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Apollo CableVision, Inc.
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(Calendar Year 1993)
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EXAMPLES OF COSTS WHICH HAVE NOT CEASED AND

lOSSES WHICH HAVE BEEN OCCURRING SINCE GTE'S TARIFF FILING

* Since 1990 when GTESC launched the Center Screen product, Apollo has been suffering a
loss in Premium channel revenue. Specifically, from Feb. 1990 to May 1995, the premium
channel subscriptions have declined from 13,481 to 7,133 (an average decline of 104 per
month). At an average retail price of $9.28, that indicates a monthly decline in Apollo's Premium
service revenue of $965. Prior to the tariff, GTE compensated Apollo for some of these losses,
however, GTESC's Center Screen continues to operate, causing continued losses to this day.

* Builc~ing expense. Apollo leased Suite #104 of 13100 Alondra Blvd., adjacent to Suite #102
(home of GTE Center Screen pOor to the tariff, and home of GTECA, GTE Main Street, and GTE
Center Screen now). This location was leased with a large square footage so that a warehouse,
headend and technical staff could be accomodated. The lease is for a long term. as are the
agreements between GTE and Apollo. Since GTE has attempted to supplant our long-term
agreements by filing a tariff, Apollo has been left with the lease of a large building, costing in
excess of $10,000. per month. This much space is not necessary under the tariff scenario.
Apollo only needs room for a customer service and administrative department now that GTE has
taken over maintenance and installations, and we should be able to rent such a space for
approximately half the cost of what we currently pay. Unfortunately, the tariff does not supplant
the long-term lease between Apollo and the building owner

* Apollo no longer receives any reimbursement from GTE for Customer Service Support,
although the expenses should be shared between the companies. All calls, except for Center
Screen billing-related calls, are handled by Apollo under the current situation. Although GTESC
benefits from use of half the network, it does not have to reimburse Apollo for costs related to
phone and administration in handling system outages, Installations, appointment scheduling,
complaints, after hours answering service calls, etc.. It is Apollo's belief that half these costs
should be bome by GTESC who benefits from use of half the network. Unfortunately, the tariff
provides GTESC with a dear advantage in this matter, causing Apollo to be the sole provider of
such services.

* Apollo should receive reimbursement for marketing expenses from GTESC. GTESC obtains a
new customer every time Apollo obtains one through Apollo's marketing efforts. GTECA has
been installing TIM Units as a courtesy to GTESC ever since the tariff was filed. When Apollo
transmits a work order to GTECA, there is no indication that Apollo's customer information is
protected from GTESC's use. On the contrary, Don Bache of GTESC has signed an affidavit
stating that GIESC only markets to Apollo's subscnbers. GTESC has clearly been favored in the
tariff filing which has been allowing a sort of parasite marketing tactic to take place at Apollo's
expense.

* Apollo has been and will continue to incur expenses related to legal issues arising with
retransmission consent agreements. The tariff allows Apollo a limited number of channels,
whereas, our long-term agreements with GTE allowed for our current lease of the entire
bandwidth. The lack of channel capacity which Apollo is still being made to suffer, is impeding
Apollo's ability to meet retransmission consent channel carriage requirements.

* In addition, the same lack ot" channel capacity inhibits Apollo's ability to add new services
which subscribers have been requesting. There is an indisputable correlation between revenue
growth and subscriber satisfaction. If we cannot satisfy viewers by adding new services, we will
rose them to competitors, and we will have a difficult time raising rates to meet our rising costs.
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I, M.G. Patterson, a secretary in the law firm of Gardner,
Carton & Douglas, certify that I have this 10th day of October, 1995,
caused a copy of the foregoing REPLY TO OPPOSITION TO SUPPLEMENTAL
APPLICATION FOR REVIEW to be served on the following by first-class
mail, postage prepaid:

Kathleen M.H. Wallman*
Chief, Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 500
Washington, D.C. 20554

Geraldine Matise*
Acting Chief, Tariff Division
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 518
Washington, D.C. 20554

David Nall*
Common Carrier Bureau
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 518
Washington, D.C. 20554

Gail L. Polivy, Esq.
GTE Service Corporation
1850 M Street, N.W.
Suite 1200
Washington, D.C. 20036

John B. Richards, Esq.
Keller & Heckman
1001 G Street, N.W.
Suite 500-W
Washington, D.C. 20001

Daniel L. Brenner, Esq.
David L. Nicoll, Esq.
N.C.T.A.
1724 Massachusetts Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Alan Gardner, Esq.
Jeffrey Sinsheimer, Esq.
California Cable Television

Association
4341 Piedmont Avenue
Oakland, CA 94611

Randy R. Klaus
Senior Staff Member
MCI Telecommunications Corp.
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

M.G. Patterson

* Hand delivery.
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