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April 12, 1996

Office of the Secretary N QR\G\NM— : 5
Federal Communications cO-nisixx“£IF“£cop

1919 M Street, N.W. Re: Proposed Rule Making,
Washington, D.C. 20554 25.104(f)

Dear Secretary:

I write on behalf of Greenbelt Homes, Inc., a 1600 unit
market equity cooperative housing development in Greenbelt, MD.
The proposed paragraph (f) which would specifically eliminate all
nongovernmental restrictions on the installation of 1 meter
satellite antennas, except where health and safety concerns
exist, is - and I say this with respect for your efforts and
legislative mandate - bad policy which arises from bad
legislation. This paragraph would eliminate the reasonable
clauses of proposed 25.104(a), which allows aesthetic concerns to
be managed locally, and 25.104(c-e) which allow for appeal to the
Commission in extraordinary cases.

Greenbelt Homes, Inc., is one organization negatively
affected by the proposed 25.104(f), but let me provide some
context. Ours is an older, wooded, historic, cooperative
community. As a corporation, our tangible structural assets and
common spaces are jointly owned by our members who also occupy
the housing. Our members participate in creating reasonable
rules and regulations which balance individual autonomy with
community needs. We have addressed the issue of small satellite
dishes; installation of such dishes is allowed, subject only to
general considerations of aesthetics, neighbor approval,
structural integrity of the jointly owned housing stock, and
interference with other elements of the infrastructure such as
drainage swales and underground utilities.

We oppose 25.104(f) not out of antipathy towards satellite
dishes but rather because this proposed rule removes desirable
povwers of self regulation of jointly owned assets, and at the
same time removes possibilities of appeal.

Sincerely,

Celan Z,
Alan Turnbull
President

cc: The Honorable Steny Hoyer
The Honorable Barbara Mikulski Z)
The Honorable Paul Sarbanes Blo. of Copies rec’d
Community Association Institute Ligt ABCUE
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ALLSTATE MANAGEMENT CORP.
April 9, 1996
Mr. William F. Caton
Fed‘eul C ications C i
ommunicatio i
1919 M, Stroet, NW, Room 222 DOCKET FILE COPY ORIGINAL
Washington, DC 20554
Dear Mr. Caton:

Property Management Specialists

4

i A Clover Financlal Co.

RE: Preemption of Local Zoning Regulation of Satellite Earth Stations, IB Docket No. 95-59

I am writing in response to the FCC’s Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking released on March
11, 1996, regarding preemption of certain local regulation of satellite earth station antennas, and proposing to prohibit
enforcement of nongovern- mental restrictions on such antennas that are less than one meter in diameter.

Alistate Management Corporation is in the residential real estate business. We manage over 5,000 residential
apartments. We are concerned that the proposed rule prohibiting enforcement of nongovernmental restrictions will
adversely affect the conduct of our business without justification and needlessly raise additional legal issues. We
question whether the Commission has the authority to require us to allow the physical invasion of our property. We
must retain the authority to control the use of our property for several reasons.

First, please be aware that aesthetic considerations are not trivial - the appearance of a building directly affects its
marketability. Most people prefer to live in attractive communities, and the sight of hundreds of satellite antennas bolted
to the outside walls and railings of apartment units would be extremely unappealing to present and future residents.
Aesthetic considerations have definite economic ramifications.

Second, the weight or wind resistance of a satellite and the quality of installation may create maintenance problems and,
more importantly, a hazard to the safety of residents, building employees and passers-by. Damage to the property
caused by water seepage into the building interior, corrosion of metal mounts, or weakening of concrete could lead to
safety hazards and very costly maintenance and repair.

Third, the technical limitations of satellite technology create problems because all of our residents may not be able to
receive certain services. It is our understanding that satellites are oaly positioned in certain areas, thus limiting access.

In conclusion, we urge the FCC to avoid interfering in our relationships with our residents. All of the potential
problems we cite will adversely affect the safety and security of our property as well as our bottom line and our property
rights.

Thank you for your attention.
Very truly yours,
ALLS’IATE MANAGEMENT CORP.
. ’)/k/i{v . /4____\ "
President
DNL/d

23 West Park Avenue * Merchantville, NJ 08109 - (609) 662-1176




P4-15-1996 @3:15PM DEL WEEBE CORPORATION 602 BUB BY1SE P.62

Del Webb Corporation  pra=IVED

LEGAL NDEPARTMENT APR 1795
April 15, 1996 S5 SION
Chpin {" HE
CELRTTARY
Mr. William Caton
Acting Secretary o
Federal Communications Commission DOCKET FILE COPY 0R|G]NAL

1919 M St. NW, Room 222
Washington, D.C, 20554

RE:  IB Docket No. 95-59; Precmption of Local Zoning Regulation of Satellite Earth Stations
Dear Mr. Caton:

[ am writing in my capacity as Corporate Counsel for the Del Webb Corporation in opposition to the
Commission’s proposed rule issued on March 11, 1996, regarding preemption of certain local regulation of
satellite earth stations and the proposal to prohibit enforcement of nongovernmental restrictions on such antennas
that are less than onc meter in diameter.

