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bidder with insufficient activity will
either lose bidding eligibility or use a
remaining activity rule waiver. We seek
comment on this proposal.

30. Finally, we propose that the
Bureau reserve the right to declare that
the auction will end after a specified
number of additional rounds (‘“‘special
stopping rule”). If the Bureau invokes
this special rule, it will accept bids in
the final round(s) only for licenses on
which the high bid increased in at least
one of the preceding specified number
of rounds. The Bureau proposes to
exercise this option only in certain
circumstances, such as, for example,
where the auction is proceeding very
slowly, there is minimal overall bidding
activity, or it appears likely that the
auction will not close within a
reasonable period of time. Before
exercising this option, the Bureau is
likely to attempt to increase the pace of
the auction by, for example, moving the
auction into the next stage (where
bidders would be required to maintain
a higher level of bidding activity),
increasing the number of bidding
rounds per day, and/or increasing the
amount of the minimum bid increments
for the limited number of licenses where
there is still a high level of bidding
activity. We seek comment on these
proposals.

h. Information Relating to Auction
Delay, Suspension or Cancellation

31. For the Upper Bands Auction
(Auction No. 26), we propose that, by
public notice or by announcement
during the auction, the Bureau may
delay, suspend or cancel any auction in
the event of natural disaster, technical
obstacle, evidence of an auction security
breach, unlawful bidding activity,
administrative or weather necessity, or
for any other reason that affects the fair
and competitive conduct of competitive
bidding. In such cases, the Bureau, in its
sole discretion, may elect to: resume the
auction starting from the beginning of
the current round; resume the auction
starting from some previous round; or
cancel the auction in its entirety.
Network interruption may cause the
Bureau to delay or suspend an auction.
We emphasize that exercise of this
authority is solely within the discretion
of the Bureau, and its use is not
intended to be a substitute for situations
in which bidders may wish to apply
their activity rule waivers. We seek
comment on hits proposal.

Federal Communications Commission.
Magalie Roman Salas,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 99-16762 Filed 7-1-99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-M

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

[Gen. Docket No. 90-119; DA-99-659]

Private Land Mobile Radio Service,
Florida Area Public Safety Plan

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.

ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: The Wireless
Telecommunications Bureau released
this Public Notice amending the Florida
Area Public Safety Regional Plan
(Region 9 Plan). This action revises the
current channel allotments for radio
frequencies in the 821-824/866-869
MHz bands within the Florida area. In
accordance with the National Public
Safety Plan, each region is responsible
for planning its use of public safety
radio frequency spectrum in the 821—
824/866—869 MHz bands.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ghassan Khalek, Federal
Communications Commission,
Washington, DC, (202) 418-2771.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The full
text of the Public Notice is as follows:
By this Public Notice, the Commission
announces that the Florida Area (Region
9) Radio Planning Committee’s proposal
to amend the Region 9 Public Safety
Regional Plan is approved. The
amendment, which revises the current
channel allotments for radio frequencies
in the 821-824/866—869 MHz bands
within the Florida area, reflects changes
made as a result of its fourth window
application process. In accordance with
the National Public Safety Plan, each
region is responsible for planning its use
of public safety radio frequency
spectrum in the 821-824/866-869 MHz
bands.® The Region 9 Plan was
originally adopted by the Commission
on May 10, 1990.2

On December 28, 1998, the
Commission issued a Public Notice
(Report No. WT 98-46) inviting
interested parties to file comments
regarding a proposed amendment to the
Region 9 Plan that was filed with the
Commission on December 9, 1998. We
have reviewed the Region 9 request. The
amendment is a minor change to the

1Report and Order, General Docket No. 87-112,
53 FR 01022, 02/15/98, 3 FCC Rcd 905 (1987).

2Q0rder, General Docket 90-119, 5 FCC Rcd 3067
(1990). The Region 9 Plan was subsequently revised
on May 7, 1991, 6 FCC Rcd 2607 (1991), November
25,1991, 56 FR 65258, 12/16/91, 6 FCC Rcd 7180
(1991), September 17, 1993, 58 FR 51347, 10/01/93,
8 FCC Rcd 7038 (1993), March 23, 1994, 59 FR
16209, 04/06/94, 9 FCC Rcd 1644 (1994), June 19,
1995, 60 FR 34247 06/30/95, 10 FCC Rcd 7167
(1995) and September 9, 1997, (Report No. WT 97—
34).

