to make satellite technology
serve communications’ needs in the health, education and social services
disciplines. : ) ]

Together with the Ford Foundation and PBS. and more recently, NPR, CPB is
also engaged in extensive preliminary reseirch into the costs and benefits of

utilizing commercial satellite systems for intercounnection. It is feasible that.

sutellite service superior to terrestrial interconnection in -flexibility, signal
quality, reliability, and long-range costs can be available to public broadcasting
within the next two to five years. ’ .
Third, as indicated in the Public Broadcasting Act and in the amended ver-
sion of the Public Broadcasting Financing Act, instructional programming is a
major focus of public broadcasting. Since television is a one-way medium and
effactive learning is the result of interaction hetween student and teacher, two-

- way capability is necessary. When the medium acquires this capability, it will

J

increase the effectiveness of its educational and instructional programs. It is
CPB’s hope that the new authority which DHEW seeks will lead to such tech-
nical advances as two-way television, be it cable or other, to provide this
capability. . .

However, due to. CPB’s concerns that the facilities requirements of public
broadcasting be met and that the funding levels for these requirements he ade-
quate, it has reservations about the allocation of funds between the facilities
and demonstration programns. CPB, while in complete support of the demonstra-
tion concept in the bill, believes that assurances regarding the level of fund-
ing for the demonstfation program should be nade clear to the subcommittee
and pnblic broadcagfing. CPB bases its support for the demonstration section
upor a reasonable io which would take into account the extensive requirements
of the facilities program.

CONCLUSION

-«

H.R. 4564, with its facilities and demonstration sections and its five-year fund-
ing and mmatching provisions, has features which the Corporation strongly en-
dorses. It extends t¥e Educational Broadcasting Facilities Program. whose au-
thorization expires on June 30. It initiates a future-orfented demonstration
program, which holds great promise for public broadcasting. It offers the
predictability of five-year authorizations for fiscal years 1976-1980, which. pro-
vide predictability of funding and opportunity for systems planning.

Nevertheless, as justified in the requirements sections of this statement, H.R.
4564 establishes funding levels which are insuflicient for the achievement of
the bill's purpese<. As delineated, upgrading of public television stations alone—
without the development of new stations—requires, at minimum standards, $135
million. And the improvement of existing punblic radio stations and the develop-
ment of new ones require $40 million. The development of new television sta-
tions required to attain 90 percent coverage would raise the total requirement
to $355 millftn. :

.

At the $35-million level—$7 million per year—recomménded'by the administra-

tion, the facilities needs alone of public broadcasting would be largely unmet.
It is for this reason that CPB urges the subcommniittee to authorize at leasg $35
million per year for flscal years 1976-1980. for a total of $175 million, which is
still well below public broadeasting’s requirements.

The Task Force on the Long-Range Financing of Public Broadcasting stated,
in its 1973 report, that Congress, in passing the Educational Television Facilities

Act of 1962, “enacted a legislative milestone in the history of public broadcast-.

ing.” CPB urges this subcommittee to approve another milestone, H.R. 4564, with
adequate funding levels. Its passage is crueial if public broadeasting is to develop
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what the taslg farce called “the rich potential for gervice [which] remains

* unfuifilled.”

+

APPENDIX.—EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION FACILITléS ACT APPkRVO‘Pl.?'lATlONS, 1963-75

Fiscal year . " Authorization Appropriation

............. P 1$32, 000, 000 ¢ $32, 000, 000
. fees 10,500,000 ___..... esaeaas

12, 500, 000 4, 375,000

15, 000, 000 5, 083, 000

15, 000, 000 I1, 000, 000

IS, 000, 000 13, 000, 000

25, 000, 000 13, 000, 000

25,000, 000 15, 675, 000

30, 000, 000 12, 000, 000

180, 000, 000 106, 133, 000

! Aggregate.

Mr. Macooxawn. I could not agree with you more. -

I have tried to make that point. I think I did make the point ad
nauseum yesterday. I got sick of saying it myself, but it didn't seem
to register,so I had to keep-saying it. .

You know, I told you people once, “promises, promises, promises,”
but to hold out this disillusioning Utopia of how all of these things
are going to happen. and then have a pittance of money to do it with
is & hoax, and to us, a cliché, a cruel hoax, because I went through with
them yesterday, and I am not going to go through ancient 1story
because this goes to exactly the point. And in my notes, which have
been so adequately cared for that I now, can’t find them, it turns out
that the amount of applicants, to the best of my recollection, was with
25 days to go, they had not given any filing, I mean they had not been
completed, and there had been no money given to them, and that many,
many, many of them were going to the well and going to come back
under their own figures with empty buckets, not even a bucket with &
hole in it. I mean no bucket. - .

Mr: Looyis. Well, I think you will also find the history had been
so discouraging that many who ought to be considering going to the

well, wha ought to be considering increasing their physical plants have

given up even trying because it seemed that 1t 'was so hopeless.
I think one of the things that bothers us very much is the fact that
~while in theory public television covers 80 percent with their grade
A coverage, in fact it is something closer to 60 percent. That is because
the existing stations have second-class facilities. :
-* Mr. Macpovarp. Right.
Mr. Loomis. Facilities are either too low power or not lgcated prop-
erly. That is the scandal and nothing but money can remedy that, lft
does not require FCC clearance oi anything like it: it is just a matter

~of doing it.

“You have the licenses, Koﬁ have an audience, you have a board of
directors, you have the whole thing,-but it takes a sizable amount of
money to get that 20-percent ihcrease from 60- to 80-percent coverage.

 Mr. Macoovawp. How much do you figure in hard dollars, not opti-

mum, but hard dollars, that you could reasonably expect to get to fix
this? . :
Mr. Looxis. Well, we figure that Wl ic television just the trans-

mitters themselves will cost on the order of $30 million. That isn’t -

-
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counting needed VTR's or telecameras; not counting studios, et cetera.
That is just the cost of transmitters and antennas needed to extend the
listenership to all of those who should be able to see and hear in theory,
but do not in practice; is on the order of $30 million. I am now talkin
only of existing stations, not talking about requirements of additiona,
stations.

Mr. Macpoxawp. That, of course,.$30 million would be in one area?

Mr. Looyis. Yes, that is in just the basic transmittal equipment.

Mi. Macpoxarp. I have-a memo, I onght to take care of my own
things, I get called out for a vote and I am sloppy, but I know what
I do with my own things, I had a memo of October 10, 1973, from
(aspar Weinberger, what its circulation was I don’t know, which
saidp—and this is Caspar Weinberger talking—Secretary of HEW, “I
don't want regulations to give first priority to new stations. We have
. new stations. I want first the priority to be on more equipment for
existing stations:” : » '

Now I am not trying to, you know. cause any international problem, -
because there is nothing international about this. We are both doing
the public’s business. This should be external. . ‘

What do you think? . ' :

I won't go into the mentality that would put out something like that.
I thought we had gotten rid of that California-type thinking quite a
while ago, hopefully, and I don't have any apologies to Mr. Weinberger
about that on second or third thought because I mean it. He was just
flying in the face of what it said in the Communication Act. and what
he thinks does not really have too much to do with it when he is faced
with an act of Congress.

Obviously, new sfations are a priorityrand who is any Secretary—
I am not going to pick on him, I don’t know him—but who is any Sec-
retary. Elliot Richardson, whom I do know, or another Secretary that
I knew, Abe Ribicoff, but who are they to say, “Never mind what the
Congress or the law says. I don’t want it.”? ‘

Now, do you have any interplay between the agencies so you could
stop that:and say : “Well, I am sorry. Mr. Secretary, I don't care what
you think. I don’t think, and my position is just as important as yours,
1, too, am a Presidential appointee” ¢. , .

Mr. Looyis. Of course, I am not a Presidential appointee.'I am a
private citizen reporting to the Board of the Corporation.

Mr. Macpoxacn. That is right, sure. but you were nominated by the
© president.

Mr. Looss. Well, I don't have that shield. My job is te provide the
shield to others. I guess. But this is a difficult issue because we have
discussed this with HEW, and we do have a variety of different
Priorities. S ‘ .

In the case of radio, I think the priority is clear because there are
huge areas— a third of the top markets in this country have no public
radio stations. The top priority is getting into these markets while
frequencies are available. ' )

In the case of television, our action, as you are well aware, requires
diversity and independence for the licensees. In order to be diverse
and to have independence, you have to have equipment such as color
tape recorders and those are very expensive. '
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We were shocked to find there would be some 27 million if I remen-
ber right required to equip existing stations with the minimum tape
recorders required to permit them to record the PBS programs rather
than playing it immediately as it came down the line, to record it for
use at some later time if they wished to use it.

No there we were caught in a dilennna, one requirement of one law
was to reach all of the population, and one requirement of the other
law, our law was to encourage diversity un)((il independence to the
licensee. )

Both require capital. So we diseussed it with HEW and said, and
this was a couple of years ago, that at that time we thought greater
priority should be given to enhancing the capability of existing sta-
tions to have diversity and independence. This was with respect to tele-
vision, all of the latter pertains to television.

Wenow feel there have been good additions to VTR's.

Mr. Macvoxarn. What are VTR’s? »

Mr. Looys. Video tape recorders, and these are things that cost
on the order of $80,000 or $100,000.

Mr. MacboNarn. Why are these necessary ? T heard the emphasis,
and T am pleading jgnoraice, not my case, but T just don’t understand
why they ar@sS6 important,

Mr. Looyms. Let us say the PBS feature at 7 o'clock in the evening
18 programed .\, which vou are very anxious to have, but unfortu-
nately, at 7'o’clock you are already committed to cover the local city
couneil. :

If you don’t have a tape recorder with which you can tape program
A ifyou have to cover the eity eonncil, you eover it and then you can-
not get A because by 8 o'clock when you are ready, program B is on the
line.

If you had the tape recorder, you could choose whether you want
program A or B, or you counld tape program A and keep it for broad-
cast the following Saturday. -

Without the tape recorder, you can't do this. It is a vital part of
the independence and freedom of choice of the individual heensec,
and it requires an expensive piece of equipment, which is the basis of
the discussion. ’

That is why we felt at that time that insufficient priority had been
given to it. It does not show np in statistical breakdowns of coverage.
It does not show up in dots on the map. :

Mr. Frev. May I ask this, Is there any way vou can do it areawide ?
For instance, one station recording in one area, and then using it?

Mr. Looyis. T think in theory, you could. T think the communica-
tions problem between stations X and B and ' would be complex
because it would not e a ¢onstant pattern. The whole point is on
Tuesdays, vou have a different desirve than on Wednesday, and T think
the problem of coordinating the stations would.be the diffienlty.

Mr. MacpoNarp, On the same points, in the old days, ds I recall it,
in the entertainment field, motion picture people used to call that
bicyeling, and that seemed to work pretty well. Thete were law suits
about who was bicycling and under what ecireumstances. .

Mr. Gey~y. We do some of that, PBS does some of that right now,
that is terribly expensive, again, when yon get color ‘tape, and the
amount of just the physiéal cost of the tape and duplication of it, is

T
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very expensive as compared to being able to record it, use it and then
wipe the tape and nse the same¢ape again.

The bicyeling, the mathematics of it is not as favorable as one would
think. ‘

Mr. Bar. You still would have to have a machine to play it back
when you wanted to use it. ’

Mr. Gunn. Many of vour problems are timely in nature and there
wouldn’t be the time to get it to the next town. Nobody wants “Wash-
ington Week in Review™ the following week. They understandably
want it in the week it happened. :

Mr. Wikrir. I am curioys. Bicyeling means sending it out how ?

Mr. Gusy. By mail

Mr. Wirrn. City of Denver!?

Mr. Guxy. Denver would use it on Monday and we would put it in
the mail, and it would go somewhere on Tuesday, and so forth, down
the line. . :

Mr. Wirtii. Why isn't it possible for yon in a situation like that
to make lots of copies on tape? Once you buy the tape, can’t you make
them send them out?

Mr. Gy, You would miss the time frame. If the timing is that
important, it might arrive 3 days later. This is the kind of things PBS
has done a lot of work on. And.as I said, the tape itself is so expensive.

Mr. Wirri. Onee vou get the tape, it can be used over and over
again?

Mr. Gusy. You can only use it 5o long; it is used up after so long on
bicyeling.

Mr. Wirrn. 1 was thinking of developing the kind of program
where you can mail it to Denver, then Colorade Springs, and probably
on to Grand Junction, assuming we got appropriations from the
administration to make sure we are able to put broadeasting facilities
there. why couldu’t you mail it out to all of those stations, and then
have the kind of ttade arrangements going back and forth via mail,
so they wouldn't have to buy that? :

Mr. Gy, You could. In fact, it was the original system we had,
but it was so inefficient and so costly and it rendered special events and
timely programs unusuable for the people on the far end of the bicycle.

Mr. Frey. Will you yield on the point you are talking about?

Mr. Gusy? And you still have to play it back, even when you
bicyele the tape.

Mr. Frey. If they have to be so timely and so urgent to get them on,

I don't think T would cover the city council. If it is such a tremendous
thing that it is a “now™ thing, and it couldn't wait a day or so, I
\\'()Illlv]!d let the city council‘go and maybe do that. The city councilMwould
be back. I guarantee, and you would get a rerun of that whether you
want it or not. . -

Mr. WirtH. Tt is like the veto. e ‘ ,

Mr. Batr. You don't save all df the money. You have to have a
video tape machine to play even yith bicycle ta;:::.;,(nd therefore. all
vou are saving is the differepce between the on at can play only

‘and the one that can record.

. Mr. WirtH. A color machine costs $100,000.
Mr..Bair. With playback and record capacity.
Mr. Wirrir. What does black and white cost ?

1
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Mr. Genn. It does not miatter what it costs: it does not count any
more in modern telervision. .

Mr. Macooxarn. What 2 What doesn’t matter?

Mr. Gons. Black and white television.

Mr. Loomis. In black and white television you lose your audience

rapidly. ’ ‘

Mr. MAcboNaLp.-It came out a little differently there.

Mr. Batr. Yes, black and white does not eount. )

Mr. Macoovawn. In other words, black and white does not count.
How do you explain the tremendous audience, and maybe this is just
in my generation. I don't know, but the audience that was engendered
by World War I1. that movie. the ‘nglish actor. I think it was a high
ranking officer. the invasion, the rise of Hitler and invasion of Europe?

Mr. Gen~. “The World At War.”

Mr. Macponarp. That is all in black and white.

Mr. Gux~. Content has something to do with it, I admit. :

Mr. Macoonarn. Yes, T would just as soon see a good black and
white as a poor color one.

Mr. Guny. T thinksne of the unique things we do is to program
information for children. It is hard today to bring a youngster into
a program in black and white. when he can watch cartoons in color.

. Mr. Macooxarn. That is pretty well decumented. Who wants to
get back to the bill before you !

STATEMENT OF HARTFORD N. GUNN, JR.

Mr. Gus~. T just have a two-page summary of what T said in my
written statement and as I understand it, the basic statements are
going in the record with appendices, including the engineering
statements. i ’

The objective of the public television system is to give a quality
program service to all of the American people and make that service
responsive to the particular needs of each community served. :

The 5-year. facilities program we recommend today will, in our
judgment, meet that objective. With local support up front, this pro-
gram will provide the delivery capabilities public. television must have
to fill the mandates laid down'in the 1967 act, and there are several key
elements, as we see it. to undertaking the completion of this facilities
program, :

The first element of the program is to reach in fact with a depend-
able signal the 80 percent of the population that our 254 existing
stations reach in theory. This gap, as we mentioned a moment ago,
between fact and theory, results from the madequacies of the applica-
tion of UHF technology. Co '

That situation is especially critical to public felevision and also criti-
cal to commercial television. but especially to us because 61 percent
of our stations are in the I'HF band, so there are some 30 million
people that theoretically are within reach of our present transmitters
-and our present stations and their staffs and their programing, but in
fact are not feachable because of the weak or~peor signal of those
stations. We think to bring that up to date would cost something on
the order of $31 million. ‘

The second element in the program, as we see it, is to create a system
in which there are genuine local service options so that each station
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«Hlso produce programs to meet the special needs of that community.

* This is the part where we think our best estimate is something on the
order of $100 to $105 million for color cameras, video tape recorders,
projectors, and so forth, - .

The third element of the program is establishment of new stations =~
wherever there is a population to support them to reach an additional
10 percent of the population. Let us assume we have now spent the
necessary money to make our present stations effeetive, we will have
covered about 80 percent of the public. To reach the next 10 percert
of the American population, that is about half of those remaining that
we do not serve, will require some 82 new stations at a cost of about
$80 million. , .

Thirty-four communities have already raised the necessary non-
Federal matching funds, and the point you were making is that there
are a lot of people, on the promise of Federal money, that have gone
to work; and they raised local money and are ready to go.

Thirty-four of the 82 new stations that are needed are standing by
waiting for funding. There are another 48 communities which repre-
sent potential service areas, and the cost of that would be an additional
$112 million over the $68 million necessary to put in the 34 commu-
nities. This still leaves 10 percent of the population unserved by pub-
lic television fronY over-the-air facilities. '

It is our view that these people should be served and that this re-
quires a long-term creative approach and creative research. To develop
the new technology to serve that group, it may very well be our present )
high-powered transmitting stations such g% we have covering the other
population areas are not going to be efféctive in covering the last 10
percent of those dreas in this country, and that is 10 percent of the
population which does not now have access to the programs of public

. broadcasting. -
We, however, strongly disagree that it is now the moment to shift
the focus of the Facilities Act away from public broadcasting facilities
er se. .
P The immediate needs are great and the immediate benefits can be
. achieved by application of available or near-term technology.

The future communications research should be considered on its own
merits separate and apart from a facilities program. s

In other words, T am a great believer in demonstration projects, but
T think to mix it in with this program, it is going to be deceptive or
it may not be effective in getting the quality demonstration projects -
you need. T am sure it will make the program to reach the majority
of the population ineffective or less effective to the extent that we put
the two itelns in competition with one another in the same bill.

[Mr. Gunn’s prepared statement, with attachments, follows:]

can use national resources axcording to its own prioritieSEIId it can

STATEMENT OF HARTFORD N. GUNN, JR., PRESIDENT, PUBLIC BROADCASTING SERVICE

The legislation before this Subcommittee would continue the Federal matching
grant program that, since 1962, has enabled great progress to be made in ex-
panding the reach and flexibility of the public broadeasting system. We would
like today to outline for ¥ou the costs and planning that will be involved in carry-

"

ing this program forward to fulfillment. .
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I. PURPOSE OF THE FACILITIES ACT

The stated purpose of the Facilities Act is to “assist (through matching
grants) the construction of noncommercial educational television or radio broad-
casting facilities.” This broad purpose was somewhat sharpened by the Public
Broadcasting Act of 1987, which provides:

that it i3 necessary and appropriate for the Federal Government to comple-
ment, assist, and support a- natiopal policy that will most effectively make

noncommercial educational radio and television service available to all the .

citizens of the United States (emphagis added ).
The Facilities Act is an essential complementy to the Public Broadcasting Act.
Together, they provide the frameworlk and somejpf the means for the development
of a public broadeasting system.that is accessilfié and responsive to all the Amer-

ican people.

As Congress moves toward tlie concept of long-range Federal funding for the -

Corporation for Public Broadcasting and, through it, for the individual stations
in the system, it is particularly appropriate to establish a companion long-range
facilities program to upgrade the technical capabilities of public television and
radio. Without such technical capabilities, the "stations. would be unable to
achieve the potential that general long-range assistance will otherwise afford.
Thus, we strongly support five-year funding for facilities, at substantial levels
that reflect real needs. This statement will be limited, of course, to the needs and
recommended funding levels of public television only.
4 IT. PRIORITIES AND FUNDING LEVELS

To determine the appropriate level for authorizations and appropriations under
the Facilities Act, it is necessary first to define the objectives—and to rank them
in some order of prioritv—that must be accomplished if public television is to
serve the American people as envisioned by the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967.
We suggest three primary objeqtives, alt of them directly related to the purpose
of the IPacilities Act: (1) to make a public- television signal available to all
Americans; (2) to give each station true options as to how best it can serve the
needs of its community: and (3) to enable each station to take full advantage of
these options by strengthening its production capabilities. -

These objectives can best be reached in two stages. The first is the develnpraent
and improvement of existing stations to maximize the efficiency, flexibility, and
responsiveness of their service to the people within their theoretical viewing
area. The second stage is to make it possible for communities not now served by
public television to have access to sueh service, if they want to have it.

The methods by which each station, with its particutar loeal needs, will choots/e
to meet these. objectives will. of course, vary. This statement sets out patterns
for meeting these objectives which are not intended to constrain the stations in
their applications, but rather to.provide D/HEW with a framework from which
to respond flexibly to a myriad of specialized needs.. ' .

e Y S S TN

A. Increasing the efficiency, flexibility, and resp"&ig;irén 58 of existing station
services. - X L

1. Improvements in UHF Technology.—A major priorit¥ objective that can be

advanced by the Facjlities Act is the availability of a public television signal to

every household in g station’s service area. In estimates based on theoretical

projections of signal coverage and the 1970 census, public television signals cur- ’
rently rench’ over 80 percent of the population, or about 162 million people. In

fact, however, we estimate that of that number. at least 13 million television
homes {or about 30 million people) are not effectively served, due largely to the
current inferiority of applied I*};F technology—and about 61 percent of our mem-
ber stations are UHF. Thus, we estimate that an acceptable public television
signal reaches only approximately 65 percent of the population, or about 132
millior” Americgns. « .
Although the technology exists for better UHF transmission and reception, this
technology has not yet been applied. As a result, while millions of dollars are

invested by the public in home receivers and by television stations in transmit-

ters, UHF signals are not reaching large segments of both inner cities and rural

areas theoretically served by public television. . :
PBS is now working with other broadcasting entities to ndvnnce‘the develop-

ment of improved UHF transmitters. Once this development phrase is completed,
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which should be by the end of 1977, most existing public television stations will
have to upgrade their facilities..The total cost of this upgrading, adjusted forgs
inflation, is expected to be $31 miilion—-or about one dollar for each of the 30.
million people to whom effective ¢overage will thus be extended. This will bring
our total coverage in fact up to the 80 percent of the population now served in
theory. (Details of costs are containéd in thq Appendix to this statement.)

