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MS. MAGALIE ROMAN SALAS, SECRETARY
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
445 12TH ST. SW - TW- A325
WASHlNGTON. D.C. 20554

Re: Promotion of Competitive Networks in Local Telecommunications Markets,
WT Docket No. 99-217; Implementation ofthe Local Competition Provisions
in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98 !

Dear Ms. Salas:

I am writing in response to the FCC's Notice of proposed Rulemaking released on
July 7, 1999, regarding forced access to buildings.

I believe that, if enacted, the actions proposed by the FCC will effect a taking of
property without just compensation. Such actions will not only interfere with my

.business operations and give my property to large and wealthy telecommunications
firms, such actions will unnecessarily and unfairly hurt my business, place the
residents at a competitive disadvantage for the purchase of telecommunications
services, and needlessly raise additional legal problems as a result of this
unprecedented govermnent action.

My company, Hampton Gardens is III the business of managing multifamily
apartment homes in Massachusetts.

I am concerned by the proposed rule. It seeks to give a permanent easement to any
telecommunications provider that has an interest in selling services to my tenants
without my consent. It purports to do this in the name of consumer protection,
hoping to provide less expensive services to tenants through a system you have called
"non-discriminatory access". I believe this practice is misguided, is unnecessary, and
will harm the residents in my property.

First, let me assure you that my company is doing everything it can to meet our
tenants' needs and demands for access to a wide range of telecommunications
services. Ours is an extremely competitive industry. We compete with other
multifamily properties in every community in which our properties are located. In
addition to competing on unit size, location and lay-out, one of the primary areas of
competition is the set of amenities we can provide to our tenants. One of the most
important of these is telecommunication services.

2000 Hampton Gardens Drive
Northampton, MA 01060
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My company studies the market, analyzes the best package of telecommunications services available,
determines what our tenants want and negotiates vigorously with providers ofthese services. Iftenants
with month-to-month or one year tenancies are forced to negotiate directly with national or international
telecommunications firms, they will be at a decided disadvantage. My company has the negotiating
strength afforded one who represents hundreds of tenants. No individual can strike as good a deal as
we can in this collective manner.

Furthermore, once a telecommunications firm has entered and wired one of our buildings, other
providers may be less interested in incurring costs to compete. Thus, it is likely that one or more of the
large firms will obtain an effective monopoly on providing services to our tenants at what will be far
from an arms-length, negotiated rate. We have all seen what has happened to cable TV rates where
cable TV companies have acquired monopolies in communities across the country. Is it necessary to
create such a system when we already have the incentive to negotiate for, and provide. the most
effective, extensive and competitive set of services in our competitive business?

I must note that the proposed rule raises the following additional concerns: it would expand the scope
ofexisting easements; in some instances it will interfere with existing exclusive contracts; and it may
expand the satellite dish rules to include non-video services.

I further offer these comments:

1. FCC Action is Not Necessary

2. Nondiscriminatory Access
+ There is no such thing as "nondiscriminatory access". There are dozens ofprovider out there,

but limited space in buildings means that only a handful ofproviders can install facilities in a
particular building. Nondiscriminatory access discriminates in favor ofthe first few entrants.

+ Building owners must have control over space occupied by telecommunications providers,
especially when there are multiple providers involved. This is to protect the tenants and to
protect the integrity of the building itself as well as its appearance.

+ Building owners must have control over who enters their buildings: owners face liability for
damage to building, leased premises, and facilities of other providers; and for personal injury
to tenants and visitors. Owners are also liable for safety code violations. Qualifications and
reliability of providers are a real issue.

+ What does "nondiscriminatory" mean? Deal terms vary because each deal is different. A new
company without a track record poses greater risks than an established one, for example, so
indemnity, insurance, security deposit, remedies and other terms may differ. Value ofspace and
other terms also depends on many factors.

+ Building owners often have no control over terms of access for Bell companies and other
incumbents: they were established in monopoly environment. Only fair solution is to let the

new competitive market decide and allow owners to renegotiate terms of all contracts. Owner
cannot be forced to apply old contracts as lowest common denominator when owner had no real
choice.
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3. Scope of Easements
+ The FCC cannot and should not expand the scope of easements already provided, to existing

telecommunications providers to allow every competitor to use the same easement or right-of­
way. Grants in some buildings may be broad enough to allow other providers in, but others are
narrow and limited to facilities owned by the grantee.

+ If owners had known governments would allow other companies to piggy-back, they would
have negotiated different terms. Expanding rights now would be a taking ofprivate property.

4. Exclusive Contracts
Benefits ofexclusive contracts to our tenants, such as the ability to aggregate demand and negotiate
better deals than they could get on their own must not be overlooked.

5. Expansion of Satellite Dish Rule
+ I oppose the existing rule because do not believe that Congress meant to interfere with my

ability to manage multifamily property.
+ The FCC should not expand the satellite rule to include data and other services, because the

law only applies to antennas used to receive video programming.
+ Tenants installing antennas in an unsafe manner, or in areas outside their leased premises

illustrate the problem further.

