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Katherine Da Silva Jain
5 Mt. Tioga Court
San Rafael, CA 94903
Michael Powell, Chairman 7 (
Federal Communications Commission 0‘ zfg-
445 12th St. S.W.
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!
Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill

its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecomnunications Act of 1996, w}uch allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight-oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

T urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the telev1smn—cablc Cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigoroisly defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratlc diverse and

decentrahzed med:a. Please fulﬁll your responsablhty to preserve it. ) 4 )
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27 Ridgeway Lane #5
Boston, MA 02114 (

Michael Powell, Chairman O | Q
Federal Communications Commission

445 12th St. S. W,

Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!
Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. [ strongly urge that the FCC fulfill

its mission to protect the pubiic interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownershlp cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own
enou'gh stations’ to reach 35 percent of the audience. . T

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopohes one—quartcr are dquohes,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated, Whlle the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actially declined from 543 to 360 in the same,period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the,ample evidence available that this .
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responstbility.is to uphold the interests of the1
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We dgpend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy.work. We need demo r?tlc diverse and
decentrahzed medla 'Please ﬁﬂﬁll your respon51b111ty to- prcserve it
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Jason Allen Hinkledire 7/’5 /
121 Catalina Dr. l e
Claysburg, PA 16625 0

Michael Powell, Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S. W,

Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia Court of
Appeals decision overturing one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections against media
monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfiil its mission to protect the
public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television stations and
cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of TV stations today and
the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV make the rule outdated and
unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC either justify or rewrite the rule that
bars a company from owning television stations which reach more than 35 percent of U.S. households,
stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only own three
stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years and finally eliminated by
the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own enough stations to reach 35 percent
of the audience.

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies, one-half
are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV stations increased
from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has actually declined from 543 to
360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are allowed to stand, media diversity will decline
even more sharply, as large media corporations gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in
many large markets.

[ urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-ownership rule to
the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent television ownership cap by
gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s
chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens
of a democracy. We depend on you to prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which
all Americans depend for the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic,
diverse and decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it.

Most mcerely ﬂ R
Jasé

Allen Hmkledue
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Kevin Phillips
: 3898 19th St.

: San Francisco, CA 94114 -
Michael Powell, Chairman 9_3(
Federal Communications Commission 0 1 -

445 12th St. S.W.
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another, I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill

its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownershlp cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. -

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each ollier up and move closer (o monopoly status in many large markets.

T urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. 1 also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need denpp_ratic', diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your respons1b111ty to preserve it.

Most sincerel
/éé ' No.otCoIgEesrgc'd g

Kevin Phllli
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Jennifer Doob
3898 19th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
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Diane Cantwell

505 Belmont Ave.

Los Angeles, CA 90026
Michael Powell, Chéirmén ? {
Federal Communications Commission . l -f) ‘
445 12th St. S.W. 0
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another, I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill

its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996 which allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. '

_Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately coricentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the niimber of station ownets has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer io monopoly status in many large markets.

1 urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overtuming the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. Ialso urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cép by gathering and presenting the aniple evidence available that this ~
minimal safeguard is essentigl. The FCC’s chief respq ansibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers consumers, and citiZens of a democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work.' We need democratlc dlverse and
decentrahzed media, Please fulﬁll your responSIbllxty to preserve 1t &

Diane Cantwell J
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Martha Oaklander

1536 Crest Dr.

Los Angeles, CA 90035
Michael Powell, Chairman /
Federal Communications Commission 5
445 12th St. S.W. | [ )7
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!
Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill

its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical lim:it was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecormunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the andience. -

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are "
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision.overtuming the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. Ialso.urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the. ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responslglhty is to,uphold the interests of the.
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the med1a upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your ;esppqslblhty to preserve 1t
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Matthew Drenning
238 S. Hayford Ave.
Lansing, MI 48912 S

1*9%;

Michael Powell, O
Chairman Federal Communications Commission

445 12th St. S.W.

Washington DC 20554

Dear Michael Powell,:

Hello sir, my name is Matthew Drenning. I am writing due to my concern for the
recent events in regards to deregulation with in the FCC. More specifically in régards to
the District of Columbia Court of Appeals decision to over turn one of this country’s few
remaining, if not only, regulatory protections against media monopoly. The court
overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television stations

"and cable franchises in a single market. The court also ordered that the FCC either justify
or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach more
than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal. Both
rulings were in response to a suit filed by Fox, AOL Time Warner, NBC and Viacom.
The court has claimed that “the increased number of TV stations today and the
competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV make the rule

outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity”. (Broadcasting & Cable, 2/19/02).

