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To: Heather Dixon, Media Aide

Office of Chairman Martin, PCC

Re: MB 05-311

Dear Ms. Dixon,

My name ifDrew Shaffer. [am the Cable TV Director for the City of Iowa City, [own
City, [owa.

I am writing about MB 05-311 on video franchising. The following are the City's
concerns:

1. The City believes the changes being proposed over-step the FCC's authority. The City
believes such changes to the law should be made by CongresS, not the PCC.

2. The proposed rule eliminates incentive for providers to negotiate in good faith. If the
City and the provider do not come to an agreement in 90 days the new provider can _
proceed withJ;lut an agreement. This provides no incentive for the provider 10 agree 10
any City concerns, interests or needs.

3_ The proposed rule reduces the support for PEG, institutional networks and other in­
kind services from that allowed by current Federal law.The City does not support such
reductions.

Thank you for your time and attention. Ifyou would like to discuss this matter further,
I can be reached at 319-356-5046 or drew·shaffer@iowa-citv.org

Sincerely,

'........ v· .w

DrewSMffer, Cable T
City Manager's Offices
Iowa City, Iowa

No. 0'; Cop\es roc'd,-,C1-LJ__
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December 12, 2006

Chairman Kevin Martin
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554

Re: Implementation of Section 621(a)(1) of the Cable Communications Policy Act of 1984 as
Amended by the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992. MB
Docket No. 05·311

Dear Chairman Martin:

We write on behalf independent content providers who stand ready to provide the American public
with a more diverse set of viewpoints and infonnation as a result of new entry into the video
distribution market We strongly urge the Commission to act DOW in order to hasten competitive entry
into the video market by addressing problem areas with the current local franchising process that delay
or prevent video competition.

There is an urgent need for new competitors in the video distribution market. Not only have cable
prices been rising at alarming rates over the past decade but incumbent cable operators are stifling
programming diversity and localism. Independent networks, as a group, are excluded WIder the
current structure.

Recent research indicates that under the current market structure, the top video distribution networks
camed-on a non-premium, national basis-less than 1% of channels with no media affiliation. A
number of studies, including one by the GAO as well as academic studies, confirm that the top cable
operators are much more likely to carry their ov.n affiliated channels than independents. At the same
time. independent channels have been shown to cost less than 113 of what affiliated channels cost. So
independent channels apply downward pricing pressure on what the consumer pays. The best way to
ensure diversity of information sources, lower prices for cable TV, higher quality programming and
more conswner choice is to create an environment that allows for the rapid deployment of more
platforms and greater competition which will also create more competition in the content space.

New entry into the video market will give independent programmers significant, additional
opportunities for carriage. First, many Dew entrants, including the traditional telephone companies, are
building new fiber optic networks, which have the capacity for carriage of a greater number of
channels than do networks currently used by incumbent cable operators. Second, most new entrants do
not own programming and, therefore. do not have the incentive to discriminate against independent

po Bo114~17. T.llllbas.... l'lorid. 3:1.117
Ph••" (8110) S3!1-1470
Fa.. (850) 21~-5753

~",,·.vidermue!!Mllflnrc:.nrg
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programmers in making carriage selections. Instead, these providers have a strong incentive to offer
the diverse programming of independent content providers in order to differentiate themselves and to
better compete against incumbent cable providers. Making such programming available to the public is
important to our democracy. The carriage of independent content providers increases the diversity of .
information sources and contributes to ideas in the marketplace.

