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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ',) IGN
MB Docket No. 04-233

Receh)ed & \nspected

~~R 7..~lUU6

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RUlemcik~tMail Room
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket N~81f1f-MXR' 2

5 A btf:t'1o'
Any new FCC rUles, policies or procedures must not violate First Affftmdment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must n.ot force radio stations'c5s,e..ecially reli~ious broadcasters, to take a~Vice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's pr~p@€fd'aq~~~ board proposals would Ili1pose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who regist ad\fiGeJrom those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follbw their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. .

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time.· Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message: The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion., .

(3) the FCC must nqt force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information.. The choice
of programming, especially religi9us programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reportingon such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renel.ft.!al system in which certain licensees ~oUld be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselveS-would amount to coer9ion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the message,s they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

I

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market Jecular
stations. Keeping tne electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Cpmmission proposes torfurther
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio locatiori choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbackl:\ - and curtailed service is contr~ry to the
public interest. '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature
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BOArd /V/e/IfJet:
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As e/11·6 / V, () tCGOq
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• i ", t!iz; .tf;i../;X.aS9'
Phone I ' , " . .
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Comments in Re~ponse to Localism Notice of Proposed Ruleqlaking .,
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. '- ,) DJ: 'I" '
i I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of propo;eaIFltiF.[V~iM&tr*Room

"NPRMj, released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. I

. Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vi~AfjHit Amendment rights. ~ number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and mu~111liiti>e ~og~ed., r

(1) : The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadca~e~~~ take ahvice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resisJ;1a~y~ from those who don't sh~re their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even 10Ss'..011!t1T,sF.::J0r choosing to f<)lIow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their progr&tming. The F;rst
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. I

, I
(2) : The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and ~veryone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broaciJcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message reliVery
mandates on any religion. ,

(3) , The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making informatioh. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemmen~ agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on t

constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensee~ would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory s@ecial renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to co~rcion of
religiou~ broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only ,the messag'es they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

. I

i
(5) : Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller marke~ secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes ~o further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a)1 by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio locaticlm choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is con rary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature

Name

CtRnfiEi2 MeDIcaL f5SJ
Title (if any)

Organization (if any)

Phone



,I ~ubmit the fOIl_oWi~g,~om~ents in responsEl,t(j){jtb@H~~c~i~~!?ticeof Proposed Rulemaking
(the NPR,M ), ,released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB''Ob~ck'etNo. 04~fved&I

~ _ n.spected ' ,
,Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rightH~ ,y~~r of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be a~oPtect: ' 1

(1') The FCC must not force radio stations, espe~r~~1~1~1~?Ou~bPb~asters, to t~~ ~~i~~R-8m
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased har~s~.A¢... ~0'Imlaints and even loss of Iicens~ for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather tha'n ~'lIQ~Mg-:i!lompatible viewpoints to sha'pe their
programming. The Firs~ Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious ,broadcaster, must present. ~

- .~ I
(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition!of message
delivery mandates on any religion. ' ;

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices. )

, I
I

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller m~rket secular "
statiqns. Keeping the electrioity ~Jowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission'~proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutback~ - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest. r

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature and Date '

~Q M,--,...!-fYLJtb=i::"-'=+'..l.LLa~=U4~\~~~~=-=--~e£L~,f\'-'o..L.)W~~OA+--=-;.:....rJ N:...:.";.;'C,=-;;,,,.--:----
Name and Address ' J ': 7 ~o4~O

..~

Mail ByApri/14, 2008 to:
The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, MedIa Bureau
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February 29,2008
ME Docket # 04-233
The Secretary

FCC
445 12Th Street SW

Wash1:b.gton, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

~..,.~are unconStituti0nal and a breach offree speech onder ourl
·ah{6ndin~nt nghts. .

Mr & Mrs. Larry K Mains
3419 Fir Tree Ln. .,
E1i1aJiige:t:; KY.j4!}Ol\8~1 i05
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March 19, 2008

The Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
445 1ih Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn. Chief, Media Bureau

Dear Chief,

It has been brought to my attention that freedom of
religion and freedom of speech are being
threatened. Please keep FREE SPEECH FREE and
do not tamper with Christian and religious
programming, This country was founded on
Christian principles and it should remain that way in
the future. I enjoy listening to Christian music on
Christian radio stations and I hope it continues that
way. Please do what you can to ensure that this
continues. Thank you.