I am sure you though are well aware of this ruling. I find it disturbing that these
corporations are being aloud more power than what they all ready have. It is in my belief
this turn of events does nothing for diversity of cable or broadcast television. Yes, there

No. of Copies re&:'d_ﬂg_-.m-

List ABC

I




may be new stations popping up on the current scene, but this does not mean that most
are not currently uncigr the control of similar interests. You should note, “the number of
TV stations has increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of
station owners has actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period.” (TV
Technology.com, 2/6/02). If only a few are allowed to control the many how can anyone
claim diversity on television for it will be the agenda of only a few over the many. This
seems more like monopoly to me. The New York Times writes “enumerated a few: the
bigger, more powerful networks created might gain ‘leverage over smaller stations’ and
force them to eliminate local programming to make room for network shows; networks
could buy “syndicated programs, like ‘Judge Judy’ on better terms; and networks would
be free to increase cross promotion.” As an example the Times stated, “the more stations
NBC owns the more times it can promote the “Tonight” show in the late local newscast™

(2/21/02). That’s diversity?

Mr. Powell, one thing I learned in school was this: Corporations do not seek
diversity, instead they seek a guaranteed profit. Diversity requires risk and doing things
that most people would see as unlikely to succeed. Differences have always been our
country’s greatest asset and strength. So now I must ask, is this one trait that has done our
society good being denied because of profit? Does this then make the FCC nothing more
than businessmen and not guardians of choice? I will be honest with you Mr. Powell.

When I watch television I am shocked by the lack of diversity that is all ready existing.

I know that you will make your own conclusion but I would like to at least urge

you to stop and examine the facts for yourself. I also urge you to appeal the recent Court



of Appeals decision that overturned the television-cable cross-ownership rule and to

vigorously defend the 35 percent television ownership cap.

One last thing, I found this in Extra. “..given the deregulatory zeal of FCC chair
Michael Powell, who once declared that ‘the oppressor here is regulation’ and has said
that he has ‘no idea’ what the public interest is (Extra!, 9-10/01). Well, as a member of
the public I would like to tell you Mr, Powell that I would like to see more diversity. In
my point of view this means keeping these conglomerates from consuming even more

stations and more power. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

et )] ()

Matthew David Drenning

‘‘‘‘‘
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Jennifer Doob
3898 19th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114

Suppere Marthease Aairaal Sheleer

ichael Powll, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission

445 12th St., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554
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Jennifer Doob

3898 19th Street

San Francisco, CA 94114
Michael Powell, Chairman {
Federal Communications Commission ,Qq
445 12th St. S.W. n
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!
Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill

its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownershlp cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer io monopoly status in many large markets.

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and:citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, dlverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responSIblhty to preserve l,t

ost sincerely,

7 Jennifer
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LindaBrumer

v 712335 S. 2225 Rd. (
Stockton, MO 65784 7?

Michael Powell, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission - _
445 12th St, S.W. ; e e PR
Washington DC 20554 e e ‘ . g
RE Uphold the interests of Amencan citizens and our. democracy' _ o y B
Dear Mr., Powell ..,,- -

: " A o .',‘.,'-',_;' S 1 T
As concerned U.S. citizens and taxpayers, we are deeply disturbed at a recent District of
Columbia Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory
protections against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. We strongly urge that
the F CC fulfill its mission to protect the public interest by appealmg these ruhngs

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owmng both television . .
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the mcreased number of ..
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only *
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. .

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopohes one-quartcr are duopohes,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has.
actually declined from 543.t0-360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media dxverslty will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets, i

We urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision ovcrturmng the telev1szon-cable cross- '
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. We also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35
percent television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that
this minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of
the American people, as taxpayers consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you
to prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which; all Americans depend for
the 1nformat10n we ‘need to make our democracy work. We need democranc diverse and
decentralized medla Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it.

s i A
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4808 Hollow Corner Rd. #241

Culver City, CA 902308398
Michael Powell, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission 7} 5
445 12th St S W. 0 I
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our demactacy!
Dear Mt. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, | am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturtiing one of the country's last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfiti

its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940x, when networka could only
own three stations aplece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a netwotk to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadcust TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
otie-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stationa increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1978 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same petiod. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline éven more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

I urge you to appeal the Coutt of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable crous-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. 1 also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that thix
minimal saféguard is essential. The FCC’x chief responaibility is to uphold the interests of the
Ametican people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of s democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which alf Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democtacy work. We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve lt
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DOCKET FILE COPY CRIGINAL Suzéfifie Licht
3831 Stephen M. White Dr.
San Pedto, CA 90731-7027
Michael Powell, Chairman Zj
Federal Communications Commission e 7«
445 12th St. S.W. O
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!
Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concermned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply distutbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another, I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill
its mission to protect the publi¢ interest by appesling these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had ﬁrevéﬂtﬁdvoﬁe company from ownihg Both televistoit ™
stations and cable franchises in a single mérket. The coutt claitied that the in¢reased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the prolifécation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect divetsity. The court algo srdered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the yefirs
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. .

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopohes, one—qulrter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderﬂtﬁy,concentrﬂted While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of 8tatioh owtiers hlﬂ
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same penod If the Court of Appeals rulings are i
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline-even more sharply, as large media corporatlons
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly #tatus in mény lafge mérkets.

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overtutnifig the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to fhe Supreme Court. I also-utge thut the FCC vigerously defend the 35 percent
television ownetship cap by gathefing and presenting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguérd is asseritial. The FCC’s chlef rasponsibility is to uphold the nterests of the
American pecple, as taxpayers, consumers, and cltxzergﬂ “of i démocracy. We depend ol youto
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the mediti upen Which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need démocratic, diverse ahd
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it. .