New entrants, unlike their cable predecessors, are showing a willingness to carry such important
content. Adopting regulations that encourage rapid new entry into the video market will promote
programming diversity and localism. We, therefore, encourage you to act now to address the aspects
of the current local franchising process that frustrate the pro-competitive mandate of Section 621 and
that delay or prevent more widespread video competition and broadband deploymeot. Taking this vital
step will help ensure that independent content providers have the opportunity to contribute their
valuable voice to the marketplace ofideas.

~~~.~~mm.
J~hJ~n
Chairwoman
Video Access Alliance

2 "
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December 11, 2006

Ms. Heather Dixon
Media Aide for Chainnan Martin
Federal Communications Commission
445 12'" Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554
Fax: 202-418-2801
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NOV 13 Z006
Federal Communications Commission

Office of the Secretary

Re: Implementation of Section 621 (a)(1) of the Cable COll\Jl1.unications Policy Act of 1984 as
amended by the Cable Television COllSurner Protection and Competition Act of 1992,
MB Docket No. 05-311

Dear Ms. Dixon,

I was unable to leave a message in your voicemail because your mailbox was full, but I
would like to infonn you of my concerns about the proposed FCC video franchising
rules.

My comments are simple - support local educational media.

The Tampa Educational Cable Consortium progl:llms 2 local non-commercial educational
channels for the residents of Hillsborough County, the City of Tampa, the City of Plant
City and Temple Temce in Florida. These channels provide our community with access
to complete School Board meetings, math homework hotline help for our kids,lectures
from the various local educational and cultural institutions, telecourses for college
students and quality educational progranuning for children and families. These are very
important, unique services that need to be preserved and enhanced.

Unfortunately, the proposed FCC video franchising rules reduce support for th.ese types
of local education channels. I would like you to revisit these rules and ensure the support
of these channels.

703 North Willow Avenue' Tampa, Florida 33606-1146 • (813) 254-2253 • FAX 253·3267 • www.educalionchannel.org
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l100k fOIWard to worlQng with the FCC to establish a process that supports COJDIDunity

communication needs. Feel free to contact me if you have questions or comments.

A Gol enberg
Executive Director
Tampa Educatioual Cable Consortium
703 North Willow Ave.
Tampa, FL 33606
813-254-2253 x.203
;mng@educalionchannel.Qrg
www.educationchannel.org
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December I I, 2006

Ex Parte

Ms. Marilyn Dortch, Secretary
Fed~ral Communicatiun~ Commission
445 12th Street, S,W.
Washington, DC 20554

Re: Implementation of Sectjon 621 (a)(I) of the Cable Commlmications Policy Act of 1984 as
amended hy the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992-
ME Pocket No. 05-311

Dear Ms. Dortch.

This is a record of my ex parte meeting(s) with !FCC Commissioners or slaffnamesJ. I stated
my concerns [direClly via phone or via voicemail] on [dlllc(.I)}. My commcnts arc summarized
as follows: :r 4", <:j2,~rl .f'\.,:J' ~fbfo1J rl.<l:""":I'
1SUPP()rt the efforts of Lhe Alliancc for Community Media in calling fol' competition without
destruction of local, community controlled mcdia.

l) Selling 90 days as the limit for contract negotiation for a city and a provider w(luld be
disastrous, and would <lbolish any incentive I'M tile provider to cOllsider localnecds. Why would
they agrce to anything when they would be able to proceed withoul an agreemcnt? Thcse mega
corporations already h<lve problems with negotiating in good faith, given their immcnse power,
and this would do away with any local incentive to do so.

2) Geographic discrimination would be allowed under this new nlling. Since these are public
-rights-of·way issues. the FCC ,~hould anticipate any market imbalanccs by providing these three
elements, as outlined by the Alliancc for Community MNlia:

A) A standard for identifying imbalances in service.
B) A party responsiblc for identifying the imbalance-logically, the municipality.
C) A means for prevention or remedy of the imbalancc.

3) Local communities will be hurt by the proposed reduction in support for PEG (Public,
Education, Govemmcnt) channels or other community media serviCllS _. a reduction from what is
now allowcd by current Federal law. It is in direct contmdiction to language authored by
telephone companics and already passed in key states such as California and Texas. And there
would be no demonstrated effcct on either subscriber pricc or levcl of compelition.

