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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulem&iﬁé:(tMa“ Room
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket N?g@ctﬁxﬁ. 25

I B
Ang( new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate Firés’t A&Hendment 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 stations, gspecially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'S prqp@(—;d'aqgs board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist ad\ﬁ%g rom 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. ‘

(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 requiremenis 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 Lwould 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 proceedin;gs.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market srecular

stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes tofurther

squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring i
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. 7
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 Locallsm Notice of Proposed ﬂﬁ ki
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. P(‘Dé, Rt Room

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vi Ag;ﬁt Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and mu aﬁ@e ngzted I

™ The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters to take advice from
peOpIe who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose stich
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resqt’@pw from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even lo g.for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape thelr p?dgrﬁihmmg The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

@ The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and e,lveryone 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.

O The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain I|censees would be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory spemal renewal
review of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coqrclon 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 proceedmgs

b Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller markelj secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes l[o 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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| submit the followmg comments in response.to;the; I.,abca, @B "Q tice of Proposed Rulemaking
- (the“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB D¢kt No. 044858101 & Igpegt
ected .

*Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment nght A? gu‘ir;b.er of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopte

i C

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especngqu rgllgrous bbo§d‘&asters to takg ggvrce f8m
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 harag rg omplaints and even loss of licensg for

choosing to follow their own consciences, rather th‘an \dl E&ompatlble viewpoints to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, lncludlng 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. : f

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making mformatron 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

LI
L

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity ﬁlowmg 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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Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau




February 29, 2008
MB Docket # 04-233
The Secretary

FCC

445 12™ Street SW
Washifigton, DC 20554

WEHR 25 4 1y
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau

RECEIVED

" Younpropoesed-changes are unconstitutional and a breach of free speech under our first

améndment rights.

Mr & Mrs. Larry K Mains
3419 Fir Tree Ln. .
Exlatger, Ky.:41018-1105
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March 19, 2008

The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" 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,

Ina- Bty 3 - Hoge

Mzrs. Betty J. Royer

o Mrs. Betty J. Royer
sl 7.Holly Dr., .
j Lock Haven, PA 17745-1704
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rlilemgﬁn{ﬁ lﬁﬂ MM} 2 4 2003
MB Docket No. 04-233 e M. em

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakmg (the
“NPRM’), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Dockeyjjp. % ﬁ33

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vno'%tetﬁrﬁ@\mendment rights. A number of
proposais discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio statloqs especially religious broadcasters, to take ad\llce from
people who do not share their values. The NPRN g'}l,rﬁpos d visory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters whorresié ce 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. |

(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 deilvery
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 coecmon 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.

1
(5) - Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a chalienge. Yet, the Commission proposes to Prther
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 conirary to the
public interest.

We 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 KA 7
MB Docket No. 04-233 ‘ MAR.2 4 2NN

I submit the following comments in response to thg@&g}ﬁn' Notice of Propo Iemaim@iom
“‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 25 3 sﬁ&@ R

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Ameéﬁd\iént 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 stations, espeéiaTlﬁg‘h‘giou; broadcasters, to take aglvice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adi‘iiécfry@'a*é- d proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice fro‘n"ﬁ'r those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to fallow 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 r}elivery
mandates on any religion. l

(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 égency —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 tg 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 Aot to adop

gmzarf

sles, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the fostowmg commments in response to the Localism hfjé j Propo: %d Rulemakmg
.(the”“NPRM”), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket N3 04-

Any new FCC rukes policies or procedures must no%{‘éﬂ@ First Amendmentﬁ’% tyﬂ’rﬂmbar of
proposals dlscus;sed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do s g agnd gnust hot be adopted.

(1) The FCC mut not force radio stations, espegfally religious broadcasters to take advice from
people who do njt share their values. The NPRM'$pr posed advisory board proposals would
impose such unqonstitutional mandates. Religious bioad rs who resist advice from those who
don't share theirivalues could face increased harassment laints and even loss of license for
choosing to follew their own consciences, rather than allowmg incompatible wengmts to shape their
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC frof
viewpoints a brpadcaster particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

! i

dictating what

(2) The FCC 1 st not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air tirie. 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 mar-dates on any religion.

(3) The FC(; must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programning, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government
agency — 2.1d proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would
;m\trude on ,onsmutlonally—protected editorial choices.