... Mog) sincerely; ‘ é o

Suzanne Licht

. No.of i O
DBMBC 'm[‘
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Joseph F. Uzzle Jr.
2312 Franklin Ave.
Colonial Heights, VA 23834

Michael Powell, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission {
445 12th St. S.W. ‘,?,g
Washington DC 20554 0

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!
Dear Mr, Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill

its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finaily eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-haif are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobbie each other up and move cioser 1o monopoly status in many iarge markets.

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overtuming the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens.of a democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in thi€¢ media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it. X

'Mos siﬁcere | “rgy
Tark S A A

. 'beb_, D)
Joseph F. Uzzle Jr.

.
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Jan Dybdal

4840 Sawyer Ave,

Carpinteria, CA 93013
Michael Powell, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission z (
445 12th St. S.W. ¥ >
Washington DC 20554 /)

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like sateilite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move cioser 10 monopoly status in many large markeis.

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it.




Jan Dyhbdal
4840 Sawyer Ave.
Carpinteria, CA 93013

Michael Powell, Chairmean

Fedeml Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.W.

Washington DC 20554
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Paul Mayhew
DOCKET FILE COPY ORIGINAL 2145 Sandy Hook Rd.
Goochland, VA 23063
Michael Powell, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission {
445 12th St. S.W. | | 2%
Washington DC 20554 0

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!
Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, [ am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill

its mission io protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. houscholds, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only

own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years

and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996 winch allowed a network to own

enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audlencc TR

Currently, among broadcast:TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. - While the number of TV

. stations increased from 952 fo0:1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 10360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are - : s
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

Turge you to appeal the Court nf Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-,
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential.: The FCC’s chief respénsibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We'depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized medla Please fulfill your responsibility te preserve it; E‘_ N

3 EREE IRV LA FE A TS A A P L ’

~nep? Lee o wn 2. Most sincerely,

Paul Mayhew:
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Michsel Powell, Chalrman -~ 56 o O atedbane e fes e
Federal Communications Commiuion \ g
m lzthst« S:Wn ! p R i 7‘ Bt ‘}/5
Washington DC 20554 R T 6
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RE: Upheld the interests ofAmeﬁm citizens asid'our daﬁwmyl IR
Dear Mr. Powsll,

As 4 concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I um deeply distufbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals declsion overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media'monopoly, and ordering the review of ancther. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill
its miuian m proteat tha public intereat by appesting these rulings.

oDY PR B S
The court eveﬁumed the‘rule that hed prevented one company from owning bath television
stations and cable franchises in a gingle market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation‘of new deivices like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. Thebblilt aled ordeted that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from ownliij telévision stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule ie arbitrary and illegal,

The station ownerghip cap has been much revised since the 19404, when networks could enly
own three stations apiece. The numericul Himit was increused a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which aliowed & netwetk to ewn
enough stationa to reach 35 percent of the audience,

Currently, among broadcaat TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are ducpolies,
onehalf are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderstely concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1978 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the sume period. 1f the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity wiil decline even more sharply, as large media corperations
gobble each other up and moye eloser tognonopg[y tatus ln.mmy large markets.

I urge you ta appeal ghe Colirt éf‘Ap is{,@n{‘g verturning the televiaion-qabh cross-
ownership.rule to the Supreme Court, 1'yla0 uzga that the FOC vigorously defend the 33 percent
television ownership cap by gathering md preseiting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is easential. Tha FCC's ehhf gibility 1a to uphcld the intemta of the
American people, ag taxpayers, Bor umers, andig tfzifm ofa democracy. V*

prevent further serlous eroulon of&lveuity in thy media uﬂpn which all An

the information we need to make our deniocracy work. We need democral

deeenttalized media. Please fulfill your mp@nﬂbﬂity to pre;gm it.. ! £
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John Shannon
P.O. Box 4361
Anaheim, CA 92803

Michael Powell, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission

445 12th St. S.W. - |
Washington DC 20554 7_247/

o

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill

its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal,

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, ' when networks could only

own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience. -

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overtuming the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting-the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential, The FCC’s chief responsibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need dempcratlc, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it> -

Ao,
Most sincerely, L’“A‘zggz@e%u Y,
- John Shannon :
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Hector Gomez Garcia

2303 Rogers Ave.

Loz Angeles, CA 90023
Michael Powell, Chairman Ve
Federal Communications Commission ' /2) b
445 12th St. 8. W, V%
Washington DC 20554 0

RE: Uphold the interests of American citizens and our democracy!
Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District of Columbia
Court of Appeals decision overturning one of the country’s last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review of another. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill

its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one company from owning both television
stations and cable franchises in a single market. The court claimed that the increased number of
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation of new services like satellite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent of U.S. ficuseholds, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 1940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent of the audience.

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number of TV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court of Appeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in many large markets.

I urge you to appeal the Court of Appeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I also urge that the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that this
minimal safeguard is essential. The RCC fchief respousibility is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democricy. We depend on you to

" prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fiilfill your responsibility fo preserve it.
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