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CABLE TELEVISION RESEARCH AT RAND

The Rand Corporation began its research on cable television issues in 1969,
under grants from the Ford Foundation and the John and Mary R. Markle Founda-
tion. The central interest at that time was federal regulatory policy, still in its
formative stages. Rand published more than a dozen reports related to that subject
over the next three years. This phase of Rand’s concern ended in February 1972
when the Federal Communications Commission issued its Cable Television Report
and Order.

The Report and Order marked the end of a virtual freeze on cable development
in the major metropolitan areas that had persisted since 1966. It asserted the FCC’s
authority to regulate cable development, laid down a number of firm requirements
and restrictions, and at the same time permitted considerable latitude to communi-
ties in drawing up the terms of their franchises. It expressly encouraged communi-
ties to innovate, while reserving the authority to approve or disapprove many of
their proposed actions.

The major decisions to be made next, and therefore the major focus of new cable
research, will be on the local level. These decisions will be crucially important
because cable television is no longer a modest technique for improving rural televi-
sion reception. It is on the brink of turning into a genuine urban communication
system, with profound implications for our entire society. Most important, cable
systems in the major markets are yet to be built, and there is great pressure on the
cities to start issuing franchises prematurely. The decisions shortly to be made will
reverberate through the 1980’s.

Aware of the importance of these events, the National Science Foundation
asked Rand in December 1971 to compile a cable handbook for local decisionmaking.
The handbook,” now completed, presents basic information about cable television
and outlines the issues a community will face. It is addressed to citizen group
members, local government officials, and other people concerned with the develop-
ment of cable television in their communities.

A series of companion reports to the handbook treat specific issues in greater
detail. This report discusses public access, one of the most interesting and important
innovations promised by cable television. Required by the FCC in the larger cable

*Walter S. Baer, Cable Television: A Handbook for Decisionmaking The Rand Corporation, R-1133-
NSF, February 1973.
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systems, public access channels open up a unique opportunity for ordinary citizens
to engage in television production.

This report strongly advocates citizen involvement in public access and presents
the issues from an activist’s point of view. Richard C. Kletter writes from a back-
ground of experience in both videotape and film production. He served as Director
of the Portola Institute’s Media Project in Palo Alto, California, wrote several re-
search reports on cable television and other communications activities during his
graduate studies at Stanford University’s Institute for Communications Research,
and has been a consultant to numerous foundations and community organizations.



SUMMARY

The FCC requires new cable systems in the top 100 markets to provide one
public access channel and make it available on a first-come, first-served nondis-
criminatory basis. This can be a dramatic prospect for big-city neighborhoods and
small communities. With programming created by local people for local people,
television may finally discover local issues and culture. It may become commonplace
to see ordinary people videotaping programs in their own neighborhoods, bringing
the problems and pleasures of local life to the attention of their communities. Who
knows—television may even begin addressing the basic information needs of its
audience. The FCC rules further provide five minutes of free air time, without
censorship, for all comers. But getting on the air is one thing, and being heard is
something else again.

The FCC regulations must be considered only a minimal first step toward mak-
ing public access a useful vehicle for sharing community problems, information, and
culture. Effective public access requires a supportive franchise agreement that may
pit the public’s communication needs against the fiscal needs of the municipal
authority and the management concerns of the cable operator. Community needs
should be determined at the neighborhood level by groups with community backing.
A system designed from the top downward will neither serve nor be used by the
people who most need it. Probable provisions for such a franchise include decentral-
ized neighborhood programming and transmission capacities (at least in the big
cities) so that each neighborhood can speak to and for itself; adequate channel
capacity to permit regular scheduling of programs; and separation of access produe-
tion facilities and management from other functions of the cable system (if financial-
ly feasible). Most important, during the franchising period, the method of access
funding must be determined and included either in the franchise ordinance or in
separate agreements with the city or the cable operator. Training, production, and
program promotion will be mere paper concepts without proper funding.

Franchise stipulations that exceed minimum FCC specifications (such as the
provision of an extra channel) require a special showing before the Commission in
which both the cable system owner and the municipal authority must support the
proposal. This part of the FCC certification process demands hard politicking on the
local level; recalcitrant owners or indifferent city councils will be difficult to budge
without strong political support.

Once a franchise agreement has been certified, the real problems of operation
begin. Access users must be attracted, trained in production techniques, and assisted
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in preparing their programs. It will be easy to attract budding cable producers with
a lively interest in video; the challenge is to reach people working on community
problems and demonstrate that access can promote their work. If access is to become
a dynamic forum for community issues, a vigorous organizing effort must be under-
taken.

Another problem facing access users is the apathy of the average viewer. Judg-
ing from past experience, access programs are likely to have a spontaneous air about
them, their technical quality and production standards may be erratic, and they will
often be thought-provoking. Viewers will be asked to work a bit harder than they
are accustomed to, and cut down on their familiar steady diet of slick broadcast fare.
But access has freshness and local flavor, vitality and real substance, to compete
with broadcasting’s polish. Although access thus far has drawn only a negligible
percentage of the viewing audience, once the production, scheduling, organizing,
and program-promotion kinks are worked out, audience shares may at least ap-
proach those of conventional TV. One promising recourse, successfully used in Port
Washington, New York and elsewhere, is to depend on public viewing centers or
group showings of tapes to involve people in the process and make inroads into the
standard pattern of escapist viewing in the isolation of one’s home.

Central to access production is the availability of low-cost, portable, easy-to-
operate video equipment. This equipment brings television out of the studio and into
the neighborhood and enables neighbors to be the producers. Almost anyone can be
trained quickly to use the equipment. An access user or group can choose between
doing its own programming, taping, and editing, or working with a skilled produc-
tion crew to achieve a more polished tape. Groups (thus far the principal access
users) interested in reaching even the small percentage of the general audience
likely to be available are well advised to accept skilled help. They can retain editori-
al control, and the resulting program should be of higher quality than they might
achieve on their own. But the do-it-yourself approach has great value because it is
unnecessary to make the shooting schedule or program planning conform to the
limited availability of skilled help, and the tapes are less likely to imitate conven-
tional TV. They may in fact be more appealing. Most groups, however, will find it
wise to spend their time and energy on substantive matters and leave the technical
aspects to a friendly crew. Intragroup or public audiences with an immediate inter-
est in the subject matter will not be put off unduly by technical imprecision, and
small enthusiastic audiences are at least as valuable as large neutral ones.

The problems of access, then, are as impressive as its promise. It is not the
simple benign process the FCC rules might lead you to believe. The issue of access-
channel administration alone, with its myriad of potential configurations—a non-
profit corporation, a joint venture with the cable operator, an access board, and so
on—poses complex problems that will frequently require careful planning and so-
phisticated political maneuvering. In fact, access is most properly viewed as a com-
munity organizing problem, at least at the outset. In most cases, drafting a favorable
franchise and securing any funding at all will demand a mobilized community with
enough political clout to support its case. What with intergroup conflicts and the
problems of building broad basic support for anything, this will be the most difficult
part of the access organization process. Production decisions—studio versus portable
equipment, buying versus renting, color versus black and white—are important only
after the organizational problems have been tackled.



Without the proper support framework, access can become just a valve through
which people take turns letting off five-minute puffs of steam. With strong support,
it can become part of a genuine urban communication system, an instrument for
social change, and an outlet for a realistic image of life that ordinary TV cannot
offer.
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I. THE PROMISE OF PUBLIC ACCESS

Public access is one of cable television’s most significant prospects. With pro-
gramming created by local citizens for local citizens, and transmitted on cable
channels dedicated for that specific purpose, television may finally discover local
issues and culture. It may become commonplace to see ordinary people videotaping
programs in their own neighborhoods, bringing the problems and pleasures of local
life to the attention of their communities.

This phenomenon could restore to the television screen some qualities that have
nearly been refined out of it: spontaneity; originality; controversy; realism; even
attractive amateurishness. But beyond the temporary pleasure of seeing friends’
faces and one’s own program on the screen, public access cable can offer a forum for
ongoing groups active in meeting concrete community needs. Whether they be
neighborhood artists or community organizers, these groups are not interested in
television for its own sake, but in reaching people with ideas and information. Their
programs offer a contrast to standard prepackaged TV fare, rendered soothing and
bland for national mass consumption. The challenge of access is to bring these people
to television—to present their ideas with integrity and in a way that will interest
audiences accustomed to a more polished format.

A word about terminology: “Public access” specifically refers to the minimum
of one channel the FCC now requires for that purpose on each new cable system in
the 100 largest television markets, to be available on a first-come first-served nondis-
criminatory basis.! Of course, the public will have some other means of access to
cable. It can have access, at a price, to the cable operator’s leased channels (when
they become available); and the one channel each to be set aside for education and
local government can also be regarded as “public.” But these are different matters,
as discussed below.

The FCC public access rules are interim, pending a review of experiences. If
access is to prove viable, present difficulties in bringing new voices to cable and
helping them use it effectively must be solved.?

Effective public access is difficult to bring about. It is simply not enough to
announce that a channel is available to the public. Many citizens will neither

' The FCC rules are summarized in Walter S. Baer, Cable Television: A Handbook for Decisionmak-
ing, The Rand Corporation, R-1133-NSF, February 1973.

2 Which at the outset must resolve questions of cable-system control and ownership—issues of par-
ticular importance to revenue-starved community groups. For a full discussion of ownership alternatives,
see ibid., Chapter 4.



understand nor be interested in public access; others will be afraid of it. Most people
regard television production as a highly technical process in which average people
cannot possibly participate. For access to serve the entire community, then, strong
psychological barriers must be overcome. It will be easy to attract budding TV
producers and other users interested in television itself: the challenge is to reach
people working on social problems and to demonstrate that access can aid them in
their work.

Even those who quickly recognize the potential and step forward will need help
to use the equipment and channel time effectively. Organization, training, and
funding will be needed from the start.

These are the problems this report addresses. To illustrate possible solutions, I
have gathered experiences from a variety df community television projects. These
accounts, coupled with analysis of the community’s resources, should provide
enough information to start interested groups on their own television projects.

The report also describes cable television and the current FCC rules as they
relate to access. It emphasizes the importance of community involvement in the
franchising process. It furnishes production information, including a discussion of
the relative costs and merits of different kinds of equipment. It gives advice on
program style and content. Finally, the report offers ideas on financing and publiciz-
ing your programs. The Appendixes list people, institutions, and reference materials
that might be useful.

The development stage of a new technology is the critical period for bringing
public influence to bear. That period has now arrived for cable television, and the
public will have to inform itself thoroughly and quickly about cable issues if this
technology is to serve social needs. Once institutions or industries have become
firmly established, as we learned with radio and TV, it is extremely difficult to
reorient them. Cable may well be our last chance to shape an important communica-
tion medium to our own desires. Timely analysis is vital. Without it, narrow inter-
ests can dazzle the uninitiated with the magic of the technology and cow them with
expertise. The public interest can be sold out for a few glittering trinkets. But there
must come a time for laying investigation aside; analysis must finally lead to action.

It is ironic that the impending explosion of a visual culture has generated such
quantities of print as a prelude. Informative papers and useful studies have become
an industry almost as substantial as the media they treat. As I begin producing my
own quota of information tonnage, I must urge that less be written and more be
done, that more video experiments be supported in communities throughout the
country. Otherwise, new media forms will serve the same narrow interests as their
predecessors.

LOCAL PROGRAM SOURCES FOR CABLE TELEVISION

Cable television began in areas with inadequate broadcast reception and few
channels to choose from. In isolated rural communities, distant suburbs, or hilly
cities, cable’s master antenna (usually atop a nearby hill) picked signals from the
air and delivered them by coaxial cable to subscribers’ homes for a monthly fee.
Cable added a few channels, eliminated ghosting and other reception problems, and



often delivered a better picture than that received in normally “good” reception
areas.

After twenty years of limited reception service, cable is coming of age. Cable
expands channel capacity well beyond the broadcast signals available even in the
largest markets, such as New York or Los Angeles. Within five years, all cable
systems in the top 100 television markets will have a minimum of 20 channels; a
few systems with a potential for 40 channels have already been constructed.

Cable signals come from: (1) all the broadcast stations in a given reception area;
{2) broadcast signals imported from other reception areas; and (3) nonbroadcast
signals originating locally, from studios of the cable system, or from a school or other
institution.

Recognizing “the need for more outlets for community expression ... and ...
cable television’s capacity to provide an abundance of channels,”® the FCC now
requires cable systems in the top 100 markets to provide one nonbroadcast channel
for each over-the-air signal carried on the cable. Although most operators believe
that subscribers are currently attracted mostly by improved broadcast services,
many of them believe that nonbroadcast services will prove to be cable’s most
lucrative attractions.

These nonbroadcast signals give cable its main chance to be different. Three
kinds of channels are available for a wide variety of programming: leased channels,
local origination channels, and public access channels.

Leased Channels

The cable operator has the opportunity to lease time-slots or an entire channel
to a programmer who then takes responsibility for content, scheduling, and advertis-
ing. Leased channels can be used in two general ways: (1) for sponsored programs
available to all cable subscribers—for example, auto care information from local car
dealers; and (2) for programs available only to subscribers paying for that specific
service—that is, pay television. Although little channel leasing has occurred in the
past, many observers of the cable industry expect it to be important in the future.
New cable systems in the top 100 markets must have channel capacity to lease,
according to the FCC rules.

Loecal Origination

Local origination means programs either produced or distributed by the cable
operator. The ones he distributes might include old films, free government and
industry films, “how to” tapes on golf with a famous golfer, and potentially anything
on film, videotape, and soon, videocassettes. The programs he produces might in-
clude local sports, local news and public affairs, children’s programming, and talk
shows with local citizens and politicians. Advertising is permitted by the FCC at
natural program breaks.

The FCC requires all systems with more than 3500 subscribers to originate a
“significant amount” of local programming. Although this amount may include

? FCC, “Cable Television Report and Order,” Federal Register, Vol. 37, No. 30, February 12, 1972, par.
118, p. 3269. Hereinafter cited as Report and Order.



some of the “canned” programs described, the FCC is referring primarily to pro-
grams the cable operator produces himself.

Access Channels

The FCC requires that each new cable system in the top 100 television markets
furnish three access channels: one each for local government, education, and the
public (public access is also referred to herein as community origination). The FCC
prohibits advertising on the public access channel for commercial products and
services or on behalf of any candidate for public office. Lotteries and obscene or
indecent matter are also prohibited. Beyond these restrictions, the cable operator
cannot exercise control over who uses the channel or censor content. The names and
addresses of all groups requesting time on a public access channel must be available
for public inspection. Operators must keep the records for two years.

The requirements for access channels should not be confused with those for
local origination. A cable system may have over 3500 subscribers but not be in the
top 100 markets. In that case it must originate programming but does not have to
provide access channels. The local franchising authority can demand that it do so,
however. While major market urban systems will undoubtedly have over 3500
subscribers, some major market suburbs may not have enough subscribers to require
local origination.

The public, the schools, or government bodies may program on other than
access channels. But if their programs are classified under “local origination,” pro-
gram responsibility and control shift to the operator. And if leased channels are
used, public groups may have to pay rates comparable to those paid by commercial
users, unless lower rates can be negotiated as part of the franchise. The access
channels, however, are available freefor an interim period (five years for the govern-
ment and education channels), after which FCC review will determine future policy.

So far the education and government channels have been little used. Except for
a few universities, most school systems still lack the required skills, funds, and
equipment, or are simply unaware of the possibilities. The same is true of local
governments; one exception is Sunnyvale, California, where new municipal em-
ployees are oriented to the community and their jobs via the cable.

The FCC has made provision for expanding leased channels as demand grows;
it encourages “cable television use that will lead to constantly expanding channel
capacity.” The complex FCC policy for expansion—the so-called “n + 1 rule”—is
mind-boggling but specific. It states that “whenever all operational channels are in
use during 80 percent of the weekdays (Monday-Friday), for 80 percent of the time
during any consecutive 3-hour period for 6 weeks running, the system will then have
6 months in which to make a new channel available.” (Report and Order, par. 126.)

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BROADCASTING AND CABLE

Broadcasting is an advertiser-supported medium. The networks sell audiences
to advertisers on a cost-per-thousand basis, and the programs are important primari-
ly in terms of the audience size they attract. Recently, however, certain audience



demographics such as income, education, age, etc., have become perhaps more im-
portant because they enable advertisers to target particular groups of consumers.
Most advertisers aim particularly at suburban audiences in the 18-to-49 age group,
because they consume more than do rural or older audiences.

Broadcasters transmit over wide geographic areas to audiences numbering in
the millions, and because only a half-dozen or so channels are available in any one
city, air time is scarce and expensive. Since greater audiences mean larger markets
for the sponsors and thus larger fees for the stations, each precious moment is
programmed to maximize audience size. The system is national in scope (a chosen,
not an inherent design), so programs that regularly reach a paltry 5 million viewers
will likely be dropped on account of poor ratings—that is, a poor market. It is easy
to see why broadcasting is programmed to appeal only to mass taste, with very few
exceptions.

Cable can be different. It serves local geographic areas, usually single communi-
ties or, in large metropolitan areas, separate “cable districts.” Cable programming
is supported by monthly subscription fees; revenues from advertising have been
negligible thus far.

So many channels are available on cable that it could support a broad range of
programs aimed at narrow audiences. As the medium evolves, people are likely to
value program diversity at least as much as they value better picture quality. And
if you subscribe for the basketball games and I for the weekly experimental film
series, it doesn’t matter if we watch anything else. Our fees support the entire
service, not only our favorite programs.

Broadcasting’s most important trait is its highly controlled, well-financed and
produced entertainment format. Programs move slickly and smoothly, without a
moment lost to indecision or nerves and without so much as a slip of the tongue (even
in the news). This “polish” is achieved at the expense of spontaneity and without
images drawn from the daily lives of most viewers. Control guarantees predictable
quality. Looser approaches may score more memorable moments but will also suffer
too many controversial, indecisive, or dull moments to keep a sizable audience. And
with air-time so precious, the “uhs” and deadly pauses become too expensive to bear.

So anyone who would produce for cable must ask himself: “Should I, with a
fraction of the technical and production resources, without experienced entertainers
or writers, try to mimic broadcasting? And alth.ough people are so accustomed to it
that maybe they expect more of the same, is it worth copying?”

Even if it were possible to match broadcasting quality, the question demands a
resounding no. Cable has unique elements that should be reflected in its programs.
Programs do not need to be sawed off to uniform lengths. They can be as long or as
short as the material calls for. Important issues do not have to be squeezed into
30-second spots and rattled off by agile-tongued newscasters; cable programs can
afford to explore issues, drawing upon people less polished in delivery but more
powerful as viewing experiences.

