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Dear Ms. Dortch: 

 Comcast Corporation hereby submits a redacted, public version of the enclosed ex parte letter.
The {{  }} symbols denote where Highly Confidential Information has been redacted.  The Highly 
Confidential version of the letter has been submitted to the Office of the Secretary, and will be made 
available for inspection pursuant to the Second Amended Modified Joint Protective Order in this 
proceeding.1

Please contact the undersigned should you have any questions regarding this matter. 

Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Francis M. Buono
Francis M. Buono 
Counsel for Comcast Corporation 

Enclosure

1 Applications of Comcast Corp. and Time Warner Cable Inc. for Consent to Assign or Transfer Control of Licenses 
and Authorizations, Second Amended Modified Joint Protective Order, 29 FCC Rcd. 13799 (2014) (“Second Amended 
Modified Joint Protective Order”). 
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in the attached presentation provided to Commission staff,1 we explained that these claims are not 
transaction-specific and, in any event, ignore marketplace realities, are not supported by the evidence, 
and do not present any reasonable basis for concluding there is any consumer harm from the 
transaction. 

Non-Transaction-Related Nature of Claims

 As an initial matter, we explained that opponents’ claims about Comcast’s policies regarding 
devices and UBB are not transaction-specific.  Rather, their complaints relate to Comcast’s current
conduct independent of the transaction, and opponents make little or no effort to link them to the 
transaction.  Moreover, there is no reasonable basis for arguing that a larger geographic footprint will 
increase Comcast’s incentive or ability to engage in anticompetitive conduct with respect to devices or 
UBB.  This is especially true given that the costs of such conduct (in terms of diminished value to 
customers) scale in direct proportion to any purported benefits – meaning that they do not change 
Comcast’s incentives post-transaction. 

 With respect to device issues, we referenced the Commission’s decision in 2002 approving 
Comcast’s merger with AT&T Broadband in which many of the same device-related claims were 
raised by opponents,2 and in which the Commission determined, among other things, that (1) none of 
the opponents’ device-related claims were transaction-specific; (2) general claims regarding the 
development of a retail set-top box market and interactive television (“ITV”) services are best 
addressed by the Commission’s navigation device rules and in general industry proceedings; (3) the 
merger would not create or enhance the merging parties’ incentive or ability to impede technological 
developments in the emerging ITV market; and (4) 30 percent of MVPD subscribers is “too small a 
share” to enable the merged entity to exercise market power in any ITV market.3  Of course, the 
Commission was proven correct in its determination in 2002 to reject these claims as non-merger 
specific and otherwise without merit, since none of these alleged horribles ever came to pass.  
Moreover, given the significant increase in competition and innovation that has occurred in the video 
and device marketplace over the last decade, these Commission analyses and conclusions are even 
more apt today. 

1 See App. A.  A copy of this presentation was provided to Commission staff along with a binder containing certain 
documents cited in the presentation that have been previously submitted into the record in this proceeding. 
2 See Applications for Consent to the Transfer of Control of Licenses from Comcast Corp. and AT&T Corp., 
Transferors, to AT&T Comcast Corp., Transferee, Memorandum Opinion and Order, 17 FCC Rcd. 23246, ¶¶ 154-165 
(2002) (opponents claiming, among other things, that (1) the merger would create “‘potentially insurmountable obstacles’ 
to the development of a retail market for set-top boxes”; (2) applicants would “be able to shape the evolution of ITV 
services or deny competitors access to those services through the use of exclusive agreements”; (3) applicants could use 
exclusive contracts to effectively lock out smaller MVPDs from the market for new ITV technologies; and (4) the 
combined company could dominate and deter innovation with electronic program guide (“EPG”) services). 
3 Id. ¶¶ 157-158, 165. 
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 Likewise, we explained that, while certain opponents claim that Comcast will use UBB to 
discourage customers from viewing over-the-top (“OTT”) content, they make no effort to explain how 
this is at all transaction-related.  Comcast’s and TWC’s respective business decisions regarding UBB 
are just that – business decisions that are neither prompted by, furthered by, nor made harmful by the 
proposed transaction.  To the extent opponents view UBB as a policymaking concern, it is an industry-
wide issue.  Indeed, several of these same opponents raise the same concerns in other FCC dockets, 
such as Protecting and Promoting the Open Internet Framework for Broadband Internet Service.
(Docket Nos. 14-28 and 10-27).  In its March 2015 Open Internet Order, the FCC “decline[d] to make 
blanket findings about [data caps and UBB] and will address concerns under the no-unreasonable 
interference/disadvantage [standard] on a case-by-case basis.”4  Given that Comcast has not employed 
UBB throughout its service area (and has no policy or plan to do so), but is instead conducting trials in 
a handful of markets in order to analyze various possible approaches – a careful, data-driven approach 
the Commission should, if anything, applaud – there is no basis for a blanket (or indeed any) – 
negative finding about UBB in this transaction either. 

