
Sandralyn Bailey

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Christina Hazelwood [ROMlntl@comcast.net)
Monday, July 31,20066:18 PM re,.;; ...
KJMWEB
Comments to the Chairman

Christina Hazelwood (ROMlntl@comcast.net) writes:

Dear FCC Chairman:

Hello! I hope all is well with you. Last week on public radio I heard that the FCC is
again holding meetings to consider relaxing rules on how many media outlets one
corporation can own. I, again, encourage the FCC to continue to set high standards and
create as much competition as possible by restricting media ownership and any
monopolization either vertically or horizontally ..

As it stands now, the public complains that media outlets seem to offer the same message
and have the same perspective over and over again, with few, if any, truly independent
voices or perspectives represented.

Please do not relax the rules, if anything, I would like to see even higher standards set.
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Sandralyn Bailey

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Kevin Newsom [millercomm@yahoo.com]
Tuesday, July 25, 2006 6:07 PM
KJMWEB
Comments to the Chairman

Kevin Newsom (millercomm@yahoo.com) writes:
.J

I'm certainly happy to hear that the FCC is opening comments on the current ownership
status of radio broadcasting. The Telecommunications Act of 1996 was the most poorly
thought and devastating bill to ever regulate radio. It has done absolutely nothing to
help the listeners, broadcast workers and has been a harm to the communities served by
local radio. The only persons who have gained from this act are those in ownership. This
issue must be re-evaluated and must be changed for radio to benefit everyone.
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John Ross Uohnr414@gmail.comj
Sunday, July 16, 200611:52 PM
KJMWEB
Comments to the Chairman

From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

,':'> "-
Sandralyn Bailey '_',;",·i.""",;jI>_-----

," ~"

"·0

John Ross (johnr414@gmail.com) writes:

Personally, I view your support for allowing further consolidation of media ownership
through elimination of the cross ownership ban as a strike against democracy and a free
press.

I hope you will reconsider your position on media consolidation.
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Sandralyn Bailey

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Carol Geary [caroling@wholeo.net]
Thursday, July 06, 2006 9:48 PM
KJMWEB
Comments to the Chairman

i..

Carol Geary (caroling@wholeo.net) writes:

I oppose big media consolidation and takeover of local independent news outlets. Please
do not roll back rules placed in 2003 to limit these actions.
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Sandralyn Bailey

From:
Sent:
1"0:

SUbject:

Roger Peart [roger_peart@yahoo.com]
Thursday, July 06, 2006 9:38 PM
KJMWEB

Comments to the Chairman

.. J

Roger Peart (roger_peart@yahoo.com) writes:

Dear Chairman Martin
I understand that recently you raised the indecency fines in fact mUltiplied them by 10.

r think that is a bit too much. I don't see a reason to raise them at all. I have also
heard that the FCC is going to be relaxing media ownership rules. That you'll be relaxing
the newspaper-broadcast media rules letting one corp own all the major media in a
metropolitan area. That's probably the worst thing you can do for the american people. A
small group of people control all the news that most people in the country have access to.
Relaxing these rules allows for even bigger monopolies. Competition is good. I thought the
FCC was supposed to be doing what was best for the people and hopefully encourage
competition and diverse viewpoints instead of making it easier for large conglomerates to
control and manipulate public opinion. As it is I have to get my news online and from
overseas as I don't trust american news shows now. Do the right thing please Chairman
Martin. Don't let our media devolve into monopolies.
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Delia Bankhead [bankhead@bellsouth.net]
Thursday, July 06, 2006 1:54 PM
KJMWEB
media consolidation

Sandralyn Bailey

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dear Kevin Martin,

I am writing to protest ANY further media consolidation. Whom does it
benefit??? Only the huge media companies, certainly not the public. I do
not believe this was what the FCC was created to do. What has happened to
the Anti-Trust laws, or have they been overridden by an executive order from
the White House? The FCC should be promoting COMPETITION, not
consolidation, which will result in more homongonized "news" and more
duplicated broadcasts from "different" stations. Already, the big guys are
crowding out independent voices, and have really done a number on the Public
Broadcasting services. My cable company has hundreds of channels (many
duplicate ones) but cut out the second PBS station that previously was
available to me, SCETV. The signals on the two PBS radio stations are
already being interrupted by stations granted too close a signal, and UNCTV
is experiencing interruptions NOT caused by any internal failure.

