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Washington, DC 
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Smith Media License Holdings, LLC 
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) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

___________________________) 

To: Office of the Secretary 
Attn: Media Bureau 

CSR-8647-M 
MB Docket No. 12-1 50 

REPLY OF SMITH MEDIA LICENSE HOLDINGS, LLC 
TO ANSWER AND OPPOSITION OF TIME WARNER CABLE, INC. 

Smith Media License Holdings, LLC ("Smith"), licensee ofKEYT-TV, Santa Barbara, 

California, herby submits this Reply to the Answer and Opposition (the "Answer") that Time Warner 

Cable. Inc. ("TWC") filed on July 26, 2012. 1 In its Answer, TWC claims that KEYT-TV is not 

entitled to assert must-carry rights on the cable system serving Ojai , Oxnard, Santa Paula, Camari llo, 

and Ventura, California (the "Western Ventura System") because it elected retransmission consent 

status on that system. TWC does not object to any other aspect of Smith's Complaint. It does not 

challenge whether KEYT-TV otherwise is entitled to carriage in high definition or claim that 

somehow Smith ' s Complaint was procedurally improper? Instead, TWC's Answer rests entirely on 

the proposition that a November 15, 20 I 0 letter from Smith granting retransmission consent on a 

This Reply is timely filed. Under 47 C.F.R. § 76.7(c)(3), the Reply is due ten days after the 
submission date for the Answer. Plus, because TWC served its Answer on counsel for Smith via 
mail , Smith has an extra three days to submit its reply. See 47 C.F.R. § 1.4(h). 
2 TWC does question whether the must-carry demand letter that Smith sent on February 29, 
2012, was actually an attempt to retroactively elect must carry status for the 2012-2014 carriage 
cycle. As Smith explained in its complaint, KEYT-TV defaulted to must-carry status for the 20 12-
2014 cycle. When TWC did not commence carriage of KEYT-TV in high definition, Commission 
rules required Smith to send such a demand letter as a first step toward enforcing its must carry 
rights. See 47 C.F.R. § 76.61 (a). 
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month-to-month basis for various unidentified cable systems constitutes a retransmission election for 

the Western Ventura System for the 2012-2014 cyc le. lf, however, the Bureau concludes that the 

November 15, 20 I 0 letter does not elect retransmission consent, then TWC appears to concede that 

KEYT-TV is entitled to retransmission in high definition on the Western Ventura System. 

The Commission 's rules and the underlying context when Smith sent the November 15, 20 I 0 

letter confirm that the letter could not have elected retransmission consent for the Western Ventura 

System. To constitute an election, a licensee must unequivocally state its intent to do so.3 The 

Bureau will not infer this intent from a simple grant of consent.4 The November 15, 20 I 0 letter does 

not include any statement purporting to elect retransmission consent on any TWC system. Moreover, 

Smith never intended for the November 15, 20 I 0 to even apply to the Western Ventura System. 

Rather, as contemporaneous emails between Smith and TWC make clear, the November 15, 20 I 0 

letter granted consent for TWC's other cable systems that also were carrying KEYT-TV at that time. 

In shot1, once TWC's claims about the November 15, 20 I 0 letter are examined more closely, it is 

apparent that TWC has no va lid reason for denying Smith 's request to retransmit KEYT-TV on the 

Western Ventura System in high definition. Accordingly, the Bureau should order TWC to come 

into compliance with its statutory obl igations forthwith.5 

3 Radio Perry, Inc. , 26 FCC Red 16392, ~ 5 (MB 2011). 
4 Paxson Communications C01p., 17 FCC Red 834, ,jl l (CSB 2002). 
5 TWC claims that Smith filed its complaint as a regulatory "end-run" around its separate 
negotiations with TWC to secure carriage on the high definition tier. Answer at 2. This is false. The 
Commission's rules place strict time limits on licensees seeking to enforce their must-carry rights. 
See§ 76.61 (a)(5). TWC did not respond to Smith ' s must-carry demand letter until Apri l 2012, which 
left Smith with little time to complete negotiations before its Complaint was due. Had Smith not 
filed its Complaint when it did, it would have risked forfeiting its carriage rights for the duration of 
the current carriage cycle. 
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I. THE NOVEMBER 15,2010 LETTER DID NOT ELECT RETRANSMISSION 
CONSENT. 

