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Summary of Argument

Time Warner Entertainment Company, L.P. (IITWEII),

herein invites the Commission to reconsider its IIprogram-

access ll rules. TWE argues as follows:

• The rules regarding sUbdistribution
arrangements, as currently written, could be
read to regulate nonexclusive sUbdistribution
arrangements. Such arrangements cannot
inhibit access to programming because a
distributor can always circumvent any
restrictions imposed by the subdistributor by
purchasing the same programming elsewhere.
Indeed, regulating nonexclusive arrangements
may block rather than promote access to
programming. The Commission should therefore
clarify that its rules apply to exclusive
subdistribution arrangements only.

• If,
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Preliminary Statement

On April 30, 1993, the Commission released its

First Report and Order (lithe Order") in this rUlemaking

proceeding, promulgating rules implementing and interpreting

§ 19 of the Cable Television Consumer Protection and

Competition Act of 1992 (lithe 1992 Cable Act"). Cable Act

of 1992--Program Distribution and Carriage Agreements, 58

Fed. Reg. 27658 (May 11, 1993). Time Warner Entertainment

Company, L.P. ("TWE"), participated in this rulemaking

proceeding by submitting comments and reply comments.

Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 405 and 47 C.F.R. § 1.429, TWE now

invites the commission to reconsider or clarify its

conclusions with respect to three issues: (1) whether the
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Commission's rules should regulate nonexclusive

subdistribution arrangements; (2) whether the discrimination

rules should apply to existing contracts; and (3) whether a

complainant proceeding under subsection (c) must show that

the defendant cable-programming vendor is vertically

integrated with the cable operator with which the

complainant competes.

Argument

I. ONLY EXCLUSIVE SUBDISTRIBUTION ARRANGEMENTS SHOULD BE
REGULATED.

New § 76.1002(c) (3) of title 47 of the Code of

Federal Regulations prohibits arrangements between a cable-

programming vendor and a cable operator for subdistribution

in areas unserved by a cable operator, and places certain

restrictions upon such arrangements for subdistribution in

areas served by a cable operator. 11 Section

76.1002(c) (3), by its terms, could be read to encompass both

exclusive and nonexclusive subdistribution arrangements.

11 Those restrictions are: (1) a subdistributor may not
require a competing distributor to buy other programming or
to give access to private property as a condition for access
to programming; (2) a subdistributor may not charge a
competing distributor more for programming than the
programming vendor itself would have been permitted to
charge; and (3) if a subdistributor denies a competing
distributor's request for access to programming, the
competing distributor must be permitted to negotiate
directly with the programming vendor. § 76.1002(c) (3) (iii).



3

TWE submits that subdistribution agreements can

have anticompetitive potential only if they are exclusive,

that is to say, only if a programming vendor does not permit

a distributor to obtain its programming from a source other

than an exclusive subdistributor. If another source of

access exists, a distributor can avoid whatever restrictions

the subdistributor might wish to impose simply by accessing

programming through that other source. For example, since

the mid-1980s, Home Box Office ("HBO") has had a policy of

authorizing cable operators to subdistribute its programming

services to SMATV operators within their franchise areas.

However, HBO leaves SMATV operators free to obtain

programming from alternative sources, such as independent

packagers. Such nonexclusive subdistribution arrangements

do not in any way limit access to programming--to the

contrary, they promote access by providing an additional

source.

Ironically, then, by seemingly forbidding

nonexclusive agreements for subdistribution in areas not

served by a cable operator, § 76.1002(c) (3) (i) may have the

effect of blocking rather than promoting access to

programming. Because subdistribution can be the most

efficient way of selling programming to small distributors,

a programming vendor could reasonably conclude in some cases
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that it is not feasible to deal directly with such

distributors. In such circumstances, a subdistributor may

be the only available outlet of programming, and by

forbidding sUbdistribution, the Commission's rules may

destroy that outlet, and thus deprive viewers of access to

such programming.

This is all the more unfortunate because, from the

context of the entire Order, it does not appear that the

Commission consciously intended to regulate nonexclusive

subdistribution arrangements. The Order's discussion of

subdistribution arrangements can be found under the heading

"Limitations on Exclusive Contracting", Order p. 20; the

Order refers to subdistribution arrangements as an "area or

concern. . that is applicable to exclusive contracts for

served and unserved areas alike", Order ~ 68; the concerns

discussed in ~~ 68 and 69 of the Order simply have no

relevance to nonexclusive subdistribution arrangements; the

Order elsewhere speaks of "a prohibited exclusive

arrangement (either directly or through a subdistribution

arrangement that violates our rules)", Order ~ 76, and

mentions "a cable operator selling. . programming

pursuant to a subdistribution agreement" as a potential

defendant in an exclusivity complaint case, Order ~ 77; and
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§ 76.l002(c) (3) is listed under the caption "Exclusive

contracts and practices".

