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P.O. Box 236, Route 20, Madison, NY 13402
Phone: (315) 893-1826 Fax: (315) 821-7217

July 20, 1994

The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 826
Washington, DC 20554

RE: Cable Competition Report, CS Docket No. 94-48

Dear Honoroble Andrew C. Barrett:

RECEI\IED

OCOif: 21994

FEDf1l4l=~r=~~!SS:CN

I am writing to you in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of the Implementation of
Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992,
Annual Assessment of the Status of Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video
Programming, CS Docket no. 94-48.

I have been involved with rural cable television since the 1970's, and with satellite
television (especially in the rural areas) since its inception. We are an affiliate of NRTC
and distributor of DIRECfV broadcast television services.

Ever since the first widespread use of satellites to distribute multiple channels of
television to the rural areas, large vertically integrated cable/programming entities have
sought to unfairly protect their virtual monopoly over video distribution. These large
monopolistic enterprises did not want the customers in front of their wired plant to have
any real alternative to the wired cable, especially when the rates were deregulated.
Consequently, the basic approach of the large cable MSO/programmer conglomerations
has been to withhold delivery and discriminate on wholesale prices to competing delivery
technologies, thereby making it expensive and confusing for consumers to by-pass their
delivery plant.

These anti-competitive tactics were specifically recognized by congress with the
1992 Cable Act. By far the most promising competition for the delivery of television
services is the start of Direct Broadcast Services to small dishes. However, the same
companies that have stifled competitive delivery of television have now found a method
to circumvent the letter and intent of the 1992 Cable Act. The exclusive arrangement
between many of the programmers with USSB will again guarantee that programming is
both expensive and confusing to DIRECfV customers.
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These same companies have been involved in their own Direct Satellite Broadcast
venture, PrimeStar. I have felt that their half hearted effort to compete in the past via
direct satellite broadcasts with their wired plant was a cynical attempt to keep their
customers from straying to satellite. There were only seven channels to watch, and it was
relatively expensive compared service delivered on their wired cable plants. Since
DIREcrv, they have recognized that direct satellite delivery is no longer a minor
competitive threat. So now, PrimeStar has leaped into action with a whole host of
channels. Unlike the situation for their competition, PrimeStar customers may purchase
all programming from a single source, with one phone call, on one monthly bill.

With the exclusive USSB programming arrangements for much of the
programming, the CablelProgrammer consortium has ensured that a consumer may not
get all of the services from a single source, with one phone call, on one monthly bill.
Through such exclusive deals, they have managed to segment the offerings of their
competition. Their goal has not changed. Just as in the past, through access restrictions
and wholesale price discrimination, these companies are trying to keep things expensive
and confusing for any customers other than their own.

All we want is what the 1992 Cable Act tried to give us: equal access to
programming services at non-discriminatory prices. We ask that you help remedy these
anti-competitive tactics by enforcing a prohibition against the exclusionary arrangements
represented by the USSBffime WarnerNiacom deal.

Thank you for your attention. The public deserves a chance to enjoy the benefits
of fair and open competition for video delivery.

Cordial ,

~aftQ~
Get ld R. Barnes

GRB/clp
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DEEP EAST TEXAS TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
202 Tenaha Street - P. O. Box 708

Center, Texas 75935
(409) 598-2000 - Fax (409) 598-2003
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July 251994

The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 844
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Ms. Chong:

We would like to make you aware of our concerns on the Comments of the
National Rural Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC). We have enclosed a
copy of a letter to Chairman Reed Hundt of the Federal Communications
Commission.

We appreciate your review of this letter and your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

t-r~3+e ~
Deep East Texas Telecommunications, Inc.
Tolbert Foster, President

No. of Copies rec'd 0
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DEEP EAST TEXAS TELECOMMUNICATIONS, INC.
202 Tenaha Street - P. O. Box 708

Center, Texas 75935
(409) 598-2000 - Fax (409) 598-2003

July 25, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 814
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Chairman Hundt:

We are writing this letter in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of Implementation of Section
19 of the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992, Annual
Assessment of the Status of Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video
Programming, C S Docket No. 94-48.

We are an NRTC member in the DIRECTV project delivering television programming to
rural consumers who are largely not served by cable. Most of our consumers live in
rural areas that are too sparsely populated to receive Cable TV. These households
have very little choice other than satellite for receiving television service.

Therefore, we need complete access to all programming at fair rates, comparable to
those paid by our competition, in order to compete in our local marketplace. We
believed that Congress had already solved this problem two years ago with the
passage of the 1992 Cable Act.

We currently do not have DBS distribution rights for some of the most popular
programming, like HBO, Showtime, Cinemax, The Movie Channel, VH-1, MTV,
Nickelodeon, ect., because of the "exclusive" distribution arrangements they have
made with United States Satellite Broadcasting Co. Inc. (USSB). Consequently,
consumers interested in receiving this programming must subscribe to two seperate
packages. If these services were offered by both DIRECTV and USSB, our consumers
would have a choice about their service provider. None of the programming contracts
signed with DIRECTV are exclusive and USSB could offer those services if it wanted
to.