EXAMPLES OF PUBLIC ACCESS

As a modest but vivid example of what cable can do, a tape played on a New
York public access channel focused on a building superintendent in an area troubled



by teenage vandalism. Sitting on an outdoor bench, with kids playing in the back-
ground, he told how a group of teenagers nad repeatedly smashed his windows. He
had three big sons and he originally thought if his sons “woiked ‘em ovuh,” no more
windows would be smashed. But his policeman son-in-law told him to give the boys
a chance. They had no place to go and nothing to do. Instead of clobbering them, the
super offered his basement as a clubroom. The boys fixed it up with pool tables and
magazines, drank beer, and exchanged odd-jobs for rent. Things went well as long
as they didn’t, as George the Super put it, “allow no girls down there; they didn’t
mix in my day and they don’t mix now.” As told by George, the story is warm and
funny, personal and alive. It lasts 15 minutes and simply could never appear on
broadcast TV in that form. Broadcasters would pluck out the “essential” one or two
minutes and thereby ruin the character development and,the story.

The point is that cable programming does not require the same kind of control
and predictability as network programming. With everyday scenes and realistic
everyday people, cable can afford to be boring as well as exciting. Even more than
in the early days of live broadcast television, tape-makers can take risks and see
what develops.

Differences between cablecasting and broadcasting were further dramatized in
a speech by Chairman Pierre Juneau of the Canadian Radio and Television Commis-
sion (CRTC, the Canadian FCC). Speaking to the Canadian Television Association
Convention in 1972, Juneau told the following anecdote:

Let me give you an example from a youth concert covered recently by an
Ontario cable system. I imagine it drew a large audience, even if only the
friends and relatives of the large choir and orchestra watched. They saw
their son or daughter or friend performing exactly as it happened . . . in real
time. It was well produced—but that’s not what was important. Precisely
those elements in the program that might have made it unacceptable and
boring for a mass audience made it live, authentic and compelling for the
involved audience. One moment impressed me: between numbers as the
camera lingered, the soloist, a young girl, came on stage with the orchestra
and sat down waiting for the piece to begin. There she was, alone, embar-
rassed, nervous. But we didn’t go to a commercial or a ccmmentator to fill
in this dead space.

We stayed on the side shot, aware of the clenched hands of the young girl
waiting in the centre of the frame. The orchestra tuned up. We still waited
with her. Think of what an important and empathetic moment this was in
the program for her parents and friends watching. Then reflect on how the
professional media would have handled it, and what would have been lost
to that particular community of interest.

The importance of localism to local viewers should not be underestimated. Look
at the treatment of civic issues. Broadcasting portrays such issues in abstractions:
unemployment, housing, health are problems far removed from their local context.
Issues such as “civil liberties versus civic order,” or “freedom versus authority” are
not analyzed in terms of frightened neighbors or threatened individuals; instead,
peopl-’s faces turn into arabic numerals in statistical tables as some high-ranking
official discusses “a national problem.” This kind of approach breeds frustration.

But cable’s eye is on the sparrow; it can plumb local problems and visually
depict their impact upon everyday life. Where the broadcasters barely inform, cable
can be the instrument for informed action.



Cable can also encourage people to do something besides watch TV. Pierre
Juneau cited an example in the same speech:

A Victoria cablecast shows a group of mothers with their children playing
constructively with new materials, exploring new teaching games. This
amuses the children at home. Like regular TV, the program has a babysit-
ting function. But it goes beyond, for in fact its purpose is to teach mothers
[parents] new methods for entertaining toddlers. It’s had a good response
from adults who have put the ideas to work.

Finally, broadcasting’s commercial success prevents it from adequately serving
small groups or local needs. By “entertaining” all of us it ignores the ethnic, cultur-
al, and social traits of each of us. Cable can serve locally rooted diversity without
bylines, apologies, or illustrations, and without bleaching daily life into the filtered,
patterned dullness of the broadcast format.

MAKING ACCESS POSSIBLE WITH VIDEOTAPE RECORDERS

Of course, the basic difference between broadcasting and cablecasting is purely
technical. One goes by air, the other by wire. Yet the ramifications of this technical
difference are crucial to public access. While broadcast signals are degraded when
they are reflected off buildings and airplanes, cable signals do not have these prob-
lems. And because they travel directly by wire, cable signals can be weaker to begin
with; this means that equipment for producing these signals can be cheaper, smaller,
and easier to operate than those required for broadcasting. Recently developed
portable videotape recorders (VTRs) are just such a tool.

The most popular battery-operated VIR is the Portapak made by Sony. It is
light (about 20 pounds), inexpensive (list is $1650 for a camera/recorder unit), and
easy to operate (virtually anyone can learn to use it in about twenty minutes). It uses
L% inch magnetic videotape, which, like audiotape, can be erased and reused. No
processing is required between record and playback.

There are basically five widths of videotape on the market: 2-inch tape is the
broadcast TV standard, 1-inch is used in closed-circuit and cable systems, and %-
inch tape is employed by some videocassette machines. Machines using %-inch and
Y-inch tape are making inroads into the 1-inch market, and are also used for
immediate playback situations in everything from golf lessons to group psychothera-
py.

Halfiinch machines are standardized by the Electronics Industry Association of
Japan (EIAJ Type I standard), which means that a tape recorded on one machine
will play back on another machine on the same standard—provided both are proper-
ly adjusted or synchronized. This sounds simple enough, yet 1-inch machines are not
standardized and some models even seem unable to play back tapes produced on
another machine of the same model. Exchanging tapes between communities
becomes troublesome on the 1-inch format. Of course, if you spend $100,000 for a
2.inch machine or even $5000 for a 1-inch, you get better-quality equipment. Yet
with proper maintenance (and support gear) % -inch machines are usually sufficient
for cable production.

The Portapak’s ease of operation permits virtually anyone to become a “televi-



sion producer.” In Port Washington, New York, as part of a project run by the public
library, 450 people were trained in its use. Tapemakers included teenagers, middle-
aged women, young professional men and women, and virtually anyone else inter-
ested.

In a San Francisco project “shooting” situation, the “camera crew” consisted of
a 79-year-old man and a 13-year-old girl. At Portola Institute, we gave video equip-
ment to hundreds of kids to use in whatever way they saw fit. One group of “academi-
cally disadvantaged” kids wanted to do something about billboard construction in
their decaying city. They researched the issue, then took our cameras to interview
merchants, homeowners, and tenants in their community. The edited tape was
taken to a planning commission meeting that was to decide on a permit issue for two
giant billboards. All the participants in the tape came to the meeting and saw the
commission vote to reexamine the issue.

Videotape’s portability and capacity for immediate playback allows the local
street to become a shooting set, a TV screen, and a town meeting all at the same
time. In a New York City experiment, a video group accompanied by a doctor and
nurse went to a busy street and began asking passers-by about venereal disease. A
television attached to the Portapak provided live coverage of what was occurring to
the gathering crowd. People began to exchange personal experiences about the
disease, sharing attitudes on its diagnosis, treatment, prevention, and direct effects
on their lives. The doctor and nurse served as technical medical resources.

In addition to exploring the problem of VD and having fun seeing each other
on TV, the people involved got a sense of the potential power of a communication
system geared to address their needs directly. This tape became part of a comprehen-
sive study of health care in that neighborhood, a study that relied heavily on play-
back and discussion and on interviews with average people with health problems.
When completed, the study would serve as a guide to informed action.

Thus, whether used for cable production or for neighborhood showing, low-cost
portable production equipment is vital for making public access a reality, opening
up production to new producers, and promising wholly new kinds of programs. Many
of these are described in detail later in this report.



II. LIMITATIONS OF THE FCC RULES

At first glance, it might appear that the economics of cable, the technology of
video recording, and the FCC requirements are working harmoniously to create
vital, effective public access programming. They are not. A deeper look, or a brief
taste of experience, will reveal that these elements provide only the bare bones of
public access. If interested parties do not press to realize the potential of access
programming through hard work and politicking, then other pressures, lack of
interest, or ignorance will make public access ireffectual and unimportant.

First of all, we should understand that the FCC rules reflect a regulatory pos-
ture of minimum requirements; the burden is on the community to show cause why
the requirements should be exceeded. This can be done at the time a newly fran-
chised cable system requests a “Certificate of Compliance” from the FCC. Local
groups and citizens can have a voice in this process, as discussed in detail in another
report in this series.* The FCC will likely bend on many questions provided the
supporting arguments are strong.

But as with most cable issues, a better approach is to politick at the franchise
authority level before the franchise is awarded. While most city councils will tend
to provide no more than the minimum FCC requirements in their franchises, com-
munity origination can be served better by more “spirited” interpretations, and it
is worth keeping in mind that the FCC encourages innovation in the Report and
Order.

Here are four key problems raised by the FCC rules for new systems in the top
100 markets:

1. Cable operators are required to maintain production facilities within the
franchised area for access use, including 5 minutes live time free. However,
only minimal equipment—for example, only one studio camera—need be
available, thus severely limiting effective programming.

2. With only one channel for public access, regular scheduling of programs
or awarding of choice time slots becomes difficult.

3. By requiring systems with more than 3500 subscribers to originate sub-
stantial amounts of local programming, the FCC may be inviting conflict
between cable origination and public access or community origination.

4 Monroe E. Price and Michael Botein, Cable Television: Citizen Participation After the Franchise,
The Rand Corporation, R-1139-NSF.
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4. Funding: the FCC has left the financial problems of access up to each
community and restricted the financial burden a community can impose
on a cable operator through franchise fees and the like. The FCC also
prohibits mandatory subsidy of access by the operator.

These four points are discussed in turn under the subheadings below.

TIME AND EQUIPMENT LIMITATIONS

The FCC requires “one dedicated, noncommercial public access channel availa-
ble without charge at all times on a first-come, first-served nondiscriminatory basis
... but production cost (aside from live studio presentations not exceeding 5 minutes
in length) may be charged to users.” (Report and Order, pars. 121, 122

The problem here is best illustrated by an actual program experience. A pub-
lic access or “open” tape from Berkeley, California, showed a nervous young man
facing a single camera in a bare studio. The words “Open Channel, Open Channel”
framed his head in huge letters, like a T-square. He talked about the bombing in
Vietnam. In some sense, this unfiltered opinion on a crucial issue made historic
viewing; but the format undermined, if not obliterated, the message. If this were
typical, the influence of public access would be very slight.

The tape at best afforded catharsis for its speaker. Would-be viewers cannot be
expected to contend with so narrow a presentation format. The “Open Channel,
Open Channel” frame around the speaker seemed to be an apology either for what
was said or for the fact that such a channel is required in the first place. The stolid
camera set-up and the nervous, didactic speaker almost invited the viewer to dismiss
the message. The point here is not that access programs must mimic broadcasting,
but that even a 5-minute segment should be regarded as a program. It must reflect
the producer’s equal concern for the way a program comes across as well as for what
is said.

The fault lies as much with imagination as with economics or regulations. But
the importance of program technique in getting a message across is a sophisticated
concept, and many poor community groups are likely to regard the free single
camera as sufficient—particularly since costs for more elaborate studio time often
exceed $50 an hour and cheaper portable equipment is not always available. (In a
pamphlet published in August 1972, the National Cable Television Association
recommended that operators make studio time available at cost to access users.)

The problem is that the term “access” means only the ability to get on the
system; it says nothing about what to do when you get there. There are two reasons
to get on the cable. One is pure catharsis—to release the frustration of silence; the
other is more demanding—to present a message for all or part of the community at
large, in hopes of being heard. But the capacity to be heard on television involves
more than the ability to speak. It requires at least a minimal understanding of the
language of television.
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SCHEDULING LIMITATIONS AND VIEWING HABITS

Access programs, like those on broadcast TV, are best served by regular sche-
duling. Broadcast programs appear with regular or “star” performers in regularly
scheduled spots, or as specials at times scheduled regularly for specials. Audiences
build up viewing habits based on these patterns. Vary a show’s day and time from
week to week and its audience share will plummet. Time-slot programming serves
economic rather than aesthetic purposes. Timing on cable need not be as rigid as for
broadcasting,® but regular scheduling is very much a part of building an audience
and must be taken into account.

Regularity is particularly important for specific information programs (e.g.,
health and consumer information) and for specialized audiences. In New York City,
for example, the Deafness Research and Training Center provided news and pro-
grams for hearing-impaired people in prime time, all in sign language. Without a
dependable regular time slot, the audience (which does not regularly watch TV)
would have missed much of the vitally needed information and entertainment.

Programs can be scheduled regularly on the basis of subject (e.g., 7:30 Tuesday
is employment opportunities hour), or by program producer (e.g., a local video
production group is featured Wednesdays at 8:00). In addition, one-time programs
or “specials” might request a particular time slot. Scheduling of this sort will be
difficult, and it may be impossible to satisfy the demand, if there is only one public
access channel. Possible solutions may be found among the list of alternatives at the
end of this subsection.

Viewers often tune in before their favorite programs come on, and leave their
sets on afterward, thereby seeing a good many programs they would have missed
otherwise. As applied to public access, this habit would warrant a separation be-
tween programs that hope to build up regular audiences and random “one-shot”
programs. This separation has nothing to do with program content, nor should it
depend entirely on production resources (see “Funding Limitations” below). It mere-
ly reflects commitment to regular programming.

Program separation calls for two assignments of channel time. One is for the
5-minute segment prescribed by the FCC (such as the Berkeley tape discussed ear-
lier); the other would award regular time slots for extended periods on a first-come,
first-served basis. Specials would take either an available time slot or trade spots
with a regularly scheduled program.

Another important viewer habit concerns the channel itself. Many viewers
become attached to particular channels and ignore the rest. This may put access
programs, aired on a “special” channel, at a competitive disadvantage. One solution
would be to intersperse access programs with popular local origination, such as local
sports or movies, to take advantage of audience carry-over.

The cable operator currently handles scheduling on a first-come, first-served
basis, for either regular or random programs (e.g., the Berkeley tape). (Other meth-
ods, such as the creation of local public access boards, will be explored later.) Even
on this basis, there are several methods for allocating channel time to permit regu-
lar scheduling. Some methods emphasize regular programs, perhaps to the detri-
ment of less organized productions. This matter of choice will recur throughout the

s BBC programs are only as long as their producers feel they should be. They often begin at odd times
like 9:17 or 11:43.
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report in discussions of equipment, program style, organization, and funding. Should
access emphasize simply getting people on the air, or should some flexibility be
sacrificed to accommodate the audience? It is possible to do both, but at the cost of
more effort and more funds. It may be necessary to restrict completely open individu-
al access in favor of organized community groups and regular programs. The choice
is yours to make and some scheduling alternatives are listed below. Whichever
method the community decides to use, it should be stated in the franchise, and the
community should be prepared to defend it during the FCC certification process.

|. Regular programs or carefully prepared tapes can be interspersed with short
segments throughout the day. Doing so may reduce the effectiveness of back-to-back
regular programs, but may acquire audiences for the random programs.

2. The program day can be divided between random programs in the morning
or afternoon, and regular programs in the evening. This will depend on the supply
of each type.

3. Channel time for regular or random programming can be borrowed from
unused periods on education or government channels. This alternative, which re-
quires education or government sponsorship, has not yet been attempted and in fact
is useful only for particular programs.

4. A second public access channel for regular programming can be written into
the local franchise ordinance, although the community may have to defend it in the
FCC certification process. The New York City franchise (written prior to the FCC
Report and Order) requires two public access channels to “encourage differing
uses. ... On one Public Channel ... there shall be an opportunity to reserve a
particular time period each week, or several time periods each week, in order to
permit the user to build an audience on a regular basis. ... On the other Public
Channel ... there shall be no multiple time reservations, in order to permit a user
with a single program and users with relatively last-minute requirements access to
prime time periods.”

To prevent a few major nonprofit organizations from dominating reserved chan-
nel time, the New York City regulations impose limits of 7 hours a week, including
2 in prime time, per person or organization. Of course, these limits can be adjusted
according to the local demand for access time. (Studio rates can also be moved up
and down to encourage or limit extended use. Rates for the third hour or the third
time of use, for example, might be lower than for the previous two—or higher.)

POTENTIAL CONFLICTS BETWEEN CABLE-OPERATOR
AND COMMUNITY ORIGINATION

The cable operator is the wrong man to saddle with responsibility for access. In
a city where the FCC requires both local origination (cable system has more than
3500 subscribers) and public access (city is in the top 100 markets), an operator’s
ability to support access is limited. His dual responsibility can cause conflict over
the use of studio facilities and personnel and interfere with revenue-producing
programs and services.

An operator can rent his studio to commercial customers, sell advertising for
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his programs, and try to attract subscribers with his own origination. His efforts
have not yielded much money so far, but he believes they will in the future and he
programs accordingly.

It has been said over and over that because cable gets regular revenues from its
subscribers, it does not need to worry about building large audiences for its programs
so as to attract advertisers. But subscriber revenues often go toward meeting debts
incurred in building the system, and only skeleton budgets are possible for origina-
tion efforts. Program directors often must look to advertising to help meet program
expenses. Ad revenues thus far are negligible, but the point is not whether in fact
substantial revenue is brought in, but rather is the cable operator’s interest in
mass-audience or “safe” programs, such as local sports, that bring in as much
revenue as possible for a given program slot.

USS. cable operators, then, despite competition from broadcast channels and
limited production funds, still imitate broadcasting as best they can. They are less
formal and polished, more flexible, and perhaps more concerned with local needs—
but they are still producers in pursuit of “quality” programming to attract large
audiences and advertisers.® In the top 100 markets, their role as producers puts U.S.
cable operators in a bind. As the FCC envisions public access and community origi-
nation, the cable operator provides the equipment, advice, and assistance for access
productions. Ideally, he meets all requests for equipment and assistance, perhaps
generating new requests with enthusiastic promotion of access. But in actuality, an
operator can jeopardize a potentially effective access system through lack of re-
sources or interest, or conflict with his own productions.

Required by the FCC to maintain a studio for access use, an operator with more
than 3500 subscribers must also use his studio to meet the local origination require-
ments. Public access programs bring him no revenues and cost him valuable time
he could spend on revenue-producing origination. And possibly, but not necessarily,
his “safe” programs may attract more subscribers than access will. Thus, where his
dual role causes conflict, access is likely to be the loser. Few operators will do more
than contact local civic groups or announce that access time is available—hardly the
depth of promotion needed to spur local interest. Perhaps for these reasons, the
NCTA recommends that system operators seek community advice and assistance to
help promote and develop access. Therefore community groups should encourage
cable operators to involve community people in administration of the access chan-
nel.

The potential operator versus community origination conflict varies from town
to town according to community demand for access. In isolated or smaller, more
homogeneous communities the demand for access is often very low. While local
identity is strong and people want to see locally oriented programs, they may not
feel the need to do the programming themselves. Production monies and volunteer
time are limited, and cultural diversity is not as pressing a demand. Local program-
ming responsibility is often entrusted to the cable operator in such places.

