
Katherine Da Silva Jain
5 Mt. Tioga Court
San Rafael, CA 94903

Michael Powell, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.W.
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests ofAmerican 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 ofAppeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review ofanother. 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 ofnew 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make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity.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 ofU.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 oftimes 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-quart¢r are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the nUmber ofTV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number ofstation owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. .If the Court ofAppeals rulings are '
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media cOlporations
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 chiefresRonsibiHty'is to uphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens ofa 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 democ~acywork., We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill yO,ur responsibility to preserve it. ' ,', \ ' ,0

,"' ~,~~<&iell rec'd~, _
Most sincerely,

Katherine Da Silva Jaln, " "'# _
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Phyllis J. Crolius
27 Ridgeway Lane #5
Boston, MA 02114

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 ofColumbia
Court ofAppeals 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 pubiic interestby 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 ofnew 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 ofU.S. households, stating that as is, th.e rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the 194Qs, ~hen networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number oftimes 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 concen~ate4,,J~hile the il1imb~r,orTV
stations increased from 952 to 1,67!l between 1975 and 2000, the number ofstation ow,ners has
actUally declined from 543 to 360 in the same,period. If the Court ofAppeals 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 presentin~ th~,ample. evidence available that this . I.'

minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC's chiefresponslbilitY.is to upholdJhe intere.~~s. ofth~ !

Americari people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens of a democracy. We d9'end on you .to
prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the info~ationwe: need to make our democrac~,~?rk. We need ?elIloy~tic, diverse and
decentralized media. !Please·fulfill your responsibility to preserve .It· .' "'. .

.' ,,; ;.. ; \" '.J. . " '.

Most sincerely,. . ,
PIutU£j II~
Phyl~iS J. C~olius .' N,o. of Coples l'9C'd,__D__
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Jason Allen Hinkledire
121 Catalina Dr.
Claysburg, PA 16625

Michael Powell, Chainnan
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 ofColumbia Court of
Appeals decision overturning one ofthe country's last-remaining regulatory protections against media
monopoly, and ordering the review ofanother. 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 ofU.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 couId only own three
stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number oftimes 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 ofTV 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. Ifthe 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 responsibility is to uphold the interests ofthe American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens
ofa democracy. We depend on you to prevent further serious erosion ofdiversity 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.

MO')f:~~ecl1l.ft/
J~en Hinkledire

1 ;
~ ,".

No. of C.oples rec'd,--_O__
UstABCDE -
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Kevin Phillips
3898 19th St.
San Francisco, CA 94114

Michael Powell, Chainnan
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.W.
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests ofAmerican 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 ofAppeals 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 ofnew 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 ofU.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 numericallimit 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 ofAppeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer 10 monopoly status in many large markets.

I urge you to appeal the Court ofAppeals 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 presentiJl,g.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 infonnation we need to make ourAemocracy work. We need de.nwratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it.

oM~~
Kevin Phillips

No. of Copiesrac'd
List ABeD!: '----



Jennifer Doob
389819thSIreei
San Francisco, CA 94114
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08-paCdS35
Diane Cantwell
505 Belmont Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90026

Michael Powell, Chairmlin
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.W.
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests ofAmerican citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

1 -1~(o

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District ofColumbia
Court ofAppeals decision overturning one ofthe country's last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review ofanother. 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 ofnew 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 ofU.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 ouly
own three stations apiece. Thlnumericallimit was incteased a number oftimes over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, which allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent ofthe audience. ' , '

Currently, among broadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are, moderately coIicentrated~ While the number ofTV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, thentimber of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. Ifthe Court ofAppeals 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 ofAppeals 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 clip by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available thai 'tills' ,
minimal safeguard is essential. The FCC's chiefre~q?Sibi.lit¥is toliphold the interests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers,. lind cl1:b!ens ofa democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion ofdiversity 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." "

JI ,. '.' .' "., , :.}

"" '-. MtB,tt,SinCer~IY~,' ~
~~

Diane Cantwell
, of ~ies rec'dNo. "
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Martha Oaklander
1536 Crest Dr.
Los Angeles, CA 90035

Michael Powell, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.W.
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests ofAmerican citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District ofColumbia
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 ofnew 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 ofU.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 numericallizrit was increased a !lumber of times over the years
and finally eliminated by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, wrich allowed a network to own
enough stations to reach 35 percent oftlle attdience.

