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I. Introduction

Hiawatha Broadband Communications, Inc. (Hiawatha) hereby respectfully submits the

following comments in response to the Commission's Notice ofInquiry (NO!) on the assessment of

competition in markets for the delivery of video programming. Hiawatha's comments will focus on

the need for the FCC to take decisive action to eliminate discriminatory and anticompetitive

activities surrounding program access. Specifically, Hiawatha urges the Commission to prohibit

anticompetitive exclusivity agreements for regional sports programming, as well as other program

pricing and bundling practices that impede competition.

Hiawatha is a locally-owned business and education venture, located in Winona, Minnesota,

a City of about 25,000 located on the Mississippi River in Southeast Minnesota. Hiawatha is

building a fiber-optic and coaxial-cable (HFC) communications system which, when completed, will

pass about 12,000 homes and businesses in the Winona area. Hiawatha currently provides cable

television and internet access to its subscribers, and intends to add telephone services for voice,

video and data communications. Hiawatha's mission is to expand educational and communications

capabilities, within its community through head-to-head facilities-based competition in the local
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marketplace for multichannel video programming, and data and telecommunications servIce, In

precisely the manner envisioned by Congress in its enactment of the Telecommunications Act of

1996.

Hiawatha was incorporated in 1997 by a group of local investors. About 40% of the capital

stock is owned by local schools and education foundations, as a result of donations by the

company's founders. The total investment in the system is expected to be close to $20 million.

Construction of the system began in 1998, and is scheduled for completion in early 2000. Facilities

in place include business offices, towers for receiving off-air television signals, headend equipment,

program production equipment and a substantial part of the cable distribution network. The system

employs state-of-the-art equipment and has a 750-MgHz capacity. It employs interdiction

technology capable of supporting a la carte channel selection and immediate activation. Hiawatha

offers 78 channels, including five devoted to public access, education and government. A variety of

programs will be originated locally and distributed over the cable network, including education,

health care, news, public affairs, and entertainment.

Hiawatha competes with an incumbent cable system, owned by Bresnan Communications,

Inc. (Bresnan). Bresnan acquired the system in 1998 from TCI, and has announced a pending sale

of the system to Charter Communications, Inc. TCI's successor by merger, AT&T, retains a 50%

interest in Bresnan. AT&T is the largest cable provider in the United States, currently passing 40%

of all serviceable homes. Charter is the country's 4th largest cable provider.

II. The FCC Must Be An Advocate On The Side Of Competition

Section 628(g) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended, directs the FCC to provide

an annual report to Congress on the status of competition in markets for the delivery of

programming. The Commission has issued the present NO! to assist it in gathering information and
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data for the development of the 1999 Report to Congress. The FCC has requested information on

the status of competition and the prospects for increased competition.

At the outset, Hiawatha urges the FCC to view the annual report as more than a mere

passive compilation of data, but instead to use it as a foundation for the adoption of more pro-

competitive rules and as an opportunity to advocate statutory changes that will better ensure the

development of viable competition in the multichannel video programming distribution (MVPD)

marketplace. Hiawatha is therefore heartened by the fact that the as part of the Inquiry the FCC has

requested comments on barriers that impede competition, and that the FCC has sought the

identification of specific rules, policies or regulations that ought to be re-examined in light of

current MVPD markets. The FCC should actively utilize such information to eliminate all barriers to

competition.

In the NOI the Commission characterizes the market share of incumbent cable systems as

declining. While perhaps statistically accurate, the FCC should not be lulled in a false sense of

security. As the Commission's own numbers demonstrate, incumbent cable operators continue to

exercise pervasive dominance over the video marketplace. 1 The Commission's Fifth Annual Report

found that while competitive alternatives and consumer choices are beginning to develop, cable

television continues to be the primary delivery technology for the distribution of multichannel video

programming, with 85% of all MVPD subscribers still receiving video service from the incumbent

operator. Summarizing this information FCC Chairman Kennard stated: "Our annual report shows

that, although competition is increasing, the level of competition that consumers are seeking has not

