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Rulemaking

Dear Federal Commissions commission:

As a Low Power Television Licensee, I wish to make some comments
on the Class A Proposed RUlemaking.

First, let me thank the F.C.C. and congratulate the F.C.C. for
moving ahead with Class A status. It is the wise and prudent
direction to go to preserve community broadcasting. While I know
that the relatively short time period which has been established
is due to the statutory deadline imposed by Congress, I also know
that the F.C.C. was headed in this direction anyway.

Secondly, let me ·say that there are three overarching issues here
which need to emphasized:

1. Community Broadcasting provides a very important service to
smaller markets, and needs to be both preserved and
expanded.

2. Because Community Broadcasting (Low Power) most often
exists within a small market, the economic base is for the
most part not there for the Low Power licensee to absorb
additional equipment costs or fees.

3. As is recognized by the F.C.C. and the legislators, Low
Power licenses need to be lifted from their present
secondary status to a primary status which would go a long
way toward achieving their permanence and expansion.

One of the main purposes for Community Broadcasting is to bring
to small communities like The Dalles, OR which we serve
(population 11,000) their own local Low Power television station.
Because of the exceedingly small market, we can not sell a lot of
advertising; and what we do sell is very low priced. Of our
approximately $23,000 budget in 1999, only about $7,000 was
brought in from advertising and programming revenues.
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A: CONTINUE TO ACCEPT CLASS A APPLICATIONS

I would urge the F.e.C. to continue to accept applications from
licence holders wishing to convert from Low Power to Class A
status. It may well be that in some cases, local programming was
not being produced at the required three hour per week level
during the dates mandated. That three hour level might be met at
a later time. Also, what about stations who might want to convert
to Class A, but didn't know about the three hour minimums. Were
these pUblicized? I certainly did not know about them, but
fortunately we were already producing in excess of three hours
per week of local programming.

Also, what about the licensee who can not meet one or more of the
Class A requirements right now, but wants to work toward meeting
that requirement at a later time. Are they to be frozen out of
the process by a one time window? I would hope not.

B: WHAT PROVISIONS OF F.C.C. PART 73 RULES SHOULD GOVERN CLASS A?

I would urge the F.C.C. to be guided by the importance of local
television in smaller communities, and not impose rules that
would be economically prohibitive to Class A stations.

For instance, I would urge the continuance of rules that allow
for unattended operation. I would also urge the continuance of a
contracted relationship with a qualified engineer. Things like
Children's programming requirements should not be hard for Class
A stations to meet. Maybe they could report just once a year
rather then quarterly. Programming dealing with local pUblic
issues should be required. This gets to the heart of what local
Community Broadcasting should be about.

Do not impose Part 73 rules that would be economically burdensome
to Class A stations.

C: HOW TO DEAL WITH APPLICATIONS BY CLASS A STATIONS FOR DTV?

Again, I would urge the F.C.C. to be guided by the importance of
local television in smaller communities, and not impose
requirements that would be economically prohibitive to Class A
stations.

I would retain the May of 2006 date (if 80% of viewers have DTV
receivers). I would strongly suggest that Class A stations not be
required to simulcast both analog and DTV. This requirement of
two separate transmitters would be most economically burdensome
and in most cases prohibitive to most Class A stations.
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D: WHAT FEE STRUCTURE SHOULD BE IMPOSED FOR CLASS A?

Again, for the importance of local community Broadcasting in
smaller markets; and for the economic viability of those stations
providing this local television to these small markets, I would
suggest the retention of the Low Power Fee Structure.

E: MAXIMIZATION OF RANGE BY FULL POWERS TO PROTECT EXPANSION.

Some Full Powers will want to expand their maximum range to
protect themselves, and thus freeze out some Class A applicants.
This may well be done even though the Full Power has no intention
of ever using the expanded range capabilities. This is an issue
that the F.C.C. needs to address.

Thank you so very much for allowing me to comment on the Class A
Rulemaking. In closing, I would just restate the three over­
arching issues that need to be considered by The F.C.C. in the
Class A Rulemaking:

1. Community Broadcasting provides a very important service to
smaller markets, and needs to be both preserved and
expanded.

2. Because Community Broadcasting (Low Power) most often
exists within a small market, the economic base is for the
most part not there for the Low Power licensee to absorb
additional equipment costs or fees.

3. As is recognized by the F.e.c. and the legislators, Low
Power licenses need to be lifted from their present
secondary status to a primary status which would go a long
way toward achieving their permanence and expansion.

Also, I would hope that the Class A Rules are adopted and
pUblished before applications are required. Licensees such as
myself need time to see whether or not we can meet the
requirements of Class A rules before we make application.

Thanks so much for the opportunity to be a part of the process. I
remain,

M~C~
Robert H. Pettitt



January 4, 2000

RECEIVED

MAR 06 2000

.....~'OONSCDrT'''''
IPIUIf1tE 8ECIIEWW

...

The Honorable Wdliam E. Kennard
Chairman,
Federal Communications Cormnission
The Portals
455 Twelfth Street S.W.
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Chainnan Kennard,

First of all let me introduce myself My name is Gary Shriver , I am 46 years old
and I live in the cent:r8l vaHey region ofCalifornia. I have spent all ofmy life in the
broadcasting industTy. First as a DJ, then into management, and finally settling into a
production studio that I own.