We agree with NRTC's position that the FCC should act to enforce the wishes of
Congress as put forth in the 1992 Cable Act. This flatly prohibits any exclusive
arrangements that prevent any distributor from gaining access to cable programming to
serve rural non-cabled areas.

Mr. Hundt, we strongly urge you to monitor and combat the problems we have called
attention to by banishing the type of exclusionary arrangements represented by the
USSBlTime WamerNiacom deal.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

Deep Et:hk~munications,Inc.
Tolbert Foster, President

CC: William F. Caton, Secretary
The Hon. James H. Quello
The Hon. Rachelle B. Chong
The Hon. Andrew C. Barrett
The Hon. Susan Ness
The Hon. Charles Wilson
The Hon. Phil Gramm
The Hon. Kay Bailey Hutchison
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PO Box 655 Philomath OR 97370 929-4000

Blachly-Lane County
Cooperative Electric
Association
00680 Highway 99
Eugene, OR 97402
688-8711

July 25. 1994

The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M St. NW Rm. 844
Washington. DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Chong:

DOCKET FILE COPY ORIGINAL

Consumers F'oY.'er

Inc
t:u:XJ SW West Hills
Road

POBox 1180
Philomath, OR gmo
9'2!r3124 or
1..800·872:9036

Pioneer Telephone
Cooperative
1304 Main Street
PO Box 631
Philomath, OR gmo
929-3135

I have enclosed a copy of a letter I sent today to FCC Chariman Hundt regarding the
Cable Competition Report.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely.

LeeEllen Brown
General Manager

U
No. of Copies rec'd
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PO Box 655 Philomath OR 97370 9211-4000

Blachly-Lane County
Cooperative Electric
Association

906BO Highway 99
Eugene, OR 97402

688-87ll

JUly 25, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Chairman
Federal Communications ..ommission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 814
Washington, DC 20554

Subject: Cable Competition Report
CS Docket No. 94-48

Consumers Power

Inc.
(J»J SW We$.. Hills
Rood
POBox 1180
Philomath, OR 97JlO

9N-3124 or
1-1300·872-9036

PIoneer Telephone
Cooperative
1304 Main Street
PO Box 631
Philomath, OR 97JlO

929-3135

Dear Chairman Hundt:

As a cooperative formed by two rural electric and one rural telephone provider, and as
a member of the National Rural Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC), Casco
Communications is a distributor of Rural TV for C-band systems and the DIRECTVtm
direct broadcast satellite (DBS) television service. As such, my company is directly
involved in bringing satellite television to rural consumers.

This letter is to voice my support of the Comments of the NRTC in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumers Protection and
Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming, CS Docket No. 94
48.

Casco Communications' ability to compete in our local rural marketplace is being
hampered by our lack of access to programming owned by Time Warner and Viacom,
despite passage of the 1992 Cable Act.

This programming, including some of the most popular cable networks like HBO and
Showtime and other premium movie channels is available only to my principal
competitor, the United States Satellite Broadcasting Co. (USSB), as a result of an
"exclusive" contract signed between USSB and Time Warner/Viacom.

However, none of the programming contracts signed by DIRECTVtm are exclusive in
nature, and USSB is free to obtain rights to sell any of the channels available from
DIRECTV.

Mr. Hundt, Casco Communications agrees with the NRTC that these exclusive
programming contracts do not comply with the intent of the 1992 Cable Act. I believe
the Act prohibits any arrangement that prevents any distributor from gaining access to



programming to serve non-cabled rural areas. Currently, if one of my customers also wishes to receivd
Time Warner/Viacom channels, that customer must purchase a second subscription to the USSB service.
cannot provide competition with USSB for these services, and without competition the price of the Time
Warner/Viacom channels is kept unnecessarily high.

Not being able to offer HBO, Showtime and the other USSB channels to my customers has also adversely
affected my ability to compete against other sources for television in my area. For several years rural
customers have been requesting that Casco's
parent electric and telephone cooperatives provide them with quality information and entertainment television
from a local service prOVider that is comparable to cable, which is not available to them. At last, through the
availability of the DBS system, the technology is here; but I cannot provide service comparable to cable for
these rural customers. I can prOVide some of the services they have been going without for years, but not
the premium channels they know are available to cable subscribers in the urban areas. Now I have
customers who cannot understand why I cannot provide them with these services.

Through their membership in the three parent cooperatives, these customers have invested In this project to
provide quality and choic?& in television programming through a local source they can trust. Casco c~nnct

provide the services 10r the premium offerings available only through USSB, nor can we assure our
customers of quality customer service, or local resolution of billing problems, as we can with their DIRECTV
programming. Instead, my customers must have two subscriptions, two monthly bills, make payments to two
separate companies, and receive no local service for their USSB programming. Cable customers are not
required to jump through theses kind of hoops to have access to television programming. Rural customers
should have the same opportunity and availability of quality television as those with access to cable.