yet arrived. ,,2

2

In the Matter ofAnnual Assessment ofthe Status ofCompetition in Markets for the
Delivery of Video Programming, Fifth Annual Competition Report, CS Docket No. 98
102, adopted December 17, 1998.
Statement ofChairman William Kennard, Fifth Annual Report.
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Moreover, the massive industry consolidation that has taken place during the intervening

year has effectively concentrated this market power at an unprecedented level into a handful of

multiple system operators (MSOs). As a result, the largest incumbent operators have an even

greater ability to engage in anticompetitive activities, often at the expense of consumers who desire

more choice, better service and lower rates. Given the concentrated nature of the MPVD

environment and the elimination of rate regulation for most cable services, it is vitally important that

the FCC take every opportunity to act aggressively to foster competition in the video services

market by removing unfair, monopoly-derived advantages, wherever and whenever possible.

Similarly, the FCC should not place undue reliance on the ability of direct broadcast satellite

(DBS) alone to bring about competition in the MVPD marketplace. DBS cannot currently provide

many of the local programming options that consumers desire/ let alone the integrated bundle of

voice, video and data services that the large incumbent operators are beginning to deploy.

Accordingly, the FCC must necessarily focus more attention on the needs of competitive cable

overbuilders. As the FCC's previous reports have consistently demonstrated, the existence of

competitive overbuilders results in greater consumer choice, better service and lower rates'

Hiawatha's own entry into cable service bears out the FCC's earlier findings, as the

community of Winona, Minnesota has already experienced the benefits of competition among cable

providers first hand. For several years, TCI/Bresnan and its predecessors increased prices regularly

and resisted local requests for improved and expanded service. When Hiawatha launched its cable

service, offering more channels than the incumbent at lower prices, TCI/Bresnan countered by

3

4

Even ifDBS is granted legislative reliefto carry local broadcast signals, it is not expect to
carry local channels for most smaller communities for many years.
E.g., See, In the Matter ofAnnual Assessment of the Status ofCompetition in Markets for
the Delivery of Video Programming, Fifth Annual Competition Report, CS Docket No.
98-102, adopted December 17,1998. This is particularly important given the sunset of
cable rate regulation on March 31, 1999.
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adding channels, lowering prices, eliminating charges for installation and converter rentals, and

offering free service for up to three months to customers who agreed to remain with or return to

them. Similar price reductions have been announced by Bresnan in St. Cloud, Minnesota, where it

faces similar competition from another cable provider, while price increases have been announced

recently in other cities where it remains the only provider ofcable services.

m. The Commission Must Eliminate Anticompetitive Practices
With Respect To Program Access

A. Exclusive Programming Is Inherently Anticompetitive

While competitive cable overbuilders, such as Hiawatha, have established "beachheads" of

competitive choice in a growing number of communities, abusive and discriminatory practices by

incumbent operators and cable program providers threaten to erode these gains. Hiawatha did not

enter into the multichannel video services marketplace under the illusion that the incumbent

provider would lay down in the face of competition. To the contrary, Hiawatha anticipated vigorous

competition for subscribers. It did, however, expect to compete fairly for such subscribers.

Unfortunately, Hiawatha, has encountered barriers to fair competition, in the form of

exclusive dealing agreements between a number of important content providers and the incumbent

cable system. Hiawatha has been unable to obtain consent to carry at least four program channels,

because their providers have agreements with the incumbent that grant it the exclusive right to carry

the programming by cable in all communities the incumbent serves. The channels include Midwest

Sports Channel (MSC), a regional sports channel, MS-NBC and FoxNews, both national news

networks, and Game Show Network, a popular entertainment channel. All are popular channels

among potential subscribers. MSC is considered an essential channel by many potential subscribers,

because it holds exclusive broadcast rights for certain games of the Minnesota Twins, the Minnesota

Timberwolves, the University of Minnesota, the Big 10 and the Western Collegiate Hockey
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Association, and broadcasts other regional and national sports programmmg. MS-NBC and

FoxNews are the preferred news networks for many, because of their perceived political leanings.