In summary, I am very much opposed to the proposed rule and urge the FCC to refrain from issuing it
in final form. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Cordially,
HAMPTON GARDENS

~<--S ~i~
Gerard Hughes
Senior Property Manager
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Spear Management Group, Inc.

Ms, Magalie Roman Salas, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12 th St. SW - TW- A325
Washington. D.C. 20554

August 23, 1999 RECEIVED

AUG 301SS3

Re: Promotion ofCompetitive Networks in Local Telecommunications Markets, WT Docket No.
99-217; Implementation ofthe Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act
of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98 (

Dear Ms, Salas:

I am writing in response to ,he FCC's Notice of proposed Rulemaking released on July 7,1999,
regarding forced access to buildings, I have enclosed six (6) copies ofthis letter, in addition to the
originaL

I believe that, if enacted, the actions proposed by the FCC will effect a taking of property without
just compensation. Such actions will not only interfere with my business operations and give my
property to large and wealthy telecommunications firms, such actions will unnecessarily and unfairly
hurt my business, place the residents at a competitive disadvantage for the purchase of
telecommunications services, and needlessly raise additional legal problems as a result of this
unprecedented govemment action.

My company, Spear Management Group, Inc. is in the business of providing rental multifamily
apartment homes in Massachusetts and Maine.

I am concemed by the proposed rule. It seeks to give a permanent easement to any
telecommunications provider that has an interest in selling services to my tenants without my
consent. It purports to do this in the name ofconsumer protection, hoping to provide less expensive
services to tenants through a system you have called "non-discriminatory access", I believe this
practice is misguided, is unnecessary, and will harm the residents in my properties,

First, let me assure you that my company is doing everything it can to meet our tenants' needs and
demands for access to a wide range of telecommunications services. Ours is an extremely
competitive industry. We compete with other multifamily properties in every community in which
our properties are located. In addition to competing on unit size, location and lay-out, one of the
primary areas of competition is the set of amenities we can provide to our tenants. One of the most
important of these is telecommunication services.
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In each ofmy properties, in each market in which we are 1~~WJPpany studies the market,
analyzes the best package of telecommunications services av;ti'hibl't,'llefermines what our tenants
want and negotiates vigorously with providers of these services. If tenants with month-to-month or
one year tenancies are forced to negotiate directly with national or international telecommunications
firms, they will be at a decided disadvantage. My company has the negotiating strength afforded one
who represents hundreds of tenants. No individual can strike as good a deal as we can in this
collective manner.

Furthermore, once a telecommunications firm has entered and wired one of our buildings, other
providers may be less interested in incurring costs to compete. Thus, it is likely that one or more of
the large firms will obtain an effective monopoly on providing services to our tenants at what will
be far from an arms-length, negotiated rate. We have all seen what has happened to cable TV rates
where cable TV companies have acquired monopolies in communities across the country. Is it
necessary to create such a systero \vhcn ·~vc already have the iTicentive tonegctiate fer, and provid~

the most effective, extensive and competitive set of services in our competitive business?

I must note that the proposed rule raises the following additional concerns: it would expand the
scope ofexisting easements; in some instances it will interfere with existing exclusive contracts; and
it may expand the satellite dish rules to include non-video services.

I further offer these comments:

I. FCC Action is Not Necessary

2. Nondiscriminatory Access
There is no such thing as "nondiscriminatory access". There are dozens of provider out
there, but limited space in buildings means that only a handful of providers can install
facilities in a particular building. Nondiscriminatory access discriminates in favorofthe first
few entrants.
Building owners must have control over space occupied by telecommunications providers,
especially when there are multiple providers involved. This is to protect the tenants and to
protect the integrity of the building itself as well as its appearance.
Building owners must have control over who enters their buildings: owners face liability for
damage to building, leased premises, and facilities ofother providers; and for personal injury
to tenants and visitors. Owners are also liable for safety code violations. Qualifications and
reliability of providers are a real issue.
What does "nondiscriminatory" mean? Deal terms vary because each deal is different. A
new company without a track record poses greater risks than an established one, for example,
so indemnity, insurance, security deposit, remedies and other terms may differ. Value of
space and other terms also depends on many factors.
Building owners often have no control over terms of access for Bell companies and other
incumbents: they were established in monopoly environment. Only fair solution is to let the
new competitive market decide and allow owners to renegotiate terms of all contracts.
Owner cannot be forced to apply old contracts as lowest common denominator when owner
had no real choice.
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3. Scope of Easements J:~~ fM'illf' Dr;'- J
The FCC cannot and should not expand the scope ofeasements already provided, to existing
telecommunications providers to allow every competitor to use the same easement or
right-of-way. Grants in some buildings may be broad enough to allow other providers in,
but others are narrow and limited to facilities owned by the grantee.
Ifowners had known governments would allow other companies to piggy-back, they would
have negotiated different terms. Expanding rights now would be a taking of private
property.

