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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemak\ng Rk i o
MB Docket No, 04-233 - FCC Mail Room

I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakmg (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-25 iy |

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate Flrsfﬂméh nt 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, esp g;rajjy religious broadcasters to take advrce from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's prog SEi gvrg ? board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist &uvic those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of I| Srise for choosmg to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming. The F|rst
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 dellvery
mandates o 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 infrudeon '
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 specral 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 potenfially 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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| submit the following@p in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24,2008, i I%Jppket@jﬁmzsa FCC Mail Rooimn

Any new FCC 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 adopted.

(1 The FCC must i%t‘f]'fb@‘ekﬁafdw%%s, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values®The R ’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 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 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 adlopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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I submit the following comments in response to the@pﬁim Notice of Proposed lPé‘ulemﬁ(mgr{‘he
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

Any new FCC rulés, policies or procedures must not violate First Ameréir&mt rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so —and must not be adopted.

) The FCC must not force radio stations, espéci éﬁ/ ég us broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advis rf proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice frofthose 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.

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 frue 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 secutar
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 pOJICIes discussed above.
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| submit the following comments in responise to the Latalism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklngﬂ_ﬁe
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233: L

. 6-' . s
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rrhhs A number of 5%
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted. ™ {":‘ ga.g

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take adwéﬁz
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would impose‘stich
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 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. Theé 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 gertain 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 amoynt to. coercion.of |
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they . y
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal proceedings.

(5) Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smalier market secular
stations. Keeping the electricity flowing is often a challenge., Yet, the Commissicn 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 turtailed service is contrary to the” -,
public interest. . -

-~
N '

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 Localism Notice“)o? P}aposed Rulenﬁgiﬁ (M?“ Roui
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 4

o S ‘

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not viotate.First Amendment rigénts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and’mdgfyqt be adopted.

Ay

(1 The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious brcfgaé‘asters, to take advice fram
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 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 chaice
of programming, especially refigious 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 ofien 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 studia locatian chaices.
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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'FCC PROPOSALS COULD SILENCE CHRISTIAN RADIO STATIONS 1

':"D'“'mm

|

The FCC is con5|der|n rule chan es that could force Ghirigtian tadio Stations to either modlf their messages
or be forced from the air. ‘
Although not directed specifically at those using y the airwaves to disseminate the Good News of the Gospel,
potential rule changes could put Christian Broadcasters in an untenable position. If enacted, the proposals
could force Christian radio programmers to either compromise their messages by including input from those
who don't share the same values, or to run the risk of costly, long and potentially ruinous government
inquiries. .

. PROPOSAL: Specifically, the FCC is considering a proposal that would force every radio-station to take-- - -
programming advice from community advisory boards broadly representative of an area’s population. That
means that Christian broadcast stations could be forced to take programming advice from people whose
values are at odds with the Gospel! A well organized group of atheists, abortionists or secular humanists
could demand representation — and have standing to cause trouble at the FCC if they were turned away.

RESULT: Any Christian Broadcaster who stands up to the pressure and refuses to compromise on matters
of conscience, could find his or her station' s license renewal tied up for many years as the FCC considers
complaints and allegations over nothing more than the station’s chosen broadcast message!

- PROPOSAL: Among the proposed new regulations are reduirements that stations report, every three
’ months, how much programming of various types has been broadcast, who produced it, and how it reflects
the interests of a cross-section of local reSIdents — even those who do not share Gospel values.

RESULT: If enacted, such requnrements will give Christian Radio’s opponents powerful new tools to harass
and possibly silence Gospel inspired voices, Armed with these reports adversaries can file complaints with
the FCC against Christian Broadcasters who refuse to compromise on Gospel principles; any Christian
Station that insists on only pure Gospel programming could be made to. pay a high price for its refusal to
yield airtime to those with other messages.