Devices and Authentication

 The device arguments in this docket arise in the context of one of the most competitive markets 
in the communications industry – the video distribution marketplace made up of MVPDs and OTT 
video distributors.  Virtually no one in this proceeding has suggested that the video distribution 
marketplace is anything short of robust and dynamic, nor could they.  This reality moots arguments 
about whether one prefers one or another MVPD’s commercial practices, because the marketplace has 
more than enough teeth to correct and discipline MVPD practices that a customer dislikes.  A few key 
statistics highlight this marketplace reality: 

• The most recent Video Competition Report found that 99 percent of homes have access to at 
least three MVPDs, and 35 percent have access to at least four.5

• Since 2009 alone, after the D.C. Circuit rejected the Commission’s 30 percent cable horizontal 
ownership rules for the second time, the two DBS providers have added another 1.7 million 
subscribers, and the telco MVPDs have added another 6.2 million subscribers, while cable 
companies have lost 7.3 million subscribers.6

4 See Protecting and Promoting the Open Internet, Report and Order on Remand, Declaratory Ruling, and Order, 
FCC 15-24, ¶ 153 (Mar. 12, 2015). 
5 Annual Assessment of the Status of Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming, Sixteenth 
Report, FCC 15-41, ¶ 31 Tbl. 2 (Apr. 2, 2015) (“Sixteenth Annual Video Competition Report”).
6  Comcast Corp.-Time Warner Cable Inc., Applications and Public Interest Statement, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 67 
(Apr. 8, 2014). 
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• The Commission recently reported that between 2012 and 2013, the number of subscribers to 
MVPD video service posted its first full-year decline.  Cable MVPDs lost nearly 2.0 million 
video subscribers, DBS MVPDs gained over 100,000 video subscribers, and telephone 
company MVPDs gained approximately 1.5 million video subscribers.7

• The emergence and substantial growth of online video has further enhanced this competition 
and innovation.  Notably, today there are over 700 million Internet-connected devices in U.S. 
households, and about half of all households have at least one TV connected to the Internet, 
either directly or indirectly through an Internet-connected device.8  In 2013, 53 million U.S. 
households watched online video, and these households used an average of 4.8 Internet-
connected devices.9

• Likewise, the Commission recently described the device marketplace as “more dynamic than it 
has ever been, offering consumers an unprecedented and growing list of choices to access video 
content.”10

This context is significant with respect to almost all the device-related arguments opponents make in 
this proceeding.  In this rough and tumble marketplace, providers are experimenting with a variety of 
measures to capture consumers’ attention and loyalty, including using different device, interface, TV 
Everywhere (“TVE”) and authentication approaches. 