Jn claiming that the November 15, 20 I 0 letter constitutes a binding retransmission consent 

election, TWC ignores well-settled precedent dictating the requ irements for a proper election of 

retransmission consent. The Commission 's rules are clear. First, the licensee actually must make an 

·'election."6 Merely granting retransmission consent is not the same as electing retransmission 

consent.7 Second, to properly elect retransmission consent, a licensee must send its election notice 

before the applicable deadl ine via certified mail and must place a copy of the election in the station's 

public inspection fi le.8 Third. the election statement must identify, with a reasonable level of 

specificity , the systems to which it applies.9 The November 15, 20 I 0 letter cannot constitute an 

election of retransmission consent because it does not comply with any of the Commission' s 

requirements for a valid election. 

First, the November 15, 20 I 0 letter does not elect anything. Indeed, the words "elect" or 

"e lection" do not appear anywhere in the letter. 10 To avoid the plain language of the November 15, 

20 I 0 letter, TWC infers that the Smith must have elected retransmission consent because it granted 

6 47 C.F.R. § 76.64(h). 
7 See Paxson, 17 FCC Red at~ 11 (" [A) Ithough retransmission consent was granted, the Letter 
Agreement does not appear to constitute an election of retransmission consent over mandatory 
carriage for purposes of the Commission 's rules.'} 
8 47 C.F.R. § 76.64(h). See also Family Stations, Inc., 19 fCC Red 14777, ~ 4 (MB 2004) 
("Under the Commiss ion's rules, there is a spec ific mail ing req uirement for broadcast stations 
seeking carriage."); Gannon Univ. Broad. , Inc. I 0 FCC Red 86 19, ~ 7 (CSB 1995) ("Thus the rules 
and process for making the election, including in particular the requirement that such notifications be 
sent by a date certain via certified mail, were specifica lly designed to provide certainty and avoid 
embroi ling the Commission in disputes ofthis type."). 
9 Cablevision Systems Cmp. , II FCC Red 14934, ~ 18 (CSB 1996) (noting that stations must 
identify on a system-by-system basis the cable systems affected by the election notice). 
10 See Exhibit A. 
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retransmission consent. 11 The Bureau's decision in Paxson Communications Corporation, however, 

is precisely on point, and it shows that the Bureau will not make the same logical leap that is central 

to TWC's Answer. 12 In Paxson, the Bureau reviewed a Letter Agreement between Paxson 

Communications Corporation and DirecTV, Inc. granting retransmission consent for certain 

television stations. The Bureau did not find that the Letter Agreement also elected retransmission 

consent. Instead, the Bureau held that, "although retransmission consent was granted, the Letter 

Agreement does not appear to constitute an election of retransmission consent over mandatory 

carriage for purposes of the Commission 's rules." 13 Thus, TWC is simply wrong when it states that 

merely ·'[b]y granting retransmission consent into 2012 and beyond, KEYT thus elected 

retransmission consent for the current cycle." 14 

To determine whether a grant of retransmission consent is also an election of retransmission 

consent, the intent of the licensee is key. In Radio Perry, which TWC relies upon heavily, the 

Bureau held that an agreement between WPGA-TV and Cox Communications, Inc. was also an 

election because "(t]he Agreement was clearly intended by WPGA as a retransmission consent 

election for the upcoming 2012-2014 carriage cycle." 15 The licensee's intent as expressed in its 

retransmission agreement with Cox Communications was unmistakable: 

The parties acknowledge and agree that the terms hereof shall constitute a 
retransmission consent election notice (as required under applicable FCC Rules) for 
the 2009-20 II and 2012-20 14 retransmission consent/must carry election cycles.16 

11 Answer at 3. Given that Smith granted consent on a month-to-month basis, it would seem, 
according to TWC's logic, that KEYT-TV has elected retransmission consent for every cycle in 
perpetuity because the open-ended grant conceivably could extend into every future cycle as well. 
12 Paxson, 17 FCC Red at~ II . 
13 !d. 
14 Answer at 3. 
15 

16 

Radio Peny, 26 FCC Red at~ 5 (emphasis added). 
Radio Peny, 26 FCC Red at n.l3. 
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Here, by contrast, Smith did not explicitly elect retransmission consent, did not identify the 20 12-

2014 carriage cycle, and did not identify any particular cable systems at issue. Instead, Smith s imply 

granted consent. 