PROPOSAL.: One proposed variation would even force stations to grant a certain amount of airtime to any
group that requests it — much like cable television systems make time available on “public access
channels.” ' ‘
[rw-wm rRESULT«But unlike public access channels, which were created as a kind of open public forum, Christian
Radio is a combination of pulpit and mission. The government cannot force messages from any pulpit, nor
insist that missionaries promulgate viewpoints contrary to the Gospel. The same way, it should not be
forcing Christian Radio stations to deliver the messages promulgatéd by secular humanists, abortlomsts or
atheists. '

~ HERF’ S WHAT YOU CAN DO:
The FCCis taklng comments on these proposals. You can add your comments to the record. By Mail: Send a letter,
spemfymg what the FCC must not do and why. Make sure you place the docket number on top of the letter to be sure it
is delivered to the correct office by April 14,.2008:
MB Docket No. 04-233, Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaklng
The.Secretary
Federal Communications Commission~
" 445 12th Street, SW
Washmgton, DC 20554
~ Attn: Chief, Media Bureau.
" By Internet: Visit hitp:/iwww. savechnstlanradjo .com forfeasy step-by-step |nstruct|ons
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I'submit the following comments in tesponse to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemakmg
(the“NPRM”), released Jan: 24; 2008 in MB Docket No 04-233.

Any new FCC rules, pohcres or procedures must not violate First Amendment rlghts. 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, especially religious 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 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 rel|g|ous broadcaster.
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids |mposmon of message
delivery mandates on any rellglon . } e et

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specrflc 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) 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 smalller market hroadcasters, 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. e

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

s Goe  3-149-08 |
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The Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, SW

Washington, DC 20554

Attn: Chief, Media Bureau
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I submit the following comments in response to the Localéx@ M@gge of Proposed Rﬁg‘nngg (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 2 4

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmenf ngbts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — a'ylg must not be adopted.

W

@)) The FCC must not farce radio stations, especially rehgnous*broa asters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM'’s proposed advisory boar .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 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.

%)) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The chaice
of programming, especially refligious programming, is not properly dictated by any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would infrude 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. Thosa 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 lacation 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 following comments in response to the Lg@@i%@loﬁce of Proposed Rulemaki(nf i\tﬁe.
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No, 04-233, 4 ail Room

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendmel:‘;? ights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not be adopted.

)] The FCC must not force radio stations, espeCIa‘lﬁ oadcasters to take adV|ce from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed adws roposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice fr hﬂse 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.

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. e~

5) . Many Christian broadcasters operate on tight budgets, as do many smaller market secular -
stafions. 'Keeping the electricity_flowing is often a challenge. Yet, the Commission proposes to further 4. /
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 restnctlng 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 following comments in response to the Localis%g}ice of Proposed Ruleta%u\q\aﬁeao
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 4/? 3

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendﬂerg rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — W must not be adopted

M The FGC must not force radio stations, especially rehgﬂx&broadcasters to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM’s proposed advisory 6oarﬁ{..proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from-fh?}e 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 wotld do so — even if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids imposition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

® The FGC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially refligious 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
autornatically 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 lacation 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 \'§§I?Q£S$G@‘$|?§\l{-pqalism Notice of Proposed al‘itbtzlhe 00&
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, ifi B Docket No. 04-233. RS A o
€ ¥ @
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A'nu of

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

(1) The FCC must not forc?mql"ig ng;?r&?' ?éo?‘a@'religious broadcasters, to take advice from
: S prop

people who do not share their value sed 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 First
Amendment prohibits government, includig_g the FCC, érq dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster, mu@pr@@r{ﬁ } \! 5,

(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 bellefs 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 gr W\\‘ on
I submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed R%éma (the §

“NPRM"), released Jan. 24 2008, in MBﬁﬁ)Hcket No. 04-233.