Sincerely,

7)j/l4. 'ikdf-f). ,p~
Mrs. Betty 1. Royer

i
I

'~iad &\nspectedRecel, '.
~RZ,4 20f\f\

Feb Man Room

Oc.r233

:Mrs. Betty J. Royer
7.J-!ollyDr••
lock HaVen, FA 17745-1704
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M~R 24 l008
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FCC \ I \ ~ rAJ)L .-
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the

UNPRM
U
), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docketz!JUe' ~#33. ~

25 L\ L'QEiJ.· :
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vicilate\jl'irl:ill0'mendment rights. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. ,
(1) The FCC must not force radio statioQ.st-:specially religious broadcasters, to take ad~ice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'~"y~ijospdAQyisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters wfi~r€lJi5tlE!CSce from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. I

,
(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadc~ster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion. i

I
I

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. ~he choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government aaency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on I
constitutionally-protec~ed e9itorial choices. I

I
(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees Would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory Spejial renewal
r.eview of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coerc on of
relig-ious broadcasters. "Those'who stay true to their consciences and present only the message . they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive amd potentially.ruinous reneyval proceedin~,s.

I

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market s~cular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to f~rther

squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) bY' requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contra~ to the
public interest. I
We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above. !

t3- /11- ;<00 6 I
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Comments in Respanse to LQcalism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ~§rri';'l
MB Docket No. 04-233" t\~it~ 4?l"'~

I submit the following comments in response to thltlU'Oc.$Usm Notice of proPo~d..~IM!~hi'A~
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. "'itt 25 -4 b: "J t'vv

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amend$int rights. number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do ~o - and must not be adopted.), "".....

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, espe6iail(]l(fr'gtqu;; broadcasters, to take a· vice from
people ,,:,h~ do not share their v~l~es. The NPRM's propose~ advi~~rYJ!9~Id proposals would i pose.such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice frd'n'l those who don't sh re their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to ~floW their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The Fi st
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadc ster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2). The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and e~'eryone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broad aster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message elivery
mandates on any religion. I

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information I The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government gency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensee would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory sp cial renewal
review ,of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coe cion of
relitfious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messag s they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedi gs.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets; as do many smaller market ecular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes t further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) y requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio locatio choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is cont ry to the
pUblic interest. '

es, procedures or policies discussed above.

Title, (if any).
, , ,

Organization (if any)

"
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I submit the fOI,!owlng comments 10 response to the Localism W6~PJPro - e.d Rulemaking

,(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket N8~ 04. . "I. '4/\""q

Any new F~C rules, ~olicies or pro,?edures must n~(~t~~.First Amendment~ t~~/lrfd~r of
proposals dlscus!,sed In the NPRM, If enactad, would do 5lS~d must not be ad pted. . .

. ~SS
(1) The FCC !"!lWi,t not force ~adio stations, espe~ally religious br~adcasters, to fa e advice from
people who do niJt share their values. The NPRM ~pli912osed advIsory, board pro osals would
impose su.ch uncl·onstitutional mandates. Religious brdad'd~s who resist advic from those who
don't share theirivalues could face increased harassment: c-okfplailits and even I~S of license for
choosing to fol/9\N their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewp ints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, fro I dictating what
viewpoints a br/~adcaster, particularly a religious broadc~ster, must present.,

I I

(2) The FCC I, 'lust not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone a~d everyone has
rights to air tir;:.le. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even jf a religious broadcaster
conscientiow!.ly objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition f message
delivery mar'dates on any religion.

(3) The FCC; must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making inform tion. The choice
of program:::ning, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any overnment
age~cy - g, JQ proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what p ograms would

.,intrUlOf;) on :qU$titutionally-protected editorial choices.

i(4}'lMa:nY'(:ltiri'Stra·n bfoadca~ters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller ma ket secular
~~tafi6tt$/·~eepjlJg.:theelectricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission roposes to further
'sqUeeze :iiche and'smaJler market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in 0 ways: (a) by
reqAJiring staff"j::lresence whenever a station i~ ..o'l tl1~.airsmd~.. (b) by.further restFicti~g main studio
iocation t~hoioes. RaiSing' costs with these'proposals would force service cutbacks and curtailed
service IS contrary to the public interest.

• 'u,," __ ~....... ....,.- .....- ._ .... " - ~~.- ,. "'-'~.-
.. ". , .... " ....... ' ...... ~ ._.~., ," .

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules; procedures or policies discussed above.

