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Thank you for your cooperation
during our review process. Should your
staff have any questions regarding this
request, they may contact Tom Peake at
(202) 343-9765 or peake.tom@epa.gov.
Sincerely,

Jonathan D. Edwards,
Director, Office of Radiation and Indoor Air.

Enclosure: List of EPA Completeness
Correspondence and DOE Responses for the
2014 CRA

Dated: January 13, 2017.
Jonathan D. Edwards,
Director, Office of Radiation and Indoor Air.
[FR Doc. 2017—-04800 Filed 3—-9-17; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

47 CFR Parts 15 and 73
[GN Docket No. 16-142; FCC 17-13]

Authorizing Permissive Use of the
“Next Generation” Broadcast
Television Standard

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: In this document, the
Commission proposes to authorize
television broadcasters to use the ‘“Next
Generation” broadcast television
transmission standard associated with
recent work of the Advanced Television
Systems Committee on a voluntary,
market-driven basis, while they
continue to deliver current-generation
digital television broadcast service,
using the ATSC 1.0 standard, to their
viewers. This new standard has the
potential to greatly improve broadcast
signal reception and will enable
broadcasters to offer enhanced and
innovative new features to consumers.

DATES: Comments for this proceeding
are due on or before May 9, 2017; reply
comments are due on or before June 8,
2017.

ADDRESSES: You may submit comments,
identified by GN Docket No. 16-142, by
any of the following methods:

» Federal Communications
Commission’s Web site: http://
www.fcc.gov/cgb/ecfs/. Follow the
instructions for submitting comments.

= Mail: Filings can be sent by hand or
messenger delivery, by commercial
overnight courier, or by first-class or
overnight U.S. Postal Service mail
(although the Commission continues to
experience delays in receiving U.S.
Postal Service mail). All filings must be
addressed to the Commission’s

Secretary, Office of the Secretary,
Federal Communications Commission.
» People With Disabilities: Contact

the FCC to request reasonable
accommodations (accessible format
documents, sign language interpreters,
CART, etc.) by email: FCC504@fcc.gov
or phone: (202) 418-0530 or TTY: (202)
418-0432.

For detailed instructions for
submitting comments and additional
information on the rulemaking process,
see the SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION
section of this document.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
additional information, contact John
Gabrysch, John.Gabrysch@fcc.gov, of the
Media Bureau, Engineering Division, at
(202) 418-7152, Sean Mirzadegan,
Sean.Mirzadegan@fcc.gov, of the Media
Bureau, Engineering Division, at (202)
418-7111, Evan Baranoff,
Evan.Baranoff@fcc.gov, of the Media
Bureau, Policy Division, (202) 418—
7142, or Matthew Hussey,
Matthew.Hussey@fcc.gov, of the Office
of Engineering and Technology, (202)
418-3619.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
summary of the Commission’s Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking, FCC 17-13,
adopted and released on February 23,
2017. The full text is available for public
inspection and copying during regular
business hours in the FCC Reference
Center, Federal Communications
Commission, 445 12th Street SW., CY—
A257, Washington, DC 20554. This
document will also be available via
ECFS (http://www.fcc.gov/cgb/ecfs/).
Documents will be available
electronically in ASCII, Word 97, and/
or Adobe Acrobat. Alternative formats
are available for people with disabilities
(Braille, large print, electronic files,
audio format), by sending an email to
fcc504@fcc.gov or calling the
Commission’s Consumer and
Governmental Affairs Bureau at (202)
418-0530 (voice), (202) 418-0432
(TTY).

This Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
may result in new or revised
information collection requirements. If
the Commission adopts any new or
revised information collection
requirements, the Commission will
publish a notice in the Federal Register
inviting the public to comment on such
requirements, as required by the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995. In
addition, pursuant to the Small
Business Paperwork Relief Act of 2002,
the Commission will seek specific
comment on how it might “further
reduce the information collection
burden for small business concerns with
fewer than 25 employees.”