The FCC has recognized that access to programming is essential to fair competition between

incumbent cable operators and new entrants to the market. In its Fifth Annual Competition Report,

the Commission stated:

MVPDs that provide competitIve pressure on incumbent cable operators and provide
consumers with real choice still find regulatory and other barriers to entry into markets for
the delivery of video programming. MVPDs with the potential to compete with incumbent
cable operators continue to experience some difficulties in obtaining programming, both
from vertically integrated satellite cable programmers and from unaffiliated program vendors
who continue to make exclusive agreements with cable operators.

In particular, the Commission recognized the importance of regional sports programming to

competitive offerings:

Sports programming in the market for the delivery of video programming increasingly
warrants special attention because of its widespread appeal and strategic significance for
MVPDs. 5

Further, the FCC observed that "[l]ocal sports also holds value for operators because local sporting

events often generate higher ratings than other cable and broadcast programming. ,,6

The Commission's current program access rules prohibit exclusive agreements between

vertically integrated content providers and cable operators, but thus far the FCC has declined to

interpret its rules or existing legislation to prohibit other exclusive content agreements. TCI has

seized upon this loophole in the FCC's administration of the program access rules, and utilized its

market power as an MSO to extract exclusive program access agreements from non-vertically

integrated programmers in a manner that violates the spirit, if not the specific letter of the law.

In the current NO! the Commission has requested information on the adequacy of the

coverage of the program access rules and specifically seeks information on cases ofMVPDS "being

5 Fifth Annual Competition Report, ~ 171.
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denied programming by non-vertically integrated programmers.,,7 It has been Hiawatha's experience

that exclusive agreements between unaffiliated program vendors and incumbent cable operators

remain a significant barrier to fair competition, especially when an incumbent operator who controls

a large percentage of the regional or national market obtains exclusive agreements and uses them

against a competitor in a single market.

In a submission to the FCC related to their then-pending merger, AT&T and TCI

represented that:

TCI has been entirely reasonable with its competitors in voluntarily relinquishing exclusivity
in certain cases, even though it was under no obligation to do so under the program access
rules. For example, TCI voluntarily waived its exclusive rights to the Chicago Cubs baseball
games carried on CLTV, a local service in the Chicago area, which was a matter of
particular interest to Ameritech. AT&T/TCI will continue to review requests to relinquish
exclusivity for services not covered by the program access rules on a case-by-case base and
to act reasonably and responsibly in this area 8

In actual practice, however, Bresnan/TCI responded to Hiawatha's request to open its

exclusive agreements for MSC and other channels in the following manner:

Bresnan will not discuss opening any exclusive programming agreements that it or TCI
holds. Bresnan strives to make its programming and services distinctive9

Bresnan's advertising in Winona has emphasized its exclusive access to certain channels, including

MSC. Hiawatha has encountered specific resistance by a large number of potential subscribers to

changing from Bresnan to Hiawatha, based solely on the availability of one or more of the channels

covered by exclusive contracts. 10

6

7

8

9

10

Fifth Annual Competition Report, ~ 175.
NOI, ~28.
Reply Comments of AT&T/TCI in CS Docket No. 98-178
Letter from Robert V. Bresnan to Gary Evans, dated April 29, 1999, appended hereto.
Further adding insult to injury, Hiawatha is often required to carry advertisements on its
existing channels for program channels that it is unable to carry as a result of exclusive
contracts. For example, NBC's programming ofpopular events will often advise viewers
to tune in to MSNBC for further coverage of the event.
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Hiawatha believes that relief from exclusive content agreements is needed, for the benefit of

Hiawatha and other cable operators seeking to compete with incumbents. That relief should be in

the form of Commission action or legislation. A recent report by the Government Accounting Office

(GAO) reinforces the need for such action, indicating that some of the experts it interviewed

expressed concerns that "dominant cable operators are winning price concessions and may have

significant bargaining power vis-a-vis subscription networks even when there is no ownership link."