.,.' I:: '.. ·t'
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I submit the following 'comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro~·j. tlftRulemaking
(the"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Do~~etNO. 04·2 • I __v~q/~IJl1sp,ected

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Am~~~nt rights. ~R~~fl~
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must nof~~ 'M""

) & M~
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious ~dcasters, to tak dvice fromffl

people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed ad~~..board propo als would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters Who.t.;r~$i*advice f m those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment,. complaints and"'SYen loss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoi ts to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from ictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

Mar 10 08 07:15a

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a relig ous broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of essage
delivery mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation' of specific editorial decision~making informati n. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any g vernment
agency -'-,~Dd p~oposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what pr grams would
intruc!ec~:mcorisfit!J.tibnally-protected editorial choices.

.... , • f '",\"'; ~ - t: '_

(~)~M~ra'~C;lill~t~ti~njhr:oa.d~st~rsoperate on tight budgets, as do many smaller mar t secular
~tati9:h~~;:~~~P!D,Q, t~~ electricity flowing is often a challenge, Yet, the Commission p oposes to further
sqOeezeLhibhe 'ahd smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in tw ways: (a) by
requiring, staff,pr~s~nce whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restrictin main studio
location cho'ices. Raising costs with .thesepropos~ls wguld force seNice cutbacks - and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest. - " ... .... " . -, c., . ,

...._.... .v ~ .

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules,. procedures or policies discussed above.

, I'

'Li,'I' , ,,' .:LIt' '. ""~ ....... r,1 :.. I . .. .....
,1 ..... : ~~. 'll, ,r.
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I submit the fall0M'ing comm~nts i,n resl~o~s~ \b'\h~J~~q;:Jl~sm Notice of Pr ~CI~Iemaking
r' . (the'tN\PRM"),:r~teased Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No.~ 3. ,~\

. • . . '. -. ~'?Jt;J. /.- ~ o~
Any new FCC rules, polIcIes or procedures must not violate First Amendment ri . A~~~er of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if ernootJ:~~R"'2%Ulddo so - and must not be ad iS~

/ _. A~~
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to t e advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's prpposed advisory board pro osals would
impose such lInconstitutional mandate~~.J!.9.Lous broadcasters who resist advic from those who
don't share their values could face increaseGf hii~~nt, complaints and even I ss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather thatt'allowing incompatible view oints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, fro dictating what
viewpoints a broadcaster, part,icularly a religious broadc~ster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone a d everyone has
rights to 'air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a re igious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition f message
delivery mandates on any religion. .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-mak!ng inform tion. The choice
of programming, especially religious pr9gramming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency - and proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what rograms would
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller m rket secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commtssion roposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in 0_~ays: (a) by

'. requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restric! n~ main s.tudio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtail~d

service isqontrary to the pUblic interest. ..

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

Signature and Date

t \ , "Shr-e III
Name and Address

Mail Bv April 14. 2008 to:
The Secretary .
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20,554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulema.king ;~".\' .~~ ,.,..ft,.
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-!V41l - '~.'" 00«'
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice'~Broposed Rulema ing (t~~~

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. ..q au \1"0-
6::<..

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must notv~~First Amendment_rigt(~ A n mber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - aiia4it~]:l9t be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiOu~J~~~ers, to take adv ce from
people who qo not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory boarcf'pt.ojJosals would im ose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't shar their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to fall w their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The Firs
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadca er,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and eve one has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadc ster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message de ivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. he choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government a ency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees ould be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory spe ial renewal
r.eview of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coerc on of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the message~theY
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedin s.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market s cular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to rther
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) b requiring
staff presence whenever a station Is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location, hoices.
Raising costs with'these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contra to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to a(iopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.-­.--
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Noti~oiProPOSed R~ ing (the

"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. t Slt ; 'l(O
b . I

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures mus(~:tylt!)lflte First Amendment rights. number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - ati<tl)l~~ot be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious ~adcasters, to take dvice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would mpose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't s are their
valMes could face incre~sed·har:assment, complaints and even loss of Iioense for choosing to ~. 1I0w their own
conscienees, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to sf:1ape their programming. The F rst
Amer:tdment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broad ster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and eryone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broa caster
conscientiouslY,objests to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message ,elivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC mustnot ferce revelation of specifio editorial decision-making informatio . The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
propo~als to force reporting on such things as who produced What programs would intrude on
constftutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensee would be
automatically barred·from rltJutineJlJienewal application processing. The proposed mandatory s ecial renewal
review.of certai~ classes oflappliecilnts by the Commissiolilers themselves would amount to co rcion of
rel!~jqus broadcaster;s. ThOse who stay true to their conscieQces and present only the messa as they
correspond to their beliefs oould face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedi gs.