Synopsis
I. Introduction

1. In this Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking (NPRM), we propose to
authorize television broadcasters to use
the “Next Generation” broadcast
television (Next Gen TV) transmission
standard associated with recent work of
the Advanced Television Systems
Committee (ATSC 3.0) on a voluntary,
market-driven basis, while they
continue to deliver current-generation
digital television (DTV) broadcast
service, using the “ATSC 1.0 standard,”
to their viewers. ATSC 3.0 is being
developed by broadcasters with the
intent of merging the capabilities of
over-the-air (OTA) broadcasting with
the broadband viewing and information
delivery methods of the Internet, using
the same 6 MHz channels presently
allocated for DTV. According to a
coalition of broadcast and consumer
electronics industry representatives that
has petitioned the Commission to
authorize the use of ATSC 3.0, this new
standard has the potential to greatly
improve broadcast signal reception,
particularly on mobile devices and
television receivers without outdoor
antennas, and it will enable
broadcasters to offer enhanced and
innovative new features to consumers,
including Ultra High Definition (UHD)
picture and immersive audio, more
localized programming content, an
advanced emergency alert system (EAS)
capable of waking up sleeping devices
to warn consumers of imminent
emergencies, better accessibility
options, and interactive services. With
today’s action, we aim to facilitate
private sector innovation and promote
American leadership in the global
broadcast industry.

II. Background

2. On April 13, 2016, America’s
Public Television Stations, the
Advanced Warning and Response
Network Alliance, the Consumer
Technology Association, and the
National Association of Broadcasters
filed a joint petition for rulemaking
asking the Commission to allow local
television stations to adopt the Next Gen
TV broadcast transmission standard,
ATSC 3.0, on a voluntary, market-driven
basis, while continuing to deliver
current-generation DTV broadcast
service using the ATSC 1.0 transmission
standard to their communities of
license. Petitioners state that allowing
broadcasters to use this additional
broadcast transmission standard, the
“physical layer” of ATSC 3.0, will make
more efficient use of spectrum, allow
consumers to enjoy new features and
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higher quality picture and sound, and
enable broadcasters to bring innovative
new services and data delivery to homes
and communities. They state that on top
of this new physical layer, IP transport
will allow new services and capabilities
to be provided to consumers much more
rapidly, and will permit seamless
integration with other IP-based services
and platforms. On April 26, 2016, the
Media Bureau issued a Public Notice
seeking comment on the Petition. The
Commission received 35 comments and
14 replies to the Petition.

3. Commenters supporting the
Petition include broadcasters,
equipment manufacturers, and tower
companies. These commenters agree
that authorizing use of the Next Gen TV
transmission standard associated with
ATSC 3.0 will allow broadcasters to
offer innovative technologies and
services to consumers, such as UHD
picture and immersive audio, improved
over-the-air reception, IP-based
transport streams, enhanced mobile
capability, more localized content,
better accessibility options, and
advanced emergency alerting. The
potentially life-saving advancements in
emergency alerting will include geo-
targeting of emergency alerts to tailor
information for particular communities
and enhanced datacasting to provide
videos, photos, maps, floorplans, and
other critical data to law enforcement,
first responder, and emergency
management organizations. Advanced
emergency alerting will also include the
capability to “wake up” receivers to
alert consumers to sudden emergencies
and disasters, such as tornadoes and
earthquakes. Other industry
stakeholders, including AT&T, CTIA,
DISH, the National Cable &
Telecommunications Association, and
public interest groups, offer support for
broadcaster innovation, but ask the
Commission to ensure that
multichannel video programming
distributors (MVPDs) and their
customers are not burdened with new
carriage obligations or costs on account
of the deployment of ATSC 3.0-based
transmissions; that the deployment of
ATSC 3.0-based stations does not have
any impact on the broadcast television
incentive auction, the post-auction
repacking process, or the post-repacking
600 MHz frequency environment; and
that broadcasters continue to meet their
public interest obligations regardless of
the technology used to deliver broadcast
signals.

III. Discussion

A. Authorization of Voluntary Use of
ATSC 3.0 Transmissions

4. As requested by the Petitioners, we
propose to authorize the ATSC 3.0
transmission standard as an optional
standard that can be used by television
licensees on a voluntary basis while
they continue to deliver current
generation ATSC 1.0 service to their
communities. We also propose to
incorporate by reference into our rules
ATSC A/321:2016 “‘System Discovery
and Signaling” (A/321), which is one of
the two components of the “physical
layer” of the ATSC 3.0 standard.
According to the Petitioners, this layer
of the standard points to the RF
characteristics of an ATSC 3.0
transmission, which “determines
interference and coverage.” We seek
comment on these proposals and on
whether it is necessary to incorporate
this or any other parts of the ATSC 3.0
standard aside from A/321 into our
rules at this time.

