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Resolving incompatibility problems through cable converter boxes is no solution

at all. (These converter boxes. which make incompatible ATV systems compatible. are to be

distinguished from digital converter devices which will enable consumers with NTSC televisions

to receive ATV signals.) Given the Commission's authority to prescribe transmission standards.

such convener boxes should be unnecessary. Moreover. convener boxes will needlessly add to

the expense of subscribing to ATVI<J and, if they resemble today's set-top boxes, they may

impede the use of VCRs and the features and functions of television receivers. such as picture-

in-picture. to the detriment of the viewing public.

ErA and the Committee hope that broadcasters. cabk operZltors and equipment

manufacturers can address the compatibility issues presented by cabk systems through voluntary

industry standards. Two issues. howevcr. ['cquire prompt :Htcntioll. Tile first. identified by the

Norice. is the neecl to establish a digital line 21 equivaklH: lI The second. and l":1r more

significZllH. IS tile need to refine and define more precisely tile Q!\l\l tcchnology expected to be

used bv di£ital clble svstems.:: Althou!.!h consumer electronics l1l:ll1ufacturcrs em rCldilv --
......... ... '- J

and economically -- manufacture television receivers clp<1ble 01' recci\'ing both QAM and VS8

(which will he used by over-the-air ATV) signals.:: they can only cia so if QAM is as well

['J If there arc multipk standards. 111,U1ufacturers will need to produce l1lultiple v;lrieties of
converter boxes. As a consequence. they will no( be <lh!c to :Ichievc. and p:1SS <lIang to
conSUlllers. the savings lll<1dc possible by economics ot scale.

:11 Norice ( 83.

:: "Qi\\l" is the acronym for Quadrature .Amplituck \loclul:tliol1.

" "VSl3" is the acrol1ym for VestigIal Sick !3al1d
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defined as VSB. At present, there is no single agreed-upon specification for QAM. This must

be remedied if consumers are to benefit from the availability of robust ATV receivers.

IV. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT PRESCRIBE TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS
FOR ATV RECEIVERS

Of all the imponderables in this proceeding. perhaps the greatest is the reaction

of the American publ ic to ATV. Ninety-eight percent of American households own at least one

NTSC television receiver; 87 percent own NTSC-compatible VCRs: and substantial numbers

own camcorders and universal remote comrols designed to work with [heir existing i\'TSC

television equipment. 23 In fact, NTSC television receivers h:lVe the highest penetration r3te of

all consumer electronics products.'~ Given this large installed base of NTSC equipment and

peripherJls. the Commission \vould be wcll atl\ised to allow marketplace I·orces. rather than

government fiat. to guide [he American public's tr:lI1sition (0 :\TV.

In this regard, tile Commission shoulcl resist lhe lemp[;ttion [0 adopt rules th(l[

rrescribe the carabilities or f\TV receivers. In the past. lhe Commission correctly recognized

the difficult:' or projecting consumer \\'(lIltS and needs. (lnd therefore declined to mandate the

manufacture of dual-mode (ATV and NTSC) receivers. ,5 The Commission. at that time,

expressed concern that (1) it lacked sufficiellt information abOUl lhe costs of dual-mode

,J ETA ivlarket Research Deranmcnt (June 1995 figures)

2: lei. Only radio receivers havc a simil'lr renctration ralC. Television pcnctr(ltion even
surpasses telephonc penetration by lWO percent. Id.

25 See !Youce ~ 77 (citing Advanced Television S'rSlI?IIlS aile! Tlzelr lillpact Upon llze f.xlSllng
Television IJroCidcas{ Service, !v!emOr(lndUIll Opinion (lnd Order. Tlmd Repon and Order.
Third Funher Notice of Proposed l~ule i";[aking, 7 FCC l~cd C>924. 6984 (1992)
[hereinalter "[fllnl Reporc Clild Order" I)
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receivers, and (2) that. without such information. it feared imposing unnecessary COSts on

consumers. 16

In the Notice, the Commission has inquired whether changed circumstances

warrant revisiting these conclusions. Citing its authority under the All-Channel Receiver Act

to require television receivers [Q "be capable of adequately receiving all frequencies allocated

bv the Commission [Q television broadcasring ,,27 rhe Commission also asks whether ir should. -'

require all-format receivers. limit the sale of single-formar (e. g., j\'TSC) receivers. or require

