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'""Commission'' position presented in press notice, April 4, 1978, Report
No. 13918

I am concerned by the misinterpretation or misrepresentation of
"Commission' position presented in press notice, April 4, 1978, Report
No. 13918

The notice persistently presents the staff position as the official FCC

position, and does not represent the action actually voted by the Commission.

The fact that the press release makes reference to a "draft'" decision does

not, in my opinion, sufficiently mitigate the numerous references to the
alleged Commission position, In fact, the document referred to is purely
and simply a staff recommendation and carries absolutely no official im-
primatur, actual or implied.

Promoting staff positions rather than''Commaission'' positions is not a
frequent occurrence or one unique to any administration. However, 1
believe even inadvertent errors that impose staff positions rather than
the voted Commission decisions on the press and public should be recog-
nized early and promptly discouraged to avoid future recurrence.

w7 )
p J Lo CC—
bl by Vs ’\.

“[Tames H. leello

See Attachment

Buy U.S. Savings Bonds Regularly on the Payroll Savings Plan

5010-110

13¢ |



Pazes 3 and & of News lelease, leport Mo, 13918

in the diait ovder, the Ufnmi'sif' sald a 14 dB maximm would require
an improvement in at least & third of 2ll TV receivers now entering the
Pﬂ*r-L, would improve reception in a significant number of new szts by 1979
nd would provide time for the FCC to stwly Eurther lowering of the noise

f lgure.

» the Council fov Y Broaduascing (CU3) and oLbﬁL:, .Hqu«,\m»j that Zaction
13 67 of the rules be amanded to reduce the maximum noise figure to 10 dB
within 30 months. CUB recommended that the level be cut to 14 dB within

six months, to 12 dB within 18 months, and finally to 10 dB.

In the draft docurent the FCC would reject CUB's proposal because
this might ultimately threaten the creation of new UHF television stations
and restrict the growth of electronic tuning for home receivers.

The FCC's reasoning was that a 4 dB reduction:

-- Would provide significant public benefits by setting a ceiling
within the feasible state of the art with minimal costs to consumers
and would involve, at the most, only minor changes by receiver manu-
facturers;

—— Would not result in significantly greater susceptibility to other
forms of interference; and

—-— Would be reasonably cost effective regardless of whether UHF TV
stations also increased their transmitter power.

The draft order would be consistent with its overall policy on UHF develop—
rent, the Commission said, adding that irprovements in UHF transmission and
receiver design, increases in the number of UHF stations, the growing strength
of public broadcasting (which operates principally on UHF) and the greater
financial viability of commercial UHF "suggest that we are now at an important
point in the development of UHF."

The FCC noted that its actions in almost every area of its jurisdiction
affecting broadcasting had taken UHF development into account:

—-— It has considered the impact con UHF in changes in the Table of
Television Assignments:

——- It has been more lenient with UHF in the construction of new stations
and changes in facilities of existing stations;

—- It has been concerned with VHF engineering changes that might have
an adverse impact on UHF; and

—— It has given special attention to UHF in deciding station ownership
and prograning issues.

Tt added that it continued to wreslle with the financial iipact of cable
television on UHF and had promoted the use of UHF through television trans-
lators, new broadcasting arrangements, subscription or pay television and
satellites.
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in addition, the FCC said, it had taken a number of actions undar the

A1l Channel Receivar Aot adontald to advance UHF hore raceiver reception.
Jer that Act the FCC requ1h_“ that all television receivers manufactured
ter 1864 be capable of receiving all TV frequencies allocated by the FCC.)

e domeigsion said chat undar COLS Aoi, 1t alsy nad reaulred a permwarent
UHF antenna on any sek equipped with a permanent VHF antcnna, dnd had o*deged
detent (click-stop) tuning as well as other improvements in UHF/VHE compara-
bility. The FCC added that it began a proceeding last vear to consider

whetner UHF channel nuber displays should be more readable.

Additionally, the FCC noted that in 1976 it contracted with Texas Instruments,
Inc., to develop a high performance UAF receiver.
tcday .

The Commission noted that it initially specified the 18 dB noise figure
as thz maximum on the UHF portion of the entire receiver, and said manufacturers
had the responsibility to ensure that none of the major subassexblies in a
set (not just the tuner) caused the receiver to exceed the maximum noise figure
on any UHF channel.

02 said data from four studies suomitted in this proceeding showed
that the percentage of new TV sets meating the 14 dB maximum rangad from 50
tc 64 percent. It added that study of noise data of receivers submitted
for certification in 1977 indicated that 70 percent of 621 mcdels submitted
alrzady met the 14 dB maximum.

These data, the FCC said in its draft decision,; provided sufficient
evidence on which to base its conclusion that 14 dB was reasonably attainable.

Tt _found there was a necessary tradeoff between lower noise figures and |
greater susceptibility to interference, in part, because of the current state
¢ varactor (e.g., pushbutton) tuners, which have a high loss of signal strength J
and poor selectivity that increased the noise figure.

Recause of this, the FCC said, lowering the level belaw 14 dB would run
the risk of trading one impairment (noise) for others (such as cross modulation
and intermodulation).

It said its second basis for propoqiwg not to reduce the figure below
14 dB now was COst effectlvanesq cof improved reception by reducing receiver
noise alone. This dec1ﬁlon, it said, would allow it a further opportunity to
evaluate UHF stations' progress in raising their power.

'The FCC said it did not contemplate granting waivers of the 14 dB limit,
it adopted, but should any party offer reasons why the industry could not

achieve this level by October 1, 1979, it asked that this information be
simmiteed within 30 days of release of the final decision.

It said before it would grant any waiver request after the 30 day limit,
it would require a compelling showing as to why the request could not have been
presented by the deadline.



