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v. FCC

Second FNPRM

First Report and Order

Montgomery County, Md. et al. v. FCC Montgomery County

See infra 

Id

Id

Id

Id

Id

Id

See, e.g.  Comcast v. City of Plano
City of Chicago v. Comcast Cable Holdings, L.L.C.

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

Second FNPRM
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i.e.

Second Report and Order Order on 
Reconsideration

Montgomery County Second 
Report and Order Order on Reconsideration i.e.

any of any kind

can
Second

Report and Order Order on Reconsideration 

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

(First Report and Order aff’d sub nom Alliance for Community Media et 
al. v. FCC Alliance cert. denied

First Report and Order 

First Report and Order

First Report and Order

Id

Id

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

Second Report and Order

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

Order on Reconsideration

Montgomery County

Id

Id

Id First Report and Order

First Report and Order Alliance
First Report and Order

Order on Reconsideration
Order on Reconsideration First

Report and Order
Alliance Montgomery County First
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Second Report and Order Order on Reconsideration

Montgomery County Second Report 
and Order Order on Reconsideration

First Report and Order 

Second Report and Order
First Report and Order

Second Report and Order

Report and Order Id
Alliance First

Report and Order
Id

Montgomery County

Id

Id

Id

Id

Id see

See also id

Montgomery County

First Report and Order

Montgomery County

Id
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Order on Reconsideration

Second FNPRM
Montgomery County Second FNPRM

Second FNPRM

Second FNPRM

Id

Id

Id

Id

Second FNPRM
Id

Second FNPRM

Id

Id

Id

Id

Id ,

Compare infra with
Second FNPRM
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Montgomery
County

any tax, fee, or assessment of any kind

infra

Second FNPRM

Id

Id

Id

Id
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Montgomery County

i.e.

Id Second FNPRM

Second FNPRM See also 

See infra

Id See infra

Id First Report and Order

Alliance First Report and Order Alliance

First Report and 
Order Second FNPRM

noscitur a sociis

Second FNPRM Gustafson v. Alloyd Co.
See also 

See id

Second FNPRM

Second FNPRM See also 

See available at 

See, e.g. Ex Parte
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Montgomery County

in-kind

See infra

See First Report and Order Second FNPRM

See
et al et al

et al. et al
et al et al et al

Ex Parte
See available at 

See also

Taniguchi v. Kan Pac. Saipan, Ltd.
See

available at 

it is not necessarily payable in money
available at 

available at 

See also Montgomery County
or

other property any contribution

et al

See et al Ex Parte See also et al Ex Parte

See Montgomery County
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any of any kind

Montgomery County
does

cable-related

Montgomery County

Id

Id See also
Ex Parte

See et al

et al
et al monetary payments

differently
See supra

any
of any kind

et al

of any kind
See et al Ex Parte

Montgomery County

See supra 

See Second FNPRM Montgomery County  First Report 
and Order See also But see

et al et al
et al First Report and Order

Alliance Montgomery County Montgomery 
County cable-related

See First Report and Order First Report and Order

See
First Report and Order
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any of any kind

See

See supra But see et al
et al et al

Montgomery County
See Montgomery County

See

See supra infra

See
et al

See et al

See infra

See

See id

See et al
et al et al et al Ex Parte

See also et al
permit
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Second FNPRM

See

Second FNPRM
limit

See limit

See also

See Second FNPRM

Second FNPRM
reprinted in

Id

See
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any of
any kind Montgomery County

Id See et al

et al
et al

et al

See also 

et al
See et al City of Bowie

et al Ex Parte

See Comcast v. FCC

See Montgomery County

See, e.g. Duncan v. Walker
United States v. Menasche

See, e.g.

See Second FNPRM
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et al

and
Second FNPRM

See also 

et al See also et al

Second FNPRM

See

See

et al

et
al Ex Parte

See infra

See id

See

See infra 

et al
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et al

et al

See
et al

et al

See id See also

see

See

See also et 
al
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Chevron

Id Implementation of Sections of The Cable Television Consumer Protection and Competition 
Act of 1992; Rate Regulation

verbatim

removing 
Id

See Second FNPRM See also

Second Report and Order See

See See also

Chevron USA, Inc. v. Natural 
Resources Defense Council

See also et al

See

See Montgomery County

Chevron See also Nat’l Cable 
& Telecomms. Ass’n v. Brand X Internet Servs. See
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i.e.