The freedoms granted to us by the Constitution and the Freedom of
Information Act should guarantee that every public voice is heard. You are
a public servant, not a corporate one, and I think it is time you truly
became one. The FCC is supposed to be an INDEPENDENT agency, and should
live up to its mandate.

Sincerely,
Delia Bankhead
Hendersonville, North Carolina
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Sandralyn Bailey

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dr. Michael Halperin [michaelhalperin@sprintmail.com]
Thursday, July 06, 2006 12:54 PM F_ .
KJMWEB -'.
Comments to the Chairman

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

Dr. Michael Halperin (michaelhalperin@sprintmail.com) writes:

Note that the Commission's periodic review of broadcast ownership rules has once again
brought up a major revision of the 1996 Telecommunications Act that seems strangely
similar to the revision almost perpetrated on the public in 2002.

The FCC was formed originally to protect broadcast media against major corporate ownership
and to provide a diversity of opinion and ownership across the broadcasting spectrum 
television and radio. While I believe that the 1996 Telecom Act was an error, diluting
ownership to fewer and fewer entities; lifting the limit of ownership from 35% to 45% or
more of the audience; permitting major changes in radio/TV cross-ownership as well as
newspaper/broadcast crossQwnership rules would be inimical to the democratic nature of
broadcasting as envisioned by those who saw the FCC as the voice and eyes of the people
against monopolization.

Given the need for a highly diverse voice on the air, the current rules should not be
changed unless they return to the original Rule of 7 established by the FCC in 1934.

Sincerely,

Michael Halperin, Ph.D.
School of Film and Television
Loyola Marymount University
Los Angeles, CA 90045
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Sandralyn Bailey

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Forum Communications
Fargo,ND

tisnart@hushmail.com
Monday, July 03,2006 12:45 AM
KJMWEB
Forum Communications

Wants to buy more newspapers (Grandforks,NO, etc.?)
Should they be able to?

They ignored---

Can a regular act of Congress (Patriot Act)
touch the Bill of Rights?
Something whose creation required ratification
by the legislatures of 3/4 of the States.
I think not!

Should their decision making power be expanded to more newspapers, tv or radio stations?

Reason #2
Patriot Act not a power of Congress!

1788 Alexander Hamilton Federalist Papers 1#83)
LIMITED by DESIGN
The plan of the convention declares that the power of congress or
in other words of the national legislature, shall extend to certain
enumerated cases. (see article I section 8-- U.S. Constitution)
This specification of particulars evidently excludes all pretention
to a general legislative authority; because an affirmative grant of
special powers would be absurd as well as useless, if a general
authority was intended.

If it ain't listed in Article I section 8 of the U.S. Constitution-
- the Federal Government canlt do it!

********************************************************************

*
Article I. Section 8 of the
UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION

1. The Congress shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes, Duties,
Imposts and Excises, to pay the Debts and provide for the common
Defence and general Welfare of the United States; but all Duties,
Imposts and Excises shall be uniform throughout the United States;

2. To borrow Money on the credit of the United States;

3. To regulate Commerce with foreign Nations, and among the several
States, and with the Indian Tribes;

4. To establish an uniform Rule of Naturalization, and uniform Laws
on the subject of Bankruptcies throughout the United States;

5. To coin Money, regulate the Value thereof, and of foreign Coin,
and fix the Standard of Weights and Measures;

6. To provide for the Punishment of counterfeiting the Securities
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and c~rrent Coin of the United States;