In large cities, the sense of community often derives not from geography but
from common interests and ethnic and racial bonds. The cable operator (or any

¢ In Canada, operators are happy to have community groups meet their programming needs for them.
In fact, community origination supplies about as many hours of viewing as operator origination does,
according to a survey of The State of Local Programming, Broadcast Programme Branch, CRTC, July
1972.
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“outsider”) is rarely viewed as the right person to program for these diverse inter-
ests. People want to represent themselves in programming, therefore placing a
substantial burden on the cable operator for equipment, assistance, channel time,
and perhaps even operating expenses. Many urban cable systems (such as the one
in Reading, Pa.) enthusiastically meet these requests, if only to build good will in
the community and acquire a showcase they can cite in their other franchise appli-
cations, or as an inexpensive means of filling their local origination channel. In New
York City, Sterling Manhattan (owned by Time-Life) is building separate access
studio facilities. But not all systems are so well endowed and many will barely meet
minimum: FCC specifications. :

The problem becomes most acute in suburbs where both origination and access
are required. Suburban communities are often just large and diverse enough, with
enough interested citizens, to generate strong demands for access. At the same time,
the potential number of subscribers in suburban markets is often too small to
provide the incentives a cable operator needs to serve both roles adequately.

Of course, the operator’s own cablecasting programs can also be an important
local voice, and bring greater resources and perhaps more polished skill to local
programming. But unless the conflicts with community origination are solved by
access programmers somehow getting hold of extra facilities, additional personnel,
or funds, operator origination will succeed at the expense of public access. In fact,
limitations of funding and volunteer talent in many communities may prevent
either operator or community origination from succeeding. In other communities,
able to sustain one or the other but not both, competition for money, talent, and time
could cripple both.

Finally, operator and community origination differ along more than mere eco-
nomic or commercial lines. As their intent is different, so is their capacity to involve
people in the production process. With the advent of portable video gear, community
origination can be done anywhere, by anyone. The neighborhood can be the studio,
and the neighbors producers and players. Access producers with portable equipment
can reach situations and people a cable operator could not or would not cover
because of lack of time, inclination, or support. Or he may be unable to probe deeply
into local life simply because people are wary of him. A man may talk intimately
to friends holding cameras, but clam up before the cable operator’s cameras.

Also, most operators confine the bulk of programming to the studio, promising
network-style control and predictability. On location, the large and imposing studio
cameras do little to improve mobility or flexibility.

FUNDING LIMITATIONS

Funding is the most serious obstacle to access. If neither the franchising au-
thority nor the cable operator supplies funds, access must resort to the hodgepodge
of money-raising schemes so common to other public interest projects. With adver-
tising prohibited and subscriber revenues signed over to the cable operator, access
has no regular means of support. Most of the projects described in this chapter are
foundation supported, but that source may dwindle in importance as public access
expands to hundreds or thousands of communities. Foundation funds cannot sup-
port access programming indefinitely on a nationwide scale.
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Access costs have three major components: equipment and tape—perhaps the
most difficult to come by; personnel; and operating expenses and promotion. Each
resource can be acquired separately—equipment from here, an office from there—or
funded by a single source. While individual groups can always borrow production
gear from a church, school, or government agency on an ad hoc basis, community-
wide, day-to-day availability is limited. If equipment cannot be rented (or “bor-
rowed” permanently) or purchased out of access funds, only well-endowed groups
may be able to produce tapes. Equitable access demands the provision of facilities
for community-wide use.

The most coveted source of access funding is the cable system and its revenues.
Both cities and community organizations have their eyes on that pot. To guard
against excessive taxing of cable revenues which might burden the operator and
retard cable development, the FCC generally prohibits a direct tax on the system
to support public access. The cable owner pays a franchise fee to the municipal
authority of not more than 3 percent of gross subscriber revenues. To increase the
franchise fee, or to require direct subsidy of access by the operator, demands a
special showing before the FCC. The municipality and the operator must demon-
strate that such increases are necessary and do not hamper the system. (See the
discussion of special showings in Sec. IIL)

Still, attempts are under way in many communities to directly attach some
portion of subscriber revenues for access. The amount is usually expressed as a
percentage of revenues (perhaps 1 or 2 percent), a per-subscriber fee, a flat annual
sum, and so on. In other communities the operator is being asked to provide equip-
ment, operating materials and expenses, and personnel. In Berkeley, for example,
community groups are asking for $40,000 worth of equipment and operating ex-
penses for the first year of access, to be followed by $15,000 each succeeding year.
Since all these demands require FCC certification, it takes political skill to secure
the operator’s (and the municipality’s) cooperation.

The municipal franchise fee, earmarked principally for the local regulatory
program, is another target. The FCC’s only concern is that the fee does not exceed
3 percent. If it does not, a part of the franchise fee can be spent on public access
without FCC approval. The problem is to decide whether access deserves priority
over the local regulatory program or other community needs (such as day-care
centers) and, if it does, to determine if the proponents of access have enough political
clout to shake funds loose from a revenue-starved city.

For access, the best recommendation is to start with the cable operator and the
municipal authority, and go on to other fund-raising efforts from there. One ap-
proach is to obtain equipment and tape from the cable operator (for tax purposes,
he often would rather supply fixed assets than cash), and personnel costs and oper-
ating expenses from the city. Although this plan has yet to be implemented, it is the
core of the public access approach in Santa Cruz, California.

Indirect and direct advertising can be another source of funds. Although the
FCC prohibits commercials on the access channel, businesses can contribute to an
access fund. Tax-deductible gifts can be solicited for a nonprofit access corporation,
and the donors mentioned in a monthly access-program guide either as a group or
as the sponsors of particular programs. And advertising space can be sold for the
guide. These and other indirect advertising schemes, such as a public access page
in the local newspaper, paid for by business but advertising access, can be tried in
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combination. The problem is that access may be too controversial for business to
support, or that donors may try to limit support to particular programs of their
choice. This too can be played to advantage, provided other support is found for
programs business is unwilling to fund.

Sponsorship of a specific program cannot be mentioned on the air, but again the
monthly program guide or the automated program announcement channel can
provide credits along with schedule information. These and other methods can be
explored to take advantage of, for example, a drug company’s willingness to fund
drug abuse programs. It must be made clear to any contributor that while his gift
may bring tax or publicity benefits, it does not give him any measure of control. For
this reason, the best approach, if it can be worked out, is to pool all gifts in a general
fund.

Federal and state programs are a likely source of specific program monies for
health care, law enforcement, welfare information, and the like, but the government
is unlikely to pick up the tab for basic equipment and personnel for more than a few
experimental systems.

Cake sales, marathon walks, United Fund or other attempts at indirect support
from local citizens are also possible.

Finally, if no other source of revenue is available, try to sell ads. This may
defray production costs for a program carried on the local origination channel or it
may enable you to lease a channel. This is not exactly public access, but without
funding it may be the only access possible.



III. ORGANIZING FOR PUBLIC ACCESS

BUILDING SUPPORT

The first step toward almost any form of public access is to inform the communi-
ty about cable and arouse public support, particularly from groups actively involved
in community affairs with concrete needs for access services. Promotion is vital for
getting people to take an active role in the franchising process, encouraging use of
production facilities, or building up an audience for access programming. Radio,
television, newspapers, bulletin boards—all media can be used. In addition, many
access groups have developed innovative organizing approaches more specific to the
cable question.

The Watts Communications Bureau in Los Angeles, one of the first community
organizations interested in cable, has been working for three years to gain communi-
ty support for its bid to own the franchise in a predominately black area. A division
of Mafundi Institute, a community cultural center, the Bureau has been stressing
the programming and revenue advantages of community ownership.

WCB is training young people in video and sending them out to cover local
events and issues. Bureau staffers can show the resulting programs to local organiza-
tions or perhaps to an influential minister. The message is that he too can use this
service for his communication needs. The sight of local people operating video
cameras also prompts questions from citizens, providing a perfect opportunity to
explain cable and community access.

The Watts Communications Bureau also works with the Watts Writers Work-
shop, local dance, music, and theater groups and other local people in the arts. In
addition to developing a supply of talented producers, the Bureau is stockpiling
tapes to prove to people that community-owned cable will present black artists in
black productions. It also demonstrates that programming will not be exclusively
issue-oriented but will offer a kind of entertainment, particularly for black audi-
ences, not now available on television.

To develop support for its franchise drive, Mafundi has cosponsored two cable
symposia featuring national cable figures and showing locally produced tapes. The
sessions went largely unnoticed on the grass roots level (as expected), but influential
city councilmen, local artists and community organizers, popular radio personali-
ties, and prominent black businessmen attended and were excited by the prospects.

Mafundi’s latest tack in spreading the word about cable is a survey of communi-
ty television habits and interest in cable. The survey provides the opportunity to

17
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explain cable and asks, among other questions, whether people would pay $5 per
month for increased television service and whether they would watch local program-
ming. The first question is designed to demonstrate that in black ghettos, too, cable
will sell. The second question—revealing that a high percentage of viewers would
be interested in local news, math and reading programs, and so forth—will buttress
future arguments for strong commitment to local programming from whoever owns
the system.

In Santa Cruz, California, Allen Frederiksen concentrated his campaign for a
public access corporation on the youth of Santa Cruz (see “Public Access Board” in
Sec. IV). He recruited high school students by doing frequent videotape workshops
for media classes. Then, armed with posters drawn by his high school media stu-
dents, Frederiksen would set up a VTR in the student union of a nearby college.
Janis Joplin and Mick Jagger tapes (recorded off the. air) blared from monitors,
attracting passers-by to take a closer laok. Frederiksen casually interspersed a
prerecorded tape about public access in Santa Cruz between the rock star tapes. He
passed out leaflets, answered questions, and showed examples of access tapes, then
moved on to the next site—another school, the town square, or perhaps a local youth
hangout.

These efforts, coupled with a talent for newspaper and radio publicity, gave
Frederiksen command of a vigorous army of several hundred young people to gather
petition signatures, produce tapes, and threaten uncooperative councilmen with the
wrath of their newly won power at the ballot box. His techniques may be useful in
university communities around the country.

The Community Video Center in Washington, D.C., sends out literature ex-
plaining video and cable to community organizations, offering to train members and
lend equipment. Video presentations follow mailings where possible. Washington is
not yet cabled, but growing segments of the community are realizing their stake in
the issue. Overcoming the initial barrier of the technology goes a long way toward
developing an understanding of cable access.

The Washington approach of working through community organizations (any-
thing from the PTA to the local women’s health collective) not only offers the easiest
way to contact people directly but seems to strike at a basic access need as well.
Organizations must communicate with current members and with the community
at large to attract new members. They must spread their message, and cable prom-
ises to be more effective for their aims than mailings or occasional radio announce-
ments. Organizations may have the budget, size, and discipline to aid in any putlic
campaigns. They are also likely to be the first and most consistent access users. And
their involvement in community issues indicates that they will not take an interest
in cable for its own sake, but will work to make it an effective instrument for
grappling with local problems. This is vitally important. Access is useful only to
people or groups with a need to communicate. These groups, although active in
community affairs, may not take to access as readily as videophiles, but they are
central to access development as a channel for change. So organizers are encouraged
to recruit their support and help them shape the system to their needs. For once the
initial excitement dies down, these groups will carry the access load.

These are only a few examples of organizing for access. The important thing to
remember is that most people in your community may know little about cable and
its potential and even less about doing their own programming. Effective public
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access requires informed public support—the earlier in the franchising process, the
better.

THE FRANCHISING PROCESS

The franchising process is the crucial period for citizen involvement in cable.
This is when municipalities determine what sort of system they want, solicit propos-
als from interested cable operators, and award the franchise. Citizen groups must
first of all lobby for a franchise agreement responsive to local needs. This means
presenting your recommendations to municipal authorities and backing up your
recommendations with data and the political power of public support.

In Berkeley, organizers well informed about cable sought to build a strong case
for public access (elsewhere the prime issue is often community versus private
ownership). They approached a host of community organizations, asking if public
access would be helpful in their work. In many cases the organizers had to begin at
the beginning by explaining cable and its potential, of which some groups had
scarcely even heard. Other groups, notably the Third World Media Coalition, knew
all too well the potential utility of access to television—because they had been
denied it until now. In their presentation, the organizers pointed out that not only
is public access vital to a great number of citizen groups, but that equipment, funds,
personnel, and flexible channel scheduling are needed to meet the demand. The
situation in Berkeley is currently under study. The major question is whether the
proposed changes in the franchise ordinance constitute a breach of contract with the
owner of the already-operating cable system.

Most campaigns, supported in this manner and with the political leverage to
back them up, should be successful. Although a well-documented case can be helpful,
it is not likely to be enough.” Political power as represented by widespread public
interest may be much more important in dealing with municipalities at the franchis-
ing stage. Cities may be tempted to make concessions to private interests because
they are so perennially preoccupied with finding short-run sources of municipal
revenue. Sometimes only an aroused citizenry thumping noisily on ballot boxes can
distract their attention. And in the case of cable, it may do some good to point out
to municipal officials that cable systems are unlikely to be highly profitable in urban
areas for some years to come.® Franchise fees will not be a gold mine for a while.

Another approach to franchise politics is to bargain with a prospective cable
operator. You can exchange your political leverage with the franchising authority
for perhaps a percentage of ownership or at least production facilities and operating
expenses. In the past, cable companies have taken on influential local lawyers and
businessmen as partners in the local system, surrendering equity for their help with
the franchise. The same can be done for a public access board.

In short, the franchise process is the time to lobby, because it becomes a sticky
legal matter to amend an agreement once it is signed (see the passage on “grandfa-
thered systems” below).

7 In San Mateo County, California, a well-documented case by a black community group was ignored;
they simply were not a powerful enough political force by themselves.

8 See the discussion of "System Profitability” in Baer, op. cit., Chapter 3.
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SPECIAL SHOWINGS BEFORE THE FCC

Even if you push your demands for flexible channel time, free studios, and the
like, past the franchising authority and the cable operator, they still must be cer-
tified by the FCC—as part of the “certificate of compliance” that the cable operator
must receive from the FCC before he can begin operations.® Because these provisions
may exceed FCC specifications for access, a petition or special showing may be
required before the Commission. However, the Commission emphasizes that “we are
entering into an experimental or developmental period. Thus where the cable opera-
tor and franchising authority[both] wish to experiment . . . we will . .. consider the
appropriateness of authorizing such experiments, to gain further insight and to
guide future courses of action.” (Report and Order, par. 132; italics mine.)

The Commission, then, is willing to approve local solutions to access issues (e.g.,
using franchise fees to support programming of the access channel), but not at the
expense of the cable operator. The fear is that franchise awards will be based on
bidding-war promises of extra channels or lavish facilities.

Thus to gain Commission approval, or to even persuade the franchise authority
or the cable operator to petition, you must make a strong case. Decisions on the
proper number of channels, scheduling needs, and other access questions (equip-
ment, operating expenses) demand a sense of community requirements. The FCC
must be convinced that the funds and facilities are needed and will be used, and that
the financial burden placed on the cable operator is not unreasonable.

While survey data, sample tapes, lists of prospective users, and statements of
need may answer the first FCC question regarding demand, the second question is
more complex. The cable operator may agree to your terms to get the franchise, only
to complain (covertly) to the FCC that he was unduly pressured. There are basically
two ways to discourage this practice. First, it should be explicitly stated that if the
FCC disapproves the agreed-upon terms, the municipality may reopen bidding for
the franchise. Thus an operator will not agree to more than he feels can be success-
fully supported at the FCC certification process.

A second approach (as yet untested) is for a municipality to draft a detailed
franchise in advance of bidding competition, so that all applicants would have to
meet the same fixed conditions. The winner would agree in advance to support these
provisions before the FCC. This procedure would allay the FCC’s stated fear of
bidding wars and illusory promises.

These are the demands of the certification process: to support your stated needs
and to demonstrate that they do not constitute an unfair burden on the operator.
Again, both the operator and the franchising authority must petition the Commis-
sion and letters of community support will be helpful.

ACCESS ON GRANDFATHERED AND OTHER SYSTEMS

The FCC rules for access currently apply only to new systems in the 100 largest

® To carry broadcast signals, which are regulated by the FCC, cable systems must comply with all
Commission rules. For a complete discussion of the legal issues involved, see various other reports in this
series, but especially Monroe E. Price and Michael Botein, Cable Television: Citizen Participation After
the Franchise, R-1139-NSF, and Steven R. Rivkin, Cable Television: A Guide to Federal Regulations,
R-1138-NSF, March 1973.
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television markets. For systems outside the top 100 markets that began operating
after March 31, 1972 (the effective date of the rules), municipalities can require the
same minimum access provisions. Systems operating prior to the effective date of the
rules have five years in which to meet the new requirements. These systems are said
to be “grandfathered”; but if they take advantage of the new rules so as to carry
additional broadcast channels, they must then provide at least a public access
channel.'®

Grandfathered systems present a tangled web of legal and political problems to
anyone interested in updating cable services. The older franchise agreements pre-
date community awareness of cable’s potential and, of course, current regulatory
and technical developments. Thus most systems were built with only a 12-channel
capacity, and community origination was not provided for. The operator filled his
channels with broadcast signals and his own origination, and access was left without
channel space. In 1972 about 400 U.S. cable systems had a capacity of 5 or fewer
channels. Such systems generally had no access capacity for either local origination
or public access.

In Santa Cruz, Allen Frederiksen’s student army ran into charges leveled by the
cable operator, and supported by the city attorney, that implementation of their
demands would constitute breach of contract. Frederiksen has been forced to organ-
ize a petition drive to put his demands for public access on the ballot. Even if affirmed
by the voters, the case may still be taken to court to settle the contract dispute. Given
these problems with grandfathered systems, the need for a proper franchise agree-
ment at the outset becomes obvious.

Despite these examples, grandfathered systems have their advantages. With
several years of operation behind them, many systems have paid off original con-
struction debts and are beginning to show a profit. While these systems are better
able to support public access, their success lessens the need for the good will and
public-relations value such support might give them. In some cases, however, sup-
port for access provides glowing credentials for franchise applications in other cities,
and as such is an economical public-relations scheme. Grandfathered systems are
not required to petition for FCC approval of practices that go beyond the rules, and
some of these practices are beneficial to the public. In New York City, for example,
there are two access channels, and the operator in Reading, Pennsylvania, provides
funds and equipment for access even though his franchise does not require it.

In short, the willingness of grandfathered systems tc offer the services required
of new systems depends on the limits of the franchise, and more important, the good
will of the cable operator. Community groups are well advised to negotiate with the
operator before resorting to legal action, subscriber boycott, or other such tactics.

10 For more detailed discussions, see Baer, op. cit., Chapter 8, and the legal analysis in Rivkin, op.
cit. The FCC regulations concerning grandfathering appear on pp. 3267-3268 of the Cable Television
Report and Order, which Rivkin reproduces in full.



IV. MODELS FOR ACCESS

Securing a favorable franchise is only one step in the development of effective
public access. The next step is to create a solid framework arcund which access can
be built. The sparse FCC rules describe an access cast with only two characters—an
administrator and a user. The administrator supervises channel operations and
each individual user worries only about his own message. The rules are silent on
issues relating to the operation and effectiveness of the access system as a whole.
Thus, issues whose solution would improve the effectiveness of the entire system are
never mentioned—for example, getting people to use the channels, promoting the
programs, raising funds for production, and training people to use the equipment.
The result is that only well-funded, organized groups can readily take advantage of
access.