NTSC equipment madc aftcr a cerra in date to be capable of :lccomnlodating a digital

converter. 2S

Alrhough EfA :1nd rhe Commirree share [he Commission's concern that consumers

not purchase television receivers that will be eclipsed by the tr:lJlsition to :\TV. a properly

functioning competitive marketplace is far superior to government regulation in anticipating and

addressing consumer needs. Consumer electronics manufacturers stand rcady to produce

[elevision sets cap;lblc of receiving multiple combinations of T\TSC. SOTV and HDTV

programmmg. Indeed. the success of consumer electronics manufacturers in this highly

competitive industry IS dependelll on providing consumcrs with the products they \\anr at

affordable prices. Thus. manufacturers can be expected to t;lrget a broad spectrum of consumer

inrerests. ranging from "early adoprers" willing [Q pay ~l premium [0 obtain new produc[s [0

[hose whose ol1ly desire is to display ren[cd home videos ~lIKI \\:1[cl1 ;\i1 occasional news program.

:(, See 7Jzird Reporr (lml Order. 7 FCC I~cd in 6984

27 47 U.S.C. ~ 303(5).
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Manufacturers can also be expected to enhance their products with features and functions that

consumers are likely to find attractive. ~9 As is true today, the market can safely be relied upon

to respond to the tastes and pocketbooKs of American consumers.

During this transition, EIA and the Committee fully anticipate that ATV receivers

will incorporate an NTSC reception capability.30 This will be especiaity true during the earlier

stages of the transition, when NTSC remains the predominant medium for program origination

and for program reception and display. ATV receivers are also likely to support both SDTV

and HDTV reception. Digital televisions are also likely to emerge that are capable of receiving

ATV signals. but that display (hem as lower resolution SDT\" pictures rather than in true HDTV

fashion. These televisions will find a marketplace nichc bct\\'cen inc.\pensi\·e NTSC receivers

anc! higher-priced HDTV -quality f\ TV receivers. [n sl1on. the transition [0 ,c\ TV \'.i11 be

charactcrized by a marketplace in \vhich consumers can choose II'onl a wide variet)' 01' tck\ision

receivers at an equally wide \'ariet;: 01 prices.

The mar!-.;ctpl;\ce will also ensure (hat conSLlmel'S kno" [heir equipmeIH options.

[nformation<11 programs and consumer educ<1tion are critictl components of the manuf<1c(urer-

consumer relationship. The consumer electronics industry long ago learned the best \\ay to

mainrain enthusiasm for a new product is (0 ensure rll:([ il meers consumer ~.\pec[;![lons.

,') For example, 49 percent of U.S. houscholds k\ vc television receivers with stereo
cap,\bility. even [hough there is no regulatory requlrcll1cnt for such a t'caturc [[/\
Market Research Departmcnt (Junc 1995 t'igures)

~,J To require an ;\TV reception capability III an NTSC leccivel' \,-ould bc senseless There
is no rc"son whatsoever for such a I'cquil·CIl1Clll. \loreover. such a requirelllcill \\ould
subslantially increase thc price 01 NTSC Icceivel-s. cspccl:llly i;1 relation to the 10'.'. cost
of thesc products.
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Manufacturers will therefore be certain to educate consumers regarding their equipment options

during the transition to ATV.

Government intervention into receiver design is therefore unnecessary. It is also

unwarranted. Plainly, rhe Commission should nor compel consumers [0 purchase ATV

capabiliries that rhey do nor wam or -- more important -- [hat rhey cannot afford. Nor should

[he Commission deny consumers rhe opporruni[y to purchase lower-priced equipmenr rhar meers

their viewing needs. In parricular, the Commission should not prohibit or restrict the sale of

NTSC receivers. An enormous embedded bClse of video cassette recorders. laser disc players,

and other video equipment use NTSC receivers for non-broadclst purposes. To deny consumers

continued Clccess to this technology could immeasurClbly harm those who can least afford to

convert, CIt an early stClge, to digitClI television. In [his regard. the Commission should be aware

thClt digital conveners will be useable in connection with any presen{ or!uflIre NTSC receivers .

.-\S a consequence. all consumers should have :1 readilv (1\;lIl~lblc :\l1d economIcal Illeans 01

accessing digit(11 service.;1

The COlllmission should also reject the suggestion thaI it dictate how ;\TV signals

should be displayed, i. e., in true HDTV I'ashion or as a lower resolution SDTV picture. J~

Again, the Commission's goal should be to maximiZe consumer choice by affording

manufacturers wide latitude in their design choices. If television receivers cm be rroduced less

,I Indeed. the use of such decoders Illay prove to be the \chicle of choice 1'01' [11:1n/
consumers, given [he extended useful life or most television receivers.