 We noted that one way Comcast has strived to do this is through the development of the next-
generation X1 video platform.  Comcast invested hundreds of millions of dollars in the X1 to improve 
the search functionality for Comcast’s video services and otherwise enhance the customer experience.  
The X1 adds a vibrant new approach to the highly dynamic video landscape, and we explained that 
even if the platform continues to develop in ways that include a variety of new functionalities and 
services that it does not include today, nothing about the X1 will impede the development of devices or 
OTT providers, or deter consumers from continuing to use their myriad other device options.11  To the 

7 Sixteenth Video Competition Report ¶ 133. 
8  Letter from Kathryn A. Zachem, Senior Vice President, Regulatory and State Legislative Affairs, Comcast, to 
Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, MB Docket No. 14-57, at Response to Question 4 at 5 n.14 (Nov. 26, 2014). 
9 See Sixteenth Video Competition Report ¶ 290. 
10 Annual Assessment of the Status of Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video Programming, Fifteenth 
Report, 28 FCC Rcd. 10496, ¶ 354 (2013); see also Sixteenth Video Competition Report ¶ 321 (observing that today’s 
device marketplace “offers consumers more flexibility in content consumption through a growing list of devices that also 
enable time- and place-shifting”). 
11  According to comScore, for example, over 183.8 million Americans watched 48.7 billion online videos in January 
2014; notably, however, not a single American needed to use the X1 platform to watch those videos.  Press Release, 
comScore, Inc., comScore Releases January 2014 U.S. Online Video Rankings (Feb. 21, 2014), 
http://www.comscore.com/Insights/Press-Releases/2014/2/comScore-Releases-January-2014-US-Online-Video-Rankings.
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contrary, X1 will provide a substantial benefit for millions of TWC customers who currently are 
without such an advanced cloud-based platform, and will further encourage device makers and OTT 
providers and app developers to innovate in turn. 

 We also discussed Comcast’s robust authentication practices for third-party programmers and 
websites, and for Comcast’s own TVE app – Xfinity TV Go.  Comcast’s primary focus has been on 
providing a secure, convenient, unified app for its customers to access all of Comcast’s TVE 
programming over the Internet, on any PC, and on a variety of tablets and mobile devices.  Comcast 
has devoted significant resources to its user interface in order to maintain the customer experience 
across device platforms, and its TVE service provides access to tens of thousands of on-demand assets 
and more than 80 live streaming channels.12  Further, by using Comcast’s Xfinity TV Go app, a 
customer can access scores of programming services that do not have their own websites or apps and 
are not otherwise available online.13  Consumer response has been very positive:  Comcast’s Xfinity 
TV Go app is highly rated and has been downloaded more than 11 million times to iOS and Android 
devices.14  That said, as noted, Comcast has recognized that there is consumer demand for 
authentication on individual programmer sites and apps, and Comcast has responded – by 
authenticating more than 90 different programming networks on up to 18 device platforms; and those 
figures have been steadily increasing.15  In fact – and notably – Comcast and Time Warner Cable 

Note that Appendix A at slide 10, which was distributed at the meeting, inadvertently refers to this data as current-year data 
when the correct reference is to the 2014 data cited herein. 
12  Matt Strauss, Bringing More Video on Demand Choices to More Customers Through the Comcast-TWC 
Transaction, Comcast Voices (Apr. 6, 2015), http://corporate.comcast.com/comcast-voices/bringing-more-video-on-
demand-choices-to-more-customers-through-the-comcast-twc-transaction.
13  For example, the Xfinity TV website and Xfinity TV Go app provide a path for online authentication for smaller 
and independent programmers that may not otherwise have the resources to create a website and/or app that can support 
video streaming and pay for back-office support for authentication and other services.  See Responses of Comcast Corp. to 
the Commission’s Information and Data Request, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 116 n.90 (Sept. 11, 2014) (“RFI Response”). 
14  Press Release, Comcast Corp., Comcast Adds More Live Streaming Networks to Xfinity TV Go (Feb. 17, 2015), 
http://corporate.comcast.com/news-information/news-feed/comcast-adds-more-live-streaming-networks-to-xfinity-tv-go-
as-tv-everywhere-usage-soars.
15 See Letter from Kathryn A. Zachem, Senior Vice President, Regulatory and State Legislative Affairs, Comcast, to 
Marlene H. Dortch, Secretary, FCC, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 4 (Oct. 27, 2014) (“Oct. 27 Ex Parte”).  We also noted that 
the third-party programmers’ websites and apps on which Comcast authenticates its customers include sites that aggregate a 
variety of programming within the same programmer’s family.  For example, Comcast authenticates its subscribers on 
Fox’s Fox Sports Go website and app, which provides live streaming sports content from both the Fox broadcast network 
and Fox Sports cable networks.  Staff also inquired whether Comcast authenticates its customers on Hulu.com.  On 
Hulu.com –Hulu’s ad-supported, “free” site –authentication is available for the limited purpose of enabling next-day 
viewing for certain content provided by Fox, FX, NBCUniversal, and ABC (as opposed to eight days after air).  A handful 
of MVPDs (e.g., AT&T, Cablevision, Cox, Dish, and Verizon) authenticate this programming on Hulu’s site; Comcast and 
many other MVPDs (e.g., DirecTV, TWC, and Charter, among others) do not authenticate on Hulu’s site but (at least in 
Comcast’s case) still authenticate this same programming for next-day viewing directly on the websites and apps of each of 
the identified programmers; Comcast also offers this programming on its own TVE app. 
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authenticate {{ }} number of programming networks on {{    
}} devices, which makes the contention that authentication presents a legitimate transaction-