But there is a bright side to the picture. The absence of rules and guidelines also
means freedom to experiment and adapt access to local needs. Community groups
are trying out various approaches inspired by a variety of different ways of looking
at access. Some groups are exploring new methods of channel administration, such
as establishing a nonprofit corporation to administer the channel or affiliating with
a local institution that would not only run the channel but also provide programs
and training. These groups are primarily interested in shaping the total effect of the
access channel. Others have more specialized interests. Some projects emphasize
getting as many people as possible on the air, while others focus on the issues to be
explored. Some facilitator groups help access users produce the best-quality tapes
possible (doing it for them if necessary), while others concentrate on involving people
in the “process” of video.

This section presents several ways to establish and operate access; you must
select among them according to your goals and resources.

FACILITATOR GROUPS: NEW YORK CITY

Facilitator groups act as independent advisors to users and to the system as a
whole. They cooperate with the cable system, but they do not establish rules or
assume administrative functions, and thus do not require FCC certification. They
can be nonprofit or commercial, full-time access advocates or part-time production
groups. Some have their own goals; others simply help users pursue theirs. Most

22
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communities will have room for a variety of facilitator groups, such as the three
kinds described below that operate in New York City.

Open Channel

Open Channel is a nonprofit corporation supported primarily by grants from
arts councils in New York City and New York state and from a number of small
foundations. Organized to develop and extend public access, Open Channel deals
with city and state regulatory bodies, negotiates with cable companies, and raises
funds for access productions. It owns very little equipment, preferring to spend its
money on personnel and the overhead expenses resulting from its campaign for
public access. Out of a first-year operating budget of $150,000, less than 10 percent
went for equipment.

Open Channel is almost exclusively a promoter, making potential users aware
of cable and access in particular. It informs people about available channel time and
production facilities and preaches the benefits of access programs.

But promoting is not organizing. Promotion seeks to popularize a general con-
cept through indirect contact or publicity. It is geared to attract mass attention and
passively relies on the listeners to respond without being approached directly. Or-
ganizing involves more direct, active persuasion. It bends to the individual needs of
each user. Consequently, organizing is smaller, if more intense, in scope. Open
Channel does some of both. Its staff has neither the numbers nor the experience to
permit a grass roots organizing approach. Instead, the limited organizing effort is
focused on groups that can have a “rippling effect” in the community. Neighborhood
newspapers, influential churches, powerful neighborhood organizations are en-
couraged to make programs regularly so that an important local base for access
experience and perhaps facilities will be established. This approach is part of Open
Channel’s overall policy of minimizing the random remarks of individuals and
concentrating on groups involved in community problems and culture.

As a promoter, Open Channel uses every popular vehicle available to spread its
work. According to its founder and director, Thea Sklover, “We use full-scale adver-
tising, hand-outs on street corners, articles in newspapers, appearances on radio and
television, talk shows, anything that will get the message out.” Future plans call for
a saturation advertising campaign in supermarkets, laundromats—any place fre-
quented by large numbers of people.

Open Channel is also pushing for neighborhood studios, hoping that readily
available equipment and a limited neighborhood audience will make it easier to
attract users and to show programs on strictly local information and culture—for
example, Chinese language programming produced at the Chinatown facility.

Another Open Channel goal is the creation of video viewing centers at schools
and churches for people not yet on the cable or too poor to subscribe. They hope to
generate neighborhood awareness by expanding this concept to include bars, laun-
dromats, and other natural gathering places where local material might be received.

Open Channel’s efforts are designed to excite immediate interest in public ac-
cess. Its programs follow a similar tack. Technically polished and well produced,
they reflect strong interest in the message and its audience. Open Channel believes
that “soap box” access—simply getting people on the air—sells public access short.
You need not be slick, its staff members concede, but amateurish, shaky camera
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productions will turn off audiences attuned to polished broadcasting. High technical
quality will engage the audience’s attention and fresh, local content will keep them
tuned to the access channel. To ensure success, Ms. Sklover has managed to attract
volunteers from the large pool of professional talent available in New York City to
help groups produce their programs. But the producers subordinate their aesthetic
concerns to the group’s message. The group supervises editing, and they can preview
the final tape before it is aired. As soon as they are made, tapes are usually replayed
immediately for the participants. Additional showings are arranged for friends and
neighbors to get their reactions and to involve still more people in the process.

But production is not the main function at Open Channel. (Even New York City
has just so many preducers with time to spare.) They produce because a supply of
technically good programs helps attract audiences and user groups to public access,
and demonstrates its potential to other cable communities. As users develop their
own production skills, Open Channel plans to move from production to training.

Although always part of their publicity, training never quite fits their produc-
tion methods. Open Channel’s concern is for good programs. Their productions,
particularly one-time events or special situations, do not allow for adequate train-
ing. The choice is essentially between product and process; that is, do you want “high
quality” programs regardless of how they are produced? Or do you want to teach
people to make their own tapes, worrying less about how the final program may
look? Thus far Open Channel has opted for “high quality” tapes—perhaps one
reason its volunteer talent pool continues to grow.

Recently, however, small-scale training programs at a few schools have mush-
roomed into contracts with the New York City Board of Education and other educa-
tion money sources.

The schools are well endowed with equipment (often used poorly if at all) and
the training programs hope to foster use of video within school walls as well as for
cable. In addition, training contracts may provide Open Channel with an on-going
source of revenue, should foundation support suddenly dry up.

Finally, to keep things in perspective, Thea Sklover points out that training
may be a misleading issue. Many groups will have neither the time nor the inclina-
tion to produce their own tapes. Others will want the kind of production quality that
only professionals can offer. These people will need a production service to translate
their ideas to videotape. Open Channel’s goal, then, is to make sure these and other
access services exist, and that everyone knows where to find them.

Alternate Media Center

“I went up to Washington Heights and was talking with a guy and said,
‘What bothers you? What are your problems?’ and he said ‘Garbage,” and my
reaction was that this guy was evading my question. ... It wasn’t until I'd
... really got into the neighborhood that I knew it was a real problem. I'd
wanted him to talk about some deep incredible problem about life on a gut
level and he wanted to talk about something that really bothered him and
that was the garbage.”

— JOEL GoLD, Alternate Media Center
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The Alternate Media Center, housed at New York University, offers a complete-
ly different approach to public access. The Center is not interested in promotion,
although its directors, George Stoney and Redd Burns, often find time to speak on
conference panels and lobby for funds at foundations and large cable companies. It
prefers the slow, unpublicized, long-range process of involving people in their com-
munities. The Center’s goals go beyond public access television. It uses television,
or more accurately, video, to enable people to take charge of the information that
directs their lives, and to open up neighborhoods and towns to vibrant, new patterns
of communication.

To achieve this goal, Alternate Media functions as a resource center. It provides
equipment, skilled technical personnel, advice and assistance, and organizing ex-
perience. Equipment and assistance are available both to people the Center seeks
out and those who wander in unannounced. In tapes like “George the Super” (de-
scribed earlier), students or staff from Alternate Media wield the camera. In other
situations, the cameraman may be anyone involved in the project. Training and
production become part of the same experience. Because the goals are long range,
the Center attaches more importance to the process of using the equipment than to
the quality of the finished tape.

Although the Center itself has produced several fine tapes, in a typical project
it casually introduces the equipment to a group unfamiliar with video. Group mem-
bers get “hands on” experience as they use the equipment to explore their surround-
ings, taping family and friends, shopkeepers, and so on. “Play” is encouraged. Event-
ually, the group begins to point the camera inward, focusing on itself, its purpose,
and the issues it is concerned with. Cable finally becomes involved when the group
decides to seek a larger audience. Only at this moment do questions of video tech-
nique and program style enter the picture. Prior to this, the Alternate Media re-
source person simply gets to know the group and its central concerns and serve as
a minimal technical aide, using the equipment when necessary, offering advice, but
at no time imposing a producer’s contraints on the process. Once the tapes are made,
the Center encourages the feedback process as a vital part of the project. Too often,
conventional TV merely fills up channels with one-shot statements of problems,
leaving the audience frustrated and only superficially informed. They are not moti-
vated to act on the problem, partly because no opportunity for action has been
presented. The audience can do little more than roar at the tube or continue watch-
ing in passive silence. By conducting public viewing sessions and continuing to tape
on a specific, local issue, Alternate Media tries to bring about not only a greater
understanding of the issue but also a sense of participation in its solution.

For example, Alternate Media was present at a community planning session on
schools in Greenwich Village. All 24 hours of the sessions were videotaped and
cablecast with only about an hour’s delay. Participants were able to catch up on
missed sessions either via the cable or by reviewing the tapes on playback decks
provided by the Center. In addition, TV monitors carried the sessions live out on to
the sidewalks, drawing passers-by into the discussion.

Perhaps the tapes most often produced at the Center are straightforward inter-
views with average people about their concerns. These tapes hope to present every-
day images with which a wide range of people can identify. By contrast, Arthur
Bremer, convicted assailant of George Wallace, wrote in his diary about the trau-
matic realization that his family was not like the one portrayed on “The Donna Reed
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Show.” Alternate Media believes television should reflect the diversity of life, rather
than idealize one narrow segment.

Taping at this level of intimacy requires trust between subject and production
crew. The subject must believe that the tape—his image—will not be synthesized
into a two-minute spot on the evening news. People of all persuasions are very
sensitive to being used by the media as stereotypes—e.g., “the typical hard hat” or
“long-hair.”” They must be assured that the tapes will be used only with their
permission and that (out of respect for them as people) edited material will not be
cablecast to an audience of their friends and neighbors without their permission.
Although it may seem cumbersome, the latter stipulation poses problems only to
those plagued by the demands of a broadcast schedule. Public access programmers
should take the extra time to consult their subjects.

Alternate Media believes its participant-oriented television offers people not
merely information or entertainment but an opportunity for involvement. Just as
merchandisers encourage you to consume, access channels can encourage you to
participate in a public forum, a cultural event, or the county fair.

For example, Joel Gold of Alternate Media taped a demonstration held to point
out the need for a traffic light on a busy New York street. The tape played on the
public access channel, and as a result, more people from the neighborhood attended
a meeting about the light. Joel taped that meeting in turn for the access channel,
and the process continued until the local people, without an organizer, formed an
action group on their own. Video reinforced and strengthened the group’s position.
Budding neighborhood leadership was brought out and permitted to learn by experi-
ence. The traffic-light group has since gone on to other issues.

This example points up the advantages of neighborhood studios and locally
oriented programs. It also demonstrates television’s potential for dealing with local
issues (albeit in this case a small one). In its various projects around the country,
Alternate Media has dealt with-more dramatic problems, including racial antago-
nisms; and the material, although objectionable to some, is never watered down or
qualified to make it palatable to all, for in so doing it would lose its value to any.

EXPERIMENTAL VIDEO GROUPS

Unlike Open Channel or the Alternate Media Center, the experimental video
groups (developing all over the country) are only part-time public advocates. Their
primary commitment is to experimentation with portable video. When this aim
converges with public access advocacy (and it often does), they readily contribute
their considerable skills.

These groups bring to public access a thorough knowledge of the equipment,
experience in training laymen, and the sensitivity necessary to work with a variety
of people, all somewhat suspicious of the media. For the most part, they live off their
work and public access is not a sufficient source of income. Generally, then, the video
groups can be counted on for the following kinds of services.

1. Groups like Global Village are professional documentarians serving in a
kind of client relationship. You provide the message or choose the subject, and they
provide the skilled production services. Global Village grants final approval of the
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edited tape to the subject but the editing process itself is completely in their hands.
They provide this service free (often as a condition of foundation or grant support)
so the tape usually reflects their aesthetics. (Access users should approach such
service with caution, since excessive concern with technique can obscure a pro-
gram’s message.)

2. Training is another service offered. But again, because most groups’ re-
sources are limited and because the service is usually free, they dictate the terms.
Often this means a willingness to train only people serious about video who will
continue to make tapes and provide services on their own, long after a particular
project is completed. Most groups offer workshops (for a fee), teach classes, or build
training into funded projects.

3. Perhaps the most important service, at least at the dawn of a public access
project, involves promotion. Video people inspire others with their own enthusiasm
about video, helping to generate the initial impetus for public access. Students in
particular respond with great zeal, probably because they find excitement in the
life-style of the artists. The personal dedication of the video groups has more appeal
than a public official’s bland advocacy.

In addition, if particular projects appeal to them video groups will contribute
what equipment and energy they command. People’s Video Theater, for example,
is highly committed to using video to aid efforts at self-determination and communi-
ty control. They have worked hard on a neighborhood project in lower Manhattan
to provide basic information on health and other issues.

Public access, as a concept, fits the world view and life style of many video
people. They will work hard on the full range of problems—regulatory, financial,
technical—to help establish a viable access system. Their experience makes them
doubly valuable because many technical and legal people do not understand the
production side of access.

This expertise can also have drawbacks. Communities can easily come to de-
pend on a video person or group as the main support of its access system—a poten-
tially troublesome posture. One video person perhaps stated the situation best: “Do
we get people to make tapes because we like to make tapes or because it will help
them?” Dorothy Henault of Challenge for Change in Canada offers a similar warn-
ing. “People running around with video cameras without the support of [organizers]
are going to start stuff they can’t finish because they haven’t got the skills to do it.”
A typical example is the person who excites everyone with video's potential. He
provides enough information to whet the appetite but not enough to build a project.
When he leaves, there is no equipment and no one else to turn to for assistance. All
he has done is replace ignorance with frustration.

Of course, most video people do not follow this pattern. The April Coalition is
but one exception. It is a loose affiliation of video people, hired by the National Cable
Television Association to demonstrate techniques for community origination at its
annual convention.

One way to assess a video group is to examine its purpose. Part-time video
people, who support themselves by other means, will usually take on only those
video projects they are personally interested in. Their enthusiasm can be taken at
face value. Sometimes, however, part-time videophiles are hoping primarily to gain
experience and build credits. There is nothing wrong with this motive, of course; it
does not mean their enthusiasm is not genuine. The point is simply that community
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groups should not demand or expect too much, depending on them for more than
they can contribute in time, equipment, skills, and perhaps even commitment.

Community organizations must strive for continuity, taking care that access to
technical and other information, equipment, and fund-raisers survives beyond a
video group’s local commitment. Training of local people in video skills should also
be provided for. With these bases covered, a community organization can welcome
and use effectively the considerable resources of video groups.

ACCESS AND LOCAL INSTITUTIONS

For many groups interested in establishing an access center, affiliation with a
local institution may help overcome the difficult start-up problems. Lacking recogni-
tion, funding, sometimes even a telephone number, the most enthusiastic access
supporters may never get their projects off the ground without a recognized local
base of support. Institutions such as universities, school systems, libraries, or re-
search centers enjoy legitimacy with funding sources. (The Ford Foundation, for
example, rarely considers grant applications from other than large, stable institu-
tions.) In addition, they can often provide overhead expenses until a project gener-
ates its own support. Institutions also offer manpower, organizational advice, and a
point of identification within the community. These advantages, however, do not
come without drawbacks. Institutions imply bureaucracy and control; furthermore,
various community segments will have formed attitudes toward them, both positive
and negative, that will carry over to new projects associated with them. For exam-
ple, an access project housed at a university probably will find it hard to get blue-
collar workers to use its facilities. These drawbacks can be overcome (blue-collar
workers use university hospitals) but only by sensitivity to the problems particular
to each institution.

In Port Washington, N.Y., for example, the public library serves as a video
center. In its first year of operation, it taught over 450 people how to use a Portapak.
Blacks and blue-collar workers unfamiliar with the library were not adequately
served, however; future training efforts will push harder to change the library’s
image and broaden the base of participation.

Port Washington’s tapes serve an archival function, chronicling local life and
history for residents and future library users. But more important for now are those
tapes that trigger responses to current situations.

When a tape of elderly people voicing their frustrations was played back hefore
a local service club, members responded with commitments of time, energy, and
funds to begin attacking some of the problems. And in preparing the tape, the old
people gained a better understanding of their situation and came to feel a sense of
power in communicating it.

Tapes are always played back for the participants and are available for other
showings at the library. Port Washington has no cable system, so center director
Walter Dale arranges playbacks at service clubs and other civic organizations. Over
7500 people viewed 190 playbacks in the first year, in the project described by Dale
as “people explaining themselves to each other creatively.”

A library is but one institution and a video center is but one method of taking
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advantage of institutional leverage. Other institutions and other methods are possi-
ble. A “video research” project can be attached to a university. Production facilities
can be borrowed regularly from a private company, an equipment dealer, even a
church group.

Another possibility is to “piggyback” video on projects like Model Cities or the
local Redevelopment Agency. A video component is added to the regular proposal,
providing video with a source of funds perhaps not previously available. For exam-
ple, a proposal to use video for citizen feedback to planners {and vice versa) can be
written into a Redevelopment Project, thus generating a ready supply of available
equipment.

The problem with piggybacking is that the project or sponsoring Institution can
administer the funds in a way that severely restricts use of the equipment. (Redeve-
lopment projects, for example, are usually at odds with grass-roots people in the
communities they “redevelop,” and might restrict their use of the equipment.) The
important thing is to decide first what you want to do, and then seek out the
appropriate institutional arrangement. If you choose the institution first, you may
end up doing only what they can help you do, rather than what you want or what
is most effective.

The Port Washington project illustrates a noncable use of video. Its chief con-
cern is interpersonal communication and dynamic discussion of local issues and
culture. It is easy for a passive viewer to dismiss a program’s message on convention-
al TV. But having traveled to a tape showing, surrounded by his neighbors and face
to face with the program’s participants, the same viewer can hardly ignore what is
said. He may not change his views, but he is more likely to think about them.

Perhaps when cable finally comes to Port Washington, the citizenry will be so
experienced and so well prepared that they will discover ways of transferring the
intimacy of the Video Center to a cable channel. In any case, the Port Washington
Library presents a powerful argument for community video, whether or not your
town is cabled. At the very least, when cable comes, you will have a better under-
standing of how to use it.

WORKING WITH THE CABLE OPERATOR

The easiest, and in the short run, most effective way to begin an access project
is to work with (not for) the cable operator. He has the facilities and equipment, the
operating funds, and control of channel scheduling needed to produce programs. His
cooperation is sometimes the only missing ingredient.

Operators who do cooperate receive excellent public relations (useful when
applying for other franchises), good will in the community, perhaps increased sub-
scribership, and the abatement of political pressure. It is a tradeoff whose possibili-
ties operators are only beginning to appreciate.

Reading, Pennsylvania, furnishes the most successful example of operator/com-
munity cooperation. This unique project resulted from an agreement between the
Alternate Media Center and the American Television and Communications Corpo-
ration, owner of Reading’s Bucks County Cable TV. The agreement called for one
of Alternate Media’s top project organizers to live in Reading for four to six weeks,
establish an access center, and train local people to use portable video equipment.