Other crucial aspedts of UHF tmprovement, in home antennas and receivers
for example, are not directly related to the Facilities Aet. But PBS is making
] maﬂor effort in these areas as well, through regulatory and other ‘processes,
o give viewers the UHF service they have every right to expect.

2. Local Option (Videotape Recorders).—Another aspect of increasing the
efliciency, flexibility, and respgnsiveness of public television service which can
be furthered by the Facilities Act is to ensure that every station in our develop-
ing system has real loall options as to how best to put the resources offered by
the national system to local use. The concept of a public television system based
on local autonomy and strength, as developed through the Carnegie Commission

“and enacted by the Congress in 1967, has been a paramount concern to all pro-

ponents of public broadcasting—both in government and out—and has been a
major factor in many of the structural adjustments the system has undergone.
Indeed, it is in large pant this local character which has earned public broad-
casting recognition as a unique and essential service.

" The concept of effective local options is fostered when a licensee has high-
quality programming available from diverde sources so that each station, having
ascertained the particular needs of its community, can program accordingly.
The coneept is not complete, however, unless a station is able to choose not only
which programs to broadcast but also the times to broadcast them.,

In order to have true local options, stations must have the capacity to record
the programs they reecive on the national interconnection for airing according
to local rather than national schéduling requirements, while maintaining such
other normal station activities ag at least minimum local production origination.

For this kind of flexibility, a station requires at least four color videotape
recorders and two color fllm islands (film projection systems). That means that
the system at its present size requires an additional 263 videotape recorders,
which will cost $28.4 million for purchase, installation, and spare parts. The
system also requires 114 film islands which will cost $10.2 million for purchase,
installation and spare parts. (For detailed cost breakdowns, see The PBS Fa-
cilitiea Guidelincs Report in'the Appendix.)

The purpose of establishing local option as a major objective of the facilities
program is to ensure that the system is in fact marked by diversity, responsive
to the needs of local communities, and not a single, centralized entity c&pable
only of serving majority wishes. *

3. Increased Capaoity for Community Programmmg (Production Eqmp-
ment).—As we work toward improving the quality and extending the effective
range of our signals, and increasing a station’s capacity for local scheduling
options, we camhot lose sight of the ultimate objective of the Public Broadcast-
ing Act—which is, of course, to provide diverse and responsive programming to
the people served by public television. This ultimate objectjve involves the local
stations’ “ﬂ(‘ity to product programs on a regular basis, both programs of
strictly loeal interest and programs suitable for regional or national distributjon.

While national programming naturally has the highest visibility in any over-
view of public television, the crucial element of each station’s program service
is the development of the capability to produce local programs to meet the
special needs of the diverse members of its community. In many communities,

- indeed, a public television station provides the only local television service qvail-

able in that community. In others, the only substantial local program-services
comes from the public television station.

With the assistance of the Facilities Program since 1962, most public television
stations now have at least mlnimal capability to produce local programs in
color. But licensees in 40 communities are still without color origination capa-
bility of any kind. In order to produce its own programs, a station needs a mipi-
mum of three color cameras. To achieve this minimum level of service, the gys-
stemn requires 132 additional cameras, at a total cost of $14.1 miltion including
spare parts and installation. { For cost breakdown, see Appendix.)

In order to provide the most meaningful local programming, it is necessary
that each public television station be able to extend itself out into the commu-
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nity, beyond the bounds of the studio. and to portray community events and
reactions as they occur. Without this capacity, a station is unable to provide
its viewers with instant coverage of fast-moving conununity affairs.. Being
confined to studio production tends to create an “ivory tower” ambience; the
artificiality and relative inacessibility of the studio setting makes it very dif-
ficult. if not impossible to involve community groups—and minority groups in
particular—in 1dcal programming.

Recent technical advances have dramatically increased the flexibility of broad-
cast television cameras, and decreased their cost, For the first time it is prac-
tical to provide even the smallest statiton with the capability to originate in
color, and to do so from the community itself. Production need not be confined
to the studio. nor is bulky, expensive equipmept necessary to achieve broadcast
technical quality.

A handful of stations have equipped themselves with this new lightweight
equipment; the response from their viewers to the resulting community pro-
gramming has been enthusiastic. If all stations that now fall short of the
facilities guidelines of the PRBS Engineering (‘(muuittge were to be equipped
with compact, flexible origination facilities, public television's service to local
audiences would improve dramatically. The cost to the system would be approxi-
mately $24.8 million. (Again, cost breakdowns are included in the Appendix.)

The twenty or so stations in the system who produce progtams for the national
or for regional systems, have greater miniimum needs to spstain simultaneously
their local and non-local production efforts. In order to assure their capability
for this dual effort, these stations require an additional twenty-six color cameras,
at a cost of $2.2 million; twenty-one videotape recorders at $2.27 million; ninew
color film islands at $.8 million: and 16 videotape cartridge machines at $4
million. -

Finally, in order for stations to make use of this production equipment, they
will have to acquire considerable support facilities, such as monitors, studio
switching and signal distribution systems. The systemwide cost for these support
facilities is $18 miilion.

The total cost of all these factors, which in Pombination assure at least a
minimum capability for community programming at all existing stations, is
$66.2 million. * J

_B. Initiating full service for people outside cren the theoretical reach of existing
public television stations. _ : ’

1. Initiating New Service—If it is’ possible to accomplish in major degree the
initial objective of bringing those people theoretically within reach of public
television stations the full range of service which public television can and
should provide. the next step would be obvious: namely, to attempt to bring full
public television services to commmunities which do not currently receive any pub-
lie television signai at all. Our analyses show that by expandMg into some 82
communities and areas of 180.000 or more people. public television could increase
its cqrerage to roughly 90 percent of the American population, or an additional

. 23 miltion people, This would mean a grand total of 185 millioﬁ Americans served
by public television. i

Of these 82 communities and areas. some 34 have already determined that
they need and want a public television outlet, for funding under the flve-year
program being considered. Of these planned stations, 12 are originating stations
‘and 22 are repeaters, The costs of these stations, fully equipped, will -be $67.9
million, Community support for these new stations has already been proven
because for every Federal dollar requested, non-Federal funds have already been
raised. . = ‘ © .

To achieve the goal of 80 percent coverage. public television stations will have
to be established in an additional 48 communities and areas of 180,000 or more
people. To reach the 90 percent goals. 17 of these will be originating stations
and 31 will be repeaters. The costs of setting up these yet unplanned stations
will be $112.4 million. The total cost of serving these additional 23 million peo- |
ple, which must be anticipated in the five-year continuation, will be $180.3 mil-
lion,

In considering expansion of the existing system, we take as our guiding
principle that public television should be availabte to everyone in the United
States who wants it. Once members of a community determine that the general
community population is genuinely interested in bringing in public television,

the benefits of the facilities program should be available to that community.
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However, because the number of people who would be reached by new stations
is substantially smaller than the number to be reached by upgrading existing
stations, because creating new stations is substantially more expensive than up-
grading existing ones, and because of the imbedded investment in staff and
facilities at existing stations, we would accord the higher priority to making

existing signals more available to more people—according to the steps outlined

above.

2 (reative Rescarch.—Even with the creation of these new stations, there
will remain roughly 10 percent of the population who—because of population
patterns—simply cannot be served cost effectively by traditional over-the-air fa-
cilities. These people should be served if they wish to be served, and & is our
collective obligation to conduct the creative research necessary to determine how
best this can "be done. Public broadcasting is currently researching new
technologies for serving sparsely-populated areas. Similar research is going
forward by others in the communications field.

Serving these scattered populations is an obligation that cannot be ignored.
In terms of cost-effective, achievable objectives for the next five years, however,
we must recommend that this aspect of the overall program be accorded a less
urgent priority. ¢ R
III. DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS

TheTast section of H.R. 4364 provides an authorization for the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare to dedicate an unspecified portion of the facili-
ties funds for the development of new technologies. Clearly, public t,ele?on
has an obligation to determine how it can reach all Americans with Br test
effectivéness. Insofar as that obligation relates to the rural populations. that
comprise the unserved 10 percent, people that should one day be served, new
technologies may be the crucial link. But these same new technologies, in all
likelihood, will be important for services other than public television. To cite
but one example, they may increase the effectiveness of the delivery of health
services to remote and dispersed populations.

Thus, we wholeheartedly support a federally-financed program for communica-
tions demonstration projects. At the same time, and particularly in the first
phase of long-range funding, we believe that the Facilities Act should remain

“exclusively a facilities act—that is, a companion to the Public Broadcasting

Act which provides an incentive through matching grants for the ﬁurchase
of the facilities needed to fulfill the objectives of a nationwide public broad-
casting system. We do*udt believe that the Facilities Act should now shift its
focns to R&D for general communications resources, as advocated by D/HEW.
The first-priority objective of developing adequate public broadcasting facili-
ties to serve the substantial majority of Americans is by no means complete.
Thus we recommend that the demonstrations section be deleted from this Act.

This is_not to-say that it is inappropriate for D/HEW, or any other agency
of the Federal Government, to fund research and demonstration projects in the
communications area. Quite the contrary, we support such efforts. And we
believe that it is a continuing responsibility of public broadcasting as well.
We have made and are making significant progress in several developmental areas,
such as captioning for the deaf, improved television sound, and satellite dis-
tribution. However, in view of public broadcasting’s unmet needs-—and thus
also its unfulfilled service objectives—we believe that the Facilities Act should

continue to be focused on the particular responsibilities and service capabilities,

of public broadcasting. '
Furthermore, there is a question about the wisdom of now shifting the priori-
ties of the Facilities Act to aréas that promise little short- or medium-range

* henefit to the greater number of currently unserved people. Qur objective is to

serve as-effectively as possible and as quickly as possible as much of the popula-
tion as possible with facilities requiring no extensive R&D that can be put
to effective and immediate use. We believe the priorities we have recommended
will bring us closer to these objectives. In sum, notwithstanding the long term
bengﬂts and the clear appropriateness of exploring new communications technol-
ogies to ensure wider and more effective public service in the future, we believe
it is inappropriate to tie into public broadcasting legislation this section on
research. development, and demonstration projects. These shonld stand on their
own and be separately and adequately funded. ’
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1V. CONCLUSIONS

The total projected cost tn meet our facilities objectives is $316.1 million—
with 75 percent, or $237 million, to be funded through the Facilities Act over
the next five years. Presently there are one-hundred and four television facili-

‘ties applications on hand at D/HEW, amounting to $54 million in total project

costs, (A complete list of these applicants is attached.’) These projects reflect
strong local commitments for both present and future support funds.

We estimate that approximately $10 million of remaining FY 75 facilities
funds will be expended in response to an unspecified number of these currently -
pending proposals. This means that our projected needs for $237 million may be
reduced by $10 million. .

. Obviously, to meet simultaneously all the objectives we have set forth would
require not only funds but also theé development of manufacturing capacity in
the organizations which produce the equipment. Moreover, selecting simply o;@
priority and devoting all facilitiex money to that one would not be the appro-
priate methodology for developing the system as a coherent whol€. .

Therefore, consistent with the priorities we have given to the various objectives
and with our judgment as to the costs and benefits of expenditures in each of the
areas, we propose that the Congress authorize and appropriate public televi-
sion facilities grants according to the following schedule:

Fiscal year1976 : $60 million. . —

Fiscal year 1977 : $45 million, N

Fiscal year 1978 : $54 million,
Fiscal year 1979 : $40 Rillion,
Fiscal year 1980 : $38 million.

We further propose that D/HEW allocate these funds according to the fol-
lowing priorities: .

1. Increasing the efficiency, flexibility, and responsiveness of existing station
services, through the upgrading of transmitters and the acquisition of such equip-.
ment as videstape recorders and flexible production facilities. . ’

2. Initiating full services for those persons outside even the theoretical reach
of public television, by constructing new stations. ’

The Subcommittee #vill note that these cost estimates are revised rather sharply
downward from the facilities needs cost estimates in the 1973 Report of the
Task-Force on the Long-Range Funding of Public Broadcasting. Part of the
reason is the increasing awvailability of relatively ir;%fjensive equipment; part
is our more conservative estimates of needs in light of what we perceive
economically feasible; and part, of course, is that the Task Fofece figures i?
cluded projections of radio needs, whereas this statement is limited to public
television.

We would again underscore that the methodology and the program have
outlined for achieving our objectives are patterns derived from an overview
of all public television stations, and should he treated accordingly. The needs of
any particular station may vary considerably from the overall pattern—one
station may already have a full complement of local production equipment,
another may have to start from scratch—while remaining wholly consistent with
our common objectives,

To sum up, we offer this as a realistic and achievable program. It is soundly
based in demonstrated needs. And it holds the promise, in five years, of develop-
ing our public television system to the point where it can truly deliver the potential
envisaged in the Public Broadcasting Act of 1967—a nationwide system of public
television marked by excellence,.diversity, and service to the local community.

! The st may he found in the committee files.
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UHF IMPROVEMENT
76 77 78 .79 80 TOTAL
- ' $ ¥ $ % $ # $ ' $ )
20 12.0 20 10.0 10 5.0 4 2,0 4 ‘2.0 58 31.0
. # = Stations affected N 26 + Inflation = 31.0
$ = Milliops of Dollars -
VIDEO TAPE MACHINES
76 77 18 79 i 80 TOTAL
sl s) o+l s 1T bs |¢ s | s $ 4 $
> yy .
75 ] 8.253 75 8.25] 50 |6. 50 6.0 .34 §2.17 28.41 30,67
% = Number of machines .
$ = Millions of Dollars
Figures include 263 immediate need and 37 anticipated needed

machines for stations in process of activation.

include inflaticna factor after third year.

Figures also

1

STUDIO COLOR PRODUCTION URGRADING

|Fiscal Year - 76 i 78 19 AL
category sl s} o slalsl ol sVulsitn s
otor cameras | 7515.25) 751 5.25] s0l3.5) 332,21 f o lo 33 |n6.3
rideo Cart Mach.t 108 2,01 1.0 |5 Ji.0) of o fojo bo | 4.0
°i1m Chains a7 a.2f3082. 746 |1 sh1al 14 d g ,c,h4 11.0
Tech Support +gol +]6.0 8+ )20l «]2.0 Jodo I+ Jis.0
: // /7 /7. /. /s /77
tals /7 BY3 Y/ R V7) &R VAW IR 74 ') Wi/, UL

. "~

* Tech Support Equipment consists of many small elements which will vary

from installation to installation (such as monitoring test and

sighal distribution equipments).

-
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NEW STATION COSTS (Equipment only - No Building or Suppart material

1.293 million
1.422 million
2,715 million

. Studio & related equipment
Transmitter plant (or Repeater)
Total

Studio costs conform to quideline figures. Transmitter plant cost includes
10t rise to campensate for 25% increase in tower costs which occured during
the past year. As the requested federal funds will not beccme available until
FY '76, the increase seamed appropriate, It is expected that studio and related
equipment costs will not increase more than 5% per year for the next 5 years,
however, steel tower and better UWF transmitters will raise transmitter plants °

to increase at a 10% rate at first and 5% later. 1
b
-FY 76 77 78 79 80
Studio 1.293 + 5% 1.348 + 5% ‘1.426 + 5% | 1.497 + 58 | 1.572
|_Transnitter 1.422 + 10% 1564 + 208 | 1.720 458 | 1.507 + s | 1.897
Total 2.715 2.922 ' 3.147 3.304 3.469

Price information for the basic figures, (not accgunting for inflation) were from
"minimum Facility levels for Public Television Stations-Guidelines and Recamendations”,
PBS Engineering and technical Operations Report E-740), ard.Produced in coordination
with the PBS Engineering (mombers listed). .

I.nd.'ﬁridual item cost were taken fram manufacturer, list prices and adjustments

made as the result of recent purchases and the considered opinions of the PBS Engineering
Comittee. .

NUMBER OF PLANNED AND NEEDED FACILITIES

<
FY 76 77 78 79 80 TOTAL
Facility | R JosY R [og! R | oSt r | os] & | os R | 0s | ToraL
Planned 10 8'.7 11}§513 ! 0] o0 l 0 0 22 ] 12 [-3 [
Needed 0 ol 17215 ; 12 5 1 11} 6 31 17 48
Sub'Total 10 | 88 J2 {12 s a2l s i1zl 6l 53] 29 )82 -
Total 18 10 20 17 17 82 ’ ‘
R = Repeater Station « Transmitter only 9
0S = Origination Static;n with Studio
Lu@ . ¥

ERI
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, QOSTS F PLANNING AND NEEDED FACILITIES

FY

76

77

78

Facility

. 0S

R _]os

R [0

R

o]

TOTAL

Planned

R
h4.22

10.95(2.9

3.61]9.44

0

0

67.86

Needed

0 0

1.5612.92

12.05] 1 574

21.?&

16.62

20.87}20.8)

112.43

Sub Total

14,224 21.72

12,511 5,84

20, 66] 2518

21.3

16.62

20.87§20.8)

180.29

Total ~

35.94

45.84 l '33.48

41.68

18.35

Figures are in Millions of Dollars

E 57-927 O -175 - §
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SUMMARY
1
CATEGORY ! - 76 ¢ 77 78 79 .§{ 80 TOTAL
[JHF IMPROVEMENT 12.00 .§ 10.00 5.00 2.00 2.00 31.00
VTR _MACHINES 8.25“‘ 8.25 6.0 6.0 2.17 30.67
. 10 IMPROVEMENT 15.00 | 15.00 8.00 7.00 4.30 49.30

C_JOURNALISM, 8.53 8.53 6.51 0.62 0.62 24.81

STATIONS 35.94 118.35 145.84 1 38.48 | 41.68 | 180.29

79.72 § 60.13 171.35 | 54.10 | 50.77 | 316.07

]
ped.*sr\[?}\ 60 45 54 40 \38/= 237

- Studio Improvement include: Film Chains, v1deo cart machines, color prroductmn cameras
and tecmlcal support (see separate list)

c .y
. (R
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Public Televigion Station Facilities

e

The PBS Engineering Committee* has developed a set of
recommended Guidelines for the technical facilities comple-
ment for various categories of public television stations
which would make them comparable on the average to other
stations in the community with regard to radiated power,
production capability and technical quality.

The price of these fdcilities, including support equipment
and installation, has been estimated. A detailed cost break-
down is attached.

The Committee has examined the technical facilities invéntory -

of each station and compared it with the faciflities complement

-in the Guidelines. Where the inventory falkzgshort of the o
Guidelines, the cost to increase the facilit 8 _to the Guide-

line levél has been estimated.
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Guidelines for Public Television Station Facilit ics

0 . . ! \

over-the-Air ’I‘rallmiss ion

The radiated power of public broadcasting stations (Originating,
Sister, and Repeater) must produce a signal strength that will
result ip television reception in the home and school comparable
to reception from other stations in the community.

"To achieve this in-the average location, maximum authorized '
radiated power is necessary for VHF and a minimum of approxi-

mately 2 megawatts is necessary for UHF .1/ 1In the case of UHF,

the 2 megawatts effective radiated power should be achieved with

a low to medium gain antenna of 20 Lo 30 and a transmitfer output

power of at least 60 kilowatts and perferably 110 kilowatts.

The transmitting tower should be coslocated with other broad-
cast towers in the community and at maximum allowable heiglt,
. 'subject to 1ocal conditions.
I T
Departu%es from these guidelines should be accompanied by an
engineering study.

3

There should be parallel transmitters and an Emergeﬂcy'power
generator capable of operating at least one of the transmitters.

4 : .
The transmitters should be remotely controlled. Automated
transmitters may prove practical in the next year or two in
which casg they would be recommended.

The transmitter shall be color capable.

Precision carrier off-set is encouraged.

~

LY

1/ The minimum of 2 megawatts is recommended, rather than. the
. maximum authorized power of 5 megawatts, because of the high
. operating cost ©f utility company power. Several manufac-
turers are working on the.improvement of UHF transmitter
efficiency. If the efficiency were improved, for example
v s by 50 percent, the effective radiated power should be
’ increased acqordlngly. . >

.
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Summary of Equipment Needed for Public

Television Stations to geve Guideline Levels

The funds needed to bring public television stations presently
in existence up to recommended guideline levels are approxi-
mately $127.1 million. A breakdown of where these funds are
needed begins on page 5. ’ !

At present there are 248 transmitters and 152 stations which
originate programming. The difference is primarily due to a
number of state systems with multiple transmitters carrying

the programming from the main state center. This study includes
all 248 transmitters and 152 originating stations.

For purpose of estabiishinq technical facilities ‘guidelines,
stations have been arranged iff the following categories:

Class A - 98 stations

3000 hours of broadcast time per year
312 hours of original programs produced during
the year, including ITV

Class B - 34 stations

3900 hours of broadcast time per year
416 hours of original programs produced
_ during the year, including ITV

Clags C - 16 stations

' 4900 hours of broad¢a§t time per year
624 hours of original programs produced
during the year, including ITV.
’

Class D - 4 stations

5500 hours of broadcast time per year
832 hours of original programs produced
during the year, including ITV

Total originating stations A, B, C & D = 152
: Sister stations = 9
Satellite transmitters = _87
248

-l ~
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Additional facilities needs broken down as follows: .

