CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

CITY HALL, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139 ® (617) 498-9017

OFFICE OF
THE CITY CLERK

April 22, 1981
The Honorable Robert B. Ambler
State Representative
Room 472
State House
Boston, MA 02133
Dear Representative Ambler:

Pursuant to the request of the City Council I am forwarding
to you the enclosed City Council resolution relative to Senate Bill
Number 480.

As you will note, the City Council adopted this order
at its meeting of April 13, 1981 and urges the Legislature to act .
favorably upon this bill which has had a public hearing before your

Committee on Governmental Regulations.

Thank you for your attention in this matter.

Very truly yours,

Paul E. Healy, City Clerk
PEH/d1

Enc. (1)



CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

CITY HALL, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139 e (617) 498-9017

OFFICE OF
THE CITY CLERK

April 22, 1981

The Honorable Michael J. Lombardi
State Representative
Room 33
State House
Boston, MA 02133
Dear Representative Lombardi:

Pursuant to the request of the City Council I am forwarding
to you the enclosed City Council resolution relative to Senate Bill

 Number 480.

As you will note, the City Council adopted this order
-at its meeting of April 13, 1981 and urges the Legislature to act
favorably upon this bill which has had a public hearing before your

Committee on Governmental Regulations.

Thank you for your altention in this matter.

Very truly yours,

Paul 1. Healy, City Clerk
PEH/d1

Enc. (1)



CITY OF CAMBRIDGE

CITY HALL, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139 e (617) 498-9017

OFFICE OF
THE CITY CLERK

April 22, 1981

The Honorable Denis L. McKenna
State Senator

Room 413B

State House

Boston, MA 02133

Dear Senator McKenna:

Pursuant to the request of the City Council I am forwarding
to you the enclosed City Council resolution relative to Senate Bill
Number 480.

As you will note, the City Council adopted this order
at its meeting of April 13, 1981 and urges Lhe Legislature to act
favorably upon this bill which has had a public hearing before your
Committee on Governmental Regulations.

Thank you for your attention in this mattcr.

Very truly yours,

Paul E. Healy, City Clerk
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CCM-101

COUNCILLOR WYLIF

ORDERED:

ORDERFED :

@ity nf Cambridge

8.
IN CITY COUNCIL

April 13, 1981

That the Cambridge City Council hereby records
itself in favor of Scnate Bill Number 480, the
same being an act entitled AN ACT RELATIVE TO
COMMUNTTY ANTENNA TELEVISTON SYSTEMS, filed by
State Senator Carol Amick and the Cambridge
Director of -Libraries Joseph G. Sakey and urges
the entire. Cambridge delegation to do everything
possible to secure passage; and be it further

That the City Council also urpges Michael J. Lombhardi
as a member of the Government Regulations Committee
to secure a favorable Committee report on the bill.

In Cily Council April 13, 1981.
Adopted by the affirmative vote of 8 members.
Attest:-Paul F. Hecaly, City Clerk.

A truc copy;

ATTEST: -



David A. Wylie
City Councillor

CAMBRIDGE CITY COUNCIL

CITY HALL, CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139
(617) 876-6800

April 13, 1981

'RESOLUTION

Cambridge City Council hereby records itself in favor
of Senate Bill No. 480, filed by"State Senator Carol
Amick and the Cambridge Director of Libraries Joseph
G. Sakey, and urges the entire Cambridge delegation to
do everything possible to secure passage. The City
Council also urges Michael J. Lombardi as a member of
the Government Regulations Committee to secure a
favorable Committee report on the bill.

v e



(Reprint)

SENATE . . . ., . . . No. 480

Fy M. Amick, i\ paﬁﬁon;{aecmnmnled‘by bill, éenatg, No. 480) of Carol
C. Amick and Joregh G. Sakey for legislation relative to community an-
terira television sywt »ms. Government Regulations.

T et ——— e . —
-

The Commanarealth nf Masschunetts

In the Yeer One Thousand Nine Hundred and Eighty-one,

-~

AM Act RELATIVE TO COMMUNITY ANTENNA TELEVISION SYSTEMS.

