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April 12, 1996

Office of the Secretary nl\t\V1E'f f\lE COP~ OR\G\Mr..L
Federal C~unications Co..is~·'
1919 M street, H.W. Re: Proposed Rule
Washington, D.C. 20554 25.104(f)

Making,

Dear Secretary:

I write on behalf of Greenbelt Ho..s, Inc., a 1600 unit
-.arket equity cooperative housinq dev.lopaent in Greenbelt, MD.
The proposed paragraph (f) which would specifically eliminate all
nongovernaental restrictions on the installation of 1 meter
satellite antenna., except wh.re h.alth and safety concerns
exist, is - and I say this with r ••pect for your efforts and
legi.lative mandate - bad policy which arises from bad
legi.lation. This paragraph would eliminate the reasonable
clauses of proposed 25.104(a), which allows aesthetic concerns to
be aanaged locally, and 25.104(c-e) which allow for appeal to the
co..ission in extraordinary cases.

Gr.enbelt Ho... , Inc., is one organization negatively
affected by the propo.ed 25.104(f), but let .. provide some
context. Ours is an older, wooded, historic, cooperative
co..unity. As a corporation, our tanqible structural assets and
co..on spaces are jointly owned by our .8Jlbers who also occupy
the housing. Our ..-bers participate in creating reasonable
rules and regulations Which balance individual autonomy with
co_unity needs. We have addr••••d the issue of .mall satellite
dishes: installation of such di.he. i. allowed, subject only to
general considerations of a.sthetics, 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.l04(f) not out of antipathy towards satellite
dishes but rather because this proposed rule removes desirable
powers of self regulation of jointly owned assets, and at the
salle time removes possibilities of appeal.

Sincerely,

~~
Alan Turnbull
President

cc: The Honorable steny Hoyer
The Honorable Barbara Mikulski
The Honorable Paul Sarbanes
Co..unity Association Institute

o



ALLSTATE MANAGEMENT CORP.

April 9, 1996

Mr. William F. Caton
Actiq SecretaJy
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M. Street. NW, Room 222
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Mr. Caton:

DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGINAL

RE: Preemption ofLocal 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 ofcertain local regulation of satellite earth station antennas, and proposing to prohibit
enforcement ofnongovern- mental restrictions on such antennas that are less than one meter in diameter.

A1IIIate MaDqement 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 nonaovemmental restrictions will
adversely affect the conduct ofour 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 ofour property for several reasons.

First, please be aware that aesthetic considerations are not trivial - the appearance ofa 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 ofmetal mounts, or weakening of concrete could lead to
safety hazards and very costly maintenance and repair.

Third, the technical limitations ofsatellite technology create problems because all ofour residents may not be able to
receive cer..ainservicc5. It is our understanding that ~temtes are only positioned in certain areas, tluas limiting acc~ss.

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 attentiQn.

Very truly yours,

ALLSTATE MANAGEMENT CORP..~~".....,

DNUd

Property Management Specialists

.... A Clover Financial Co.

23 West Park Avenue' Merchantville, NJ 08109 • (609) 662-1176
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Mr. William Caton
Acting Secretary
FcdoraI Conmnmic:ations Commission
1919 M St. NW, Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

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

Dear Mr. Caton:

I am writing in my capaeity as Corporate COW1IeI for the Del Webb Corporation in opposition to the
Commission's proposed rule issued 011 March 11, 1996, regarding preemption of certain local regulation of
satdlite earthstations and the proposal to prohibit enforament ornonsovemmcntal restrictions on such antennas
that are less than one meter in diameter.

Del Webb is a leading developer of master-planned. residential communities in California, Nevada,
Arizona, Texas and South Carolina. We are concerned that the FCC proposal will a(h.·ersely affect the conduct
ofour business.

Del Webb is not ncc:eIsarily opposed to the use of satellite I'CQePtion d¢~'ices, but the rigbts of
homeowners and homeowners lISIOCillions to adopt and. mforce reasonable resuIations on the size and placement
of these devi~ must be preserved.. The proposed rule would not allow even reasonable restrictions on the
pllCCllDClnt or shieJdina ofSitellite reception devices. Policies to promote the use of these devices must maintain
a balance with the rights ofother homeowners to live in aesthetically pleasing neighborhoods.

We note that the notic:c ofproposed rulemaking states that "nongovernmental restrictions would appear
to be dWc:ted to acsthctic 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 ofhundrcds of satellil.e
antamIS bolted to the outside ofhcues in our <:OlDITJU11itic:s would be unappealing to CWTCl1t and future residents.
Actual customer complaints about the size. appearance and location ofsatellite dishes have led to the imposition
of rules prohibiting them in plsnncd communities in any location that is ~-isjble to neighborhood properties.
Aesthetic considerations have dcfmite ec:onomic ramifications. Homeowners buy into deed-restricted master
planned communities and other nciJhborhoods with the expectation that the restrictions will be enforced for the
bc:oefit of all property owners. The FCC should not abrogate these local restrictions and thwart the reasonable
expectations ofproperty owners

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

Sincerely,

Ca:tn.n . d..~ I'1fl
Rabat c.~ '-' (1\LL' ---r
Corporate Counsel

I
No. of Copies rec'd. _
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ApIL-il 9, 1996 DOCKET F\LE COpy OR\GlNAL
MIL. W-ill-iam F Cato~