30

ATC provided the physical space, a telephone, and half of the organizer’s salary and
living expenses. Alternate Media provided the equipment initially, but the project’s
early success prompted Bucks County Cable to replace the New York equipment
with its own two Portapaks and an editing deck.

The Alternate Media organizer, Phyllis Johnson, promoted her free video work-
shops through a newspaper ad accompanied by a news feature. (Her ads and a set
of equipment-use instructions for local citizens are reprinted below.) She reports
that the initial response to the story came not from "‘social militants looking for a
forum™ but from people "looking for a means of self-expression, or representatives
of Reading’s many nonprofit organizations desirous of publicity.”

YOU CAN BE THERE
Producing Your Own TV Show

That's tight . . . Cable Television con be the means of telling the Com-
munity your story in your way. You run the show, You can operate the
portoble equipment and toke it anywhere after two or three simple lessons.
Learn all about it today and soon your show can be on Coble Television

FREE WORKSHOPS
NOW FORMING

All You Need Is:
@ An Interest In The Community ® An ldea To Explore
® A Cause To Talk About ® You Tel Us

CALL PHYLLIS TODAY

\\\ s k8 cs / %‘%
é BERKS € CABLE co. %

PHONE 376-6341
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We're ready for you to watch:

S$Video
apest1V’

the new
Community Video Workshop

Reading citizens are creating and producing
their own programs for cabie television with
the camera that goes with the people, where
the story is.

See it on Cable Channel 5

Repeated 3 times for viewing convenience

Wednesday Thursday
1:00 - 2:00 p.m. 10:30 —11:30a.m.
9:00 - 10:00 p.m. 3:00 - 4:00 p.m,
This week:

RED LIGHT OR RED TAPE:
human stories on the scene, of how the
fear of traffic affects the lives of residents
of Schuylkill Ave. and Ave. A.

ONE SUICIDE A WEEK:
a discussion of suicide in Berks County
and the HELP emergency telephone
service, videotaped right in the living
room of a Reading citizen.

1t could be your story —
New classes are “orming. If you would
like to join this ‘ree workshop, two
lessons will start you off.
Call 376-6341

BERKS & SUBURBAN @ CABLE CO'S.

BEFORE YOU GO OUT TO SHOOT

YOU SHOULD KNOW ....

WHO ARE YOU?

You DO NOT represent the Berks TV Cable Co.
You are a private citizen and a member of a community workshop

that is open to anyone.

THE EQUIPMENT

POWER

AC Power Pack (converts wall current to direct current)
Connect to External Power In. Turn on power.
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Batteries
Take along more battery power than you think you will need.

BP 20 Battery
How to put in back of deck. How to check whether charged.

Duration: 30-45 minutes,

Take one for each tape you intend to shoot.

To Charge: Plug into AC power pack for 3 hours (or more).
REMOVE BATTERY WHEN YOU ARE THROUGH SHOOTING.

If you do not return it fully charged, leave it on Charge,
with a note stating the time you left it.

BP 30 Battery

Connect to External Power In (same place as for AC power).
Duration: about one and a half hours.

To Charge: Connect white plugs.

Use wall current, 8 hours for a full charge.

If you do not return it fully charged, leave it on Charge,
with a note stating the time you left it.

THREADING THE DECK

When putting on reel, position properly on pin.

Follow arrows drawn on deck. When in doubt, check diagram on 1lid.
HANDLE TAPE CAREFULLY. Do not drag it through the mire of life.
When tape is threaded, DOUBLE CHECK.

Positions on recorder (know what each one is for):
Rewind ~- Stop -- Forward -—- Fast Forward -- Record.

PLAYBACK

Using Special Monitor

8-10 pin connects deck to monitor.

Set deck on TV position, monitor on VIR position.
Thread tape. Put deck on forward.

Using Ordinary TV

RF unit: convert signal on tape to TV frequency.
Connect RF ocut to VHF antenna connection.

Set channel selector on Channel 3 or 4.

RECORDING

Use extension cord, unless you are carrying deck on your shoulder.
Connect extension cord tightly and screw in.

Put deck on record position.

Check camera/TV switch (recording/playback).

Tracking control used in playback only.

SOUND

Microphone in Camera: Know its capabilities.
Connecting External Mike: How to keep plug from pulling out.
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Handling Mike: Prevent noise.

Do not handle cable connection. If possible, do a test of the
sound in the room before beginning your recording. When others
are going to handle microphone, explain its use.

CAMERA

Vidicon Tube
What are burns? How do they happen?
Try to keep camera in horizontal position when shooting and otherwise.

Lens/Contrast (light level)
Keep in closed position ("C") at all times when not recording.
ALWAYS shoot with higher contrast than you think you want.

Other settings:
Zoom.
Focus (most difficult in wide angle, but do the best you can).

When are you shooting?
Turning the camera on and off: two methods.
Red light on when recording.

WHEN YOU ARE SHOOTING

Begin with 30 seconds of blank on beginning of tape.
Lens in closed position, mike cable plugged in.
Record 30 seconds.

Try to do a test first to be sure heads are clean.
Playback through viewfinder.

Listen through earphone in side-pocket.

Position of Deck When Shooting (IMPORTANT)

What makes the tape wind around the capstan?

When this happens, work it out gently or cut carefully with razor.
Check to be sure heads are still clean.

When you carry deck from place to place, recheck threading.

Place deck in location where it will not be bumped into.

Keep 1id tightly closed.

LIGHTING

Bracket
Where will it go?

Poles
How to attach bracket. How to position them safely in room.

Bulbs

Wattage: Know where fuse box is, if wiring is old.
No switch to turn off and on. Unplug when not using.
LET COOL before removing.

Bounce light versus direct light (when and why?).
Keep light out of picture.
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HEAD CLEANING

Symptom of dirty heads: sound but no picture.
You don't know till you play back.

Cleaning with Spray
Always do it before taking out deck.

Cleaning with Swabs
If test indicates this 1s necessary, use gentle horizontal motion.

CHECKING OUT EQUIPMENT

Sign Up on Board

Make pre-arrangement for special requirements:
taking monitor, extension cables for microphones,
extra lights (more than 3).

Sign Sheets When Checking Out Equipment
Sign for everything.

Indicate numbers of equipment and tapes.
Take head cleaner.

When Returning Equipment
Check off everything one by one.
Report all malfunctions, broken bulbs, etc.

LABELING TAPES

After shooting tapes, rewind, and make sure number on reel

corresponds to number on box.
Make up title and put it on label on side of box (THIS IS IMPORTANT).

On front of box, make a record of use the tape has been put to:
date, title, your name, description of tape.

SOUND DUBBING ON PORTAPACK

Turn down volume on monitor after you find place where dub
should begin.

Connect microphone.

Engage sound dub, and place recorder in forward position.

Start dub.

The first trainees came back and brought friends with them. Meetings with
poverty groups and classes at neighborhood centers helped bring in other segments
of the community, and the workshop grew. After twelve weeks, 60 people had been
trained in production with 30 expected to be regular programmers. Phyllis Johnson
was succeeded by one of the original members of the workshop, Joseph Masciotti.
A Reading native, Masciotti will work full-time coordinating the project, teaching
classes, and scheduling use.
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Thus far the center offers a one-hour program, “Video Tapestry,” repeated four
times weekly in different time slots to reach all segments of the audience. It is aired
on the local origination channel. The grandfathered cable system is not required to
provide access and in fact has no separate access channel.

The Reading project illustrates several important points. No one in Reading
asked for or understood cable access, and until Alternate Media arrived there were
no local video groups. Yet the project caused great excitement, testifying to the need
for organizing and to the great potential effect of a small but skilled access force.

When the cable operator first opened his doors for access, only well-organized
civic groups stepped forward to program. When Phyllis Johnson came in, the en-
thusiasm spread to housewives, blacks, and Spanish-speaking people who finally saw
a chance to have their problems honestly reported. To repeat: while the cable
operator can lend welcome support to an access center, he is not the man to run it.

Another important example set by Reading is the rich variety of programs that
resulted. Local issues were explored, but so were children’s poetry, bridge lessons,
Spanish culture, and “Projects for a Rainy Day.”

Reading illustrates what can be done with the cable operator’s good will and
warm cooperation; but the Reading experience may not prove to be typical. Cable
operators in other communities may do little more than tolerate access and provide
meager support; if they do even that, however, they can at least ease political
pressures and local groups can build audiences. In Flint, Michigan, for example,
Doyle Dugan’s black-oriented programming attracts audiences in the black com-
munity, but Dugan says he still has to struggle to raise money; the operator offers
only limited support.

In sum, cooperation between operator and community can be the least expen-
sive and politically complex approach to access, but you need to keep your eyes open
to all the alternatives. One of these is the formation of a public access board.

PUBLIC ACCESS BOARD

The public access board is a device to institutionalize equal treatment for all
access users. First proposed by the National Film Board of Canada’s Challenge for
Change Project, the board is a legal entity responsible for regulation and administra-
tion of the access channel. Because creation of the board exceeds FCC provisions, it
requires a special showing before the FCC. If the guidelines for access published
recently by the NCTA are any indication, cable operator support at the showing may
not be difficult to obtain. NCTA recommends that “cable operators should consider
the formation of broad-based democratically constituted groups to advise and assist
in policy development, promotion and funding for public access.”

The access board would likely be set up as a nonprofit community corporation.
It would serve as the final arbiter in disputes over scheduling, first-come first-served
time allocations, and other questions regarding equal treatment of access users. It
also could control access production equipment and funds, serve as an information
clearinghouse and access promoter, publicize programs, and promulgate rules for
channel use. These various functions (particularly production assistance) could also
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be parceled out to other groups—a sort of separation of powers to prevent complete
control of access by a single body.'!

The formal access board differs from the informal Reading approach in that,
being an institution, its conditions do not vary with changes in cable ownership. In
Reading, access partly depends on the good will of the cable operator and the people
appointed to run the access center. The access board will survive its individual
members, thus offering more public visibility and continuity.

An access board is not at the mercy of the operator’s whims and prejudices.
Since the board controls the access channel, the operator functions merely as its
common carrier, responsible only for delivering a good signal. In fact, it is possible
that cable as a whole will someday become legally classified as a common carrier,
like telephone and telegraph companies, in which case cable companies will have
no programming role. At that time, some version of the access board would likely
be adopted in most communities.

But the board approach has its own problems. As with any commission, the
method by which access board members are selected is crucial to the board’s overall
performance. With program monies, equipment, and channel scheduling at stake,
access could bog down in a political quagmire. Board members could be elected at
large. or by district, or by various constituencies such as unions. Or they could be
appointed by the city council or its designated representative. The most important
consideration is that all segments of the community agree to the selection formula
so that the board has at least some chance of carrying out its task. If the access board
simply mirrors the politics of the city council, minorities and other groups will
probably be allowed token participation. Their needs will continue to be poorly cared
for. and the access system will lose perhaps its most vital constituencies. (Election
by district, with restricted campaign spending, seems the most equitable solution.)

But even if the member selection problem is overcome, a more complex problem
persists. An access board is a formal, bureaucratic creation. Generally, the more
formal a body, the less flexible its policies—and cable access demands great flexibili-
ty. Effective access is usually due to a small energetic group of people working directly
with individual citizens and community groups. An access board could become an
intermediary, holding organizers and programmers accountable for their every ac-
tion. The lamboyance that is often necessary to make access work might be held in
check. And it probably would not be long before a public board, subject to the
pressures of the ballot box, started imposing such notions as “community standards”
or “public benefit” onto a process designed to eliminate such homogenizing elements
from the media. Of course it can be argued that with limited resources, standards
of allocation and program accountability are necessary. Yet the dangers of over-
bureaucratizing access cannot be emphasized enough.

Possible solutions include divesting the board of any programming responsibili-
ty or at least having a separate program board for each neighborhood studio. Anoth-
er approach would be to have the board members appointed on the basis of affiliation
—say, one member from the consumers union, one from the welfare rights organi-
zation, one from the chamber of commerce. While this eliminates ballot box pres-
sure, it of course raises again the problem of the board’s overall balance. A final

"' An access board was tried in Dale City, Virginia; it is thoroughly documented in N. E. Feldman,
Cable Television: Opportunities and Problems in Local Program Origination, The Rand Corporation,
R-570-FF, September 1970. See Appendix A below.
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method is to contract with a nonprofit organization to run the channel until such
time as the volume of complaints or the level of discontent warrants termination of
the contract.

Because of the danger of politicizing and bureaucratizing access, communities
may be better off at the start with less formal methods. However, since the special
FCC showing requires the cooperation of the cable operator—best obtained during
the franchising process—it may be necessary to include a provision for an access
board in the original franchise ordinance. The ordinance could permit the communi-
ty (or the city council) to invoke the access board provision at its own discretion, thus
allowing flexibility in the early period.

The need for an access board partly depends on the cable operator. The follow-
ing experience demonstrates that in some situations, an access board is the only
workable solution.

In Thunder Bay, Ontario, a community organization called Town Talk was
programming regularly on the cable. With training and some equipment from Chal-
lenge for Change, and flexible scheduling and technical help from the cable operator,
Town Talk was able to produce programs on everything from lessons on butchering
a side of beef to poetry readings. The District Labor Council, the Consumer Associa-
tion of Canada, and local artists and musicians all took part in productions. Then
trouble began when a large multiple cable system owner bought out Thunder Bay’s
independent owner.

The new owner considered much of the programming too controversial. Shortly
after a live cablecast of a discussion on housing at a public meeting, all live program-
ming was cancelled. Channel time became scarce and a regular schedule was no
longer possible. After six months of operation, Town Talk programming ceased.

Despite the rules, a cable operator can influence programming on the access
channel. But with an access board, conditions do not vary with a change in system
ownership. In Thunder Bay, prior to the change in ownership. enthusiasm was high.
Even when money was hard to come by, Town Talk supporters managed to scrape
up whatever was needed. The citizens even became independent of their trainers,
relying on them only for editing help and handling all other production tasks
themselves. A Town Talk participant describes the situation after the change in
ownership:

Today in Thunder Bay you can still gain access to cable television. Make an
appointment for studio time to tape your program (at last check there was
a three-month wait). Arrange your material so it can be said and shown in
a 15 by 15 foot area, and hope that the secretaries who have replaced
Maclean-Hunter’s regular cameramen are as good behind the equipment as
they look.

SOME SUGGESTIONS FOR COMMUNITIES

Different access strategies are appropriate for different communities, and
choices will vary according to the segment of the community making the decision.
In many towns, the system will evolve more by circumstance than choice. As video
groups become interested in cable, or Model Cities discovers that funding is availa-
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ble, or the local library decides on its own to imitate Port Washington’s successful
program, the structure will simply happen. For example, an agreement signed
between a Denver-based cable company and a New York City facilitator group
determined, at least for the short run, the shape of access in Reading, Pennsylvania,
and the project is the most successful in the country.

In fact, Reading’s success is ironic in that all of the other examples cited are well
planned and supported by foundations or the ubiquitous New York State Council on
the Arts, the principal funding source for video in the United States.'? Reading’s
access center exists on a $15,000 budget—well below those of foundation-funded
projects.

As Reading and Port Washington indicate, a major prerequisite to success is
getting the "right people” to run the project. This unfortunately imprecise term
seems to mean people capable of working with all segments of the community, who
understand and are experienced with video but are less television producers than
community organizers. Walter Dale of Port Washington would add that the com-
munity organizer must get to know his community well, know its people, their
concerns and interests, so that access reflects their needs.

Another common element in successful projects thus far has been that they all
began without formal structure. The enthusiasm and energy necessary to launch the
projects were free to develop without the constraints of a heavy-handed bureaucra-
cy. [f access is treated like a public utility or like a local civic arts commission with
a prominent board of civic leaders, its appeal will never drift much beyond the
Chamber of Commerce. True, access users collectively need a supportive environ-
ment to negotiate adequate franchise provisions, arrange funding, establish good
relations with the cable operator, and set up training programs; but individually
they need autonomy, the freedom to move without undue bureaucratic constraint.
Communities considering an access board would therefore do well to separate ad-
ministrative and programming responsibilities.

There are other important choices to be made. Who should do the shooting and
editing? People with something to say may not be interested in video, or may be
time-poor, or may prefer to draw on professional skills. These people are olit to
attract an audience with a good program and will need a facilitator service such as
Open Channel or Alternate Media. Other people will want to do their own produc-
tion work, and will need only equipment and training or the kind of service that the
Reading Video Center can provide. For these people, conceiving, shooting, editing,
and presenting their own programs will teach them a great deal about the myth of
objectivity in mass media and sensitize them to media manipulation.

Still another approach is to ignore cable (except as a secondary interest) and
emphasize organizing and involving people in local problems. As Gwynne Basen, a
video organizer for Challenge for Change, puts it, “Either you're there to start a
video group or you're there to help an organizer build a citizen’s committee around
whatever issue they have to work with.” She adds that it is important to know when
to phase video out.

In this context, video is a catalyst that may no longer be necessary and can be
phased out once effective community action on the problem has been organized.

*? Each state has its own State Council on the Arts, but only New York’s is really active. Two years
ago, for example, the California State Council’s overall budget was under $200,000, New York's over $18
million.
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Gwynne Basen used video to help form a citizens group to combat noise pollution
caused by trucks barrelling down their street. Once the group was formed, she and
video bowed out in favor of a local organizer. She and other organizers feel that this
kind of follow-up to taping is crucial, arguing that “to make programs for cable about
people’s problems without helping them deal with those problems is just as bad as
commercial TV.”

Different approaches serve different goals and values and reflect different con-
clusions about our communication needs. In thinking about which access model to
establish or what kind of service to offer, you must first determine what you need
or are able to accomplish. If you are lucky, funds will be available for all approaches,
but such luxury is not likely and hard political battles seem inevitable.



V. PROGRAMMING COSTS AND EQUIPMENT

While access program costs depend on several factors, equipment is one of the
major budget items. The kind of equipment you choose affects the type of program
you can produce. A Portapak, for example, offers great mobility but has technical
limitations. Half"inch signals can cause problems in cable transmission, and small
portable color cameras and recorders are just being introduced. The studio, on the
other hand, offers adequate technical quality and a complete color capacity but
severely restricts field recording possibilities. Three possible configurations of equip-
ment follow:

1. The studio consists of tripod-mounted cameras, lights, microphones, a
switcher, video monitors, and a videotape recorder (VTR), usually one-inch, housed
in a soundproof, air-conditioned room, well supplied with electrical outlets. The
switcher, usually housed in a separate control room, selects among incoming camera
signals previewed on control panel monitors.

2. A multicamera set-up or portable studiois basically the same but uses small
cameras (either hand-held or small tripod studio cameras), smaller portable lighting
facilities, and a more limited switcher/control panel. Either one-inch or Y%-inch
VTRs can be used. .

3. A simple Portapak/microphone set-up consists of one or more hand-held
unconnected camera/recorders.

THE STUDIO

Of the three configurations, the studic can deliver the best technical quality
because it enables complete control of lighting and acoustics and careful placement
of camera and talent. The studio is free from obtrusive natural sounds, variations
in sunlight, and troublesome onlookers.