4. Exclusive Contracts
Benefits of exclusive contracts to our tenants, such as the ability to aggregate demand and
negotiate better deals than they could get on their own must not be overlooked.

5. Expansion of Satellite Dish Rule
I oppose the existing rule because do not believe that Congress meant to interfere with my
ability to manage multifamily property.
The FCC should not expand the satellite rule to include data and other services, because the
law onl: applies to antennas used to receive video programming.
Tenants installing antennas in an unsafe manner, or in areas outside their leased premises
illustrate the problem further.

In summary, I am very much opposed to the proposed rule and urge the FCC to refrain from issuing
it in final form. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Cordially,
SPEAR MANAGEMENT GROUP, INC.

I'I

Diane M. Andes, CPM
Vice President
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Ms. Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.
TW-A325
Washington, D.C. 20554

TeL' (212) 214-9222
Fax: (212) 732-0617

August 25, 1999

Re: Promotion of Competitive Networks in Local
Telecommunications Markets, WT Docket No. 99-217;
Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in
the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98/

Dear Ms. Salas:

We write in response to the FCC's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
released on July 7, 1999, regarding forced access to buildings. We enclose six
(6) copies of this letter, in addition to this original.

We are concerned that any action by the FCC regarding access to
private property by large numbers of communications companies may
inadvertently and unnecessarily adversely affect the conduct of our business
and needlessly raise additional legal issues. The Commission's public notice
also raises a number of other issues that concern us.

Background

The Rent Stabilization Association represents over 25,000 owners and
managers of residential property in New York City that collectively contain
over one million units of housing.

-------



Issues Raised by the FCC's Notice

First and foremost, we do not believe the FCC needs to act in this field
because we are doing everything we can to satisfy our tenant's demands for
access to telecommunications. In addition, the FCC's request for comments
raises the following issues of particular concern to us: "nondiscriminatory"
access to private property; expansion of the scope of existing easements;
location of the demarcation point; and expansion of the existing satellite dish
or "OTARD" rules to include nonvideo services.

1. FCC Action Is Not Necessary.

In New York City owners are accommodating tenants needs as they become
apparent and are practical.

2. "Nondiscriminatory" Access.

• There is no such thing as nondiscriminatory access: There are dozens of

providers out there, but limited space in buildings means that only a

handful of providers can install facilities in buildings.

"Nondiscriminatory" access discriminates in favor of the first few

entrants.

• Building owners must have control over space occupied by providers,

especially when there are multiple providers involved.

• Building owners must have control over who enters building: owner faces

liability for damage to building, leased premises, and facilities of other

providers, and for personal injury to tenants and visitors. Owners are

also liable for safety code violations. Qualifications and reliability of

providers are a real issue.

• What does "nondiscriminatory" mean? Deal terms vary because each deal

is different. New companies without a track record pose greater risks

than established ones for example, indemnity, insurance, security deposit,

remedies and other terms may differ. Value of space and other terms also

depend on many factors.



• Concerns of owners of office, residential, and shopping center properties

all differ.

• Buildings owners often have no control over terms of access for Bell

companies and other incumbents, they were established in monopoly

environment. The only fair solution is to let the new unregulated

competitive market decide and allow owners to re-negotiate terms of all

contracts. Owners should not be forced to apply old contracts as the

lowest common denominator when traditionally the owner had no real

choice.

• If carriers can discriminate by choosing which buildings and tenants to

serve, building owners should be allowed to do the same.

3. Scope of Easements.

• FCC cannot expand scope of the access rights held by every incumbent to

allow every competitor to use the same easement of right-of-way. Grants

in some buildings may be broad enough to allow other providers in, but

others are narrow and limited to facilities owned by the grantee.

• If owners had known government would allow other companies to piggy­

back, they would have negotiated different terms. Expanding rights now

would be a taking.

4. Demarcation Point

• Current demarcation point rules work fine because they offer flexibility­

there is no need to change them.

• Each building is a different case, depending on owner's business plan,

nature of property and nature of tenants in the building. Some building

owners are prepared to be responsible for managing wiring and others are

not.



5. Expansion of Satellite Dish Rules

• We are opposed the existing rules because we do not believe Congress

meant to interfere with our ability to manage our property.

• The FCC should not expand the rules to include data and other services,

because the law only applies to antennas used to receive video

programming.

In conclusion, we urge the FCC to consider carefully any action it may
take. Thank you for your attention to our concerns.

P~,+.~~/",,,-,.,
Joseph Strasburg
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August 26, 1999

Ms. Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12'" Street, S.W. TW-A325
Washington. D.C. 20554

DOCKET ALE COpyORIGINAl

EQUAL HOUSING OPPORTUNITY
IGUALDAD DE OPORTUNIDAD EN LA VIVIENDA

RE: Promotion of Competitive Networks in Locai Teiecommunicalions lvialkets, WT Docket No. 99-127.
Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of] 996, CC Docket
No. 96-98/

Dear Ms. Salas:

We write in response to the FCC's Notice of f'roposed Rulemaking released on July 7. 1999, regarding
forced access to buildings. We enclose six (6) copies of this letter. in addition to this original. We are
concerned that any action by the FCC regarding access to private property by large numbers of
communications companies may inadvertently and unnecessarily adversely affect the conduct of our
business and needlessly raise additional legal issues. The Commission's public notice also raises a number
of other issues that concern us.