See infra

See Second FNPRM
Second FNPRM

See, e.g.

See supra

See, e.g. et al

See City of Antioch, California

See Second FNPRM
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Second FNPRM

See

See 

See infra

Second FNPRM

monetary See  e.g.
Ex Parte

See supra
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See supra

See, e.g.

See supra 

See See also Ex Parte

See
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Second FNPRM

Id

Id
See, e.g. et al et al

See generally 

Second FNPRM

See Second FNPRM
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Definition of “capital costs.”  

Alliance
First Report and Order

associated with the construction

Second FNPRM

Alliance

First Report and Order 
limited construction-related

non-construction-related

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

See infra 

See

All. for Cmty. Media v. FCC

Second FNPRM

See Second FNPRM

All. for Cmty. Media v. FCC

Id
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construction

Black’s Law 
Dictionary

See, e.g. Examples of Franchising Authority Overreach

See, e.g.

et al

 include

See supra 
not 

Taniguchi v. Kan Pac. Saipan, Ltd
Sorenson Commc’ns, LLC v. FCC

Taniguchi

Black’s Law Dictionary 
Black’s 

Id

i.e.
See also Rosebud Enterprises, Inc. v. Idaho Pub. Utilities Comm’n, 
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Merriam-Webster 

capital expenditure
revenue 

expenditure

capital operating

building
using

First Report and 
Order

limited 

Cf.

et al

First Report and Order

See, e.g.  AT&T Corp. v. Ameritech Corp.

In the Matter of Enf’t of Section 
275(a)(2) of the Commc’ns Act of 1934, As Amended by the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Against Ameritech 
Corp.

See

See, e.g.
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include
limited

and equipment

First Report and Order

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

Ex Parte

See id

Alliance

See for
id. 

for the use of such channel capacity
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fully
capital costs

PEG channel capacity.

Second FNPRM 

e.g.

Ex Parte

Compare with id. 

See also id

See First Report and Order

See Second FNPRM

See, e.g.

See

See supra 

See

See id.  
Comcast of Sacramento I, LLC v. 

Sacramento Metropolitan Cable Television Commission
Comcast of Sacramento I, LLC v. Sacramento Metro. 
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Cable Television Comm’n

both

effectively
constitute a tax directed at the cable system

See infra 

See See also et al

See, e.g. et al

See, e.g. Ex Parte

See 

See, e.g.

et
al

See U.S. Cellular Corp. v. FCC
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Limits on LFA Authority to Establish PEG Requirements.

First Report and Order

Second FNPRM

First Report and Order

First Report and Order

Id
First Report and Order

Id

Second FNPRM

See Examples of Franchising Authority Overreach

See, e.g. Ex Parte

See e.g.
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PEG transport.  

See, e.g.

See also Ex Parte

See, e.g

See, e.g. Ex Parte 

First
Report and Order First Report and Order

All. for Cmty. Media

See, e.g.
See also 

See et al Ex Parte 

See 

See Ex Parte
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See supra

Id See also Ex Parte

Draft Order

Ex Parte

Ex Parte See also 

supra

Ex Parte

Ex Parte

See, e.g.
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Second FNPRM

Id See also 

Accessibility of User Interfaces, & Video Programming Guides & Menus

See et al

See, e.g.
Examples of Franchising Authority Overreach

First Report and Order See also 
 Ex Parte, 

See supra 
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i.e.

See, e.g. et al

See, e.g.

Compare supra with Second FNPRM

Compare supra with Second FNPRM et al
See et

al Ex Parte

See supra

See infra

See supra See also 
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Second FNPRM

See See Second FNPRM

Second FNPRM See supra

See, e.g.