;C See i\'(){ ice ~i 78.
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expensively using less expensive or sophisticated technology. consumers should be able [Q buy

them, particularly if these receivers meet their needs.

Moreover, the Commission Jacks the authority under the All-Channel Receiver

Act ("ACRA") [Q require ATV signals [Q be displayed in a particular formaL The U.S. Court

of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit has previously determined that the Commission's

authority under ACRA is limited [Q ensuring "adequare or ejJecri\'e" reception of all channels;

the starute does /lor authorize tht Commission to establish minimum performance standards. J3

Any specification that ATV receivers be required to receive HOTV as HOTV would contravene

the letter and intent of the sta[Ute.-'~ The Commission therefore should. as it has traditionally

done. continue to rely on the marketplace to intluence receiver design and satisfy consumer

demand.

f\ related equipment issue r:lised by the j\'u{{ce is whether broadcasters should be

encouraged or directed [0 assist consumers in leasing or :lcquiring xI'v receivers ..;5 El.-\ and

[he Committee strongly believe that this is an area into \\hlch the Commission should not delve.

,1 1~/ec{ronic Industries /1s50ciorioll COllslllller Elecrronics CrOll!) \'. r·cc. 636 r=.2cJ 689.
696 (DC Cir. 1980) (noting that Congress declined lO adopt language that would have
allowed the Commission to prescribe minimum performance standards) (emphasis in
original).

,~ The Commission also should not require the use 01' visible warning labels for NTSC
receivers. See Norice ~: 78. To begin with. as e\plaincd belo\\". il \\'ould be imprudent
to establish a c1ate-certain for the termination of NTSC Service Sec inFo ~ VI Indeed,
to require a warning labcl at this timc would creatc mOil': confusion than clarity. Secane!.
and equally important. the Commission Gin rely Oil (he Inar-Ketpl;\cc to advise consumers
of the hcnefits of ;\TV receivers and thc lilllllalions 01' NTSC-ollly products.

,,\ S'ee /\l() ( ice ~[ 54.
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To invite collective action by broadcasters in the consumer electronics marketplace could restrict

the healthy competition which now exists. If broadcasters were allowed to choose equipment

for consumers, their selection might be driven by their own economic self-interest rather than

by the best interests of consumers. The public clearly would nor benefir from such an

environment. Moreover, to the extent such collective broadcasrer involvement in the acquisition.

sale or lease of equipment would involve subsidies. it would disserve the public imeresL Given

the Commission's efforts to eliminate or minimize subsidies in other fields subject (0 its

jurisdicrion. it simply makes no economic sense to institutionalize or sanction such subsidies

where an otherwise competitive consumer electronics marketplace exists.

Collective broadcaster involvement in the acquisition. sale or lease of consumer

electronics equipment would also raise the prospect of humJling. Plainly. the bundling of

equipment and service is contrary to the public intercst. The ul\bundkd availilbility of consumer

elecrronics equipment. separate and Jpart from brOJc!clst ser\'lces. is Oile 01' the principiI! reasons

the United States has such an extraordinarily competitive cCJuipmcnt markct. This competition

is responsible for the cornucopia of equipment from which consumers im~ able to choose. 81'

contrast. the one U.S. video service market in which service ilnd equipment are bundled has

historically been characterized by high prices ,Ind limited consumer choice.'" The Commission

should therefore be reluctaIllto promote concerted broadclsler 'lClion. I~athcr. it should continue

;(, Moreover. the bundled SCHOp hoxes requircd by cable tclevision systcms have
historically had the added disadv;lI1tage of imcrfcring with the t"caturcs ,lI1d functions of
competitively supplied cquipment. See III/plelllelllcu/o!l oj Seerioll 17 of {he Cable

Television ConsillI/er Pro{ecuoll CI!le! COIllPClilioll .-In of 1992. COII/pm/b/li!.\' Beil\'eell

Cable S\,slellls Clllcl COIlSIIlI/er Elecrrollics Proe!IICl.\. First I~epon ami Order. 9 FCC I~cd

1981 (1 (94)
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to rely on the intensely competitive consumer electronics marketplace to satisfy the needs of

consumers during the transition to ATV.