High Band Color Videotape Recorders
(recommended minimum: 4)

“ -
. Number = VTRs
of Stations Needed
A and B class stations with 4 or more HBC-VTR 28 0
' , 3 19 19
’ . 2 39 78
1 . - . .18 54 --
0 L ‘ - 28" 112
. 132 263
Additional HBC-VTR to bring C and D Stations 21
to minimum
Total VIRs ~
284

\

284 VTRs @ $90,000 = $25.56 million R
Installation and spare parts-284 x $18,000 = $5.112 million
Total installed cost for VIRs = $30,672 million - =N

-~ 2

e

Broadcast Quality Studig Color Cameras
' (recommended minimum: 3)

. .o Number Cameras
. : of Stations Needed

A and B class stations with 3 or more color ' 54 0
cameras ’ ’

' 2, - 30 30

. 1 ) . 3 6

P 0 ’ : 44 132

BN . . 13 168

hdditionai cameras for C and b statidns § 26

® ' Total Caméras 194

N ‘, )
194 color cameras & $70,000 = $13,58 million )
Installation and ppare parts 194 x $14,000 = $2,716 million
Total installed cost for cdlor cameras = $16.296 million

. -5-
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Color Film Islands
(Recommended minimum: 2)

4{ Each film island to include:
one color telecine camera

two 16 mm projectors -
one slide projector !
Film-
» - . - unber Islands
- of stations Needed .
. A and B stations with 2 or more 44 [§]
- 1 62 62
. 0 26 52
° 132 ¢ 114
v .
Additional Film Islands for Class C and D 9
stations
N - « TTotal Film Islands . . 123
123 Film Islands @ $75 000 = $9 225 million -

Installation and spare parts 123 x 15,000 - $1.845, mllllbn
Total installed costs.for color film islands = $11.07 million

Over-the-Air Transmission, ) A

’ In addition 48 of the Class A and B stations need effective
radiated power and/or antenna helght increases- for a total
of' $23.717 million.

! . C Studios t

Studio expansion and upgrading of peripheral equipment through-
- out 132 A and B stations with available data comes to $20.158
million. . Kl

v

.
o

4
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Funds Digtribution for 132 Clagg A arid B Stations

263 Videotape Recorders $28.404
168 Studio Color Cameras 14.112
114 Color Film Cameras - 10.26
" 48 Power and/oOr Antenna Height Increases 23.717
Studio Expansion and Modernizing «20.185
FUNDS NEEDED $96.678 mf?TEpn
Additional Equipment Funds Needed for 9 Sister 2.22 million
ftotions '

4]

Additional Equipment Funds for State, Regional
and National Production Centers (16 C and 4 D) = 20

21 Videotape recorders $ 2.268

26 Studio Color Cameras—-——— 2.184
9 Color Film Cameras . : .810
20 Quad video cartridge machines 4.000
11 Mini-motes ‘ Lo 3.168
5 Grade C remote vans ’ 4.048
2 Grade D remote vans T . 2.248
Total Equipment Needs 18.726 X
Power and/or Antenna Height » . -
Increases for C and D Stations 2.360
A2
studio Expansion and Upgradings
of Peripheral Equipment for .
C and D Stations ’ 7.122 "
N _—
? » N . .
TOTAL NEEDED FOR C AND D STATIONS _28.208 million

Total Funds to Bring Public Television
Into Parity with the Industry

§127.106 million

- . o
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Rationale for Equipment Types Recommended in the
Public Television Stations Facilities Guidelines

VIDEOTAPE - HIGH BAND COLOR QUAD vs HELICAL SCAN

The high band color quadruplex format is recommended for the
following reasons:

1.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Quad is now the accepted industry standard-: world—w1de with
over 90% of all television broadcast operations usind this
format for video recording. In contrast, there are no
standards at this time among manufacturers for a helical
format that would enable interchange among broadcasters

in the USA.

Another factor in the choice between quadruplex and heli-
cal in the past has been tape stock cost. With recent
models of quadruplex tape machines the 7% IPS recording
speed is practical for stations that record and play. back
first generation tapes for their owr use. Thus the dif- .
ferences in tape cost can be less of a factor in the
decision between formats.

Hardware costs for helical equipment suitable for pro-
ducing edited program master recordings are approximately
equal to the cost for high band color quad equipment with
such capabilities“for the same performance level.

Machine operating costs have been basically tied to head-
wheel life in the past. New technology in pole tip.mate-
rials, tape surfaces and modern recording techniques have -
substantially incrqased the useful life of quadruplex
videoheads to the point where the cost of operating quad
videotape machines is within the reach of the smaller
station and should no longer be a major factor in the
choice between quadruplex and helical.

PBS operating requirements as a program distribution facil-
ity necessitate program input from member stations as pro-
ducing agencies. This program interchange is greatly
facilitated by all stations using the same standardized
format.

-11-
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BROADCAST QUALITY STUDIO COLOR TELEVISION CAMERAS
$70,000 vs $30,000 VARIETY

The $70,000 guality range was chosenbfor the following reasons:

1. The $70,000 figure represents a complete camera chain
including pick-up tubes, monitoring, zoom lens and ped-
estal mouht for the camera. The average $30,000 variety
has most of these ancillary components as extras.

2. The $70,000 cameras generally use the 30 mm lead oxide

‘ pick-up tube which has been in service for about 10

years ‘and has virtually all the bug® worked out of its
manufacture. Also, the manufacture of yokes and optics
for this type of camera has reached a high degree of
quality and reliability. This is not necessarily the
case with the $304,000 cameras which denerally use the
25.4 mm lead oxide tube, in some cases mixed with vidi-
con or silicon diode tubes. Experience has already
shown, 1n the three years these cameras have been on

the market, that their yoke and optics guality and
reliability leave something to be desired. .

3. It may be thou;ht that a more sophisticated camera is
harder to operate and maintain for the smaller station
with limited expertise and personnel, but the reverse

is true. The more sophisticated camera has many auto-
matic crtcuits that electronically control certain func-
tions which have to be done manually on the inexpensive
ones, requiring a high level of operating expertise to
produce comparable quality pictures. Experience has also
shown that the more sophisticated camera has a higher de-
gree of reliability and stability than the lesser variety
and presents less of a maintenance load to the smaller
station.

4. The lnherent increase in quality with the more SOphLStl'
cated camera also gives the process of distribution and
dupllcatlon of the programs made with it a better chance
of success in the Station Program Cooperative.

. | - /,sgf’/ /
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BROADCAST QUALITY TELECINE EQUIPMENT vs CQMPROMISE CONVERS IONS

A - A
. (Oqe color television camera, one multiplexer, two 16 gm pro-
jectors with fagnetic sound, and one 35 #n slide projector)

The full broadcast quality telecine chain is recommended for-the
following reasons: , . " ﬂ' .
1. -.The® camera itself should be one designed for telecine use and
. not a studio camera adapted‘to telecine use. The: general ’
electrical and mechanical stability is superioy to the con-
version, maki & maintenance and set-up more ' convenient. Also,
.as is the case with sfudio camefas, yokes and optics designed |
for this specific use are inherently more reliable than-a
compromise situation. Most modern film cameras also use the .,
. same major electronic components.as their studio countérparts,
thus simplifying interchangeability and operator training.
1] - .
Y 2. a projector designed for television is inherently more re-
liable and rugged in this application than a conventional
4 -+ audlo-visual type with a converted shutter. " This is bpfnev
’ out by many cases of poor performance and high maintenance,
costs where these gompromises were tried. ¢ ~

% 3," The requirement for magnetic sound reproduction is necessary
for local origination of magnetically striped film, which is
the accepted industry ‘starlard for news and interview type
film productign. The guidelines also have- a minimum ‘of two

. single system mag-sound 16 mm cameras, so it is necessary ’
to have the projectors capaﬁié of playing the film shot with

2 these cameras.- 1 I

4. The 35 mm slide projector can be of several different types
which are not generally available. All hold 2x2 inch mounts
of 35.mm film or 126 instamatic slides which are generdlly
the only two formats used for telecine. The difference be-
tween a type made for television and a converted A/V model

are built-in spare lamp, flat field optics, -a rabid change N
. . between slides with no blank period, and full remote con- -
trol capabilities. A few, conversions can ‘hava rudimentary .. *
. remote control and flat field optics fitted, but again quality
° and reliability over the.long term may not justify the ap-
! * parent savings. . N +
« . - - . . -
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. . A PFacility

»

*

- Studio ¥(Al)

vr - Tt (a2)' |, » ,

MCc (A2)

EC" (A3)

' . Test Eq (A3) "

_ Term Area Cons Costs (A3) ,
Film Production (a4).

4

. Total A Facility

¢ + B_Facility
A Facility
Mini Mote (Bl)
! Total B Facility N

'

. L Facility
‘ i Remote Unit (Cl)
: o ° Studic (c2)
VT - TC (t3)

Mc (€3) ° N

ECc (c4) L

Test Equip (C4) ' ' .
. * Term Area Cons Costs v

Film Production (C5) -
2000 Sq. Ft, Studio
f Mini Mote - .

Total C Pacility

. D Facilibx , . -

Remote Unit (D1)
‘Studio (D2)
VT - TC (D3).
¢ MC. (D3) -
EC (D4)
Lt Test Equip_ (D4)
° Term Area Cons Costs (D4)
Film Production (D5)
2000 Sq. Ft, Studio e
%000 .Sq. Ft. Studio
. -14-
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .

’

PTV Station Color Production Facilities Cost Summary
3 v

716,750

* 627,050

70,250

44,000

30,000

100, 000
25,750 "

$1,613,800

. 0
1,613,800

288,400

$1,902,200

809,550

' 9083 250 -
1,571,100
173,500
300,000
45,000
150,000
149,750
716,750

288,400

*$5,312,300
i

1,023,550,
1,684,500
2,055,625
177,750

698,000 -

60,000
250, 00Q
184,750
716,750
908,250"

|- Vad




¢

. - ‘

‘Mini Mote - . 288,400

Total D Facilityl - : $8,047,575 -

‘. - o
+ B Sister Station Origination -

B

. . . . : LY

~~ add (El) td A, B, Cor D - .

as applicable . $° '316,025
. : . /
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= ) M N \
7 - . : s ) .




; .
Basic sbatlon - Category a

studio (2000 sq. ft., 3.cameras)

,Stage and Control Room Tech Equip.

3 Cameras @ 70 000 o $210,000

1 Studio switcher & 30,000 . 30,000

12 B & W monitors @ 500 . €000

o2 Color monitors @ 3500 ' . 7,000

2* 1 Nudio console ® 5000 5, 000
Audio accessories, Control Room . .

« Cartridge - Re€l to reel . 10,000

Au@}o accessories, studio floor ’ .

LS, Mics, Booms, etc. 5, 000

s S -

Video Contw & Routing

. 2 Color monitor
2 waveform monitors R ' .
< 1 Matrix switcher ,(pare.Qf studio) ) .
TS%?\ $284,250

X
Spare. parts ({(10%) - " ) -~ 30,000

Installation ° ’ 30,000

~

§tage

Lighting eguipment
Cyclorama . 12,500
Air cond., Heating, Architectural 220,000
‘ ‘ ' n . 292,500

Support Areas 4000  sq. ft. @ 20 ft. 80,000
' ’ $716,750

R v 7 provided by ERIC
§
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ERIC

tuwiveform monitor

v

! .

Installatidn (10%)

Spare parts (10%)

.

v

R a : o -
‘ 97. .
. 3 o, < . “e N
vrsTe o, s
4 VTR @ 90,000, D ’ $360,000
2 TC @ +75,000 150, 000
a2 Vectorséopes @ 3,025 © 6,05Q
2/Color monitors @ 3,500 7,000
R ) ) "W ) i ., .‘
Spare pat™s (10%) . . .
Installation. (10%) ' -
. .
N -
(& -
.1 MC switcher -A/V - / 15,000
2 Color monitors @“3500 7,000
. BB & W-moriitors @ 500 '4,000Q
1 Vectonscope X ‘3,025
2 wWwaveform monitors @ 1875 N 3,750
1 Console * ’ b 500
e °
Transmitter Monitoring -
\ )
1\Precision gemod 10,000 -
N 1 ¥‘requenc’y - modulation monitor 5,500
1 VITS generator 4,100
. 1 Color monitor . 3,500

- 4,875

* .

$523,050

52,000 .

PR N
52,000

]

o3




" Equipment Genter,

. : *
1 Pulse sys{:em

<1 Intercom:system ,

1 Terminal equipment s~
A/V amps, proeessors
Patch'bays, racks

Character generator -
v L. . -

Spar.je Parts, (10%) S

Test Equiphent
. ' '

Tesm Area Building Costs”

Term Area Electrical Cost's\

Term Area A/C - Heat Costs | -+

-

Film Production

"2 16 mm single’system Mag .
¢ @ 12,000 leQ ft. reels

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -

-~ 1 Interphone system - * -

Installation (10%) \ - P

EJiting equipment® B M
o . B
,‘l 35 mm still camera and .
accesforigs
‘ 13
. R .
/ .
K3
N
- “
2
N N .4
‘ ]
e -
-3 =
. wl

L] = ’
“ . . “
" $7.500 ,
500» "‘ -
3,000 ° , ,
+-15,000" T
N

$ 33,000

. 4,000

0 . 2,000
o Co

- 30,000

—

$171, 000

2000 dq. ft.-@/gb 100,000

$24,000
! 14 »
1,000 .
- 9 a
= 750
ot $*35,750
. 2
- / ¥ 1
o S .
. N o
- b7 ' ;‘
- N N -
1 L]
. ",
¢ :
v » )
9
/é-\’ ‘

~
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. ' o . S ’ . . e
N ’ ..B_l 4
. . Lo N s ” 1 ’
! Standard Statioff - Category B . . . .
(Same as.category A, plus mini méte) ° . ’ .
T Mini Mote ‘' . S S . -
( . . - /4 ) R ~
2 Cameras'® 74,000 - : / $148,000
N T . ) . AR} - \
., 1LV~ ' ' " 65,000 . .
~ Jerminal Equipment - / * 31, 000 -
; Audio & Communications ot 2,400 - B '
Van, Generator, Kif Cond.; Hoist® 34,000 i
N ‘ o . ’ .
' _Test, Equipment et . 2,000 |
‘ ‘ ' K 7 $262,40Q
[ . - . B R N
s ’- . .
~* . Spare Parts (10%) .. O 26,000
X P “$288,200 | .
. )" . ) . . . o ‘ ' !
. ° - A ' -
» " -
° -aq ,‘ o - -
e — , -~ P : )
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4. . .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

N

State or Regional Jmeétﬁgogx C -
! [

Remote Unit

’
Cameras @ 70,000 *
video switcher
Audio console and aux. equip.
Communications .
4 Color monitors“@ 3500
2 Vectorscopes @& 3025
~ Microwave equipment
Truck w/air cond., winch, etc.
AC generator -
Rubidium frequeficy standa
Pulse system : x
Test equipment . .
Camera and power cables
2 'Video tape regcorders & 90,000
Test and check ,out
" Character generator

(SRS

-

Spare parts (10%)

. \P .
© =20~
N . =
R
-
) -
@ 3
N .
‘ - 5 ‘,‘.3
. — S
" ‘ »
& . . .

A

3

$280, 000
45,000
60,000
10, 000
14,000

6,050

16,000 -

65,000
10, 000
7,500
10, 000

10,000 -

10,000
180, 000
5,000

7,000

’

‘735,550

. 74,000"
$809, 550

~



]

Second Studio (4000 sg. ft.),
T : ;

a3

Stage and Control Room Tech. Equip,

’

Studio switcher .
color monitors @ 3500
B- & W monitors @ 500
Audio console 36 x 8 .
) CR accessories

. Studio accessorles\

16 track record/playback w/Dolby i
Interlock

.

.-~ IS

RN
»
R N
.
.
-
H
.
\ L
.
4
*
) -
, s
.
v
s
.
\
4
.
-
. .
.
[}
Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. o
video Control & Routing

°

.

2 Color monitors:
2 Waveform monitors .

Match swr section of §t. swr,

Spare parts (10%) Techniéd‘ '

* “Installation (10%) Technical

=~ PR . o
. tage : -
Lighting equipfent $25 sq. fto.
 cyclorama .
. . Air cond., Heat 4000 sq, ft.

Bulldlng costs @ llO/Sq. £ft.

. . N
-~ . . ’

Support areas,

5000 sq, ft. @ 20- sq. ft.
, . . .
2000 sqg. ft, studid (see A-1) s -
. / T ¥ . . ., »
. AN
R
.
‘4
. £
.. . .
1}
’ L
- . Rl
B " -
T
57-927 O ~175-8 - .

~ . N s

o Studios (1 studip 2000 'sq. ft., 1 studio 4000 sd. £t "

o N

$s0,600 " -

4,000
6,000
, 70,000 °,
© 15,000 o
10,000 -
30,000 4
10,000
. $198,000
& -
“7,000
3,750 ’ Ca
« 500
. . 11,250
21,000
v 21,000
>
;
100, 000
17,000 -
440,000
. 557,600
/ 4
i ., 100,00
. ~ $908, 250

$716,750




PS

- _- . [ . i R - l( N :
o o - v Tt
- " “ g
. N 102 ‘o . .
] t' - , i ’ :
. . > bomwe XY R
” . v . N .
. ezl . ; v
- o t ~
vf & TC  * . cr -
/7 . ‘ ‘ f : ‘) : .
- 4 VTR @ 140,000 R $560, 000 N
' + * 3 VIR @ 90,000 _ . 270, 00b . }
, '3TC@ 75,000 Ve 225,000 .
. 4 .Vettorscopes ® 3025 . 12,100
* & 4 Color ‘monitors ® 3500 . 14,006
1 cartridge VTR ° . 200,000 ~ .,
o .Double System Sound Equipment ® °__30,000 -
: . T ' . -~ $1,311,100
R S . ‘ ‘ ‘% o
Sbarejparts (10%) L - - 130,000
- > . . . . . . .
Insffallation (10%) T . 130,000
. LT oo » s1,571,100
* “MC N
L A : ]
2. 1 MC switcher A/V | 18,000 .
o 2 Cdlor monitors @ 3500 = 7,000 )
12 Bl& W monitors @ 500. . 6,000 .
voe 1 Vectorscope . . 3,025 o
A 2 Waveform monitors @ 1875 3,750 L
1 Console: . 750
i Transmitter Monitoring o . .
. ’ 1 Precision demod § -10,006 ..
. ' 1 Frequency - modulation monitor 5,500
1. VITS generator © 4,100 ‘- AT
1 Color monitor » , 3,500 s
1 Waveform monitor ¢ . 1,875 -
: 1 Automation System ¢ 80, 000" .
a o : - 143,500
, Spdre parts (10%) . N 15, 000"
< - 8 .

' ¥
# Installation (10%)

.

- v -3 -
- N
- s . ’ q
1 N -~ /\
) - .
.
.
- . ? .
1
- .
N - - . -
s .
. .
‘ -
r} -]
' P ~& i

’

115,000
$173,500

»
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3 4 0’ o . i . - '
Il - . N . ’
: LT ca Lo,
) . - T . -
- Equipmedt Center’ ; . e
J .
’ . ) . .
! 1 Pulse system : , N $50,000
lsInterphone system . 2,500
" 1 Intercom system * ~ 3,000 S0
1 Terminal ¢quipment ol 30,000 : N
' o A/V amps, processgbrs ~ ’ ' K ’
;' . Patch Bays, racks . - BN
' . 1 Routing switcher. 30 x 40 ° , 96,000 .
* 1. Character ‘generator - . 45,000
1 Programmed video editing ) 175,000 PR
. system : * . . :
o, . 1 Rubidium frequency standard “* 7,500 .
- . 1 Character generator ’ . 7,000 .
.- E .o - ' : dv *$416,Q00
Pl .. , . . . A
s . Installation (10%) e 42,000
. . : ~ .
¢ . Sparé Parts (L0%) - K . 42,000 “<a
. : ’ $
Test Equkpment (additional) . o . 45,000 -
. N W0,
Term Area Building Costs’ R .
. Term Area Electric Costs . 3000 sq. ft. @ $50 - 15Q, 000
. Term Area A/C, Heat Costs . -, ’
ST . .o $695,000° ,
A .
’ - K
‘ N - 'C_? . . " \
“ # Film Production : . .. ' .
.  Eiim Productipn . . ,
2 16 mm single system @ 12,000 $24,000 . ’
Mag sound 1200 ft. reels ’ -
) . . 2 16 mm double system @ 15,000 +30, 000
Ve ;' Editing equipment Y 25,000 ®
K : .. - ¢ '
\ - . - ~r .
9 . .l FPilm processor , ¢ , 50, 000 -
. . : \
1 35 mm still camera . " 750 -
. . ) . $129,750
R R M - PO
g . ‘Installation k4 ' _ 10,000
. . *
(\ Spare parts .. . ’ 10,000
. , had =23~ 7 . $149,750
. Ll
A ‘ |
‘. L3 'd
a . x
. .
. .
\
. “~ ;]
. LIRY v “ . - . -
. A "
~ . -~ i \e “
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National - Category D

Full Size Remote Unit

4
1
‘ .1

N B

Spare

Cameras @ 70,000
video switcher

Audio cons and aux eqﬁipf
- Communications
Coloxr monitors @ 3500

Vetorscopes @ 3025
Microwave equip.