5. According to the Petitioners, the
ATSC 3.0 standard is split into multiple
individual parts under a unifying parent
standard. It is structured as three layers
that roughly correspond to a subset of
the layers found in the Open Systems
Interconnection seven-layer model (OSI)
commonly used to characterize and
standardize telecommunications
systems. The three layers of the ATSC
3.0 standard are (1) the physical layer,
(2) the management and protocols layer,
and (3) the applications and
presentation layer. Each component of
the standard fits into only one layer of
the system, making it possible to
develop and update each part
independently. The physical layer is the
portion of the system that includes the
definition of the RF waveform used in
ATSC 3.0, as well as the coding and
error correction that determine the
robustness of the signal to noise and
interference. The management and
protocols layer organizes data bits into
streams and files and establishes the
protocol for the receiver to direct those
streams to the proper destinations. The
applications and presentation layer
includes audio and video compression
technologies, captions and descriptive
audio, emergency alerts, parental
controls, interactive applications, and
how the station is displayed to the
viewers.

6. The Petitioners seek the approval
only of the ATSC A/321 standard into
our rules. They argue that A/321 is the
only part of the ATSC 3.0 standard that
needs to be approved by the
Commission in order to assure a stable
and predictable RF operating

environment. If we decide to authorize
television broadcasters to use ATSC 3.0,
we propose that it is necessary to
approve A/321 at a minimum and to
incorporate it by reference into our
rules. We seek comment on this
proposal.

7. LG and others suggest that we also
may need to incorporate A/322:2016
“Physical Layer Protocol” (A/322), the
other component of the ATSC 3.0
physical layer, into our rules because it
completes the description of the core RF
waveform used by the standard. At the
time that the Petition was filed, A/321
was the only part of the ATSC 3.0
physical layer that had been ratified by
the ATSC. Subsequent to the Petition,
the ATSC has also ratified the A/322
part of the ATSC 3.0 physical layer. As
discussed below, LG requests the
incorporation of A/322 into our rules in
order to ensure that broadcasters will
have the flexibility to operate certain
types of single frequency networks. LG
further notes that by addressing the
entire physical layer (both ATSC A/321
and A/322) in one rulemaking, the
Commission can avoid the need for a
future, separate rulemaking to authorize
use of A/322. We seek comment on
whether we should incorporate A/322
into our rules. We also seek input on
what the benefits or drawbacks would
be to incorporating it into our rules. We
also seek comment on whether the
Commission should incorporate any
additional details of the ATSC 3.0
technology into FCC regulations. If so,
what specific components of the
standard should we incorporate and
why?

B. Local Simulcasting

8. Local simulcasting is a key
component of the Petition’s proposal for
the voluntary use of the ATSC 3.0
transmission standard. ATSC 3.0 service
is not backward-compatible with
existing TV sets/receivers (which have
only ATSC 1.0 and analog tuners). This
means that consumers will need to buy
new TV sets or converter equipment to
receive ATSC 3.0 service. Local
simulcasting would enable broadcasters
to provide both ATSC 3.0 and ATSC 1.0
service to viewers (without the need for
an additional allocation of spectrum to
broadcasters), thereby reducing the
disruption to consumers that may result
from ATSC 3.0 deployment.
Specifically, under the Petition’s local
simulcasting proposal, each television
broadcaster choosing to broadcast its
signal in ATSC 3.0 format from its
current facility will arrange for another
television station (i.e., a ‘“host” station)
in its local television market to
“simulcast” its video programming in
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ATSC 1.0 format in order to mitigate
disruption to over-the-air viewers. As
discussed in more detail below, the
Petition also seeks, for purposes of
broadcast carriage rights, to use local
simulcasting as an alternate means for
Next Gen TV broadcasters to deliver a
good quality ATSC 1.0 signal to MVPDs
that cannot receive and process the
broadcaster’s ATSC 3.0 signal.

9. The Petition seeks one rule change
to authorize its local simulcasting
proposal. Under section 73.624(b) of the
Commission’s Rules, each television
licensee must broadcast one free-to-air
DTV signal in at least standard-
definition (SD) quality. The Petition
asks us “to specify that this requirement
may be accomplished by stations
deploying Next Generation TV by (1)
broadcasting at least one free-to-air Next
Gen TV signal and (2) arranging for the
simulcast of that signal in the current
DTV standard on another broadcast
facility . . ..” The Petition also states
that local simulcasting ‘“agreements
would be subject to the Commission’s
existing rules and policies as to licensee
responsibility and control.” We address
below a number of issues related to the
Petitioner’s proposal regarding local
simulcasting. Among other things, we
propose to require local simulcasting as
a condition to offering ATSC 3.0, seek
comment on whether simulcast
channels should be separately licensed
as second channels of the originating
stations or treated as multicast streams
of the host stations, and seek comment
on whether we should adopt signal
coverage or quality requirements for
local simulcasts.

