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CSOYlI:I'INOII

STATE OF UTAH
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November 14, 1996

Ol-eNK S. WAI"KlU

L.II,"T~""."OQV51lNOll

Chairman Reed Hundt
Federal Communications Commission
Wa~hjngtonf DC 20~54

Dear Chairman Hundt:

I am writing to you to express my concern for the citizens of rural Utah. They are in danger
of losing television services provided by 600 translators that extend from the Wasatch Front to the
rural communities. These tdevision translators provide rural residents with local and regional
services, such as news, educational prograIr.ming and sports. The translator network supports Utah's
statewide emergency alert plan by di~triburing emergency information to the T'Jral communities
throughout the sta.te.

On August 14, 1996, the Federal Communications Commission released its Sixth Further
Norice of PropOied Rule Making on the allotment and assignment of digital television (DTV)
channels. Included in this ·~otice is a proposed channel plan that pairs each existins full power NTSC
licensee v.;ith a DTV channel. The FCC also proposed, for comment, the early recovery of television
broadcalSt spectrutn (spectr\Jm recovery plan) of channels 60 to 69. This would make available
television !lpeetrum to be auctioned offfur other telecommunic..1.tion setvices. Unfortunately, the FCC
did not attempt to provide translators with a paired OTV channel, and most of the cha.1'\nels in use
today by translators are between S5 to 69.

Based on the Proposed Ru:e ~akinB> I would like ycu to respond to the fol:owillg questions:
What is the time line for the actual transition to a full DTV service? How does the FCC viC'W
translator service? (I know that it j!l a secondary service to a rrimary television service, but if there
is no primary service in a rural area, then the translator becomes the primary service.) Why were
television translators and LPTV~ not considered in the new DTV AHotment Plan? How is the FCC
planning to provide local ard regional DIV television services to :"Ural America? Does the FCC
consider the loss of service to a rural community expendable, and does the FCC even know the
number of people who wiU lose or experience degraded television service? Has the FCC considered
the multi-l lop i::ssue, and [hI: dumino e1fect (loss ofone channel in chain of translators that affects the
rest of the chain) in their tran::ilator displacement estimate? Hag the FCC considered translator input
frequencies in their displacement estimate?
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One cannot help but wonder why the urgency on the part of Lhe FCC to auction off channels
60 to 69 before the tran5ition to DTV is complete. It would make more sense to delay the spectrum
recovery plan ofchanneis 60 to 69 until the transition to DTV is completed. Then, the FCC could
repack the spectrum and auction off what is not being used by full power television stations and
translators.

Based on the above concerns and unanswered questions raised by the Sixth Further Notice
ofProposed Rule Makin~ I will recommend a congressiona.l hearing to further investigate what the
overall impact will be to the rural conununities throughout America.

Sincerely,

Michael o. Leavitt
Governor

MOL:lv:lk

cc: Commissioner James QueUo
Commissioner Susan Ness
Commissioner Rachel1e Chong



Dear Sirs:
It is my understanding that the fCC is once again considering

a spectrum recovery plan that includes the i~nedi8te elimination of
UHF television chan"~ls 60-69 and again reducing the television
speetl'um in the future (channels 2-6 and 50-60). This letter is
sent to express my deep concern and disapproval of any measure that
would reduce the portion of spectrum curcently used for over the
ait ftee television.

It is my opinion that the FCC has severely underestimated the
impact that such a m@8SUl'e would have on the availabil ity of the
free television that is vi~wod in rural areas solely by the use of
television translators. Such television translators have
traditionally been viewed by the FCC as a secondary service and 8S

undesirable Rnd unnecessary. To those of us who live in rural
Amedca these traI)slators are our link to OUr state and local
governments \ entertainment t sports. educational pto~r~mming and
news of local events as well as Emergency Broadcast signals etc.

It is my understanding tha.t FCC estimates show impact and
possible reductions of service as (l result of this action at
81>pl'oximately 15%. It is my expe1'ience in Southern Utah that
without rules and guidelin~s that would allow for fe-channeling and
reimbursement for cost related to fe-channel in8., such an act iOll
would reduce sel'vices provided through these translators by a
fi2ure likely in excess of 80%. It i5 also my estimate that costs
to re-channel and relocate those services on a nationwide basis may
far outweigh the 50-60 billion dollars expected to be claimed by
the Federal government.

I would I ike to point OUl a case-in-fact to illustrate and
qualify the above 9tat~ment~, As a part of nay employment. 1
maintain eight translators in Southern Utah at a plli,ce called
Frisco Peak. As a result of the first proposed spectrum recovery
(channels 60-69) five of the eight will be displaced. This will
l"esult in the loss of input signals to tl"anslatol's in Millard.
Iron, Beaver and Washington Counties. These are mountainous areas
not capable of being served by existing broadcast stations. This
loss includes feeds to 98 translators on 24 different sites.
serving 60 different comIrlunitic~ with a total of approximately
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100,000 residents. The signals being lost Rrc the local (Salt Lake
City) ABC, NBC, CRS, and 2 PBS stations. I would also like to
point out that these translator stations arc the only feed of these
local broadcast stations avai lable to cable cotl\panhs in these
areas. Past efforts to license new services on Frisco Peak have
shown me that it would be difficult, if not impossible to relocate
all of the services currently provided through this facility and
does not even attempt to addf~SS th~ costs involved in re
channeling the Frisco Peak li'anslatots <ltld the resulting necessity
of re-channeling all receive equipment on the sites that receive
these signals. You should be able to see that the effects from
changes required on this site alone will be tremendous. I would
also like to point out that I'm personally aware of three uther
lllajor translator sites within the state of Utah that will have
~imilar resultant impacts.

I feel it is imperative that 6S a minimum, the following
considerations be given to th~ translator stations being iffip~cled

or displaced by the proposed FCC actions.

1. All translators impacted by the proposed spectrum recovery be
allowed to be relicenscd and felocHted to alternate television
channels thAt will allow complete coverage of all communities
previously served.

2. All costs of re-channel~n8 and relicensing be paid for by any
alternate service that will benofit from the use of lost teleVision
spectrum.

J. Any spectrum recovery plan or sale of spectrum ?e delEt.yed
until full implementation, testing and proving of the proposed
Digital television standard. Services to rural America should not
he allowed to be lost as a result of these changes.

4. Speet rum shou ld be se t a~ i de to allow for future expans iOll of
television services to tural ~r~a~.

S. Congress and the FCC shOll i 1.\ 1'ecognize the necessi ty of
television translator stRtions in serving rural areas where full
broadcast stations are not availabl~ or economical. TtQnslators
are a vital part of communications in rural America and should be
considered s~condary only to full hroadcast television stations in
the VHF and UHF television ()arHh. All.V.tdditiona} reduction of the
broadcast t~levision spectrum simply can not be tolerated.

Thank You for your consideration.
SincerelY,

Dennis C. Johnson