Truck w/air cond., winch

Generator

Rubidium freduency standard

Pul system
Test| equipment”

Camera and power cables

:I‘ésA: and check out

Video tape” recorders @. 90 000

Slow motion machine
Character generator
Slidé projector -

H

parts

[y

,,

¢

P

.

$280, 000
45,000,
60,000
10,000
14,000
6,050
16,000
65,000"
10, 0Q0
7,500
10, 0Q0
10, 000
10,000
"'5,000

180, 000
130, 000
45,000

30,000

\

$ 933,550

90; 000
$1,023,550




. ) v , ]

D2

\\V 3 Studios (2000,sg. ft., 6000 sq. ft., 8900 sq. £t.)

.

Third Studio (8000 sq. f£t.) - o~
‘' Stage and Control ‘Room Tech. Equip. S
- " 4 cameras @ 70,000 $280, 000
. 1 Studio Bwitcher 50,000
2 Color monitors @ 3500 P 7,000 ..
. 12 B & W monitors @ 500 6,000
., 1 Audio console 36 x 8 70,000
N ) CR accessories ' 15,000
D ' < Sgudio accessories 10,000
16 track machine & interlock ———
from C i 2o -
-
\ - video Control & Routing T LY
* "2 color monitors ® 3500 (- 7,000,
! 2 waveform monitors @ 1875 3,750

* . ° Match swr'section of st. swr 750
R . e . —

- -~ ‘ N

h , - ‘Installation 10% Technical N ) .
Sf!are Pal‘ts_ 10% Technical B
EEEE :
. Stage™ - - N !
. ’ . - ! - )
Lighting equipment $25 ¥q. ft. 200, 000
Cyclorama 257,000
- Air Cond., Heat Vent 8000 sg. ft. .
e - Building Costs ~ -~ @ 110/sq. ft. _880,000
. ) .
Support areag, 2000 sq. ft: @ $20 -
" (In_additj."ﬁn to those provided in C) ¢
’ ! o , . N R
- » .
, -25-" )
= .
'Y * :
o~ ;
(o
| '
(1)
L\
. i i
O s f,‘,'

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

’

o~

1,105,0Q0

(Y

, 40,000 -

.'$1,684,500




l - . R R

VT_& TC . .
i 6.VIR @ 139,000 :

- 4 VIR @ 90,000 :

3 TC @ 75,000

5 Vectorscopes @ 3025

5 Color monitors @ 3500° = .

1 Cartridge'VIR = .

. - Double .System Equipment

Installation (10%)
g

© Spare Parts (10%)

LN

[ 1™

MC switcher A/V

‘Color monitots @ 3500.

B & W monitors @ 500
Vectorscope .
Waveform monitors @ 1875
Console .

Transmitter Monitoring °~ -

: - — - J
Precision_demod: ' .
Frequéhcy - modulation monitor
VITS generator

Color monigor
Waveform monrt®r

1 Automation system -

B
e T

¢
Installation (10%)

< Spare ‘Parts (10%)

ERI!

s e ) .

& 4 .
s L .
. .
»
AY
$840,000 ’ - ©
+ 360,000 v .
225,000 . .,
15,125, N ,
15,500 ‘
"_ 200,000 .
60,000 .
$1,715,625
7
170, 000 .
-~ .
© __170,000
* $2, 055,625
20,000 A
7,000 -
7,500 .
. 3,025 C -
3,750 ///
1,000
r hd .
¢ 10,000 . .
~ 5,500 h
4,100
* 3,500
"1,875
-\
80,000 ,
147, 250
15,000
' ~
15,000
$2,232,875
, .
: »
, . X
- 2 -




N
! . 107 -, )
’ ' D4
. v . .
) .Equipment Center . .
< . N 4 \ N
1 Pulsf system $65,000
1 Interphone system « "\ 7,500
1 Intercom system : 10,000
Terminal equipment \ 50,000
S . A/V amps T .
2 : tatch bays racks _ o .
' * 1 Routing swifcher 40 x 60 ‘ 170,000
2 Character generator @ 45,000 - A 90, 000
1 Programmed video ‘editing system 175,000
° 1 Rubidium frequency standard. . 7,506
1 Character generator 7,000
. . . * : . .
. 1/ . [ . 2
Installation (10%) -
Spare Parts (10%) ’
Test Equipnent (addit;j.onali *
Term Area Building Costs ot
. . Term Area Electrical Costs 5000 sq. ft. @ $50
’ Term Area A/C, Heat Costs -
S ‘ .
T ~  E
B ) . " Sister Station Originétion .
2 VIR @ 90,000 * $180, 000
1 TC island @ 75,000 75,000
1 Color monitor . . 3,500
1 Vectorscope - . ‘ 3,025
L ] I .
¢ -Installation
- Sparé Parts
" Modificatiohs to MC o
; ‘ ‘ )
N . .
: - -27- )
! I}
1) b -
. 4
- ’ 3 .
» %, ,
A) : .
A e
‘ \‘\ : " .

FRIC B

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

$1, 008,000

$ 582,000

»

58,000

.

$261,5%5
26,000

26gp00

. 2,500

$316,025
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N . 108 ! :
o - oty
' - Transmitter Plant
' . - - : L3
Cost Breakdown ! ‘ v os
VHF Low Band ' S " ¢ * i J
35 kw Tranbmitter © $325,000
(parallel 17.5 kw)
/)
h .
Antenna - 30,000 )
L "
Transmission Line : L
‘ —~ 1000 ft. of 3 1/8 in. % 17,b00 .
N line including hangers o
R and/ elbows
1 .
Tower e " 265,000
1000 ft., guyeQ,thh . *T(This figure is average
elevators Ingludes It may vary due to
- erdétion and' installa- geographical, condi-
tion of antenna and - tions and wind

transmission line..

loading zone.)

. . . ‘l -~
_Rbmote Control , 25,000
Inclu;?s automatic logglng R .
and ifterface. . i5$<
Eleégfic coaxial switches ° . : a,%!(oop
. Terminal Equipment’ : ' . . 28,000 - -
‘Includes phase equalizer, . : '
- A/V switching, A/V input . ) >
+.. channels, basic monitoring
N . ¢ .
. Capital Spares ) . 5,000
v * * v ‘ *
Installation 75,000
Building ' .220,000
L\ Does ngt include land or .
: access road. . . . L
N ‘ ;
v, Includes primary power v T
servige and air conditlonlng T
~ . i‘. . M
& v -28- ; . » .
. ) . B R ]
- T r ' v .
] * o - . . "
’ . VA v
- e )
- i b
B N

ERIC - .

v ) ' ¢
s : :
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L)

VHF Low Band (cort.).’

° Precision Carrier Offget 20,000
. N . ' .
Emergency Power Generator *95,000
100 kw steddy state load
capacity, installed.
Inclides fuel tank, change-
over switch, automatic
start-up.
Microwave System ° \, .
(see separjtely itemized list)
\
Test Equipment’ ‘f
(see separafiely itemized ligt)
\ ‘/ [N
Spare parts . ‘ 5,000
R v $1,207,000
’ - -~

Tbﬁnsmitter Plant
\

- Cogt Breakdown

VHF "High Band ' \ .
. - N

50 kw Transmitter - - 350,000
{parallel 25 kw) | *

Antenna ; . 75,000

Tranémission Line * ’ ) "‘ 25,000
1000 ft. of 6 1/8 in.
line including hangers
and elbows

Tower . ¥ 265,000
1000 ft., guyed, with oL {(This figure is aver-
elevator. Includes ) " age. It may vary due
erection and installation to geographical loca-.
of antenna and transmission " tion and wind loading
line. ‘ zone.) " .
_29_ . . *
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’ . o - * o s
VHF High Band (cont.) - =, v
. - R '
Remote Control $ 25,000 ,
' *° Includes automatic logglng v .
and. interface’ *
’ *
M Electric goaxial switches 12,000 N
L4 . -
- Terminal Equxpment ) e _ . 28,000 '
., . Includes phase equallzer, ' . / \ *
. ] A/V sthchlng, basic mopltoring, .
LT A/V 1nput chi\ls . ‘ s s
Capital Spares . 5,000" :
. -
-~ \ Instadlation 75,000
} Includes all equxpment o~ N
e inside the building ' A
Building 220,000
., Does not include land dr - o
“access .road, Includes site
preparation, air conditioning,:
and primary power gervice -
\ Precision Carrier Offset : ‘&0,000
. > ) N )
Em:ar'gency Power Generator ) 75,000
100 kw steady state load :
capacity, installed.. Includes ' ¢
' » . : fuel tank, changeover switch, .
2 automatic start-up., . . i <"
, , b
’ Microwave System i ~ 41,000
. ’ (see separately itemized list) ot j ,
! Test Equipn{ent ' i . 64,000 &
(see separately itemired list) . . K
- !
. . Spare parts ‘ , 5,000 *
y N ; $1,285,000
. -30-
b : a
. . N
I .
- L]
g o N
AJ *
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Transmitter Plant

, I
Cost Breakdown

‘

110 kw Transmitter
Includes dual exciters,
fllterplexer'and p0wer
comblner

Spare Klystrpn

" Antenna
Gain of 25 -
Includes de-icers

. Transmissién Line
Owtside 60,000
“Inside 35,Q00

Tower , .

1000 ft., guyed includes
elevator,. erection apd
installation of ant

- and transmission line, and
« _concrete work

‘

Remote Con roﬁ
Includes automatic logqxng
“*and lnterface

EiectriC'Coaxial Switches

Termlnal Equlpment

. Includes phasa equallzer

** A/V switching, basic monltorlng
A/V input .channels

v

Installation .
Inclides all equipment jinside
'building

\

Bulldlng -

Does not 1nchude land or access

road. " Includes preparation of
site.

. ~31-

<
$ 490.000

~

10,000

-4
75,000
)

.

265,000
(This figure is &ver-
age. It may vary due
to geographieal loca-
tign and wind loadlng
zone.)

25,000

75,000

243,000

-




UHF (cont.)

°

) Includes air conditionlng and
[ prlma{y power.servlca
“ Precision Carrier Offset
‘Emergency Power Generatof
425 kw steady load capacity,
installed. 1Includes fuel tank,
. changeover switch.

.

ot
I3

Microwave System
(see separately ltemfze&\iﬁst)

N

Test Equlpment
(see separately itemlzed 119t)

Spare Parts

!

f Microwave System

»

‘2 Transmitters @'$5000‘g .

@

2 Receivers @ $5000

-
»

-2 Antennas ®°§1,200

- 1

6 _ft. diameter-with cover .

*2 Dehidrators @ $500

. [« ]
Transmisgion Line )
200 ft. @ $2.00/ft. . '

2-Hot Switches @ $1,000

3 Modudators.@ $1,200 =
for audio gub-carrier

~-32-
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20,600
~

10,000

41,000

° _64,000 -

.

10,000
$1,536,000"

2,000

3,600
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Microwave System (cont.) : L . <. / ~
3 .Demodulators @ §$1,200 for < < ’ i 3,600 )
, audio 'sub-carrier ' . .
. e o . : . v
Installation : o ' .
Equipifient and measurements $4000 (
Transmission line - 1500
“ ' Antennds y 2800 ‘
- L J . T, $40,500
, e C . L
L3 - s
Assumes hot standby receive and transmit: * *
Assumes 2 ‘wide band sub~carrier channels .
. "1 order wire sub-carxier’ channel\A , .
.- X
. o - ~ s * .
e e ' .
N . e
MY
. I . !
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Transmitter Test Equapment . ® ;
-, - ° - .
Vectorscope P .
, . v
Waveform Monitor - »
. \
e .
Profé&ssional Color Monitor #* -
Mobile General Purpose Test
Scope with RFE Brotection
!
Scope Qamera - ,
’ 4

video Test Signal, Generator
» v
Video Sweer Generater *° ‘

, Spectrum Analyzer and.
Storage Scope

Frequency cbunter with
Y RFI protection capaRkle ),
of microwave frequency range,

4 > Y

. v

“ N
video Noise Meter

- —

Env&lobe Delay. Measuring Set ’

- o~ . Sy
Low Digtortion Audio Oscillator -
and/ Transmfssion Measuring-Set

.Audio Noise Meter and Distortion

Analyzér 8
] . <
Power Meter, Utility Q
Dummy Load with Power Meter
B ~ ¢ r
Precision Demodulator - ° .
S . )
3
14

Time Domain Reflectometer

v !

. Deviation Meter
Field Intensity Meter

Aural Modulation Monitor and
Frequency Meter

-34-

I
e
£y
[T

1,500«
3,500

3,500

600
4,000
800

10,000

900"
4000
7,500
3,500
2,500
1,000

Y
3,500
$63,400

-t
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It should be noted that the average EJ Camera can not be #imed”

The other factor is that most {federal graqt )
" has specifically excluded the purchase. 6F wehicles with that money

a

N \ AV 3
. R '( - . i
) 115 ) v
) .
. . X ‘ ] ‘ - .
.Cost Breakdown Hf An Average '
- ) j . Elecé;onic Joufhélism;(EJ) Unit T ;
T .
' - '
2 Cameras @ $50K ' i $1p0K . V.
2 Portable R/O VIR @ $5K W 10K N
1\Portab1e Microwave System REy . 10K
. 2 Full Capability VIR @ §7.5K. S (L5
* 1 (TBC) Time Base Corrector y ";i » 10K ..
1<Editing System = Rt 5K o

JPeripherals (Extra cabling,-

. Monitors, Camera Mounts, etc.) gx -
Complete 2 Cameza EJ Unit = . $155K

.

into a TV system in the usual way so each&camera has its own VTR
and multi-camera segments are edited fro t e individual tapes;

much like film. The portable VTR's are re rd only, ‘thus the R
need for the full capabllity bas€ units tg e used for editing. ,
— IR N

-~
No vehicle costs are. stated pera due to;tﬁb factors. One is the
varying peed of the individual station. * “gmall van or station
wagon will comfortably accomodate a 2 cameha system gnd can be - o
used for other tasks when not fon EJ a551c‘ éhts. - k,/b

aney-in the past

or the money used in the purchase of a vehidle to be used for
matching funds. Therefore, tzg stationg would be required to
find individual funding for t vehlcle apa:t from any federal
assistance program, % a

oo

M N

£ Timetable of Funding Requireménts . . .

L4 ) . . '

UHF Improvement -5 yéér,neeas approximately $31 million

$26M needed now for apprdximately 50’§tations
$ 4M added to Guidelines figure for ipflation

. : - . R

Year 1st 2nd - 3ra . _4th ~ S5th . .”g e
; A - )
. Punds $12M $1QM $8M . $8M $8i -
Number oot 'f‘; .
Stations 20 20 e 4
Affected [




v

The bulk of the first three years' is for transmission improvement .
of efistlng UHF stations and the last two are for cxpected qui?terly
activatibns. An ,additional $4M was added due to significapt ‘
increases in key components of the improvement program. AN exam=

~ ple, the cost of a 4000' tower has increased $100K in the last year!
There are approximately 30 new towers included in tbe 50 statioens
mentioned hereé.

»

Videotave Recbrdergu : o . o .
Presently need 2637so all stations would have 4 minimum. Over a
5 year period we would ‘also need anprox1mate1y 40 more for exnected
activatgons of new.stations. We can use 37 to make ‘a round’?lgure
of -300 machines over 5 years. - -

. Al

Year -1st 2nd “ 3rd 4ths  ~ '5th

4 of .
VTR's 75 @ $110K 75 @ $110K,4<50 @ $120K 50 9 $120K 50 @ $120K'

Cost $8,25M TLo$8.25M T . seM $6M $6M '

v . ~

Total °$34.5 million

-

. _($10K per machine added after 3rd year ‘for inflation.)
B / . - . .
The two manufacturers presently make betwsen 200-250 machines-a
year. These are for both domestid and foreign sales and we.could
not expect to corner the market or have them build new facilities
to accomodate the large number of machines required. However,

the numbers over flve years given here should be attainable on a
per year ba51s. .

Electronic Journalism Units ',

+
Approximately 150 for existing stations.

10 for expected activations over 5 years.

160 @ $155k = s24.8M §

Year 1lst 2nd 3rd 4th

g:its 5 55 42 4 4 - = 160 units

Cost $8753M $8.53M $6.51M $ .62M $ .62M = $24.8M

. \
Most manufacturers are making about 100 - 150 camg¢ras a year, §° &
with a heavy demand by the commercial market. There are
approximately 10 manufacturers presently” maklng the quality
o . and price range camera mentsioned here and 10 to 15 cameras
each for the next two years should presént no undue problems. .,

¢

ERI
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Mr. Macpoxarp, If 1 could interrupt on two things about that
statement, is the only demonstration project that type of project that
was discussed yesterday, the ATS-6% T

.« Mr. Go®~. No. I.think there are other demonstration projects. 1
think thatMis one waf'to do it. It may prove to be a very valuable one.’

Mr. Mabponarp. What is another one? ' _

Mr. Gdny. Anotfher way to do it is making video casettes or video
discs of-programs and mailing thenf to these iselated communities and
have them put this in some autgmatic player which plays these discs
or tapes off automatically recorded at a set time schedule.* N

Mr. Macpoxarp. You would be surprised, I think, in afldition to the
ficures, as closely as T could elicit them yesterday, it‘is broken down i
a ratio of 6 to 1 between the facilities and the demonstration, \

+" One side of it is getting fairly‘short changgg, I think, or it is? I‘\
don’t know*

Mr. @cxy. It may not be. I think what is missing in my view, and \
the work maj be done and wg just may not have seen it, but T do know
that the Corporation for Public Bropdcasting and PBS—and. others

. have not come together to address.this probdgm, and se-have not done -
our own studies to see ghat is required and to look at the various
s options. I think that is one thing that needs to be done. . :

‘Second, I think we ought to look at all options, not necessarily just
the satellites, or just, cable. There may be other ways, as T suggested,
I~ - that this could be done. " S '

’ Tt is difficult at this peint in time to know what the right sum of .
money is to spend on demonstration projects. - | .

' Mr. Macooxatp. That is $64,000 question. It_is very difficult fow -
us to know also. T was going to ask what you all thought of what a
reasonable sum was? I thought that the amount asked for was a very
stingy amount of money. Is there any: consensus among you all con-
cerning what you feel 1s a reasonable amotint

Mr. Loodis. Mr. Chairman, is the point of demonstration to attempt .
to stimulate new ideas? ' ot o
Mr. Macpovarp. That is the overall pfoject. This is the money, I feel
sure this will come out of here as a.clean bill. Thi§is a bill fhat-the
¢ administration-sent up and it was:put in as an accommodation, as

! something to work from. . . o

But where the money is inchded here, do you have presently or will
you furnish in the very near futuré what you feel the'lowest mimimum
istodo an adequate job? , = ¢ L "

Mr. Barmr. There might be another yway to get at that problem.

Mr. Loomis. Let me answer you this way: Yes, we will get together
and come up with a figure. Yes.” ’

Mr. ;VI.\(‘ri()Nc\I‘n,-’%"}ien. second. could you just give me. in politi-
cal parlance, a ballpark figure of what you think it is now ? ',

Mr. Guxy. I think one of the problems that you have when you -
are unclear as to what the objectives are for-demonstration proiects. is

{ that it is very hard to project a cost fizure because vou want to be sure
that you project far enough forward so you know what the implications
are- going $o be of these demonstration projects. You can set up, as
we with this program, a whole new set of-expectations for that 10
percent of the public not reached by demonstration projects, then we
can find we are facing a cost of $200 or $300 million.

)
]:]K‘[C 57-927 0 - 75 -9
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l\ﬁ'. Macpdnawp. Yes, but taking pretty much the bread-and-butter
issue we have going now, could you come up with a figure that is not
what could be done, say, in 10 years or 15 yefirs when better technologys.
has been developed, but come up with a ficure that we could kiﬁ?‘v
areu g_d up here smyrvay to see if we think'it is too much, too little, or
what? - - . ' .

Mr. Loomys. We will try, all of us, to get together and come up
with'a/ballpatk figure. ‘. .

Mr.;:MAacpoNaLDy My last question about that.is this: T was intrigued. -
by the;emphasi at on those cameras and stufff. Who determines what ,
is an dcceptablé/fiece of equipment that the Gokernment should buy for -
thesef,&-ifl_"ga‘%, PHE/or radio stations? Who makes that decision ? 4
- Mr.BAm. TWe individual licensee. . '

MF,i€ofrEy. HEW sets the standards based upon the Electronics
Instiute Association’s standards for television and radiogquipment.

Mt oopris. That is as to thé television camera or other commonly.
used’e¢ftipment. ’ )

My Macponarp. But the standard as to whether it is Sony and’
incidentally”I have seen more Sonys around than American products. .
If it was going to be a Buy America First, everyone seems to have
Japanese equipment. C
M, Bair. Sony has plants in this country. ., ~ . ]
Mr.“Macoonarp. But it is not exactly what you call an American

company either. Anyway, thats something else, It seems",to me the
" FCC-has something to say about that. \ :

. Mr:Gus~. Well, they'do when it comes to transmission, that is, if
. You ate talking' about a transmitter, they have standards that. they -

require,in terms of monitoring. . .
~ Mr. Macponarwp. Are they big brother? Do they lay down the law

as to what standards shall be observed? -

Mr. .Bar. Wedo not feel they are big brothers in that sense.