Region 9 Plan. Further, we have
received no comments in response to
the Public Notice of December 28, 1998,
referenced above. The amendment, is
therefore, accepted and approved as
submitted. The Secretary’s office will
place the amended Region 9 Plan in the
official docket file where it will remain
available to the public. Questions
regarding this public notice may be
directed to Ghassan Khalek, Wireless
Telecommunications Bureau (202) 418—
2771.

Federal Communications Commission.
Ramona E. Melson,

Acting Chief, Public Safety and Private
Wireless Division, Wireless
Telecommunications Bureau.

[FR Doc. 99-16830 Filed 7-1-99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-P

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

[CS Docket No. 99-230, FCC 99-148]

Annual Assessment of the Status of
Competition in Markets for the Delivery
of Video Programming

AGENCY: Federal Communications
Commission.
ACTION: Notice of inquiry.

SUMMARY: The Commission is required
to report annually to Congress on the
status of competition in markets for the
delivery of video programming. On June
18, 1999, the Commission adopted a
Notice of Inquiry to solicit information
from the public for use in preparing the
competition report that is to be
submitted to Congress in December
1999. The Notice of Inquiry will provide
parties with an opportunity to submit
comments and information to be used in
conjunction with publicly available
information and filings submitted in
relevant Commission proceedings to
assess the extent of competition in the
market for the delivery of video
programming.

DATES: Comments are due by August 6,
1999, and reply comments are due by
September 1, 1999.

ADDRESSES: Office of the Secretary,
Federal Communications Commission,
445 12th Street, SW, Washington, DC
20554,

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Marcia Glauberman, Cable Services
Bureau, (202) 418-7200 or TTY (202)
418-7172.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This is a
synopsis of the Commission’s Notice of
Inquiry in CS Docket No. 99-230, FCC
99-148, adopted June 18, 1999, and
released June 23, 1999. The complete
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text of this Notice of Inquiry is available
for inspection and copying during
normal business hours in the FCC
Reference Center, 445 12th Street, S.W.,
Washington, D.C., 20554, and may also
be purchased from the Commission’s
copy contractor, International
Transcription Service (“ITS, Inc.”),
(202) 857-3800, 1231 20th Street, N.W.,
Washington, D.C. 20036.

Synopsis of the Notice of Inquiry

1. Section 628(g) of the
Communications Act of 1934, as
amended (““Communications Act”), 47
U.S.C. 548(g), requires the Commission
to deliver an annual report to Congress
on the status of competition in markets
for the delivery of video programming.
The Notice of Inquiry (““NOI"" ) is
designed to assist the Commission in
gathering the information, data, and
public comment necessary to prepare its
sixth annual report on competition in
markets for the delivery of video
programming (1999 Competition
Report”). The Commission expects to
use the information submitted by
commenters to supplement publicly
available information and relevant
comments that have been filed in other
Commission proceedings.

2. For the 1999 Competition Report,
we request information and comment
regarding the cable industry, existing
and potential competitors in markets for
the delivery of video programming, and
the prospects for increasing competition
in these markets. We seek information
to update our assessment of the status
of competition and on changes in the
competitive environment since our 1998
Competition Report was submitted to
Congress. For this year’s report, to the
extent feasible, we ask parties to submit
data and information that are current as
of June 30, 1999. We also note that the
information gathered in this report will
present the first comprehensive picture
of the state of competition in the video
marketplace following the deregulation
of rates for cable programming service
tiers (““CPSTs”’) on March 31, 1999.