We believe very strongly that the 1992 Cable Act flatly prohibits any exclusive arrangements that prevent
any distributor from gaining access to cable programming to serve rural non-cabled areas. That is why we
supported the Tauzin Amendment, embodied in Section 19 of the Act.

Casco Communications is asking the FCC to banish the type of exclusionary arrangements represented by
the USSB/Time Warner/Viacom deal, and in so doing remedy these problems so that the effective
competition requirements of Section 19 become a reality for customers in my section of Rural America.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Sincerely,

LeeEllen Brown
General Manger

c:
The Hon. Representative Ron Wyden
The Hon. Representative Peter A. DeFazio
The Hon. Representative Robert F. Smith
The Hon. Senator Mark O. Hatfield
The Hon. Senator Robert Packwood
William F. Caton, Secretary
The Hon. James H. Quello
The Hon. Andrew C. Barrett
The Hon. Susan Ness

vne Hon. Rachelle B. Chong
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POUDRE VALLEY RURAL
ELECTRIC ASSOCIATION, INC.

4809 SOUTH COLLEGE AVE • P.O. BOX 272550
FORT COLLINS. COLORADO 80527 -2550

July 22, 1994

The Honorable Reed Hundt
Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M street, NW, RM. 814
Washington, DC 20554

Re: Cable Competition Report, CS Docket

Dear Chairman Hundt:

Poudre
Valley

FORT COLLINS • 226-1234
FAX NO. • (303) 226-2123

DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL

Poudre Valley Rural Electric Association supports the Comments filed by
the National Rural Telecommunications cooperative (NRTC) in the matter
of Implementation of section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection and Competition Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status
of Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming, CS
Docket No. 94-48.

As a rural electric member of NRTC, Poudre Valley REA is directly
involved in the distribution of C-band satellite television programming
to many rural consumers in Colorado.

Currently, Poudre Valley REA is forced to pay higher rates for the
access to popular cable programming in comparison to comparably sized
cable companies in our area. We must pass those inflated costs on to
our consumers. Since we serve in rural areas, our consumers have no
access to cable programming and must bear those inflated costs for
satellite programming.

While some programmers have lowered their prices since the 1992 Act, not
all programmers have. Poudre Valley REA asks that the FCC monitor the
problems mentioned above. violations of the Act must require stiff
consequences.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Pat Plank
Member Services Representative

No. of COpieS rac'd_0
ListABCDE

cc: Wi~liam F. Caton, Secretary FCC
The Honorable James H. Quello
The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
The Honorable Susan Ness

GREELEY. 686-7431 LONGMONT. 776-1084 DENVER. 623-8606
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

1- 800-432-1 012



Planters Electric
Membership Corporation
Post Office Box 979
Millen, GA 30442-0979
(912) 982-4722 • (912) 564-7163 • (404) 554-1811
FAX (912) 982-4798

25 July 1994

The Honorable Andrew C. Bemett Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW
Room 826
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Commissioner Barrett:

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

DOCKEI FILE COpy ORIG\NAl

RECEIVED
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FEOERALCOMMUNICAOONS COl;tMISSION
OFFICE(f SECRETARY

This correspondence is to support the Comments of the National Rural Telecommunications Cooperative
(NRTC) in the matter of Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer Protection and
Competition Act of 1992. Annual Assessment of the Status of Competition in the Market for the Delivery
of Video Programming. CS Docket No. 94-4~.

The major purpose of the NRTC is to provide quality satellite television entertainment through DIRECTV
to our rural citizens who are largely not served by cable and have little choice other than satellite
programming. Like the majority of rural electric cooperatives, Planters EMC serves rural areas that are
sparsely populated with electric service to members \'rho have lillie or no choice of other electric suppliers.
With this same scenario in mind. we ask that the Federal Communications Commission allow both NRTC
and Planters EMC to offer complete access to our nlral members with television programming at fair
rates, comparable to those paid by cable. in order to provide comparable service in rural areas.

As for the opponents to this request. their arguments. we feci, are not in tune with Congress' intent, with
the law, or with the program access battle for the last seven years. In fact we believed that Congress had
already resolved this problem two years ago with the Cable Act of 1992.

As for the fairness in billing for the cable and broadcast programming, discriminatory pricing has been
detrimental to DIRECTV and is hindering our ability to be competitive in pricing to our rural members.
Is it fair that our organization be charged more for cable and broadcast programming than
comparative(v-sized cable companies in our local area? Why should rural non-cabled Americans be
penalized with higher rate.\· than cabled Americans? Furthermore, the lack of access to Time Warner
and Viacom programming is not fair and will hinder both DIRECTV and Planters EMC in competing in
our rural market. Furthermore. these exclusive arrangements are a way for cable programmers to form a
monopoly in controlling new competitors such as DfRECTV and NRTC and thus "rip off' rural
Americans. These exclusive contracts if allowed to remain will allow cable programmers to dictate the
terms and prices of television programming

We agree \vith NRTC's position Lhal the FCC should act to enforce the law that Congress set forth with
the 1992 Cable Act. We now ask you. Commissioner Barrctt, to monitor this problem and stop these
abusive practices by those determined to see that rural Amcricans are not allowed to access cable
programming in their areas -- please uphold what the Cable Act specifics and requires.