(My additional comment is tllat the current federal legislation is too weak to allow new, well­
sUPl'l1I'ted PEQ access to be established in most communities. We worked f(lr si.x years here to
try to convince our City 1.0 negotiate for viable PEG access, but they did not consider it to be a
winnable battle without acccss to exorbitant resources.)

4) Such changes to the law should be made by Congress, not the FCC. The FCC should not
usurp Congressional authority.

Sincerely, 3~ t?M d!.u>.-
Jackie Pllrdon • II Ten Springs Drive· Saratoga Springs, NY • 12866
jpardon@nycap.rr.com • ld. 518-587-903 1

CC: Christina Pauze; Chris Robbins; Heather Dixon; Rudy Brioche; Bruce Gotllieb;
Senators Schumer, Clinton; Rep. J, Sweeney: Rep..elect K. Gillibrand
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December 13, 2006

Heather Dixon
Legal Advisor, Media Issues
Office of FCC Chairman Kevin Martin
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street SW
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Ms.. Dixon,

I am writing to follow up on my phone call COmmenlq with your office regarding MB 05­
:111 on video fr!ll1chising.

Manhattan Neighborhood Network (MNN) is a Public Access center located in the
borough of Manhattan in New York City. We employ 48" staffand manage four cabtecast
channels that are carried by Time Warner Cable and RCN to more than 600,000
households in Manhattan. We also ron a wide variety of training programs and provide
public access to broadcast equipment and studios.

We unite with Alliance for Community Media members in calling for competition
without destruction of local, community controlled media.

I} The proposed rule eliminates incentive for providers to negotiate in good faith. Ifthe
city and the provider do not come to agreement in 90 days, the new provider can proceed
without agreement. They can then make billions ofdollars in our public land without
considering local needs. hI New Yorl< City, farinstaoce, Time Warner recently reported
that they generated $1.2 billion in video franchise reVenues in 2005 alone..

2) The proposed rule lacks a remedy for geographic discrimination. Public, Education
and Government Access, or PEG, are tools to engage our local communities in
democracy. Democratic participation should be for all, not based on a company business
rule.

3) The proposed rule reduces the support for PEG, institutional networks and other in­
kind services from that allowed by current Federal law. It is in dir.ect contradiction 10

language written by the telephone companies and already passed in key states. This
reduction would eliminate a valued community resource with no demonstrated effect on
either price or competition.

537 West 59th Street, New York. NY 10019 212.757.2670 voice 212.757.1603 fax
ww'w.mnn.org mnn@mnn.org TimeWamer 34 I 56 I 57 I 67 R,CN 107 I 108 I 109 I 110

1'), ••
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4) The changes being proposed are dramatic and over-step the FCC's authority. We
believe that such changes to the law should be made by Congress, not the FCC. These
changes will slow competition by confusing the legal framework. Changes to the law
should be decided hy law-makers, not the FCC.

Thank you for your consideratiolL Ifyou have any questions, I can be reached at
dan@num.orgor at 212-757-2670 x324.

Sincerely,

)Ic y/)'
Dall CoughlJll
Executive Director
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December 13, 2006

Ms. Marilyn Dortch, Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12~ Street. S.W.
Washington, DC 20554
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DEC 1 32005

Federal Communications CommissiOll .
Office of the secretary

Re: Implementation of Section 621(a)(1) of the Cable Communications Policy Act of 1984 as amended
by lhe Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992, MB Docket No. O!>-311

Dear Ms. Dortch,

We unite with Alliance for Community Media members in cailing for competition without destruction
of local, community-controlled media.

1) The proposed rule eliminates incentive for providers to negotiate in good faith. If the city and
the provider do not come to agreement within 90 days, the provider can proceed without an
agreement. They can then make billions of dollars using our public land without considering local
needs. This framework would be unreasonable.

2) The proposed rule lacks aremedy for geographic discrimination. Public, Education and
Government Access, or PEG, are tools to engage our local communities in democracy.
Democratic participation should be for all, not based on acompeny business ruie. The public-right­
of-way is owned by all in our community, not just those in an area lucky enough to be served. We
believe that the FCC must anticipate inevitable market imbalances, as they were by Congress, and