1. Requiring Next Gen TV Stations to
Simulcast

10. We propose to require Next Gen
TV broadcasters to simulcast their ATSC
3.0 stream in ATSC 1.0 format, as
proposed in the Petition, to ensure that
viewers maintain access to the station
during the period when broadcasters are
voluntarily implementing ATSC 3.0
service. We seek comment on this
proposal, including whether such a
mandate is necessary. We assume that,
for purposes of the Petitioners’ local
simulcasting proposal, a “simulcast”
means a stream with identical content to
the video programming aired on the
originating station’s primary ATSC 3.0
stream, but we seek comment on this
assumption and whether it is an
appropriate definition for “simulcast”
for purposes of our rules. If the
simulcast content will not be identical
to the originating station’s primary
video programming stream, we ask
commenters to explain the reasons for
any deviations in content and/or format

(i.e., high definition (HD) versus SD)
and the impact of such deviations on
television viewers and the regulatory
implications. To what extent do
broadcasters intend to simulcast their
subchannels (in addition to their
primary stream), so that consumers can
continue to receive this programming?

11. We also propose to require that
Next Gen TV broadcasters ensure that at
least one free ATSC 3.0 video stream is
available at all times throughout the
ATSC 3.0 coverage area and, as
discussed below, that such ATSC 3.0
signal be at least as robust as a
comparable DTV signal to ensure that
viewers within the protected coverage
area continue to receive service at the
current DTV protection levels. We seek
comment on these proposals and
whether any other requirements should
be imposed on the ATSC 3.0
transmission stream as part of local
simulcasting. Because ATSC 3.0
broadcasters will have the ability to
broadcast more robust signals, which
could effectively expand their consumer
base beyond the current comparable
DTV coverage area or provide coverage
to areas that were previously unserved
due to terrain-limited propagation
conditions within the contour, we seek
comment on how we should treat these
expanded areas.

12. We seek comment on whether to
require simulcasting agreements to be
filed with the Commission, as proposed
by the Petition. If so, should the
Commission have a role in evaluating
individual simulcasting agreements? We
also seek comment on whether we
should require certain provisions to be
included in local simulcasting
agreements and, if so, what
requirements we should adopt.

13. Apart from the host station model
set forth in the Petition, we ask
commenters to address other potential
deployment alternatives that might
accelerate adoption of the ATSC 3.0
standard. For example, during the
marketplace conversion to the new
standard, should we consider allowing
broadcasters to use vacant in-band
channels remaining in a market after the
incentive auction repack to serve as
temporary host facilities for ATSC 1.0 or
ATSC 3.0 programming by multiple
broadcasters?

2. Methods for Licensing or Authorizing
Simulcast Stations

14. We seek comment on what license
modifications would be needed for a
television broadcaster to convert its
current ATSC 1.0 facility to a facility
transmitting ATSC 3.0 signals. Ata
minimum, we believe that the
broadcaster would need to modify its

TV station service class for its broadcast
facility so that we can track and make
publicly available information about the
type of broadcast service provided by
stations during a potential Next Gen TV
transition. We propose that these
modifications be treated as minor
modifications to the license. We seek
comment on these issues. Are other
facility changes required to convert a
station from ATSC 1.0 to ATSC 3.0
transmissions?

15. Further, we seek comment on
whether, as a regulatory matter,
simulcasts should be separately licensed
as second channels of the originating
stations or treated as multicast streams
of the host stations. Or should
broadcasters be able to choose between
the two approaches? Under a licensed
simulcast approach, simulcast
arrangements could be implemented via
temporary channel sharing agreements
(following the existing ‘““channel
sharing” model) between the licensee of
the originating station and that of the
host station. For example, a Next Gen
TV broadcaster might choose to deploy
ATSC 3.0 service by converting its
current facility to broadcast in ATSC 3.0
and obtaining a temporary channel
sharing license to share a host station’s
channel during a potential Next Gen TV
transition period in order to broadcast
its simulcast in ATSC 1.0 (from the
host’s facility). Similarly, a Next Gen TV
broadcaster might choose to deploy
ATSC 3.0 service by continuing to
broadcast in ATSC 1.0 from its existing
facility and obtaining a temporary
channel sharing license to share a host
station’s channel during a potential
Next Gen TV transition period in order
to broadcast its simulcast in ATSC 3.0
(from the host’s facility). Under this
approach, the ATSC 1.0 and ATSC 3.0
signals would be two separately
licensed channels of the originating
station. This would be similar to the
DTV transition, when both analog and
digital signals were licensed by the
Commission.