After watobing·tIJC major broadcasting corporations gobble up every station in the
market and secina the stations selling prices sky-rocket, all hopes and dreams ofever
getting into an ownenhip position of a radio station just seemed to vanish. As I knew I
would never be.w.,to..- up with the investment capitol needed to buy even a small
"class A" facility. I had~ys had this dream ofowning a little "mom & pop" station. A
"Local Voice" type ofndio station that I cut my teeth on in my early years of
broadcasting. I knew1~ make it work! So you can only imagine the excitement I felt
when LPFM was introduced. "A chance at a 100 watt station in my home town!!" Wow,
a chance at my dream!

Today I was rather shaken when I heard ofa story in ('Radio & Records" that
reported the FCC was going to vote on LPFM at its January 2ft" meeting. It went on to
say that it expects the FCC to approve only 100 watt stations and only NON­
COMMERCIAL! Do you realize that this will kill LPFMI lfn can't support itselfby the
sale ofcommercials, it will surly die! This will make LPFM stations into a Hobby> not a
professionally 1UII·,J'Idioatlltion.

No. of CQpiea.. rec'd d­
UstABCOE
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I personally cioIl~t know just how "set-in-stone" this i~ but I beg ofyou, PLEASE
RECONSIDER THE '1'fON-COMMERCIAL" STATUS OF LPN. There is only one
way this service caD fIouriIb, by the selling ofcommercials. It must be a profitable
venture, or DO one wiJI..-iousIy invest in it Again, please reconsider the "nQn­
conunercial status. IfyGU don"t, this will truly be a dream lost.

Thank: you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Gary Shriver
MIP Productions
Turlock, CaJifomia
(209) 632-8415

MIP Advertising & Productions • 3448 N. Golden State Blvd., Ste. B • Turlock, CA 95382 • (209) 632·8415 • FAX (209) 66e.7673
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Dear ChairmanKennard:, IfIFGGfTHESEaETMr"'l...._II••la••

I am a supporter of creation of a Low Power FM (LPF~radio service as
outlined in the FCC's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking inLdocket MM 99-25,
which called ~l1f creation 01'.1000 w~tt a~d 100 wattrm+cial and
non-commerCial LPFM statIons natIonwIde. "f'~

It has C01ne to my attention that the FCC intends to vote at its Jan 20th meeting
to severely gut this proposal (NPRM) providing for orily non-conunercial
stations with maximum power of 100 watts (coverage thus limited to only 3.5
miles as oppossed to 9 miles for a 1000 watt station).
To place such severe limits on LPFM would doom the service before it begins,
making it impossible to obtain enough fmancial support, without being able to
sell commercial airtime, to exist. :.,
What possible reason can the FCC give for not permitting commercially
supported LPFM stations, other than to protect NAB member stations from
competition? Commercial support has nothing to do with interference! There is
no good reason to doom the LPFM service by taking away its ability to support
itself by the sale of commercial advertising, a method of support that has served
this nations stations well for over 75 years! ~,'

In fact to not allow commercial support would do a great dIs-service to small
businesses in America that cannot afford to advertise on4Ull-power radio
stations. Their needs would have been met by LPFM stations. A decision to not
allow commercial support would have a vast negative ijpact on small business
in America and may well violate some rules of the Smifl Business
Administration.
I ,vish to remind you that there was an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in this proceeding supporting the creation of 1000 watt and 100
watt stations, allowing for both commercial and non-commercial operation as
set forth in the FCC's NPRM.
The public has spoken on this matter and to ignore this public mandate and cave
in to political pressure from the National Association ofBroadcasters (NAB) is
a disgrace and and use of such anti-competitive actiontby tlle NAB should be

';j." i

investigated by the Justice Department.
The NAB tried to cause confusion on this issue by claiming that the new LPFM
stations would cause interference to existing stations. A receiver study
conducted by the FCC proved this to be incorrect. The NAB raised this
smokescreen issue to attempt to conceal its real dislike for LPFM, the fact that it
does not want competition for listeners or advertising revenaes for its member
stations. The FCC cannot prevent competition and is supposed to promote
c01npetition.

No. of CQpies me'd Q
UstABCDE
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I would hope that the FCC would vote for LPFM in its full form as proposed in
the NPRM or delay the vote to clear the way for a workable LPFM service of
1000 \vatt and 100 watt commercial and non-conunercial stations.
Respectfully,
Paul Billings
2312 Baker 8t.
Muskegon Heights, Michigan 49444

I
.~
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I am a supporter of creation of a Low Power FM (LPFr4) radio serVice. outlined in
the FCC's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in docket MM 99-25, which called for
creation of 1000 watt and 100 watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations
nationwide.
It has come to my attention that the FCC intends to vote at its J8n 20th meeting to

i

severely gut this proposal (NPRM) providing for only non-commercial stations with
maximum power of 100 watts (coverage thus limited to only 3.5 mils as oppossed
to 9 miles for a 1000 watt station).
To place such severe limits on LPFM would doom the service before itpegins,
making it impossible to obtain enough financial support, without "ng fble to sell

commercial airtime, to exist.
What possible reason can the FCC give for not permitting commercially supported
LPFM stations, other than to protect NAB member stations from competition?
Commercial support has nothing to do with interference! There is no good reason to
doom the LPFM service by taking away its ability to support itself by the sale of
commercial advertising, a method of support that has served this nations stations
well for over 75 years!
In fact to not allow commercial support would do a great dis-service to small
businesses in America that cannot afford to advertise on full-power radio stations.