TWE urges the Commission to make explicit that

§ 76.l002(c) (3) applies only to exclusive arrangements. One

way of accomplishing this would be to make the rules

applicable to served areas applicable to unserved areas as

well. Those rules require a programming vendor to negotiate

directly with a distributor if a subdistributor denies the

distributor's request for access to programming, thus in

effect making all subdistribution agreements nonexclusive.

§ 76.1002(c) (3) (iii). Extending those rules to unserved

areas could be accomplished simply by deleting

§ 76.1002(c) (3) (i) and the references to "served areas" in

§ 76. 1002 (c) (3) (i i) and (i i i) .

II. THE COMMISSION'S DISCRIMINATION RULES SHOULD NOT APPLY
TO EXISTING CONTRACTS.

The Order states that the rules adopted pursuant

to § 19 apply "to all existing contracts, whether they were

executed before or after the effective date of the rules".

Order t 120; see also § 76.1002(f) (requiring all contracts

that are not grandfathered to be "brought into compliance"

by November 15, 1993). If, then, before the effective date

of the rules, a programming vendor entered into a contract

with distributor A at a low price, and with competing
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distributor B at a higher price, the Order would seem to

permit distributor B now to walk away from its contract and

demand a lower price. At the same time, the Order does not

say that the programming vendor has the right to walk away

from its contract with distributor A.

At the time the programming vendor entered into

the two contracts, price differentials were of course

entirely legal. And, at that time, the programming vendor

obviously could not have known that, as a result of offering

the lower price to distributor A, it might at some future

time be forced to offer the same low price term to all

competitors of distributor A--had the programming vendor

known that, it might never have offered the low price to

distributor A. It is fundamentally unfair now to force such

a programming vendor to sell to all competing distributors

at a price that the vendor, in its business jUdgment,

decided in the past that it could offer to some but not all.

Accordingly, both as a policy matter and to save its rules

from constitutional infirmity, the Commission should decide

upon reconsideration that its discrimination rules do not

apply to existing contracts.
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III. A SHOWING OF VERTICAL INTEGRATION IN THE SPECIFIC AREA
AT ISSUE SHOULD BE AN ELEMENT OF A CLAIM UNDER
SUBSECTION (c).

In the NPRM, the Commission asked whether the

prohibitions of § 19 should be limited to "local markets

where an entity is in fact vertically integrated, i.e.,

where it holds an attributable interest in the local cable

system". NPRM ~ 11. In its comments, TWE proposed that the

prohibitions of § 19 should be so limited, TWE 7; TWE Reply

6, because vertically integrated programming vendors can

have the "incentive and ability to favor their affiliated

cable operators over nonaffiliated cable operators and

programming distributors using other technologies", 1992

Cable Act § 2(a) (5), only where they in fact have an

interest in a local cable operator.

The Order, however, rejects this limitation,

requiring a complainant to show merely that a programming

vendor is vertically integrated with a cable operator, and

does not require a showing that the vendor is vertically

integrated with the cable operator with which the

complainant competes. Order ~~ 11, 30. The Order states

that "this approach is most consistent with congressional

intent and best addresses Congress' apparent concern with

industry-wide influences that can occur even in the absence

of a vertical relationship in the complainant's market",



8

Order 11 11, and that "the legislative history demonstrates

Congress' concern that vertically integrated vendors may

control programming access in areas without a commonly owned

distributor", Order 11 30 (citing 138 Congo Rec. H6533-34

(daily ed. July 23, 1992) (remarks of Rep. Tauzin»). ~

The Commission's rejection of the limitation

suggested by TWE is unlawful. One could understand how, in

theory, a vertically integrated cable-programming vendor

might have an incentive to favor a cable operator in which

it holds an interest, and how an independent cable-

programming vendor might lack such an incentive. One could

also understand how, in theory, a cable-programming vendor

might have an incentive to favor a large cable operator over

a small alternative-technology competitor of the cable

operator even if the vendor has no interest in the cable

operator, in that a vendor will generally seek to avoid

offending its more important customers. But, the latter

incentive has nothing to do with vertical integration. All

~ The Order does not explain what is meant by "industry­
wide influences that can occur even in the absence of a
vertical relationship in the complainant's market", and it
is a meaningless truism that "vertically integrated vendors
may control programming access in areas without a commonly
owned distributor", because all programming vendors "control
access" to their services everywhere. Moreover, the sole
item of congressional debate that the Order cites in no way
casts light on this issue. For these reasons alone,
clarification would be in order.
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programming vendors (whether vertically integrated or