LY

-~

Mt Gunn. No. They are trying to insure you have quality.
Mr. Bar. They are insuring the Federal money is spent on first
rate equipment. K ' ' o
« Mr. MacooNaLp. And they are the ones who tell you?
» Mr, Basr. Interms of engineering specifications.
Mr. Micoovarp. They make the specifications. Working in the field,
as I knew: Hartford Gunn did, and I guess most everyone else does
. or ilid.‘;vére there occasions that you felt they were ouf of touch with
reality 27 :
Mr. Batr. Not in terms of engineering, no. .- . E
Mr. Miacvonawp. T am not talking about transmissions but in terms
of persofinel and equipment. i’g ) N "
Mr: Barr. This has not been a complaint; no sir. -
Mr. Macponarp. There is no friction in that area ?
Mr. Bamr. No, sir. _ ‘ '
Mr. Gunn. I think the stations welcome the standards of both FCC
and HEW imposed on them because it is in the interest of the public
to assure a really compatible television system. :
Mr. Macponarp. And they are not artificially high or anywhere near
pinchingly low? : . .
Mr. Gunn. No sir, not as to FCC electronic standards.
Mr. Barr. Could I comment on what you asked earlier in terms of a
ballpark figure? ) ' : o

“ERIC
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The need for improvement and expgnsion of station facilities, as
illuminated by these two people, is quite clear. It is considerably more
difficult, T thiuk. to illustrafe the kind of demonstrations which could
usefully be undertaken a;;) whatever projected funding levels.

The requests for experimentation and demonstration are not unlike
requests for humanitarign aid; it is almost an sutomatic and usually |
affirmative response. We/think that the grounds for this particular re-
quest, however, worthx though it is in general terms, should be care-
fully analyzed. " J ‘ )

We believe that furiding for the demonstration section of the pro-
gram should be fully contingent upon the identification of proposed
activities which have plainly stated objectives, which can be known
i1t advance, to which realistic funding Intervals and amounts can be
assigned and which could be supported by the institutions.and people
in public communications. : o
* Mr. MacpoNaLp. Well, you are closer to the people than most peopte
in the program, and by “people” I mean the public, apparently from
the title and how much money do you think you could raise for - °
facilities? ’ ' DR ‘ ‘

It has been suggested that the (‘mvemmcnt’zet out of the business a
little bit and let you pick up the ball. Is that wishful thinking or is it
accurate, or what, or 1s it an imponderable, which it sounds like?

Mr. Batr. Let me think. ’ :

As Director of Educational Telcvision at the University of North

' (Carolina, I happen to have very happily in the last year received under
" the educational facilities about half a millioni dollars to purchase color -,
camera equipment for our studios, and so on. ' '

Tt was not difficult for me to persuade the administration of the Uni-
versity of North Carolina that the investment of $200,000 by the State
of North Carolina would return $600,000 in color equipment by this
matching formula.

I have not tested them on a 50-50 proposition. I just have not done

* it. I think it would be tougher. : ‘

Mr. Macpovawp. In addition to going to a wniversity with this sum
of money that goes through governmental channels, while I appreciate
that, that happens in public broadcasting too, there are many States
that contribute to public broadcasting perse. : .

I am talking about going to the people of the State of North Carolina
and saying, “We need more facilities. Will-you give us them out of your
pockets, not out of tax money?” : , . :

Mr. Bamr. Historically, I presume that the response would be: You o
have always gotten that through appropriations. Go that way. Do it
through our representation. I think it would take a long time.

. Mr. Macponarp. “Iam not going to give you any, get it out of the
Government”? - »

Mr. Barr. Yes. - - :

Mr. MacpoNawp. Doesn’t that make you feel that this argument N
about getting the Government, out of this thing is rather specidys; it
is one of those battle-flag things to wave around. but does not dgme
down to the nitty-gritty of having an educational TV system

Mr. Bair. That is where I would end up now, yes, sir.

" Mr. Guyy. Mr. Chairman, I think we underestimate the contribu-

_ tion of the public, either through State or local authorities, or through
voluntary contributions. ' .

ERIC
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The Facilities Act does not cover a11 facilities. It will not buy you
land. It will not build you a bmldmg

So T just dug out some fi

‘The total capital plant for pubhc television is on the order of $3QD
million, of which, if my ﬁguxes are right, only about $100 million or
$106 million came from tH¥&*Facilities Act. So when we say that the
Governmeht is putting up&5 percent and the people are putting up 20
percent, we are talking only about those alléwable items.

Mr. Macpoxarp. - What yefi are saying is, you would like to see the
Government get out of the business and leave it up to the people?

Mr. Guxn. No, I aprsaying this about the pubhc s share being two-
thirds to 4 third forfthe Federal Government.

Mr. Macvonapp. I know itgtauld cut down the work of this sub-
cominittee considerably if that Were to be the case, and if the people
who are doinxit feel that the public can do it better, I am all for.them.

Mr. Guinn, No, Mr. Chairman, all I say is, the public conttibation
is greater tha{n 25‘percent but on the order of 66 percent. :

Mr. MaepowaLp. . never heard anyone say 25 percent. What I am
saying is, I think it is'wery difficiilt to raise money from the public for
anythmg including mu tlple sdlerosis, cancer, heart research and
everything else.

’\%r Guny. Absolutely. “\ ‘ ‘

Mr LOOMIS I think 1t is clearly more difficult to raise it from thé
public for facilities.

Mr. MacpoNaLp. And why Tam ralsmg it now is because it was in-
dicated strongly yesterday, 1t i8 better to let the individual stand ony
his own two feet, middle America stand up and do this and do that‘%}
and get everythmg put into writing, put the Government on the back
burner and let the people do it.

That is a great theory, one I believe wholeheartedly in, one 1 was -

.brought up by, one I thought was how the Government worked, but
it .is how the Government should work, but it is not how the
Government works, ‘

Mr. Wirti. Mr. Chairman,

Mr. MacpoNawp. Yes, I promised ﬁrst I would allow Mr Frey.

Mr. Frey. I will be quick.

Two things: No. 1, I disagree with you in tezms of the ability to ‘
raise money on facilities being more difficult. . ‘g5

From raising money in political campa ”t think you will find
it a lot simpler if you tell somebody you arégoing to raige it for this
hillboard or this program, as long as there is somethmg specific, and
they can see and touch it. ,

That is a general comment. I am intrigued by Mr. Gunn’s suggestion

. _of the 35 percent and the question of percentage, because no matter
whether we accept the amount of money you recommended, we are
still going to be short of what the need is?

If we go to increasing the coverage. if we go to increasing the radxo .
stations, and many of these thmgs we will still be short.

What I would like is, when- you figure the ballpark figure out, I
would also like you to think about it percentagewiSe in terms of the
coverage aspect. )

Maybe that is the way to squeeze; maybe instead of 25 or 30 or 33
percent, somewhere along the line it we can get to that additional
amount, we could get there.
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I don’t think 25 should be fixed ; but maybe you ought'td go either

way. -
v iyhopn vou give thought to that. beeause I think that is one way to
increase your coverage. : o -
Mr. Macpoxarp, We gave them 6624 that they had to come up with;
that is why it surprises me they find it so easy. because privately they
. told me that 6624 of private money is an awful lot of mongy to expect.
them to come up with, but today they are telling me that they will have
no problem,and I am delighted to hear that.,
Mr. Wirth, I will be happy to yield to you.
Mr. Wirre. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. .
I am eurions, T am sure the subcommittee has been through this 2
. million ways, but are there other ways in whi h money can be raised
Back in the early publi¢ broadcasting days, a tax on television sets,
Y for example, was discussed, but what other kinds of fund raising
Emgrams have been looked at by all of you in the field of public
roadcasting ? ]

Mr. Loomis. You mean raising funds from the general public ? There
have been a variety of different methods considered. “ "

I am not talking about dedicated taxes earmarked by the Govern-
ment, but how you obtain funds from public contributors and
concentrated dollar raising activities. :

In the 20 years since the first action was taken both the number of
stations aciively seeking funds and the.amount they have been able to
raise, have increased substantially. The membership drive has been a
very successful tool. Just a couple of months ago, for the first time.
there was u national drive that netted more than $5 million. and a
quarter, of a million. niew members And there are opérations that will
become even more efficient. .

Fvery station is showing a good deal of initiative, in devising ways
that seem appropriate to the community in which they seck to raise
money. . ’ *

The long-range task force that we set up in 1972 examined at some
length a whole host of methods of obtaining financing from the Gov-
ernment through a dedicated tax or a bond issue, or by other means.
The task force came back with a matching formula. an approach it
felt was the most equitable, reasonable, and feasible way of obtaining
Government funding. T e

Mr. Wirri. Do vou say they have explored| various kinds of ways,
dedicated taxes. and so on. there must have| been a whole raft of
things? '

Mr. Looyis. Yes. The long-range financing r
those. and I believe we have a copy of that repo
it to vou after the hearing.

Mr. Wirtit. Seconily, we were talking about two differcnt titles for
facilities versus demonstrations, and you were assumingthat $7 million
level in your comments: so would you assume that same ratio, approxi-
mately 6 to 1, if there were $12 million, $20 million or $50 million?

Mr. Grxy. No. I think we ought to back up on the demonstration
program and HEW and the broadcasters and educators and everyone
ought to go to work and look at-this problem. - .

No one or no group has.come together to look at it in 1ts {otality, so
vw}'le relegl{)y‘ honestly don’t know what the figures should be or the ratio
- should be. - : - ’

ort ex(amined all of
here. We will give

- -
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In('ldonta]]y the bill, aqq undorstand it, does not %pomﬁ what the
ratio is. It is at the discretion of the Seeretary. so the Secretary can
put $7 million into deménstration pro]ects apd zero, I'guess in thoom,.
into broadeast facilities. .

Mr. Wrrrn. I think we have to make that distinction and come up
with that kind of allocation of our best sépse from all of us, and I
think from the Chairman’s question you wene g‘oing to give us a sense
of what it is. e

Mr. Gux~y. Well, until we have stepped ba k and given you a com-
pletely thought out program specifically as td what these denionstra-
tion programs will be and what their costs arg and implications will
be. If we raised expectations of the:people in\ X or Y communities,
we could walk, «all pf us, into a demonstration prograu ihat could
result in spending hundreds and hun(h(‘vls of new millions of dollars
to meet those (-\poctatlonq -

I am not saying we should. T

Mr. Wirri. Youewere sa\mg what your relationship ought to-be -
and what the relationship bétween demonstration and facilities
programs should be.

Mr. Loowmis. I think one other matter should be lnougﬁt up.

Mr. MacpoNawn. If you will pardon me. we have a quorum m]] and
both Mr. Wirth and I will be lucky to make it,

I would like to*point ont to Mr. Wirth as we leave that T héard that
promise noyv  since we first put tlhat together about long-range
financing, and T have yet to see it. . :

[Brief recess.] :

» Mr. Macpoxarn. The hearing will resiimie. ‘W hen we left we had
left on a note that we left on many times, some nf the financing.

We have not heard from radio, and I, for ond, would like to hear
from you.

STATEMENT OF MATTHEW B. COFFEY

Mr. Correy. Very good, sir.

I.do have my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, and I bellg\e you
also have a copy of a letter from Secretary Weinberger addressed tome
of May 29, which I will be referring to in thm

Mr. Macpoxawp. I probably do.

Mr, Correy. We have a copy for you. The imimediate short-range
priority for the radio service 1s to reach¢ communities covering at least
90 percent of the population within the 5-year terni of tlns*logm]atmn

Now. what does 90 percent mean in terms of contmunitics? As best
we can determine, that would include all communities in the United
States which have over 170,000 population.

As this committee is aware, there are 36 of the top 100 markets
which are not now covered by the radiosignal; and if we have achieved
in the next 5-year period coverage of all of those markets, we would
increase the coverage of public [}dlo by about 14 percent, or bring it
up to close to 75 percent.

We feel that it would take 295 radio stations to reach 90 percent.

There are 176. This means that in order to reach 90 percent we will
have to have 119 additional stations by 1980.

We figure that the Federal share of this will amount to $20 million,
to build these stations and that in addition it will cost $19 million to
improve e‘n%tmg stations.




Now, the long-range objective, the objective beyond 5 years, is, as
we sed it, an objective to provide mulfiple radio services in major
markets. This would be similar to the situation we have in Washington
where we have three public radio stations serving the community. This
goes back to a point T mentioned in the subcommittee before, that in -
radio we have to fraction the andience up beeause of the intense com-
petition within the radio tield and in order for us to serve more ade-

- quately minority find special interests and instructional programing
~or things of this sort we are required in major niarkets to have mul-
tiple stations available for the publie. ’

Now. I would like to. taking into account the testimony you received
yesterday and this letter from Secretary Weinberger, T would like to
make same suggestions for amendmenis us the legislation.

As the Secretary indicates in his letter, HEW has come to the con-
clusion that the priorities in the bill do not reflect radio’s priorities;
and while he says it seems very complex to change the language
around just for radio, I think his language should at least be included
as part of the report language on this bill, so it is very clear. -

Mr. MicpoNarp. Which section?

Mr. Correy. The second and third paragraphs of the letter on the
front page which referstothis fact.

" Mr. Macpoxarn. Well, T read them, but don’t see any langnage in
H.R. 45641

Mr. Corpey. There is, sir, T don’t have the k!l with me, but there
is a set.of criteria or priorities for that. :

Mr. Macpoxarn, We will get that.

Mr. Correy. Fine. The separate set of priorities for radio came out
of that 1973 note that you have read into the hearing two times before.

Under or on page 3 under “Criteria for Broadcast Facilities Con-
struction,” the paragraph, ez subparagraph (d) indicates that the first
priority would be a strengthening of the capability of existing non-
commercial stations. . :

Mr. Macpoxarn. Just so Iam positive, T am following you—page 3%

Mr. CorreY. Line 17 actually, first. priority.

Mr. Macpoxarn. “The Secretary shall base his determination as'to
whether to approve applications for grant under this section and the
amonnt of such’grant on criteria set forth in regulations ard designed
to achieve,” et cetera, and what you are saying is. you are satisfied with .
that langnage? : .

Mr. Correy. No: I am saying that his letter says that that language
does not apply in the case of radio. :

Mr. Macpoxarp. Why doesn’t it say so?

Mr. Correy. Becanse the order of it is reverse of what it would be
for radio. His third priority in this language would be first priority
for the radio stations. .

Mr. Macpoxarp. Well, let us read on so I will be sure.

Mr. Corrry. OK. ‘

Mr. Macooxarp. Well, (1) “a strengthening of the capability of
existing noncommercial educational broadeast stations to provide'local
services”, A

Well, aren’t you included in “(1)”?

Mr. Corrry. Yes: but if the Secretary makes grants based on that
as being the top priority, it would not serve us in this situation.
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Mr. MacvoNarny. Well, when you go, one, two, three, I don’t think

A\

M. says Qrio‘rit y onte. I think the three are equal.

Mr. Correy. Fine. As long atewe have that clarification. ’

M, Macoonawnp. Well, we don't have the legislative people here,
but I'think Mr. Guthrie and Mr. Shooshan, who are on the staff; and

‘our newest member here on this staff also, would agree with me, that,

or if they disagree, at least s signify in the usual manner by shaking
your-head, that one, two and three mean just that there are three parts
separate and equal. : L .

Mr. Correy. Well, it is helpful to have it cleared because in the
regulations that were promulgated in 1973, the 1974 program regula-
tions, thd priorities were listed in this order and the intention of the
Departmgiit: was to give the grants in this otdery and we had to file
a petition Yo get those priorities changed and they established a sepa-
rate set of pkjorities for radio. which reversed the order. ' .

So that 15 why I am sensitive to it. We have been through it befo
with HEW. I\just wanted to be sure that it is clearly understood that
the radio priorities will be different.

Mr. MacpoNadp. But you dont feel it needs any change in language?

Mr. Correy., Ny; I don't think this nceds any change. - '

Mr Macpovaww) You would be contented to have it covered in the
report? \ v .

Mr. Correy. In the report, right. We can make references to:the
Secretary’s letter or just references to that language.

Mr. MacpoNarp. Well, let’s say factually that one, two and three
are noninclusive or nonpriority, that all three are to be given equal
weight. :

Mr. Correy. Right. Fine.

The last enactment of this gives us this situation. :

[Mr. Coffey’s prepared statement, and the letter referred to. follow :]

" .
STATEMENT OF MATTHEW B. COFFEY, PRESIDENT, ASSOCIATION OF
PUBLICVRADIO STATIONS

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcompmittee, since 1967 when public
broadecasting began, one of the top priorities of Public Radio has been the
expansion of service to “all of the people” as preyvided for in the Public Broad-
casting Act. This remains our top priority as we consider and support H.R. 4564.

There are two elements involved in discussing expansion of the radio service.
The first is the provision of the first public radio station to the approximately
40 percent of the population not reached. The second element s the provision
of multipleradio stations to sérve the many different radio audiences.

The provision of the first public radio service is a clear and obvious objective
mandated by the Educational Broadeasting Faciiities title of the Act. H.R. 4564
provides a proper legislative vehicle to accomplish this objective and we believe
there is now a suffieient policy commitment by the Department of Health, Educa-
tion and Welfare to complete a program of first service to 90 percent of the popu-
lation over the next five-year period. ~ - , R

The need is clear. Two hundréd ninety-five stations will be required in order
to provide a service to 90 percent of the population. There are now 176, Our best
estimate of the cost of closing this gap is a $20 million federal commitment to
match local money that will be generated to start new stations. *

In addition, the staff of the Facilities Program estimates an additional §19
million is needed to upgrade the present equipment of 176 stations so they can
better serve their audiences. . . )

Thus, ¢ven though iliere {s an HEW policy commitment, the entire $35 million.
requested over the next five vears is still not sufficient to develop the radio sys-
tem alone. We, therefore, urge your committee to support funding authorizations
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of $85 million per year fqr radio and television development during each of the
five years of the legixlation. . c-

In the Subcommittee’s recent hearings on financing and in the full comli)ittee .

report, a proper focus was given to minarity, special interest and instructional
programming. Public Radio does and will continue to serve all these programming
interests. In order to properiy serve them, hawever, there is a need §p most mar-
kets for multipie radio stations formatted for this purpose. At the heart of the
neéd for this type of expansion is an understanding of the different roles radio.
and television play in eur socicty. - B

Television is more the mass audiehce medium with limitgd competitionein the

- marketplace. 1t is programmed in half-hour and one-hour segments. .

.~

’
4

Q

Radio on the other hand generally has a single format throughout the broad-
cast day. There are all-news formats, easy listening formats, souk music formats,
top 40 formats, country and western and even religious formats. Formatting is
a resnlt of competition. For example, here in Washington there are 43 radio
stations as compared to 6 television stationd. This intense competitive situation

has caused broadeasters to try to identify g specific segment of the population

tq serve. All prograthming i{s directed to this specific segment throughout"the
bhroadenst day. .

A growing number of public radio stations are now being formed to program -

for minority and special interest audiences where that programming does not
exist commerecially. Because of the wasteful way in which frequencies have been
allocated in the noncommercial band. these public stations face difficulty in
obtaining frequencies and financing. Some of the funds expended under H.R.
4564 will activate minority and special audience stations. But: there are insuf-

ficlent funds to do enough. Until we have a firm commitment from -the Depart- «

_ment of Health, Education and Welfare to proyide Start-up money for second
and third radio services, especially those for minori{y and special audiences,
real progress will nat be made. HR. 564, at the §35 million per year authoriza- -
tion, would improve our chances 4t aking more services available through mul-,
tiplv stations. However, no commitment’ exists to develop second or third serv-
ices' or stations in markets. Untdl a commitment is made by the Congress and
HEW, the existing stations will continue to serve these needs as best they can.

. . , _
ECORDING REQUIREMENTE OF PUB, L. 9384

Public Taw 93-84, the last public broadcasting enactment authorized appro-
prla{tions ta the Corporstion for Public Broadeasting with the fol}owing amend-
ment : . ¢ - ‘ : .
Section 399(b) (1) Except as provided in paragraph (2). each licensee

which reeeives assistance underthis part after the date/pf the enactment.
of this.subsection shall retain an audio recording of each of its broadcasts of
any program in which any issue of public importance is discussed. Each such
recording shall he retained for the s;lxty-duy period beginning on the date

~ which the licensee broadcasts such programs. . S e o

The Federal Communications Commission in Docket No. 19861 has asked for
comments pn the interpretation of this provision and its enforcement.

Based on & survey of the APRS members. only a few now have the technical®

capabiiity to comply with this requirement of the law. This means that the

typieal noncommercinl licensee must, endure from $3.000 to $6,000 of equibment
expenditure nt present cost. This equipment includes four channel logging re-
corders with thne code generators and tape stock for 60 days. ‘

APRS therefore requested that up to $600,000 for the $15.6 million appropria-
tion for FY 1974 be set aside-in a speécial fund prior to any normal facilities
grants heing made. The fund woyld be controlled by the Educational Broadcast-
ing Facilities Program on l‘ohn‘!fyor the public radio stations. The fund would not
be administercd under the priorities set forth but under an’ informal letter
application procedure. Stations receiving grants from the fund would hedrequired
to submit a letter certifying their need based on the P.1L. 93-84 requirement.

The need far the specinl fund remains great. The average station operates on
an annual income of $130.572 with the small budget stations operating on Jess
than one half that amount. The log recorders are needed begause of the heavy.
volume of local programming. During an average week, 107 hours are broad-
cast and 70 of them are loeally produced. Even if the Commission restricts its

interpretation to Fairness Doctrine complaints. the licensees indicate that they .

would have to record fheir entire output to ensure compliance with the regulation.