3. Markets for the delivery of video
programming are served by video
distributors using both wired and
wireless technologies. Video
distributors include multichannel video
programming distributors (“MVPDs"),
such as cable systems, direct broadcast
satellite (‘DBS”) service, and home
satellite dish (““HSD”) service, private
cable or satellite master antenna
television (*SMATV”’) systems, open
video systems (““OVS”), multichannel
multipoint distribution service
(““MMDS”’), and instructional television
fixed service (“ITFS”), as well as over-
the-air broadcast television service.

4. Congress and the Commission have
sought to eliminate barriers to
competitive entry and establish market
conditions that promote competition to
foster more and better options for
consumers at reasonable prices. For the
1999 Competition Report, we seek
information and comment that will
allow us to evaluate the status of
competition in the video marketplace,
its effect on the cable television
industry, and prospects for increased
competition. We are interested in
evaluating the extent that consumers
have choices among video programming
distributors and delivery technologies
and in comparing the various video
distribution alternatives available to
consumers in terms of video
programming offerings, prices for
programming services and associated
equipment, and other services provided
(e.g., telephony, data access). We invite
comment on the effect of recent
statutory and regulatory changes on
competition for the delivery of video
services. We request information
regarding existing or potential
regulatory impediments that may deter
entry or prevent expansion of
competitive opportunities in video
program delivery markets, including
specific Commission rules, policies, or
regulations that ought to be reexamined.

5. In recent Competition Reports, we
presented case studies of local markets
where cable operators faced actual
competition from MVPD entrants. This
year, we request information on the
effects of actual and potential
competition in these and other local
markets where consumers have, or soon
will have, a choice among MVPDs. In
particular, we seek updated information
on MVPD services in those areas
included in our previous case studies to
determine whether the initial effects of
competition continue. We also ask
commenters to provide specific data
regarding other areas where head-to-
head competition exists, or is expected
to exist in the near future, between cable
and other MVPDs, or among various
types of MVVPDs. We further request
information about how competition has
affected prices, service offerings, quality
of service, and other relevant factors.

6. In addition to analyzing case
studies, in the 1999 Competition Report,
we want to present a broader picture of
the current state of competition on a
local, regional, and national basis. We
ask commenters to assist us in this
assessment of competitive alternatives
available to consumers by providing
detailed information on the types of
competitive alternatives available,
comparisons of the video and nonvideo
services offered, and the prices charged

for these service and associated
equipment. We seek data on the number
of television households that can choose
between two, three, four, or more video
programming distribution services and
other information including: (a) The
identity of the competitors; (b) the
distribution technology used by each
competitor; (c) the date that each
competitor entered the market; (d) the
location of the market, including
whether it is predominantly urban or
rural; (e) an estimate of the
subscribership and market share for the
services of each competitor; (f) a
description of the service offerings of
each competitor; (g) differentiation
strategies each competitor is pursuing;
and (h) the prices charged for the
service offerings.

7. In the 1997 and 1998 Competition
Reports, we considered multiple
dwelling units (*“MDUs”) a separate
submarket. For the 1999 Competition
Report, we would like to update our
information on video delivery
competition for and within MDUs. We
request information regarding the
choices that consumers have among
MVPD services within a particular
MDU, comparisons of the program
offerings and prices charged by
competing MVPDs serving an MDU, and
comparisons of the program offerings
and prices charged by MVPDs serving
MDUs and competing MVPDs serving
the same geographic area.

8. As in previous reports, we seek
factual information and statistical data
regarding the status of video
programming distributors using
different technologies, and changes that
have occurred in the past year. In
addition to statistical data on each of
these delivery services, we seek
information regarding: (a) The number
of homes passed (for wired
technologies) and the number of homes
capable of receiving service (for wireless
technologies); (b) the number of
operators; (c) the identities of the ten
largest operators (national market only);
(d) the number of subscribers and
penetration rates; (e) channel capacities
and the number and types of channels
offered; and (f) the number and types of
services offered. In addition, we request
financial information for each
technology, including firm and industry
revenues, in the aggregate and by
sources (e.g., subscriber revenues,
advertising revenues, programming
revenues); cash flow; changes in stock
prices; investments; capital acquisition;
and capital expenditures.