Their needs would have been met by LPFM stations. A decision to not allow
commercial support would have a vast negative impact on small business in
America and may well violate some rules of the Small Business Administration.
I wish to remind you that there was an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in this proceeding supporting the creation of 1000 watt and 100 watt

stations, allowing for both commercial and non-commercial operation as set forth in

the FCC's NPRM.
The public has spoken on this matter and to ignore this public malltdate and cave in
to political pressure from the National Association of Broadcastet'$ (NAB) is a
disgrace and and use of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB should be
investigated by the Justice Department.
The NAB tried to cause confusion on this issue by claiming that the new LPFM
stations would cause interference to existing stations. A receiver study conducted
by
the FCC proved this to be incorrect. The NAB raised this smokescreen issue to
attempt to conceal its real dislike for LPFM, the fact that it does not want
competition for listeners or advertising revenues for its member stations. The FCC
cannot prevent competition and is supposed to promote competition.
I would hope that the FCC would vote for LPFM in its full form as proposed in the
NPRM or delay the vote to clear the way for a workable LPFM service of 1000 watt
and 100 watt commercial and non-commercial stations.
Respectfully,
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Eric HUltgren A.R.S. N9MCS
2404 Wyoming Drive
Rockford, IL
61108-7625
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Christopher Maxwell
Secretary/Treasurer
Virginia Center for
The Public Press
Radio Free
Richmond Project
1621 W Broad St.
Richmond Va 23220
Wrfr@aol.com
B04-649-WRFR

Dear Chairman William Kennard,

I, and the aver 1000 signatories to a Richmond, Virginia area petition in support of the
Low Power Radio Service vigorously applaud your effort to address the loss of minority
c~ul ture and -"ie-"'Points on the public's airwaves.

I urge you to please contact Congressmen "Bobby" Scott and Tom Bliley and Senators
Charles Robb a0d John Warner for copies of these petitions from central Virginia.

I am, however concerned that if the rumors are correct, you may feel unjustly pressured
to ,,:ote in a L01iJ Power Radio Service that does not fulfill your goals of " .., giv (ing)

• voice to those ideas not always heard, but which many yearn to hear."

The concern that may lead to an insufficient Low Power Radio Service: Interference.
Howe'ier, there is no interference problem ... according to the National Association of
Broadcasters own comments in the official record.

What's good for the goose is good for the gander.

The NAB's own full power stations many times over 1000 w.~~. are not causing a problem
transmitting on each other's 2nd adjacent frequencies and neithez will ours of less than
J.OOO watts!

In their commencs reCjarding [locket 96-120 the NAB defended their own "short spaced
Jrandfathered" stations. The NAB stated on 10/4/96 that, "The current rules, as they
re13te to t;-lese stations, are in certain instances overly-restrictive ... the progress in
radio receiver design that, in some cases, provides better rejection of second and
third-adjacent channel interference."

}1,1.3'~', ",hat then does the NAB intend to do "lith their own 300+ short spaced member
stations for the IBoe transition?

Please see the attached sheet for more detail on the NAB's defense of full-power
transmission on :nd adjacent fre~uencies.

t'.nd I see that there are many others who also understand that there is more to having a
di ver si ty of viev'l.Joint.s than the physical character istics yo~, are born with.

Larry" Irvin,:) at the U.S. Department of Commerce noted,
"The loss of minority owners is particularly alarming because of its ramifications
f·.:.>r pre'9rarnmin':). The decline in minority ownership means a decline in diverse
v:>ices and vie1'Tpoints. Sueh:liversity is essential to a rich culture and a vibrant
de,nc>cracy. I\Then I ,las in Memphis, for example, I was told that the Black-owned
radio station called upon listeners to 90 to the polls, which helped get an
African-American mayor elected. That radio station is now majority-owned and no
longer makes such appeals."

James Winston, Executive Director of the National Association of Black Owned
Eroadcaster.=: addres,3ed the NAE's complaint that the'l are serving people with more
formats than ever,

n ... the issue here is who is going to determine what is n..,., what news gets covered,
what viewpoints get aired, -,,,hi te Amer icans and minority Americans have different
e;:perien:~es it is important that that diversity is reflected in who controls the
new:: A lot of people think that if Michael Jackson is on the airwaves, that
community is being served. n /}

Thanl:-yolJ fo,r sta'lirl>~f the ccurse to a revival of an inclusive De~~~'~oo~for
ever:/'one 1

Sincerely, Christopher Maxwell



Dear FCC Conunissioners: Regarding an effective Low Power Radio Service:

Over 3000 comments (the lalgest ever in FCC history) from the public in favor ofthe LPRS shows this is a real
opportunity to revive participatory democracy. But for this to be practical, it must be an effective service balanced
with causing the least amount of interference and disruption to everyone.

With these in mind there are only two questions that are truly pertinent:
A) Will the LPRS stations cause interference?
B) How do we build an effective Low Power Radio Service that achieves the goal of "giv (ing) voice to

those ideas not always heard, but which many yearn to heaj.N

The answer to question (A) is no, no interference, according to the National Associations ofBroadcasters own
statements! In their conunents regarding Docket 96-120 the NAB defended Full Power 2nd adjacent transmission
on 10/4/96 stating that.
"The current rules, as they relate to (short-spaced Grandfathered stations), are in certain instances overly­
restrictive, generally making it impossible for these stations to move their transmitter sites." The NAB had
preceded that statement with a 7/22/96 statement to the effect that, these short spaced station will be able to make
changes to transmitter parameters that fonnerly were not possible without interference because of "the progress in
radio receiver design that, in some cases, provides better rejection of second and third-adjacent channel
interference. "

The FCC conclusion to Docket 96-120 agreed that there was no significant interference caused by transmitting on
2nd adjacent frequencies. This was reiterated in further tests by the FCC additionally confmning no problems for
IBOC DAB either. Also, what then does the NAB intend to do with their oWn over 300 (short space) member
stations for the IBOC transition?