Moreover, the November 15, 20 I 0 letter cannot qualify as an election letter because the letter 

does not comply with the Commission's other requirements for a valid retransmission e lection. 

Smith did not send the letter via certified mail ; instead, Smith faxed the letter. Smith did not place 

the letter in its publ ic inspection file, which again shows that Smith did not intend for the letter to 

constitute an election. Finally, Smith did not identify any particular system that would be subject to 

the supposed election. Rather, the letter simply grants consent for any cable system that happened to 

be carrying KEYT-TV at the time. Such a generic grant of consent cannot satisfy the requirement to 

reasonably identify the speci tic systems that are the subject of the election statement. 

If Smith had intended for the November 15, 20 I 0 letter to constitute an election of 

retransmission consent for KEYT-TV, Commission rules would have required that Smith make that 

intent clear by abiding by each of the above requirements. The Commission created these bright-

line, easy-to-follow rules to avoid the exact type of dispute that TWC is seeking to manufacture. 17 

The November 15, 20 I 0 letter merely granted retransmission consent. It did not e lect retransmission 

consent. Therefore, KEYT-TV defaulted to must-carry status when it did not make a proper election 

for the Western Ventura System by October I, 20 11 .18 

II. WHEN VIEWED IN ITS PROPER CONTEXT, THE NOVEMBER 15, 2010 LETTER 
DOES NOT EVEN APPLY TO THE WESTERN VENTURA SYSTEM. 

Even ifTWC were correct- which it is not - that a grant of consent necessarily constitutes 

an election of consent, the November 15. 20 I 0 letter is not relevant for this dispute because, when 

viewed in its proper context, the letter grants consent for a different TWC system in Ventura County. 

17 

18 
Gannon, I 0 FCC Red at~ 7. 

§ 76.64(f)(3). 
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TWC has at least two cable systems in Ventura County that both retransmit KEYT-TV: the Western 

Ventura System and a separate cable system serving Agoura Hills, Calabasas, Fillmore, Moorpark, 

Port Hueneme, Port Hueneme Naval Center, Simi Valley, Thousand Oaks, and Westlake Village, 

California (the "Eastern Ventura System"). The November 15, 2010 letter was intended to grant 

consent only for the Eastern Ventura System. It does not grant consent for the Western Ventura 

System. As such, it cannot affect Smith's must carry rights on the Western Ventura System. 

The November 15, 20 I 0 letter can only be understood in the context of the contentious 20 I 0 

retransmission consent negotiation between Smith and TWC in 20 I 0. 19 For much of that negotiation, 

Smith believed (and TWC said nothing to suggest otherwise) that the Western Ventura System was 

the only system retransmitting KEYT-TV, and both parties agreed that TWC was retransmitting it 

pursuant to must-carry.20 Then, on October 29, 20 I 0, TWC informed Smith for the first time that it 

also was retransmitting KEYT-TV on the Eastern Ventura System.21 KEYT-TV does not have must 

carry rights with respect to the Eastern Ventura System because the Eastern Ventura System is 

wholly outside of KEYT-TV's designated market area, and the 1995 market modification decision 

for KEYT-TV did not cover this system.22 Accordingly, ifTWC were to continue to retransmit 

KEYT-TV on the Eastern Ventura System, it could do so only pursuant to a grant of consent from 

19 As the Bureau staff may recall, negotiations temporarily broke down between the parties and 
TWC ceased retransmitting Smith's co-owned television stations WKTV(TV), Utica, New York, and 
WFFF-TV, Burlington, Vermont, for more than three weeks. See Courtney Potts, Smith Media, Time 
Warner Reach Deal; WKTV Returns, UTICA OBSERVER-DISPATCH (Jan 8, 20 11 ), available at 
http://www. uticaod.com/news/x9443 52329/WK TV-Time-Warner-reach-deal-shows-to-resume
with in-24-hours. 
20 See, e.g. , Exhibit B, which includes an email dated August 19,2010 from counsel for Smith 
to TWC. In the email Smith confirmed that KEYT-TV defaulted to must-carry "in the market mod 
areas" (i.e., the Western Ventura System). As a result, Smith believed it was unnecessary to 
negotiate carriage terms for KEYT-TV. 
21 See Exhibit C. 
22 See Smith Broadcasters of Santa Barbara Limited Partnership, I 0 FCC Red 9447 (Cab. Serv. 
Bur. 1995). The Bureau granted the market modification solely with respect to the cable 
communities in western Ventura County and denied the market modification with respect to other 
cable communities in eastern Ventura County. 
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Smith. For this reason, Smith sent TWC the November 15, 20 I 0 letter granting consent for this out-

of-market system. 