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

O] The FCC must not force radio statlons especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. Thé’)NE osed advisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadc s‘ter ? st 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 rellglon

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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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Pmposod Ruh‘lﬂak!ng MAR 24 1008
MB Docket No. 04-233
FCC Mail Room

| submit the following comments in to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures mustnolvnéte@wmm rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must'1\ét be adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious 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 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) TheFGCnumtnotfomemvehﬁonofspaafnedmmnﬂmgnbrmahon The choice
of programming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated by any govemment agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) WFWMMM&MMIWMMWWWHb&
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
comrespond 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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:gmbn:nk: l:o R::_pg;&eto Localism Notice of Proposed Rulonhﬁm MAR 2 42008

| submit the following comments in Ny& Localism Notice of Proposed REIQEK%B oom
“NPRM?"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket

AnynewFCCrules,poIicie;orpmoedurasmustnot_ X Amendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, ifenactedwoukidoso and must not be adopted.

(1) Mmeanmmmmmemmm&mmmm
peopbwhodonotshmﬂlewvalues.TheNPRMspmpést board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who | advice from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, compiaints 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 tum 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 o 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 properiy 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) mmemmhhammmmmmmummube
automatically barred from routine renewal application processing. The proposed mandatory special renewal
review of certain ciasses of applicants by the Commissioners themseives would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. mmmmmmﬂukmmmpmmﬂnmm
correspond to their beliefs could face long, expensive and potentially ruinous renewal

(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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(tHe“*NPRM?), réleased Jan. 24, 2008, in ' MIB Docke% sy, QA -233. MAR 2 42008

~ Any new FCC rules, pohcres or procedures must not violate First Amendment rights. A ﬁmnpgqéﬁ Roo
m

proposals d|scussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do@@y—,,@'nd must not be adopted.

1(1) The FCC must not force radio- sfatlons~ especially-religious’ broadﬂaétqﬂ'g: to take advrce from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory board proposals would
impose such unconstitutional mandates.-Religious.bro; gagter,s .who resist,advice from those who
don't share their values could face increased harassmenit ts and evenloss of license for
choosing to follow their own consciences, rather than allowmg in ﬁ@atlble 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
lntrude on C@nstltutlena “,,yqpr@tected editorial.choices.

| (4) 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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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking R
MB Docket No. 04-233 FCCMall Room

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Noth% Proposed Rulemaking (the
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233. 4’92

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Aniendment ngnﬂs number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not te adopted. ¢ {(?

.-""_\ -

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from

people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed advisory boar:i propesals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from thase th:dpn t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of licens e for chOosmg to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their prog-amming. 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 — ever if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impc sizion 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 ty any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on such things as who produced what program:: would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

(4) The FCC must not establish a two-tiered renewal system in whizh 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 wuld 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 Com nission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising cots 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 curt:iled service is contrary to the
public interest,

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed abov 2.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulenﬁ&% M\%‘

“‘NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.

20 ik m
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amen n§r§hts. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not te adopted” A4 b: I
Sy

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious 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:thgse who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of licens e for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape their programming.”-T| h? 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 — ever if a religious broadcaster
canscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impc sition 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 ty 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 whizh 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 wuld 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 Com nission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by substantially raising co:sts 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. e : :

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed abov 2.
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MAR 2 4 2008
Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking -~ L./«
MB Docket No. 04-233 " FCC Mail Room

| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the
*NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233.
B 2008 yag
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate r&imeﬁd grl’l!I ights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not te adopted.

(1) The FCC mustnot force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's proposed-advisory boar:i proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters who resist advice from thgse who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of licens & j‘&}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 — ever if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impcsition of message delivery
mandates on any religion.

(3) The FCC must not force revelation of specific editorial decision-making information. The choice
of pregramming, especially religious programming, is not properly dictated ty 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 whizh 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 wauld 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 Com nission proposes to further
squeeze niche and smaller market broadcasters, by sub§§an§iajly 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 ?pt rules, procedures or policieéidiscussed abova.-
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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking dﬁd
MB Docket No. 04-233 ae ceived & \nspe

| submit the following comments in responsé wt@@m otjcy roposed Rulemaking ( A Gl
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 04-233, A LE‘EREF m 2

o ; om
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Ariendment rights. A nup@&ﬁ\na‘\ Ro
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not te adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, e;;iebiailly réligip'us-_b”r_'bs dcasters, 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 those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of licens.e 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 — ever if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impcsition 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 wauld 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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Comments in Response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking

MB Docket No. 04-233 e AR
MAR 2 477"
| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (the m
"NPRM), released Jan. 24, 2008, in M Docket No. 042§ Jj4p »c Ak FCC Mail Roo

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not violate First Amiendment rights. A number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must not te adopted.