See et al

See, e.g.
supra 

See, e.g. See also Ex Parte

et al

See
et al Ex Parte

See, e.g.

supra

See

See supra

et al
See et al

Ex Parte Implementation of Section 302 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996; Open 
Video Systems OVS 
Order et al OVS Order 
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See OVS Order

See Second FNPRM
See First Report and 

Order

See infra 

See See also et al

See

et al

See et al
 et al

See also Ex Parte et al Ex 
Parte et al Ex Parte

Second FNPRM
See Second FNPRM
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See et al

id

See also Ex Parte

See
supra

as reprinted in 

See
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Second FNPRM

First Report and Order

Second FNRPM

See e.g et al. 

See e.g

et al.
See Ex Parte

See supra See also

and future effect

See e.g.
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Second FNPRM

Ex Parte

See e.g Ex Parte Ex
Parte

See

See supra
see, e.g., 621 First R&O and FNRPM

See Alliance for Community Media v. FCC,

See et al et al
Kisor v. Wilkie FCC v. Fox Television Stations, Inc.

See, e.g. Ex Parte
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Montgomery County
Montgomery County Second Report and Order Order on 
Reconsideration

status quo 
status quo

The Mixed-Use Rule Prohibits LFAs From Regulating Under Title VI the Non-Cable 
Services, Facilities, and Equipment of Incumbent Cable Operators That Are Also Common Carriers.

See also Amendment of Parts 1, 
63, and 76 of the Commission’s Rules to Implement the Provisions of the Cable Communications Policy Act of 1984

Ex Parte

Montgomery County

Id

Second FNPRM, 

id

See infra 

See infra

See Ex Parte 
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First Report and Order

Second Report and Order
First Report and Order

Montgomery County 

Second FNPRM

Id

Id

Id

But see supra 

First Report and Order
First Report and Order   Alliance, 

First Report and Order

Second Report and Order
Order on Reconsideration

Montgomery County

Second FNPRM

Second FNPRM
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et al

et al

Second FNPRM

et al

et al

et al et al

services systems

Id

Second FNPRM

et al citing 
as reprinted in et al
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all

status quo 

status quo

Id   See also 

Id.

Id

See, e.g.  id
id

id

id

id

some [LFAs] have attempted to expand their 
authority over the provision of cable service to include telecommunications service offered by 
cable operators

incumbent 
i.e.

new entrants
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The Mixed-Use Rule Prohibits LFAs From Regulating Under Title VI the Non-Cable 
Services, Facilities, and Equipment of Incumbent Cable Operators That Are Not Common Carriers

may not 
regulate except to the extent consistent 
with [Title VI of the Act]

information services

information services

Second Report and Order Montgomery County See also 
Second FNPRM

See, e.g. et al

et
al

See also Montgomery County

Second FNPRM

Id

Id. See also id.

id
information services
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i.e.

i.e.

other services

Id.

Second FNPRM

Restoring Internet Freedom Order
Restoring Internet Freedom Order

See infra 

See, e.g. et al. Ex Parte
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Second FNPRM

enforce

establish

status quo

Second FNPRM

Id.

Second FNPRM citing 

id

et al.
et al

et al. Ex Parte 
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et al

et al. 

Id.

See, e.g.  Implementation of the Non-
Accounting Safeguards of Sections 271 and 272 of the Communications Act of 1934, As Amended, 

Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service
See also

NCTA v. Brand X Internet Svcs.

et al
Compare 

to the extent related to with 

whether or not related to

et al

See, e.g.

to provide cable services id.

id

id
.

Id.
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et al

et al

defining and limiting the authority that a franchising authority may 
exercise through the franchise process

Second FNPRM

See, e.g. et al et al
i.e.

i.e.

et al

Id See also et al. Ex Parte 

See, e.g.  id

See, e.g.
id

See id. may not regulate
except to the extent consistent with this subchapter id.

may not require other 
than institutional networks

See also id. et al

et al
et al

Id.

See, e.g. et al

Second FNPRM

6887



Id

First Report and Order

Ex Parte 

Id

Second FNPRM See also 

Ex Parte 

Second FNPRM

Communications Assistance for Law Enforcement Act and Broadband Access and Services

Id. See also Appropriate Framework for Broadband Access to the Internet Over Wireline Facilities

see, e.g.
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City of Eugene v. Comcast,

e.g.