independent) have that incentive. 11

The Commission cannot have it both ways: Having

decided to make its rules applicable only to vertically

integrated firms on the ground that Congress was concerned

with practices pursued only by vertically integrated firms,

NPRM , 8; Order ~~ 24, 28, the Commission cannot now go

beyond that rationale and regulate conduct that has nothing

to do with vertical integration. At a minimum, the Order

should explain why identical conduct is somehow more worthy

of regUlation if engaged in by vertically integrated firms

than if engaged in by independents. The Order does not

(and, indeed, could not) explain this and is therefore

arbitrary and capricious. Moreover, without the limitation

suggested by TWE, there is no conceivable basis for

discriminating between vertically integrated and independent

cable-programming vendors, so that the rules fail equal-

11 The Order concedes as much. In its comments, TWE
proposed that the Commission should presume practices in
which independent programming vendors engage to be lawful.
TWE 8-9. The Order rejects this approach, saying that it
"fails to sufficiently consider the historical allegations
of discrimination on which Congress based its decisions to
enact Section 628 and assumes that the behavior of a non­
integrated entity is inherently justifiable". Order ~ 104.



10

protection muster even if reviewed under a rational-basis

standard. 11

11 TWE submits that, because the rules seriously burden
cable-programming vendors' ability to engage in
constitutionally protected speech, the applicable standard
of review is strict scrutiny. Failing even under rational­
basis scrutiny, the rules certainly cannot survive strict
scrutiny.
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Conclusion

Upon reconsideration, the Commission should

clarify that its subdistribution rules apply only to

exclusive sUbdistribution agreements; that its

discrimination rules do not apply to existing contracts; and

that a complainant in a proceeding under subsection (c)

against a cable-programming vendor must show that the vendor

holds an interest in the cable operator with which the

complainant competes.

June 10, 1993

Respectfully submitted,

C~:ATH~

Attorneys for Time Warner
Entertainment Company, L.P.

Worldwide Plaza
825 Eighth Avenue

New York, N.Y. 10019
(212) 474-1000



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that, on June 10, 1993, copies of the

foregoing "Petition of Time Warner Entertainment Company,

L.P., For Reconsideration" were served by First Class Mail,

postage prepaid to the following:

John D. Siever
John D. Thomas
Joseph R. Reifer
Cole Raywid & Braverman
1919 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.

Suite 200
Washington, DC 20006

Charles S. Walsh
Stuart F. Feldstein
Arthur Harding
Christopher Wood
Fleischman and Walsh
1400 16th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Brenda L. Fox
Dow Lohnes & Albertson
1255 23rd Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037

Sol Schildhause
Farrow, Schildhause & Wilson
1400 16th Street, N.W.

Suite 501
Washington, DC 20036

Robert J. Rini
Rini & Coran, P.C.
1350 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Suite 900
Washington, DC 20036

Bradley C. Stillman
Gene Kimmelman
Consumer Federation of America
1424 16th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036



Robert J. Sachs
Senior Vice President
Continental Cablevision
Pilot House
Lewis Wharf
Boston, MA 02110

Allan A. Tuttle
Garret G. Rasmussen
Patton Boggs & Blow
2550 M Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037

Edwin M. Dersow
Executive Vice President and General Counsel
ESPN, Inc.
605 3rd Avenue
New York, NY 10158-0180

Tom W. Davidson
Margaret L. Tobey
Michael D. Beraga
Michael S. Ray
Akin Gump Strauss Hauer & Feld
1333 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.

Suite 400
Washington, DC 20036

Jeffrey Moreno
James R. Hobson
Donelan, Cleary & Wood
1275 K Street, N.W.

Suite 850
Washington, DC 20005

Louise I. Isakoff, Esq.
General Counsel
International Family Entertainment, Inc.
1000 Centerville Turnpike
Virginia Beach, VA 23463

Henry M. Rivera
Ginsberg Feldman & Bress, Chartered
1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.

Suite 800
Washington, DC 20038

W. James McNaughton
90 Woodbridge Center Drive

Suite 610
Woodbridge, NJ 07095

2



Marvin Rosenberg
Paul J. Feldman
Fletcher Heald & Hildreth
11th Floor
1300 N. 17th Street
Rosslyn, VA 22204

Frances Seghers
Motion Picture Association of American
1600 I Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

Steffanie M. Phillips
Norman M. Sinel
Arnold & Porter
1200 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Philip R. Hochberg
Mark J. Palchick
Baraff Koerner Olender & Hochberg, P.C.
5335 Wisconsin Avenue, N.W.