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious 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 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 — ever. if a religious broadcaster
conscientiously objects to the message. The First Amendment forbids impcsition 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 wauld 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 followmg ‘comments i in response to the Localism Notice of Proposed Rulemaking
(the“NPRM”), reledsed Jan 24, 2008 in MB Docket No. 04-233,

Any new FCC 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 adopted. '

(1) The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious 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 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 fOTbIdS‘HTTpOSItrOH 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) 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 curtalled
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 Localism Notice of Proposed RUE@@W
“NPRM"), released Jan 24 2008, in’ MBZW‘WM\‘O 04-233. Fﬁoom
5 A biyq
Any new FCC rules. policies or proeedurés must not violate First Amendmel:t lghts 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, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
peaple who:do not share their values. The“NF’ S:propose Ladvisory board proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters&rhécz'e advice from those whe don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and even loss of license for choosrng to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing lncompatlble viewpoints to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits gbvernment, including the FCC, from dlctatmg what viewpoints a broadcaster
particularly a religious broadcaster must present.

{2) The FCC must net turn every radio station.into a public forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to arr tlme Proposed publlc aggess I requlreiments would dOl so— even ifa rellglous broadcaster
| | f . jret jid ition.of.

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

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

(5) ' Many Chnst|an broagcasters operateron tight budgeéts, as:do many smaller market secular
o stations. Kéeping the electncnfy flowing is often a: ¢halienge. "’Yeté‘ 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, gomments in response m Locallsm Notice of Proposed RulemakMRﬂﬁ 4 ;"mq
“NPRM"), released Jan'"24, 2008, in'MB Daocket No. iji‘] 2 5 A FCi o

Maj
Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vrg‘late Firsf‘Am%r%ment rights. A number o! ROGMI
proposals discussed inthe NRRM, if enacted, would doso — and mustwnei be adopted.

1 The FCC must not force radio stations, e”g'g‘e‘,crall Irgreus broadca.sters, to take advice from
people who do not sharé-theiivalues, The! NPRM's propeéé i Ofyib ard proposals would impose such
unconstitutional mandétes. Relrglous broadcasters who resrstiaa'\‘zr S4HTD  those Who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, Gomplaints and even-loss of Iloen..e for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rathier;thah allowmg lncempatrble viewpoints to: shape their programmlng The-First
Amendmeiit: *prehib'is gevernmen‘t; rncludmg thie FCC, from dlcfafrhg wiiat viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster must present.

2) The FCC must not turn every radre.statlon into-@‘public, ferum\where anyone and everyone has
nghts to air tlme Rro pesed pﬁlbllc ag,_ s,s"ﬁeq,ulre_menfs wou%@eiso = ev‘ Mf a rehgrous breadcaster
fous| est ‘ Bidls inibsitionof dev_em -

@ - yThe-ﬁ:CCsmust,nggifor%eprevele}zt‘lpryafxspecrﬁc edrtorual gemsm making: mtormatlon The choice
eﬁpmgrammmg;re,epe‘erally rel,[grous: rog‘rarrpmmg, is not. prop d r fated by any- goVernment agency — and
~ proposals te force réporting on such thingsias whoe produced ‘Wh at progra‘ms, would intrude on
constitutionally-piotected edrtonal choices.

4) The FCC must.nef estabilsh a»two,—tlered renewal system in which certain licensees wouild be
automatically barred*frem reutlneJeneWal ap ligation processing. ; ; The preposed mandatory: speclal renewal
review of certam plqsses of appllcants by:thie” Commlssmners themselves would amount to coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those ];who stay trueito therr consciénces and present only the messages they
cerrespond»to thel@girefs*’co ld;fgce lqu,JeZ,gp ‘”sive«and petentlally ruinous renewal:praceedings.

