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INTRODUCTION •

COMMEMTS OF AMERICAN FEDERATION OP TELEVISION AND RADIO t:f£;~EIVED

SEP 23 1992I.
~.

FEDERAl. Ca.fMUNICATIONS COMr.tlSS/OO
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

The AlIerican Pecteration ot ttelevision and Radio Artists

(AFTRA) is a national labor orqanization repre.entinq over 70,000

.embers who are eaploy8d in the neva and broadcast, entert:ainllent,

comaercia1 a~~.. recordinq industri... AFTRA .embers are s.en and

heard on television and radio, bo~ network and local, across the

united state•• Specifically, APTRA has approximately 400

collective bargaininq acar_.ents coverinq staff and free lance

newapersons and performers with all three networks and their owned

and op4arated station., Pox Broadcaatinq COmpany and its affiliates,

and local television and radio stations around the country Which

are both independent and group owned. Baeed on the breadth and

experience in the television and radio industries, AFTRA is well

qualified to comment on the tapact of the Federal Communications

COIQIlission (PCC) Notioe of Propoaad Rulemakinq (NPRH) r8CJar<ling

relaxation of existinq television ownership rule. and related

policies.

II. BACKGROUND-

AFTRA does not di.a~ee with .any of the change. obserVed by

the pce in the television industry and reported in section II.,

Overview o~ the Industry, of the FCC's NPRH (e.g. increased number
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of television stationa, growth in cable, alternative sourc.. of

video proqra_iq such .. VCR'., and aecreasect network viewer

levels, lUICnq others).t AFT1tA d088 not &qra., however, with

ca.menters who apparently conclUde that the change. to date in the

PCC's requlatory ach..e bave been positive and in the public

intere.t, and that further chanq.s will "encourage the production

of new, 4iver.e, and especially locally-produced progrUDIinq. ,,2 In

tact, APTRA .ubllita that the revers. is true.

Earlier requlatory chanc;es by the FCC have resulted in a

substantially derequlatecl environJlent under which there has alre.dy

bean a relaxation· ot ownership restrictions, reporting

require.ents, and the three year holding rules. This enviromaent

has permitted many broadcast owners to purchase new outlats, often

ti... through hiqbly leveraqecl transactions. Obligations to repay

debt have compelled many broadcasters to cut costs radically.

Expensive programming produced by that broadcastar i. uaually the

first are. to disappear. ~ a consequence, AFTRA has ob.erved a

significant decrease in the amount of programming in the public

interest, prOCJraaing presenting diver.e points of view and i ••ues,

and locally produced c~ity atfairs type programming.

Instead, the pres.ures to generate profit for investors and

corporate parents, repay debt and cut coats have forced both

independent and group owners to aaka repeated use of the same tried

and true advertiser friendly programming and/or the same proqraa

1 NPRM at 4-5.

2 RPRM at 6.
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formats in their broadcast ou~le~s.

The industry has also witn••sed ~e ~remen4ous explosion ot

the first run syndication ..rk.~ over the pa.~ ten year.. This

recent phenomenon generally briftCJs • steady atream of familiar

prQ9rUUling to independent stations for replay over and over rather

than the production of new and divera. local prOCJraaing.' The

qroweh in cable channels, in aany oase., has simply exacerbated

th.s. pattern•• ·

III. DISCUSSION·-

Based on the above observations, AJ'1'RA is very concerned with

the FCC'. stated recOCJnition and expectation 'that further loo••ning

of ownership restrictions and "increased economies of scale could

permit the production of new and divers., including locally

procluced, progr_inq" and .trenqthen the potential of television

bro.dcas~er. to .erve the pUblio. 4 It has bean AFTRA's experience

that where common ownership of TV and radio properties in a local

market is already panitted, the coaaon owner has often ti•••

combined and/or reduced news and public aftairs daparta8nts with

the obVious goal ot reducing costs. There i. abundant reason to

believe, based on actual experience, that broadcasters will

3 The.. obsarvations aeem to be corroborated by other
co_enters. Ju, NPRM at 7, Pootaot. 23.

4 Th. pee points specifically to efficiencies fro. combining
managerial, technical and oth.r operations and efficiencies troa
group advertising sales and proqram purchases. NPRM at 2, 1.
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con~lnue to derive cost savings through continued consolidation of

the news room and public affaira staff if ownership restrictions

are loosened. The pec acknowledq.s that newsqather1ng and

production functions ..y be 1Japacted. 5 This type ot consolidation

is triqhteninq and very different than the consolidation of

manaqerial or sal.s .taff. at a .tat10n. Consolidation ot n...

and/or public aftairs statf directly and negatively impacts the

availability~.bd diversity of iocally produced proqramminq which

.erves the public intere.t. The conaolldation of news rooms and

the ownership of more outlets by the .... companies work in tandem

to reduce, not tnbange, the diver.e points of view provided and

protected under the current system of ownership limitations.