16. If we adopt a licensed
simulcasting approach, we propose to
adopt licensing procedures similar to
those we adopted for channel sharing.
Specifically, we propose to require a
station whose program stream will be
changing channels to file an application
for a construction permit specifying the
technical facilities of the host station.
We also propose to treat such
applications as minor modification
applications. Although one of the
originating station’s program streams
will be changing channels, which is a
normally a major change under our
rules, we believe that treating this
change as minor is appropriate because
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the originating station will be assuming
the authorized technical facilities of the
host station, meaning that compliance
with our interference and other
technical rules would have been
addressed in licensing the host station.
Should we instead issue a separate
license for the simulcast stream? If so,
should that license application be
subject to competing applications? In
addition, while a full power station
seeking to change its channel normally
must first submit a petition to amend
the DTV Table of Allotments, we
propose not to apply this process in the
context of licensed simulcasting.
Instead, we propose that, after the
application for construction permit is
approved, the Media Bureau will amend
the Table on its own motion to reflect
that shared channels (both ATSC 1.0
and ATSC 3.0) will be allotted to one or
more communities. We invite comment
generally on this approach and any
alternatives we should consider.

17. A licensed simulcast approach
appears to have several potential
attributes on which we seek comment.
First, a licensed approach implemented
via temporary channel sharing could
allow noncommercial educational
television (NCE) stations to serve as
hosts to commercial stations’ simulcast
programming. Because NCE licensees
are prohibited by section 399B of the
Communications Act, 47 U.S.C. 399B,
from broadcasting advertisements, an
NCE station would be prohibited from
hosting the simulcast programming of a
commercial station on a multicast
stream under its NCE license. By
contrast, it appears that an NCE station
would be able to serve as a host to a
commercial station if that commercial
station is separately licensed. In
addition, a licensed simulcast approach
could provide certainty that the
originating station (and not the host) is
responsible for regulatory compliance
regarding its simulcast signal, and
therefore could give the Commission
clear enforcement authority over the
originating station in the event of a
violation of our rules. A licensed
simulcast approach also would allow us
to monitor the deployment of ATSC 3.0
service. This information could be
important to the Commission in
managing the broadcasters’ migration to
ATSC 3.0 and informing the public
about changes in their television
broadcast service. If we decide to
license simulcast channels as temporary
shared channels, how should we
implement such an approach? Should
we apply existing rules from the
channel-sharing context? How long

should the terms be for temporary
channel sharing licenses?

18. Alternatively, simulcast
arrangements could be implemented
without additional licensing (beyond
conversion of the broadcaster’s current
facility to operate in ATSC 3.0). Under
this approach, a Next Gen TV
broadcaster could choose to deploy
ATSC 3.0 service by converting its
current facility to broadcast in ATSC 3.0
and entering into an agreement with a
host station to simulcast its
programming in ATSC 1.0 via one of the
host’s multicast streams or by
continuing to broadcast in ATSC 1.0
and entering into an agreement with a
host station to simulcast its
programming in ATSC 3.0 via one of the
host’s multicast streams. Thus, under a
multicast approach, some broadcasters
would be licensed to operate only an
ATSC 3.0 facility and others would be
licensed to operate only an ATSC 1.0
facility.

19. This multicast approach to
simulcasting may minimize
administrative burdens and offer more
flexibility to the broadcast industry. On
the other hand, a multicast approach
would appear to preclude NCE stations
from serving as hosts to the simulcast
programming of commercial stations
due to the restrictions of section 399B.
In this regard, we seek comment on
whether the Commission has authority
to waive the restrictions in section
399B. Also, as discussed below, because
multicast signals are not entitled to
carriage rights, treating simulcast signals
as multicast channels under a host’s
license also raises questions about the
carriage rights of such signals, whereas
separately licensing such simulcast
signals to the originating station would
clarify the carriage rights of simulcast
signals. In addition, under a multicast
approach, the host station, not the
originating station, would be subject to
the Commission’s enforcement authority
with respect to the multicast stream.

20. Whether a simulcast signal is
treated as a temporarily shared channel
separately licensed to the originating
station or as a multicast stream under
the host’s license will affect its
regulatory treatment. We seek comment
on the regulatory implications, as well
as the advantages and disadvantages, of
each approach and any others we
should consider. Should we be
concerned about the enforcement
problems created by a multicast
approach, particularly with respect to
program-related requirements such as
children’s commercial limits and
indecency? If we adopt a multicast
approach, should we require stations to
report to the Commission the status of

their potential transition to ATSC 3.07?
Under either the licensed simulcast or
multicasting approach, are there
circumstances under which the host
station would be deemed an Emergency
Alert System (EAS) Participant and thus
have obligations under the
Commission’s EAS rules independent of
the obligations of the originating
station? Should host stations be
permitted to satisfy their EAS
requirements through the use of the
originating station’s EAS equipment?