The November 15, 20 I 0 letter was never intended to apply to the Western Ventura System. 

In November 20 I 0, KEYT-TV unambiguously was a must-carry station with respect to the Western 

Ventura System.23 Therefore, it would have been completely unnecessary and inappropriate fo r 

KEYT-TV to grant retransmission consent with respect to that system.24 Instead, Smith sent the 

November 15, 20 I 0 letter to deal with the surprise news that TWC had been retransmitting KEYT-

TV on the Eastern Ventura System. Thus, contrary to TWC' s assertions, the letter does not grant 

consent for the Western Ventura System and . therefore, it cannot elect retransmission consent on the 

Western Ventura System. 

CONCLUSION 

TWC's sole objection to Smith 's Complaint is that by granting retransmission consent to 

T WC, KEYT-TV unwittingly elected retransmission consent. Even a cursory review of Bureau 

precedent, however, reveals that a mere grant of retransmission consent is not an election of 

retransmission consent. Moreover, as TWC knows, Smith sent the November I 5, 20 I 0 letter as a 

direct result ofTWC's revelation that it was retransmitting KEYT-TV on the Eastern Ventura 

System. Smith never intended to grant consent for the Western Ventura System because it had no 

reason to do so. KEYT-TV was must-carry on the Western Ventura System in 2010, and it remains 

so today. Accordi ngly, Smith submits that TWC has no valid reason for refusing to retransmit 

KEYT-TV in high definition, and Smith respectfully requests that the Bureau promptly order TWC 

23 KEYT-TV did not make any election fo r the Western Ventura System for the 2009-20 II 
carriage cycle before October I, 2008. Therefore, it defaulted to must-carry status. Radio Peny, 
Inc. , 25 FCC Red 9110, ~ 6 (20 I 0) ("Based on Perry's failure to elect retransmission consent prior to 
October I, 2008, it is undisputed by the parties that WPGA defaulted to must carry status " for the 
2009-2011 cycle)."). 
24 !d. (" [O]ur rules do not contemplate the revis ion of a carriage election, even by the 
agreement of the parties."). 
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to come into compliance with its carriage rules so viewers may enjoy KEYT-TV's programming in 

high definition. 

August 8, 2012 

Respectfully submitted, 

LOHNES PLLC 
1200 New Hampshire Ave., NW 
Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20036 
202-776-2000 

Its Attorney 
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EXHIBIT A 



SMITH MEDIA, LLC 

Ms. Carrie Bocian 
Senior Director/Programming 
Time Warner Cable 
60 Columbus Circle 
16th Floor 
New York, NY 10023 

November 15, 2010 

Re: KEYT-TV, ABC, Santa Barbara, California 
Retransmission Consent Agreement 

Dear Carrie: 

As you know, Smith Media, LLC and Time Warner Cable have been negotiating a 
long-term retransmission consent agreement for continued carriage ofKEYT-TV in certain 
out-of-market communities since 2005. Despite years of negotiations and countless offers 
and counter offers, it is apparent that the parties will not be able to reach a new long-term 
retransmission consent agreement in the foreseeable future. 

To avoid any service disruptions for KEYT-TV's viewers, Smith Media, LLC, 
hereby grants Time Warner Cable consent to continue retransmitting the primary signal of 
KEYT-TV on the same channel and same systems that currently retransmit this signal and 
otherwise in the same manner that the systems carry KEYT-TV as of the date hereof. 

This consent shaJI remain in effect until Smith Media revokes it by providing at least 
sixty days written notice. 

Very truly yours, 

Michael Granados 
CEO 
SMITH MEDIA, LLC 



EXHIBIT B 
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Folliard, Robert 

From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Latek, Kevin 

Thursday, August 19, 2010 5:55PM 

Bocian, Carrie 

ZZGranados, Michael; ZZGuthrie, lan; ZZVetters, Vic; Folliard, Robert 

TWC/Smith Media 

Attachments: Time Warner Term Sheet (Smith Aug. 18, 2010).doc; Redline.doc 

Carrie, 

Page 1 of 1 

Thank you for TWC's recent counter-proposal to Smith Media. We discussed it extensively and 
prepared the attached response. 