Likewise, APTRA does not neces.arily ahare the FCC'. belief

that economic concentration of this industry, and the consequent

harm to diver.iey, has abated. APTRA believes that it is at l ...t

as likely that we are in the middle of a transition period which,

atter the completion of significant r.structurinq, will result in

an industry dominated by an oligopoly of powerful media companie••

It this is so, then loosaninq of ownership restrictions, without

other concomitant protection, may be an inappropriate requlatory

r ••pons•• lf

S NPRK at 10.

e iAa, Commissioner Dugqan stat..-nt. Pursuant to the rcc'.
concern over the tinancial fu~ure of the broadcast industry and ita
invitation to co..ant on that subject (NPRM, Footnote 14 at 5),
AFTRA respectfully .ubmits that an appropriate regulatory response
would be a further loosening or .limination of the financial
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AlTRA respectfully ••••rt. that, basad on broadca.ter.'

d_on.tration ot and co_itaant to serving the pUblic inter.at over

the recent pa.t, no r.laxation ot ownership regulations and r.lated

polici•• i. appropriate.

While AFTRA do•• not intend to ea-mant specifically on ..db

area of propQ~ed regulatory chanqa, AFTRA would not oppo.e a very

limited relaxation ot t:ha ownership r ••trictions on a national

and/or local le~.l prgyided that the ability of a broadcaat owner

to purcha•• new atations is conditioned upon the applicant'.

vigorous demon.t:ratlon of coDitaent to providing news, public

int.r••t and cOlllllUnity affair. proqramainq. AF'l'RA .s••rt. that

prior to granting any expansion of ownership, an applicant for

purchase of new station C.) 8hould be required to detail its record

of providing prograDlJlling that eerv.. the public intere.t. The

applicant should also be required to ..p out a plan for the future

explaining how the applicant, it it is permitted to expand beyond

pre.ent restrictions, will continu. to provide news, coaaunity

aftairs programming and serve the public interest. In addition,

the .uccessful applicant should be required to tIle periodic

reports which will ensure that the applicant's representation. of

interest and sync1ication rule.. That ••••ur. would permit n.tworka
to compete on an equal tooting with producers of programainq that
now, aa the PCC and other cOJllll8lltera recoqnize, also have the
ability through new technology to distribute their product. In
short I AFTRA subm.its that th.· woe. of the broadcast industry may be
more the result ot factors not related to the current ownership
limitations.
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public inter••t proqra..inq are more than lip serviae to principle•

••tGlish.d by the FCC.

Finally, prior to perJIit.tinq any expansion the PCC should

require an applicant to state specifioally the way in which

presentation of divers. issu•• and viewa will be maintained.'

This proposed protection ot the public intere.t appears not to

be burdenso.. to broadca.ters nor contrary to the obj.ctiv.s and

expectations ~'of the FCC. Many broadoasters oomaented that

economies of scale derived from expansion would permit them to

allocate and foCus ad4itional r.sources on the production of "new,

diver•• , and especially locally-produced proqrammlng. nl The FCC

also recognized that such progr...in9 and service would be

encouraged by a loosening ot ownership restrictions.'

sUbmits, I).sed on the above-referenced comments, 't:hat protec1:1on of

the public inter.st as de.criDed is appropriate and Mould be

required as a condition of any expan8 ion beyond the current

ownership limits.

Further, APTRA views with concern any suqqestion that t1••

brokerage arranq...nts be continued. Such arrangements simply

permit owners t.o reduce, rather than enhanc., the diversity of

7 This 1s .specially iaportant in the rcc's consideration of
the Duopoly Rula and TV Radio ero••ownership RUle where the
potantial 10•• of diverse"points of view and editorial opinion i.
particularly alarmin9.

• N'PRX at 6.

9 NPRK at 9.
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prQ9r_inq in any ...rlcet. It is AFTRA's pos1t-10n t.hat. ti.e

brokering arrang...nt.. .hould not be permit.t.d. It they are

parai~~ed, the sta~ion on which a broadcaster obtains ti.e should

be counted against the brokerinq licen•••'. national and local

ownership 1iJDtts.

IV. SUMMARY-

APTRA respecttully submits that the current FCC regulatory

scheme has permitted broadcasters to operate in a manner t.hat i.

inconsistent with the undate to serve the public interest. APTRA

believes that darequiation measur•• , to date, have not encouraqed

proqrUlJllinq t.hat is in the public interest or promoted diversity of

views. AP'TRA concludes that further steps to relax ownership

re.triction. are likely not. to achieve the FCC'. expected re.ult of

more local programming and divar.e points of view unle.. limited

expansion is tied to rule. Which require such programming and

puDlic intere.t .ervice. It wah limited expansion i. permitted,

broadcasters must be required to docuaant fully their past record

and tuture plane for such proq.ramminq and service in the public

interest. The FCC should require additional and specific

information regardinq consolidation of certain station functions

and assurances to protect against consolidation ot editorial

opinion and the presentation of diver•• points of view.

Thank you tor the opportunity to present our comments.
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