With a switcher, the director can cut between different camera angles and
positions, going from a close-up to a wide shot—giving visual interest and a sense
of pacing to liven up even the most pedestrian discussion. Multicamera flexibility
usually eliminates time-consuming editing and saves costly tape. Rather than shoot-
ing six tapes to produce a single edited tape (referred to as a 6-to-1 shooting ratio),
you shoot one tape, varying shots with the switcher as you go along. Of course this

40
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method can’t eliminate the dull moments or change the actual sequence of discus-
sion but it saves post-production (after the shooting) time.

A studio is best used for straightforward discussion or interview programs
where mood and setting are not terribly important. For example, a program offering
basic consumer information is easier to tape in a studio where everything is already
set up for production. And graphics, slides, even Portapak tapes shot out in the
community can be integrated into a studio program.

Plays, dance productions, and cther performances usually require studio-qual-
ity lighting control and camera mixing. Such programs demand substantial pretap-
ing preparation and scripting and an experienced crew and director.

The studio does not serve all programming needs, however. Above all, it gives
up flexibility in exchange for technical quality. The open-ended, spontaneous neigh-
borhood tapes of the Alternate Media Center are impossible to duplicate in the
confining studio setting. Many people are ill at ease before the lights and television
cameras. Removed from their natural surroundings, an entire dimension of their
lives is stripped away and the subtleties of an unrehearsed tape are sacrificed for
technical control. To visualize the difference, imagine seeing a factory worker actu-
ally at work on an assembly line as he describes the deadly boredom of his job, and
then imagine the same man brought to a studio to voice his message against the
same backdrop used by the local Dick Cavett or Johnny Carson. Seen on the assem-
bly line, the worker dramatizes a serious social problem; in the studio, he risks
coming off as a cocktail-hour complainer.

Another problem with studio programming is that too often it tries to mimic
broadcasting. Without the technical expertise, the same equipment, or the on-cam-
era talent, the results are often disastrous.

Studios have their place, but their inherent rigidity may unnecessarily limit
access producers. If possible, more intimate or spontaneous programs should be
taped outside the studio. High-quality mobile units are one answer but they are
impractical for most access users. Portable video, described in the next section,
seems the best complement to a studio facility.

Basic one-inch studio costs are shown on page 42 in a table reproduced from
an Urban Institute publication.

MULTICAMERA, PORTABLE SET-UP

The portable version of a studio includes a VIR, two to four cameras and
tripods, a small switcher with preview monitors (to indicate what each camera is
seeing at that time), an intercom between director and camera operators, portable
lights, microphones, and a sound mixer. If hand-held cameras are used and the
recorder is light, this “studio” can be taken anywhere.

Used primarily by Open Channel, this system provides the same camera-mixing
potential as that of the studio with similar savings in editing time and tape cost. As
with a studio, the multicamera set-up is sometimes too imposing for intimate taping
situations or too cumbersome for more dynamic events such as a fair or demonstra-
tion. Used primarily on location, this approach does not offer the lighting and
acoustical control of a studio. In addition, the portable studio has to be completely
set up and taken down again—lights, cameras, cables, and microphones—for each
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Basic Equipment for Cablecasting

Black and White (B/W) Color
Equipment Basic Average Basic Average Full
Figure 1l H1 v V, Vi
Cameras 2 2 2 3
Tripods X X X X
doilies x < X X
zoom lens X X X X X
headsets X x X X
Control
switcher x X X X X
special effects X X X X X
Film Chain X X X
Audiotape player X X X
Monitors, Video 1 4 3 4 5
Waveform Monitor X X
Microphones 2 3 2 3 4
Mixer, audio X X X X X
Audio Monitor X X X X
! Video Recorders 1 1 1 2 2
‘; tape size /2 1" 1 1" 1"
Lights x X x X X
Approximate Cost $10,000 $20,008 $35,000 $50,000 $80,000

Source: Charles Tate ted.), Cable Television in the Cities, The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C.,
Copyright 1971, p. 43. Reprinted by permission.

taping situation. This task, plus the time pressure of finishing the work and clearing
out of busy facilities, means a large crew is often needed. One Open Channel tape,
a pulsating 2%-hour black church service, took a professional crew of 20 an entire
day to produce!

The multicamera approach is best suited for planned events too large for a
studio, such as concerts or rallies. It is essentially an inexpensive way to bring
limited studio capacity to the community when the community can’t or won’t come
to the studio. Its chief virtue is that it reduces the need for editing, which, as the
next section indicates, can be troublesome with half-inch.

A basic small multicamera system follows:
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3 small Vidicon cameras with tripods® ............ $2000
1 switcher/special effects generator ............... 500
1 Y%-inchrecorder® ............. ... .ccoiiiinnn.. 800
lighting kit ... i 350
assorted cables.......... .. ... ... il 50
Smikes. ... ... 150
mike MIXer ........... ..ol 150
(videotape—Y% inch, avg price $16/% hr)
Total ... $4000 (+ tape)
2 Tripod studio cameras are more expensive—on the order of $2000
each.

b A one-inch recorder can be used just as easily, provided cameras
are adaptable.

PORTAPAKS

A Portapak with an outside microphone clearly affords the cheapest and easiest
production approach. No lights are required in outdoor situations, and indoors a new
low-light camera tube, the Tivicon@, eliminates the need for lights in many cases
{although lights are recommended where convenient).

The Portapak is best suited for large, unrehearsed, or spread-out events, inti-
mate or informal situations, or simply unobtrusive documentation, such as a tape
of a classroom. A two-person crew is enough for most situations. (Since a Portapak
contains an internal mike, theoretically one person is sufficient. In practice, howev-
er, tapes with sound shot by a one-man crew are uniformly inferior.)

The interview is the commonest Portapak program, and its key element is the
technique of the interviewer. He must decide just how manipulative to be: whether
to press hard for succinct responses to a predetermined line of questioning (it saves
tape), to let the subject go on at his own natural pace about randomly selected
subjects, or to become an active participant in the interview—making himself as
vulnerable as his subject. The choice depends on the kind of tape desired, but fair
treatment of the subject should also be a factor. You should take time to make the
subject feel comfortable with both interviewer and equipment, perhaps by playing
back a short piece (viewed through the Portapak eyepiece), before the interview
really gets rolling. Shooting time should not be measured, nor the subject battered
into making pat statements. Network-style manipulation of the interviewee usually
gets stock responses that evidence little thought or insight. A more patient approach
may use up more tape but the end result will be worth the extra effort—provided
editing is possible.

Most Portapak productions involve more shooting than the final tape can use.
In single-scene interviews or several-scene documentaries, at least some editing is
usually warranted. Editing can present technical problems. The best method of
halfiinch editing is to electronically transfer or copy (dub), from one machine to
another, segments of the original tapes in a desired order onto a master tape on a
second VTR. The second VTR is specially equipped to provide edits free of technical
disturbance; in half:inch it costs between $1100 and $1500. A good one-inch editing
machine costs about $5000 (you can transfer from half-inch to one-inch, and recently
even to two-inch broadcast standard). The problem is that with each copy (genera-
tion), signal quality is slightly degraded and the picture may suffer in cable trans-
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mission. This is one reason Open Channel adopted its multicamera approach and
Alternate Media simply did not edit its early tapes. Half-inch editing sometimes
causes sound and visual disturbances at the juncture of two segments, but this
situation is improving as new editing machines and processing equipment are deve-
loped.

Since electronic transfer is the best editing method, you should be sure your
cable system is adequately equipped to transmit second-generation tape. (Electronic
editing means copying segments. The copy—a so-called second-generation tape—
loses some of the quality of the original taped segments. A copy of a copy—a third-
generation tape—loses a bit more, and so on.) With proper support gear—e.g., a good
processing amplifier—and adequate maintenance, cablecasting of second-generation
tapes should achieve acceptable results. Editing on one-inch increases the chances
for success but also increases the cost. If possible, you should use a one-inch editor,
although second-generation problems are possible in any case.

Other editing methods are available but each has its own limitations. Scripting
to allow editing in the camera usually results in stilted productions, and the “edits”
rarely escape some technical disturbance. Physically splicing the tape permits ca-
blecasting of first-generation tapes, thus insuring decent image quality for reception,
but again the edits are not absolutely clean. Because splicing damages the original
tapes, their reuse is limited (recording on spliced tape is not recommended for proper
video-head care).

If reception is not a problem, electronic editing is best; otherwise, splicing is.
(Reception should be less of a problem as the editing and support gear improves and
more is known about the problems, so try it if at all possible.) Finally, in some
situations when skilled help is available, the multicamera operation described above
can be used to limit or replace editing.

The Reading project equipment budget appears below. The prices are well below
list. Portapaks list at $1650 each and the editor at $1095. Thirty-minute reels of
Y5 -inch tape list for about $20 but few people ever pay more than $15 per tape and
many pay as low as $11. The Reading budget provided for only one full-time paid
employee. The cable operator provided much-needed technical assistance and re-
pairs. (It may be possible to arrange this on a cost-plus-fee basis, since the operator
is equipped for maintenance.) Each access center should seek a repair alternative
to the hardware distributors, who charge $20 an hour labor. Jobs such as changing
the heads can be done easily with little technical training, and you will save $30
dollars a crack (minimum labor charge in most places). Many video groups have
some technical skills, and will usually do simple repair work for $10 an hour labor
or less.

The budget for the Port Washington Video Center is an example of a more
extensive operation. The State Council grant pays for a full-time director, some
part-time staff, and the following equipment: two Portapaks, two decks including an
editor, four television monitors, microphones, lights, long-life battery packs, 400 to
500 hours of videotape, and a little-used video switcher that allows several camera
inputs to a single recorder. At least two-thirds of the budget is for personnel, and
the library provides the space and some operating expenses. Walter Dale, project
director, recommends an additional $5000 annually for maintenance and repair.
Funded by the New York State Council on the Arts with $45,000 for 18 months, the
center expects to become self-supporting soon after the grant expires (through com-
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munity and library funds). Libraries in San Francisco and elsewhere are beginning
to attempt video centers of their own, and although Arts Council money is not
available to them, they still look to Port Washington as a model.

In its first year of operation, the Video Center produced 600 hours of program-
ming. The director determined which tapes to preserve and which to erase and
reuse. The 60 local people trained in editing produced 200 hours of edited tapes.

PRODUCTION EXAMPLES AND COST

The cost of setting up a full-size access system with facilities available to an
entire community has been described. But there is another perspective, that of the
individual user or group interested in producing a tape. In many communities with
limited access demand, the cable system will be completely responsible for access,
in which case groups may well want to seek outside production help. Communities
that have independent access facilities may encounter problems of equipment avail-
ability or personnel flexibility, again raising the need for outside help.

Outside help comes by way of film students, professional video groups, or film
professionals willing to work for free or far below scale. Equipment can be borrowed
as needed from schools and other institutions, or rented from a cable-system hard-
ware distributor or production groups. Probably the cheapest and most efficient
rental approach is to buy production services from a crew that has its own equip-
ment.

The buy-versus-rent problem is addressed neatly by David Othmer in the spe-
cial issue of the Yale Review of Law ang Social Action, "The Cable Fable.” In his
article, "Portable, Half-Inch Production: A Note on Costs,” Othmer points out that
while rental arrangements vary substantially, a commercial rule of thumb is availa-
ble:

1 day rental—5% of equipment value
1 week rental—15%
1 month rental—30%

Complete studios generally rent for a flat fee, often as low as $25 an hour but
sometimes reaching as high as $100 or $150. Thus the decision to rent or buy
equipment depends on production needs and the long-run estimate of rental costs
compared with purchase prices. The tradeoff, according to Othmer, is easily evaluat-
ed. “If, for example, cne expects to do a reasonable amount of shooting, but little
electronic editing ... buy the Portapack, but rent the second deck.”

Two other factors enter this decision. First, video equipment continually im-
proves and older models become obsolete, thus tempering the value of purchase.
(This will always be true, of course, but cable technology has not settled down
enough to justify investment unless extensive use is planned.) Second, rental rates
from video groups are perhaps 50 percent of commercial distributors’ rates, and
perhaps lower if a group is hired to produce the tape.

Production offers a confusing number of variables in addition to those concern-
ing equipment. How many crew members are needed for how many days? How much
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tape is required and how much producer preparation before shooting begins? Should
you produce, hire a producer, or seek volunteer help? (For a helpful model see
Appendix A, which presents Dale City Television’s basic operating procedures.)

The decisions depend upon resources, quality desired, and other factors that
each group must assess. Fortunately, some guidance is possible. Minimum crew size,
for almost all situations, includes a separate camera operator and someone to handle
sound. The “producer” can fill either role or be a third crew member. Situations such
as large events require more than one crew. Student video crews will charge between
$2 and $5 an hour for camera operators. Sound people demand closer to the lower
end. Professional video people charge more, $10 an hour and up. But the promise
of future work, a particularly interesting project, or an impoverished group will
bring the rates down. Community groups can train their own people to serve as crew,
but while it is easy to learn to operate %-inch equipment, using it well requires much
skill and practice. Sound people, however, should be easier to train (although sound
quality is the greatest drawback on most tapes). Producer/director types—at $50 to
$125 dollars a day—are probably too expensive to hire, but can often be counted on
to volunteer at least some assistance. Most community groups will assume responsi-
bility for their own %-inch productions, relying on more experienced people for
advice.

Othmer suggests one day of organization and planning for each day of shooting,
and this is certainly wise for complex productions. Simple interviews are often done
with little advance planning. But in general, locations must be scouted, contact
made with crew and participants (particularly the latter, to establish trust), and
thought given to the intent or hope of the tape, its style, and content.

Despite the problems and decisions, %-inch production for cable is possible. A
good example is “The Elders,” 12 shows 40 to 60 minutes long, produced by David
Othmer for the entertainment and education of the over-65 community in New York
City. Taped in day-care centers and communities around Manhattan by a two-man
N.Y.U. student crew, the program “demonstrates what is going on in the elderly
community.” It is not a series about the problems of people over 65; rather, it
portrays the variety in their lives.

The total cost of the 12 shows, excluding producer/director fees and using physi-
cal splices to edit, was $2800 or $233 per show for a 50-minute program. The tabula-
tion at the top of page 48 is a cost breakdown.

Compare Othmer’s budget with one from an award-winning, high-quality pro-
gram from Continental Cablevision’s Findlay, Ohio system. Produced with a staff
of 12 (not all full-time) and a $100,000 mobile unit, “Just Imagine” is a noncommer-
cial “bedtime story for preschoolers and kindergartners.”

The stories are told through narration to children selected as “listeners” for
each show. Guest storytellers include a local magician, a puppeteer, and teachers.
Locations include the public library (the source of story materials), the local play-
house, nursery schools, children’s bookstores and even a turkey farm for the Thanks-
giving story.

The 15-minute “Just Imagine” programs are aired daily. According to program
director Jeff Jones, “In order to keep costs down and also to facilitate ease in taping
schedules, we found it necessary to produce three programs per week and play two
of them twice. All three programs are taped on Saturdays, if possible.” The cost
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DAILY PRODUCTION EXPENSE

Depreciation allocation: $16.75/hr X 1 hr ...... $ 16.75
Talent/producer .....vieeinieiieenennnoaeneanonnnn 16.00
Personnel:

2 cameramen

1 floorman

1 technical director

1 videotape operator

5% $2.00/hr X 1 hr ..vovvunnnnnn.. $10.00

L director ...t iiennnnnns 8.00

Total personnel .......iveeevenrenenerenenanns $ 18.00

Graphics ...ttt i i i ittt i i i e, 10.00

Total pPer PrOBram ....v.vveieeerennreennnennnnen $ 60.75

MONTHLY EXPENSE

Production: 3 programs weekly X 4,3 weeks ...... $783.70
Playback «..vuviiiiniiiniiiaieinnnnneannnnannanes 11.00
Personnel:

1 technical director

1 film man

1 videotape operator

3 x $2.00/hr x 1/4 hr X 4.3 weeksS +.eevrvvernans $ 6.45
Advertising and Promotion ........iecvceinciaeans 30.00

Total monthly eXpense .........ceeeueeevncnnens $831.15

breakdown below is based on the production of three programs per week (figures
supplied by CTV-Three). A 15-minute show costs $60.75 to produce, while the month-
ly costs are $831.15.

PRODUCTION BUDGET FOR "THE ELDERS"

Equipment rental: 13 days shooting,

8 days editing deck,

2 days viewing equipment ......... $ 800.00
Videotape: 36 half-hours, 12 hours

(12 hours for copying

originals) .......iiniiiinnnnnennn. 761.00
Camera people: 36 man-days at $30/day ........... 1080.00
Transportation: car mileage, taxis, buses,

SUbWAyYS, etC. ..iuierierricnannuennn 50.00
12 empty reels: at $1.85 per reel .......ccciuuunn. 22.20
Promotion: Flyers, postage, €tC. ...veveeusne 50.00
Telephone Use (@SL.) t.iiuuitiuenrienennensnnnsnenenonnnnss 10.00
Secretarial time (€St.) .uuiriiiiinenererennnnnonnnnennens 40.00

o2 B P $2813.20

Based on the program samples offered, production costs can run as high as $250
an hour. At even half this rate, many communities will be hard-pressed to pay for
more than a few original hours a week. Program sharing with neighboring com-
munities therefore can be an important step in building community origination.
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Neighboring towns often have common problems, and the cost of a single program
can thus be amortized over a number of showings in a number of communities.

Exchanging programs by hand (as opposed to interconnection) requires a com-
patible videotape format to play a neighbor’s tape (remember that one-inch ma-
chines are not standardized), so new systems should investigate what hardware is
available locally and select accordingly.

In addition, a regional processing/editing center for half-inch tape, making
available high-quality one-inch editing machines and sophisticated processing
equipment, would greatly improve the utility of portable equipment for cable pro-
duction. The center could also transfer one-inch tapes from one format to another.

In short, the question of program equipment cost must also be looked at from
the perspective of an entire region. Compatible hardware, pooled facilities, and
shared programs, ideas, and experiences will reduce the per-program cost for a
single community and offer greater technical quality.

TRAINING

Learning to use video equipment is neither as hard as it looks nor as easy as
everyone says. While almost anyone can learn to operate the equipment in about
twenty minutes, it takes experience to produce a technically good tape. When Alter-
nate Media covered a three-day meeting, they tried to train local people to do the
taping, but soon realized it was too difficult. And in this case it was more important
for the tapes to be seen than for laymen to produce them, so AMC staff’ members
shot that situation.

This raises the question of whether you should have special camera operators
or whether everyone should learn how to shoot his own tape. My opinion is that
everyone who wants to learn should be enabled to, but that no one should be pushed
into it. At least a few people, however, should become very proficient camera opera-
tors and editors so that every group will have access to skilled help. These people
can also become a nucleus of new teachers, passing on to others what they so
recently learned.