See, e.g. et al

See Ex Parte 

City of Eugene v. Comcast of Or. II, Inc., Eugene

Ex
Parte

Eugene
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Authority to Preempt

any any State, political subdivision, or 
agency thereof

Second FNPRM 

See, e.g. et al. Ex Parte 
Ex Parte 

Second FNPRM 
Second FNPRM Second 

FNPRM

Id. 

Id.  

Second FNPRM 
Second 

FNPRM See, e.g., 
et al. 

see, e.g., 
Second FNPRM Covad Communications Co. v. FCC

citing Small Refiner Lead Phase-Down Task Force v. EPA

Id.
Id

Id

Compare with id.

Id. see et al. 
Ex Parte 

See Min. Pub. Util. Comm’n v. FCC
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Scope of Preemption.

i.e

See Ex Parte 

First Report and Order

See, e.g.  Liberty Cablevision of Puerto Rico, Inc. v. Municipality of Caguas

See Cipollone v. Liggett 
Group, Inc. Capital Cities Cable v. Crisp

See, e.g. et al et al et al
Ex Parte et al See also 

Ex Parte citing Gregory v. Ashcroft

Id
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Id See also id.

See, e.g. et al

Ex Parte 

Ex Parte 

See, e.g.

Id

Id

See also 
Heritage Cablevision Assocs. of Dallas, L.P. v. Texas Utils. Elec. Co., 

aff’d Texas Utils. Elec. Co. v. FCC

6892



Additional fees.  

to provide cable services

not

See also 

First Report and Order

Id

Ex Parte 

See, e.g. et al
See also 

See, e.g., Ex Parte citing Liberty Cablevision, 
Ex Parte 

6893



qua qua 

management and operation 

e.g.

why
i.e to whom i.e

See also et al. Ex Parte 

Id.  either
or Ex Parte citing 

Id

Williams v. Taylor

See Ex Parte 

Eugene 

in addition to 
twice i.e.,

i.e., Ex Parte 

See, e.g. et al. Ex Parte
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the
operation of the cable system

from the provision of cable service

See Ex Parte 

See, e.g.

See also 

amended by

See 

See

6895



status quo
status quo

status quo

et al. Ex Parte 

Ex Parte 

Restoring Internet Freedom Order, 

Restoring Internet Freedom Order, id. , citing Petition for Declaratory Ruling that Pulver.com’s 
Free World Dialup Is Neither Telecommunications Nor a Telecommunications Service

See California v. FCC Petition for Emergency Relief and Declaratory Ruling Filed 
by the BellSouth Corp

 et al. Ex Parte
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et al

et al

See

Ex Parte citing

 et al. Ex Parte 

Second Report and Order

See infra See also 

Wireless Infrastructure Order et al. Ex Parte 
citing Accelerating Wireless Broadband Deployment by Removing Barriers to Infrastructure Investment, 

Wireless Infrastructure Order 

Ex Parte 

Cable Modem Declaratory Ruling
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Additional Franchises or Other Requirements.  

Inquiry Concerning High-Speed Access to the Internet Over Cable and Other Facilities

Cable Modem Declaratory Ruling

First Report and Order

cable services’. . . .

Cable Modem Declaratory Ruling

First Report and Order

ACLU v. FCC

See, e.g.

id.

See also 
Montgomery County

See supra 
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Public Policy.

See, e.g.

Id

Id

Id

See e.g. Cable Modem Declaratory Ruling Restoring Internet Freedom Order
See also Charter Advanced Services (MN), LLC v. Lange

See, e.g. Ex Parte 
Ex Parte 
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Other Legal Considerations.  

See, e.g
See also 

et al. et al. Ex Parte 

id.,
Ex Parte 

Id

See also Ex Parte, 

See, e.g.