According to the GAO report,

[M]ost of our expert panel members stated that program suppliers that are not vertically
integrated such as MTV, A&E Network and the Weather Channel) may be very dependent
on large cable companies. Some of the expert panel members stated that programming of
suppliers that are not vertically integrated should generally be required to be made available
to all competitors, as is currently the case for programming owned by vertically integrated

I· 11supp lers.

Contrary to the arguments of incumbent cable operators, program exclusivity agreements

distort competition and are not necessarily protected under the Telecommunications Act. The

program access rules contained in Section 628 of the Cable Act establish the minimum activities that

are prohibited, and provide the Commission with sufficient flexibility to prohibit additional types of

conduct. Indeed, the legislative history of Section 628 indicates that Congress intended to allow

exclusive contracts between non-vertically integrated entities in situations where there is effective

competition but it did not intend that they be utilized in the absence ofeffective competition:

Where there is no effective competition, however, exclusive arrangements may tend to
establish a barrier to entry and inhibit the development of competition in the market. Thus,
the dominance in the market of the distributor obtaining the exclusivity should be considered
in determining whether an exclusive arrangement amounts to an unreasonable refusal to
deal. 12

11

12

GAO Report to the Subcommittee on Antitrust, Business Rights, and Competition,
Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. Senate: Telecommunications, The Changing Status of
Competition to Cable Television, July 1999, p. 22.
Senate Committee Report, Rpt. 102-92, to the Cable Act of 1992.
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Moreover, in implementing Section 628(b) the Commission specifically indicated that its

authority extended beyond vertically integrated programmers and cable operators stating:

This provision is a clear repository ofCommission jurisdiction to adopt additional rules or to
take additional actions to accomplish the statutory objectives should additional types of
conduct emerge as barriers to competition and obstacles to the broader distribution of
satellite cable and broadcast video programming. In this regard it is worth emphasizing that
the language of628(b) applies on its face to all cable operators. 13

As noted above, in its Fifth Annual Competition Report the Commission recognized the

strategic importance of regional sports progranuning and the potential negative effects of exclusive

agreements on such progranuning. In summarizing its findings in the Report, the Commission

indicated that the "distribution of programming, including in particular regional sports

progranuning, could eventually have a substantial impact on the ability of alternative MVPDs to

compete in the video marketplace" and indicated that it would "continue to monitor this issue and

the impact on the competitive marketplace." 14 Hiawatha respectfully submits that it is now one year

later and such practices have intensified rather than abated, and therefore the time for monitoring

this issue has passed and it is time for the Commission to take affirmative steps to eliminate

anticompetitive exclusivity agreements for regional sports progranuning, as well as other

programmmg.

Further, if the FCC concludes that it lacks the authority under the program access rules as

currently written to prohibit exclusivity agreements between non-vertically integrated progranuners

13

14

In the Matter ofImplementation ofSections 12 and J9 ofthe Cable Television Consumer
Protection and Competition Act of1992, Development ofCompetition and Diversity in
Video Programming Distribution and Carriage, 8 FCC Red. 3359 (April 1, 1993)(FCC
93-178).
Fifth Annual Report, ~ 12.
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and MVPDs, the Commission should use its 1999 Competition Report to urge Congress to redress

this anticompetitive shortcoming in the Act. 15

B. The Commission Should Eliminate Anticompetitive
Pricing and Bundling Requirements

A second major area of concern to Hiawatha, is the increasing practice of program suppliers

attaching pricing conditions and bundling requirements that effectively impede customer choice. In

the NO! the FCC expressed a preference for additional customer choice in the form of "a la carte"

programming options, and inquired as to the "economic, legal or other impediments to offering

programming services in this manner. "

Hiawatha has invested in interdiction technology with the intent of providing its customers

programming choices on an a la carte basis in precisely the manner suggested by the Commission.

Unfortunately, the pricing practices and other requirements of some cable progrannners prevent

Hiawatha from offering flexible service options. Examples of these abusive practices that Hiawatha

has experienced include the following:

15

•

•

•

•

•

Requiring that a channel be carried on basic or expanded basic service.

Requiring that a channel be carried with other specified channels.