9. For each video programming
distribution technology, we also request
information describing: (a)
Technological advances (e.g.,
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deployment of digital services) that
make or may make the technology
competitive; (b) the effort (including
steps, costs and time) needed to increase
the number of homes passed or capable
of receiving service; (c) the effort
(including steps, costs and time) needed
to increase the number of channels and
types of services offered; and (d)
regulatory and judicial developments
that affect the use of different
technologies. In addition, in evaluating
the extent of competition among various
MVPDs’ services or technologies, we
seek information and analysis on the
degree to which viewers or consumers
consider the different types of MVPDs to
be substitutes and on the extent to
which customers have switched from
one provider or technology to another
one.

10. As in prior reports, we will
provide updated information in the
1999 Competition Report on the
structure of, and rivalry in, markets for
the delivery of video programming. We
intend to evaluate MVVPD market
concentration as we have done
previously and, thus, seek data
regarding current national
subscribership levels of all MVPDs,
whether these levels have changed since
the 1998 Competition Report, and, if so,
how significantly. To the extent national
concentration has increased or
decreased for specific MVPDs, we ask
commenters to discuss the reasons for
such changes, including whether such
changes are the results of merger and
acquisition activity, marketing
strategies, or other factors. We request
data that will allow us to report on cable
industry transactions, including
information on mergers, acquisitions,
consolidations, swaps and trades, cross-
ownership, and other structural
developments that affect distributors’
delivery of video programming. We
further request information regarding
transactions involving noncable MVPDs
that might affect competition in the
video marketplace.

11. With respect to regional
concentration (i.e., “clustering’), for
cable and other MVVPDs, we seek
information on the geographic areas
served by particular companies and
comment regarding the effects industry
consolidation and clustering have had
on competition. We also ask
commenters to discuss whether
clustering has facilitated MVPDs’ ability
to provide increased or improved
services, such as additional video and
nonvideo services, lower prices, or
better customer service.

12. In the 1999 Competition Report,
we will update information on existing
and planned programming services,

with particular focus on those
programming services that are affiliated
with video programming distributors.
We seek information and ask a variety
of questions on programming services
that are affiliated with cable operators,
affiliated with non-cable video
programming distributors and
unaffiliated with any MVPD.

13. We also request information on
the various program options offered by
each MVPD technology, including
exclusive program offerings, the number
of channels available, and the
comparability of the program options
and packages available with each
technology. We request data on the
extent to which there are programming
networks affiliated with noncable
MVPDs and whether such programming
networks are available to competing
MVPDs. We ask whether there are
certain programming services or specific
classes of service that an MVPD needs
to provide to subscribers in order to be
successful. Further, we solicit
information regarding increases in
programming cost over the last year.

14. We are interested in how MVPDs
package their programming, particularly
the extent to which they offer discrete
programming choices (i.e., service on an
““a la carte” or individual channel basis)
rather than programming service
packages (i.e., tiers of programming
services). We ask whether MVPDs offer
“mini-tiers,” “lifeline” basic tiers, or
digital tiers and what are the technical,
economic, legal, or other considerations
related to offering customized
programming packages. In addition, we
ask whether MVPDs are offering video
and nonvideo services together (i.e.,
bundled services) and how such
combined services are offered and
priced. We further solicit a variety of
information regarding: (a) Local and
regional channels; (b) public,
educational, and governmental (“PEG’")
access channels; (c) leased access
channels; (d) DBS channels used for
“noncommercial programming of an
educational or informational nature;”
and (e) electronic programming guides
(““EPGs™) offered by cable operators and
other MVPDs.

15. As in previous reports, we will
continue to report on the effectiveness
of our program access, program carriage,
and channel occupancy rules that
govern the relationships between cable
operators and programming providers.
We request comment on each of these
rules, especially whether the coverage of
the program access rules is appropriate
and on any other issues of concern to
video programming providers or MVPDs
relating to the availability and
distribution of programming.