related issue especially curious – and indefensible. 

 At the same time, however, Comcast cannot automatically authenticate every programmer that 
makes such a request.  Comcast tends to prioritize authentication efforts in large part based on 
consumer demand, and must work through various contractual issues (including, for example, 
programming rights, value, protection of Comcast customer data, ad integration, and the like), as well 
as “back office” technical measures.  We noted that complaints from parties like beIN SPORTS – 
whose TVE programming Comcast delivers through the Xfinity TV Go app and the XfinityTV.com 
website but who nonetheless has now demanded that Comcast also authenticate beIN SPORTS’ 
programming platform – are simply an effort to elevate a relatively discrete dispute (that is currently 
being negotiated by the parties) to a transactional issue – even though Comcast has informed beIN 
SPORTS it is open to negotiating this issue directly as part of the parties’ ongoing discussions about 
adjusting their existing arrangement.16

We also discussed the fact that, while in some cases Comcast has authenticated programmer 
apps that provide users with access to additional “overflow” content that Comcast does not provide as 
part of its cable service,17 programmers are also generally free to offer that content directly to 
consumers, without the need for Comcast authentication.  In fact, some programmers have created 
businesses of content “channels” offered solely or primarily online, which is an increasingly practical 
and successful approach in today’s competitive market.  Finally, there are various reasons that different 
MVPDs may take different approaches to authenticating programmer apps and websites.  For example, 
some MVPDs may not have their own TVE apps and offerings at all, or may have apps and offerings 
that are less robust than Comcast’s, and, as a result, are more reliant on programmers themselves to 
offer an online experience to the customer.  But in Comcast’s view, this results in a more diffuse 
customer experience, where the customer has to jump from one programmer app to another, and also 
may deprive customers of access to online content that is not available through a separate programmer 
app – in contrast to the more integrated and comprehensive Xfinity TV Go app.  In all event, these 

16  beIN SPORTS’ complaints in this proceeding are particularly perplexing given Comcast’s steadfast support for the 
network since its inception.  Comcast was one of beIN SPORTS’s initial launch partners – and was the first cable company 
to carry it – in August 2012, and has actively marketed and promoted beIN SPORTS since then.  Comcast provides both 
beIN SPORTS and beIN SPORTS en Español content in its linear and on-demand services (with more on-demand beIN 
SPORTS content than other providers, including roughly 40 hours in both Spanish and English). 
17  Comcast has moved to do this most quickly on sites and apps with more customer demand.  For example, Comcast 
authenticates its subscribers on ESPN’s WatchESPN website and app.  With that authentication, a subscriber can watch not 
only the same ESPN linear content that is available on the ESPN family of networks, but also additional live “overflow” 
content, such as college basketball games and professional soccer and tennis matches that do not air on ESPN’s cable 
networks.  Similarly, Comcast authenticates subscribers on Fox’s Fox Sports Go site and app, which includes both content 
airing on Fox linear networks and overflow content. 
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various TVE approaches reflect the very dynamic and competitive marketplace and underline the lack 
of any need for the Commission to intervene with respect to any one MVPD’s decisions.