7. To establish Post Offices and post Roads;

8. To promote the Progress of Science and useful Arts, by securing
for limited Times to Authors and Inventors the exclusive Right to
their respective Writings and Discoveries;

9. To constitute Tribunals inferior to the supreme Court;

10. To define and punish Piracies and Felonies committed on the
high Seas, and Offences against the Law of Nations;

11. To declare War, grant Letters of Marque and Reprisal, and make
rules concerning Captures on Land and Water;

12. To raise and support Armies, but no Appropriation of Money to
that Use shall be for a longer Term than two Years;

13. To provide and maintain a Navy;

14. To make Rules for the Government and Regulation of the land and
naval Forces;

15. To provide for calling forth the Militia to execute the Laws of
the Union, suppress Insurrections and repel Invasions;

16. To provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining, the
Militia, and for governing such Part of them as may be employed in
the Service of the United States, reserving to the States
respectively, the Appointment of the Officers, and the Authority of
training the Militia according to the discipline prescribed by
Congress;

17. To exercise exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatsoever, over
such District (not exceeding ten Miles square), as may, by Cession
of particular States, and the Acceptance of Congress, become the
Seat of the Government of the United States, and to exercise like
Authority over all Places purchased by the Consent of the
Legislature of the State in which the Same shall be for the
Erection of Forts, Magazines, Arsenals, dock-Yards, and other
needful Buildings;--And

18. To make all Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carying into Execution the foregoing Powers, and all other Powers
vested by this Constitution in the Government of the United States,
or in any Department or Officer thereof.

Concerned about your privacy? Instantly send FREE secure email, no account required
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Sandralyn Bailey

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Spike [spike@nctv.com]
Wednesday, June 28, 2006 5:45 PM
Michael Copps
Vote against media consolidation.

4/1.1'"\
':.) ... ~

I am writing to express my strong disapproval of any relaxation or elimination of the
public interest limits on media ownership. Localism and diversity are the cornerstones of
a democratic media system, and we cannot afford to compromise them in any way. The
concentration of economic power must be limited in the media or the free flow of
information from a broad range of diverse voices will continue to disappear.

This is happening and I don't want it to continue. It has happened because ownership
matters. The homogenization of content in local radio and television is obvious if you've
been around as long as I have. If cross-ownership of newspapers and broadcast stations is
allowed the problems will only worsen.

The FCC attempted to weaken and remove media ownership limits in 2003. When millions of
Americans rose up in protest, Congress and the courts ultimately intervened to turn back
that misguided regulatory process. I do not understand Why these same rules are being
reconsidered. I assume it is the money versus democracy reason. I'm sure you are familiar
with the fact that people/corporations/big business with money have more influence than
the democratic fundamentals of our society. The FCC should side with the public against
further concentration of media ownership in the hands of the few.

A vote against media consolidation is a vote for democracy.

Katherine Nick
spike@nctv.com
903-566-2820
Tyler Tx 75707
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Sandralyn Bailey

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

rpeeples@rcn.com
Tuesday, June 20, 20068:51 PM
Michael Copps
Public field hearings on media ownership rules

Commissioner Michael Copps

Dear Commissioner Copps,

I grew up in a broadcast family, and have been in and around the broadcast industry for my
entire life. I know firsthand what damage media consolidation can do to broadcasters and
their families, as well as the bad effects that reduced competition has on marketplaces.

I am extremely concerned about consolidation of media ownership, and oppose any attempt to
push through new ownership rules without ample opportunity for public scrutiny and
comment.

As the Commission establishes a tirneline for reviewing media ownership rules, I ask that
you provide advance notice of what your intentions are with respect to any re-write of
media ownership regulations.

Additionally, it is critical that this review take place on a timeline that will allow for
meaningful public discourse.

I specifically ask that the Commission hold public field hearings to listen to what the
American people have to say about the use of the public airwaves.

Sincerely,

Roderick Peeples
6150 N. Kenmore Ave.
#12A
Chicago, Illinois 60660

--~-----
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