"What is good for the goose is good for the gander. Ifthe NAB's own Full Power 2nd adjacent stations are
not an interference problem, then the LPRS 2nd adjacent of 1000 watts or less wouldn't be either!

Question (B) is made up ofseveral answers. The way to provide the maximum diversity programming values and
.. facilitate "democratic efficiency (maximum debate and exchange ofculture)" the LPRS would work best if:

1) The LPRS stations retained PRIMARY status. (As was just extended to Low Power TV stations).
2) All owners and those with controlling interest must be registered to vote within 50 miles ofthe antenna.
3) Only one station may be owned per person or legal entity. No one qualifies who already owns or has controlling

interest in broadcasting frequencies.
4) The LPRS stations follow the same frequency and distance spacing rules allowed to the (300+ existing

grandfathered) short-spaced full power FM radio stations. These stations existed before the current spacing rules
were instituted. These stations were already closer than what the new spacing rules would allow, yet no
complaints of interference from these stations were ever received; thus indicating that the FCC spacing
rules were more restrictive than necessary to prevent interference. Based on the FCC statements in their
Docket 96-120. transmitting on each other's 2nd and 3rd adjacent frequency does not cause interference.

5) The LPRS stations must also be able to use the same flexible power level rules provided for translators.

6) The LPRS stations must have the same suhcarrier rules as regular FM stations. That way these new stations can
sell seA services to be fiscally viable \vithout government support.

Thank-you for your consideration,
Christopher Maxwell
Secretary/Treasurer ofthe Virginia Center for the Public Press
Radio Free Ridunond Project

• 804-649-9737 or Wrfrr(li.aol.comor http://members.aol.com/Wrfr
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3207 West 86th Street
Cleveland, Ohio 44102
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Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street N.W.
Washington DC 20554

To: Mrr. Michael Power

I am writing this letter as a summary of my reason for pursuing to obtain a liscense for radio
broadcasting. I was operating a unlisenced low powered radio station in Cleveland, Ohio.

My reasons for operating this radio station was as a way to provide information, public service and
entertainment to the Hispanic community of Cleveland, Ohio. In the city of Cleveland there are
approximately over 60,000 Hispanic/Spanish speaking citizens. Many of the Hispanic population does
not communicate in English or has a preference for reading or hearing news and infonnation in Spanish.

The radio station that I operated was trying to meet the needs of the Hispanic community. We provided
entertainment and public service in the fonn of daily news, community education and urgent
announcements. Many of our listeners were able to access our services in order to announce events,
educate and discuss issues such as HIV, drug abuse, child abuse, sexual assault and domestic violence
and to make them aware of the social and public services available in Cleveland and to we also provided
urgent messages to families such as death notices and missing person's reports. We also assisted a
family in recruiting potential donors for a member who was in need of bone marrow.

There is a great need for Spanish programming in the city ofCleveland to be available on a 24 hour
basis, which has not been possible in the past. It is a way ofkeeping communities infonned and aware of
the happenings around the Cleveland area as well as their home countries. The Hispanic community of
Cleveland is very diverse. There are people from Puerto Rico, Dominican Republic, Mexico and many of
the countries in Central and South America. We have a diversity oflanguage, culture, history and
heritage that we would like to be given the opportunity in this city to keep alive.

There are many stations in the Cleveland area, but unfortunately they do not provide any public

services or entertainment that meets the needs ofour community. There are many reasons for the fact
that these stations do not provide Spanish programming and I feel that someone needs to care about the
many people, young and old who are unaware of events and knowledge that affect their lives because they
experience a language barrier.



GABRIEL A. MATOS
3207 West 86th Street
Cleveland, Ohio 44102

(cont'd)

I would like to urge the FCC to consider the importance of providing lisencing to smaller or lower
powered stations so that communities like the Hispanic one could benefit and have the same access to
information as those who are English speaking. I appreciate your time and interest in this
information. Please contact me at (216) 631-5880 or by email- cotorro@stratos.net with any comments or
suggestions. Thank you.

Si~erely,

~~ G~'"'\~C;CC\.o/J
Gabriel A. Matos

2
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William R. Gary

K8CSG
14834 Falling Creek Drive

Houston, Texas 77068

January 18,2000 RECEIVED

Federal Communications Commission
Washington, DC 20554

ATIN: Commissioner Michael Powell

Dear Sir:

MAR 06 2000

FY. PARTE OR LAlE F\Lf!I!'Ml~sae:-

I write this letter in support of the Petition for Partial Reconsideration of FCC R&O 99-412 filed
recently by Mr. Alan Wormser, N5LF.

In essence, the R&O was a terrible surprise in only a few small ways. However. I believe Mr.
Wormser has fully addressed those ways, in addition to others. My major objection to the R&O is
the vast "dumbing down" of the Extra Class license in particular, and the general dumbing down of
amateur radio in its entirety. I believe the FCC feels it has done what is best for Amateur Radio,
but knows not what some of the ill effects of its actions will most likely be.

The Amateur Radio Service is, indeed, a technical service -- always has been and always should
be. However, I can see no merit in continually reducing the requirements for entry into and
participation in the Service by those who have no technical interest in its fields of activity. It has
been said, and rightly so, I believe, that people have little or no respect for that which is given to
them, while that which is earned commands far greater appreciation and respect.