" 6)

sfatlons Keer

, el ctrlc Ly, ewrngvls*(ofg,i nge?a rYett«t fCom‘rmssron:proposes to further

st ueeze 1oty & a g smaller %&et‘bmadcasf‘e by stibstatially ralsmg costs in two ways: (a) by requiring
staff presence wh ﬁever a stations on the air and, -(b) by furthér festricting main studio location choices.
Raising costs with these-propesals would férce service cutbacks — and cuitailed service is contrary to the
public interest.

4 dca Lrs eperajf ﬁab‘hdgets is:de-many. srialler market secular
ﬁﬁf;‘ 5o %ghalle on

We urge the FCC not to adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed above.
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| submit the followrng comments in response to Localism Notice of Proposed Rul j h
NPRP), released Jan. 24, 5008, in MB Dooket No. 04-004, MR 5 FEEMail Room

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must not vielate First: An%ﬁgrﬁent 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, esp'?c@ll)r‘rellgrous broadcasters, to take advice from
peaple who do not share their values, The;NPRM'’s proposeq,‘a igony.hoard propesals would impose such
unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcesters whefresrsf agvi ei‘k those who don’t share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints: ‘and eVen'ioss of licéhse for choosrng to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowmg incompa ble”ﬁvrewpomts to shape their programming. The First
Amendment prohibits QOVernment ificluding the FEC, from dictating what viewpoints a broadcaster,
particularly a religious broadcaster must-present.

2) The FCG must net turn gvery radro*(s’t%tzr oninto: anpubllc forum where anyone and everyone has
rights to air time. Proposed ublrc aqcesswequlreme S wouldido so - ever if a religious broadcaster :
apacoiseientiouslyaok jeet’ aﬁ : ‘eﬂgﬂ@st Am‘e';,gi%entgfgg ggn;gflmessagg(dejrwrymm—-m

‘ o
) X ]

The FCC rﬂﬁ}st not forcearevelair fﬁspecﬁ' ic. eq,tdn I decision-making information. The choice
of programming, especially rg r1greusi’;iregrammrng, is not properl&dlctated ty any government agency — and
proposals to force reporting on suchthingsas who produced what programs would intrude on
constitutionally-protected editorial choices.

4) .The FCC. must not estaplish aktwe-‘treredarenewal system in which certain licensees would be
automatrcally barred from rornilne regewal vapplrcatlenaprocessmg The proposed mandatory spemal renewal
review of cerfain classes of apphcants by the Commrssmners themselves wauld amount o coercion of
religious broadcasters. Those who stay true to their consciences and present only the messages they
correspond to their beliefs couid face Iong,,e“xpensive andrpoientlally ruinous renewal praceedings.

(5) - Wainy fCh | tian. %adca er”é‘@;‘a‘e‘@e%nﬁrght budgets, as-do'many smaller market secular

statlons Keepihg e‘e ecfnityfﬂe\ﬁ* hg isfteh-a.challenge. , Yet, the Commission proposes to further

squeeze ' niche and"- ,s’i'ﬁ'aljer Market broadcasters by substantra'l]y 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 {6 adopt rules, procedures or policies discussed abova.
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| submit the following comments in response to the Localism Notice of Pr@%ed' (}ﬁakaQQ%
“NPRM"), released Jan. 24, 2008, in MB Docket No. 0?0-”2(?33. . @t&

Any new FCC rules, policies or procedures must nglﬂxﬁo&%ﬁé First Amendment righ@(‘,& number of
proposals discussed in the NPRM, if enacted, would do so — and must obbéjg:lopted.

n The FCC must not force radio stations, especially religious broadcasters, to take advice from
people who do not share their values. The NPRM's gropesgd advisory board proposals would impose such

unconstitutional mandates. Religious broadcasters whe rgsist gyi e from those who don't share their
values could face increased harassment, complaints and eveh E sé?,mense for choosing to follow their own
consciences, rather than allowing incompatible viewpoints to shape th&lr 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 FGC 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 consclences 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 fo 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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