The Department of HEW by letter dated March 15, 1974, denied the Associa- °*
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tion request on the grounds that the authorizing legislation does not provide for
a fund for specific purposes. v

The need is still very real because we bheliéve the FCC will soon promulgate
the rules. We therefore recomnrend that H.R. 4564 e amended to resolve this
problem created for public radio stations by P.L. 93-84 by aflowing a special
fund for this specific purpose. .

i . DEMONSTRATIONS *

Thé public radio stations support the provisions of H.R: 4564 relating tg dem-
onstrations of new telecominunications equipment as a vehicle for providing
health and educational services to the Nation. - - Y

Over the pasttwo years exciting experiments have been conducted using two-
way radio channels via satellite to provide health information to paramedics in
remote areas of Alaska and other areas. The Départment’s pioneering -work in

' this and other areas deserves support. . -

W: request that the authorizations and appropriations for this entirely uc..
vprogram authority be enacted 'as a separate title of the Public Broadcasting
Act. This is recommended in order to eliminate uncertainties and ratios between
facilities and demonstrations. o e

In aletter of May 29, 1975, the Secretary of HEW discusdes the intent of HEW
as follows; “Our current intention is to devote appsoximately $1 million of the
available funds to the non-broadecast demonstration programs. . . This amount is
to some extent dependent on the total level of funding for the program. If appro-
priations differ significantly from the amount requested in the President’s budg-
etthen a reassessment would be appropriate.” - . .

Mr. Chairman, this quotation iliustrates the problem. We feel that demon-
strations should be a pgrt ‘of this bill but should be justified separately for au-
thorization and approprHation. . .

PRIVATE 8CHOOLS . .

One minor amendment provided in H.R. 4564 is very significant to public radio.
For many years private schools have heen providing valuable public radio service
to their communities. We take pride in the services of the Albany Medical College
in Albany, New* York ; American University in Washington and many others that
provide valuable public service through their public radio stations. Until now
they have'been unable, through an oversight, to participate in the. Educational
Rroadcastings Facilities Program. As private schools face declining enrollments
and revenues, we face the real threat that gpublic radio services at private
“schools will be curtailed and encouraging devdopment of new stations will be
stified. The result will be denial of service to\ the public. We ask the Sub-
committee’s favorable action on this provision. .

. . ) \ .

. " PROGRAM PRIORITIES

«The program priorities for disbursement of funds by HEW under the Facilities
Program cause no problems for the radio stations as long as the way they are
listed in the bill is not their order of importance. Also, in his letter to me, Sec-
retary Weinberger spelled out the Department of Health, Education and Wel-
fare's intention in this area, and I submit his letter for the record. We suggest
that tPetrepon on the legislation clarify the distinction made by the Secretary
in his lettar. |

SUMMARY .

Mr. Chairman, the public radio watations support H.R. 4564 with the stated
qualiﬂcgltlons_’nnd amendments ‘and\¥e urge its expeditious passage. i

.-

- &
DEPARTMENT oF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, D.C., May 29, 1975.
» Mr. MATTHEW B. CoOFFRY, .
President, Asgsociation of Public Radio Stations,
Washington, D.C.

DrAR MR. CorrEY: I am writing to clarify those aspects of the Depariment’s
proposed Telecommunications Facilities and Demonstration Grant Program
which specificaliy pertain to radio.

A 4
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" At the time the bill was prepared, general langnage was used to cover both
radio and television broadeasting facilities. However,sthe section which provides
broad guidelines for priority funding way drafted primarily with television in
mind. The Department recognizes that the stage of development of public radio
is such that a different set of guidelines for funding priorities is appropriate.
Rather than complicate the language of the bill and unduly limit the ability of
the program to.deal with chgaging cirenmstances, it is onr view that these dif-
ferences in funding priorities™between radio and television are Dbest handled
through the pnblished regulations.

. It is the Department's intention to continue a separate set of priorities for
radio in the next publication of the Facilities Program regulations which will
recognize the need to dctivate a substantial numnber of new public radio stations.
We will welcome your organization’s comments on those proposed regulations,

With regard to the Departinent’s-ftniding plin for Facilities’and Demonstra-
tions covering the five Years for which we are seeking authorization. our current
intention 1s to devote approximately §1 million &2 the available funds to the non-
broadcast demonstration programs and the remaining funds to support broad-

casting fucilitﬁw ’ . .

This amounid\js to some extent dependent on the total level of funding for the.
program. If apprqpriations differ significantly from the amount requested in
the President’s budget, thena reassessment would be appropriate.

The Deflartment of Health, Education, and Welfare appreciates your interest
in this billN\and we hope that you will find it advantageous to support. its pas-
sage by the ongress. s

Sincerely,
CASPAR 'W. WEINBERGER,
: - Seoretary.

Mr. MacpoNarp. T have not heard from anyone else. «
~  Mr. Goyw. Iwould hope that would not apply to television. That is,

we do see a priority for television. : :

Mr. Macponarp. Right. ,

Mr. Govyy, And that is valuable. ‘ ‘

My. Macsonarp. Well, the language is not going to be changed, the
report. would only refer to “radio” and therefore would not affect

“wpyL ) .

Mr. Guxnw. Fine. o, : .

Mr. Correy. Fine. Now, in the last enactment, P.L. 93-84, which was
passed 2 years ago. a new provision was made for a recording require-
ment. the so-called Griffin amendment, which was introdueed into the
legislation. That amendment would require that the radio station do

this. - B

Mr. Macpovarp. Well, that is Senator Griffin. !
Mr: Corren. Yes; Senator Griffin .proposed an amendment. That
amendment would require that public broadeasting stations record all
programs that involve controversies andffaintain the tapes of those

“programs for a pegicd of 60 days.

" That requirement,-when we faced up to the reality of it, we found
that the local stations didn’t have the capacity to record that material.
Mr. Macpoxarp. Strangely enough, T remember that argument, and

T thought at the time, but you can refresh my recollection, it féll of its

own weight that there were not that many controversial programs, and

therefore it would not occupy that much space. Is my memory faulty?
Mr. Correy. Well, we are facing, in docket 19861 at the FCC, which

is the nromulgation of the rules for this, and interpretation of it.
Now e feel that the interpretation is going to put the radio stations,
which. as you know, haze a gieat deal of local programing, vi contro-
versy, because ihey tend to cover the city cotincils and local govern-
mental bodies in a position of having to record virtually their entire

s
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. § output—just as a caution to maﬁ{e sure that they have in fact ¢overed
“ themselves. ‘ . °
% & The point here is that when we surveyed the radio stations we found
; that almost none of them had the log recording equipment necessary
. " to accomplish this. We approached HEW and asked that they create a
- special fund for the purpose of meetihg the requirements of Public
Law 93-84, and that that fund, in the amount of some $600,000, be set
aside for the specific purpose of providing log"recording equipment to
- meet this Federal requirement. HEW indicated to us in 1974, that,
- .. they were unable to create a special fund because they did not have
-an authority for that within the authorization bills - . - ‘
I would suggest to the committee that the need is still here. Most of
the stations still d6 not have that capability to record and I would hope
that some language can be worked out to allow HEW, in this par-
, ticular instance, to create a special fund for the pugpose of providing
this single piece of e(}uipment to the existing stations. | -
Mr. MacpoNaLn. In other words; what you would be asking for is. -
just one additional piece of equipment ? ’ e
*Mr. Correy. That is correct. o :
Mr. MacpoNaLp. That is to record gontroversial matters?
« Mr. Correy. That is right. - ‘
Mr. MacpoNaLp. And what is an average cost on that?
- Mr. Correy. Those range from $3,000 to $6,000 apiece.
Mr. MacpoNaLp. And how many stations are there ? :
- Mr. Correy. There would be about 150 stations that would need
that. _
M. Macponarp. T wil] let you do the mathematics. What does it }

.

a

come out to? :

Mzy. Correy. Roughly, $585,000. .

Mz. MacpoNaLp. Half amillion dollars? .

M. Correy. Right. T woild eay here is & particular case where an
enactpent has created a burden for a piece of equipment. Rather than
require the stations to fill out what is now an almost 40-page form and
raise 25 percent of the money locally to match with the 75-percent
Federal share, we should establish some procedure that would be less
formal, which would allow this particular piece of equipment to be
available, . -

Mr. MacpoNarLp. Have you discussed it with HEW 2

M. CorrEy. Yes. ’ _

Mr. MacponaLp. What is their reaction? - '

* Mr. Correy. Really, their reaction is represented in their etter that,
unless thé alithorizing legislation is changed, they cannot do it. %
\/ Mr. Macponarp. Where would you like to see it changed ?

Mr. Correy. I don’t have specific language drafted but will be happy
to work it out. .

Mr. Macpoxarn. Will you get it up here with staff and we will see
-whether or not ‘it can be done?

Does .the other ‘section of public broadeasting have any comments
about it?- K : o

Mr. Gunn. There is no question it is an expense. I think it is one
thet many of our stations hav(e aiready gone to, to provide this record-
ing ability. Tt isdess Jburdensome; T think, on television than it s on -
radio; .because television broadcasts fewer hours, and at the moment
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is taking more of its programing from outside sources which do that.
logging for them so that they do not have a great burden on them. But
- for some small stations, we have such g situation. -

Mr. MacpoNaLp, Aren’t you told t&'maintain records of various pro-
grams for certain lengths of time anyway? -

Mr. Guxnx~. They have to retain logs for a certain length of time.
They don’t have to retain the recording itself as required under the
given amendment, which is recording of controversial matters.

Mr. Macponatp, I thought if you wanted to share a program, it has
been in my experience, I have not utilized the facilities very often,
but T know once or tevice, maybe three times, T have used it, I have
always been able to get back a record. E

Mr. Goxx. Certainly, any program we distribute through the PBS
system, we do kee records of.them and a recording. .

Mr. Correy.. think a lot gf people retain them justout of protection
for themselves. v .o .

Mr. MacponaLp. It is protection?

Mr. Correy. Exactly. /

Mr. Macnoxarp. Did vou make the argument to HEW that you
should not be penalizéd for payingshe salaries of those people who
would have to go through the logs that they make you keep?

Mr. Correy. No, sir, .

Mr. Macpenarp. -Well, I wonder how much that would come to?

Mr. Correy. Well,they would still have to maintain the logs, despite
‘the fact you have thiggolution. ~ .

Mr. MacpoNarp.’ But they .don’t have té go through them if un-
‘recorded. : '

Mr. Correy. Well the log would really just be an index to the tapes.

Mr. Macoonarp. Well, what you are saying is, it would ‘not cost
much money. . ' '

Mr. CorrEY. Right,

Mr. MacponarLp. That is a very fair point. .

. Mr. CoFrer. Commenting on other sections of the bill, first, on
what*we considef for public radio a very important provision in'the
bill, the inclusion of private schools in the program for the first time.

We have felt,that the resources of private schools have really not
been explored sufficiently in this whole area of radio.

Mr. MacpowArp. How do you define “private schools”? v

Mr. Correy: T would define it as “absence of public support.” In
other words, that it is education supported by nontax sources; so for”
example, American University here in town, which is not a tax-
supported institution but which runs & public radio station.

Mr. Macpoxarp. Right. Well, how about, not that T am keen on
getting into an grgument, because I have heard it from so many dif-
ferent sources, but after splitting, Congress, in its wisdom, passed a
law that granted certain specific tax-paid information science pro-
grams to parochial schools.

Mr. CorrFEy. Yes. . -

Mr. Macpoxarn. And under your definition, are they tax supported

_or non-tax supported? : &
Mr. C'orrEy. They would be non-tax supported.
Mr. MACDONALD. Even though they were in this situation ?
? o

g
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Mr. Correy. Even though they were
had a special program. . .

I mean, if you look at Harvard University, for instance, it 1s a pri-
vate schoof, as far as T am concerned, although they get considegable
governmental funds for restarch activities and things of that sort.-

Mr. Macooxacrp. They don’t get as much as they used to. ‘

Mr. CorreY. Yes; bat I think it is an important area of American
education we have ignored and that it would be very appropriate to
have thém contribute their resources to public radio. Some of them

- are doing it to date and dgre very go_og examples of public radie
" stations. : T

On the subject of demonstrations, I agree with the demonstrations

rogram. We have discussed it in our APRS Board of Directors and

eel that really the demonstrations being*included in this bill, gives
us the first opportunity to really look at some of the new technology.

Now, in the Secretary’s letter to me, he indicated that they were
seeking approximately $1 million a year, as I understand it.

I have had several conversations with people at HEW concerning
this, the indication being that they would be satisfied to get that
amount of money because they think it is going to stimulate con-
siderable private investment from the heslth science area, from the
social services area, which will make some of these demonstrations
Tiappen. . : ..

: I think We have had some successful examples. Mr. Law talked
about some yesterday. I think that the examples of the use of radio,
for instance, in Alaska, in medical care, is compelling: In communicat-
ing with the paramedics on how to handle a patient until he gets to the
hospital, and in other ways these are valuable things to demonstrate.

So T really look at this amount of money, if it is going to be $1
million a year for each of the 5 years as being seed money, as being
venture money and money that we should not try to look at too care-
fully. We should not try to have.all of the projects laid out in advance
because it may miss S?,me opportunities for us, particularly I think
that is true in the social seJvice area. ' )

Mr. Macponarp. Well, from what your testimony has been so far,
Mr. Coftey, I take it you are perfectly satisfied with your prearrange-

“ment with HEW ¢ o , .

Mr. CorrEY. Well, let me make two comments about it :

In ferms of the resources, I think that it'is necessary that the money
be increased to $35 million per year as a minimum. .

Mr. Macpoxarp. $35 million per year?

Mr. Correy. Yes, for the facilities portion of the program. I think
unless we do that, we are really begging the question.

.Mr. MacpoNaLp. We cannot leave out money for demonstration
projects, you just spoke of so highly¢ .

Mr. Corrry. I think the demonstration projects should be included
in this legisTation, but as a separate title. : .

Mr. Macponarp. How much ?

Mr. Correy. Up to $1 million a year as the Secretary indicated, was
his intention. e '

Mr. Macponarp. If you take that view of the Secretary’s memo-
randum that says, “I don’t want regulations that give first priority
to new stations,” where does that leave demonstration programs?

at some point tax supported or
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Mr. CorreY. No,Tam talking about thig; sir.
Mr, Macvoxarp. Something els&? . .

Mr. ClorreY. No, I am talking about this letter to me.

Mr. Macpoxarp. I ain talking about—well, they are both supposedly
written by the same man. N - .

. Mr, CoFreY. Same person, yes. ‘

Mr. Macpoxarp. How do you read one vis-a-vis the other ¢
Mr. Correy. I think passing of time is the bnly.way you can read
them. ’ R oL

Mr. Macpoxarp. Unfortunately, he is not even going to pass time, \)
he is going to phase out ; isn’t he?. :

Mr. Correy. That is my uiiderstanding, yes, §ir.

Mr. Macpoxarp. That is one reason I always don’t like to see things
just left up to the discretion of: various Secretaries because Secre-
taries come and Secretaries go, and thelaw deesn’t very often. Many
come, but most of them stay that prove of any worth at all. But you
sill would rather have his word than have it in a regulation?

Mr. CorreYy. No, no. '

Mr. Macponarp. In a bill? ? , '

Mr. Correx. Ne, T would liKe to have the demonstration money in

" the bill, but at the $1 million.level as a separate and specific amount

O

of money. .
Mr. Macponarn. So in your ballpark, jt would be a total of $35
million a year? C S
Mr. Correy. A year, yes, sir; that would be ‘my view. That is my
estimate of the minimum for that amount of money. '
Mr. MacpoNaLp. And how many radio stations do you have ?
Mr. Correy. We now have 176. . :
Mr. Micpoxarp. And Kow many new facilities did you have?
Mr. Correy. Over this 5-year period, we will be asking f%r this year?
Mr. Macponarp. How manydid you ask for in fiscal 1975
. Mr. Correy. There were approximately 70. ‘
Mr. Macponarp. About 70 new dnes?
Mr. Correy. Right. o
.. Mr. MacpoxaLp. And how many did you receive funding.for?
Mr. Correy. We have not.received funding as of yet because of the
delays, which is the second part of my statement.
'Mr. Macponarn. How many do you anticipate? T am askind about
fiscal 1975 which is running out.
Mr(;1 Correy. I wonld expect they would grant approximately 30
awards. : :
1 I\II‘.QMACDONLD. So more than half of yours are going to get turned -
own?
Mr. Correy. Yes,sir. | :
Mr. Macpovarp. And the main reason they are going to get turned.
down is HEW is going®o tell you they don’t have ehough mdney.
Mr. Corriy. Tack of resources.
Mr. MacponaLp. What do you think when HEW only wants to
ask for $1 million for demonstration programs and $7 million per year?
Mr. Correy. It should be $34 per year.
Mr. Macpoxarn. Per year?
Mr. Correy. Per yeai. So it would be $35 million for each year of
the legislation.

'
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Mr. MacpoNaro. And that would d6 you fine? ‘

Mr. Corpey. That will do us fine.

Mr. MacpoNaLp. You are speaking not just for yourself but for the
publib"br‘:;\dcasting radio stations? '

-

Mr. Correy. T am speaking for the radio stations and T think Mr.

Loomis’ testimony reflected $35 million a year as.Peing the CPB rec-
ommendation also. i T
Mr. Maopoxawp. Well, when I asked him for a figure, he said he

~ would have to get it together, unless my memory has evaporated in the
_ last hour. ' ' C

Mr. Correy. Well, I thought that was in his testimony. /

Mr. MacooNaLp. Why would he have to get it together 1f he had it ?

Mr. Gu~n. T think lie was referring to the “demonstratipn project
which you were inquiring about. ‘ o

Mr. MacpoNarp. T am talking about how much money you want for

the bil].

Mr. Gux. That is right. So I\g}ink it hasYo bé rethought with the
demonstration activity as’a distinct item to be examined.
Mr. MacpoNavp. I thought you indicated, T was told yesterday for the

- first time; 6 to 17

. Mr. Guxx~. The ratio is not in the bill.

~ Mr. Macponacp. It is not any place. I think it is in somébody’s head
at HEW. : s

Mr. Corrry. They talked about many ratios with us.
Mr. Macpoxarp. My point is, and T hope I am not tiring of the
whole subject, but T am getting a little tired of trying to help you

people out in getting money I think you need and you telling me you .
don’t need it. T am not about to tilt at a windmill. If you don’t, need

the money, it is the best news L.ever heard.

Mr. Correy. We need it very mureh, .

Mr. Macpoxarp. I don't have to as nybody for it. T don’t have to
do anything. If you are happy with the money you are getting, fine.
HEW is happy to give it to you; you have no problem, right?

Mr. Correy. No, sir. I am saying we are not happy witlsthe amount
of money and we want the money increased.

Mr. MacpoNaLp. By how much ?

- Mr. Correy. By $35 million per year for each of the 5 years,of the
legislation so that it would be increased by approximately $28 million
a year over what HEW requested in their bill.

Mr. M”e
year funding?

Mr. CorreY. A year. | :

Mr. Macpoxarp. Well, sir, I have not ever been accused of being
bright at figures. $28 million for 5 years is $140 million.

Mr. CoFFEY. Yes, sir.

Mr. Macpoxarp. That is your ballpark figure ?

Mr. CorFEy. Yes, sir. . . )

‘Mr. Gunn. Our ballpark for television, exclusive of demonstration

- and exclusive of radio, is approximately $45 million a year average
. for a total of about $237 million. )

1

Mr. MacpoNaLp. So you would like $237 million ?

Mr. GUxN. Yes. _

Mr. MacpoNaLp. And the demonstration programs are orphans in
the wind ¢ :

5 A
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acpovarp. Well, $28 million & year or $28 million for the 5- -
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Mr. Gunn. No. » . _
Mr. Maocpoxarp. Not twisting and twisting with the wind but they
are just out there. - ' o
- Mr. Gux~. Well, we came out. in response to Mr. Wirth’s question.
We promised to come back with our best estimate of what that program
- should be. ' v
Mr. ‘Maopoxarp. But, as of now, you would like, this is both of you
together? '
Mr. Correy. Right. _ -~
Mr. Maepoxarp. Would like $367 million more? -
. Mr. Correy. No. I think it is a range we are talking about. I am on
the low end of the range, and he is on the high end of the range, the low
“end being $175 million and the high being what ? ' _ : :
. Mr. Gux~. $220 or $237 million. ? , .

Mr. Macponarp. How do we determine the amount is what T am ask-
ing all of you. :

Mr. Correy. Well, T think it is pick a<mwssker in the range. Un-
fortunately. : - _ ‘

. Mr. Macpoxarp. Well, what number do you pick? » .

Mr. Correy. I would pick the $175 million for the bill for the 5-year ¢
period, . ‘

" Mr. Macpoxarp. What number would vou pick? : .
Mr. Guny. I think we would like to take the $237 for the 5-year pe-
. riod and add whatever radio advises that they need to do the job they
want to do. We have very specific things that we think can be done in a
5-year period for public television.

Mr. Macponarp: I must say, in all honesty, although perhaps un-
fairly, this is not the greatest economics of putting together figures to . s
he.asked for from a congressional committee that I have ever seeh ér »

. heard, but maybe that is because we sprung it on you, I don’t know. But
I would think that you would not be sprung on from left field. T would
have thought you would have had something in mind. rd

Mr. CoFrEyY. Sir, it is my understanding we were going to ask for $35
million per year, but apparently that is not the understanding of all of
the members of public broadcasting. . _

Mr. Guxw. That was not understood by me. That is why I can’t re-
s};:ond today, but we will provide you with our joint recommendations
shortly. ° - ‘ '

Mr.yM,\CDONALD. Who lad you communicated with? Well, I won't
go into it. : . :

I don’t know. but it seems to me you don’t present a very well-or-
ganized figure because T am 1ot going to have months to do this.