21. We also seek comment on whether
there are other procedures we could
adopt to streamline the process of
simulcasting. For example, to avoid
administrative burdens, particularly
during the post-incentive auction
transition period, should we consider
authorizing broadcasters to simulcast
via a host station through grants of
special temporary authority (STA)? If
we were to adopt an approach based on
STAs, it is not clear that NCE stations
would be permitted to host the
simulcast streams of commercial
broadcasters or that simulcast
transmissions authorized via an STA
would have carriage rights. We seek
comment on these issues. We observe
that STA authorizations and subsequent
extensions are limited by statute to 180-
day terms. In light of this maximum six-
month term for STAs, would an STA
approach become too burdensome if a
station’s potential transition to ATSC
3.0 occurs over a period of several
years? How would the use of STAs
affect our ability to monitor deployment
of ATSC 3.0 service and provide current
information about broadcast service to
the public through our licensing
databases and Web site? Are there any
other alternative approaches we should
consider, including other approaches
that would maintain broadcasters’
existing carriage rights and allow NCE
licensees to host commercial
broadcasters?

3. Coverage and Signal Quality Issues
Related to Local Simulcasting

22. Impact on OTA Service Coverage
of the ATSC 1.0 Signal. We seek
comment on the extent to which a Next
Gen TV station should be permitted to
partner with an ATSC 1.0 host simulcast
station with a different service contour
or community of license. Even with
ATSC 1.0 simulcasting, it is possible, if
not likely, that some over-the-air
consumers will lose ATSC 1.0 service
from stations that begin transmitting in
ATSC 3.0. This is because a host
simulcast station will have a different
service area than the Next Gen TV
(originating) station. Accordingly, we
seek input on how we should ensure
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that there is not a significant loss of
ATSC 1.0 service by Next Gen TV
stations as a result of local simulcasting
arrangements. Petitioners argue that
Next Gen TV stations should be
permitted to arrange for the simulcast of
their ATSC 1.0 signal on another
broadcast facility “serving a
substantially similar community of
license.” We seek comment on this
proposal. What does it mean to serve “‘a
substantially similar community of
license”’? Should we require that the
ATSC 1.0 simulcast signal at a
minimum cover the Next Gen TV
station’s entire community of license?
Should we require the ATSC 1.0
simulcast signal to substantially
replicate the Next Gen TV station’s
noise-limited service contour? If we
adopt a “‘substantial replication”
standard, what degree of existing ATSC
1.0 service loss should be permissible?
We also seek comment on whether we
should phase in more relaxed OTA
ATSC 1.0 service restrictions as a
potential transition progresses based on
the possibility that, as ATSC 3.0 stations
become more prevalent, it may become
more difficult for Next Gen TV
broadcasters to find suitable partners for
local simulcasting.

23. We also seek comment on Next
Gen TV broadcasters’ incentives to
maintain existing service coverage or
quality to viewers. Should broadcasters
be permitted to simulcast in a lower
format than that in which they transmit
today? What is the financial impact on
stations that fail to maintain service
coverage or quality?

4. Other Local Simulcast Issues

24. Market-Wide Simulcasting
Arrangements. The Petition and other
filings in the record appear to
contemplate simulcasting arrangements
between or among two or more stations
in a market, and possibly even entire
market deployment plans. We seek
comment on such arrangements, and
what effect they may have on
consumers. Should we look more
favorably at arrangements among many
or all broadcasters in a market? Should
we encourage broadcasters to coordinate
and submit for Commission
consideration a market-wide plan before
starting on individual deployment and
simulcasting plans? Do we have the
authority to require market-wide
simulcast arrangements? What are the
potential advantages and disadvantages
of a market-based simulcast approach
versus simulcasting arrangements
between individual stations?

