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Dear Chairman Kennard,
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I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFNrI~ft88iBF servi~e 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.
20lh 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 TW Gh~.'RIoIA~

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.

2<1" 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,

,A/J(-
5-Y",r1C JC ;

No. of Copies rec'd !ll-J
UsfABCOE ~



ORIGINAL

RECEIVED

JAN ,e 3 Sli PH '00

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

J!!~qt~~tJ
MAR - 6 2000

Dear Chairman Kennard, I'BDEIW.. COMMOHiCA11ON8 COUMl6SION
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAH OFFICEOFTHESfCRmRY

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.

2(Yh 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 th'e 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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OFFICE Of TIfE SECRE1MV

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radWfflef.VkfeHij ~I~ 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.

20th 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 Aagstaff 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.

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

the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,d-'T) -J {1. fY}, /)q~ ja . .(-
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Dear Chairman Kennard,

O I'I!lEIW. COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
FFICE OF THl CH OffICE OF

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio serVi~~~~Houtlined In~~

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.

2(Yb 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, PfOERAL COMMUNIcATION8 COMMI6SlOH

OFFICE Of '! Hi:: CHAIRMAN OFFICEOFTJfE8ECRETMY

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.

20th 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 THi:. CHAIRMAN

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.

2(Yh 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 Chainnan Kennard, . "\'It C\1f>\R"""M I'!!DERAL COMAlJNiCAl"lONS~
Of f\Cf. 0 I' \, . OFFICE OF THE SECREIMY .

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.
20U' 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 Aagstaff 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 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.

2(Jh 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.

Respectful'.y, \ 1- '
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Dear Chairman Kennard, ,- r.\\~\i\~~~ ~~

Off\Ct Or -\1"- ' ~OF1HE~~
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.
2(fb 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.

Chainnan 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 Ch81nnan Kennard, t: tr;\\;\' c\-\~\· ~. COJIu.ko
{)ff\C~ " Of:Ftii~t1ONs

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in th:e~1fJBIoN
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.
2(Yh 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.

Chainnan 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 bi111ast year.
I would hope that the FCC will vote January 20 for LPFM in it's full fonn as proposed in

the NPRM issued last January.

Respectfully,
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Dear ChairmanK~, ~.' ~ER.4L COM~

c~ OFFicE OF THE - 00lIfM118«Jl
I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC~

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.
2(Yh 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. "\ \\" ~'n-;':""UIVIl;l/I'11oNs
ofV\C~ 0\ ' ~',-,w:OF1HE~~

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.

20th 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 NARRemember, 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 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.

20U' 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 Aagstaff 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 bi111ast 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 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.

20th 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 Aagstaff 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.

~o. of Copies rec'd Oh
Ust ABCDE '!.L



EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

O~Qo
~( January tJ.~1'li~O

MAR
ftyll:". ... 6 2000
~"""'lL~ ,

OFFiCE :WiC4l'101l1a ....
!'HE.sc~~__

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC's .,R'f

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.

2<Jh 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.

Chainnan 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 fonn 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 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.
2<ft 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.

RlfSpectfully, rj
; ./

~o. of Copies rac'd
lIst ABCDE O-IL
---~----



,,~~~:~~~,~~ O~Q~PARTE~:;~;t:b
~~ \'6 . O\\~\~"'~" ~( ......... MAR - 6Z000

Dear Chairman Kennard, ct Ct~.\~t. u ~17oNr
Q~~\ at71fE~~

I am a supporter of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlined in the FCC'~ .
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.
20th 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.

2<ft 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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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.

2(1b 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 thet»~~

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.
2ff' 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 Aagstaff 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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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.

2ff' 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 Aagstaff 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 th~~"
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.
2(Yh 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 bi11last 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 support~r of a low power FM (LPFM) radio service as outlinedi~'~~
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.

20tll 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.

~o. of Copies rac'd ()ll
Ust ABeD£: --L