Del Webb is a lcading developer of master-planned, rcsidential communities in California, Nevada,
Arizona, Texas and South Carolina. We are concerned that the FCC proposal will adversely affect the conduct
of our business.

Del Webb is not nccessarily opposed to the use of satellite reception devices, but the rights of
homeowners and homeowners associations to adopt and enforce reasonable regulations on the sizc and placement
of these devices must be preserved. The proposed rule would not allow even reasonable restrictions on the
placement or shielding of satellite reception devices. Policies to promote the use of these devices must maintain
a balance with the rights of other homeowners to livc in aesthetically pleasing neighborhoods.

We note that the notice of proposed rulemaking states that “‘nongovernmental restrictions would appear
to be directed to aesthetic considerations.” The FCC implies that aesthetic considerations are unimportant. We
submit that the appearance of a residential community is not a trivial issue. The sight of hundreds of satellite
antennas bolted to the outside of houses in our communitics would be unappealing to current and future residents.
Actual customer complaints about the size, appearance and location of satellitc dishes have led to the imposition
of rules prohibiting them in plenned communities in any location that is visible to neighborhood properties.
Acsthetic considerations have definite economic ramifications. Homeowners buy into decd-restricted master
planned communities and other ncighborhoods with the expectation that the restrictions will be enforced for the
benefit of all property owners. The FCC should not abrogate these local restrictions and thwart the reasonable
expectations of property owners.

For these reasons, we urge the FCC not to adopt this proposal.

Sincerely,
Robert C. Venberg 'ja éa
Corporate Counsel

(DISW:PILERDWFCC.LTR pio. of Copies rec'd.
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Mr., WiLliam F Caton

Acting Secretanry

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Strneet, NW Room 222
Washington DC 20554

Re: Preemption of Local Zoning Regulation of Satellite Earth
Stations, IB Docket No. 95-59

Dean Mn, Caton:

We wrnite Lin nesponse to the FCC's Repont and Order and Furnthen

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking neleased on March 11, 1996, negarding
preemption of Centain Local nregulation of satellite earth station
antennas, and proposing to pronibit enforcement of nongovernmental
nestrnictions on such antennas that arne Less than one metern in diameten
{the "FNPRM"). We enclose six (6) copies of this Letter in addition
Lo this ondiginal.

Willow Riven L5 in the resdidential nreal estate business. We
own and manage 300 units in the Salem anrea Ain Virginda.

We are concerned that the proposed rule prohibiting enforcement of
nongovernmental nestrictions will adversely affect the conduct of
our busdiness without justification and needlessly raise additional
Legal issues. We question whethen the Commission has the authority
to nequirne us to allow the physical Linvasion of our property. We
mudt retain the authonity to control the use of our property, for
sdevenal neasons.

Finst, the FNPRM inconnrectly states that "nongovernmental restrictions
would appear to be directed to aesthetic considerations”. Aesthetdic
condidernations are not trnivial - the appearance of a building directly
affects its marnketability. Most people would prefen to Live in
attractive communities, and the sight of hundreds of satellite
antennas bolted to the outside wall and nailing of apartment units
would be extremely unappealing to present and future residents.
Aesthetic considernations have definite economic ramifieations.

Second, the weight on wind resistance of a satellite and the quality
0f installation may create maintenance problems and - more impontant-
a hazard to the safety of nesidents, building employees, and passers-by.
Damage to the property caused by water seepage into the building intenio
cornnosion of metal mounts, or weaking of concrete qqu@d;&&adgﬁgidgng?Le

safety hazands and very costly maintenance and repair,
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Thind, the technical Limitations of satellite techrnology create
problems because all of oun nesidents may not be able to receive
centain sernvices. It 448 our undernstanding that satellites are only
positioned in centain area, thun Limiting access.

In conclusion, we unge the FCC zo avoid Ainterfering in oun helationships
with ourn resdidents. ARL of the potential problems we cite will
advensely affect the safety and securily of our propernty as well

as our bottom Line and ourn property nights. Thank you for youn
attention to oun concenns.

Sincenely

|
!

Debbie MiLLs
General Managen
Willow Riven Apartments