Aet-ing S~eIL~taILy

FedeILal Commun~eat-ion~ Comm~~~~on

1919 M StILeet, NW Room 222
Wa~h~ngto~ VC 20554

Re: PILeempt~on 06 Local Zon~ng Regulation 06 SatellLte Ea.ILth
Stat~on~, 1B Vocket No. 95-59

VeaIL MJr.. Caton:

We wJr.~te ~n Jr.~~ pon~ e to the FCC' ~ R~polLt and OJtdeJr. and FuJr.theJt
Not~ce 06 PJr.opo~ed Rulemak-ing Jr.elea~ed on MaJr.ch 11, 1996, Jtega!Ld~ng

pJteempt-ion 06 CeJtta-in local Jt~gulat-ion 06 ~atell-ite eaJtth ~tat~on

ant~nna~, and pJr.opo~~ng to pJr.oh~b~t en60ILcement 06 nongoveJr.nmental
!Le~tlLi.ct~on~ on ~uch antenna~ that aJte le~~ than one meteJt ~n d~ameteJr.

(the "FNPRM"). We enclo~e ~~x (6) eop-ie~ 06 th~~ lett~Jr. ~n add~t~on
to th~~ oJr.~g~nal.

W~llow R-iveJr. ~~ ~n the Jr.e~~dent~al Jr.eal ~~ta.te bu~~ne~~. We
own and manage 300 un~t~ ~n the Salem aJr.ea ~n V~Jr.g~n~a.

We aJte conceJr.ned that the pILopo~ed Jr.ule pJr.oh~b-it~ng en60Jr.cement 06
nongoveJr.nmental Jr.~~tJr.~etion~ will adveJr.~ely a66ect th~ conduct 06
ouJr. bu~~n~~~ w~thou.t ju~t~6~cat~on and needle~~ly Jr.aL6~ addit~onal
legal ~~~ue~. We que~tion whetheJr. the Comm-i~~~on ha~ the authoJr.~ty

to Jr.equ~Jr.e u~ to allow the phy~~cal ~nva~~on 06 ouJr. pJr.opeJr.ty. We
mu~t Jr.eta~n the authoJt~ty to contJr.ol the u.~e 06 ouJt pJr.opeJr.ty, 60Jr.
~ ev eJtal Jt ea~ an~ .

F~Jr.~t, the FNPRM ~neoJtJr.ectly ~tate~ that "nongoveJr.nmental Jr.~~t!L~ct~on~

would appeaJr. to b~ d-iJr.ected to ae~thet~c con~~deJr.at~on~". Ae~th~t~c

eon~~deJr.at~on~ aJr.~ not tJt~v~al - the appeaJr.anee 06 a. bu~ld~ng d~Jr.~ctly

a66ect~ ~t~ maJtketability. Mo~t people would pJte6eJr. to live in
attJr.aet~ve commun~t~e~, and the ~~ght 06 hundJr.ed~ 06 ~a.t~ll~t~
antenna~ bolted to the out~~de wall and Jr.a~l~ng 06 apaJr.tment un~t~

would be ~xtJr.emely unappeal~ng to pJr.~~ent and 6utuJr.e Jr.e~~dent~.

Ae~thet~e con~~deJr.at~on~ have de6inite eeonom~e Jr.dm~6~eat~on~.

Second, the we~ght OIL wind !Le~i~tanee 06 a ~atell~te and the quali.ty
06 ~n~tallat~on may cJr.eate maintenanc~ pJr.oblem~ and - moJr.e ~mpoJr.tant-

a hazaJr.d to the ~a6ety 06 Jr.e~~dent~, build~ng employee~, and pa~~eJr.~-by.

Vamage to the pJtopeJr.ty cau~ed by wateJr. ~eepag~ ~nto ...t.h... e... .bU.~.l.d.. ..(..'n.1;;p.intelt.io
coJtJtO.6~on 06 metal mount.6, oJr. weak~ng 06 co neJtete c.qu!d J.ea4 ~;t.e_

.6a6ety hazaJtd~ and veJty co~tly ma~ntenanee and Jtepcx..4It~... .
,_~., ",__,,,,,,__, ~,,,~,,,__ ,,,,,_••_i._ .•_._"_ .•. _.
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Thiltd, the technical limitation.6 06 .6atellite tec.hnology Mede
pJtoblem.6 bec.aU.6e all 06 ault Jte.6ident.6 malJ not be able to ltec.e1.ve
ceJttain .6eJtvice.6. It i.6 OUIt undeJt.6tanding that .6atellite.6 alte only
pO.6itioned in c.eJttain aJtea, thuJt limiting acc.e.6.6.

In c.onclu.6ion, we Ultge the FCC to avoid 1.nteJtnelt1.ng in OuJt ltelation.6hip.6
w1.th OuJt lte.6ident.6. All 06 the potential pltoblem.6 we cite w1.1£.
adveJt.6ely a66ect the .6a6ety and .6ec.uJtity On oult pJtopeltty a.6 well
a.6 oUJt bottom line and oUJt pJtopeJtty ltight.6. Thank you 60lt yoult
attention to oUJt conceJtn.6.

SinceJte£.y

~JJM 1hvU.
Vebbie M1.£.£..6
Geneltal ManageJt
W1.llow RiveJt Apalttment.6