Suite 300
Washington, DC 20015

Daniel L. Brenner
National Cable Television Association
1724 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036

Shelley E. Harms
NYNEX
120 Bloomingdale
White Plains, NY

Road
10605

Mark C. Ellison
G. Todd Hardy
Hardy & Ellison, P.C.
9306 Old Keene Mill Road

Suite 100
Burke, VA 22015

Jeff Treeman
President
United Video, Inc.
3801 S. Sheridan Road
Tulsa, OK 74145

3



Martin T. McCue
Vice President and General Coounsel
United States Telephone Association
900-19th Street, N.W.

Suite 800
Washington, DC 20006-2105

Paul J. Sinderbrand
Sinderbrand & Alexander
888-16th Street, N.W

Suite 610
Washington, DC 20006-4103

Kenneth E. Hall
General Manager
WJB-TV Limited Partnership
8423 South U.S. 1
Fort Pierce, FL 34985

Michael E. Glover
1710 H Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

David Cosson
National Telephone Cooperative Assn.
2626 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20037

Deborah C. Costlow
Winston & Strawn
1400 L Street, N.W.

Suite 700
Washington, DC 20005

Gary Epstein
Karen Brinkman
Latham & Watkins

Suite 1300
1001 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004

Richard S. Rodin
William R. Reyner, Jr.
Jacqueline P. Cleary
Hogan & Hartson
555-13th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20004-1109

4



Josephine S. Trubek, Esq.
General Counsel
Rochester Telephone Corp.
180 S. Clinton Ave.
Rochester, NY 14646-0700

Andrew Jay Schwartzman, Esq.
Media Access Project
2000 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dan Morales, Esq.
Attorney General of Texas
Texas Attorney General's Office
P.O. Box 12548
Austin, TX 78711-2548

J. Joseph Curran Jr., Esq.
Attorney General of Maryland
200 St. Paul Place
19th Floor
Baltimore, MD 21202

Lee Fisher, Esq.
Attorney General of Ohio
65 East State Street
Suite 708
Columbus, OH 43266-0590

Ernest D. Preate, Jr. Esq.
Attorney General of Pennsylvania
1435 Strawberry Square
Harrisburg, PA 17120

Robert L. Hoegle, Esq.
Timothy J. Fitzgibbon, Esq.
Carter, Ledyard & Milburn
1350 I St. N.W.
Washington, DC 20005

Douglas W. McCormick
Group Vice President
Hearst/ABC Viacom Entertainment Services
36-12 35th Ave.
Astoria, NY 11106

John B. Richards, Esq.
Keller and Heckman
1001 G. St., N.W.
Suite 500 West
Washington, DC 20001

5



David B. Gluck
Mark R. Boyes
600 Las Colinas Blvd.
Suite 2200
Irvin, TX 75039

J. Baller, Esq.
Baller Hammett, P.C.
1225 Eye St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20005

Floyd S. Keene, Esq.
Pamela J. Andrews
Ameritech
Rm. 4H74
2000 West Ameritech
Hoffman Estates, IL

Center Drive
60196-1025

Mark L. Evans, Esq.
Alan I. Horowitz, Esq.
Anthony F. Shelley
Miller & Chevalier
655 15th St., N.W.
Washington, DC 20005

William B. Barfield, Esq.
Thompson T. Rawls, II
BellSouth
Suite 1800
1155 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30367-6000

Donna Colman Gregg, Esq.
Wiley, Rein & Fielding
1776 K Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

Rose Helen Perez
Times Mirror Cable Television
2381-2391 Morse Avenue
Irvine, CA 92714

James T. Hanon, Esq.
1020 19th St., N.W.
Suite 700
Washington, DC 20036

Kenneth R. Logan
Joseph F. Tringal
Simpson, Thatcher & Bartlett
425 Lexington Ave.
New York, NY 10017

6



George Ring
67A Mountain Blvd. Extension
Warren, NJ 07060

Arthur J. Steinhauer
Sabin, Besmant & Gould
350 Madison Ave.
New York, NY 10017

Ward W. Wueste
Marceil F. Morrell
P.O. Box 152092
Irving, TX 75015-2092

Joseph Van Eaton
Frederick E. Ellrod t III
Miller & Holbrooke
1225 19th St't N.W.
Washington t DC 20036

Julian K. Quattlebaum, III
Prime Ticket Network
1000 Santa Monica Blvd.
Los Angeles, CA 90067

Mark Webber
Sammons Communications
3010 LBJ Freeway
Suite 800
Dallas, TX 75243

Diane S. Killory
Joan E. Neal
Morrison & Foerster
2000 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Suite 5500
Washington, DC 20036

Mark D. Ramey
Provo Cable Co.
1013 East 590 South
Orem, Utah 84058

7

~-o. t'V\~~; cD
PATRICIA M. KINCAID