25. NCE/LPTV/Small/Rural
Broadcasters. We seek comment on
whether small, rural, low-power, and

NCE broadcasters would face unique
circumstances with regard to the
voluntary provision of ATSC 3.0 that we
should consider in this proceeding. To
what extent are these categories of
stations interested in offering ATSC 3.0
services, and what challenges would
they face in doing so? How might
broadcasters that choose not to provide
ATSC 3.0 service (and only provide
ATSC 1.0 service) be negatively
impacted by a potential Next Gen TV
transition? Should we encourage
participation by these types of stations
in ATSC 3.0 deployment plans to ensure
that all broadcasters are afforded an
opportunity to participate as Next Gen
TV broadcasters or simulcast hosts? Will
such broadcasters have difficulty
finding simulcast partners in a market?
For example, LPTV and Class A stations
may find it difficult to host a full power
originating station because they must
operate at lower power levels and may
not be able to adequately prevent loss of
service of the full power originating
station’s ATSC 1.0 simulcast signal. We
seek comment on whether and how an
LPTV station can be a host simulcast
station for a full power originating
station given its power limitations and
secondary status. Because of difficulties
they may face in serving as hosts for full
power originating stations, we seek
comment on whether to allow LPTV/
Class A stations the option to deploy
ATSC 3.0 service without simulcasting
(i.e., “flash-cut” to ATSC 3.0). If we
were to permit LPTV/Class A stations to
flash-cut to ATSC 3.0, what impact
would the lack of simulcasting have on
the viewing public? How should the
prevalence of equipment that could
receive an ATSC 3.0 signal among
consumers in the viewing community
affect the ability of LPTV/Class A
stations to flash-cut? We also note that,
unlike full power stations, LPTV/Class
A stations do not have a community of
license coverage requirement. If we
were to require an LPTV station seeking
to deploy ATSC 3.0 service to simulcast,
what, if any, kind of community
coverage requirement should we impose
for the simulcast ATSC 1.0 stream?
Instead of a simulcast coverage
requirement, should we instead apply
the existing 30-mile and contour overlap
restrictions that apply to LPTV/Class A
moves to LPTV/Class A stations that
propose to move their ATSC 1.0 stream
as part of their deployment of ATSC 3.0
service?

26. Potential Simulcasting Sunset. If
we approve a voluntary, market-driven
transition to ATSC 3.0 that implements
a simulcast approach, we propose that
the Commission decide in a future

proceeding when it would be
appropriate for broadcasters to stop
simulcasting in ATSC 1.0. We seek
comment on this proposal. We note that
all parties to this proceeding appear to
agree that this issue should be handled
in a separate proceeding.

C. MVPD Carriage

27. We propose that MVPDs must
continue to carry broadcasters’ ATSC
1.0 signals, pursuant to their statutory
mandatory carriage obligations, and that
MVPDs will not be required to carry
broadcasters’ ATSC 3.0 signals during
the period when broadcasters are
voluntarily implementing ATSC 3.0
service. We seek comment on these
proposals, the legal basis for according
carriage rights in this manner, and how
to implement such carriage rights. We
also seek comment on issues related to
the voluntary carriage of ATSC 3.0
signals through the retransmission
consent process.

28. The Petitioners state that MVPDs
“should not be obligated to carry’” a
Next Gen TV broadcaster’s ATSC 3.0
signal and that MVPDs could satisfy
their obligation to carry a Next Gen TV
station’s signal by carrying the station’s
ATSC 1.0 signal. In response to the
Petition, MVPDs explain that they are
not currently capable of receiving and
retransmitting ATSC 3.0 signals and
raise numerous questions about MVPD
carriage of ATSC 3.0 signals, including
the potentially significant costs and
burdens associated with MVPD carriage
of ATSC 3.0 signals. In particular,
MVPDs observe that the ATSC’s work
on the new 3.0 standard is not yet
complete, including the development of
recommended standards for MVPD
carriage of ATSC 3.0 signals, and that
the record is scarce about the practical
aspects of MVPD carriage of ATSC 3.0
signals. Therefore, MVPDs ask the
Commission to consider the
implications for MVPDs before
authorizing broadcasters to use the new
standard. In particular, MVPDs ask us to
ensure that they do not bear the costs
associated with carrying ATSC 3.0
signals and ATSC 1.0 simulcasts, even
when such carriage occurs pursuant to
retransmission consent negotiations.

29. The Communications Act
establishes slightly different thresholds
for mandatory carriage depending on
whether the television station is full
power or low-power, or commercial or
noncommercial, and also depending on
whether carriage is sought by a cable
operator or satellite carrier. The must-
carry rights of commercial stations on
cable systems are set forth in section
614 of the Act, 47 U.S.C. 534. The must-
carry rights of full power
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noncommercial stations on cable
systems are set forth in section 615 of
the Act, 47 U.S.C. 535. The mandatory
carriage rights of full power stations
(both commercial and noncommercial)
on satellite carriers are set forth in
section 338 of the Act, 47 U.S.C. 338.