V. INITIAL ELIGIBILITY TO OBTAIN ATV CHANNELS SHOULD BE LIl\lITED
TO EXISTING BROADCASTERS. SUBJECT TO CERTAIN CONDITIO!\S

ErA and the Committee continue to support the allocation of 6 MHz for each ATV

channel.:;7 Six ivIHz is the minimum spectlllnl required for HDTV today and will pro\'ide a

high technological ceiling for future enhancements. ErA and the Committee also continue to

support the allocation of .1\ TV channels to exiSting broae!casters withOLH cost. but subjeCt to the

cone!itlons set forth below JS

If there is one ATV-relatce! issue as to which ~lll agree, it is [hat the transition to

ATV -- while uncertain in its course -- should protect and pl'O!l1O[e the continued aV~lilabiiity of

free. over-the-air broadcasting. l3ecause 98 perccJ1[ of ;\ll1crican households havc ,ll le~lSt one

television. and many have two or mOI'c.)') the role which frcc, u\'cr-tl1e-air tclevision l1~lS playee!

-- ane! shoule! conrinue to play -- in our society is difficult to overstate. [3y limiting Initia[

digibility for ,\TV licenses to existing broadcasters. the Commission ",ill ensure tl1:H free

television thrivcs e!uring the transition (0 the new ATV environment. [t will also preserve

competition in local video service markets.

" See Norice ~l 21.

" See id. ('( 27, 31.

'J EIA lvlar!-.:ct Resc~lrcl1 ])epallrllent iJune 199.') !'igurcs)
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The Commission certainly should not consider auctioning this spectrum. ~o As

a legal matter, the Commission can only auction ATV spectrum if it finds that the spectrum will

principally be used to provide subscription video services.~l . Such a conclusion, however,

would be at odds with the Commission's commitment to. and would signal the death knell of.

free over-the-air broadcasting. The Commission should also recognize that in the transition to

ATV, broadcasters will make strategic investments in new studios. transmission facilities. and

['Jrogrammmg. Adding the cost at" a successful auction bid to this list of investments ','ould

jeopardize the ability of many broadcasters to make such a transition. At a minimum. it would

strain their ability to introduce this new technology ['Jrom['Jt!y and develop HOTV programming.

None of this is to say that broadcasters should be given carre bla/lche to use their

ATV spectrum as [hey see fit. If broadcasters use their .'\TV spectrum fOl" services other than

free. over-the-air television programming. i. e.. iI' they use it to rro\'ide revenue-producing

ancill,lry ebta services 01" subscription \'ideo services. the CommiSSIon should ,lssess these

hroadc:lstcrs spectrum fees (to the extent it h:lS thc autlwrit\" [0 eJo so). There is no public policy

reason why broadcasters should be perli1ittccl (0 usc \'aluable spectrum, without charge. to

provide subscription services, particularly when licensees providing similar compcting services

are now requircd (0 pay for their spectrum

The Commission shoulel :liso make clear its willingness ,mel imcilt to reassign

ATV spectrum if a broadcastcr is clther UI1111tercsted 01' Llll:1bk [0 m:lkc the transition to ,.\TV.

~II See Norice ~; J 1.

~I S')) J7 l: S C :; '09(')(;t,t , ... :;.). J.
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or if it fails to satisfy its HDTV programmmg obligations, In this regard. ErA and the

Committee support the use of date-certain application and construction deadlines. Such deadlines

are necessary to ensure continued progress towards the widespread availability of terrestrial ATV

broadcasting. Simply stated, broadcasters should not be permitted to tarry in making the

transition to ATV, The time periods suggested by the NOlice appear to represent a carefully

crafted balance between the need [0 move promptly towards ATV deployment and the

broadcasters' need to develop and implement individual transition plans, ~~

EIA and the Committee recognize and tire sympathetic [0 the fact that some

broadcasters operating in small marKets may (inel it dit'ficult to mcet thc same deployment

schedule tiS broadcasters operating in larger markets. ErA and the Commiuee submit that the

Commission should Ciddress the circumstances of individual bro:1e!casters on a case-b\'-casc

basis.~> We :\lso belie\'c that special considcration should bc givcn to non-commercial

broadcasters. In rarricular, [he Commission's xrv rules should be llcxible cnough [0 ensure

that these broadcasters rctain their current non-commercial ch:lr:l(tcr. If non-commercial stations

were requiree! or permittee! to use commercial mechanisms [0 fune! their transition to ATV, the

character of these non-commercial broadcasters woule! ch:lI1ge :lI1U [hc public would suffer

accordingly.