Small group workshops are an effective training method. An experienced in-
structor quickly teaches three to five people the basics of equipment operation and
sends them off with a tape to shoot whatever they wish. When they return, the tape
is played back and critiqued by the trainer. This immediate hands-on experience is
worth more than six hours of lecturing on video technique. Once the tape has been
viewed, the trainer can talk in more detail about proper use of the zoom, tips on
holding focus, and proper lighting backdrop. While he talks, the trainees can tape
him and feed the tape live into a monitor for the trainer to critigue as it happens.
This little exercise in instant feedback is extremely useful, particularly if it follows
a period of unstructured experimentation.

One lesson too often ignored is proper mike placement and use. Many tapes are
ruined by poor sound, a problem that a 30-minute lesson could eliminate. Good
sound for video requires more concentration than skill. The person holding the mike
should be conscious of arm movement, background noise, and mike direction. In
many interviews, the mike holder points only at the interviewee, with the result that
his own questions are never heard.
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Lessons in lighting and editing should be given before tape production begins.
The important editing lesson need not include technical training at this stage, but
the limits of the technology and the variety of styles available should be explained.
Editing offers great latitude for individual expression, but a good tape-maker has
some idea of how he will edit as he is shooting.

Finally, proper care of the equipment—cleaning heads, checking plugs and
connections, learning how to replace fuses, and an orderly process of tape and
equipment checkout—should be emphasized throughout so that each user will re-
ceive equipment in workable order. I remember doing a fascinating interview with
a man who lived in a cardboard house. I rushed home to play back the tape, only
to discover that the wiring on the mike connector had come slightly undone beneath
the shield—a routine occurrence but one that careful checking can catch so that
valuable tapes are not ruined.



VI. SPREADING THE WORD

DOES AUDIENCE SIZE MATTER?

Idealist: “It'll be fantastic. Television will be as accessible as a fountain
pen. Everyone will make programs about everything and no one will censor
or interfere in any way.”

Cynic: “‘Yes, but with everybody and anybody producing, nobody will be
watching.”

This slightly caricatured conversation, repeated everywhere public access is
discussed, finds critics arguing that without an audience, public access is pointless.
This critical view assumes first that audience size is important, and second that
public access cannot compete with other program sources for audience attention
(thus far an unsubstantiated claim).

The first assumption is less a matter of fact than of attitude. As pointed out
throughout this report, one access strategy is to involve as many people as possible
in production, emphasizing participation and identity-building over audience share.
While this method may result in a slow but continuous increase in audience, that
is not the immediate goal. Another response to the critic’s first assumption is that
the ability to appeal to tiny audiences lies at the heart of cable’s potential. As Pierre
Juneau, Chairman of the Canadian Radio and Television Commission, put it,

It is a paradox: cable programming developed because of the inability of
[broadcast] television to contain and cope alone with the new needs of an
evolving society. Now its very early attempts to adapt to these needs are
judged by the standards of the sector which could not deal with them.

In short, one answer to the cry that nobody watches is, “So what?”

For some access producers, this response is too glib. Their reason for program-
ming is precisely to reach an audience—they want to be heard. The allegation that
access cannot compete for audiences troubles these producers. Even if the difference
is between no audience and an audience of 3 percent (which may be large, for access),
the difference is vital. For people dealing with social issues or appealing to their
neighbors on other levels, audience is a crucial concern. As this report has frequent-
ly reiterated, while process video and individual expression are important, access
will be a luxury few communities can afford unless it enables socially involved
groups to reach an audience.
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AUDIENCE SURVEYS

Polling techniques make audience attention primarily a numerical issue, usual-
ly ignoring program impact on those who did watch. Less formal methods, such as
word of mouth in small towns, may provide all the feedback needed.

Building audience size has two components: the complex problem of feedback
and promotion. People can’t watch even the best program if they don't know when
it’s on. Producers don’t know how many people are watching without some contact
with the audience. In commercial television, audience size is measured by A. C.
Nielsen & Co., which attaches a box to TV sets in selected homes to record program
choice. Access producers must develop their own feedback methods.

When two-way cable finally emerges, public access will have direct feedback on
audience numbers. Two-way will permit immediate electronic polling of the entire
subscribership instead of a random sample. Producers will receive feedback on all
programs rather than just a few, and the audience response process will be cheaper.
Until two-way is fully operative, audience feedback can be obtained through tele-
phone polls, by asking the audience to call in at show’s end, and by sending out
questionnaires or interviewers to find out if people watch the access channel and if
so, what programs they watch. The various feedback methods require skilled help
to develop the sampling techniques and evaluate the results, but this kind of skill
is readily available at universities, sometimes even on the undergraduate level. If
help is not available, a more general appraisal may suffice (such as tabulating viewer
call-ins).

PROGRAM PROMOTION

Promotion is any scheme, however wild, to bring your message to people’s
attention—ads on park benches, marching bands, mass leaflet campaigns, and pro-
gram advertisement coupled with other mailings such as the public utilities bill or
an Easter Seals drive.

Promotion can contribute more to audience size than can the quality of the
program itself. It can also become more expensive than the actual production. If
each access producer had to pay for the newspaper ads, subscriber mailings, and ads
on other cable channels or local radio, many couldn’t afford to produce any pro-
grams. Fortunately, there are several ways to pool promotion; the first three are
recommended by the National Cable Television Association to its membership (see
Appendix B):

1. Cable operators can include access program schedules and promotional
material with their monthly billing to subscribers.

2. Nonbroadcast channel time can be used to list forthcoming access programs
either continuously on an empty channel or as spots on utilized channels.

3. An access board or other publicly constituted group can be formed to pro-
mote the access channel in general and to help advertise programs.

4. Access program schedules should be regularly listed in local newspapers.

5. Local radio (cable radio, also) should list each day’s programming at a regu-
lar time, perhaps once after a morning newscast and once again after the evening
newscast.
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6. Subscriber lists, usually available to commercial customers, can be obtained
from the cable operator for mailings between billings.

7. Promotion of channe! use will draw local attention to the programs.

8. The following innovative approach was tried successfully on a Canadian
cable system. A list of more than 100 tapes produced by local community groups was
sent to all cable subscribers, who were asked to phone in the numbers of the tapes
they would like to see. More than 1500 requests were received within four days. Each
requested tape was aired, with the most popular ones shown several times at prime-
time hours. The playback schedule was displayed daily on the access channel. This
method obtained audience feedback and promoted programs as well.

Other methods of promoting regular programs include showings to various
organizations, schools, or selected audiences. A private showing of a particularly
good sample program may encourage regular cable viewing.

Another approach is to involve local celebrities or large numbers of local people
in a program. A sports figure providing health information might catch the viewer’s
eye; so might taping a program on the town green during lunch and informing
onlookers that they can see themselves on the cable. These methods assume that the
greatest problem is getting viewers to start tuning in. It is to be hoped the program
will be interesting enough to retain at least some viewers without having to resort
to gimmicks.

Promotion is most successful for regular programs. Specials or one-time pro-
grams require splashier and hence more expensive advertising, although reserving
a particular time spot for specials may provide some carry-over of viewers from week
to week.

Promotion is most easily done by organizations, who are the primary users of
access anyway. (Individual users rarely have the resources or the ongoing need to
take advantage of access.) A group can encourage its members and their contacts
to watch the program, and each organization has a natural constituency outside its
actual membership that proper promotion can motivate to tune in. For example, a
consumer program probably will attract co-op members and ecology groups. Mem-
ber lists from related groups should prove useful in building audience support, and
this kind of focused advertising is much less expensive than mailing to all cable
subscribers.



VII. FINAL SUMMARY SUGGESTIONS

The FCC has issued minimal regulations for access channel administration and
individual use. But for access use to extend beyond relatively well-established
groups to people and groups active in community organizing and activities—for the
progressive sentiment to become a grass roots reality—procedures, funds, and facili-
ties for community-wide use must be developed.

PHASE I: EDUCATION AND ORGANIZATION

The first tasks are primarily political. Local resources such as video groups and
facilities, local organizers, neighborhood associations, consumer groups, and legal
and technical experts, must be located and tapped to help begin the organizing work
immediately whether or not cable service already exists. Other active groups and
organizations working on other issues must be informed about cable and goals must
be established.{Video projects can help both in demonstrating cable and focusing on
goals.) If the franchise has not yet been awarded, ownership is an important consid-
eration. If the local franchise ordinance has not been drafted, involvement in that
process is essential.

PHASE II: FRANCHISING AND PREOPERATIONS

With education and organization under way, politicking at the franchise au-
thority level becomes paramount. Funding and equipment provisions should be
included in the franchise ordinance, or arranged separately with the municipal
authority or current or prospective owners. Channel administration options (e.g., a
public access board) should also be included even though they may not be immediate-
ly implemented. (An informal approach to administration is recommended at the
outset.) Neighborhood needs, including equipment and operating expenses, should
be included in franchise recommendations. It is most important, however, to secure
the political and technical backing to support a franchise and a structure (e.g., an
access board) responsive to community demands.
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PHASE I1I: OPERATIONS

The next phase of decisions deals with the need to help access users reach an
audience. In other words, after the organizing and political issues are well in hand,
including a solid case for the FCC certification process, production-oriented prob-
lems can be addressed. You can now get on with scheduling and promotion (the
former requires certification if dealt with separately from overall channel adminis-
tration), equipment choice, finding the right personnel, setting up training programs
and attracting users.

In summary, then, the most vital access tasks have nothing directly to do with
television, but are concerned with organizing and building a political consensus.
Once the proper franchise framework has been established, including channel ad-
ministration, funding, and facilities, you can begin the extremely difficult basic tasks
of attracting and training users, and scheduling and promoting programs. But with-
out organizing and politicking for the best locally determined access environment,
production questions are matters for idle speculation.

Finally, if your system is already operating and no support for community
programming (not cable-operator programming on behalf of the community) is
forthcoming, don’t throw your hands up and say, “It’s too late.” While the task is
far more difficult than that facing a not yet cabled community, local pressure can
be persuasive. First, negotiate with the operator. If that doesn’t work, lobby with
municipal officials to enforce or, if necessary, amend the franchise. Find a lawyer
and see if legal action is possible under state or federal regulations. Take well-
documented examples of support in other communities and of the lack in your own
to local media, citizen groups, the city council, state regulators, and the FCC. Tell
people what they are missing. Compile detailed lists of all would-be access users and
the range of programs they could offer. Make your case known statewide and at the
company’s national office—negative publicity for companies pursuing other fran-
chises can be a powerful bargaining instrument.

It is to be hoped that such negative tactics will prove unnecessary. Most cable
operators support at least the concept of community origination. When conflicts
arise, the principal task is to convince both the operator and local citizens that public
access will flourish best as a cooperative venture between them. Both partners have
a strong stake in the outcome, for the success of public access can strengthen cable
television’s role in the community at the same time it serves vital citizen interests.






Appendix A*

BASIC OPERATING PROCEDURES FOR
DALE CITY TELEVISION'

DEPARTMENT DIRECTORS

Program Director

The Program Director will have complete respon-
sibility. over the entire systems operation. All depart-
ment heads will report directly to him. The Program
Director will be responsible in assigning Staff Direc-
tors, Producers, Staff Announcers and Assistant Di-
rectors for each telecast. All program ideas and
policy questions are the direct responsibility of the
Program Director. Decisions concerning program
policy and station operation are the direct responsi-
bility of the Program Director. He will report di-
rectly to the Advisory Board.

Director of Public Relations

The Director of Public Relations will be the offi-
cial public spokesman for the system. This depart-
ment will be responsible for supplying the mass
media with current information concerning this sys-
tem. Weekly program logs will be supplied to the
local papers from this department. All PR informa-
tion is to be approved by the Program Director
through the Public Relations Office. Anyone is free
to submit promotional or public relation ideas; how-
ever, they must first be approved by the Public Rela-
tions Department. In addition, the Public Relations
Director will be responsible for supplying promo-

'The rather elaborate operating procedures devised for Dale
City Television may provide a useful basis for community TV in
many other areas as well For that reason, this description, based

on one prepared by David J. Touch, Program Director for Dale
City Television, is presented here

tional information for particular telecasts and as-
sisting Producers and Directors in the writing and
placing of promotional and public relations informa-
tion.

Directors of Sports, Women’s
Programming, News, and Public Affairs

The Directors of these departments are required
to keep on hand a constant approved backlog of pro-
gram ideas. They will be responsible for producing
their own programs, supplying formats and talent,
and organizing each show in such a manner that it
is ready for airing when it comes into the studio.

Director of Graphics

The Graphics Director will have the responsibil-
ity of producing a complete set of graphice as re-
quired for each telecast. In addition, a graphics per-
son will be on hand for each production. Graphic
requirements will be submitted to the Graphics Di-
rector at least one week prior to a telecast.

Scene Designer

The Scene Designer will be responsible for de-
signing and preparing each set for each telecast.
Scene requirements are to be submitted to the Scene
Designer at least one week before the proposed tele-
cast. Additionally, the Scene Designer will be re-
sponsible for all prope for each telecast.

* This appendix is reproduced verbatim from Feldman, op. cit.
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Producers

Anyone in the system is encouraged to independ-
ently produce programs, under the following guide-
lines:

1. A program idea must be submitted first to the
Program Director and then approved by the Advi-
sory Board.

2. The Producer is required to submit script out-
lines, budget, story boards, final script, and all pro-
duction at least one week before the proposed pro-
duction.

3. The Producer is required to assemble his/her
own crew with the assistance of the Production
Supervisor.

4. The Producer will be required to supply to the
Chief Engineer all technical requirements for the
production.

5. The resources of the entire system will be at
the disposal of the Producer for a particular pro-
gram.

PRODUCTION STAFF

Announcers and Talent

As scheduling permits Staff Announcers are
asked to be on the set at least one-half hour prior to
air time. Coats and ties are required for men, dresses
or suits are required for female participants. Sports
clothes, etc., are not authorized for on-camera work.

Engineering and Chief Engineer

The Chief Engineer is solely responsible for the
system's entire engineering and engineering person-
nel requirements. He will schedule for each taping a
video engineer and audio man. He will be required
to supply information on power requirements, cam-
era and audio operation, including mike positioning,
to the Producer and/or Director for a program. Addi-
tionally, he will be responasible for the setting-up of
cameras and the master control area. He will be
responsible for maintaining all electronic equipment
and keeping it in operating order, and report di-
rectly to the Program Director any technical difficul-
ties occurring during any taping session. He will
hold primary instructional sessions in television
engineering for both cameramen and audio men.
The Chief Engineer will report directly to the Pro-
gram Director.

Production Supervisor

The primary responsibility of the Production
Supervisor is to gather each full crew for a particu-
lar session. This includes cameramen, floor audio,
lighting, grips, and floor manager. Each individual
will know in advance what he is expected to do for

58

a particular taping session. It is the responsibility of
the Production Manager to see that his crew stays
for the entire session and assists in tearing down the
equipment in the studio area after the production. In
addition, he will be responsible for familiarizing new
people with the systems operations along with for-
mally introducing new people to the television staff.
He will be additionally responsible for the schedul-
ing of teaching sessions for both production and engi-
neering, along with teaching primary production
techniques to new members. The Director of this
section will report directly to the Program Director.

Production Staff

The Production and Engineering Staff are re-
quired to be on the set at least one hour prior to
technical rehearsal. The Production and Engineer-
ing staff will set up for their area only. Talent is
required to stay out of the production area until the
Director is told and set and engineering crews are
ready to start shooting. Cameramen, floor audio, and
master control staff are the only authorized people
allowed to be near or operate equipment, under the
supervision of the Chief Engineer and Staff Director.
The cameramen for the evening are the only author-
ized people to operate and man cameras, again un-
der the direction of the Staff Director and Chief Engi-
neer. Lighting, mikes, and other electronic equip-
ment are not to be changed without prior approval
of the Director and audio rnan. Cameramen will as-
sure that their cameras are out of the lights at all
times and are not left unmanned or focused on one
set for a long period of time. Camera f-stope are not
to be changed after they have been set except by the
approval of the Director or Chief Engineer.

Since we often have guests in the studio, the en-
tire staff will be required to conduct themselves in an
orderly and professional manner. We are with the
system to learn and to have fun. Having fun should

remain in the realm of good taste.
Questions, comments, or ideas concerning any of

the standard operating procedures listed below
should be brought to the attention of the Program
Director.

Summary of Staff Member Responsibility

Staff Member Report to

Cameramen, floor manager, Production Supervisor
lighting, floor audio

Audio man, video man, all Chief Engineer

engineering personnel
Directors, stafl announcers,

department heads, taient,

producers and writers

Program Director
Graphics Director
Graphics

Grips, set designers and Scene Designer
assemblers



Appendix B
GUIDELINES FOR ACCESS: A REPORT BY NCTA

August, 1972

The National Cable Television Assn.
918 16th St., NW
Washington, D.C. 20006
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The Federal Communications Commission’s new rules for
cable television pose a new challenge for the cable television in-
dustry and for the public. The requirement that cable systems
provide non-broadcast designated access channels for public, ed-
ucational, governmental and other uses begins a significant new
aspect of broadband communications services.

This report offers guidelines to cable operators to help
them fulfill the FCC’s requirements. At the outset it should be
clear that it is not possible or even desirable for us to establish
detailed recommendations for the operation and development of
these new services. The local and unique needs and capabilities
of the cable operator and his or her community precludes such
advice. This report, then, takes the general approach — identify-
ing what types of operating rules must be set, pointing out fs-
sues and problems that should be met, suggesting possibilities
and in some cases offering parameters. We are also recommending
that systems establish interim operating rules for a specified per-
fod of time — six months or a year, for example. At the end of
that time a complete review of the rules in light of actual oper-
ating experience should be undertaken.

Because there are varying requirements for each of the
four categories of designated access channels, we have treated
each category separately. (Problems concerning accountability for
libel and liability insurance are not treated here; these matters
are under separate study.)

If the concept of public access is to work for the cable
operator and the community — for all groups and individuals
concerned — there must first be a realization by all that these
are largely uncharted waters. No one has a great deal of exper-
ience upon which to build. The FCC itself has purposely offered
only general guidelines.

Success will not come overnight. For the access concept
to develop meaningfully, flexibility, persistence and perhaps most
important, sincere, honest and realistic efforts at cooperation will
be required of all concerned.

Da%d Foster

President
National Cable Television Association
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Application of rules

The FCC’s access requirements apply to cable television
operators as follows:

All systems located wholly or partially within a
top-100 television market which began or begin
operations on or after March 31, 1972.

Systems already operating in the top-100 mar-
kets have until March 31, 1977 to comply. How-
ever, such systems providing any of the access
services prior to that time must comply with
FCC requirements (1) barring operator control
over program content (2} assessment of costs
and (3) the operating rules. Systems receiving
certificates of compliance to add television sig-
nals to their operations prior to the March 31,
1977 date must comply with the access require-
ments, by adding one specific access channel
for each broadcast added. Priority for adding
channels is public access, first; educational,
second, government, third, leased, fourth.

Systemns located wholly outside major television
markets cannot be required by a local entity to
exceed the FCC’s access requirements. However,
if such a system does provide any access service,
it must comply with the requirements.