Ve it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives in General
Court assembled, and by the authority of the same, as follows:

1 Section 9 o! Chapter 166A of the General Laws, as last
< amended by Section 1 of Chapter 552 of the Acts of 1977, is
hereby further amended by striking the section and inserting
in place thercof the following section: —

No spplication for a licanse to operate a CATV system or
for renewal, transfer, or assignment of such license shal he
considered by nn Issuing authority unless it is accompanied by
an application fee of ton thousand dollars payable to the city

9 or town. A licansce, serving more than two hundred and fifty
10 subscribers, shall on or before March fifteenth of each year,
11 pay to the issuing authority a license fee equal to five per-
12 cent of the licensec's gress revenues for the past calendar year
13 from all aab'e services In the city or town. For the purposas
14 of this section Fross revenue shall mean all forms of considera.
15 ton, includirg initia) lump sum payments,

LTS B IS B N



REMARKS FOR PRESENT/.TION "
TC TEE

CCMMITTEE ON GOVERN! ENT RLGULAT'IONS

STATE HOUSE, BOSTON MASSACHUSE".'TS

JANUARY 28, 1981 RCCM 486 11.00 A.M,

I wish to offer some yoints concerning SU80 to
support the Act's two major previsions, which are the ten
thousand dollar application fec for Cable licenses and the

annual operating liccnse fee of 5% of gross revenue.

I The Application Fee proposed in Sugo

On the.firSI point -- the ten thousandédollar
application fee -- I want to stronply impress upon the
Committee how'widely *he present Massachusétts fee
structure varies wit} current bractices in other states.

We have found.that in other cities around the country,
application fees ranging from ¢10,000 to $50,000 are rou-
tinely and quite willinglv paid by Prospective operators
filing CATV applications. For example, the Citv»of Dallas,

Texas, has recently required a $50,000 application fee.

We have alsc found that the Cable Television
Information Center in Vashington, D.C., a non-profit and
non-partisan organization, reccmmends $10,000 to properly

evaluate an application.



Now in amazingly shar> contrast with such fees
being paid willinglv -- let me repeat willinglv -- by
those submitting apnlications nlsewhere, the Commonwealth
of Massachusetts requires a $1N0 fee to file a CATV appli-
cation. This fipgure is unrealistic, unfair and unjust and
should be revised to the level called for in S480. Just ag
the Cable Commissior has deregulated rates, it should give
cities and towns a creater advantage in the processing of
license applicationec. Incidentally, the recent attempt to
raise the $100 figure to $200 is just as ludicrous and
detrimental to the interests of Massachusetts cities and

towns.

To be more specific a*out how the present fee
structure is unrealistic, unfair and unjust, let me point
out some of the costs which cities and towns have to bear
in inviting and subszquently reviewing and evaluating

applications.

~ To begin, there is a substantial cost to the
cities and towns in the preparation of specifications for
the system to be opeated -- a task requiring legal, engi-
neering and technicallexpertise, not only to spell out the
specific details of “he desired cable system, but also to

protect the city's o1 town's interests in its relationships



with the eventual operator.

Next, with the receipt of eight or ten appli-

o
-

cations (a typical response to an invitation) there may be,.
collectively, upwards of thirtv thousand pages to be read
and evaluated. Once again theve has to be painstaking

review by lawyers, engineers and technicians in order to do

attention is especially important, since improper or incomplete
review of applications could lead to expensive lawsuits should
an award be contested, or should there be controversies over
unspecified questions arising later between the city or

town and the cable csystem operator.

With the present application fee, Massachusetts
municipalities have to carry practically the entire costs
of specification preparafion and application review. This
is unfair and punitive -- our cities and towns deserve no
less than what cothers in the rest of the country require, and
what cable opefators willingly pay. (Again, I want to

emphasize to the Committee tha* word "willingly".)

My final and perhaps my most important remarks
.on the ten thousand dollar application fee relate to the
financial plight of cities and towns as Proposition 2 1/2

begins taking its effect. It is only fair and just that



the Committee support Su80 so that municipalities can at
least recerr a major part of the costs they will have run
into even before a cable systen can he se* up. In most
cases, the proposed fee may not be enoupgh to cover costs,
but it seems a fair one, when compared wi*h application

fees collected in cities located in other states.

1T The Annual License Fe: proposed ‘n S480

I would like now to t.rn to the second important

part of Su80, the annual licen:e fee of £% of gross revenue.

The Commonwealth prescntly fequires the operator
to pay fifty cents ($0.50) per subscriber to the city or
town and‘eighfy cents ($0.80) per subscrirer to the Common-
wealth itself. (Compare this with the thirty-five cents ($0.35)
per subscriber which New England cable operators pay

annually to their regional asscciation.)