6A#tv4
Ellis H. Lovetl. General Manager f\!o, of Copies rec~d 0
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The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 826
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Barrett,

RECEiVED

rMJ~-:: 2f994

This letter is in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of
Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming,
CS Docket No. 94-48.

I am the Office Manager for Dunn County Electric Cooperative and
an NRTC member delivering television programming to rural
consumers who are largely un-served by cable.
With my consumers living in the rural areas that are sparsely

populated, cable many times refuses to provide service and will
pass-up these individuals. These rural families have little
choice other than satellite for receiving television service.

I need complete access to all programming at fair rates,
comparable to those paid by cable, in order to provide comparable
service to these rural tax payers.

I believe that Congress has already solved the problem two years
ago with the passage of the 1992 Cable Act. Yet we are currently
being charged significantly more for broadcast programming than
comparatively sized cable companies in our local area. This
discriminatory pricing has been detrimental to our business and
is not providing the "healthy" competition that I believe was
designed into the 1992 Cable Act. Why should cable companies
continue to enjoy a "monopoly" by paying less for their
programming than our organization? How can this be fair? And what
or how will the FCC "police" the activities of the cable
companies?
This discriminatory pricing hurts both our business but most

importantly the consumer, the average American looking for
reasonable television programming at a fair, just price, while
I'm unable to compete in my own local marketplace.

I agree whole-heartedly with NRTC's position that the FCC should
act to enforce the wishes of Congress as put forth in the 1992
Cable Act. Most importantly, the FCC needs to monitor and act
upon violations of these Program Access Violations.

o
Best Regards,

.~ tf. fkIIia~
James Hathaway
Office Manager No. of Copies rac'd
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The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 844
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Chong,

RECEIVED

fAuar.: 2199'

This letter is in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of
Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming,
CS Docket No. 94-48.

I am the Vice-President of the Board of Directors for Dunn
County Electric Cooperative and an NRTC member delivering
television programming to rural consumers who are largely un
served by cable.
With my consumers living in the rural areas that are sparsely

populated, cable many times refuses to provide service and will
pass-up these individuals. These rural families have little
choice other than satellite for receiving television service.

I need complete access to all programming at fair rates,
comparable to those paid by cable, in order to provide comparable
service to these rural tax payers.

I believe that Congress has already solved the problem two years
ago with the passage of the 1992 Cable Act. Yet we are currently
being charged significantly more for broadcast programming than
comparatively sized cable companies in our local area. This
discriminatory pricing has been detrimental to our business and
is not providing the "healthy" competition that I believe was
designed into the 1992 Cable Act. Why should cable companies
continue to enjoy a "monopoly" by paying less for their
programming than our organization? How can this be fair? And what
or how will the FCC "police" the activities of the cable
companies?
This discriminatory pricing hurts both our business but most

importantly the consumer, the average American looking for
reasonable television programming at a fair, just price, while
I'm unable to compete in my own local marketplace.

I agree whole-heartedly with NRTC's position that the FCC should
act to enforce the wishes of Congress as put forth in the 1992
Cable Act. Most importantly, the FCC needs to monitor and act
upon violations of these Program Access Violations.

Best Regards,

Charles Harschlip

Vice?JZ:t~ tJ
No. of Copies rec'd, _
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The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 844
Washington, DC 20554

DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL EX PARTE OR LATE FILED RECEiVED
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0FFtE.~SECRETARY

Dear Commissioner Chong,

This letter is in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of
Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming,
CS Docket No. 94-48.

I am on the Board of Directors for Dunn County Electric
Cooperative and an NRTC member delivering television programming
to rural consumers who are largely un-served by cable.
With my consumers living in the rural areas that are sparsely

populated, cable many times refuses to provide service and will
pass-up these individuals. These rural families have little
choice other than satellite for receiving television service.

I need complete access to all programming at fair rates,
comparable to those paid by cable, in order to provide comparable
service to these rural tax payers.

I believe that Congress has already solved the problem two years
ago with the passage of the 1992 Cable Act. Yet we are currently
being charged significantly more for broadcast programming than
comparatively sized cable companies in our local area. This
discriminatory pricing has been detrimental to our business and
is not providing the "healthy" competition that I believe was
designed into the 1992 Cable Act. Why should cable companies
continue to enjoy a "monopoly" by paying less for their
programming than our organization? How can this be fair? And what
or how will the FCC "police" the activities of the cable
companies?
This discriminatory pricing hurts both our business but most

importantly the consumer, the average American looking for
reasonable television programming at a fair, just price, while
I'm unable to compete in my own local marketplace.