 We also discussed comments filed by other opponents who have focused most recently on 
Comcast’s alleged “failure” to authenticate HBO Go on PlayStation 4.  We explained that earlier 
claims about HBO Go on Roku, and, before that, HBO Go on Apple TV were eventually resolved in 
the evolving marketplace and that neither those nor the latest claims are transaction-related.  Further, 
device-makers have been enormously successful without Comcast authenticating on their platforms, 
and that will continue to be the case post-transaction.  In short, as with authentication of programmer 
apps and sites discussed above, in this competitive market, Comcast does what it thinks will best 
respond to consumer demand while at the same time continuing to focus on promoting its robust, 
unified TVE experience.  As noted, Comcast’s TVE experience exceeds the experience (for customers) 
of other apps and is more comprehensive because it brings together as many programming sources as 
possible online under one app, even small and independent ones that lack apps of their own (and likely 
would not be found otherwise on a third-party device). 

 Comcast increasingly has engaged third-party device makers about authenticating programmer 
apps on their platforms, and, as noted above, authenticates on 18 different device platforms to date.  
Comcast also has been seeking the rights to put its own Xfinity TV Go app (and/or the Xfinity TV 
app)18 on such devices as well, in light of its desire to offer customers that broader viewing experience.
We explained that this is typically negotiated concurrently with negotiating authentication for 
programmer apps, and can lead to more protracted discussions given the need to resolve issues such as 
search parity and app placement between the device-maker – itself essentially an aggregator of much 
of the content on its platform – and Comcast, which offers an aggregated TVE experience. 

We noted that all of this should be viewed against another interesting development in this 
competitive marketplace:  increasingly, OTT apps (whether aggregator apps or the app of a particular 
programmer) are being linked to a particular device and not being made available to any other device 
platform.19  Ironically, that strategy is the polar opposite of the practices opponents seem to insist 
Comcast must follow:  i.e., authenticate every third-party app on every device and include every app 
on every Comcast X1 device.  The Commission should not intervene in this differentiated and rapidly 

18  As we explained, the Xfinity TV app provides access to in-home, IP-based cable service; the Xfinity TV Go app 
provides access to Comcast’s TVE service over the Internet. 
19  For example, Sony’s Playstation Vue streaming video service initially will be available only on PlayStation 3 and 
PlayStation 4 consoles.  See Shalini Ramachandran, Sony Unveils Pricing, Availability of Vue Online TV Service, Wall St. 
J., Mar. 18, 2015, http://blogs.wsj.com/cmo/2015/03/18/sony-unveils-pricing-availability-of-vue-online-tv-service/.
Likewise, Apple’s online video service will reportedly be available only on Apple devices, such as the Apple TV.  See 
Keach Hagey et al., Apple Plans Web TV Service in Fall, Wall St. J., Mar. 17, 2015, http://www.wsj.com/articles/apple-in-
talks-to-launch-online-tv-service-1426555611?tesla=y.  And Apple has a three-month exclusive agreement to be the digital 
provider of the HBO Now video streaming service on mobile and set-top devices.  See Richard Lawler, HBO Now is cutting 
the cord, but there are still a few strings, Engadget, Mar. 9, 2015, http://www.engadget.com/2015/03/09/hbo-now-strings/.
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evolving marketplace to pick winners and losers or put its thumb on the scale for any particular 
approach.

We also addressed questions about the advertising revenue generated from programming 
authenticated through Comcast’s TVE service as compared to advertising revenue generated from 
authenticating the same programming on a programmer’s own app and website.  As an initial matter, 
Comcast’s TVE-related ad revenue is {{         

               
             
                  
                 }}.