The Hartford Community Development Authority is in the real estate business. We own and/or manage
almost 200 units of residential rental housmg.

First and foremost, we do not believe the FCC needs to act in this field because we are doing everything we
can to satisfy our resident,,' demands for access to telecommunications. In addition, the FCC's request for
comments raises the following issues of partil:ular concern to us: "nondiscriminatory" access to private
property; expansion of the scope of existing easements; location of the demarcation point; exclusive
contracts; and expansion of the existing satellite dish or "OTARD" rules to include nonvideo services.

FCC Action is Not Necessary: We are aware of the importance of telecommunications services to residents,
and would notjf?-0pardize our rent revenue stream by actions that would displease our residents. 'Ne
compete against many other properties in our market. and we have a strong incentive to keep our properties
up-to-date.

"Nondiscriminatory" Access: We must have control over space occupied by providers. especially when
there are multiple providers involved. We must have control over who enters a building because we face
liability for damage to the building, leased premises. and facilities of other providers, and for personal
injury to residents and visitors. We are also liable for safety code violations. Qualifications and reliability
of providers are a real issue. What does "nondiscriminatory" mean? Contract tenns vary because each
contract is different. A new company without a track record poses greater risks than an established one.

Scope of Easements: If we had krl!_'wn govemments would allow other companies to piggy-back. we would
have negotiated different terms. Fxp~ndjJ1g I ights now would be a taking.

Demarcation Point: Current demarcation point rules work fine because they offer flexibility - there is no
need to change them.

@
EQUAL HOUSI~G

OPPORTUNITY
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PH 414-673-8217 • FX 414-673-8234 • Weatherizatioo414-e~~
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Exclusive Contracts: They generally work to the benefit of our residents and they give competitors a
chance to establish a foothold in our area.

Expansion of Satellite Dish Rules: We are opposed to the existing rules because we do not believe
Congress meant to interfere with our ability to manage our property. The FCC should not expand the rules
to include data and other services.

We believe no further action on these key issues is needed.

Thank you for your attention to our concerns.

Sincerely,

7?c~~:(. L6~
Robin Lulich
Director

Cc: HCDA Board
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Ms. Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street, SW., TW-A325
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Promotion of Competitive Networks in Local Telecommunications Markets, WT
Docket No. 99-217; Implementation ofthe Local Provisions in the Telecommunications
Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 98-98 )

Dear Ms. Salas;

We write in response to the FCC's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking released on July 7, 1999,
regarding forced access to buildings. We are concerned that any action by the FCC regarding
access to private property by large numbers ofcommunications companies may inadvertently and
unnecessarily adversely affect the conduct of our business and needlessly raise additional legal
issues. The Commission's public notice also raises a number of other issues that concern us.

First and foremost, we do not believe the FCC needs to act in this field because we are
doing everything we can to satisfy our residents' demands for access to telecommunications.
In addition, the FCC's request for comments raises the following issues ofparticular concern
to us: "nondiscriminatory" access to private property; expansion ofthe scope of existing
easements; location ofthe demarcation point; exclusive contracts; and expansion ofthe existing
satellite dish or "OTARD" rules to include nonvideo services.

FCC Action is Not Necessary: We are aware ofthe importance oftelecommunications
services to residents, and would not jeopardize our rent revenue stream by actions that
would displease our residents. We compete against many other properties in our market,
and we have a strong incentive to keep our properties up-to-date.

"Nondiscriminatory" Access: We must have control over space occupied by providers,
especially when there are muhiple providers involved. We must have control over who enters
a building because we face liability for damage to the building, leased premises, and facilities
of other providers, and for personal injury to residents and visitors. We are also liable for
safety codes. Qualifications and reliability ofproviders are a real issue. What does
"nondiscriminatory" mean? Contract terms vary because each contract is different. A new
company without a track record poses greater risks than an established one.

Scope of Easements: Ifwe had known governments would allow other companies to
piggy-back, we would have negotiated different terms. Expanding rights now would be a
taking.



Demarcation Point: Current demarcation point rules work fine because they offer flexibility­
there is no need to change them.

Exclusive Contracts: They generally work to the benefit of our residents and they give
competitors a chance to establish a foothold in our area.

Expansion of Satellite Dish Rules: We are opposed to the existing rules because we do not
believe Congress meant to interfere with our ability to manage our property. The FCC
should not expand the rules to include data and other services.

We believe no further action is necessary on these key issues is needed.

Thank you for your attention to our concerns.