(5) Many Christian broaqcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller marke secular
stations. Keepir.tg the,elec:::fricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes t further
squeeze niche al:Jd smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a statiCi>n ,is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio locati n choices.
Raising costs With these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is con rary to the
pUblic interest.

w~ uU9.~ ih,efGJ~'f,;-Qij\tQj\~~,st .r4~S, precedl:.lfl~S' ~J!!pQlicies. qis(;:.l:Isse~above. "
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· I submit the following comments in response to the Localism NOl~ 9!}propo!S'tRUI.
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04·233. 6.-..A' ." CV

~(I' <{S:-
· Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must n~(~iQJ.ate FirstAmen~nt ri~. !Z)'mber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - "amff~it;ot be adopted. uc>
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religio~:st~casters, to ta~ ad ice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would I ~pose such
,unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't sha e their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to fol ow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The Fir~t

Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadc ster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present. "

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and ev ryone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broad ster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message d livery
mandates on any religion. I

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. ~The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government a ency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would Intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices. l
(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees ould be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory sp cial renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coer ion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the message they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedin s.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight bUdgets, as do many smaller market ecular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to rther
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) y requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contr ry to the
pUblic interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Loca_ Notice of Prormsed. RUle aking"(the

uNPRM" released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. MAR 2~ ., "'(,,; Mai tot
lJ A b ~OOm

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate'FifSt Amendmerit~lhts. number of
proJilosals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially ,gimqSS/p'rPfl~casters, to take dvice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advlsQJ;y bdatcl~p@osals would mpose such
unconstitutional manc:lates. Relib'ious b.roadcasters who resist ac:l~ice ,from ttiogu'who don't s are their
valges could face increased harassment, complaints alid ev~n loss of license for choosing to I 1I0w their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The F rst
Amendment prohibits :govemment, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broad ster,
paiiictliarly a religious broadcaster, must present. '

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a pUbliG forum where anyone and veryone has
righJS to air time. PreptJsed public access requirements Would do so - even if a religious broa caster
coni)(~ientiol:lsIY~;<:lbje~s(~to tlile me-ss~ge. The First Amendment forbids imposition of meSsage elivery
malildates on any religion. .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision~making informatio '. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally",proteGted editorial·choices.

(4) The FCC.must not e.~ablish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain license s would be
auf9matiGally ~~rre~:i'frai\!1,J:9~tin~~r~m~w~.1 apPlicati~~·precessirig. !~e proposed mandatory s" e~ial renewal
revl;ew of certain classesfof~apphean1s·by the Commissioners themselves would-amount to co rCion of
relioious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messa, es they
contespond to their beliefs could"face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceed ng5.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller marke secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes ,0 further
squ~eze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio looati I 1'1 choices.
Raising costs with these Plioposals would force service cutbacks -- and curtailed service is co rary to the

.. . .pUJi)li~cinter~st.
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I submit the following comments in resmmse to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulem king (the °Om
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Doc~Ltild1j~~. A l l:1 .

ot~bJ

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio statipp~~IjSPlci,flJly' religious broadcasters, to take a~ ,ice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRrWs-PFOpmJeI@~ry board proposals would 1m ose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist service from those who don't sha their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foil w their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The Firs
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadca ter,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not tum every radio station into a public forum where anyone and ev ryone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broad ster
conscientiously objects to the messaQ.e. The First Amendmentforbids imposition of message deivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. he choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government a ency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory sp ial renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coerci. n of '
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the message they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceeding .

(5) . , ,Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market s cular
stations. 'Keeping the electricity-flowing is often a'challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to rther
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) b requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location hoices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contra to the
pUblic interest.
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We UI1 e the FCC not,to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I sUbmit:the iOliQwin~ comments in respons~ to the Localism N~~Of Proposed ~£ ~~....
"NPRM"), release.~ J.an. 24, 2008, in MB .oocket~Noil Oth233. '. vtY~t9 " . "IV

Any new fCC n.lles, policies or procedures must not violate FirstAmend~t tights. number of
. p~ol?os~l~ dj~~I:.l~~~j~.!~e N~~MJ.if.~nacted, VJO~I!;!<Q~.S~t-::: ~I)~, IllU~t IJP~ be ~d~~te~1' .6t··· J "