I agree whole-heartedly with NRTC's position that the FCC should
act to enforce the wishes of Congress as put forth in the 1992
Cable Act. Most importantly, the FCC needs to monitor and act
upon violations of these Program Access Violations.

Best Regards,

Eugene Howe
Director-DCEC

No. of Copies rac'd 0
list ABCDE '-----
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The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rro. 844
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Chong,

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

RECEIVED

rIOG~ 21994

This letter is in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of
Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming,
CS Docket No. 94-48.

I am on the Board of Directors for Dunn County Electric
Cooperative and an NRTC member delivering television programming
to rural consumers who are largely un-served by cable.
With my consumers living in the rural areas that are sparsely

populated, cable many times refuses to provide service and will
pass-up these individuals. These rural families have little
choice other than satellite for receiving television service.

I need complete access to all programming at fair rates,
comparable to those paid by cable, in order to provide comparable
service to these rural tax payers. ,

I believe that Congress has already solved the'''pr'6blem two years
ago with the passage of the 1992 Cable Act. Yet we are currently
being charged significantly more for broadcast programming than
comparatively sized cable companies in our local area. This
discriminatory pricing has been detrimental to our business and
is not providing the "healthy" competition that I believe was
designed into the 1992 Cable Act. Why should cable companies
continue to enjoy a "monopoly" by paying less for their
programming than our organization? How can this be fair? And what
or how will the FCC "police" the activities of the cable
companies?
This discriminatory pricing hurts both our business but most

importantly the consumer, the average American looking for
reasonable television programming at a fair, just price, while
I'm unable to compete in my own local marketplace.

I agree whole-heartedly with NRTC's position that the FCC should
act to enforce the wishes of Congress as put forth in the 1992
Cable Act. Most importantly, the FCC needs to monitor and act
upon violations of these Program Access Violations.

~t~rds,.~/
Elton John Chr~rson

Director-DCEC 1)
No. of copies rec'd
ListABCOE



The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 844
Washington, DC 20554

DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

RECEIVf:D
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Dear Commissioner Chong,

This letter is in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of
Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming,
CS Docket No. 94-48.

I am the Assistant Secretary/Treasurer of the Board of Directors
for Dunn County Electric Cooperative and an NRTC member
delivering television programming to rural consumers who are
largely un-served by cable.
With my consumers living in the rural areas that are sparsely

populated, cable many times refuses to provide service and will
pass-up these individuals. These rural families have little
choice other than satellite for receiving television service.

I need complete access to all programming at fair rates,
comparable to those paid by cable, in order to provide comparable
service to these rural tax payers.

I believe that Congress has already solved the problem two years
ago with the passage of the 1992 Cable Act. Yet we are currently
being charged significantly more for broadcast programming than
comparatively sized cable companies in our local area. This
discriminatory pricing has been detrimental to our business and
is not providing the "healthy" competition that I believe was
designed into the 1992 Cable Act. Why should cable companies
continue to enjoy a "monopoly" by paying less for their
programming than our organization? How can this be fair? And what
or how will the FCC "police" the activities of the cable
companies?
This discriminatory pricing hurts both our business but most

importantly the consumer, the average American looking for
reasonable television programming at a fair, just price, while
I'm unable to compete in my own local marketplace.

I agree whole-heartedly with NRTC's position that the FCC should
act to enforce the wishes of Congress as put forth in the 1992
Cable Act. Most importantly, the FCC needs to monitor and act
upon violations of these Program Access Violations.

o

Best Regards,

~~.~~
Geri Wolfe ..

Asst.Secretary/Treasurer-DCEC

No. of Copies rec'd
List ABCDE '-----
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The Honorable Rachelle
Commissioner
Federal Communications
1919 M Street, NW, Rrn.
Washington, DC 20554

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

B. Chong

Commission
844

Dear Commissioner Chong,

This letter is in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of
Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming,
CS Docket No. 94-48.

I am on the Board of Directors for Dunn County Electric
Cooperative and an NRTC member delivering television programming
to rural consumers who are largely un-served by cable.
With my consumers living in the rural areas that are sparsely

populated, cable many times refuses to provide service and will
pass-up these individuals. These rural families have little
choice other than satellite for receiving television service.

I need complete access to all programming at fair rates,
comparable to those paid by cable, in order to provide comparable
service to these rural tax payers.

I believe that Congress has already solved the problem two years
ago with the passage of the 1992 Cable Act. Yet we are currently
being charged significantly more for broadcast programming than
comparatively sized cable companies in our local area. This
discriminatory pricing has been detrimental to our business and
is not providing the "healthy" competition that I believe was
designed into the 1992 Cable Act. Why should cable companies
continue to enjoy a "monopoly" by paying less for their
programming than our organization? How can this be fair? And what
or how will the FCC "police" the activities of the cable
companies?
This discriminatory pricing hurts both our business but most

importantly the consumer, the average American looking for
reasonable television programming at a fair, just price, while
I'm unable to compete in my own local marketplace.