,(4) Many' *’hr‘rstrah broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
;statlons. H.eeping. the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
\squeeZe aiche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantlally raising costs in two ways: (a) by
requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and,.(b) by further restrlct|J1g main studio
location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks + and curtailed
service is contrary to the public interest.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pro%ﬁ&%ﬁ Rulemaking
(the“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No, 04-2357 Vég/f&alﬂspecte ’

L

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amer@ign? rights. MRW;W
EF s Mais Room

nt
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must nofe

{1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious L:fjg.adcasters, to tak&i@dvice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adviggyy.board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who{‘ré’éi%advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassment, complaints and elen 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.

(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 informatinLn. 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 prggrams would
intrude-on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

G OCIFELE '

(4)yMany-Christian;broadeasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
statiohg:-Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further
squeeze'hiche and émaller 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. N
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We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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._requiring staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restrict

Willlam €. Shreve

I submlt the following comments in response *t&h ;Lm)cgllsm Notice of Pr
(the“NPRW"), released Jan' 24, 2008, iri MB Docket No. 0&;

/

I'

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment ri
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if erié&gteﬂﬁvg%uld do so — and must not be ad
Abeg
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/(1 ) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

&
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people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory board proposals would

impose such unconstitutional mandatesy ,ll ious broadcasters who resist advice
don't share their values could face increased hdl’a nt, complaints and even Iqg
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather tha allowmg incompatible viewg
programming. The First Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, fro
viewpoints a broadcaster, particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone a
rights to air time. Proposed public access requirements would do so~ even if a re
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids lmposmon
delivery mandates on any religion.

3 from those who
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m dictating what

nd everyone has
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bf message

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specn‘" ¢ editorial decision-making information. The choice

of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any
agency — and proposals 0 force reporting on such things as who produced what
intrude on constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller ma
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising costs in t

location choices. Raising costs with these proposals would force service cutbacks
service is-contrary to the public interest.

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules procedures or policies discussed above.
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Signature and Date
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Name and Address

Mail By April 14, 2008 to:
The Secretary .

Federal Communications Commlssmn
445 12th Street, SW
Washington, DC 20554
Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice '@?3roposed Rulemaking (the)
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. < 6 GO\Q%

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vj ‘S.First Amendment_rigété. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and@iySt not be adopted.

@oo®

Sy

&
)] The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious brc;a/ gasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory boar f;i:osals would impose such
unhconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice 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.

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.

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.

4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees ?ould be

(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
sqgueeze 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 contrafy to the

public interest.

We urge the FCC g&to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.

—
—

Akwiard Mogase March /19, 2008
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1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notieélo%l-:’roposed Rel)é(%hél\(ing (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. g 62/_ : (,O
A 4

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

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must@o?\ﬂ:la(c‘e First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — & &W%?Z*@t be adopted.

¢)] The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious bfoadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would jmpose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who don't share their
valdes could face increased harassment, coniplaints 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 broadgaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

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.

(2) The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and %\:eryone has

(3) The FGC must not férce revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially. religious programming, is not properly dictated by any governmentjagency ~ 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 routinesrenewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes ofiapplicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay: true to their consciences and present only the messages they
cotrespond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broagcasters 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 ahd smaller markef 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 confrary to the
public interest.

We urge the FCC nofiradbpt rulgs, procedures orpolicies discussed above.
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D king e
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism No gélProposéﬁRul@akm {the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

(% 'b'\
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must ﬁﬂ'\{'? %?te First Amendn?ent ng& mber of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so —a t not be adopted. O
(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially rellglous casters, to tag adyice from

people who do not share their values. The NPRIM'’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 harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The Fll’?t
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. L

ould be

“ The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in which certain licensees
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.

()] 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 fwo ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence whenever a station is on the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio locationjchoices.
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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| submit the following comments in response to the Locafﬁy »Iotlce of Progmee& Rule aﬁmgq(the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, AR 25 al R
A Oorn

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmé)nt'ﬁéhts number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially E lé- dP casters to take advice from
peopie who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory b osals would jmpose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from tho who don't share their
values could face incréased harassment, coniplaints and even Ioss of license for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The Fjrst
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,

- . paitictilarly a religious broadcaster, must present.