that any rule-making must provide these three elements:

A) A standard for identifying Imbalances in service.
B) A party responsible for identifying the imbalance-logically, the municipality.
C) A means for prevention or remedy olthe imbalance.

3) The proposed rule reduces the support for PEG or other community media services from what
is allowed by current Federal law. We believe this is an arbitrary reducllon which will hurt our
communilies. It is in direct contradiction 10 language authored by telephone companies and
already passed in key states such as California and Texas. This reduction would eliminate a
valued community resource with no demonstrated effect on either subscriber price or level of
competilion.

4) The changes being proposed to the law are dramatic. We believe that such changes to the law
shOUld be made by Congress, not the FCC. These changes will slow competition by confusing the
legal framework. Such changes shouid be decided by law-makers, not the courts. The FCC
should not usurp Congressional authority,

We look forward to working with the FCC to establish aprocess which supports both compelition
and community fairness. Please contact us if you have questions or comments.
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Sincerely,

.://yz~
Tom Bishop
Executive Director
Media Bridges Cincinnati
1100 Race Street
Cincinnati, OH 45202

cc: Christina Pauze
Chris Robbins
Heather Dixon
Rudy Brioche
Bruce Golt/ieb
The Honorable Senator Mike Dewine
The Honorable Senator George Voinovich
The Honorable Senator-Elect Sherrod Brown
The Honorable Representative Steve Chabot
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Chairman Kevin J. Martin
Federal Conununicatiolls Commission
445 12th Street SW
Washington, DC 20554

December 13, 2006

FILED/ACCEPTED

DEC 13 ZOOn
Federal Communications CommiSSI~

Office of the Secretary

RE: Implementation of Section 621(a)(1) of the Cable Communications
Policy Act of 1984 as Amended by the Cable Television Consumer Protection
and Competition Act of 1992, MB Docket No. 05·311

Dear ChairrJ)an Martin:

On behalf of the Center for Individual Freedom and its more than 250,000 supporters and
activists nationwide, I am writing to urge you and all other members ofthe Federal
Communications Commission to support the implementation and enforcement of "video
choice" rules for video franchising, the "Section 621(a)" provisions. The current lack of
real choices for consumers in video services is han:nful to our national economy and
competitiveness.

Currently, only a small handful of local jurisdictions have provided conswners genuine
choices in their respective markets. Consumers in most communities have only one, or
perhaps two, local video service carriers to choose from, rather than the myriad options
all Americans enjoy in comparable markets for telephone and Internet service. The
burdensome barriers to competition that the current system has erected have created a
virtual monopolistic market, dominated by a few companies, controlling both prices and
the pace of innovation.

Indeed, such lack of competition violates the Spiril of the 1992 Cable Act, which called
for a prohibition on wueasonable refusals to award competitive franchises. Competition
has been endorsed by Congress; the franchising process was meant to expedite video
competition, not hinder it. Yel, in the 14 years since Congress passed the original Act,
barriers have been erected to obstruct competition from ever reaching Ihese markets.

In fact, there are competitors ready, willing and able to provide constUners alternative
choices to their CUlTent video service provider. But the current system, and the anti­
competitive barriers that it created, has made it too burdensome and inefficient for these
new competitors and their new technologies to reacll consumers.

The proposed action before the FCC would remove the artificial and counterproductive
barriers to entry. It would establish reasonable deadlines for local franchising authorities
to rule on franchise applications. Right now, many video service competitors are kept in
limbo by local authorities, who refuse to rule on their application one way or the other.

II j Suuth. CuJumbw. Str;l;r • ,!;lllre 110 • ,\Jr.r;\l'h1"~. VA,l~J 1-1
Phull~ 701 5lS.~A36 • F:I'(: iOl.B5.SSJ8

W"'WW.cfif.org
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This practice is muair and unreasonable, and it demands remediation. The action before
';IOU would also 'Prohi.bit the imllositio!l. of unteallon.a'ole 'ouila.·o\l.t demantls and
unreasonable application fees, which have been imposed to artificially protect local
monopolies from competition. Finally, it would clarify the authority of local franchising
authorities over the construction and placement of mixed·use fiber optic networks.

Those are all reasonable reforms that would immediately lower barriers to entry into this