Mr. Corrry. That is agreedgo.. : e v

Mr. Macpoxarp. And you have a rather hostile OMB, T thifik; may-

_ be not personally hostile.
Mr. Correy. T agree with you. :
Mr. Macpoxarp. Or anything like that. but they didn't give any great
" indication to the subcommittee yesterday that they felt all of this was
a great idea or money well spent. ‘ .

Mr. Correy. Right. T agree with you, I think they are not very sup-
portive of the program and that is why T think we have this situation.

Mr. Macponarp. Well, the only way you will get support is to give
yourself some support. &

Y
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Mr. Correy. Right. =

Mr. Macponarp. We are not going to convince them. You have to do
“what you can. . ’ ’

Mr. Correy. Right. ‘

Mr. MacpoNaLp. Does apyone have anything more? ~ 3

Mr. Correy. I wounld like to address one item, Mr. Chairman, and
that is on the subject of depreciation which was brought up yesterday.

Because of the nature of the radio stations—the vast majority of
them are university-based—they do not have, in most cases, under

State law, the aunthority to accumulaté money for depreciation.

- I think that the statement that wis made yesterday by HEW was
that the depreciation should not be funded out of this program. This
statement is one that really ought to have a lot. more study before a
determination is made as.to how to handle it. - )

Congressman Brown referred to it today. He may have a goad idea,
that we may want to say: All right; now that the program is 12 years
old, how are we going to handle depreciation because equipment is
wearing out and what is the Federal role in depreciation? But I think
to just cut off the program and say,*“Nq depreciation should be funded
in 1t,” is really shortsighted on the pargof the Department.

That completes my statement. $ir.

Mr. MacpoNarp. Do you have anything further ?

Mr. GuNn. No, sir. ’ :

Mr. Macpoxarp. Have you

Mr. Bar. No. l ' .
[Mr. Bair’s prepared statement follows:]

STATEMENT oF DR. GEORGE E. BAIR, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF EDUCATIONAL
‘ BROADCASTERS

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I am Dr. George E. Bair,
Director of the University of North Carolina Television System, 2 member of
the Board of Directors of the Public Broadcasting Service, and member of the
Board of Directors of the National Association of Educational Broadcasters. It is
in this latter capacity that I appear here today. The NAEB is the national
professional society whosé membership consists of individuals engaged in or
concerned with educational and public telecommunications. With approximately
3000 individual members, representing a variety of related vocations in all forms
of communications media, ranging from managers, producers, graphic artists,
and engineers, to journalists, educators and administrators, the NAEB is dedi-
cated to the goal of providing professio services to individuals and their
institutions in the entire field of public iefecommunicatinns,

Formerly, in addition to its role as the professional society for individuals and
institutions, the NAEB had been the national voice and representative for.public
television stations and public radio stations throughout the country. As the result
of a reorganization of national organizations, direct representation of public
television and radio stations now resides in other groups who are algo testifying
before this Committee, The NAEB is now enabled to concentrate its attentions
upon the individual within the telecommunications professions. Through. pro-
‘fessional development services, publications and informational clearing houses,
research and planning services, seminars and conventions and other means, the
NAEB seeks to advance the dissemination of knowledge, information and educa-
tion by public broadcasting and t'elecommupdcations to the end that the benefits
of clectronic communications may be extended to all persons, and current and
developing comnmunications techriologies may be more fully utilized.

With these broad missions in mind, the NAEB has studied with care H.R."
4564, “The Telecommunications Facilities and Demonstration Act of 1975". The
NAEB supports the principles and the broad outline of this proposed. legislation,
and, with the modifications which are described below, the NAEB urges favorable
action upon the bill.

“
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'HLLR. 4564 describes two basic funding programs: (1) the catension of direct
support for public radio and television broadeasting facilities for n five-year
period, with emphasis upon “the adaptation of existing noncommercial educa-
tional broadcast facilities to broaden edueatianal nses”, and (2) the promotion
of demounstration or *nonbroadcast telecommunications facilities and services for
the transmisslon, distribution. and delivery of health, education, and social
gervice information”. The NAEB will discuss ench of these mndineu;- programs
geparately below.

With respect to the telecommunications facilitics program, the NAEB strongly

7 supports extension of public broadecast facilities funding for a tive-year period.
However, a prime deficiency in the bill is the administratjen’s unreallstically low
funding level, which proposes $7 milllon a year for five years, for a total of only
$35 million dollars. Detailed statistics submitted by CPB, PBS, NPR and other
publi¢ broadcasting groups demonstrate clearly that broadcast facilities funding
for the next five years must be snbstantially higher if the goals of facilities legis-
lation, from 1962 onward, are to be achieved. The history of the public broad-
casting facilities program over the last dozen years has been an extraordinarily
successful one. The dollars expended in facillties programs have significantly
increased the number of public radio and television stations which have become
operational. This program has likewise resulted.in substantial improvements in
power, coverage and operational characteristics of existigg plti))lyi(‘ hroadeast
stations. The matching fund formula which has been built into the program has
assured that large amounts of State, local, and private funds have been dedicated
to public broadeasting in return for Federal funding. Through the amalgam of
Federa! and matching funds, the American public has henefitted through an
expansion in tne total number of public broadeast outlets, through an énhance-

. ment of the technical and production capabilities of the® facilitles, and through
*" an attendant’ improvement in the cultural, educational and instructional pro-

gramming provi by these stations. The Federal Government’« partlcipation
ih the facilities program has been a high yield investment that is still paylng
. substantial dividends to the public.

But the goals of the facilities program are st tar from fulfilled. Many
people and many sections of the country are still outside the coverage of publics
radio and televislon. A realistic goal is that at least 809 of the population ecan

. receive an adequate signal from a public radio and television broadcast station.
There is a continuing need for more transmittersaind towers and technical hard-

. ware. for increages in power and the extension of broadeast service, for mod-
ernization and oberhaut of ggudio and production and related facilities. The
NAEBR belfeves that the funds to be allotted to the facillties program for the next
five years must be increased substantially above the $7 million annual figures

" proposed by the administration, so that existing operations may be maintained
and improved, and new operations by publi¢ radio and public television broad-
casters may be encouraged.

Increased Federal funding is also needed. in the NAEB's opinlon, to permlt
effective implementation of the new thrust of the facilities program, whilch seeks
to foster broader telecommunications usages by public broadcast licensees. The
new title for Subpart A of Part IV of Title I of the Communications Act, which
in the past has referred only to “Grauts for Facilities”, would under the proposed
legislation appropriately refer to “‘Telecommunications Facilities”. And among”
the criteria for approval of grants undep this legislation would be the extent to
which the applicant hus achieved “the adaptation of existing noncomimercial
educational facilities to broaden educational uses.” This new criterion for
zrants seems clearly designed to help public broadeast stations toward becoming

, telecommunications centers by extending equipment eligibility to include items
not Beqnired for broadcasting but capable of extending and strengthening its
benefits. '

The NAEB believes that these proposed modifications in the facilities program
are sound and worthwhile. They recognize that it is no longer necessary to
endure the limitations of single-channels in providing services to the public. They
encourage experienced public broadcasters to see theiselves as the nucleus
around which bread-based public commnnication services and capacities can be
developed wisely and efficiently. The NAEB has for many years urged public
broadecasters to take pioneering roles in these areas by expanding their stations—
from one-channel distribution systems—into Public Telecommunications (enters
for the design and production of educational. instruftonal, and cultural mate-
rials to be carried to home or school by whatever electronic delivery gvstems are

-
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most quitable. Spch a publie telecommunieations system, centered upon the public
broadeast licensee, wouid empioy, in additiop to broadeasting; other distribution
techniques. Such a telecommunications center wonld eotablish itself as the local
bublicly responsible mechanism for the professional planning and execution of
projects designed to accomplish signiflcant instrucfional and social tasks in the
community. State or region. The NAEB is convinced that, for economy, efficiency.
and effectiveness. public educational telecommunications  systems  jnust he
founded upon concepts of interrelated communications fum-ti()‘g»} serformed

through integrated telecommunications structuges. .

By emphasizing the adaptation of existing public broadcast facilities to wider
uses, the proposed legislation will aiso prf)v?de a healthy stimulus to innovation
and diversity by public broadeasters. As Federal iicensees, these broadcasts are
commitrted to ascertain and seek to serve the many needs and probiems of their
communitieg and coverage ureus.?l‘elecommunicutfons centers will provide these
broadcasters with the diversity of tools needed to serve the diversity of interests
and groups in their aréas. This expansion of communiecations techniques by public
broadcast licensees will thus parallel their current efforts in the ascertainment
brocess, and will hopefully afford n new dimension in services responsive to as-
certained problems and needs. Moreover, the diversity in communications tools to
handle varying needsshas an additional advantage, inasmuch as the ability to
serve specific new audiences through specific techniques genred to their needs
and interests provides incrensed opps¥tunities for local funding sources. As such,
expansion iut(ktelecommunicmions by public broadcasters can represent a signif-
feant economic as well as programming extension of the Federal investment in
facilities.

A number of local, state and regional educational telecommunications sys-
temy are now in various stages of development. Educational institutions, public
broadcasters, state telecommunications authorities, and regional and national
associations in the telecommmunications field are all actively working to advance
these, concepts of wise utilization of scarce frequency space through integrated
telecommunications systems. A number of publie broadcasters now successfully
operate more than one public radio and/or public television system. Other public
broadeasters, such as the television outlets in Las Vegas, Nevada, and (leveland,
Ohio, are proving that the marriage hetween publie television and Instructional
Television Fixed Nervice (ITFN) facilities can result in significantly greater
ingtructional channel utilization and.wider variety in program format.

°  The NAEH believes that the proposed legislation will serve to promote the
rapid development of these telecommunieagions activities by public brondeasters,
he NAEB supports these irovisions, and urges this (‘omgnittee either in the
legislative history or in th® language of the bill itself to make clear through
appropriate illustrative examples the range of telecommunications toaols, from

ITFN to cable, that broadeast licensee may utilize *to broaden edweational

uses” of public broadeast facilities.

With respect to telecommunications demonatration programs, the NAFB favors
this new approach in Federal funding. However, it believes that clarification is
needed regnrding the nature and extent of the demonstration programs. and the
proportionate share of funding to be allocated to demonstration progriams,

According to the declaration of purpose in proposed Section 390 of the Act,
the demonstration programs are aimed at the devel pment of “the use of tele-
communieations technologies for the distribution afld dissemination of health,
education and other social service information.” The snme\{gleyd)‘tion of the
goals of demonstration programs is contained in proposed Se\g‘g m 392A. While
the NAEB believes that the=deSeribed obhjectives enmmpnss%w:j:;y services,
nonetheless it believes that the legislation or the legislative h story should ex-
plain that theve described services encompass the entire range of instructional,

cultural, and informative programming services now provided over existing pub-
lie broadeast and nonbroadeast facilities. .

Section 392A provides that grants and contracts may be made “with public
and private nog-profit agencies, organizations, and institutions for the purpose
of carrying out telecommunications demonstrations”. 1t is to be noted that grants
for facilities programs (including telecommunications features “to broaden edu-
cational uses”) will contintte to be available for non-commercial public broad-
casting Ticensees, and that public broadcasters will alan be able to apply for tele-
communications demonstration program grants. Accordingly, public broadcasters
will be encouraged through both portions of the proposed bill to explore and
utilize innovative telecommunications methods and techniques. -

v
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The propozed. bill states that “nonbroadcast telecommunications facilities”
include, but are not limited to, cable televisiongystems, communications satellite
systems, and other transmiswsion methods. Although this definition of telecom-
munication demonstration facilities is admittedly not an exhaustive listing,

nonetheless the NAEB believes that it would be useful if the legislative history

would articulate representative transmission methods other“than eable and satel-

lites, such as low-cost audio and video cussettes. the sub-channel capacity of FM

& stations, ITIS, computer data and print-out techniques. In this way, the hroad

seope of jnnovative technologies to be studied under the demonstration programs

will be underscored. The NAEB balieves also that demonsération programs, at

. leagt during the initial history of :}is legislation, should concentrate upon proj-

ects which have the promiise of Iéng-range benefits to the public service com-

munications systems, and which have realistic prospects for practical imple-
mentation once the demonstration stages have been completed.

Finally, it is essential that the bill, through tts specific language or through

- its legislative history, should outline the proper ratio of fund allocation between

the facilities and demonstration portions of the proposed legislation. By far the

‘greater proportion of funds should be apportioned for the facilities program, to

enable public radio and television brdadecasters to maintain and tmprove and

extend over-the-air sérvice across the country. The immediate priorities therefore

« He with the facilities program. Various rattos have heen suggested, including a

10:1 ratio of facilities to demonstration pértions. While the exact determination

of the ratio is important, it is equally important that a ratio should be reached,

so that intelligent planning both for facilities programs and for demonstration
programs-may proceed. - . ~

With the limitations and comments noted aboye, the NAEB is -pleased to sup-

port both portions of the proposed legislation. Inlig f the varied distribution

techniques available today or on the immediate horizot is no longer neces-

. sary or even appropriate for the broadcast transmitter tc hdthnexclusive nucleus

for public communications service. The adoption of these new hnologies will

- bring a profound change in institutional behavior. No longzer need—~w® think in

terms of broadeast stations transmitting standard pregrams, but rather In terms

_ *of public communications agerfcies utilizing a variety of interreldted transmis-

sion modes and means. This enlianced capacity will permit extended services

to an even wider range of educational and cultural purposes, and a closer en-

gagement with a broader spectrum of community forces and institutions. The Tele-

1

communications Facilities and Demonstration Act of 1975 has enormous poten- .

tiality for development of such public tetecommunigations centers. If enacted with
appropriate inereased Federal funding levels, nnd with reasonable ratios between
telecommunications facilities and telecommunications demonstration programs.
this bill could well l)ex landmark in legistation as significant ax the Educational
Television Tacilities Act of 1962 ar the Public Breadcasting Act of 1967.

Mr. Macoonarn. Thank you, gentlemen, very much, and I would
add one note, neither of caution or anything elge. I weuld get cracking
at it .as soon as I can if you expect anything to happen.

Mr. Correy. We will, sir. :

M¢. Macponarp. Thank you all very much again.

This c8ncludes the hearings. . .

[The following statements and letters were received.for the record :]

STATEMEN: uvr THE JOINT CoUNCIL on EpUCATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATIONS .

: ¢
‘INTRODUCTION

_'The Joint Council on Educational Telecommunications (JCET) is a twenty-

five year old consortium of national and regional. nongovernmental, nonprofit
educational organizatiqas; its membership includes many of the leading organi-
zations 1n education and in public broadeasting such as the American Council

on Education, the American Association of School Administrators, the Natlonal
Education Association, the Corporation for Public Broadcasting. the Americnp
Library Association, and the National Association of Educational Broadcasters.

_The JCET wholeheartedly supports H.R. 4364, The Telecommunications Facili-

' ties and Demonstration Act of 1975, with only two reservations: first, that the
level of funding is seriously deficient if the purposes of the program are to be

o ¢
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advanced even moderately ; and second, that the legislative history, if not the
language of the statute itself. should make clear the proportion of funds »authq,r-
1zed for each portion.,

TUHE FACILITIES PROGRAM » Ad

With respect to the first of these concerns. JOET associates itself with the

(‘X

haustive research submitted in these hearings by the Corporation for Public

Brozldmwting and others, which illustrates the true funding needs necessary X

to

achieve the original purposes of the Facilities ’rogram. The JCET recognizes

that the realization of 100¢¢ saturation of puablic broadcasting signals—radio
and television-—throughout the country is impracticable. But we urge that a
reasonable saturation of K5 to 909, which ig within practicable range, should

be

the program’s _goal. Demonstrably, that goal has not been reached.

The JOCET was among the leaders in urging enactsnent of facilities legisla-

tion in 1982, '‘and recalls that the first five-year funding appropriation for the

pr

ogram was $32 million. Over the coming five years, the demand for the estab-

lishizent: of new stations and the upgrading of existing ones in pursuit of the
o goal of 85-80¢ household coverage makes the presently-budgeted $35 inillion
wholly inadequate. not only in terms of the total numbers of dollars, but equally

‘in

terms of relative buying power of 1962/68 dollars vs 1973/80 dollars. The

research referred to above makes-manifest that the Administration’s $7 million

pe

r year will not even permit the maintenance of cnrrent levels of operation;

thus, system obsolescenee will increase, and.new areas of service will be developed
with painful slowness, results tl)reutening the vitality and viability of the wholew
M publi¢ broadeasting system,

The application of Federal and local funds, the dedication of thousands of

talented educators, administrators and hroadcast professionals, the clearly- ¢
, developed bank of programg as well as the potentiail- for thousands more in the

ye
JC

ars to come—all these rqpresent an investment which must not_be jeopardized.
ET urges the funding of the Facilities Program over the next five years in

annual increments which will permit not merely maintenance of the_ system at
its present level, but will insure its growth ard improvement fo the Jﬁaxnmum

¢ practicable extent and efficiency.

.

to

i

i

THE DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM

The JCET’s second concern is directed to that proportion of available funds
be allotted to the demonstration program. We believe that this program must

be adequately funded, hut that the far greater share of funds must be allotted

to

the facilities program. We urge that the legislative history make this clear,

even to the extent of suggesting appropriate ratio between the two. JCET's
reservation in this regard is not intended to diminish its enthusiastic support of
the denionstration project. Indeed the nature of JCET's mission is intrinsically
linked to such a program. For example :

ERIC
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JCET is currently acting as qecretariat to, and was inqtrumental in the
founding of. the new Public Service Satellite Consortium, a nonprofit corpora-
tion the purposes of which include : arranging for and promoting the shared
use of satellites and other communications capabilities as delivery mechan-
isms for health, educational and other public services: assisting in coor-
tlinating the telecommunications planning activities oft public and private
Anstitutions and agencies; providing a mechanism to identify and aggregate
potental users; acting as the latter’s agent.jn arranging communications
gervices on a cost-sharing basis; and developing practices encouraging the
experimental uses of new telecommunications services. '

JCET is co-sponsoring (with the University of Mid-America. the Federal
Interagency (‘ommnftee otf Education and the Council for the Progress of
Nontraditional Studies) a major National Conference in June to*explore the
opportunities and challenges of open learning systems, nontraditional study
programs and the role of new technologies in the open-learning process;

JCET, in its role as interface hetween the educational community and the
government’s involvement through the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration in communications satellite development and experimentation, .
i also co-sponsoring (with the American Tnstitute of Aeronautics and
Astronautics and the Department of Medicine and Surgery of the Veterans
Administration) a cohference in Denver in July to provide an exchange
ideas” between designers of c(lmmunications satellites and those concerned
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. with thelr potential for health care, education and other public service
uses. Furiher, the JCET has been intimately involved with the development
of, and reporting on, the satellite technology demonstrations in the Rocky
Mountain and Appalachian areas as well as the medical education experi-
ments in Washington, Alaska, Montana ang Idaho, which until May 20th
were being conducted via NASA's ATS-6, -3 and -1 satellites, :
JCET also works with such organizations as the National Television
Assoclation, PubliCable (a consortium of organizations and individuals
concerned with public service uses of cable technology) and The Public
Broadcasting Service, the Corporation for Publie Broadeasting and other
elements of its own membership in exploration of the application of all
communications technology and techniques to the needs of education and
public service. . .

It is clear then that JCET's support of a prograi to employ Federal monies
to fund demonstrations and experiments designed to explore the effectiveness,
of communications technology in furthering public negds is wholehearted. Broad-
casting, effective as it has proven in the broadening of educational and cultural
opportunities for. a large portion of the American pedple, cannot alone serve sll
the needs of formal and informal education, aud of other social services. For
these multi-purposes multi-channels are .needed; old patterns and modes of
distribution no longer serve, and the single transmitter serving a single public
at a singular time cannot achieve the variety of results which our increasingly-
complex society demands. Already, for example, educators concerned with the
administration of that innovative experiment in open learning, the British Open
University, are complaining that’the single television channel available for the
distribution of its courses is inadequate to handle its traffic.

- New voices are being heard, crying out for new solutions: The recent report
to CPB by its Aavisory Council of National Organizations on Public Broad-

. casting and Education includes among its eleven recommendations: “The CPB

‘ should * * * (Rec. 8) actively develop the educational programming applica-
tions of related technologies, in order to meet the educational ngeds of peopte
at all age levels; and (Rec. 7) assure * * * an effective program of research,
evalpation and demonstration regarding educational applications of public
hrondcasting and related technologles * * *.” In support of these recommenda-
tions, the report went on to say: .

“It is appropriate * * * to look toward an eventual system in which public
broadeasting stations serve a core function but which includes the capacities of
multi-channel cable, low-cost audio and video cassettes, the sub-channel capacity
of FM stations, further use of the Instructional Television Fixed Sérvice, and
other mechanisms as they become feasible. Multiple networks based on satellite
technology are not only possible but also likely; experimentation is already
underway.”

The foregoing evidence of JOET's suppert for the demonstration program
contained in the present bill. however, is not intended to urge that the majority
of funds authorized or appropriated be directed to that program. The clear evi-
dence that others’ research will submit to the subcommittee argues conclusively
that the extension and strengthening of the nation’s public broadecasting system
has first priority. This is particularly true in the light of the limited funds which
will probably be available during the early years of the flve-year funding con-
templated by the legislation. even though it is hoped that the Congress will,
increase the $7 million presently identified*in the Administration budget. Further-
more, it may take some months £9r the responsible authority charged with
activating demonstrations to organize procedures and identify significant projects.
The purpose of the demonstration section of the subject bill is to light the way
to exemplary uses of technology in the furtherance of educative and welfare
purposes; the paths thus illuminated must be travelled by regional, state and
local authorities with only incidental help from Federal sources.

