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T am writing to oppose the dereservation as well as the
pI :;posal to allow sale of non--commercial Channel 16 (WQEX)
as~igned to Pittsburgh Pa.

The Pittsburgh metro area has an abundance of commercial
outlets on cable, satellite, and broadcast. The original intent
of Congress was to allow significant commercialization of TV
frequencies with the understanding that certain frequencies were
to remain inviolate from commercialization.

The current licensee of WQED states no compelling reason (or
any real reason, for that matter other than the licensee's own
f~nanc;al gain) to de-reserve and then be allowed to "sell" the
rights to the frequency to a commercial operator.

The current licensee has never owned or held title to the
froquency for Channe] 16. Channel 16 is a publicly owned
~p0ctrum that the current licensee holds, subject to the
0nndition that it operate in the public interest. Since
tf'rminating Channel 16's separate programming schedule and
ccnverting to a WQED/WQEX programming simulcast, the current
licensee has demonstrated its lack of interest in operating
Crannel 16 at all; let alone operating Channel 16 in the public
interest. This simulcasting, purported by the licensee to be a
wasteful duplication, is one of the deliberately created shams
that the licensee uses as an excuse for jettisoning Channel 16.

I can think of no reason why simulcasting WQED 13's
pr~gramming on Channel 16 serves the pUblic. Any viewer who can
p~ck up 16 could also pick up 13, so simulcasting on 16 serves no
purpose. The only reason can be that the current licensee does
net want to operate Channel 16. If it does not want to operate,
it should not be allowed to profit from its own squandering of
tr{:~ frequency.
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THECJJRRJHfJ? ~kI CENSEE SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED TO TRANSFER THE
r.IGg.lf~F:.O'F'_ rIIAltNEL 16.. E.QIt CON~IDERATION.

A transfer for consideration would indicate that the
licensee has title to the frequency and can alienate it as it
wishes. The public owns Channel 16, not the current licensee. A
transfer for anything above the value of the physical plant would
indicate that the current licensee has title, which it cannot
have.

Even if Channel 16 were dereserved, allowing a transfer for
consideration would mean a financial reward to the current
licensee for years of incompetence, mismanagement and disregard
for the public interest. This would be a poor public policy
procedent for the FCC to establish.

Allowing a transfer for consideration would mean other non­
commercial duopoly licensees would have the incentive to groom
thAir license{s) for sale and search for the highest bidder.

In addition, if the FCC sets a precedent and allows Channel
16 to be derese:::veu, how can it justify NOT allowing Channel 13
to be similarly dereserved? If the FCC believes two non­
commercial broadcast frequencies per market are too much, will it
thpft try to convince me that one non-commercial per market is
m0~O t~an enough? It would seem Ly this kind of reasoning that
th n Fer ShOl!ld stop renewing the abundant non-reserved commercial
r;- 'que>:cie,7, and begin converting them to non-commer·cial reserved.
n: ~- t sh'1rgh has at 1east 6 ful J power commercial TV frequencies.
Wn !ld that be considered loo many? What is the policy here?

THP G1JRRKlfTL.IG.ENSF.F;_H}1B SHOWN AN ARROGANT .JU SDAI N FOR THE FUBL I C
AND FOR ~HANNEL 16~

'I'h?! cur-rent chair-man of the WQED Board of Directors is a
'~~yer who lecently published an editorial column in the
Pi~~~hurgh Post-Gazette on December 9, 2001, asking readers to
jr,;n i-ts fight t~o dump Channel 16 and run with the money. In the
ar·i~]0i Chairman Tom Gough reiterates the arrogant attitude of
th station licensee and its dismissive tone towards community
gr~ups and the public who don't view the world his way, which
WQPD i r: famous for ~ He names specific community groups and pooh­
pc,nh" those--who-would be·J icensees as lesser beings. He
c)':ticizes current non-commercial licensees KBDI and WYBE for
or-",",ating on only a few million a year, as a defense to the plump
bUdget of $19 million th<lt WQED operates with. He fails to
mention the many fat salaries of past and present personnel,
w}-": "h ; f tr immeJ to real is tic levels would help payoff the debt.
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'nrv. FGC_SIIOUJ,P NQTA,LLOW THE CURRENT LICENSEE TO BE BAILED OUT
FTNA.NCIALLY 13YSEJ,f, TNCLA FREQVElfCX--!

The fact that the current licensee operates as a quasi-non­
pr0fit entity should not influence the FCC to bailout the
li~ensee financially. It has been Commission practice to be
lenient with licensees who are having financial trouble but who
want. to continue broadcasting. The current licensee of WQEX
Ch~nnel 16 is not tn that category. The current licensee wants
to stop broadcasting and have the FCC reward it financially for
doing so There is no theory of current licensing practice which
Rays the current licellsee deserves to be rewarded financially for
dumping a frequency.

It seems that the current licensee wants to 1) erase its
ooht, ~) make a "profit" for future programming needs, 3) head
nf~ potentjal competition, and 4) be absolved of its own
mi~takes. None of these reasons warrant either de-reservation or
pe~-mission to "sell" Channel 16.

The commercial broadcast, cable, and satellite is large and
ha:: a big appetite for programming. The limited non-commercial
broadcast band has a tendency to strangle opportunities for
smnll-+ime produ~ersJ particularly those who address local
IS ues. Cable and satellite have dozens of niches, none of which
ao~resR PIttsburgh issues. Local commercial broadcasters (none
or them really owned locally) address local issues only on news
p' 9rams and an occasional talk show. WQED has produced some
rot able programs over the yeals, but very few programs of local­
only jnterest, and has allotted little or no space for small­
bll1get productions whether locally produced or otherwise.

That is why pjttshurgh needs more than one non-commercial TV
h Y02dcast frequency. I would want that second frequency, Channel
16 t~ remR~n non-commercial and locally governed, but not by the
l~~ensee of Channel 13. If diversity of ownership has any
remaining value as a public policy, it has even more importance
among the non-cDmmercial TV vpe;'ators. More frequencies and
d~versified ownership is hetter.

My background includes work in radio and TV production and I
cl!rrently am on the board of a foundation which distributes
e:in'"'tt;onal programming. I believe I am qualified to make the
rer';ark}~ above, and wan t them gi v~)n sor ious consideration by the
Fer T WOllld appre~iate heing notified of further proceedings
wh~~h affect Channel 16, and I ask again that the FCC protect the
clear Pllhlic interest here rather than promote private financial
9 ~n through the sale of public frequencies.

Respectfully Submitted,

{~-r;~~
William F. ~~kin~