crucial market. The American people deserve the same choices - ;md the same benefits
of competition - in their television service as they enjoy now in all other
telecommunications services.

The FCC has a responsibility, and the authority, to solve this inequity. I respectfully urge
you to use it.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey Mazzella
President

cc: Commissioner Adelstein
Commissioner Copps
Commissioner McDowell
Commissioner Tate

~OOJ



Hello, my name is Kimberly Watkins. I am an active member and
volunteer for Access Montgomery located in Montgomery County.
Maryland,

Federal Communications CommiSSion
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Dear FCC Commissioner Copps:

December 13, 2006
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I am writing to you today in support ,of Access Montgomery and the
Alliance for Community Media about MB 05-3,.1 on video franchising,
I am concerned that this Rule may destroy local and community
created programming for the following reasons:

1) The proposed rule eliminates incentive for video service providers
to negotiate in good faith. If the city and the provider do not come to
agreement in 90 days, the new provider can proceed without
agreement. They can then make millions of dollars off our public land
without considering local needs or the public interest, which you are
here to protect.

2) The proposed rule lacks a remedy for geographic discrimination
which in turn could result in economic discrimination when only higher
income neighborhoods are wired. PUblic, Education and Government
Access, or PEG, are tools to engage our entire local communities in
the democratic process. Democratic participation should be for all, not
based on a company business plan.

3) The proposed rule reduces the support for PEG, institutional
networks and other in-kind services from that allowed by current
Federal law. It is in direct contradiction to language written by the
telephone companies and already passed in key states. This reduction
would eliminate a valued community resource with no demonstrated
effect on either price or competition.

4) It would be unacceptable for any further proposed rule making to
give these companies a way out of providing PEG Access channels,
equipment and financial support. The policies of the FCC should be to
increase the diversity of programmers and protect localism.

7548 !,tandish Place
Rockullle, lAD 20855

301<\24,1730 Ph
301,94,7476 Fax

MOJI'jgomery
~I,IY HlEUIIIOM,IlC
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5) The changes being proposed are dramatic and over-step the FCC's
authority. We believe that such changes to the law should be made by
Congress, not the FCC, These changes will slow competition by
confusing the legal framework and worse create potential chaos as
existing providers seek equal protection under the law. Changes to the
law should be decided by law-makers. not the FCC.

Th~~OU for your consideration.. .

.:?/) Imbe.R /01 (..,)cVt:J~
Kimberly Watkins .J
Community Project Manager
Team Coordinator
Access Montgomery Television

7548 f:tandish Place
Rockville, MO 20855

301424,1730 Ph
301 :1.94.7476 Fax

www.acc ••ssmonlgolllel1.tv
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EX PARTE OR LATE FILED
The Bronx COntnJuniry Cable Programln;ng Corporation

12/13/06

Michael J. Copps
Commissioner
Federal Communications Commission
445 12'" Street, S.W.
Washington, DC 20554

FILED/ACCEPTED

DEC 132006
Federal C~mmUnjc8t;ons CommiSSion

Off"e of the Secretary

Re: Implementation of Seelioll 62 1(a)(l ) cfthe Cable Conmlunications Policy Act of 1984 as
am"nded by the Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition Act of 1992,
MB Docket Nc>.~

Dear Commissioner Copps,

BRONXNET is the independent not-for-profit community media center serving the
people of the Bronx. We unite with AllIance for communiLy M"ili" "'<.",b"rs in caning

for competition without desrruction oflocal, community controlled media.

1) The proposed rule eliminates incentive for providers to negotiate in good faith. If the
city and the provider do not come to agreement within 90 days, the provider can proceed
without an aj,rreemenL They can thcn make billions of dollars using our public land
without consideling local needs. This framework would be unreasonable.

2) The proposed rule lacks a remedy for geographic discrimination. Public, Education
and Government Access, Or PEG, are tools to engage our local communities in
Democracy. Democratic participation should be for all, not based on a company business
rule. The public-right-of-way is owned by all in ()ur community, 1l0tjUSt those ill an area
lucky enough to bc served. We believe that inevitable market imbalances must be
anticipated by the FCC, as they were by Congress, and that any rule making must provide