Requiring that a channel be provided to a specified percentage (as high as 85%) of system
subscribers.

Pricing at rates per subscriber based upon penetration percentage - in some cases, the rate
per subscriber at lower penetration percentages is three times higher than the rate at higher
penetration percentages.

Pricing that requires payment for a specified percentage of system subscribers (as high as
85%) whether or not they subscribe to the channel.

In past competition reports the FCC has not hesitated to seek legislative changes in order
to foster competition.

10



These practices force smaller cable operators, such as Hiawatha, to include channels in bundled

packages, and limit subscribers' choices.

Hiawatha believes that the cable and telecommunications industries are entering a new era of

competition. New technology and the removal of regulatory barriers permit competitive entry into

businesses that were once considered inherently monopolistic. Communications can now be

delivered by cable, wire, satellite transmission and other means, and a single entity can provide

entertaimnent, and voice, video and data communications. The barriers to entry are no longer

related to capital investment, technology or regulation. They are the anti-competitive agreements

and practices that were allowed to develop and exist in industries that were essentially monopolistic.

They must be identified and removed if competition is to flourish in these industries.

Respectfully submitted,

~c;;4t
Mlrian Herbst
James Baller
Sean Stokes
THE BALLER HERBST LAW GROUP, P.C.
1820 Jefferson Place, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 833-5300

Kent A. Gemander
64 East Fourth Street
P.O. Box310
Winona, MN 55987

Counsel for Hiawatha Broadband
Communications, Inc.

August 6, 1999
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White Plains, NY IOfj04-::J02J
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Streater Law Firm

April 29, 1999

1 507 454 2929 P.03/07

Gary W. Evans
President & CEO
Hiawatha Broadband Communications, Inc.
P.O. Box 676
58 Johnson Street
Winona, Minnesota 55987

Dear Mr. Evans:

It is my understanding that you have requested a written response to the
questions raised in your memorandum of January 14, 1999.

Bresnan Communications needs to insure the quality of its service and the
integrity of its system. In order to do so, it is essential that Bresnan maintain exclusive
control of every element of its system from the headend to the subscriber's home.
Therefore, any shared facilities arrangement would be impractical and unacceptable.

The follOWing are Bresnan's responses to your specific Questions:

1. "HBCI will install new drop wires to the homes of all of its customers and,
should any customer convert, Bresnan Communications was inVited to
use the drop if the firm chooses. Will they use our drops?"

For the above mentioned reasons, Bresnan will use its own
drops

2. "HBCI will properly terminate any Bresnan drops to prevent signal
leakage at the time of a customer conversion. Should. the terminated
drops be left off the ground, if aerial, or rolled up and placed back at the
pole or pedestal?"

There is no reason for HBCI to ever have to touch a
Bresnan drop. Bresnan requests that HBCI leave Bresnan
drops in place.
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3. "HBCI will utilize il disconnect letter that customers who are converting to
its service from Bresnan will sign. Those letters will be delivered to
Bresnan's Winona office by HBO personnel, along with any converter
boxes these customers possess. John and Sandy indicated this is
acceptable, but 1 believe it should be covered in the written response."

This procedure is acceptable for the time being

4. "HBCl proposed a neutral box plan for multiple dwelling units, a plan that
will bring both providers' signals to a common/neutral location, from
which each firm's signal path could emanate. Again, the indication was
favorable, but it should be covered in the response."

For the above-mentioned reasons, Bresnan cannot agree
to a neutral box plan.

S. "1 asked for a written response on how they propose to handle MDU
intemal wiring matters. Many MDU operators do not know who wired
their buildings ... and when they have questioned TC1, that firm didn't
know either."

This question is unclear. However, Bresnan will not agree
to shared usage of any intemal wiring that was installed by
Bresnan, TO or its predecessors.

6. "Mutual use of certain outside plant components was explored, with a
specific reference to The Kensington. John and Sandy were told that
when HBCl installs conduit to a new location, it will provide sufficient
space to accommodate a Bresnan drop. Will Bresnan afford HBO the
same accommodation?"