I agree whole-heartedly with NRTC's position that the FCC should
act to enforce the wishes of Congress as put forth in the 1992
Cable Act. Most importantly, the FCC needs to monitor and act
upon violations of these Program Access Violations.

_ B'1 t Re.,gO-.l rds ';

t(/~V. tU...e-£.'~/
Wa§ne #eber

Director-DCEC
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The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 844
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Chong,

f4Ut1~21994

This letter is in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of
Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming,
CS Docket No. 94-48.

I am on the Board of Directors for Dunn County Electric
Cooperative and an NRTC member delivering television programming
to rural consumers who are largely un-served by cable.
With my consumers living in the rural areas that are sparsely

populated, cable many times refuses to provide service and will
pass-up these individuals. These rural families have little
choice other than satellite for receiving television service.

I need complete access to all programming at fair rates,
comparable to those paid by cable, in order to provide comparable
service to these rural tax payers.

I believe that Congress has already solved the problem two years
ago with the passage of the 1992 Cable Act. Yet we are currently
being charged significantly more for broadcast programming than
comparatively sized cable companies in our local area. This
discriminatory pricing has been detrimental to our business and
is not providing the "healthy" competition that I believe was
designed into the 1992 Cable Act. Why should cable companies
continue to enjoy a "monopoly" by paying less for their
programming than our organization? How can this be fair? And what
or how will the FCC "police" the activities of the cable
companies?
This discriminatory pricing hurts both our business but most

importantly the consumer, the average American looking for
reasonable television programming at a fair, just price, while
I'm unable to compete in my own local marketplace.

I agree whole-heartedly with NRTC's position that the FCC should
act to enforce the wishes of Congress as put forth in the 1992
Cable Act. Most importantly, the FCC needs to monitor and act
upon violations of these Program Access Violations.

Fflr?:::-
Director-DCEC o

No. of Copies rec'd, _
ListABCDE



DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 844
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Chong,

fAUgr;- 2J994
FEOERAi.~~UN~rlONS COMMISSiON

"''TIW; OF SECRETARY

This letter is in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of
Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming,
CS Docket No. 94-48.

I am the President of the Board of Directors for Dunn County
Electric Cooperative and an NRTC member delivering television
programming to rural consumers who are largely un-served by
cable.
With my consumers living in the rural areas that are sparsely

populated, cable many times refuses to provide service and will
pass-up these individuals. These rural families have little
choice other than satellite for receiving television service.

I need complete access to all programming at fair rates,
comparable to those paid by cable, in order to provide comparable
service to these rural tax payers.

I believe that Congress has already solved the problem two years
ago with the passage of the 1992 Cable Act. Yet we are currently
being charged significantly more for broadcast programming than
comparatively sized cable companies in our local area. This
discriminatory pricing has been detrimental to our business and
is not providing the "healthy" competition that I believe was
designed into the 1992 Cable Act. Why should cable companies
continue to enjoy a "monopoly" by paying less for their
programming than our organization? How can this be fair? And what
or how will the FCC "police" the activities of the cable
companies?
This discriminatory pricing hurts both our business but most

importantly the consumer, the average American looking for
reasonable television programming at a fair, just price, while
I'm unable to compete in my own local marketplace.

I agree whole-heartedly with NRTC's position that the FCC should
act to enforce the wishes of Congress as put forth in the 1992
Cable Act. Most importantly, the FCC needs to monitor and act
upon violations of these Program Access Violations.

Best Regards,

~;~,··a~
Stanley derson
Presiden -DCEC

No. of Copies rec'd
List ABCDE



The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 844
Washington, DC 20554

DOCKET FILE ~OPy ORIGINAL EX PARTE OR LATE FILED RECEiVED
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Dear Commissioner Chong,

This letter is in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of
Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming,
CS Docket No. 94-48.

I am on the Board of Directors for Dunn County Electric
Cooperative and an NRTC member delivering television programming
to rural consumers who are largely un-served by cable.
With my consumers living in the rural areas that are sparsely

populated, cable many times refuses to provide service and will
pass-up these individuals. These rural families have little
choice other than satellite for receiving television service.

I need complete access to all programming at fair rates,
comparable to those paid by cable, in order to provide comparable
service to these rural tax payers.

I believe that Congress has already solved the problem two years
ago with the passage of the 1992 Cable Act. Yet we are currently
being charged significantly more for broadcast programming than
comparatively sized cable companies in our local area. This
discriminatory pricing has been detrimental to our business and
is not providing the "healthy" competition that I believe was
designed into the 1992 Cable Act. Why should cable companies
continue to enjoy a "monopoly" by paying less for their
programming than our organization? How can this be fair? And what
or how will the FCC "police" the activities of the cable
companies?
This discriminatory pricing hurts both our business but most

importantly the consumer, the average American looking for
reasonable television programming at a fair, just price, while
I'm unable to compete in my own local marketplace.