these three element,:

A) A standard for idemifying imbalallces in service.
l::S,) A party respOlisioL,h; 1"01 id~nri.f..rffi-g the i~b21an~e--l{"t~jC':}ollly;the municipality.
L) f\ mc.;al1~ [U1 r'lCV~1.Llivu 'OJ.-1"!i,;:rncd)" ofth9 i:rnb~'~T'lf"p.

3) The proposed rule reduces the support for PEG or other community media services
from what is allowed by currcnt Federal law. We believe this is an arbitrary reduction,
,,,),;,,h will hurt our communities. It is in direct contradiction to language authored by
telephone cOlTlpanies and already passed in key states such as Lalir~tnIa aT111 I eXdS. Tlhlhis,------­
reduction would eliminate a valued community resource with no demonstrated effect on
either subscriber price or level of competition.

Lehman College / Carman Hall J Bronx, NY 10468.7589 / Tel(718) 960-1180
/ Fax (718) 960·8354
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4) The chang~sb~ing propos~d to the law are dramatic. We believe that su<:h changes 10

the law should be made by Congress. not the FCC. These changes will slow competition
by confusing the legal framework. Such changes should be de<..;dcd by lawlllakers. not
the courts. The FCC should 110t usum Congressional authority.

We've trained thousands otreslCSents m 1l1cctla prouuvli\.JIL llnd l"rovido UCCC£E: tt,) s:tw.h,,-:.,

equipment, chaIme!s and other resources so they might engage in civic participation
through media. Each ycar BRONXNET trains hundreds ofintennediate school. high
school, and college students through our Training Program for Future Media
Professionals. Wc provide access and training to not for profits so they may deliver
important infonnation to the public regarding hcalth, education, and social services. All
of this and other selvices that stations like BRONXNET provide, contributes to
community development and economic vitality in our society, while furthering our
demo<..Tacy. We look forward to working with the FCC to establish a process, which
supports both compctition and community fairness. Please contact us if you have
questions or comments.

.~~----
Michael Max Knobbe
Ex~eutiveDirector
BRONXNET
250 Bedford Park BCJulevard West
BRONX, NY 10468
(718) 960-7158
max@brommct.org

cc: Christina Pauze
Chris Robbins
Heather Dixon
Ruay tsnocne --------------- _

Bruce Gottlieb
The Bronx Congressional Delegation



FAX NO. 3012947476

OS~ 3/1

Fl
P. 02

LED/ACCEPTED

EX PARTh O~ LAT); F)L~D DEC 13ZQQ6
Federal Communications Commls8fon

••. Office of the Secretary
Hello, my name IS AlysIa Thaxton. I am an actIve member and volunteer for Access .
Montgomery located in Montgomery County, Maryland.

DEC-12-2006 TUE 11:46 AM MONTGOMERY COMMUNITY TVI

I am calling about MB O~3M on video franchising. The following are my concerns:

I am calling in support of Access Montgomery and the Alliance for Community Media
and its members in calling for competition in video franchising without destroying local,
community created and controlled media.

I) The proposed rule eliminates incentive for video service providers to negotiate in
good faith. If the city and the provider do not come to agreement in 90 days, the new
provider can proceed without agreement. They can then make millions of dollars of our
public land without considering local needs or the public interest, which you are here to
protect.

2) The proposed rule lacks a remedy for geographic discrimination which in tum could
result in economic discrimination when only higher income neighborhoods are
wired. Public, Education and Government Access, or PEG, are tools to engage our entire
local communities in the democratic process. Democratic participation should be for all,
not based on a company business plan.

3) The proposed rule reduces the support for PEG, institutional networks and other in­
kind services from that allowed by current Federal law. It is in direct contradiction to
language written by the telephone companies and already passed in key states. This
reduction would eliminate a valued community resource with no demonstrated effect on
either price or competition.

4) It would be unacceptable for any further proposed rule making to give these companies
a way out of providing PEG Access channels, equipment and fmancial support. The
policies of the FCC should be to increase the diversity of programmers and protect
localism.

5) The changes being proposed are dramatic and over-step the FCCys authority. We
believe that such changes to the law should be made by Congress, not the FCC. These
changes will slow competition by confusing the legal framework and worse create
potential chaos as existing providers seek equal protection under the law. Changes to the
law should be decided by law-makers, not the FCC.

I can be reached at 301-424-1730. Thank you for your consideration.
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