We have confirmed that WKTV and KEYT are must-carry in the market mod areas outside of 
their DMAs. This, we believe, is good news, because it means that we do not need to address 
carriage terms in this term sheet. Smith Media is still willing, as you will see, to grant Start 
Over/VOD rights (to the extent possible) in these outside-the-DMA areas. 

On the critical issue of rate, we are still working on Smith Media's response. Yet, in the interests 
oftime, we decided that it might be better to send you the rest of the document and try to 
schedule the next call without further delay. 1 f we can schedule the next call for Monday, we 
will have an answer on the last piece then although we recognize that you may not be able to 
respond on the cal l. Still, we hope and believe the parties can resolve all the non-rate provisions 
on our next cal l. 

Please let us know your availability. 

Q. DovvLohnes Pllc 

Kevin P. Latek 
Dow Lolmes PLLC 
Direct Dial: 202-776-2594 
Direct Fax: 202-776-4594 

8/7/2012 
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Folliard, Robert 

From: Latek, Kevin 

Sent: Friday, October 29, 2010 2:13PM 

To: 'Sully, Sarah'; Bocian, Carrie; ZZGranados, Michael 

Cc: ZZGuthrie, lan; Hanlon, Nell 

Subject: RE: RE: Sweeps issues - IMPORTANT 

Sarah, Thanks for the clarification. This may well be an issue that goes back to the stations' 
former owners and our old friends at Adelphia. I'll talk with Mike in a moment and we'll get 
right back to everyone. 

From: Sully, Sarah [mailto:sarah.sully@twcable.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 29, 2010 2:10PM 
To: Latek, Kevin; Bocian, Carrie; ZZGranados, Michael 
Cc: ZZGuthrie, Ian; Hanlon, Nell 
Subject: RE: RE: Sweeps issues- IMPORTANT 

Page 1 of3 

Hi Kevin- Our consents have extended to where currently carried. You're right that we have some 
" interconnected" systems, but the listed ones are standalones. We're comfortable deleting ca rriage this 
Sunday night in Canajoharie if you'd like us to do that. The LA area systems have a history of carriage 
that predates our ownership. My understanding is that those systems would prefer not to delete KEYT 
on Sunday; if you require that we do so however we will comply. 

Thanl<s, 

Sarah 

From: Latek, Kevin [mailto:klatek@dowlohnes.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 29, 2010 1:57 PM 
To: Bocian, Carrie; ZZGranados, Michael 
Cc: ZZGuthrie, Ian; Sully, Sarah; Hanlon, Nell 
Subject: RE: RE: Sweeps issues- IMPORTANT 

We don't have any record of granting consent for these out-of-market systems. Do you? As you 
know, our concern is with the limi ted rights in network affiliation agreements concerning retrans 
outside of a market. Aren't these systems are interconnected with must-carry systems? lf so, 
they are governed by must-carry, and, accordingly, no grants are needed. 

From: Bocian, Carrie [mailto:carrie.bocian@twcable.com] 
Sent: Friday, October 29, 2010 12:24 PM 
To: ZZGranados, Michael 
Cc: ZZGuthrie, Ian; Latek, Kevin; Sully, Sarah; Hanlon, Nell 
Subject: RE: RE: Sweeps issues- IMPORTANT 
Importance: High 

Michael- After further research, and consultation with our ouiside counsel. It appears we do have some out of market 
carriage, which was not subject to Sm1th's tv1arket Modification filings (please see systems below). Per Sarah's email below, 
TWC is not permitted to carry stations during a sweeps period if those systems are out of market. Please let me know if Smith 
would like to grant rwc an extension for carriage irl these syslerns If not, we will proceed accordingly on Octobe1 31. 
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Page 2 of3 

<.<~rne 

KEYT: Agc>ura Hills, Calabasas. Fillmore, Moorpark, Port llueneme, Po•t Hueneme Naval Center, Simi Valley, rhousand Oaks and Westlake 
Village. 

