
Dear Sirs,

I would just like to make a comment concerning this matter.

Allowing local telephone companies to charge Internet Service Providers more
than voice
communication is, in my opinion, not a good idea.

u.S. West, for example, is a service provider for Colorado. This company has no
local internet service for me. This would be a way to squeeze out competition.
Many rural people would be paying long distance or fees for "800" services plus
the
cost of service. This is definitely a blow to small business. A neat profit
for
local

for upgrading to
digital
lines. They want the cable service to do this. Yet again, this looks like u.S.
West
is wanting minimise expenses. They do offer digital lines, but the customer is
to pay for the installation of the line, and then the excessivly high cost of
monthly charges for the line.

These are a few of my concerns.

Sincerly Yours,

William R. Sabo Jr.
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I want to express my opposition to any fee increase from any source
for Internet access or use. I feel that the surge in the economy and
sustained growth are a direct result of the dramatic increase and use
of information available o534 668.16 Tm
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I'm appalled at this current plan to levy per minute charges against ISP'S. This
can only translate into one thing MY CHARGES INCREASING for internet service,
yet somehow the telephone companies would not be subject to this? DON'T DODQ
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As we see it, here's the issue: Local phone companies
in general want the ISP business to themselves. They're
claim that all this Internet use is overloading their
systems -- while simultaneously running to open their own
ISPs (which of course would NOT be subject to these
charges). Obviously they think the ISP business is worth
pursuing, they just want to price everyone else out of
the market.

If these access charges go through, most users Internet
access will cost significantly more -- either directly,
by the telephone company's charging you more for your
phone line(s), or indirectly, by ISPs raising their rates
in order to cover their additional costs.

Want some scary numbers? Long distance companies pay
$.06/min access charges to local telephone companies. If
similar charges were placed on Internet calls, users who
spend an average of 60 minutes per day on-line would see
their monthly bill go up -SlOB/month. That's not small
change.

I hope that the Government will not let this goI
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On the issue of the Telephone Co's charging the ISP's extra for internet
access, is just another way for the Telephone co's to make some extra cash for
themselves. I don't really believe there claimISP80Tj
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I would like to strongly view my opinion on the FCC adding additional costs to
the public use of the internet, via added phone charges.
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As we see it, here's the issue: Local phone companies in general want the ISP
business to themselves. They're claim that all this Internet use is overloading
their systems-while simultaneously running to open their own ISPs (which of
course would NOT be subject to these charges). Obviously they think the ISP
business is worth pursuing, they just want to price everyone else out of the
market.
This is a outrage and I will not pay anymore for internet access.
I will disconntinue all useage and so will alot of others. We can not afford
the prices if a per minute or per hour charge is established on the ISP or
Myself.

REceIVED
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By adding increased cost to ISP providers, consumers and business users will
likely see the full extent of the increases passed on to them. Some ISP's would
fold, decreasing competition in the
long run. End users who can not afford the cost increases could lose access to
the medium. Decreasing choices and limiting availability to the net seems an
unthinkable act at this point in
history.
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CC Docket No. 96-45
To whom this may concern:
I and my family are clearly against additional fees levied
on phone users





I'am opposed to any increase in charges for the use of my phone line.
I pay a monthly service charge for the use of the phone line and it
should not matter if I'am on the Internet or using the phone, the
service provide by the phone company is the same
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This is not a good idea, from the owner of 3 phone lines, two of
which are used to access the internet routinely. I make my living by
working on remote computers. This move would very likely putTm
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I belive that it would be unjust to allow phone companies to charge
individuals or ISP's access charges for internet use. The charges are
both unneccessary and ridiculous. They go against the internet's
spirit of free information. They would also make it impossible for
many people currently using the internet to continue to do so. I
find the internet an invaluable research tool for school, but would
be unable to afford it if these charges must be incurred. The phone
companies must not be allowed to do this.
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FCC Officials
Re: 96-45

Sir/Madam:

In reference to the above noted Proceeding number I find, based on
the information presented to me, that this additional charge is NOT
justified.

The telephone companies are complaining that the use of their lines
by ISP's users "bogs down", "overloads" or "strains" their lines.
However, these same companies are creating their own ISP's that, of
course, would not be subject to this additional charge.

It appears to me that this is just another attempt by the phone
companies to either monopolize or eliminate competition of the ISP
forum.

Being a single parent attending University on an extremely limited
income the additional costs would make it virtually impossible for
any use of the Internet as an information source.

Given that our society is quickly eliminating the "old" standard of
libraries and replacing this library with the Internet instead we
would virtually eliminate any resource for our children.

There are numerous arguments that could be gone into; however, I ~E:~E:'\lE:[)
thought it best to just touch lightly on the ones noted above.

Thank you for your time. JAN 12 1998

Veronica Burt fEDERAL COMMuMcAnOHS COMMISSION
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