~
Meadow View East Apartments
2323 Eastman Ave.
Green Bay, WI 54302
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MS. MAGALIE ROMAN SALAS, SECRETARY
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
445 12TH ST. SW - TW- A325
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20554

EIVFn

Re: Promotion of Competitive Networks in Local Telecommunications Markets,
WT Docket No. 99-217; Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions
in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 2.6-98 (

Dear Ms. Salas:

I am writing in response to the FCC's Notice of proposed Rulemaking released on
July 7,1999, regarding forced access to buildings.

I believe that, if enacted, the actions proposed by the FCC will effect a taking of
property without just compensation. Such actions will not only interfere with my
business operations and give my property to large and wealthy telecommunications
firms, such actions will unnecessarily and unfairly hurt my business, place the
residents at a competitive disadvantage for the purchase of telecommunications
services, and needlessly raise additional legal problems as a result of this
unprecedented government action.

My company, Upland Gardens is in the business ofmanaging multifamily apartment
homes in Massachusetts.

I am concerned by the proposed rule. It seeks to give a permanent easement to any
telecommunications provider that has an interest in selling services to my tenants
without my consent. It purports to do this in the name of consumer protection,
hoping to provide less expensive services to tenants throt.gh a system you hav~ called
"non-discriminatory access". I believe this practice is misguided, is unnecessary, and
will harm the residents in my property.

First, let me assure you that my company is doing everything it can to meet our
tenants' needs and demands for access to a wide range of telecommunications
services. Ours is an extremely competitive industry. We compete with other
multifamily properties in every community in which our properties are located. In
addition to competing on unit size, location and lay-out, one of the primary areas of
competition is the set of amenities we can provide to our tenants. One of the most
important of these is telecommunication services.

7-2 Upland Gardens Drive
Worcester, MA 01607

508 • 798 • 8688

VOICE/roD 508 • 754 • 5253
FAX 508 • 798 • 8598
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My company studies the market, analyzes the best package oftelecommunications services available,
determines what our tenants want and negotiates vigorously with providers ofthese services. Iftenants
with month-to-month or one year tenancies are forced to negotiate directly with national or international
telecommunications firms, they will be at a decided disadvantage. My company has the negotiating
strength afforded one who represents hundreds of tenants. No individual can strike as good a deal as
we can in this collective manner.

Furthermore, once a telecommunications firm has entered and wired one of our buildings, other
providers may be less interested in incurring costs to compete. Thus, it is likely that one or more ofthe
large firms will obtain an effective monopoly on providing services to our tenants at what will be far
from an arms-length, negotiated rate. We have all seen what has happened to cable TV rates where
cable TV companies have acquired monopolies in communities across the country. Is it necessary to
create such a system when we already have the incentive to negotiate for, and provide the most
effective, extensive and competitive set of services in our competitive business?

I must note that the proposed rule raises the following additional concerns: it would expand the scope
of existing easements; in some instances it will interfere with existing exclusive contracts; and it may
expand the satellite dish rules to include non-video services.

I further offer these comments:

I. FCC Action is Not Necessary

2. Nondiscriminatory Access
+ There is no such thing as "nondiscriminatory access". There are dozens ofprovider out there,

but limited space in buildings means that only a handful of providers can install facilities in a
particular building. Nondiscriminatory access discriminates in favor of the first few entrants.

+ Building owners must have control over space occupied by telecommunications providers,
especially when there are multiple providers involved. This is to protect the tenants and to
protect the integrity of the building itself as well as its appearance.

+ Building owners must have control over who enters their buildings: owners face liability for
damage to building, leased premises, and facilities of other providers; and for personal injury
10 tenams and viSitors. Owners are also liable for safety code violations. Qualifications and
reliability ofproviders are a real issue.

+ What does "nondiscriminatory" mean? Deal terms vary because each deal is different. A new
company without a track record poses greater risks than an established one, for example, so
indemnity, insurance, security deposit, remedies and other terms may differ. Value ofspace and
other terms also depends on many factors.

+ Building owners often have no control over terms of access for Bell companies and other
incumbents: they were established in monopoly environment. Only fair solution is to let the
new competitive market decide and allow owners to renegotiate terms of all contracts. Owner
cannot be forced to apply old contracts as lowest common denominator when owner had no real
choice.
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3. Scope of Easements
+ The FCC cannot and should not expand the scope of easements already provided, to existing

telecommunications providers to allow every competitor to use the same easement or right-of­
way. Grants in some buildings may be broad enough to allow other providers in, but others are
narrow and limited to facilities owned by the grantee.

+ If owners had known governments would allow other companies to piggy-back, they would
have negotiated different terms. Expanding rights now would be a taking ofprivate property.

4. Exclusive Contracts
Benefits ofexclusive contracts to our tenants, such as the ability to aggregate demand and negotiate
better deals than they could get on their own must not be overlooked.

5. Expansion of Satellite Dish Rule* I oppose the existing rule because do not believe that Congress meant to interfere with my
ability to manage multifamily property.

* The FCC should not expand the satellite rule to include data and other services, because the
law only applies to antennas used to receive video programming.

* Tenants installing antennas in an unsafe manner, or in areas outside their leased premises
illustrate the problem further.