Currently, among IJroadcast TV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, onecquarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest aremoderaiely concentrated. While th~ number ofTV
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000,the nmnber of station owners has
actuillly!declin~d from 543 to 360 in tIie same period. ,If,t.lje CoUrt ofAppeals rulings are'" .
allowed to stand, media diversity will decline even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer t(l monopoly status in many large markets. "

I urge you to appeal the Court ofAppeals decision.,overturning the television.cable cross
ownership rule ,to the Supreme Court. I also.urge thllt the FCC vigorously defend the 35 percent
television ownership cap by gathering and presenting th!,/qnple, ev\~ence available that this
miniillal safeguard is essential. The~CC's chiefresJl,?~si1>i~tylis to,~phold the interests of the ,
American peopl.e,¥ taxPllYers, consumers, and citizen~pf..a,itertlocracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion ofdiversity 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 Y0m.J~n~ibility to preserve it.

>'" ''";;:''~~~j'. '.. 0
List ASCOEas l'ge'd____

- -------



,

1:

DOCKET FILE COpy ORIGiNAl



Matthew Drenning
238 S. Hayford Ave.
Lansing, MI 48912

Michael Powell,
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 regards to

the District of Columbia Court of Appeals decision to over turn one ofthis country's few

remaining, ifnot 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 ofD.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 ofcable or broadcast television. Yes, there

No. 01 CoPies fec'd__O---
UetABCCE



may be new stations popping up on the current scene, but this does not mean that most

are not currently under 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). Ifonly a few are allowed to control the many how can anyone

claim diversity on television for it will be the agenda ofonly 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 ofprofit? 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 ofFCC chair

Michael Powell, who once declared that 'the oppressor here is regulation' and has said

that he has 'no idea' whatthe public interest is (Extra!, 9-10/01). Wel~ 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 ofview this means keeping these conglomerates from consuming even more

stations and more power. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

rf~D~

Matthew David Drenning
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CC .~ Michael Powll, Chainnan
~~. Federal Communications Commission

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

Jenn.er Doob
3898 19th Street
san Frencisco, CA 94114
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Michael Powell, Chainnan
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.W.
Washington DC 20554

oa-PaCo~1
Jennifer Doob
3898 19th Street.
San Francisco, CA 94114

OI-~1 (

()

RE: Uphold the interests ofAmerican 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 reguiatoryprotections
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 ofnew 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 ofU.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 TelecommunicationsAct 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 ofTV
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. Ifthe Court ofAppeals 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 ofAppeals 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, awi\citizeDs bfa democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion ofdiversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the infonnation we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibilityto presery~ it, .

• . " ' ~ l

~h;J.mbf JenniferOb .

No. 01 CoPies rae'd, _
UslABCOE -

-_ ...__..- ---



· '!



Michael Powell, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St, S.W.
Washington DC 20554

." •. NeitBrunner

Linda Brunner
". 12335 S. 2225 Rd.

Stockton, MO 65784

" I,

.• 1

'I" •

RE: lJphold the int~rests ofAWerican citizens and ourd~mocracy! .

Dear Mr. Powell, , ' .. - r":., . f;

• f' .• '

As concerned U.S. citizens ~d taxl'ay~rs~ we are deeply disturbed at a recent District of
Columbia Court ofAppeals d.ecision overturning one ofthe country's last-r~mainingregulatory
protections against media mop,opoly, and ordering the review of another. W~ strongly urge that
the FCC fulfill its mission to protect the public interest by appealing these f!llings. . .. . .

The court overturned the rulefuat had prevented one company from owningboth television.
stations and cable franchises iI). a single market. The court claimed that the lncreased number of,
TV stations today and the competition from the proliferation ofnew serviceS like satellite TY
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect diversity. The court also ordered that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rute that bars a company from owning television stations which reach
more than 35 percent ofU.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised smce the 19405, when networks could only'
own three stations apiece. The; numerica1limit 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 p.~cent ofthe audience.

., "
Currently, among broadcast TN markets,one~seventh are monopolies, one-quarter are duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies"and the rest are.m.oderately concentrated. WI:iile the number ofTY
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 and 2000, the number of station owners has.
actually declined from 541 to.}60 in the same period. Ifthe Court ofAppeals rulings are
allowed to stand, media div~itywill decline even more sharply, as large lII,edia corporations
go1>ble each other up and mOY,e closer to monopoly statllfin many large markets. '
• , <I. • :.;, ,. rl ' . I

We urge you to appeal the Court ofAppeals decision overturningthe television-cable cross
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. We also urge that ,th~ ECC vigorously defend the 35
percent television ownership cap by gathering and presenting the ample evidence available that
this ~nimal safeguardis essep.tial. The FCC's chiefresponsibility is to uphold the interests of
the American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citiiens of a democracy. We d~end on you
to prevent further serious erosion of diversity in the media upon which, all Americans d~end for
the informatiOllwe'need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized in~d.ia. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it.