1. Mandatory Carriage Issues

30. Broadcasters and MVPDs appear
to agree on the premise that MVPDs
must continue to carry broadcasters’
ATSC 1.0 signals, pursuant to their
statutory mandatory carriage
obligations, and that MVPDs should not
be required to carry broadcasters” ATSC
3.0 signals at this time. The Petition,
however, does not clearly explain the
legal basis for achieving this result. In
addition, our legal basis for according
mandatory carriage rights to ATSC 1.0
simulcast streams may depend on
whether, as discussed above in the
Local Simulcasting section, such
streams will be temporary shared
channels separately licensed to the
originating broadcaster, or, alternatively,
will be multicast streams broadcast by a
“host” licensee. We seek comment on
how to implement carriage rights and
obligations under both approaches, or
under any other approach we should
consider.

31. ATSC 1.0 Simulcast Carriage
Rights Under a Licensed Approach.
First, we seek comment on how to
implement mandatory carriage rights of
an ATSC 1.0 simulcast stream under a
licensed simulcast approach. Under this
approach, two stations that have a
reciprocal simulcast arrangement would
each have licenses for their ATSC 1.0
and ATSC 3.0 streams, but we would
accord mandatory carriage rights only to
the ATSC 1.0 stream for each station.
This approach would be consistent with
prior Commission proposals in the
channel sharing context and precedent
established in the DTV transition. We
seek comment on whether these
proposals and precedent should be
applied in the context of a licensed
simulcast approach. For channel sharing
outside the context of the incentive
auction, the Commission has tentatively
concluded that both licensees of a
shared channel would have carriage
rights and that such carriage rights
would be based on the shared location.
In the DTV context, the Commission
addressed whether cable operators were
required under the Communications Act
to carry both the digital and analog
signals of a station (also referred to as
“dual carriage”) during the DTV
transition when television stations were
still broadcasting analog signals. With
regard to licensees that were
simultaneously broadcasting analog and

digital signals, the Commission declined
to establish ““dual carriage” rights,
deciding that analog signals would have
mandatory carriage rights during the
DTV transition and that digital signals
would not. That is, a broadcaster would
choose between must carry or
retransmission consent for its analog
signal but could only pursue carriage
via retransmission consent for its digital
signal.

32. Similarly, under the licensed
simulcast approach, we could conclude
that a broadcaster would choose
between must carry or retransmission
consent for its ATSC 1.0 signal but
could only pursue carriage via
retransmission consent for its ATSC 3.0
signal. By relying on the ATSC 1.0
signal for establishing mandatory
carriage rights, this approach avoids
having to address at this time issues
associated with mandatory carriage of
ATSC 3.0 signals. Under this approach,
a broadcaster’s mandatory carriage
rights would track its relocated ATSC
1.0 simulcast channel. That is, if a
broadcaster converts its current facility
to ATSC 3.0 operation and enters a
temporary channel sharing arrangement
to simulcast its ATSC 1.0 stream at a
new location, then the broadcaster’s
ATSC 1.0 carriage rights would be based
on the new shared location. We seek
comment on this approach, including its
advantages and disadvantages. We also
seek comment on the implications of
mandatory carriage rights following the
ATSC 1.0 simulcast to a new location,
especially in situations involving a
significant shift in the ATSC 1.0
coverage area or change in transmitter
location or community of license.
Alternatively, could we find that,
although a licensed ATSC 1.0 stream is
subject to mandatory carriage, carriage
rights would be determined from the
location of the originating station, rather
than the location of the host station?

33. ATSC 1.0 Simulcast Carriage
Rights Under a Multicast Approach. We
also seek comment on whether, and if
so how, we could implement mandatory
carriage rights and obligations for a
station’s ATSC 1.0 signal under a
multicast approach to simulcasting. We
note that the Commission does not
require cable operators to carry any
more than one programming stream of a
digital television station that multicasts.
Accordingly, we seek comment on the
legal basis for requiring mandatory
carriage of a station’s ATSC 1.0
simulcast stream if that stream is
broadcast by a host station as one of its
multicast streams. For purposes of this
discussion, take the example of a
reciprocal simulcast arrangement
between two stations. That is, if Station

A is licensed on channel 5 and Station
B is licensed on channel 9, Station A
would transmit on channel 5 two
programming streams in ATSC 1.0 (its
own and Station B’s simulcast), while
Station B would transmit on channel 9
two programming streams in ATSC 3.0
(its own and Station A’s simulcast).
There appears to be no question that
Station A in this example would retain
carriage rights for its ATSC 1.0 signal,
however, there is a question as to
whether Station B, which is transmitting
in ATSC 3.0 on its licensed channel,
would be entitled to must carry rights
for its ATSC 1.0 simulcast stream,
which is being transmitted as a
multicast stream by Station A. This is
because the Commission has
determined that only a station’s primary
stream is entitled to mandatory carriage
and that multicast streams are not
entitled to mandatory carriage and
because Station