In summary, I am very much opposed to the proposed rule and urge the FCC to refrain from issuing it
in final form. Thank you for your consideration of my views.

Cordially,
UPLAND GARDENS

John Cinti
Property Manager
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41 Westbrook Gardens
Westbrook, ME 04092
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MS. MAGALIE ROMAN SALAS, SECRETARY
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
445 12TH ST. SW - TW- A325
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20554

Re: Promotion of Competitive Networks in Local Telecommunications Markets,
WT Docket No. 99-217; Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions
in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. :6-98 (

Dear Ms. Salas:

I am writing in response to the FCC's Notice ofproposed Rulemaking released on
July 7, 1999, regarding forced access to buildings.

I believe that, if enacted, the actiollS proposed by the FCC will effect a taking of
property without just compensation. Such actions will not only interfere with my
business operations and give my property to large and wealthy telecommunications
firms, such actions will unnecessarily and unfairly hurt my business, place the
residents at a competitive disadvantage for the purchase of telecommunications
services, and needlessly raise additional legal problems as a result of this
unprecedented govemment action.

My company, Westbrook Gardens is in the business of managing multifamily
apartment homes in Maine.

I am concerned by the proposed rule. It seeks to give a permanent easement to any
telecommunications provider that has an interest in selling services to my tenants
without my consent. It purports to do this in the name of consumer protection,
hoping to provide less expensive services to tenants through a system you have called
"non-discriminatory access". I believe this practice is misguided, is unnecessary, and
will harm the residents in my property.

First, let me assure you that my company is doing everything it can to meet our
tenants' needs and demands for access to a wide range of telecommunications
services. Ours is an extremely competitive industry. We compete with other
multifamily properties in every community in which our properties are located. In
addition to competing on unit size, location and lay-out, one ofthe primary areas of
competition is the set of amenities we can provide to our tenants. One of the most
important of these is telecommunication services.

---------~-
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My company studies the market, analyzes the best package of telecommunications services available,
determines what our tenants want and negotiates vigorously with providers ofthese services. Iftenants
with month-to-month or one year tenancies are forced to negotiate directly with national or international
telecommunications firms, they will be at a decided disadvantage. My company has the negotiating
strength afforded one who represents hundreds of tenants. No individual can strike as good a deal as
we can in this collective manner.

Furthermore, once a telecommunications firm has entered and wired one of our buildings, other
providers may be less interested in incurring costs to compete. Thus, it is likely that one or more ofthe
large firms will obtain an effective monopoly on providing services to our tenants at what will be far
from an arms-length, negotiated rate. We have all seen what has happened to cable TV rates where
cable TV companies have acquired monopolies in communities across the country. Is it necessary to
create such a system when we already have the incentive to negotiate for, and provide the most
effective, extensive and competitive S<:1 of services in our competnive business?

I must note that the proposed rule raises the following additional concerns: it would expand the scope
ofexisting easements; in some instances it will interfere with existing exclusive contracts; and it may
expand the satellite dish rules to include non-video services.

I further offer these comments:

1. FCC Action is Not Necessary

2. Nondiscriminatory Access
+ There is no such thing as "nondiscriminatory access". There are dozens ofprovider out there,

but limited space in buildings means that only a handful of providers can install facilities in a
particular building. Nondiscriminatory access discriminates in favor ofthe first few entrants.

+ Building owners must have control over space occupied by telecommunications providers,
especially when there are multiple providers involved. This is to protect the tenants and to
protect the integrity ofthe building itself as well as its appearance.

+ Building owners must have control over who enters their buildings: owners face liability for
damage to building, leased premises, and facilities of other providers; and for personal injury
to tenams and visitors. Owners are also liable for saiety code viOlations. Qualifications and
reliability ofproviders are a real issue.

+ What does "nondiscriminatory" mean? Deal terms vary because each deal is different. A new
company without a track record poses greater risks than an established one, for example, so
indemnity, insurance, security deposit, remedies and other terms may differ. Value ofspace and
other terms also depends on many factors.

+ Building owners often have no control over terms of access for Bell companies and other
incumbents: they were established in monopoly environment. Only fair solution is to let the
new competitive market decide and allow owners to renegotiate terms of all contracts. Owner
cannot be forced to apply old contracts as lowest common denominator when owner had no real
choice.
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3. Scope of Easements
+ The FCC cannot and should not expand the scope of easements already provided, to existing

telecommunications providers to allow every competitor to use the same easement or right-of­
way. Grants in some buildings may be broad enough to allow other providers in, but others are
narrow and limited to facilities owned by the grantee.

+ If owners had known govemments would allow other companies to piggy-back, they would
have negotiated different terms. Expanding rights now would be a taking ofprivate property.

4. Exclusive Contracts
Benefits ofexclusive contracts to our tenants, such as the ability to aggregate demand and negotiate
better deals than they could get on their own must not be overlooked.