'.!-' NcJ. 01
Most sincer~y, I..i8t lI,ec~&srec'ci 0

7JUe~ ----
Nei1Brunn~

~, ..
Lbda Bruriner .
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Uu Taylor
..808 Hollow CClfMf lW, 1241
Culver Chy, CA 90230-1595

MlchHl POWfIl. Chalnnlll
Fed..... CC)lMlunlClltlOlla Commlaaloo
«$ l~ St S.W,
Wuhlngton DC 2055..

RE: llphold the Intereltll of AmerlCllft c:ltiaena IIId OUt dem<lttlClY!

Delt Mr, Powell,

As I coocllI1Iedll,S c:ltlnn IIIcl tlltplIyer,l am deeply elllitUtbeclat I ftICleftt Dlatrlet ofCoIumbl1
Court or Appall d~alon ovettuming OIIe of the COWItry'alut-remalnllll ft8\llatoty ptOteetiooa
agalnllt medii monopoly. and ordtrlng the review ofanother, I attonaIy urae that the FCC fultlll
Ita mlaalon to protect the publlc Interellt by appeallna th... tullnp,

The court overturned the tule thlt had prevtlltecl one tClmplJly ftom ClWtllng both tetevlalon
stltions and table franchillellin a lingle market The court clalmed that th.lncreue4 number of
TV stations todlY and the competition ftom the proliferation ofnew wvlCllllllk.lllttlllte TV
make the tule outclltecland UM"wy to protect ellveralty, The ClOUtt a1llO ordeted that the FCC
either juatify or rewrite the rute that bltll company ftom ownlna tel.vialon 1tltl000a which rtIClh
more than H percent oru.s lwuaeholcla. atltina thlt ull. the N1. III ltbltraty and l1Ieaal.

The lltation ownership Clap hu been much reviled alnce the 1940.. wh.n networka ClOU1d only
own three lltatlonlllpilltll The numetlCll1l1mlt wu Incttlladl number of timea uver the ytltl
and tlnally eUmlnltlKl by the Tel~ommunlClltionll Act of 1996, which allowed I network to own
enouah lltltiona to telClh 35 percent oftheludlence.

Cl.Utently. amona broadcut TV marketll, one-lIlVlllth are monopotlea, one-qUltttt are duopollea,
one-halfare tlaht ollaopolle.. and the tellt are moderately concentrated. Whll. the number ofTV
lltitlonllincr.ued from 952 to 1,678 between 197$ and 2000, thenumber of Itltlon ownera hu
Ictually d~lned from 543 to 360 In the lame period, If the Court ofAppala N1lnp are
allowed to lltand, medlli dlveratty will decline even more llharply, III larae medlll101'pOfltlona
gobble lllch other up Ind move clOlllll' to monopoly lltatullin many larat markets,

I urae you to IPpeal the Court of Appeala declalon overturnlna the televlalon-eable crOlla·
oWtlllfllhip rule to the Supreme Court luw urae that the FCC viaoroull1y d.fend the 35 percent
televlllion ownership ClP by ,Itherlna and preaenting the Impl. evidence Ivallable that thla
mlnlmlllllliAlguard III eaaential The FCC'a chief reaponlllblllt)' III to uphold thelnttrel" oftbe
Am.rlcan people, u tlXplyera. consumer.. andcltf..oftt ctemocraoy. We depend on you to
prevent further aerloua .roalon ofdlveralty In the medii upon which all Americana depend for
thelnf'ormatlon we need to make out democracy work. We need democratic, ellv... and
dec.ntrallllKl media. Pi.... MfiU your rellponlllbility to preaefV.lf. ,

MOlt Illn.ceretJi' ~~~~
( .XJ~ ":! J' ~(jjf racltwa Taylor ~
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3831Sttlpbtrl M.Whitt Dr.
san Ptdto, CA 90731-7027

Michael Powel~ Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.W.
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests ofAmerican citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply dlltlltbed at a tetlllt I>iltriot otcolumbla
Court of Appeals decisioh overturJlin& Ohe oftht country'l lUt-rtmaln1nl ftI\Il,Itory pro'tectlOnil
against media monopoly, and ordortng the review ofanother. IItfOq1y Iqe that the FCC MflU
its mission to protect the publlt intetelt by appullna \hue NlIIll8.

