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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFMBH&&IBFSQ}VICE as outlmed in the FCC's

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. | ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Dear Chairman Kennard,

Respectfully,
/82 ToUnme TR 20

,fj_/«'\;im%}f A2 BLce/

42052596 3

No. of Copies rec'd M_

List ABCDE




URIGINAL £X PARTE OR LATE FILED
REGEIVED RECEIVED

i le 3suPH'00 January 18006 2000

pear Chaiman e OF FIGE OF THE OF LRMAN

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN mmmmym

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, PROERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMIGSION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

1 am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radgrraesvideTds dubfitein the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. 1 ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims; their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,

SRRV A W< I
©f
(b2 W Hohley ey

Flagatnfs . /4‘1'{ géf./ijj
s a5k

List ABCL'?E ree dﬁj_

\\\




LX PARTE OR LATE FILED

RECE|IVED REGEIVED
v 18 3 sy py 00  MAR -6 2000

OFFICE of FEOERA COMMLNGATIONS COMMISSION

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio senﬂ AR %8N utlined Tn the FOLTS
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channe] adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could L.LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Dear Chairman Kennard,

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, FEOERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

OFFICE OF THE GHAIRMAN 1. 1 . O oo OF THE SECRETARY
I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as 8utlined in the FCC's

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in

the NERM issued last January.
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Dear Chairman Kennard,

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, OFFICE 0F THs CHAIRMAN MWMMM

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, - cuk OH ARMAR PEDERAL COMMUMICATIONS
QFFICE OF V' OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.
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Dear Chairman Kennard, < PEOERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, serice O s onaR ﬂﬂ’iusormfsa'f COMMISSi0

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, ¢ oo pA oy, 000
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in threufﬁ@@m "ok

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LLPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman K X B COMM

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could L PFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, QFFICE of THE Wcsapmsmcomm

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,

Jod Keshe v
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,

. \ 3

" \\LU\,&/\( 1 V\/L(/l, J i FUAN
;| =

flbu j ]lu U]Jl\u

S W ﬂammual
Hc Aalfw "Taec|

No. of Copies rec’d_ﬂ
List ABC%pE




EXPARTE OR LATE FILED

1AV o) e

" ™ ' January 1 .
Dear Chairman Kennard ¢ c\*ﬁ‘?‘““ 060 g O
oeFIcE OF e T ey 08

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could L PFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennargpe\ct pe i

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20™ meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could L.PFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting, I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, o OF DFHGEOF,,,E _

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FC
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

4Respectfully, o .
./ Q! \(L&L N ;”C‘\ N “(Eﬁ% inscene thuall
Cor | Kttt (e am( e qowaves be mede € K‘Jq ©
(g)q L0 Sunni Aw C&ﬂe(,& o Loices with dovense
l»l?\" 4> T% (LS 71V\/OH /No_ofCoplesrec’d_é‘_i[
Flac Slaft AZ S&C02 & List ABCDE

T




£} PARTE OR LATE FILED

O HPRN
\““ /9/

Dear Chairman Kennard, € OF ue O gy, 5 200p

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined inmmm
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

R tfully,
espectfully
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Dear Chairman Kglexvl&ggﬁy (A %0’%

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the %&%
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. 1 urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.
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Iam a suppgrtcr of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the %@,

Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear Chairman Kennard, o tq,‘i '
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I am a support:r of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined 1%3’ P%
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in Mass Media Docket 99-25, which calls for creation of 1000
Watt and 100 Watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nation wide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC has placed this issue on the agenda of it's Jam.
20" meeting. I ask you to consider that providing only for stations with maximum power of 100
Watts is inadequate to address the need of the American people, and certainly inadequate to meet
the needs of citizens in Flagstaff and other small communities in the West.

Contrary to NAB claims, their opposition has nothing to do with interference! Witness
the years of second and third channel adjacency operations grandfathered in a few years ago,
generating no interference complaints. How could LPFM stations operating within guidelines
cause interference?

I would remind you that there has been an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in these proceedings supporting the creation of 1000 Watt and 100 Watt stations
as set forth in the FCC's NPRM. I am told this represents more comments than in any other FCC
proceeding, and virtually all except those from the NAB, National Public Radio, and the
Corporation for Public Broadcasters were in favor of the proposal.

The people have spoken, and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the NAB would be a disgrace. The Justice Department should investigate the use
of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB.Remember, it is not the mandate of the FCC to
prevent competition, but, to promote competition.

Chairman Kennard, it has also come to my attention that Rep. Oxley from Ohio has
introduced legislation designed to remove proper authority from the FCC to even create this
needed class of broadcasting. I urge you not to bow to this misguided political pressure. The
legislation is sure to follow the same path toward oblivion as the Tauzin bill last year.

I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full form as proposed in
the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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