JOET suggests therefore that either in the lpgislation or the legislative history.
a ratio be established hetween the two sect of the bill,»with the largér propor-
tion of funds assigned to the broadcast facilifjes program and the smaller to the
demonstration portion. This ratio should appfy to all five years of the bill's life.

. . 1
- . ’ |
- H
s - d
Q
ERIC . S ‘
Aru text providsd by enic | rmn- by ERIC . 5

-




LR

o~ 140 e

) ) -~
- SUMMARY N

In summary, the JCET believes that the two sections of this legislation are
complementary and appropriate and that, on balance, the two represent a sig-
nificant extension of the facilities program which can do much to guarantee not
only the axailability of public radio and television signals to the maximum
practicablé number’of the country’s households, but also to contribute significantly
to the development of a sound, forward-looki?g public¢ policy in terms of tele-
‘communicationg policy and practice.

L]

STATEMENT OF THE LOUISIANA EDUCATIONAL TELEVISION AUTHORITY,

‘Re: H.R. 4564, A Bill to Baztend the Bduoational Broadca,atiny Faoimies Pro ’,qram,

The Leouisiana Educational Television Authority (“LETA’), P.O. Box 44064,
Baton Rouge, Louisiana, favors extension of the Educational Broadcasting -
Facilities Program (“EBFP”), but urges that H.R. 45684 be amended to correct
what we perceive to be two principal weaknesses of the Bill: (i) the funding-
level ($7 million) is less than half’ that of some previous years and should be
increased to at least $15 million and (ii) section 4, which gives preference to
applications for upgrading existing non-commercial broadcast facilitles over
proposals to activate new stations even where the population to be served lacks
any noncommercial service. These changes are necessary to ensure that the.
progress that has been made in public broadcasting does not stop at the present
level‘of stations and populations sérved.

LETA was estabilshed in 1971 by the Louisiana Legiglature for the purpose -
of providing a complete statewide network of educational and public television.

» In 1978, LETA applications for a construction permit and funding assistance

»

under the Public Broadcasting Act-of 1987 (47 U.8. §§ 390 et seq.) were granted
for a television broadcast station on Channel, 27, in Baton Rouge, Louisiana.
Channel 27 will be a “flagship” station for the statewide network which will
ultimately include six transmitting stations (existing ETV station WYES in
+ New Orleans will also interconnect with the LETA network) which will make
public television available to every citizen of Louisiana. LETA presently has
pending applications for construction permits and funding assistance for stations
in Shreveport and Monroe, Louisfana, and plans to file applications for the addi-
tional stations to complete the network as soon as practicable. These additiopal
stations are necessary to bring public television to all the people of ana

There are a number of other states (at least fifteen) where there is o state-
wide public_ television service. For example, in Kansas four additional trans-
mitters must be activated to complete the state plan: until this is accomplished,
one million people will be without direct service from even a single public tele-
vision station. Similar lacunae exist in New Mexico, Nevada, Missouri, Montana
and other states.

In 1967, Congress in considering amendments to the Act, determined that 200
to 360 additional ETV stations were necessary to more completely provide ETV
service to all citizens. This goal has not been met. since 1967, the number of ETV
stations on the air has increased by only 101, for a total of 252 stations utilizing
the 655 television channels reserved for non-commercial educational assignment
by the FCC. Public radio, which is also eligible for EBFP funding assistance,
is even less available: at least forty perecnl of the public in this country is out-
side the gervice area of any public radio, and there arenmore than twenty major
urban areas without such service.

As these examples indicate, there.is a continuing and urgent need for
federal assistance to encourage and make possible the activation of new radio
and television stations. In Louisiana, as in many other states, the availability
of federal assistance is essential ‘to the completion of state and local plans to
make public broadcasting available nationwide. For these reasons we urge

t H.R. 4564 be amended to increase the funding level and to revise the grant
priorities

<
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Hased on our experience, it ig likely that federal assistance of at least $400,000
is required to activate a single noncommercial station assuming that it is part
" of a statewide system where there are central studio facilities. Given the funding
limits of H.R. 4564, there could be no more than fifteen activations a year if
all the funds were used for this purpose, Of course, adoption of the funding
criteria of H.R. 4564 would mean that the number of getivations would dwindle
to a very few, thus ensuring continued public broadeasting service deprivation
to a substnntinl population of citizens. These popufations—fthose without serv-
ice—may be denied it forever if the 10\\ funding le¥el and priorities of H.R. 4564
& are adopted by-Congress.
Section 4 of H.R. 45684 refleets the policy of DHEW, adopted. in 1974, to favor
. proposal§ to upgrade existing tdtilities over proposals to activate new stations.
This policy. as applied to applications for activations in areas not served at -
all by public television or radi¢ was and .is inconsistent with §392(d) of the
Act which now requires the Secretary of DHEW to adopt funding criteria de-
signed to achieve: (i) prompt and effective use of all noncornmercial éducational
television channels remaining available and (ii) equitable g%ographicnl distri- -
3 bution of educational broadeasting facilities throughout the®States. As noted
above, these goals have not yet been achieved. The DHEW rationale for the
administrative change in the priorities established in the 1967 Act was that
operating stations need federg} assistance to upgrade and improve existing facili-
ties. We agknowledge that fadilities upgrading is important, but submit that it
is of 'a lower priority than bringing a first service to people without access to
any ETV signals which, of course, was the explicit purpose of the 1967 amend-.
ments to the Act. We urge that the funding criteria existings§ 392(d) be in-
3 corporated in_the present legislation and, indeed, ‘strengthened.
In this connection, we note that, the long-term Corporation for Public Broad-
easting Bill (HLR. 6461) prov ides that not less than 40% of funds (or $40 million
" or more) must be disbursed by CPB to the licensees and permittees of broadcast
. stations that a@e on the air, to be used at the discretion of the stations for, inter
‘ alia, acquiring, replacing and maintaining facilities. Congress is, therefore, in
the process of making significant funds available to existing stations for upgrad-
ing facilities. Since the need for new activations is still acute, the emphasis in
the Broadcasting Facilities Bill should be on provmon of ETV and public radio
to unserved population. -
s In summary, we urge the -Subcommittee to ndopt an authorization level of at
least $15 milllen“and to require that first priority and a substantial amount
of the funds be reserved for new activations, particularly in areas where there
are uv existing ETV services.

Apvisury CoUNCIL' OF NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

T0 THE CORPORATION FOR PUBLIC BROADCASTING, :
Washington, D.C., Junc 2, 1975.
Hon. TorsERT H. MACDONALD, ’ :
Chairman, House Communications Submmmtttee ¢
House of Representatives, ‘

Washington, D.C. HN
DEAR MEB. MacpovaLp: The Advisory (‘ounul of \Iahonnl Org‘nk‘zaions to the ’
Oorp'oratmn for Public "Broadeasting (ACNQ) is a group of represéntatives of
44 major national organizations who provide national support for the mission
and goals of public radio and tele\iqinn at the national pnlipv and programming
level.

ACNO has long been on record in support of the E«lucnhonal Broadcasting
Facilities Program, and wishes to add these comments to the record of the hear-
ing scheduled before your Committee on HR. 4564, the “Telecommumoationq

~ Facilities and Demonstration Act of 1975".

¥ ACNO supports the contintance of the Educational Broadeasting Facilities
Program at least at the. level of the 1975 autHorization (330 million) to con-
tinue the on-going need for facilities and also to take +into account the desire
for access to public bruadcasting by commmunity groups who may he new appli-
cants for licenses. ’ .

ACNO also recognizes and slmports the separate authorization and appropria-
tion of EBFP funds for the application of new technology as a means of improv-
ing the quality and quantity ‘of services delivered by public broadcasting.

ERIC
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We recognize your past record of lendemhip in public broadcasting and urge
» your support of this legislation. a;
Sincerely,
WiLpiaMm F. Fogre,
4 ) ACNO Chairperson.

FEDERATION OF R()CKY MoUNTAIN STATES, INC,
.- %" “Deiver, Colo., April 16, 1975.

Hon. TorBERT. H. MACDONALD, ’ ' o .
Chairman, Committee on Communieations, Hou.w’ Int(’rstate and Foreign Com-
merce Committee, Rayburn Houge Office Building, Washington, D.C.

- DEAR CONGRESSMAN MACDONALD: As the subcommittee considers the ‘*‘Tele-
 communications Facilities and Demonstration Act of 1975,” H.R. 4564, T wish
» to reflect the deep and continning concern of the ¥ederation off Rocky Mountain
States in respect to effective and prmlu(‘tne development of public Br()nd(-aqtmg
on oyr states and region.

If this end is to be achieged, improvement, expansion, and activation of public
brondcnﬂﬁng facilifies is a r\?‘ceqqit and the extension of the Educational Broad-
casting Facilities Program through the next five years a prime priority.

~ The Rocky \[()untnin Corporation for Public Broadcasting will have supplied
a detailed listing of ' tacilities applications’ pending from the region. The sub-
committee ix also well aware of the existing back-log uf qualitied applications
pending and the obvious eritical short fall of funding requirements vis-a-vis funds
refjuested. For a quick regmnnl overview ; there have been filed from our states
19 applications totaling $3.65 nillion. Of this amounnt $1.94 million is in appli‘ca—
tions earried over from prior years and $1.58 million in 1975 ﬂlmgﬂ We anticipate
at least as great a carry-ov er inta next year nnd also an increase in new applica-
tions.

None of our public television qtatiunq meet state of the art stnndards All
should! To do this, the present grant rate will require at least five more years
of Facilities Program ‘availability -with an appropriation at least equal to the
1974 level. In spite of -one and one quarter million+dollars of local funds com-
mitted for matching, the federal match is*simpossible at ‘thie level of authorization
the Liii proposes. National figures would indicate that $24 nulll()n is necessary
for F'Y 1976 merely to meet the back log. .

Obviously then. the proposed $7 million per year is grossly inadequate to meet

) existing broadcast facilities needs. It is equnliy inadequate to support additional
demonstrations in telecommunieations technologies to any mwaningful degree. It
fs impossible to broaden the program as proposed with dollars that are alrehdy

+ tight.

We therefore recommend that the subcommittee review needs for both broad-
cast facilities and technolegical demonstration and adopt dollar levels com-
mensurate with expressed congressional intent. We further recommend establish-
ment of congressional guidelines for allocation of appropriated funds for éach
purpose indicated. We would then endorse the extension of both thé Educational
Facilities Programi and the Technological Demonstration authorization as pro—
posed and request your favorable consideration.

Sincerely yours, ; )

: WILmAM E. RAPP, Ep. D.,

. * ' . Vice President.

P v
. -

NEVADA EDUCATIONAL CoMMUNICATIONS -ComMmissioN, .
! Carson City, Nev., May 29, 1975.
Re: PIR 4564, HR 6461 . [

Hon. TorBERT H. MACDONALD, :
Chairman, Subcommittee on (‘ommummnmm, Committee on Interstate and For-
' eign Commeree, U.S. House of Representatives, Washm{)to'n l) C.

‘DEAR CONGRESSMAN MaAcpoNALD: I thought that you might like, to have some
" comments on the up and coming HR 4564 hearings scheduled to bemn June 4,
1975. I've referenced the facilities bill and the (‘PB bill-because we feel they are
interrelated.
HR 4564 provide@ vé‘('§ httle in appropriation tgoneys for the many telecom-‘
municationls users in this country. To cut the program from $14,000.000 to $7.-
000,000 obviously indicates a thmking on Health, #ducation and Welfare's part
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that the-program has fulfilled its objectives. This is not the case. Many states, *
including Nevada, have not reached the population as mandated by the various
legislative and federal acts. ' ' ‘

Certainly Nevada, Montana, New Mexico, Louisiana and Missouri (to name a
few) have the federally legislated right to receive funds for construction of new
public television facilities and telecommunications centers. The ETV growth
faptor in these states has continued, but in some cnsosf?gu widely varying rate,
Whtie 9ur neighbors expand, we attempt to find operatifg and constrnetion funds
to get started. LS o :

t cerfainly has been frustgating in Nevada over the years since 1967. THrree
attempts to solidify operational funds in this state have been forwarded to the
Legislature, We have been unable to solidify operational support even at times*
when construction funding was available. Wé now plan to build a new network
based on the favilities of KILVX Channel 10. Las Vegas, to extend their services
to the rest of the state. The plan for statewide television has been in existence
since 1969 and with all the work put into it, funding and always funding has been
the headache. L ..

We.now see a potential abandonment of our interests in.the new HR 4564
bill. We see this tendency hecaunse of the reduction in funds t0.$7,000,000 and the
new criteria for applicants for the broadeasting facilities prograin. It ®ertainly is
important to fund fhe exemption of existing stations as there is a defimite need,
but we feel coustruction of new stations should be priority one, especially in
states where one or only linited facilities are available to the population
~enters. '

In opr thinking ITR 4564 also ties in with the Corporation for Public Broad-
casting bill, HR 6461. ('PB funding for the-next five years has increased dras-
tically{ The program reserves funds for distribftion amongst the licensees and-
permittees of norcommercial broadcast stations that are on the air. As we men-
tioned earlier, part of the problem in many of the states lacking educational
broadecasting facilities is the fact that they can’t get on the air, and<they can’t get
on the air because they can’t get operating funds. ’

With this in mind we would like to point out a majqr coneern in the GPB
bill. The terminology used on page 5, lines 15-25 implies that the funds are afail-
able for acquisition of equipment and real property for any use, | R

The terminology is written in such a way as to imply to us that the wording
was taken from the Educational Broadecasting Facilities program. In short,’
facilities eventually will become a CPB responsibility. My digcussions with the
Educational Broadcasting Facilities program’ seem to bear this out.

We see no real problem with this in the future, however we are beginning to
wonder what happens to-states such as ours where we are trying to activate a-
new station. CPB supplies operating money to a station already on the air, HEW
provides construction money for a station that wanls to'go on the air, and yet
no one seems to supply operating money for a station that has not yet gone ou

We would therefore like to respectfully submit that there are 15 states in this
country not adequately served by educational and public broadeasting stations,
and those 15 states are still attempting to activate new facilities such as Nevada.
If we were to lose broadecasting facilities mohey, or see it spread so thin that
stotal new activattons next year might only be two or three, we would obviously -
feel that the Departurent of Health. Education and Welfare has completely done
an about-face with their mandate, :

We therefore would like to see activation of new stations returned to a first
priority level and funding to continue at a level no lower than $15.000,000.

Sincerely, ' . 2l
: ‘ Jack A. LEMEN, Erccutive Director.

& .
' STATE OF NEW MEXICO,

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, .
. _ Santa Fe, July 24, 1975.
Hon. TorBerT H. MACDONALD,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Communications, House Interstate and Forcign

Commerce Committee, Rayburn House Ofice Building, Washington, D.C.
Dear CONGRESSMAN MacpoNALD: T am pleased at the opportunity to offer a
New Mexico comment on the proposed “Telecommunications Facilities and Dem-
onstration Act of 1975"—H.R. 4564.
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I have long had a deep personal’interest in public broadcasting in our state
and have-receritly established a new Governor’s -Commission on Public Broad-
casting to ensure an effective statewide system. When I was a ‘member of the
New Mexico Senate, I was pleased to introduce legislation to make possible
activation of KRWG-TYV in Las Cruces and strongly supported similar action for

" KENW-TV in Portales. Proud as I was at the time of my support, I am even
happier now after watching KRWG’s on-air performance to have played this
role in providing their essential service to New Mexico citizens.

We have three public television stations in the state. Albuquerque’s KNME
was a pioneer in the Rocky Mountain region in the 50's. KRWG went on-air in
1973 and KENW in 1974. All are licensed to public educational institutions and
are supported primarily by state appropriation. Congressional action on the pro-
posed bill is crucially important to them and to New Mexico.

H.R. 6461, as reported by your subcommittee, will provide long-term insula
Federal programing support.for public broadeasting. But, important as this

- support for expanded local programming is, it means little to a small local station
lacking equipment to take full advantage of it. The carpenter must have the tools
to do the job. Hence, it is essential to New Mexico that the EBFP not only be
extended but that appropriation authorization realistically reflect both the exist-
ing backlog of qualified applications and the continuing increased local demand
for the program. ’

Prior to the belated FY 'T5 grants, two of our three public television stations
had only one videotape machine. Three TV improvement applications and two
Radid (one expansion and one activation) were pending. All were carryovers
from previous yvear filings. After the current grant announcements, one TV and
one Radio improvement/expansion application will gill carry over again. These -
total $308,000 Federal share. Hence, more than $100,000 \Iew Mexico dollars are
still comn)itted into the third ‘year since filing. To bring our stations to 1974
state-of-the-art standards, our Comnmission anticipates at least two facilities
grant applications per year for the next five years. On the previous record, local
mmatching dollars will again be available frustratingly in advance of national
support.

The carryover mdio/expnnsion application cited was filed by the Ramah Nav-
ajo Sehool Board, Ramah, New Mexico, and we are advised the Navajo Film &
Media Commission will reactivate the previous filing for a TV/Activation grant
to the Navajo Nation. Our Commijssion has a constructive and supportive interest
, in thig endeavor and will assist the effort as requested. .

Since these grant requests with which New Mexico is directly concerned would
require 15% of the proposed autllorization for FY ’76, it is impossible for me
to view the proposed $7 milliqn annual authorization as responsive or realistic.
To compound the inadequacy for EBFP alone by including telecommunications
demonstrations support in the same small pot would be ridiculous.

Both the facilities program and the proposed demonstrations are vital. Both
should be funded. Neither can be meaningfully supported at’the proposed level.
The Congress in its wisdom can determine annually the appropriation requjred
and practicable, but the five-year authorization must be realistically appropriate
to the intent of the bill. The New Mexico Commission recommends authoriza-

" tion of not less than the previous $30 million annually, plus anticipated dem-
ongtration requirements.

Finally, we note the absence of ground rules in the Act for allocation of funds
between -broadcast assistance and non-broadeast demonstrations. In my judg-
ment, it would be wise for the Congress to spell out specific guidelines to ensure

ntation of its intent.

en emphatically endorse extension of the Educational Broadedsting Facili-

ogram, recommend realistic authorization and Specific allocation of funds

» by function and request your favorable action on H.R. 4564 as modified.
Sincerely,

JERRY APODACA, Governor.

PusLic SERVICE SATELLITE CONSORTIUM, -
Washington, D.C., June 6, 1975.
Hon. TorBERT H. MACDONALD,
Chairman, Subcommittee on C’mnmumcatmne, Houke of Representatives, Rayburn
Office Bmldmg, WashingtonD.C. ,
DEAR CONGRESSMAN Macoofarp: I wish to addg the record my support of
HR 4564, The Telecommunic ns Facilities an onstration Act of 1975.
I am sare that prior testimony by the Corporation for Public Broadcasting and
o : . , .
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others has made clear to you that the $7 million presently asked for by the
Administration for funding both the facilities and demonstration programs in
each of the next five years is grossly inadequate to accomplish the purposes of
the legislation. I urge appropriate funding to insure that the nation's public
broadecasting system will continue to grow in extent and efficiency, and to provide
for a meaningful program of demonstration and experimentation in applying otlier
technologies to education and a wide variety of social services.

“My interest in thiS legislation arises from a variety of sources. As you know,
in my term as Governor of American Samoa, the territory developed one ofsthe
first educational systems using communications technology, a system which re-
mains a landmark in the successful application of technology to the needs of the
schools. Further, in the period during which I was privileged.to serve ag Com-
missioner with the Federal Communications Commissisn, I supported the facili-
ties program enthusiastically, and frequently I urged educators and noncommer-
cial broadcasters to broaden their operations to include any communicatious
technology which could increase their reach and effectiveness. I called upon the
broadcasters, in particular, to become telecommunicators, and to work closely
with cable systems, ITFS operators, with state and local governments and school
administrators to put to public service’the revolution in technology wfbch is
taking place. Necessarily, in these times of limited public and private funding,
it is difficult for the local station or school system to find funds for exemplary
demonstrations of the effectiveness of these newer techniques. The demonstration

undertaking.

Lastly, at present I am one of the officers of the newly—incorporatedfPublic’

Service Satellite Consortium, itself both a demonstration and exploration of still
another technique—that of satellite.technology. The formation of the consortium
was the result of a series oggmeetings which had brought together educators,
health-care spe¢ialists and communications experts who had been impressed by
the results of an array of health and education experiments still underway on

-program which HR 4565 proposes could do much to assist them in this important

NASA’S ATS-6—the most powerful communications satel,lite launched to date. .

The experiments were reported to your Committee during this hearing by Dr.
Gordon Law, who formefly directed the Satellite Technology Demonstration. !

Among the purposes of the consortium are: .

To arrange for and promote the shared use of satellites and other communi-
cations capabilities as delivery mechanisms for health, educational and other
public services; .

To assist in coordinating the telecommunications planning activities of public
and private institutions and agencies; :

To provide a mechanism to identify and aggregate potential users;

To act as the latter's agent in arranging communications services on a cost-
sharing basis; and ’

To develop practices encouraging the experimental \}se( of new telecommuni-
cations services.” ) :

Thus, my slppport for both provisions of this legislation is wholehearted, and
T respectfully urge its favorable approval, at funding levels adequate to insure
its multiple goals.

Sincerely, s

'Y I H. Rex LEE,
: } . _ Chairman of the Board.

[Whereupon, at 4:45 p.m. the hearings were adjourned. ]
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