The FCC is aware that the requirements may impose un-
due burdens on some cable operators. In such cases, the operator
may request & waiver. Cable systems operating in smail communi-
ties within a major market, to whom the access requirements pre-
sent a burden, are free to meet their obligations through joint
building and related programs with other cable operators in the
larger core areas.

Activation of additional access channels

The FCC has required that when use of the designated ac-
cess channels reaches a specified point, additional channels must
be activated to meet the demand. The commission’s formula for
expansion of access channel capacity is:

Whenever all of the designated access channels
{public, educational, local government, or leased)
are in use during 80 per cent of the time during
any consecutive three-hour period for six consecu-
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tive weeks, a system shall have six months in
which to make a new channel available for any
or all of the above described purposes.

The Public Access Channel

There are six general FCC requirements related to the pub-
lic access channel. (1) The system must maintain at least one such
non-commercial channel. (2) At least one public access channel
shall always be free. (3) The system must maintain and have avail-
able for public use at least minimal equipment and facilities neces-
sary for the production of programming. {4) The system may not as-
sess production costs for live studio presentations of less than five
minutes. (5) The system may not exercise any control over pro-
gram content {except as mentioned below). (6} Finally, the system
must establish operating rules for the channel. A copy of the rules
must be filed with the FCC within 90 days of the date of activa-
tion of the channel. A copy of the rules must also be available for
public inspection.

Operating rules

The system’s operating rules must specify the fol-
lowing:

Access is to be first-come, first-served, non-dis-
criminatory.

A prohibition on the presentation of any adver-
tising material designed to promote the sale of
commercial products or services (including ad-
vertising by or on behalf of candidates for pub-
lic office).

A prohibition on the presentation of any lot-
tery information (as in the cablecasting rules).

A prohibition on presentation of obscene and
indecent matter (as in the cablecasting rules).

Permission of public inspection of a complete

record of the names and address of all persons
or groups requesting access time. (The record

must be retained for two years.)

Those are the specific requirements levied by the FCC. In
your published operating rules you will want to deal with other
factors, as well.
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Production facilities

The FCC requires cable operators to have "“at least minimal
equipment and facilities necessary for the production of program-
ming.” We believe that where economically feasible, provision
should be made for a studio in good operating order with at least
two cameras, two video tape recorders and the basic attendant stu-
dio equipment (lighting, etc.). Beyond this, the amount and type
of equipment should be a function of demand. The equipment
should be in good operating condition, providing a level of tech-
nical quality consistent with the user’s offering. Experience thus
far indicates it is important to have as high a level of technical
quality as possible, in order to attract and maintain the interest of
viewers accustomed to good quality. The cable operator may re-
quire reasonable technical standards in scftware submitted by a
user. Provision should also be made for the system to provide a
qualified television production person to offer technical assistance
during reasonable business hours.

Although the commission is requiring that a system have
production facilities available, it also expressed the hope that “'col-
leges and universities, high schools and recreation departments,
churches, unions and other community groups will have low cost
video taping equipment for public use.”

Production costs

FCC rules stipulate that you may not charge for costs incurred
in live studio presentations of less than five minutes. Beyond that,
production costs are chargeable to users. With respect to the lat-
ter, the FCC has said that production costs and any other fees for
use of other public access channels ““shall be consistent with the
goal of affording the publit a low cost means of television access.”
In compliance with the spirit of that directive, we believe charges
to users of production facilities should be limited to actual costs
incurred, whenever possible. Basic rates should be set and pub-
lished in the operating rules.

Formats and allocations

The basic criteria for most decisions in public access should
be supply and demand. However, in some cases, cable operators may
want to set aside certain days and times to deal with “‘regular’” ac-
cess offerings and with “‘one-time’’ access presentations. There is
advantage to the operator, to the user, and to the viewer in per-
mitting at least a limited degree of regularity. But this should not be
structured so as to interfere with the one-time user’s right to access.

First, the operator will want to establish a reasonable
“broadcast day.” He may want to require that applications for
channel time be made in advance: for example, one or two
weeks. (Such a requirement could and should be waived if no
demand exists for available time.) Applications should specify,
among other things, requested time and date, program iength,
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purpose of program, persons appearing in program, method of
presentation, requirement for studio facilities, etc.

Operating rules might specify limitations on regular and
one-time use. For example, a limit on the number of hours of
prime time per week per user, a limit on the total number of
hours per week, or even a limit on the length of time a user
can receive a particular time block. However, limitations on ac-
cess time should relate to demand. If demand is slight, limita-
tions should be minimal. If demand is heavy, limitations may
be more severe. The guiding principle should be to give access
to the greatest number of users.

Copyright

Operating rules should specify procedures to insure that
copyright clearances have been obtained. To relieve the system
from copyright liability, rules could require each user to furnish
appropriate documentation that, where copyrighted material is
included in the program, clearance has been obtained. The sim-
plest method would be to require written proof of clearance for
both music and non-music copyrighted material. In the case of
music, the operator might require the user to furnish the title
of the music to be used, the name of the composer(s) and the
licensing agent for performance rights, and documents author-
izing performance. For non-musical material, information should
include the name of the author, the copyright owner, and again,
documents authorizing use of the material on the program.

Other requirements

There are other issues for which you may want to con-
sider appropriate operating rules. You may want to include a
provision dealing with the use of access facilities by minors.
You might require that any minor using the access facilities be
accompanied by an adult, who would assume legal responsibility
for the actions of minors and also for obtaining documents re-
quired for use of the access channel.

You might include a provision requiring access users to
provide to the cable system any information necessary for the
system to meet FCC requirements. Finally, you will probably
want to outline procedures to follow if disputes or grievances devel-
op over program content, technical standards, etc.

Promotion of access

Early experience with public access channels has demon-
strated that promotion is an extremely important factor in the
healthy development of the access concept. The cable operator
should involve himself in the promotion and development of the
public access channel. Cooperative efforts with community groups
to further understanding of the concept of access and effective
utilization of access channels could be one approach. In fact,
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cable operators should consider the formation of broad-based
democratically constituted groups to advise and assist in policy
development, promotion and funding of public access.

Such a group or groups lend valuable assistance, identi-
fying and assisting potential users, helping to generate commu-
nity interest in the channel, and developing sources of funding.

The cable operator can contribute to the promotion of
the access channels through his ongoing advertising and market-
ing programs. Notice of the availability of access time and pro-
gramming schedules can be given exposure on non-broadcast
channels and by mailing promotional material with monthly bills.

The Educational Access Channel

The broad requirements of the educational access chan-
nel are these: (1) At least one must must be made available free
of charge from the commencement of cable service until five
years after the completion of the basic trunk line; (2) you may
not exercise any control over program content (except as men-
tioned below); (3) you must establish operating rules for the
channel. A copy of these rules must be filed with the FCC with-
in 90 days of the date you first activate the channel. A copy of
the rules must also be available for inspection by the public.

Operating rules

The FCC requires that the operating rules specify the fol-
lowing four points:

A prohibition on the presentation of any advertising
material designed to promote the sale of commercial
products or services (including advertising by or on
behalf of candidates for public office).

A prohibition on lottery information (as in the
cablecasting rules).

A prohibition on obscene and indecent matter (as
in the cablecasting rules).

Permission of public inspection of a complete rec-
ord of names and address of a!l persons or groups
requesting time. (This record must be maintained
for two years.)

Beyond these broad requirements and the four points men-
tioned above, you are free to develop further and more detailed
operating rules. It is in your interest to establish rules and proce-
dures to promote successful development of the educational
channel.



66

Following is a brief discussion of some of the factors you
should consider.

Users

The FCC has specified only that the channel is for use
by "local educational authorities”. The channel is not exclusive-
ty for the use of any one group — be it the public or educa-
tional broadcaster, a school or other educational group. You will
want to determine who are the local educational authorities in
your community or franchise area and who are the potential
users. Prior to activating the channet, you will want to notify
potential users of the channel’s availability.

You might consider establishment of a local educational
access advisory board composed of, for example, a cable repre-
sentative, an educational broadcaster, a school board member, a
student, and an educational or other public official, etc. This
board could advise on what groups may utilize the channel and
on time allocations when there are competing applications. You
should remember, however, you cannot pass on responsibility
for enforcing FCC requirements.

Demand may be difficult to guage at first. You may
want to adopt a flexible approach for the first year.

Order of access and time allocations

No requirement exists for first-come, first-served access
on the educational channel. At the outset you will probably
want to establish a “broadcast day”. Order of access {and time
allocations) will probably be a function of demand. Establish-
ment of priorities may be possible and wise. For example, in-
structional programming designed as a part of or supplement to
schoo! curricula might need to be presented during the school
day. Allocation of regular times and days may be advantageous
for such programming. If there is a great deal of demand for
both regular and one-time or special programs, it may be nec-
essary to establish limits on time allowed per day, week, etc.
However, for the near term, that seems unlikely. Access and
time decisions should develop according to demand.

Production costs and facilities

You are not required to provide production facilities for
the educational channel user. However, in some cases, systems
may find they are able to provide such facilities. For example,
since systems must have facilities for the public access channel,
those same facilities, if not in use, might be used for the edu-
cational access channel. The same might be true of regular cable-
casting facilities. If systems do provide production facilities, they
may charge for use. However, where possible we recommend
that charges in this early stage of access development should
only be for recovering the actua! cost of the service. Rates for
such services should be established and published in the oper-
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ating rules. Since some educational institutions — schools and
universities, for example — have production facilities and equip-
ment which are often not fully utilized, cable systems may be
able to work out arrangements for use of equipment and facilities.

Copyright

Use of copyrighted material on the educational channel
could be a problem for the cable operator. You can and should
require appropriate documentation protecting the system from
copyright liability. Generally the same information outlined in
the public access section should be required.

Funding and promotion of channel

Once the educational channel is activated, a significant
factor in its success will be funding to develop software for the
channel and promotion of the channel. There are no FCC legal
requirements on the operator in these areas. However, operators
should be attuned to the need for funds and promotion and
should work with educators, community groups, and others in
tapping potential sources of funding and in promoting the chan-
nel to both users and viewers.

The Government Access Channel

The operation of the government access channel differs
markedly from the three other categories of access channels re-
ferred to in this report. FCC guidelines on the government ac-
cess channel are quite general. The commission says the channel
is ““designed to give maximum latitude for use by local govern-
ments’’. Of the four categories of access channels, the govern-
ment access channel is the only one in which regulation of ac-
cess is not precluded.

The FCC's guidance is limited to the following: (1) At
least one such access channel must be made available free of
charge from the commencement of cable service until five years
after the completion of the basic trunk line. (2) The system
may exercise no control over program content. (3) Local reg-
ulation of the channel is permitted.

Development of this access channe! will largely be a
concern of the local government. The FCC is not requiring the
system to establish operating rules, nor is it requiring the sys-
tem to make available production facilities. However, we believe
that cable operators should assist the local government in set-
ting operating rules; advising, for example, on the establishment
of production facilities if utilized.
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The Leased Access Channels

After the cable system has met FCC requirements for
use of designated non-broadcast channels, it then must make
available the remainder of the required band width for leased
channel operators. Latitude and flexibility should be key con-
cerns in formulating operating rules for this category of channels.

The FCC has issued the following requirements for leased
access service. {1) A system may exercise no control over pro-
gram content. {2) There are to be no limitations on commercia!
matter. (3) On at least one leased channel, priority shall be
given to part-time users. (4) A broadcast channel blacked-out
because of exclusivity rules may be used for leased channel pur-
poses. {5) Unused portions of the specially designated channels
{public access, educational, etc.) may be used for leased service,
but such service is subject to replacement when a demand ex-
ists for the designated use of that channel. {6) The system must
establish operating rules. A copy of these rules must be filed
with the FCC within 90 days of the date of activation of the
channel. The rules must also be available for public inspection.

Operating Rules

The system in its operating rules must specify the fol-
lowing:

Access shall be first-come, first-served, non-dis-
criminatory.

A prohibition on the presentation of lottery in-
formation (as in the cablecasting rules).

A prohibition on obscene or indecent matter
fas in the cablecasting rules).

Sponsorship identification (as in the cablecast-
ing rules).

Appropriate rate schedule.

Permission of public inspection of a complete
record of the names and addresses of all per-
sons or groups requesting access time. (This
record must be maintained for two years.)

Access and allocations

Access to the leased channels must be first-come, first-
served. Deadlines for applying for a specified access time will
probably not be necessary, at least for the near term. A pos-
sible exception to this might be in the case of leased channels
for part time users, and also in the case of leasing time on
blacked-out broadcast channels. Here deadlines and limitations
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on the amount of time, time spots, etc. might be appropriate,
if demand requires it. Only experience and time will tell.

On all other leased channels there appears to be no need
for limitations on time allocations. Supply and demand should
be the governing factor here.

Rates

Cable systems must establish rates for channel leasing
and include them in the operating rules. Again, flexibility is
important. But it will be up to the individual operator to as-
sess his particular situation and develop the appropriate rate
schedule. Rates should vary, for example, for full use and part-
time use; also, for prime time and non-prime time hours. Dif-
ferent rates might be established for commercial and non-com-
mercial users. Rates should also vary for leased operations on
designated access channels and blacked-out broadcast channels.

Production facilities

Operators are not required to provide production facili-
ties for users of leased channe! operations. But, as in the case
of the educational channel, operators may find they are able to
provide these facilities. If this is done, appropriate rates should
be established.

Advertising

There are no restrictions on advertising on leased chan-
nels (unlike the local origination channel). As the FCC notes,
some channels may be used entirely for advertising. The com-
mission has also indicated that it will monitor developments in
this area, particularly in regard to issues such as false and mis-
leading advertising. Because cable operators are not allowed any
control over program content on designated access channels, gen-
erally they cannot control advertising. However, systems can
adopt an advertising and merchandising code of ethics (the
NCTA cablecasting code of ethics, for example) and acquaint
users with the code and request that they conform to it.

Copyright

Generally the same problems that exist with respect to
copyright liability for other access channels apply to the leased
channels. The steps outlined in previous sections on copyright
apply here.



Appendix C
ORGANIZATIONS WORKING IN PUBLIC ACCESS

This list of organizations working in public access is not intended to be complete
or exhaustive. Many small local organizations have extensive interest, experience,
and knowledge in cable generally and public access in particular; however, many are
too small to handle large numbers of inquiries. They are too numerous to list here,
but can be found in the publications listed under “References” below.

Alternate Media Center

New York University

School of the Arts

144 Bleecker Street

New York., New York 10012
The largest and best-funded public access resource in the United States. It has
developed projects all around the country.

Bedford-Stuvvesant Restoration Corporation

1368 Fulton Street

Brooklyn, New York 11216
Conducted detailed study and plan for a community CATV svstem in an area
with 500,000 people.

Black Efforts for Soul in Television
1014 North Carolina Avenue, S.E.
Washington. D.C. 20036

Primarily broadeast oriented. BEST aids community groups with programming
complaints. license challenges, technical assistance, employment, and so on.

Cable Television Information Center
2100 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

A Ford Foundation supported organization geared toward providing municipali-
ties with a broad range of cable information.

Citizens Communication Center

1812 N Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036
Provides legal assistance to the public before the FCC and the courts on com-
munications issues.
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Fide's House/Community Video Center
1554 8th Street, N.-W.
Washington, D.C. 20009

Neighborhood video information, production, and training center.

National Cable Television Association

918 16th Street, N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20006
The NCTA, an industry group, issues reports to its membership on cable issues.
The NCTA Bulletin, published every other week, is available to nonmembers for
$24 a year. It can provide resource and technical information, and has issued a
useful set of guidelines for public access (reproduced above as Appendix B).

Open Channel
49 East 68th Street
New York, New York 10003

An experienced production and information service for public access.

People’s Video Theater
New York, New York

One of the first video groups geared to community service, and one of the few
actively pursuing the use of video as a neighborhood information tool.

Port Washington Public Library

Port Washington, New York 11050
A functioning access center, not as yet involved in cable but with expertise in the
“process” use of video.

Public Advocates
433 Turk Street
San Francisco, California 94102

A public interest law firm with experience in cable television.

Reading Community Video Workshop

Berks TV Cable Company

P.O. Box 107

Reading, Pennsylvania 19603
An example of cooperation between a community access center and a cable
system.

Stern Community Law Firm
2005 L Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

A public interest law firm involved in broadcast and cable television.

United Church of Christ
Office of Communication
289 Park Avenue South
New York, New York 10010

A leading proponent of public interest in broadcast and cable television affairs,
with several useful publications.

Urban Communications Group
1725 De Sales Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

A black consulting firm with extensive cable television experience, particularly
interested in minority ownership of media.
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Watts Communications Bureau Mafundi Institute

1827 E. 103rd Street

Los Angeles. California 90002
Offers video training for third-world people. The first group to propose and plan
a community-owned cable system (the franchise is still under negotiation).



REFERENCES

The following list comprises what the author regards as the best of the litera-
ture on public access. Each item will direct the reader to additional sources. For a
more comprehensive bibliography of cable writings, see “For More Information” in
Walter S. Baer, Cable Television: A Handbook for Decisionmaking, The Rand Corpo-
ration, R-1133-NSF, February 1973.

Broadcasting
1735 De Sales Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

(weekly, $20/yr)

Covers both broadcasting and cable, with emphasis on FCC matters. An annual
CATV Sourcebook is also available for $8.50.

Cable Television in the Cities: Community Control, Public Access, and Minority
Ownership, Charles Tate (ed.), The Urban Institute, 1971, 184 pp. ($3.95).
An excellent manual with an extremely detailed resource and reference directo-

ry. Available from The Urban Institute, 2100 M Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
20037.

Cable Television: Opportunities and Problems in Local Program Origination, by N.
E. Feldman, The Rand Corporation, R-570-FF, September 1970, 31 pp. ($2.00).

A useful report on a number of local origination experiments, including person-
nel requirements, costs, and administrative structure.

Cablecasting
140 Main Street
Ridgefield, Connecticut 06877

(bimonthly, $8/yr)

CATV

1900 W. Yale

Englewood, Colorado 80110
(weekly, $33/yr)

The annual CATV Systems Directory ($8.95) and CATYV Directory of Equip-
ment and Services ($6.95) are free with a CATYV subscription.

Challenge for Change Newsletter
National Film Board of Canada
P.O. Box 6100

Montreal 101, Quebec
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The newsletter of the pioneers in community television. Easy to read, filled with
graphics and details of forceful video and cable projects. Three or four issues
vearly. Available free.

Cinema’s Catalyst: Film, Videotape and Social. Change, by Sandra Gwynne,
Extension Service, Memorial U., St. Johns, Newfoundland.

A reporter’s view of a conference on community uses of media. including a list
of participants.

Radical Software

440 Park Avenue South

Suite 1304

New York, New York 10016
The journal of the Alternate Video movement. The back issues are particularly
useful as an introduction to video and cable and as a source guide to video groups
and organizations around the world.

TV Communications
1900 W. Yale
Englewood. Colorado 80110

tmonthly, $10 v
Contains more in-depth articles on cable than do other journals listed.
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