I agree whole-heartedly with NRTC's position that the FCC should
act to enforce the wishes of Congress as put forth in the 1992
Cable Act. Most importantly, the FCC needs to monitor and act
upon violations of these Program Access Violations.

B~if~
Direc~~~~~~E~
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The Honorable Rachelle B. Chong
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 844
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Chong,

This letter is in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of
Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming,
CS Docket No. 94-48.

I am the Secretary/Treasurer of the Board of Directors for Dunn
County Electric Cooperative and an NRTC member delivering
television programming to rural consumers who are largely un
served by cable.
With my consumers living in the rural areas that are sparsely

populated, cable many times refuses to provide service and will
pass-up these individuals. These rural families have little
choice other than satellite for receiving television service.

I need complete access to all programming at fair rates,
comparable to those paid by cable, in order to provide comparable
service to these rural tax payers.

I believe that Congress has already solved the problem two years
ago with the passage of the 1992 Cable Act. Yet we are currently
being charged significantly more for broadcast programming than
comparatively sized cable companies in our local area. This
discriminatory pricing has been detrimental to our business and
is not providing the "healthy" competition that I believe was
designed into the 1992 Cable Act. Why should cable companies
continue to enjoy a "monopoly" by paying less for their
programming than our organization? How can this be fair? And what
or how will the FCC "police" the activities of the cable
companies?
This discriminatory pricing hurts both our business but most

importantly the consumer, the average American looking for
reasonable television programming at a fair, just price, while
I'm unable to compete in my own local marketplace.

I agree whole-heartedly with NRTC's position that the FCC should
act to enforce the wishes of Congress as put forth in the 1992
Cable Act. Most importantly, the FCC needs to monitor and act
upon violations of these Program Access Violations.

~
( Best~~(

tJJWJJ\
" Je Albricht

Secretary/Treasurer-DCEC oNo. of Copies rec'd, _
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e :~:~s~~ectric Cooperative
Greenwood, Wisconsin 54437
Telephone (715) 267-6188

Honorable Rachell B. Chong
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 844
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Chong:

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

RECEIVED

'lUG~ 219M

I am writing this letter in support of the Comments of the National Rural Telecommunications Cooperative
(NRTC) in the matter of Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer Protection and
Competition Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video
Programming, CS Docket No. 94-48.

Our Cooperative is a distributor of DIRECTV direct broadcast (DBS) television service to a primarily rural area of
northwestern Wisconsin. We are also a member of NRTC.

We feel we are being put at a definite disadvantage because of the way United States Satellite Broadcasting Co.
(USSB) and Time Warner/ Viacom are restricting our access to many channels by using an exclusive contract.
All contracts signed by DIRECTV are non-restrictive and available to USSB at any time. It appears that their
attempt to eliminate fair access to these channels will force people to pay higher prices than if the free market
were allowed to operate. It appears to us that this counter to the intent of the 1992 Cable Act. This exclusive
contract also makes it more difficult for us to market our total package against other types of satellite & cable
systems in the area.

We ask that you work diligently to rectify this injustice and disallow USSB and Time Warner/ Viacom from
restricting access to channels such as HBO, Showtime etc.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

~'m-~
Richard M. Adler
General Manager.

cc:
Honorable Senator Herb Kohl
Honorable Senator Russell Feingold
Honorable Representative David RObey
Honorable Representative Steve Gunderson

~o. of Copies rac'd /i
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July 19, 1994

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED
alEC Communication Company

245. W. Th~rd St. P.O. BR~~IVE. '
OttovIlle, OhIO 45876 - , w

419-453-3324
FAX 419-453-2468

GOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL

Honorable Reed Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. St. NW, Rm. 814
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Chairman Hundt,

We support the comments of the National Rural Telecommunications
Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of implementation of Section 19 of the
Cable TV Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of Competition in
the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming, CS Docket No. 94-48.

We are a cooperative utility and member of NRTC delivering television
programming to rural consumers who are largely not served by cable TV.
Our customers have little choice other than satellite for receiving tele
vision service. It will be as long as 15 or more years before these rural
areas will have fiber to their homes so satellite service is needed to
do the job now. At this time we are being charged significantly more for
programming than large cable companies pay for the same service. This
unfair pricing hurts our consumers, a problem which the Cable Act of 1992
was supposed to correct.

We agree with NRTC's position that the FCC should act to enforce the
wishes of Congress as put forth in the 1992 Cable Act.

We can talk about the Information Highway all we want but rural
folks won't be on it for many years and need affordable Satellite Programming
now. We call on you, our FCC Chairman, to monitor and combat the problems
we are having with being unable to get programming at a reasonable cost
and prohibit abusive practices by rule and by making it clear that damages
will be awarded for Program Access violations.

We rural folks need your help!

Sincerely,

.~)~~~;~)
Arthur C. Schimmoeller,
Manager

ACS/ch
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The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 826
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Barrett,

~'":': .....

This letter is in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of
Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming,
CS Docket No. 94-48.