As such, Comcast does not have a financial incentive based on ad sales to have customers use its TVE 
app as opposed to a programmer’s.20

 We also described other efforts Comcast is taking to expand customers’ device options.  For 
example, Comcast is working on a “cardless” downloadable security solution that will be made 
available to TiVo and other device makers.  The solution will allow retailers to build devices designed 
to access the full suite of Comcast services.21  Moreover, Comcast has committed to continue to 
provide and support CableCARDs in retail devices, notwithstanding the D.C. Circuit’s decision in 
EchoStar vacating certain CableCARD rules, and has exceeded the CableCARD requirements by 
giving TiVo customers access to Comcast’s VOD services on TiVo devices (which are otherwise not 
accessible via CableCARD).  Either solution will allow device makers to build a device that can offer 
OTT apps and receive Comcast cable service.  In addition, Comcast has been instrumental in driving 
innovations that are benefitting smaller MVPDs and others.  For example, Comcast designed the 
digital transport adapter (“DTA”) to facilitate its systems’ conversion to all-digital service, and the 
device is providing the same benefit for other MVPDs.  Likewise, Comcast has been a leader in the 
development of the Reference Design Kit (“RDK”), a software bundle that provides a common 
framework for powering IP set-top boxes and other customer premises equipment.  The RDK platform 
can help accelerate innovation by reducing the costs of software development, reducing development 
cycles, and easing the adoption of new technologies.22  RDK is licensed on a royalty-free basis and has 
now been licensed to over 200 entities. 

20 {{                    
                       

                      
              

            }}
21 See Oct. 27 Ex Parte; RFI Response at 128. 
22 See Oct. 27 Ex Parte at 6; Comcast Corp.-Time Warner Cable Inc., Opposition to Petitions to Deny and Response 
to Comments, MB Docket No. 14-57, at 183 (Sept. 23, 2014); RFI Response at 106, 109.
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 Commission staff asked about the licensing agreements for RDK, and in particular, Comcast’s 
obligations with respect to intellectual property as compared to the obligations of other RDK licensees.  
{{           

                
              

              
                

             
               

              
                  

          }}24

In response to a question from staff, we explained that Comcast is {{      
                 
               

                  
                 

             
     }}.

 Comcast will bring this same level of investment and innovation to the acquired systems, which 
will translate into substantial public interest benefits for millions of Americans.  As TiVo has described 
it in its comment supporting the transaction, “Comcast has been the most supportive of enabling 
innovation in retail set-top boxes, thereby allowing consumers to have a robust retail alternative to an 
operator-leased set-top box” and that the transaction “should benefit consumers that wish to use retail 
devices to access their pay-TV programming as we would expect Comcast’s leadership and supportive 
policies to continue and expand.”25

UBB

 In response to various vague allegations about UBB in this proceeding, we explained that UBB 
could not be an effective foreclosure tool in part because it does not distinguish among any types of 

23 {{                   
                   

      }}
24 See, e.g., U.S. Dep’t of Justice Business Review Letter from Thomas O. Barnett to William F. Dolan & Geoffrey 
Oliver (Oct. 21, 2008) (declining to challenge proposed patent pool because, inter alia, the pool was limited to 
complementary or “essential” patents), available at http://www.justice.gov/atr/public/busreview/238429 htm.

25 See Comments of TiVo Inc., MB Docket No. 14-57, at 1-2 (Aug. 25, 2014). 
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data use.  Consequently, attempting to use UBB to disadvantage a specific type of alleged competitor 
would diminish the overall value of Comcast’s Internet service to consumers.  Because the resulting 
harm scales along with the alleged benefit, Comcast has no enhanced incentive to pursue such a 
strategy post-transaction as a result of serving a larger footprint.  This is especially true given that, as 
Applicants have previously demonstrated, OTT providers are complementary to Comcast’s profitable 
broadband service and so Comcast’s incentive is to preserve and enhance these OTT services which 
will further improve Comcast’s broadband service.  In this regard, it is also notable that many smaller 
ISPs have adopted UBB or more restrictive usage caps.  There is plainly no correlation between ISP 
size and the adoption of UBB or usage caps. 