These amounts are lud.crous when we see what the
going license fees are elsewhere and when we consider that
the FCC recommends fees up to L% of gross revenues (a limit
which the FCC hay in fact 1ift tec let comrunities negotiate
their fees. The FCC would not ccnsider such derepulation

unless they felt that cable operators coulid afford it.)

I recently read that the City of Columbus, Ohio



>
receives a iicense fee of 6%, apparently established before
.the FCC recommended limits. 1 aléo learned recently in the
RAND Corporation publication "Cable Television, a Handbook
for Decision Makers', of a city which actually negotiated §
license fee of 36% of gross, which continued to remain in
effect after FCC rates were established! This.is admittedly

an unusual cace.

In general, the picture is that throughout the
country most cable operators are volunterily paying five
percent of gross revenue for the pfivilege of operating in
a city or town. It is a recognized cost of doing their
buéiness. Ours is the only state with an unrealistic fee
like fifty cents per subscriber. There is a huge difference
between fifty cents per subscriber and the recommended five
percent of gross revenues. Must Massachusetts cities and
towns expect'less than communities in other states? Must
we permit cable operators to realize additional profits

while our taxpavers are denied badly-needed revenue?

We ought to think for a moment about what the
city must do to set up and Qperate a cable system. Streets
must be dug up; traific is inconvenienced; public works crews
must take on extra work. City employees must work closely

with system installers and operators at additional costs.



Large amounts of money must be spent to monitor and enforce
contract and license agreements. All these things cost a
lot of money, which should no* be borne by the city or town.

A fee of fifty cents per subscriber is not poing to make a

sipnificant difference. In the words of the City Solicitor

of San Diego, California, the cable system's annual license
fee is not a tax levied on the operator, but a form of rent
he is being asked to pay for the use of the city's streets.
Why should our Massachusetts s:reets rent for any less than
streets in the rest of the couatry? Are Massachusetts streets

worth less?

Let's take a realistic look at what's happening in
Cable TV. If is a growing industry. Trade journals and
financial pages in our newspaners agree on the promise of an
"0il well" bonanza for the cable operator. The successful
applicant for a city's caﬁle system will have a monopolistic
enterprise with great potential profits, especially in the
larger cities and towns. Throughout the country, the operator
willingiy payé up to five percant of gross revenues for his
annual license -- and, in some cases as noted, an even higher

percentage.

With our present rig’d state rezulations, Massachu-

setts cable operators stand to benefit while the citizens of



.

the Commonwealth will lose revenue and he denied relief
from taxes. And this, I remind you, is in the era of
Pfoposition 2 1/2, which will actually cause cutbacks in
citv and town incomes.- It is only fair, Members of the
Committee; that S48J be supported in view of its financial

benefits to our taxpayers.

Cable system licenses at the new and more realistic
level proposed will benefit cities like Cambridge, Lynn,
Newton, Springfield, PRoston, Vorcester, and Waltham, and
towns like Lexington, Winchester, and Brookline. Indeed, all
of the cities and towns in the Commonwealth will benefit, as
interest in Cable TV grows -- as it certainly will in the

opinion of business and economic experts.

Joseph G. Sakey

Chairman .

City Manager's Cable Televisica Advisory Committee
City of Cambridge

449 Broadway

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02138

‘Home Address:
60 Forest Street-.
Lexington, Massachusetts 02173



CCM-101

Tity of Camhridge

8.
IN CITY COUNCIL

COUNCILLOR WYLIE April 13, 1981

ORDERED: That the Cambridge City Council hereby records
itself in favor of Senate Bill Number 480, the
same being an act entitled AN ACT RELATIVE TO
COMMUNITY ANTENNA TETLEVISTON SYSTEMS, filed by
State Senator Carol Amick and the Cambridge
Director of Libraries Joseph G. Sakey and urges
the entire. Cambridge delegation to do everything
possible to secure passage; and be it further

ORDERED: That the City Council also urges Michael J. Lombardi
as a member of the Government Regulations Committee
to secure a favorable Committee report on the bill.

In City Council April 13, 1981.
Adopted by the affirmative vote of 8 members.
Attest:-Paul E. Healy, City Clerk.

A true copy;

ATTEST: -



Order # 8. \j;u.;; C%f} :

Ce Wylie re: City Council in favor of HB
#,80 entitled AN ACT RELATIVE TO COMMUNITY
ANTENNA TELEVISION SYSTEMS.
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In City Council,

April 13, 1981
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