I am the Secretary/Treasurer of the Board of Directors for Dunn
County Electric Cooperative and an NRTC member delivering
television programming to rural consumers who are largely un
served by cable.
With my consumers living in the rural areas that are sparsely

populated, cable many times refuses to provide service and will
pass-up these individuals. These rural families have little
choice other than satellite for receiving television service.

I need complete access to all programming at fair rates,
comparable to those paid by cable, in order to provide comparable
service to these rural tax payers.

I believe that Congress has already solved the problem two years
ago with the passage of the 1992 Cable Act. Yet we are currently
being charged significantly more for broadcast programming than
comparatively sized cable companies in our local area. This
discriminatory pricing has been detrimental to our business and
is not providing the "healthy" competition that I believe was
designed into the 1992 Cable Act. Why should cable companies
continue to enjoy a "monopoly" by paying less for their
programming than our organization? How can this be fair? And what
or how will the FCC "police" the activities of the cable
companies?
This discriminatory pricing hurts both our business but most

importantly the consumer, the average American looking for
reasonable television programming at a fair, just price, while
I'm unable to compete in my own local marketplace.

I agree whole-heartedly with NRTC's position that the FCC should
act to enforce the wishes of Congress as put forth in the 1992
Cable Act. Most importantly, the FCC needs to monitor and act
upon violations of these Program Access Violations.

i
\Best Regards,

UitWaC7e~ Albricht
secre~~~Y/Treasurer-DCEC
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The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 826
Washington, DC 20554

DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL

Dear Commissioner Barrett,

This letter is in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of
Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming,
CS Docket No. 94-48.

I am on the Board of Directors for Dunn County Electric
Cooperative and an NRTC member delivering television programming
to rural consumers who are largely un-served by cable.
with my consumers living in the rural areas that are sparsely

populated, cable many times refuses to provide service and will
pass-up these individuals. These rural families have little
choice other than satellite for receiving television service.

I need complete access to all programming at fair rates,
comparable to those paid by cable, in order to provide comparable
service to these rural tax payers.

I believe that Congress has already solved the problem two years
ago with the passage of the 1992 Cable Act. Yet we are currently
being charged significantly more for broadcast programming than
comparatively sized cable companies in our local area. This
discriminatory pricing has been detrimental to our business and
is not providing the "healthy" competition that I believe was
designed into the 1992 Cable Act. Why should cable companies
continue to enjoy a "monopoly" by paying less for their
programming than our organization? How can this be fair? And what
or how will the FCC "police" the activities of the cable
companies?
This discriminatory pricing hurts both our business but most

importantly the consumer, the average American looking for
reasonable television programming at a fair, just price, while
I'm unable to compete in my own local marketplace.

I agree whole-heartedly with NRTC's position that the FCC should
act to enforce the wishes of Congress as put forth in the 1992
Cable Act. Most importantly, the FCC needs to monitor and act
upon violations of these Program Access Violations.

Best Regards,

Eugene Howe
Director-DCEC

f!~. /JilW~
()
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The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, NW, Rm. 826
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Commissioner Barrett,
FEDERAl. COM!I!'t)~;i(:i\.r!(~{:, (X)~LH5S!C'JI'j

C~~'tf~;:;, C{~ :~:Ee~~~~Yl'.,RV

This letter is in support of the Comments of the National Rural
Telecommunications Cooperative (NRTC) in the matter of
Implementation of Section 19 of the Cable Television Consumer
Protection Act of 1992, Annual Assessment of the Status of
Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming,
CS Docket No. 94-48.

I am on the Board of Directors for Dunn County Electric
Cooperative and an NRTC member delivering television programming
to rural consumers who are largely un-served by cable.
With my consumers living in the rural areas that are sparsely

populated, cable many times refuses to provide service and will
pass-up these individuals. These rural families have little
choice other than satellite for receiving television service.

I need complete access to all programming at fair rates,
comparable to those paid by cable, in order to provide comparable
service to these rural tax payers.

I believe that Congress has already solved the problem two years
ago with the passage of the 1992 Cable Act. Yet we are currently
being charged significantly more for broadcast programming than
comparatively sized cable companies in our local area. This
discriminatory pricing has been detrimental to our business and
is not providing the "healthy" competition that I believe was
designed into the 1992 Cable Act. Why should cable companies
continue to enjoy a "monopoly" by paying less for their
programming than our organization? How can this be fair? And what
or how will the FCC "police" the activities of the cable
companies?
This discriminatory pricing hurts both our business but most

importantly the consumer, the average American looking for
reasonable television programming at a fair, just price, while
I'm unable to compete in my own local marketplace.

I agree whole-heartedly with NRTC's position that the FCC should
act to enforce the wishes of Congress as put forth in the 1992
Cable Act. Most importantly, the FCC needs to monitor and act
upon violations of these Program Access Violations.

Best R ards,

~ th,/(II/Pr/,'I"-'Vl/

Elton John Chri topherson
Director-DCEC
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