See N(){ice ~[ 63,

"> Not all broadcasters that operate in small marKets will 11:\\"c dilliculty meeting the
Commission's {\[1plication and conSlrUClion dc:\dlincs. particular'ly ii' they obtain HDTV
programming from (he rlctwcnl\s and the \'TSC Ill! 10Cli progr;lfl1rning
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VI. THE COMMISSION SHOULD NOT DECIDE NO"" 'VHEN TO TERl\tln\ATE
NTSC BROADCASTING

In rhe Notice, the Commission has questioned wherher a fixed dare for terminating

NTSC broadcasting remains the best mechanism for speeding the transition to ATV. 44 In this

regard, the Notice asks whether objective benchmarks such as the number of households that rely

on NTSC broadcasting or the availability of inexpensive consumer equipment should be used to

determine the length of the ATV transition period. J5

EIA and the Committee submit that it is premature for the Commission to project

!lOll' when or how NTSC broadcasting should be tcrmin:1tcd ill {he jilfure. As a general

principle. (he Commission should terminate NTSC only when there is no longer a substantial

number of households which depend exclusively on NTSC for access to free. oveHhe-air

broadcasting services. The Commission should not underestimate the role -- which is rivaled

only by radio -- that television plays in providing news. information. and elllcnainmcIll [0 the

.-\meric:ln public. More specifically. and perhaps more directly, the Commission should not put

t\ TV at risk by prematurely terminating NTSC and creating ,In enormous societal and political

backlash against ATV.

Although ErA and the Committee anticipate that ;\TV I"CCCl\'Crs will be vcry

popular at a very early stage of the transition process, ;\TV \\ill take timc to establish itself in

lhe marketplacc. Even after ;\TV broadcasting is widespread al1d substantial numbers of

consumers own ATV receivers, there will remain a !,\rge embedded base 01" NTSC procJucts .

.- See Id. c; 54.

~~ See id. 4; 53.
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In this regard, three points merit the Commission's serious consideration. First, consumer

electronics products have a long useful life. Consumers expect ro use them for an extended

period of time. Second, many consumers own multiple TVs, VCRs. and peripheral video

devices. Not all of these devices will be replaced at the same time or with the acquisition of the

first ATV receiver. Third, low income households, least able to afford new consumer products,

arguably depend the most on the longevity of the products they buy. The public interest would

not be served by disenfranchising these households.

The possible emergence of low-cost convener devices should ameliorate the

impact of terminating NTSC, but any prediction as to when t[lesc ckvices will become ubiquitous

is subject to substantial uncenainties.~(' Indeed. ,ll this point. the Commission cannot

reasonably assume whether or when such devices will resoh-e ,ll1y of these tr'lnsitional Issues.

The industry's experience with anOlher tcchnological develormcnr. the compact elise ("CD")

player. should be instructive 011 this poilll. No one would c1isrute (hat the arriv;1i of high-quality

CD sound. together with user friendly CD players ,lnd discs. have quickly introduced homc

audio to a new dimension. CDs h<l\'c caught on: they have uisplaccu other technologies: and

they have done so quickly. Yet, ten years ago, no onc Kncw -- or could have accurately

predicted -- how quickly CD technology woulcl be adopted by the American public.

The Commission. howe\'cr. call profitably address today (hc Kinds 01' factors that

it will consider at a later c1alc, such ,tS av;\ilabili()' of low-cost digital conveners and thc ,lmount

~(, One facror that will affect thc cost and ;1\'ailabililY 01 these devices is the uevclopmellt
of a sin~lc standarcl for ovct'-the-air broadcastino and cable [t',msmissioll of ;\TV sic:nals.

""- .::;. .....