 We also noted that use of OTT video services has exploded in the past several years since 
Comcast and other ISPs have implemented UBB, started trialing UBB, or implemented data 
allowances or limits.  There is no evidence whatsoever that UBB has in any way impacted OTT 
providers’ entry into, or success in, the marketplace.  In fact, new OTT providers are being announced 
almost monthly and are widely used by consumers.26

 We also provided updated information regarding various findings of Internet usage in the UBB 
trial markets as compared to the non-trial markets.  In particular, we noted the following statistics, all 
of which reinforce the point that the UBB trials Comcast has been conducting have not had a negative 
impact on customers’ use of the Internet generally or access to online video in particular: 

• Internet usage is growing in both trial and non-trial markets:  Across Comcast’s footprint, 
median Internet use grew by {{ }} in the year ending January 2015 from {{    

}}.  Likewise, median usage in two of Comcast’s larger trial markets, Atlanta and 
Nashville, continued to grow: 

In Atlanta, median usage grew by {{ }} in the year ending January 2015 from 
{{     }}.

In Nashville, median usage grew by {{ }} in the year ending January 2015 from 
{{     }}.27

26 See Emily Steel, Netflix, Amazon and Hulu No Longer Find Themselves Upstarts in Online Streaming, N.Y. 
Times, Mar. 24, 2015, http://www nytimes.com/2015/03/25/business/media/netflix-amazon-and-hulu-no-longer-find-
themselves-tvs-upstarts html? r=0.
27  In response to a staff question regarding the {{      }} in Nashville compared to 
Atlanta, we noted one theory that we think may explain this difference:  Nashville is Comcast’s oldest trial market (initiated 
in August 2012), and while the initial Internet usage in Nashville was lower, it has substantially grown over time perhaps 
because the customers in this market have become accustomed to and comfortable with the UBB policy and better 
understand that they can continue to use the Internet in the ways they always have done and more despite the ongoing trials. 
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• Despite this increased Internet usage, in January 2015 only approximately {{ }} of
those customers in trial markets have used 300 GB per month for more than three months in the 
year ending January 2015.  Those {{ }} of customers are the only customers who 
would be paying more for their increased usage under Comcast’s most widely deployed usage 
trial (which affords customers in trial markets three courtesy months over each 12-month 
period in which they may exceed the 300 GB threshold before incurring a charge).

• {{         }} of customers in the trial 
markets do not exceed 300 GB per month or even come close to that level of usage, which 
indicates that 300 GB per month remains an enormous amount of data usage for the typical 
customer. 

• And even many of those relatively few customers who were charged for additional data 
continued to consume more than 300 GB per month despite having to pay for the overage, and 
{{          }}.

• Internet usage per subscriber in the trial markets aligns with Internet usage in the non-trial 
markets for the vast majority of users.  Only for those very heavy Internet users in the {{   

}} of all Comcast Internet customers (i.e., with a weighted average Internet usage of 
about {{ }} per month or more), do we see a {{ }} weighted average 
Internet usage in trial markets as compared to non-trial markets (about {{ }}). 

• In response to a question from staff, we note that there is no noticeable effect on customer 
churn in the trial markets versus the non-trial markets. 

*  *  * 

 Please direct any questions to the undersigned. 

       Respectfully submitted, 

       /s/  Kathryn A. Zachem 

       Senior Vice President,  
       Regulatory and State Legislative Affairs 

Comcast Corporation 
cc: Ty Bream 



    
REDACTED – FOR PUBLIC INSPECTION 

Ms. Marlene H. Dortch 
April 13, 2015 
Page 12 

 Hillary Burchuk 
 Amanda Burkett 
 Jessica Campbell (by phone) 
 Bob Cannon (by phone) 
 Octavian Carare 

Randy Clarke 
 Adam Copeland (by phone) 
 Elizabeth Cuttner 
 Hillary DeNigro 
 Bill Dever 
 Jaimie Douglas 
 William Freedman 
 Marcia Glauberman 
 Jamila Bess Johnson 
 Scott Jordan (by phone) 
 Bill Lake 

Betsy McIntyre 
 Daniel Meyerson (by phone) 
 Bakari Middleton 

Alison Neplokh 
 Jeffrey Neumann 

Eric Ralph 
 William Reed 

Jake Riehm 
 William Rogerson 
 Jonathan Sallet 
 Julie Saulnier 
 Susan Singer 
 Philip Verveer 
 Sarah Whitesell 
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