This issue would be best handled on a case by case basis
as situations arise.

7. "Will these issues be covered by a written "gentlemen's agreement" or
will a more formal legal document be required?"

Bresnan does not see the need for a written agreement.
However, if HBCI feels one is necessary, we would be
happy to review it.

... ",-.'-"'. ...._..- --------------
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8. "With regard to exclusive agreements that Tel holds with MSC, MS·NBC
and Fox News, will Bresnan discuss opening those agreements to allow
HBCl to carry those channels?"

Bresnan will not discuss opening any exclusive
programming agreements that it or Tel holds. Bresnan
strives to make its programming and service distinctive.

While we appreciate and share HBCl's desire to coordinate the activities of our
companies as much as possible, I hope that HBCI can appreciate Bresnan's need to
control the components of its system for both customer service and legal liability
reasons.

Sincerely,

~~"
Vice President and General Counsel

RVB:rie

~~--~~-----~------------
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CABLE IV FACIS

I"S AFACT: \~'. .

COMMUNICATIONS
manages and operates to meet your cable TV
&High Speed Internet needs in the community.

. Service provided by employees that live and
work in the Winona area.

Changes Bresnan Communications
has br"ught to the community:

II'S APACT:
• Lower rates
• Mo~ programming •• total of ill (hannels available (Basic, Expanded Basic & Digital
• Digital programming package offering 107 additional digital programs .

al a reduced rate •• selections offered only by us
• Exclusive programming • MI~est Sports Channel and (iame Show
• Premium programming proinotlonal offers
o High Speed tntemet Service'· UP 10 100 limes fasler, on all of the lime,

and no additional telephone line required
• 24 hour customer service
o On time guarantee
I Askins customers what Ihe~ want for cable service



\

National League
Grissom, Ron Belliard and Bobby
Hughe. homered for Milwaukee.
The Brewers, swept despite Scor
ing 24 runs in the series, scored
all of their rona Sunday on
homers.

Pedro Astacio (5·5) won
despite giving up fOllr Milwaukee
homers. He threw 153 pitches '
and stl'1lck out 10 in 7 2-3 i.nninge
to help the Rockies put together
their first four-game win ning
streak of the seeaon.

After Blanoo's homer tied the
glU1le, Astacio followed with a ~
double to chase Karl. He would I

have had a triple but stUltlbled "
rounding second b«se. It didn't
XQatter has he scored on Todd
Hetton's pinch-hit singll!. off
Weathers. . '

Things deteriorated from
there as Pe~ homeNd. Walker I
walked and Bichette /lI)XQe::ed i
before Weatben finally retired ~
Vinny Castilla for the first out of a
the inning. )!

Ie
in

DENVER The Colorado
Roclties hit a team-reoord four
home runs in an eight·ron sev
enth inning Sunday as they ral
lied for a 10-5 victory Over the
Milwaukee Brewers,

Henry Blanco's tWo-!'I1n homer
off Soott Karl (5-5) tied the game
at 4. Neifi Perez, Dante Bichette
and Angel Echevarria hit homers
against reliever David Weathers,

In the Rockies eighth, Larry
Walker WZIS hit in the right
ehoulder hy a pitch from Cal
Eldred. Walker looked at the Mil
waukee dllgout and held lip three
fingers - it was the third time
he was hit in the three-game
series - and flung his bat toward
the Colorado dugout before going
to first base.

With One out in the ninth,
Rockies reliever Dave Veres
threw a pitch behind Jeromy
Burnitz. Veres Was ejected by
plate umpire Bob Davidson, and
Rockies manager Jim Leyland
came out to argue,

Pitcher Scott Karl, Marquie

<f aslx-tl," _ with"
attoro and UoIlerthaI
, lead in tie seventh
ogalnst 6Qn•• ·(0-2).
10 hom.r In tho ninth

,Tlgenl'4 ~ ....
. Tho st. Cauls Ca."
tied< otTltier Stadl"",.
e, WIftro __ and J.
_ at the pI.to end the
, Detnllt tIg.rs, c.king two
11<Isgue_.
two hila, including • go••"\I,,,lt,, Inning. "'eGoo
"'" _ In ..... ""'" • .,(1
_ bUnt and " sin-