Ex Parte 

Id.
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City of Eugene v. 
Comcast

Eugene

Eugene 

franchising authority pursuant to Title VI

See, e.g.  Comcast Cable of Plano, Inc. v. City of Plano, City of Chicago 
v. Comcast Cable Holdings, LLC See also City of Minneapolis v. Time Warner 
Cable, Inc. City of Chicago v. 
AT&T Broadband, Inc. Parish of Jefferson v. 
Cox Communications La., LLC, See also 

Ex Parte 

See Eugene Eugene

See id

Eugene

Ex Parte

Id.  

See, e.g.

et al
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e.g.

et al

et al

et al

See also et al
et al. Ex Parte 

Capital Cities Cable, Inc. v. Crisp

Ex Parte 

See Ex Parte 

intrastate

See Restoring Internet Freedom Order, 

 et al

Id

Montgomery County, Md. v. FCC

See New York v. U.S.
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See id

MCI Telecommunications Corp. v. Bell Atlantic

See Qwest Broadband Services, Inc. v. City of Boulder

 United States v. Baer,

See et al

See New York v. U.S.

Id

See, e.g.
Ex Parte 

Liberty Cablevision
See U.S. v. Riverside Bayview Homes

See
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Second FNPRM
First Report and Order Second Report and Order

Order on Reconsideration
First Report and Order

Order on Reconsideration

First Report and 
Order Second Report and Order

Second FNPRM

Second FNPRM

First Report and Order 
Second Report and Order

First Report and Order

First
Report and Order id id
id id id

Second Report and Order First
Report and Order 

i.e.

per se 
Second Report and Order

Order on Reconsideration

First Report and Order

See id Order on Reconsideration

Order on Reconsideration

Second FNPRM
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 of any State

See e.g. Ex Parte

franchising authority
franchising authority

Id

See, e.g.

See

See supra infra
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First Report and Order

First Report and Order

See et al

See, e.g. et al

See also 

Comcast of Sacramento vacated and remanded Comcast of Sacramento I, LLC v. 
Sacramento Metro. Cable Television Comm'n

See, e.g. et al
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Final Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis

Paperwork Reduction Analysis

Congressional Review Act

et al
See

See id.  

et al

See see et. seq.,
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Additional Information

Federal Register
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Montgomery County, Md. et al. v. FCC Montgomery County

Montgomery County

See

 See 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

Second FNPRM

See

Montgomery County, Md. et al. v. FCC

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

First Report and Order aff’d sub nom. Alliance for Community Media et 
al. v. FCC Alliance cert. denied 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 Second Report and 
Order recon. Granted in part, denied in part 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

Order on Reconsideration Second FNPRM

Montgomery County

Id
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Id

Id.

Id.
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Small Businesses, Small Organizations, Small Governmental Jurisdictions.

See

See

See

See

See
See also

See
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Wired Telecommunications Carriers

See id

See id

See id

See id

See id

Id

See
See

Id
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Cable Companies and Systems (Rate Regulation Standard)

Cable System Operators

Open Video Services

See 2012 Economic Census of the United States Information: 
Subject Series - Estab & Firm Size: Employment Size of Firms: 2012

Id

Implementations of Sections of the 1992 Cable Act: Rate Regulation

See

See

See also

See

See FCC Announces New Subscriber Count for the Definition of Small Cable Operator

See
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de minimis

See

Id Annual Assessment of the Status of Competition in the Market for the Delivery of Video 
Programming 13th Annual Report

See

Id

See 2012 Economic Census of the United States Information: 
Subject Series – Estab & Firm Size: Employment Size of Firms: 2012

See 13th Annual Report
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de minimis

et al
See

et al et al

See id

See id
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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, 

One L: The Turbulent True Story of a First Year at Harvard 
Law School

Legally Blonde 3

any
of any kind

Duncan v. Walker Babbitt v. Sweet Home Chapter, Communities for Great 
Ore
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shall

Third Report and Order

and

Utility Air Regulatory Group v. EPA
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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, 
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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, 
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per se
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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, 

6923
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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, 

See, e.g. et al.

et al

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, 

Third Report and Order
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does

Third Report and Order 

See, e.g., et al Ex Parte et al Ex Parte
et al

et al

Id.

Montgomery County, Md. et al. v. FCC

Id.

Id.
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et al.  Ex Parte

Ex Parte

Third Report and Order 
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