, ., i""'~'t, "'Pi ij'" '.;':..J"', .: >. " . " •

The court overturned the rule that had preveIlte4 one cOmPllI\Y ftotn owrtfua &l)th telMllOi1: ,.:.'\ i

stations and cable franchises in a single mtltket. The cotltt claimed tIIIt the lnllfUUd number of
TV stations today and the competition from the prollftltation ofnew Illtvltlll like _tillite TV
make the rule outdated and unnecessary to protect divlltsity. The court alSo ordllt'tl4 that the FCC
either justify or rewrite the rule that bars a company from owning television statiOfll which reach
more than 35 percent ofU.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-qUatttr Ike duopolies,
one-half are tight oligopolies, and the rest are modertt"y,concentrlited. While thenutnber ofTY
stations increased from 952 to 1,678 between 1975 Iln,d'2000, tht number ofitatiOh oWners hili
actually declined from 543 to 360 in the same period. If the Court ofAppea1sru~,lfe. "
allowed to stand, media diversity will declint;even more sharply, as large media corporations
gobble each other up and move closer to monopoly status in mllny lltle rnItkets.

I urge you to appeal the Court ofAppeals decilion ovort\ll'rtlng the televiliOh-Qlible cro....
ownership rule to the Supreme Court. I a!80 \If1e that tht FCC vigOrtlUlly deRnd the 3S percent
television oWfimlilp clIP by gathering artd !,flllcmting thl lIft\ple evidenCll avlllilble that thiI
minimal safeguard is elilentia!. The FCC's chlefrcllilonllbiUlY is to uphold theliltereatil'orthe
AmeriCIln people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizerlft:~rndt\toCrllty. We dll(lihd,Oll you to .
prevent further serious erosion ofdiversity in the medili UPOhWhich all Americllns ciep~ ftlr .'
the infonnation we need to make our democracy work. We need dOlrtocratic, diverse llhd
decentralized media. Please fulfill your rellponsibility to preserve it.

. I

M4t;:_e,l~ ~
SuzliIUleLicht .

DNo. 'Ol CoJiliea·~....
lisIABCOE '-!'''---. .... ". .. .,. i.·





o8-PaCoo33
Joseph F. Uzzle Jr.
2312 Franklin Ave.
Colonial Heights, VA 23834

Michael Powell, Chainnan
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.W.
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests ofAmerican 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 ofAppeals 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 rnlings.

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 ofnew 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 ofU.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 ofTV
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. Ifthe Court ofAppeals 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 ofAppeals 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 !litiz~.ofa democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion ofdiversity in tl(e media upon which all Americans depend for
the infonnation we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it. .

M:t~ere!t.~j;
Joseph F. Uzzle Jr.
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ffi- PC;Kd53Lf
Jan Dybdal
4840 Sawyer Ave.
Carpinteria, CA 93013

Michael Powell, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.W.
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests ofAmerican 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 ofAppeals 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 ofnew 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 ofAppeals 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 markeis.

I urge you to appeal the Court ofAppeals 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'schiefresPt1Ilsibility 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 ofdiversity 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.

incerelY{l~

~'f>Jyb~d:;;:a;'-1 f':::f{ No

1.J6t·A'ec~e.rec'd 0---
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Mictwel Powell, Ch8ilTl8l'1
Feclel8l CommuniQltions Commission
445 12th St. S.W.
Washington DC 20554

Jan Dybdal
4840 sawyer Ave.
carpinteria, CA 93013
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Michael Powell, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.W.
Washington DC 20554

08-pae0:65
Paul Mayhew
2145 Sandy Hook Rd.
Goochland, VA 23063

RE: Uphold the interests ofAmerican citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District ofColumbia
Court ofAppeals 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 ofnew 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 ofU.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 oftimes 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. <, '·i~'·'

.'j '. .. ",,: ,j

Currently, among broadcastTV markets, one-seventh are monopolies, onc"qullJ'ier areduopolies,
one-haifare tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated.·· While thentunber of TV

_stations increased from 952 to-l,678 between 1975 and 2000,' the number of station owners has
actually declined from 543 to :360 in the same period. If the Court ofAppeals 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 ofAppeals decision overturning the television-cable cross-,
ownership rule to the Suprem" 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.· Thc FCC's chiefreiflMsibility is to uphold the ,interests ofthe
AmericaiT people, as taxpayers, consunlers, and citizens of a democracy. We 'depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion ofdiversity 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 te p,eserve it;, :-' I';:

,L,,:.,.. ;r;, i;(.I,' 1'1, ::::.' .'~;"';.'~~ ..:::.q~',

'J!lCi' :,r:.,:' ~c': <,'.Most SincerelY'1~. AJ,,,.)
Paul Mayhew:., ,""~ "VVv

. .t:~~ies rec'de...,.....,--O_
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NldlMl Powell. ·Chaintwi
,*at CommtmlClAtioM ()wtnlutem
W 12thSt. S,W. ' , ;)\
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1.