I continually hear that we must do more to attract more and more people into the Service. This is
highly contrary to the way in which I entered it. When I was about twelve or thirteen years old, I
was listening to my homemade crystal radio late one evening when sudddenly I heard a strange
voice come booming into my headset. No knowing what it might be, I asked a pal of mine who
was a bit older and more knowledgeable. He told me it was probably a ham operator somewhere
in my neighborhood. We rode around the neighborhood on our bicycles and found a house a little
over a block away with an antenna structure in the yard. When we boldly knocked on the door and
talked with the man inside, I was iminediately bitten wid have stayed that way for over half a
century. I got into amateur radio because I wanted to do so very ,very badly! Radio became my
first love and led me into my long-time profession as a professional industrial telecommunications
engineer.

Over the years I have done many, many things within the Amateur Service. I have constructed
equipment from scratch, converted military surplus gear, built numerous kits, and used
commercially built equipment. I have operated AM, NBFM, FM, SSB, CW, RTTY, Packet and
other modes. I have served as County Emergency Coordinator and State RACES Officer for Civil
Defense. I have received numerous Public Service Awards for various emergency works ranging
from forest fires to dangerously fatal flash floods. I have served as President and in other offices
of various radio clubs where I have lived. I am presently a member of the Board of Directors of
my local club and provide Volunteer Examiner Liaison services on behalf of the club.

No. of~ rec'd ~
UstABCOE



While serving in the U. S. Army (I was already licensed as a ham operator and a First Class
Commercial Radiotelephone Operator) 1 became a high-speed intercept operator within the Army
Security Agency, and in a later tour of active duty became a Regimental Communications Officer,
Cryptosecurity Officer, and Cryptocustodian. For many, many years 1 was an active member of
the ~ilitary Affiliate Radio System (MARS), and handled hundreds of messages within that
servIce.

I frrmly believe that the Amateur Radio Service must mean something important to people if they
are to respect it. Continually dumbing it down will not contribute to that end. I encourage you to
read carefully the Petition filed by Mr. Wormser. I encourage you to heed his recommendations
and to give thoughful consideration to a partial restatement of your Report and Order.
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FX PARTE OR LATE FILED
December 29, 1999

Office of the Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: Plan for Re-authorization of Low-powered
FM Radio Service (Community Radio)

Dear Secretary:

Enclosed please fmd a certified copy of a resolution adopted
by the Charter Township of Canton, Michigan in support of community radio.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

~JJ.Bu~
Terry G. Bennett
Canton Township Clerk

sk

encl.

RECEIVED

JAN 3- 2CCO

FCC MAil ROOM
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CANTON
Community

Minutes ofa regular meeting of the Board ofTrustees of the Charter Township of Canton, County
of Wayne, State of Michigan, held on the 14th day of December, 1999 in the Township
Administration Building and called to order at 7:00 P.M.

MEMBERS PRESENT:
MEMBERS ABSENT:

Bennett, Burdziak, Kirchgatter, LaJoy, McLaughlin, Yack
Shefferly

The following preamble and resolution was offered by Bennett, supported by Kirchgatter:

Motion by Bennett, supported by Kirchgatter, to adopt a resolution in support for community radio.

RESOLUTION
To Support FCC Restoration of Approval For Low

Power FM Radio Broadcasting

WHEREAS, the F.C.C. is receiving public comments concerning a proposal to re-establish low power broadcast
services or community radio; and

WHEREAS, allowing low power FM radio to return to the airwaves will promote communications that better
reflect the character and needs of local communities,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Charter Township ofCanton Board ofTrustees urges the Federal
Communications Commission to restore approval for lower power FM radio broadcasting. The Charter Township of
Canton Board of Trustees joins the Michigan Senate (SR 234), the Michigan House ofRepresentatives (HR 379) and
many grassroots organizations in seeking F.C.C. adoption of petition RM-9242 to restore low power FM radio
broadcasting.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that copies of this resolution be sent to the Federal Communications Commission.

AYES:
ABSENT:

Bennett, Burdziak, Kirchgatter, La Joy, McLaughlin, Yack
Shefferly

RESOLUTION DECLARED ADOPTED

CERTIFICATION
I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and complete copy ofa resolution adopted by the Board
of Trustees of the Charter Township of Canton, County of Wayne, State of Michigan, at a regular
meeting held on the 14th day of December, 1999, and that said meeting was conducted and public
notice of said meeting was given pursuant to and in full compliance with the Open Meetings Act,
being Act 267, Public Acts ofMichigan, 1976, and that the minutes of said meeting~e k;pt and
will be or have been made available as required by said Act. HEt;EIVED

o
Dated: December 28, 1999 Terry . Bennett, Clerk

Canton Township

JAN 3- 2~sa

FCC MJIL Rf"': '"''''I
r1I . H.JV'fI'l



City of Ypsilanti

ORIGINAL

Office of the City Clerk

EX PARTE OR LA1E F\LEO

February 17, 2000

Federal Communications Commission
Mass Media Bureau
445 12 th St., sw
Washington, DC 20554

Dear Sir/Madam:

RECE\VED
MP.R 06 ZOOO

~~~
fIIIIIIW.IftUIf 1ttE FD£fIIff

Enclosed, please find 1 certified copy of Resolution No.
2000-41, that was passed by the Ypsilanti City Council at
their meeting held on February 15, 2000, commending the FCC
for their decision to restore low power FM Radio at the
local level and encouraging them to consider granting
licenses for the Ypsilanti area.

If I can be of any further assistance, please feel free to
contact me.

Very truly yours,

C I TJ:::!}~P-.LSUT~~,r1
R~
City Clerk

RAS/pm

Enclosure:

No. of COPies rec'd 0+: I
List ABCDE

One South Huron Street
Ypsilanti, MI 48197

Tel (734) 483-1100
Fax (734) 487-8742

www.CityofYpsilanti.com



RESOLVED BY THE YPSILANTI CITY COUNCIL:

c>,,~\l~
~r~~.

City of Ypsilanti
City Council

Resolution No. 2000-41
February 15, 2000

Whereas, the Michigan Music Campaign (MMC) is a grass roots organization
working to re-Iegalize low power FM radio; and

Whereas, the MMC provided information to the City Council through a
presentation at the December 7, 1999 Council meeting; and

Whereas, the passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 has led to an
unprecedented consolidation of broadcast industry ownership, and a marked
decrease in both local and minority ownership of radio stations and less diversity
in programming; and

Whereas, allowing low power FM radio to return to the airwaves will promote
communication that better reflect the character and needs of local communities;
and

Whereas, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) after receiving public
comments and other input has restored low power FM radio.

Now, therefore, be it resolved that, the Ypsilanti City Council wishes to
commend the FCC for their decision to restore low power FM radio at the local
level and encourages them to consider granting licenses for the Ypsilanti area.

Further, that a copy of this resolution be sent to the FCC and other appropriate
parties as may be desired.

OFFERED BY: C...:.o~u~nc::....;i-,-l-,-M-,-e::....;m_b_er_N_ic..;..k_e_l-,-s _

SUPPORTED BY: __M_a_yo_r_P_ro_-_T_em_M_c_Do_h_a_ld _

YES: 7 NO: o ABSENT: 0 VOTE: Unanimous

One South Buron Street
Ypsilanti, MI 48197

Tel (734) 483-1100
Fax (7M) 487-8742

www.CltyofYpsilanti.com



(

I do hereby certify that the above resolution is a true and
correct copy of Resolution No. 2000-41, as passed by the
Ypsilanti City Council, at their meeting held on February
15, 2000.

Clerk



Rafael L. Martinez
25 Woodfem st.
Edison, NJ 08820
(908) 753·963&

ORIGINAL

EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

I1c{tn
RECEIVED

~:\i

MAR 06 2000

......Cf)IlIUICATlONS CQrII1MlS8ICII
II'IUOF ntE SECI£THIf

...

Dear Chairman Kennard,

I am a supporter ofcreation ofa J,ow Power FM (LPf~"&'lCrV1ce as
outlined in the FCC's Notice ofProposed Rulemaking utcloctet MM 99-25,
which called for creation of 1000 watt and 100 watt commcrcialand non·
commercial LPFM stations natl0nwide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC intends to vote .tits.20th meeting
to severely gut this proposal (NPRM) providing for onl~tmef(;ial
stations with maximum power of 100 watts (coverage .reCited to only 3.5
miles as oppossed to 9 miles for a 1000 watt station).

To place such severe limits on LPFM would doom the\ii-'e .ore it begins,
making it impossible to obtain enough financial suppott,~ being able to
sell commercial airtime, to exist. 'T"

What possible reason can the FCC give for not pef1uitti11l cOMmercially
supported I,PFM stations, other than to protect NAB Illetllberstattons from
competition? Commercial support has nothing to do with in1lrierence! There ls
no good reason to doom the LPFM service by taking II.wa~aiilily 10 supporl
itselfby the sale of commercial advertising, a method ofsuppert that hus ~er\'ed

this nations stations well tor over 75 years!

In fact to not allow commercial support would do a great dis-service to small
businesses in America that cannot atIord to advertise on,pU~power radio
stations. Their needs would have been met by LPFM$t.~decision to not
allow commercial support would have a vast negative impactln small business
in America and may well violate some rules of the SmaJ1t.siDess
Administration.f

I wish to remind you that there was an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in this proceeding supporting the creation of tooo watt and 100
watt stations, allowing for both commercial and non-commercial operation as
set forth in the FCC's NPRM.

The public has spoken on this matter and to ignore this publi" mandate and cave
in to political pressure from the National Association of BroadcaSters (NAB) is

No. of ~·rec'd d
List ABCDE



..

a disgrace and and use of such anti-competitive actions by t.iIe NAB shouid be
investigated by the Justice Department.

The NAB tried to cause confusion on this issue by clairniIJI"',,thc new LPFM
stations would cause interference to existing stations. A rcitciVir study
conducted by the FCC proved this to be incorrect. The NAB raised this