A single stanclard will prodUCe eCOllomies 01' scale I'ot' fllallulaClurcrs. 'lild thus t'euucc
the coS[ of COllvertct' deVices 1'01' conSUfllelS.
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of ATV programming then available.~7 In this regard. the Commission's primary consideration

should be the number of households which remain dependent on NTSC service, In other words,

the Commission'S decision to rurn off NTSC should be based not on the number of homes that

have ATV equipment, but rather on the number of homes that rely exclusively on over-the-air

NTSC broadcasting. ~8

The Commission can also productively consider whether a national cU[Qver to

ATV or a market-by-market approach would best serve the publ ic interest. A market-by-market

approach has the advantage of accelerating the le!111ination of 1'\TSC in locations where its

continuation no longer serves any economic or public purpose. Such an approach. however,

could create significant distribution problems for manufacturers ,Inc! retailers of consumer

electronics equipment, and thus a\'ailabilit)' problems for cnnSUlllers. lr would also creatc

problems for consumcrs who move from an NTSC-ATV mMket lO an ;\TV -only marker. A

l11arket-by-market approach \voulc! also deny consumers the hcncl"i[s of (he cconomies of scale

which manufaclurers would enjoy if [here wcre a national cutover to ;\ TV.

47 If the Commission docs adopt specific Illeasures fOI tcrminating NTSC transmission. the
Commission shoulc! acknowledge (hal il is doing so 011 the basis 01 vcry little concrete
information anc! that these measures will bc reexamined when morc information becomes
available.

J;, See Nonce ,r 53: see {[{so I~cply COlllmeIlls of' Ef.'\::\TV COlllmittee. IvIM DncKct No.
87-268. ,\t 9 (Jan 31. 1992)
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VII. THE COMMISSION SHOULD PROl\IPTLY RECOVER AS i\lUCH
CONTIGUOUS TELEVISION SPECTRUM AS POSSIBLE

In the NO£ice, the Commission has posed a number of questions regarding the

recovery of spectrum used for NTSC, whether and how ATV licensees should be "repacked"

once NTSC has been terminated, and how much contiguous spectrum might be recoverable.~<)

These questions highlight the rrade-off between rhe costs of rranslrioning to ATV and rhe value

of rhe specrrum rhat will be recovered ar the end of rhe rransirion. .-\s a general principle. EIA

and rhe Committee su[)[)orr rhe recovery of NTSC channels once the rransition ro .-\TV is

complete, as ,veil as (he Commission's effons (0 create contiguous blocks of recovered

specrrum. Undoubtedly. Illany of (he commemcrs -- including some of the Committee's

members -- have already developed proposals regarding [he use of this recovered spectrum for

new and inno\',Hlve servIces.

To '"acilit:HC the recovcry of comiguous spectrum. [he Commission should make

clear to broadcast licensces [hilt their NTSC spectrum is on "loan." pending their transition (0

.-\TV. and tha( their rights to [his spectrum arc limitcd. The Commission should also consider

~\ number of economic incentives. as well as regulatory mechanisms. to speed the 1"l~cO\'ery of

this spectrum. The ['clocation of ~ GHz microwave licensees (0 make way for Personal

Communications Services ("PCS") should be instructive in this regard. There. a number ~)f

mechanisms arc being emrlo)'ecl. In the unlicensed pes banel. ,) consortium or uevice

manufacturers plans to provide incumbents with comp,lr;tblc repl,\ccment facilities. In the

licensed PCS banel. new licensees have begun negotiations with incumbents to do the S<imc. 1\5

~') See Nouo: ~r~r 57-60, 86-87.
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a further inducement, the Commission has made its tax certificate program available [0

incumbents that relocate early in the process. If the Commission has the requisite authority. it

may also wish to consider, as a further inducement [0 expedite the transition [0 ATV. requiring

"rent" in the form of spectrum fees from broadcasters [hat conrinue [0 use NTSC specrrum

beyond a certain point in the transition period.

EIA and the Commitree urge rhe Commission. as it considers rhese issues. to keep

in mind that a beneficial byproduct of the successful deployment of robust. HDTV-driven A TV

service is the rapid recovery and use of NTSC specrrum for new and Innovative services. Like

;\TV. these new services will become essenti,ll components of (he National [nCorm:nion

Infrasrructure. ErA and (he COll1miuee therefore urge the Commission to reCO\'l~r as much

concinguous spectllllll as promptly as possible upon the completion or lhe (ransition to .;\TV.

VIII. CONCLuSION

for all 01' the rcasons SC( forth above and ill their [mor pleadings in this

proceeding. ETA ,1Ild the Comll1iuee urge [he Commission [0 :ld0!1t rules [hat will promole [he
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ubiquitous availability of HDTV-driven ATV. relying to the maXImum extent feasible on

consumer choice and competitive marketplace forces.

Respectfully submitted.
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