16. In the 1998 Competition Report,
we addressed the deployment of digital
technology and discussed recent
activities to promote the commercial
availability of the equipment used to
access video programming and other
services pursuant to the requirements of
the Telecommunications Act of 1996.
For this year’s report, we seek updated
information on system upgrades,
particularly with respect to digital
technology. We request information
regarding multiple system operators
(““MSOs”) that have created digital tiers
and the types of programming offered
on these tiers. We seek similar
information on upgrades and the
deployment of advanced technologies to
provide digital programming and other
advanced services by MVPDs other than
cable operators. We also request
information on the feasibility and use of
combined distribution technologies
(e.g., DBS and SMATYV). Moreover, we
are interested in what role, if any, the
ability to provide advanced services
plays in attracting subscribers to video
programming services and contributing
to the competitiveness of an MVPD.

17. Another important aspect of
technological development is the
deployment of set-top boxes, integrated
receiver/decoders, or receivers that
facilitate or differentiate MVVPD service
offering. In this year’s report, we plan to
update the information provided in the
1998 Competition Report regarding the
certification of set-top boxes, including
updated information on the progress of
Cable Television Laboratories, Inc.’s
OpenCable” process, and the
availability of set-top boxes through
retail outlets.

18. In last year’s report, we also
observed that the cable industry had
begun the widespread deployment of
cable modems and that CableLabs was
in the process of finalizing its Data Over
Cable Service Interface Specification
(““DOCSIS”) intended to provide
manufacturers with a set of standards
that will enable the production of
interoperable cable modems. We seek
information regarding the availability
DOCSIS compliant modems and the
extent to which consumers are buying
rather than leasing modems.

Administrative Matters
Ex Parte

19. There are no ex parte or disclosure
requirements applicable to this
proceeding pursuant to 47 CFR
1.1204(b)(1).

Comment Dates

20. Pursuant to applicable procedures
set forth in 47 CFR 1.415 and 1.419,
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interested parties may file comments on
or before August 6, 1999, and reply
comments on or before September 1,
1999. Comments may be filed using the
Commission’s Electronic Comment
Filing System (ECFS) or by filing paper
copies. See Electronic filing of
Documents in Rulemaking Proceedings,
63 FR 24,121 (1998).

21. Comments filed through the ECFS
can be sent as an electronic file via the
Internet to <http://www.fcc.gov/e-file/
ecfs.html>. Generally, only one copy of
an electronic submission must be files.
If multiple docket or rulemaking
numbers appear in the caption of this
proceeding, however, commenters must
transmit one electronic copy of the
comments to each docket or rulemaking
number referenced in the caption. In
completing the transmittal screen,
commenters should include their full
name, Postal Service mailing address,
and the applicable docket or rulemaking
number. Parties may also submit an
electronic comment by Internet e-mail.
To get filing instructions for e-mail
comments, commenters should send an
e-mail to ecfs@fcc.gov, and should
include the following words in the body
of the message, *‘get form <your e-mail
address.” A sample form and directions
will be sent in reply.

22. Parties who choose to file by
paper must file an original and four
copies of each filing. If participants
want each Commissioner to receive a
personal copy of their comments, an
original plus nine copies must be filed.
If more than one docket or rulemaking
number appear in the caption of this
proceeding commenters must submit
two additional copies for each
additional docket or rulemaking
number. All filings must be sent to the
Commission’s Secretary, Magalie Roman
Salas, Office of the Secretary, Federal
Communications Commission, 445 12th
Street, SW, Washington DC 20554. The
Cable Services Bureau contact for this
proceeding is Marcia Glauberman at
(202) 418-7200, TTY (202) 418-7172, or
at mglauber@fcc.gov.

23. Parties who choose to file by
paper should also submit their
comments on diskette. These diskettes
should be submitted to Marcia
Glauberman, 445 12th Street, SW, Room
3—-A738, Washington, DC 20554. Such a
submission should be on 3.5 inch
diskette formatted in an IBM compatible
format using WordPerfect 5.1 for
Windows or compatible software. The
diskette should be accompanied by a
cover letter and should be submitted in
“read only”” mode. The diskette should
be clearly labelled with the commenter’s
name, proceeding (including the lead
docket number in this case [CS Docket

No. 99-230]), type of pleading
(comment or reply comment), date of
submission and the name of the
electronic file on the diskette. The label
should also include the following
phrase “Disk Copy—Not an Original.”
Each diskette should contain only one
party’s pleadings, preferable in a single
electronic file. In addition commenters
must send diskette copies to the
Commission’s copy contractor,
International Transcription Service,
Inc., 1231 20th Street, NW, Washington,
DC 20036.