5. Expansion of Satellite Dish Rule
+ I oppose the existing rule because do not beiieve that Congress meant to intert"t:re with my

ability to manage multifamily property.
+ The FCC should not expand the satellite rule to include data and other services, because the

law only applies to antennas used to receive video programming.
+ Tenants installing antennas in an unsafe manner, or in areas outside their leased premises

illustrate the problem further.

In summary, I am very much opposed to the proposed rule and urge the FCC to refrain from issuing it
in final form. Thank you for your consideration ofmy views.

Cordially,
WESTBROOK GARDENS

'~~~
Robert Sawyer
Senior Property Manager
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Re: Promotion of Competitive Networks in Local Telecommunications Markets, WT
Docket No. 99-217; Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the
Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98/

Dear Ms. Salas:

We write in response to the FCC's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking released on July 7,
1999, regarding forced access to buildings. We enclose six (6) copies of this letter, in
addition to this original. We are concerned that any action by the FCC regarding access
to private property by large numbers of commu.!lications companies may inadvertently
and unnecessarily adversely affect the conduct of our business and needlessly raise
additional legal issues. The Commission's public notice also raises a number of other
issues that concern us.

Trust Property Management is in the real estate business. We manage almost 30,000
units nationwide and deal with a diversity 0 physical and socioeconomic markets. We
offer choices of phone services on numerous properties, one outside vendor and the local
franchise phone company. However, after seeing the disruptions to service this can cause,
we are extremely concerned about the ability to properly manage a property that has
numerous phone companies coming in and out. The end result will be disrupted service
for many.

First and foremost, we do not believe the FCC needs to act in this field because we are
doing everything we can to satisfY our residents' demands for access to
telecommunication. In addition, the FCC's request for comments raises the following
issues of particular concern to us: "nondiscriminatory" access to private property;
expansion of the scope of existing easements; location of the demarcation point;
exclusive contracts; and expansion of the existing satellite dish or "OTARD" rules to
include nonvideo services.
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FCC Action is Not Necessary: We are aware of the importance of telecommunication ..
services to residents, and would not jeopardize our rent revenue stream by actionffR6 '-WI- R~A..'l
would displease our residents. We compete against many other properties in our market,
and we have a strong incentive to keep our properties up-to-date.

"Nondiscriminatory" Access: We must have control over space occupied by providers,
especially when there are multiple providers involved. We must have control over who
enters a building because we face liability for damage to the building, leased premises,
and facilities of other providers, and for personal injury to residents and visitors. We are
also liable for safety code violations. Qualifications and reliability of providers are a real
issue. What does "nondiscriminatory" mean? Contract terms vary because each contract

is different. A new company without a track record poses greater risks than an established
one.

Scope of Easements: Ifwe had known governments would allow other companies to
piggy-back, we would have negotiated different terms. Expanding rights now would be a
taking.

Demarcation Point: Current demarcation point rules work fine because they offer
flexibility -- there is no need to change them.

Exclusive Contracts: They generally work to the benefit of our residents and they give
competitors a chance to establish a foothold in our area.

Expansion of Satellite Dish Rules: We are opposed to the existing rules because we do
not believe Congress meant to interfere with our ability to manage our property. The FCC
should not expand the rules to include data and other services.

We believe no further action on these key issues is needed.

Thank you for your attention to our concerns.

L m" M M","~~
Asset Manager
Trust Property Management

12000 Ford Road, Suite 245 Dallas, TX 75234
Phone 972/ 620-5686 - Fax 972/ 620-5688

-------------------
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Ms. Magalie Roman Salas
Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W., TW - A325
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Promotion of Competitive Networks in Local Telecommunications
Market, WT Docket No. 99-217; Implementation of the Local
Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC
Docket No. 96-98(

Dear Ms. Salas:

We write in response to the FCC's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking released on
July 7, 1999, regarding forced access to buildings. We enclose six (6) copies of
this letter, in addition to this original. We are concerned that any action by the
FCC regarding access to private property by large numbers of communications
companies may inadvertently and unnecessarily adversely affect the conduct of
our business and needlessly raise additional legal issues. The Commission's
public notice also raises a number of other issues that concern us.

I am a Board Member of the Apartment Association, California Cities which is a
non-profit trade Association that represents owners and operators, like my self,
of rental housing in Southern Los Angeles County. They provide services and
education for 3,000 members and we are currently celebrating our 75th
Anniversary in Long Beach, California. We represent more than 200,000 units in
California.

First and foremost, we do not believe the FCC needs to act in this field because
we are doing everything we can to satisfy our residents' demands for access to
telecommunications. In addition, the FCC's request for comments raises the
following issues of particular concern to us: "nondiscriminatory" access to
private property; expansion of the scope of existing easements; location of the
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demarcation point; exclusive contracts; and expansion of the existing satellite
dish or "OTARD" rules to include nonvideo services.

FCC Action is Not Necessary: We are aware of the importance of
telecommunications services to residents, and would not jeopardize our rent
revenue stream by actions that would displease our residents. We compete
against many other properties in our market, and we have strong incentive to
keep our propE;!rties up-to-date.