1 50? 4'='4 c:'::l-.......::y:..-~c',;.;.'~l;.,'....,;---~_..l(__

• ~'1f':'~H'998"T0~~:::-...,;c.~t.er Law Firm ~l8tooPr,,"05 lQQS 11: 4C1 5trea.. u,u,,,ns' rookIe Chris Turner (9) steals seeond base as Chicago
e~9u ,..". 'un M I --" ," "p'o, 1 Cubs Shorslop Jose Hernandez (18) lakes the throw Sunday

. ". ar ners 4, adres •
ohl>t ~ h<:>mei'ed fof thO SAN DIEGO - Moro than two month. H k B
'""" 1Ile il;me-gor;,.' ••net Into the ••ason, the dlIle;,dltlg Nl champ,,", ome runs roc rewers

192. The BI". J¥ are 7-3 San Diego Poa",••«11 ha"on" been .bl. to
)01 $inQ8 the Atar! of ir'ltllr~ Win thr&e l:itraigt'lt games.
ggr, Tom lompl<in, who was with the Paaros Associated Press
"'1'1 _ haG at _I .",. for parts of throe se.."ns'n tho ••Ny 1990s.

hOmered' .8tld hit .an r:lBI double, and EO'gar
Martin8~ hit his 10th homAf 8a "'" SGattle
Marin.~ _lded a ""'"'Ii t>t be.fing SOn
~4;' SuMay,

A.,(I lhanl<s to ''''''rloaQlIO play, "'.rl....rs
rooI<io ~nIddy Ga..l. (7'2) goI hi. ijrsl hit
and RSJ. all well as the Win in 8 pitching duel
_ Andy Ashby. G.trcia was OlIO 0/ three
p""",""," OblaiM<l I""" HQu$lon in the
RandyJ_ trade July 31,

Athletics 7, Giants 6
SAN FRANCISCO - "'"~ Stai", hit •

tieb~esIdng Il0l'tl8 run in the ninth inning and
the oak1ltlG AtI1letico _roamo tho San

;eo and MtGWi(•. we" .. "'-ncloce Giants· to aoi<>l<l a th_fI8J'l0
.In tMCa~ lInouP.,~ In their _eog08 -.rt,,",

'.. .. A _ 0140:154"'" IlIo A's enG their

101••": o!ght-gome '00<1100109 1Ilre.k. Oal<lanG had
MI.1<8.•~-, hit ••_ a,oppe<l til.... $ll1llghl ""''',,",

~'."" 'n" SIol1t, who eartier M a b.seo-Ioe<le<l
.IIlIos, &nG dniV4 In lour doublo, hK • eolo homer ba"'ly <MIr th. toft-
pI1ia Phlt~ fIlao1e<I on fi.Jd wall. He oonnecte<l off JoI\n Johnstono
) bUIIpe>t. (4-3) lOr his 13th Mm. run of the ".son,
<l 5:1 .11010"; l1lIiylng to
" lW<> Inninge ogainst Angels 7, Dodgers 5
.... "'Ike Fett.", and LOS ANGELES - Ken HIli ovoroamo •

~1<y star! to pitch 'ix otrong Innings, and
l1W (0","" hit .th"'''''''n I'Iome' as the Ana·
holm Angels baalth. los Angeles Oodgers.

The Angsls, wM blew lealls 01 3-0 ana
4·0 boforo losing' the flrst two games a1th.
SOl, loll bohil1<l 200 bolo... ""'n'ng Sundllyln
frQOf of IIl!1ellcut crowd of 53,77& lilt Dodger
S1adfum.
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LDan Cody
Tom Fox
Kris Musoff

Mark Carlson
Heather Wangen
Lais Erickson
Al & Betty Mueller

Mike Lince
Carol Bendickson
Betty Cordes

-COngratulatiDns to tile folloWing winners of TWIn Ticltetsll
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