(1) . The FCC'm'ust not for~e radio statio~~, ~$~ci~,,},'re'i~~Sfi~~dc~st~rs,::~o takr: 'vi~~Jrom'
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory fproposals would i pose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice fro tW"~who don't sh re their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license Q ~oosing to ~ 1I0w their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The Fi st·
Amendment prohibits government, inclUding the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadc ster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and e eryone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religiQus broad aster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of. m!,!ssage elivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) . ,The F<:;'C ~ust not force revelation ,of spedific ~ditorlal d.ecision-rn~!<.!ngjn~o.rm~ti~~ <T~~;'kh~j~~
of programming, especic;:llly religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government gency - and
e~9.e~§~I.s t9:J9rc ' 9~~n_g,~l~.upl),t~ingl?fJ~ W~Q pr:oduc.ed what prpg[am,s would intrude on

t' constltutt,q~~~¥- ...... ~~~q~.ejlt.q.r.I.~I,.~IjQ'~e~( . _". ,~..': .'.);~' ',' .'; .' .'.: - j .• ··C.' :<~ .. '.:. . "

(~}i~' '" ... ,TJl~,1f:.9C.:J!1l!s!note~tablj~haltwo.ti~rE!.d,ren,ewalsystem in which certain licensee would be
auto'm·alicall.y..bar~ed,!ro(l1 rotitTne.,~~newal applicatio@ processio-9'. :TJ;I~ propo.sed .mandatory sp ciaI renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coe ion of
rel[gious broad.casters. ;Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messag s they
corrE!lspo~d to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedi gs.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market ecular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
sq\Jee~~.,niQ~:~nd ~ "" m,l<~t. bf.~adcast~rs, by substantially raisi~g. costs i.n two ~ays: (~) •y re~uiring

,'. ' staff J:)n~"$e~,~· ~ tci~'IS ~n the;alr and, (/:» b)l further restricting main studiO locatio chOIces.
Raising costs with't esepropos'als would force seMoe cutbacks - and curtailed service is contr ry to the
public interest.
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e urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking , /SJ(AbneC\ed
MB Docket No. 04·233 lJ {\ece}'J d&\\,i't'

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Noti~o#/,If,soRosed Rule a'i'tiEf,''''''~
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. <'S .11 :-~

""i 6· it RooA'
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. '. l)f

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must,.~~t be adopted.
tl·~." "

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious bj'dad,oa~f:l'P.' to take adv ce from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board prbp6@ntould im ose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who~n't shar their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to foil w their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcas er,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

[
(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and eve one has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message del very
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. he choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government ag ncy - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees ould be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory specal renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coerci n of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceeding .

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flOWing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to rther
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) b requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location holces.
Raising. costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contra to the
public Interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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1#1) '-~0,4/,,~ n ,....,
I submit the following comments in response to the localism NOW£~Proposed Rulemaki'hg (th~~il i)'CO~

"NPRMlJ
), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. W<'$ , ,

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmenti1,gl3!J=l. A, number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and ~st not be adopted. • Ss- '

,.~ ,
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiOU~.l~~casters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory boarllbl'QRosals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from tho~~o don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license forCIioosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First '
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed pUblic access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message deliv~ry

mandates on any religion. :

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on '
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The 'FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious bjoadc.aste~s. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings. :

i
(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to furt,her
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by SUbstantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. :

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the LocaliSJll Notice of Proposed g~AfaJtt~. ,
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. <till! 11/ Oom

. ~/f?"
, Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Am'endq1e9t rig~ts. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adOP~S$

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially ~ligiqlJ,s broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advis(\)"ytboard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice fr6r"r'~~who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license let choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what progr:ams would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following com~ents in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rt'~~&l~~...
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, In MB Docket No. 04-233. IQ'Q'» II Fl6

q /f;l Om
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendm~riS9hts. A number of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. -<l 6
.' s:

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious 6roq,dcasters, to take adv~e from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory boarcfpro.posals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from thosE;f~,t;lQ don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for chOo)t,2g to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming:" The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed RI@@~Ktfilbom
"NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. I!JIJg 11.. :

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate FirstAm~~l.§rt 0!Ihl~ Iinumber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so - and must not be adopted. I III'
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religi0'RJ Qcpadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory isb~~1:2p'osals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from tl'l(i)$~,hfl Aon't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for ctfOO~Jhg to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The Fipst
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadCCilster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so - even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency - and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

X~), '. Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks - and curtailed service is contrary to the
public interest. '

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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