"Nondiscriminatory" Access: We must have control over space occupied by
providers, especially when there are multiple providers involved. We must
have control over who enters a building because we face liability for damage to
the building, leased premises, and facilities of other providers, and for personal
injury to residents and visitors. We are also liable for safety code violations.
Qualifications and reliability of providers are a real issue. What does
"nondiscriminatory" mean? Contract terms vary because each contract is
different. A new company without a tract record poses greater risks than an
established one.

Scope of Easements: If we had known governments would allow other
companies to piggy-back, we would have negotiated different terms. Expending
rights now would be a taking.

Demarcation Point Current demarcation point rules work fine because they
offer flexibility-there is no need to change them.

Exclusive Contracts: They generally work to the benefit of our residents and
they give competitors a chance to establish a foothold in our area.

Expansion of Satellite Dish Rules: We are opposed to the existing rules because
we do not believe Congress meant to interfere with our ability to manage our
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property. The FCC should not expand the rules to include data and other
services.

We believe no further actions on these key issues is needed.

Thank you for your attention to our concerns.

Sincerely

Roy . Hearrean
President
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Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W. TW-A325
Washington, D.C. 20554

.j u I, I11",.J .1 ..1,1 ..1, ,I, I" II



RECEIVED

.3 0 1999
I=r.C MAIL Roor:1

~1R. Magal,e Roman Salas
S"",,,tary
Foo!fal Cor:ullunicatjon~CO£lurussioll
44~ 12'" StIeeL S.W., TW·A32S
Washington, D C 20554

DOCKET RLE COPYORIGINAL

Re: Promntio:l of Con;peotitive Netwc,rl<s in Local Telecommumcations Markets, WT
Duck,,1 Nco. 99-217; lmvleme~tarionof the Local J>ro,·isions in. the Telecol1lmunicallOn$
A.Cl of 1996, CC Docket No. 98.98/

Dear Ms. Salas:

We "rae in ,esponse to the FCC's Notice ofPropo.ed Rdema.king released On July 7,
1999, rega:ding forc<"l! access 10 buildings. We: enclose SlX (6} copies of this letter, in
addition to tlus onginal. We are concerned that allY action by the FCC fl:garding aCCeSs to
private property by large numbers ofc:ommuni<:ations companies may inadvertently lind
unnr,cessarily adv:rsely affect the conduct of our business and ncecle~sly raise additional
kga! issues. The COITllT'jssion's public notice a.lso ! a,ses • nur.1ber of olher l~sues that
c.oncenl us.

Hr~l and forerlost, we do net believe the FCC l1e~ds to act in this field because we arc
dOUlg ever,rthing we can to sati~fl our resident!I' demands for ilCCesS to

telecommunic,!tions. In addition, the FCC's request fiJr comments raises the followillf,
issues of pa.rtil:ular t"'onCCI:n to us; "nondis<"JimJnatory" access to private propeny;
e\p"-'1slon ~f ~1e scope or e~i>tinll casements·, location of the demarcation point;
c.cbsil'e contract., and expansion of the eXlstmg satellite dish or "OTARD" rules 10

im ludc llonvicleo services,.

FCC Action IS Not Nece~~;1ry: Vtle are aware ofthe Impor~ancc:oftt.leccmllllurucations
,ervice·, tQ rcwJenls, and "ould not Jeopar1izcDill rent r.,enue stream by acti(lm that
would displea!le our resid'ents. We co:npete agll!nst many other properties iT; our market,
dIld we have a strong lflcenti\'e to keep CUt properties Up-Io·dar.e.

H~fJ:uli.scrimir1latoryn Acce:~: We rnu~t have control over space: occupied by providers,
especially when there are multiple pro\;ders involved. We must have control over who
ente:s a buIlding because we face liabili ty for d.orn.go to the building, leased premises,
and facilities ofother providers, and liu personnl injury to residents and visitors We ace
aloe liable for safety o;.odcs. Qualifications and reliability ofpr·oviders are a real issue.
What doe. "nondiscnminatOT)·" mean'l Contra~:t terms vary becaus~ ellt.h contract is
difTerent. A nl:W ccmpanl' without a track record poses greater risks than an established
vnt'.

i~o. c.i c~p:es rec'd 0
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Scope ofEasernents: lfwe had known governments would allow other companies to
piggy-back, we would have negotiated different tenos. Expanding rights now would be a
taking,

Demarcation Point: Cunen! demarcation point rules work nne because they offer
fleXibility .• Ihere is no need to change them.

Exclusive Conllaels: They generally work 10 tbe: benefit of Our residents and they 8've
CQmpetitors a chance to eSlablish a foothold in our area.

ExpanSIon of Satellite Dish Rules: We are opposed to tbe existi:ng rules because we do
not believe Congress mew]t to interfere with our ability to manage our property The
FCC should nc,l expand the rules to include data and other services.

We believe no further action is necessary on these key issues is needed.

Thank. you for your ,\lent.on to our concerns
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