smokescreen issue to attempt to conceal its real dislike IIrLJlFM, the fact that
it does not want competition for listeners or advertising revenues for its member
stations. The FCC cannot pr~ventcompetition and is suppgsed to promote
competition.

] would hope that the FCC would vote for LPFM in itsttB~ as proposed in
the NPRM or delay the vote to clear the way for a workaile Jl»FM service of
J000 watt and 100 watt commercial and non-commercialstations.

Respectfully,

t~-
Rafael L. Martinez



January 12,2000

ORIGINAL

RECEIVED
FX PARTE OR LATE FILED MAR 06 ZOOO ...

The Honorable WtDiam E. Kennard
Chairman,
Federal CommunicatioDl Commission
The Portals
455 Twelfth Street S.W.
Washington, DC 20554

DearC~ Ketmard:

I felt compe11echo write you in regard to the creation ofthe Low Power FM
(LPFM) radio service.

It has come to my attention that the FCC intends to vote at its Jan 20th meeting
and that the intention is to provide for only non-commercial stations with a maximum
power of 100 wattsj

How could LPFM stations survive? At such a small power output, these stations
would most certaiDly • to sell commercial airtime to financially support themselves.
Non Commercial woukfkill LPFM before it ever got off the ground..

I keep asking myself; what possible reason can the FCC have for not permitting
commercially suppotted LPFM stations? I keep hearing about the political pressure of
the NAB, and their fear ofcompetition. But give me a break here, what kind of real
competition could come &om a 100 watt station? By making it Non-Commercial, it would
doom its very ~ftomthe very start. That's why it's imperative that you
reconsider your decision on this matter. There is no good reason to make LPFM non
commercial and thus tak:ina away its ability to support itself

I'm also a real advocate for the small businesses that would benefit from LPFM
commercial stations.. I work in the advertising business, I know what kind ofrates these
"Mega Stations"~ An LPFM station, selling conunercials for only a fraction of
the cost would truly beIiefit dIese small businesses. They could afford to advertise on their
"Local LPFM stations". This is truly a "Wm-Wm" scenario. And isn't that what American

small business is all about? ~~.me'd d

1
MIP Advertising & Productions • 3448 N. 80IcIen State Blvd., Ste. B • Thrlock, CA 95382 (209) 632-8415 • FAX (208) 668-7873

S/Z'd Ol8l'ON 8NISI1d3AOV dl~ ~dLO:L OOOZ 'Zl'uer



And what Ibout all the thousands ofpeople that filed comments supporting the
creation ofLPFM, IIlowilll for both commercial and non-commercial operation as set
forth in yourori"~. The public has spoken on this matter and to ignore this
would be a trav~.

They say,... atIaving in to the political pressures ofthe NAB. You have fought
80 bard to make thiI dreim a reality. I just can't believe you want to see LPFM die before
it even gets offthe.-ouad. You know as well as I do, making it non-commercial will kill
it. The NAB reeDy Ills.... to worry about here. Small LPFM commercial stations
will only take,. small fi'adion out oftheir huge pie. I don't blame them for what they are
tIying to attempl Ifl had aU the marbles and the power to stop it. I wouldn't want
anyone else to pIIJ eithIr. ,But competition is what made this country great and I know
you'll do the right1llingibr the little guy. (Think ofthe legacy you'D leave behind.)

Gary Lee Shriv..
MIP ProductiOlll
Turlock, Ca
(209) 632..s41S t

2

MIP Advertising & Productions • 3.- N."'" State Blvd., Ste. B • Turlock, CA 95382 • (209) 632-8415 • FAX (209) 66"7613

8/S'd Ol81' ON 8NISIH3AOV d[~ ~dLO:L aaoz 'Zl'UEr

•



HAROLD aRT 7327415789 P.01

. ,',
.··LPFMc~n support _lfIFgiven·tbe.~\¥ith:.~OIIIrnerciQl$tat~$. ." .••

~1i~~N~ne~' not'be concetn~:,.bllll~.~~~;atler all-·i$n't::~:~~ a·.:4~ .
is,~JJ\.bOut? The polit~~8.l'p~~~~;fro~J.tepT$JZin.ari1i~".~iIt$: ...
·LPFMisj\lst plain un--American. inm¥bpi~oli~~ foI" Ameri¢a~a':~~trbu~~~s"~
artdartti~¢ompetitive. " '.. . . . ... ....

PiDSW. COMIIJNK:AllOHS~
IAnOFn£~

MM 9C\'~!"

RECEIVED

MAR 06.2000.

.. .. .... F\LEO
o'Tt: OR lA1'E. . ...F){ PAn \t;;. . ...•.

. .

ORIGINAL·
Ja.~ 19.2000

. , . ,. ~

*Whete the need for LPFM is greatest; i('~ d~~in~:.for"thecutting'~'·~r.Why? The
~iO~er,-RodgerSkinner shtWi.ed baW.it'~d,;be;~essaryto:_Jd.lbe 2nd-amt:~rd

~~enfchanl1el,restIietionstoalIOwA<ittSAT·NtJMBER·ofLPFM statiOI1stO'be
·Gr#te,d.:WItH()UTcausi~ginteffere~j!:~;:ttH;;,i;6mmi$sioli&S Q~'~i"et_Sl~Y'
pr~ itWatpos1ible. ,.. . . '., /l .

No. cit CQpies. t9C'd~'._c::::::::"_'_"-"."

UstABCDE.

. . .' '.

'*I;Pf~~stNOT belilJi~¢,to l(}()~~.;·~·~.pOwer(ERPJ~ti~ur~~~:~~ght .
Ji.itof30m~. T.o do so~d:~ll~:i~H.leba.tl'~t to the.kn~uof~ul.d.~~:_an .

. '.~~~ statiQn ownenand .th~pot~#j;}~!#.~~.:::~()yln.ge in.·r;nQ.;~·,N~~IJe]e$s
tbiln~r miles! Thiscart~~nc~e:Um~t~:\Vill~~~y QS$I8B ~~lfM;.~tQti.Ojts··WM·'t ..
·re~/.I·t~t tnIfliences..Iriitiijly th~F~¢i~~;~I(tbav~: altQWed;<~vera_i~eout·
lii,e·lqilts(a. :l,OO();,.,vati .tilJi08):Tbiql¢Qf.·.i~~'frtto.sma(rlm~¢S~i~::~·· .. ..