WKTV: Canajoharie 

From: Michael Granados [mailto:michael@smithmedia-tv.com] 
Sent : Wednesday, October 27, 2010 6:53 PM 
To: Bocian, carrie 
Cc: Ian Guthrie; Kevin Latek; Sully, Sarah 
Subject: Fw: RE: Sweeps issues 

Carrie, 

Please see K. Latek's response to Sarah's e-mail. 

Thanks and regards 

Michael 

---On Wed, 10/27/10, Latek, Kevin <klatek@dowlolznes.com> wrote: 

Mike, As far as we know, and we've asked many times so correct us if we're mistaken, ALL out-of
market carriage ofWKTV and KEYT is pursuant to must-carry, not retransmission consent. TWC 
therefore may not end this out-of-market carriage until the end of the current three-year cycle (so long as 
the stations remain qualified under the must-carry rules by, for example, delivering a good quality signal 
to the headends). Consequently, there is no sweeps issue because there is no retransmission consent for 
the out-of-market areas. 

From: Michael Granados [mailto:michael@smithmedia-tv.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 27, 2010 6:12PM 
To: Latek, Kevin 
Cc: ZZGuthrie, Ian 
Subject: FW: Sweeps issues 

Kevin, 

Pis review the e-mail trail..and your opinion please ... 

Thanks MG 

---On Wed, 10/27/10, Bocian, Carrie <carrie.bocian@Jwcable.com> wrote: 

From: Bocian, Carrie <carrie.bocian@twcable.com> 
Subject: FW: Sweeps issues 
To: "Michael Granados" <michael@smithmedia-tv.com> 
Date: Wednesday, October 27, 20 1 0, 4: 17 PM 

Per (IUr eon\'~·rsation ear!it:r. please -;~·c out ~.:oull!'l . .'l'::: note helm\ and let me kn0\\'110\\ you'' ish 
to procl.'cd. 
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From: Sully, Sarah 
Sent: Wednesday, October27, 2010 5:02PM 
f o: Bocian, CatTie 
Subject: Sweeps issues 

Page 3 of3 

Carrie - Sweeps does not apply to out of market carriage. Unless a broadcaster gives us written consent 
to continue carrying a station, any carriage ofthe station in out of market areas would have to be 
:lropped during sweeps. Please Jet me know if you have any questions. 

Thanks, 

Sarah 

'iarall £. Sully 

1ssistant Chief Counsel. Programming 

Time Warner Cable 

50 Columbus Circle 

\'ew York. NY 10023 

Tel: 212. 36-1.85 /.f 

F'ax: 70.f. 973.62./3 

:;o ( irl!t'n! Pnm rhis l!lllail on I~ when necc<;<;ary. Thank Yllll for helping rime \Varnt•r Cable be cnv iroiHil~ntally re:-.ponsihle. 

!1, VlhtC.' ~ {' lVI C."<l COl'! ' _;<'Ill 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I certify that on this 8111 day of August, 2012, I caused the foregoing Reply of Smith Media 
License Holdings, LLC to be served by first-class mail (or by emai l where noted) on the fo llowing: 

Steven A. Broeckaert* 
Deputy Chief, Pol icy Division, Media Bureau 
Federal Communications Commission 
44 5 12th Street, S. W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

City of Camarillo 
Attn: City Attorney 
60 I Carmen Drive 
Camarillo, CA 930 I 0 

City ofOjai 
Attn: City Attorney 
P.O. Box 1570 
Ojai, CA 93024 

Matthew A. Brill 
Matthew T. Murchison 
Latham & Watkins LLP 
555 Eleventh Street, N.W. 
Suite I 000 
Washington, DC 20004 

Julie P. Laine 
Time Warner Cable Inc. 
60 Columbus Circle 
New York, NY 10023 

*Denotes delivery via email 

City of Oxnard 
Office of the City Attorney 
300 West Third Street, Third Floor 
Oxnard, CA 93030 

City of Ventura 
Attn: City Attorney 
P.O. Box 99 
Room 213 
Ventura, CA 93002 

City o f Santa Paula 
Attn: City Attorney 
970 Ventura Street 
Santa Paula, CA 93060 

Steven N. Teplitz 
Cristina Pauze 
Time Warner Cable Inc. 
901 F Street, N.W. 
Suite 800 
Washington, DC 20004 