U: Upholet th.ln.... ofAmeriClil citIIW 1licl101lt eteniOofaoyl

Dear Mr, Powell,

Ala ClOIlOemecl U,S, cltlnullet~,I'Im eteeplyctll~ at a t'tCllllt Diltrlct ofCol\llllbla
Cowt ofAppeaII cteeilioll ovtttllrlllna eme ofthe ClOlIIltryll 1Mt-rtm1i1l1lla rtpIatoryprotlcttOlll
aaahlIt ritectla't'ncmopolyl and otdttltta the review ofanother, I atrcmaIYurae \hat the FCC Mfill
Ita mlutem to )fOteet the pllbUclntettltby Ipp4II1lnathen rullnp.

" ," -, ~ ~ t' j.' ,I' ":':,1"" t I~" .. I, ..

The ClOW't~ the'N1.\hat had prevented on. eompany &om owtUna both tel.eviIlon
ttatlotllW eable hnohl_1n a Ilnale mlll'ket The ClOW't clatmlCl that thelnoreuecl number of
TV Itatlona tocIay and the eompetItton &om the proUMtlOltOrnew hMcu Il1tO aateUlte TV
malt. the 1'1I1. OIltdate4 and lIIlI\eotlIW')' to protect ctlwrll'Y. lAle,bbblflllO-'otdltect'that the FCC
either jllltltYor rewrite the 1'1I1, that MI ClOmpan)' from owrillia'teltvliloll ltatlOIll which ruch
more thllt 35 piIfOIIlt ofU.S, hollleholdl. llatIna that II II. thend. I. arbitrary lItet ttlepl.

The 8t1t1on OWtlll'8hlp Olp has bttl\ mllClh mI.llnoe the 1940Is when networkl ClOlllet Ollly
own three 8tl1tloftllplect. 'rbe numerical Umlt WIlllnClftUICl a number ofum.. over the yeaI'II
and tlnally t1lmlnatect by the TtleeolMlllll1oattOlll Act of 19961 whlch allowed a network to own
enolllh Itatlona to reaeh 35 ptfOent ofthe allcllilllCe.

",Ij' "!

i i ;!' . . P \ I , :}d'l .J1..'1 1

11.!I.t· ~j~i'ii.;;·il'! uL'.r.L .• 1,:',' ij.;, ;:; IJ ,:: H,.·~;1 ; I"'" I,; H1 11
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oa- Pac.0531
John Shannon
P.O. Box 4361
Anaheim, CA 92803

Michael Powell, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.w.
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests ofAmerican citizens and our democracy!

Dear Mr. Powell,

As a concerned U.S. citizen and taxpayer, I am deeply disturbed at a recent District ofColumbia
Court ofAppeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review ofanother. I strongly urge that the FCC fulfill
its mission to protect the public interest by appealing t.'1ese rulings.

The court overturned the rule that had prevented one compa."1y 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 ofnew 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 ofU.S. households, stating that as is, the rule is arbitrary and illegal.

The station ownership cap has been much revised since the I940s, when networks could only
own three stations apiece. The numerical limit was increased a number oftimes 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 ofTV
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 ofAppeals 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 ofAppeals 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 tlQc:payers, consumers, and citizens ofa democracy. We depend on you to
prevent further serious erosion ofdiversity in the media upon which all AmencanS'depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need dempcratic, diverse and
decentralized media. Please fulfill your responsibility to preserve it.' . , '

Most sincerely,

John Shannon

~
3ti3I o';;:.·
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CB-P60038
Hector Gomez Garcia
2303 Rogers Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90023

Michael Powell, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th St. S.W.
Washington DC 20554

RE: Uphold the interests of-,\merican 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 ofAppeals decision overturning one of the country's last-remaining regulatory protections
against media monopoly, and ordering the review ofanother. 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 ofnew 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 ofU.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-halfare tight oligopolies, and the rest are moderately concentrated. While the number ofTV
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. Ifthe Court ofAppeals 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.

~. ot Copiea rae'"list ABeD!: ""---__

I urge you to appeal the Court ofAppeals decision overturr.ing 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.'l.Cbiefrespo~ibilityis to uphold theinterests of the
American people, as taxpayers, consumers, and citizens ofa democracy. "We depend. on you to
prevent further serious erosion ofdiversity in the media upon which all Americans depend for
the information we need to make our democracy work. We need democratic,.diverse and
decentraJizec1 media, Please u,llfill your responsibility t~ preserve it.

MostS.t&J

. ';l, .•. 'Hect.· cfin ' arcia

..-",;.~ ,:' . :-.~ ; j:1'1 'fJ r '.
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