~~~~bus~~~:~r~-=~_8t.
tle'out of;~hfor aeOnimercial·LP'Ad~tlOn::W,i.t':~pectablepower.. ." : ,":. " '" ..",' " . , ..

n.,l~0llQl'ableWill~atnE.l(~nard.... . ' .. .. ...
C'fl;il."lli~ Federal C()mIll,ui1ieatiQll$'<::olrimt~sipnIhe:,Poit81s ..,'''. '. .... ..
4551itb'Street SW
Wasbil1gtQD, D.C. 20554

.Peaf'Cllairman Kennard:

lu.rpyour complete$lpportofL~';~\f.~:,(t~,.b~t 1Ip1 •.·;W'~~'·' .'.
~~providing fof.iOO~w8ttS; noli~ai,st1ltibI1$. fm co~;aboUt}tbe:mitial.

...s~PP9ri that~ Chairman vOiCed rm:~'!~~~~:·.PPeantobe ~~~.:.,. .'" .' '. .

~9St·ill1P9rtantly. the LJ?Ftd:scrvi~~sr~¢,IU~provisionforC~~tR(:'(A({...•~ioll$.
'1 ~o.:wth~NationalAssoc"ti6IlofBro~::~s'$Caredto·d~b:~f:!bi~··~~~~.had
~:-·andi.statipns aU aeiossAmerica,,'·~~*,:.~Vo.i~: 6(,tniddle l\J'Ii~riea.::.\!ve··.J~~~~·be .'
aq:hi~juneture. COmmercitJlfadio.w~~foi~\rei 7$ years~'.~ijt r~t$Wto qe '. ..
~eto~ a smallradio;s~tion soni~~(b\J,t;:i(:t~~·cQmnterei81:.'~~t:~~:tP~~~~t~ .'
.~~, it~iLneyerhappenbecaUSeo(tbe.'~j~QUrit8·otmoneycP~Y~e4;:~s .. .'.
wll1~~o.etfectiyely.endthe ~··.for:,ttiitWPti~.d'·Others w:1)c:>:·bafl~·.·~"a:.~oWer

. -:b.aJirierto-entet into ra(tio~ionowri~P\;'(J~is:apdcontrlb~#9ns:frQrrt.tn~:jiubtlc .
. ~~ltwork over time. . . . .." . .' .. , .' .. .



HAROLD aRT 7327415789 P.02

·ft()W£VE~tt~der the rules the'fCC~ds-t~yote ~n Thursda:r\dalluary:·i2q~2~, the .
.3rd4djaCent'chann~ restrictions :Wilf~::~~,..n(Hhe .2nd ~j~ent::~haitn~l ....•...

. .t~~ri~iOnswm be kept.~ (CSult: 1~~iD,~s, where the ~~,:is.,ti,glit:~ .
'.~':fm LPFM is ~t~t~ EvE~\vrrUthefeduoed lOO-watt po\Ver~:verY.fewLPFM
'.!jltatiOn~ will,be available. .... . ....

. ·Tbreert;bo~ comments w~~,~J~:·~~~.Jr~C-rnost supponi~:,tile~FM~~ice .., .
prot>O~d,and for lWO \':EARS't~~l~~i~~~as:,.pu$hed hard' !qra, ~or:k.8ble 'L~~M '.

.. :'~~'andrel~~NPRM ~t..~~~~~!:c~~~the petiti~q~;~,,~~;,pr?~~;In
.~:,99,~25. theLPFM p~mg".m()~·~ment~w~e recerved()~~NM'~~an',any .
,~er: :Ptoceetlins iii dle'FCC's hUiO.fyi~'n0W ilte rWesHare so .ereddowni1talEins· .. '.'
.L~pM aU but useless. ". ,. . :.'

,..tg.nbe~~eyableCongressional ACtJmt~ ~~~s. e~en introduced apW~i-.li'.;R.34J9,- the .
~fp(;),~of\Vhieh W4$tO defeat the'~~AAortPPM by the FCC~amHF:*"e'i':to later
:/fifl:1/te~ is the billpa~.WhiJ~~thY~ tnaync:ver pa.,.the.~geit:3ent-w:the ..
F~;.:~dthe.public - waS ~at the Nl$/t;\iou,~:,d<l.PtacticaJly ~ytb.ij..:~..~t~F.M. .
~.l;~ interference ;~edidn'i).IO,.~,~'the:FCC. the.N~:.~.t.i$~:¢pp~r

.·a~tR:.'3439~ (R;ememb~that.iiU~;Of@~:tnd.jrd. adj~cent ~f,~~PQ\V;ER .
F~~9Q$have betn· owaritig:'fQf~.:~~h9.Ut:~y reports Qf.imaf~~~:~ it.
'Il)~~setlse th&t~Mations. wOlJ1d':~e':~~?'The 'FCC's tindj~:~e,amatter'of .
Io?:GQRDandcannot berefiited hy 'the ~AB! '. . .. ".

. . ' ',' ~ . ... .

*tis~~~ly hope thattbe FCC iSll'tthirtkijig;~ p~sing som~hing,.~ardi.IlgLPFMis ...
be~i~.t~passing ®tJiing. n.t~~"~J~~·~iRH wroDg. .. '.' ...... .' '. .

... ,.. , .

Si~tely,

·~d.A. ~N2RLL
·~ltOt~;P6Pw8t Communications