Ordering Clause

24. This Notice is issued pursuant to
authority contained in Sections 4(i), 4(j),
403, and 628(g) of the Communications
Act of 1934, as amended.

Federal Communications Commission.
Magalie Roman Salas,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 99-16832 Filed 7-1-99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6712-01-P

FEDERAL DEPOSIT INSURANCE
CORPORATION

Sunshine Act Meeting

Pursuant to the provisions of the
“Government in the Sunshine Act” (5
U.S.C. 552b), notice is hereby given that
at 10:03 a.m. on Tuesday, June 29, 1999,
the Board of Directors of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Corporation met in
closed session to consider (1) matters
relating to the Corporation’s corporate
and resolution activities, (2) matters
relating to an administrative
enforcement proceeding, and (3) reports
from the Office of Inspector General.

In calling the meeting, the Board
determined, on motion of Vice
Chairman Andrew C. Hove, Jr.,
seconded by Director Ellen S. Seidman
(Director, Office of Thrift Supervision),
concurred in by Ms. Julie L. Williams,
acting in the place and stead of Director
John D. Hawke, Jr. (Comptroller of the
Currency), and Chairman Donna
Tanoue, that Corporation business
required its consideration of the matters
on less than seven days’ notice to the
public; that no earlier notice of the
meeting was practicable; that the public
interest did not require consideration of
the matters in a meeting open to public
observation; and that the matters could
be considered in a closed meeting by
authority of subsections (c)(2), (c)(6),
(€)(8), ()(9)(A)(ii), and (c)(9)(B) of the
“Government in the Sunshine Act” (5
U.S.C. 552b(c)(2), (c)(6), (c)(8), (c)(9)
(A)(ii), and (c)(9)(B)).

The meeting was held in the Board
Room of the FDIC Building located at
550-17th Street, N.W., Washington, D.C.
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.

Dated: June 29, 1999.

Valerie J. Best,

Assistant Executive Secretary.

[FR Doc. 99-16954 Filed 6-29-99; 4:01 pm]
BILLING CODE 6714-01-M

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Change in Bank Control Notices;
Acquisitions of Shares of Banks or
Bank Holding Companies

The notificants listed below have
applied under the Change in Bank
Control Act (12 U.S.C. 1817(j)) and §
225.41 of the Board’s Regulation Y (12
CFR 225.41) to acquire a bank or bank
holding company. The factors that are
considered in acting on the notices are
set forth in paragraph 7 of the Act (12
U.S.C. 1817(j)(7)).

The notices are available for
immediate inspection at the Federal
Reserve Bank indicated. The notices
also will be available for inspection at
the offices of the Board of Governors.
Interested persons may express their
views in writing to the Reserve Bank
indicated for that notice or to the offices
of the Board of Governors. Comments
must be received not later than July 16,
1999.

A. Federal Reserve Bank of
Minneapolis (JoAnne F. Lewellen,
Assistant Vice President) 90 Hennepin
Avenue, P.O. Box 291, Minneapolis,
Minnesota 55480-0291.:

1. Brian Lee Houkom, Devils Lake,
North Dakota; to acquire voting shares
of Western State Agency, Inc., Devils
Lake, North Dakota, and thereby
indirectly acquire voting shares of
Western State Bank, Devils Lake, North
Dakota.

Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System, June 28, 1999.

Robert deV. Frierson,

Associate Secretary of the Board.

[FR Doc. 99-16858 Filed 7-1-99; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6210-01-F

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Formations of, Acquisitions by, and
Mergers of Bank Holding Companies

The companies listed in this notice
have applied to the Board for approval,
pursuant to the Bank Holding Company
Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1841 et seq.)
(BHC Act), Regulation Y (12 CFR Part
225), and all other applicable statutes
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