@ The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and %veryone has
nghts to airtime. Proposed public access requirements would do so —~ even if a religious broadcaster
consclentlouslxr,gbjects o the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery

mandates on any religion.

()] " The FCC must not force revelation of speclf ic editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, espedcially 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 establlsh a two-tiered renewal system in which certain hcenseeis would be
automatlcally barred!from routine irenew,al application® progessing: The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain classes\of*appllcan’is by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
coriespond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

6)) 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
.publle mterest
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MB Docket No. 04-233 Ma iy
| submit the following comments in remgﬁ Jo the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the m

“‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Doc

Any new FCG rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adoptied. ‘

(1) The FCC must not force radio statiphs;espgcl ly religious broadcasters, to take adwice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRW's propoﬂgf ry board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice 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 Firs
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, must present.

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 refigion.

2 The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and ev%ryone has

(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 govemment a
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

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 fwo 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 submnt the followmg comments in response to the Localism Not%of Proposed Rule
“NPRM"), released Jan 24, 2008, in MB DocketNo, 04-233. /%9

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmeht ri hts

number of
. proposals dlscussed inthe NPRM if enacted would dq SO~ and must not be adopte .

people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory roposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice frol 3 who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of llcense oosing to fallow 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.

- Y O
) The FCC must not force radio statlons, especrally rellg (e} ;;:roadcasters to take_ vice from

2 The FCC must not turn every radio station into a public forum where anyone and eyeryone 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 elivery
mandates on any religion. .

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specrf c edltorial decrsnon—makng lnformatpn TrLe pholce
of programmiing, espemally religious programming, is not properly dictated by any government gency — and
roposals to-force.reporting. og:such things as wha produced what programs would mtrude on |
: constntut;onallyﬂpw#i“ eqhedltq\rlal chqnces R Y - DU S S ol SN

.. . The-ECC.must not establish a fwo;tiered renewal system in which certain licensees{would be
automat;cally barred from routme renewal application processing. -The proposed mandatory special renewal
réview of certain classes of applicants by the Commissioners themselves would amount to coergion of
rellglous 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 Chrlstlan broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes tojfurther
squeeze nlelle ang S rallemm et broadcasters by substantially raising costs in two ways: (a) by requiring

. staff preserice Wihene @ﬁ%@t& ion s an the air and, (b) by further restricting main studio location choices.
- Raising costs with'these proposals would force sefvice cutbacks —~ and curtailed service is contr ary to the

public interest.

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
MB Doacket No. 04-233 Rece'N
1 submit the following comments in response to the Localism Not{ggyofljl}’pgosed Rule
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. S 4

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights {4
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and mus{}\got be adopted.
Ve

) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious b?o’;aé?rgler , to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board propogalsyvould impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from those who*don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosing to follaw 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 eveF one 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 deljvery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must hot force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. T
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 wouild be
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory specjal 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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. . . oLl Fe. @fiia:f ~
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism No! Je/pj ;roposed Rulemaking (the ™" “10om
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 2 % ’

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmenﬁlggt,s. Anumber of

proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and Rys not be adopted. ~ 3. &
L Fy, H

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religioﬁs{[a‘{.fia casters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory boar posals 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 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. ,

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 chaillenge. 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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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking ) 0 !
MB Docket No. 04-233 SO by MRRD g on

I'submit the following comments in response to the Locallw Notice of Proposed RFG‘Q:WI’T??
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 6’)4/‘-4 Gom

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Am‘gndq1 tgt rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adop! 655

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially rehgmus broadcasters, to take advice from
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’ who don'’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license fef choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programrnlng The First
Amendment prohibits government, including the FCC, from dictating what viewpeints 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 Ru@@mﬂgfthe' )

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 2@
J’/ Om
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendm@rfgghts A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. <] 6

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advlge from
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 harassment, complaints and even loss of license for chod'sipg 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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MB Docket No. 04-233

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism No| }lce of Proposed ﬁ%dwmﬂ(tﬁmom
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. (y W 4

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendm htz number of
praoposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religiousbroadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NFRM's proposed advisoﬁ m;posals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from th@seLw on’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for cHeoSihg 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 io their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond ta 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 substantiafly 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 lnterest

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